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a b s t r a c t
Studies on self-esteem instability (SEI) must obtain multiple measurements of self-esteem, such as daily for two
weeks, to calculate SEI. This measurement method is called the “gold standard.” The intensive nature of the gold
standard forces SEI be studied through multiple-day, controlled, student-sample designs, which restricts generalizability and possible variables studied. We attempt to address these concerns through creating a new singleadministration SEI scale, called the SEI Measure (Studies 1 and 2), and analyzing the relationship of the SEI Measure and prior single-administration SEI scales with the gold standard (Studies 3 and 4). The SEI Measure and
existing scales only have moderate correlations with the gold standard, suggesting that they do not adequately
gauge SEI. As these studies are the most robust investigation into single-administration SEI scales to date, we suggest that the study of such scales should be refocused, and our results also provide direction for new research avenues. Innovative single-administration SEI measures, such as implicit measures, may still adequately gauge SEI,
and authors should consider perceived SEI separately from SEI itself. Perceived SEI may be an important aspect of
self-perceptions that leads to distinct personal outcomes that are not predicted by SEI or other commonly studied
variables.
© 2016 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

Self-esteem is one of the oldest (Nicole, 1696) and widest (Myers,
Willse, & Villalba, 2011) studied constructs in psychology, and it inﬂuences a wide array of outcomes signiﬁcant to daily life, such as depression and life satisfaction (Brown, Andrews, Harris, Adler, & Bridge, 1986;
Meier, Semmer, & Hupfeld, 2009; Milevsky, Schlechter, Netter, & Keehn,
2007). One's amount of self-esteem, however, is not the only aspect of
self-esteem that inﬂuences personal outcomes. Self-esteem instability
(SEI; also called stability or variability) also has important psychological
implications that are largely independent of one's amount of selfesteem (Chabrol, Rousseau, & Callahan, 2006; Kernis & Waschull,
1995; Okada, 2010). Research has shown SEI to incrementally predict
depression and life satisfaction, among several other outcomes, beyond
self-esteem itself (De Man, Gutiérrez, & Sterk, 2001; Meier et al., 2009;
Oosterwegel, Field, Hart, & Anderson, 2001).
Traditionally, SEI has been operationalized as the variations between
repeated measurements of self-esteem, often calculated through
within-person standard deviations from self-reported scales administered over the course of several days (Kernis, 2005; Kernis, Cornell,
Sun, Berry, & Harlow, 1993; Kernis & Waschull, 1995). Some studies
have gauged SEI through administering a survey every day for a week
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(Kernis, Grannemann, & Barclay, 1989), whereas others have opted for
more measurement occasions and administered two surveys every
day across two weeks (Zeigler-Hill, 2006). Nevertheless, of all existing
studies, most SEI research has been limited to multiple-day studies in
largely controlled settings, due to the need for extensive repeated measurements. Further, the vast majority of these studies have solely used
student samples, as student samples are much easier to obtain for intensive repeated measurements compared to adult or specialized samples.
This restriction to multiple-day, controlled, student-sample studies
limits the validity and generalizability of all SEI research. A history of authors have noted concerns with such studies, particularly in regards to
external validity (Cook et al., 1979; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).
Without more naturalistic studies, which can ensure adequate external
validity, any observed results cannot be certain to apply to real-world
settings. Also, the methodological restrictions to SEI research limit the
possible variables that can be studied. For example, it is very difﬁcult
to observe the effects of SEI on workplace outcomes, such as performance and job satisfaction, and the same is true for other variables
that are largely limited to adult populations. In the current article, we
aim to address the limited nature of SEI research due to measurement
constraints.
Our primary objective is to create a single-administration scale of
SEI. While the study of SEI requires the repeated measurement of selfesteem, it may be possible to create a single-administration measure
of perceived SEI that adequately converges with the traditional
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measurement of SEI. Such a scale could allow for the study of SEI using
alternative research designs, particularly those with superb external validity. Further, the scale could be applied in a broader range of contexts
than currently possible in SEI research, including more naturalistic settings, and it could be used to study a broader range of variables. In
fact, the scale may even open completely new areas of research for
SEI, such as investigating the inﬂuence of SEI on workplace outcomes.
Therefore, existing areas of study could be more robustly investigated,
and new areas of study could be opened through the creation of a
single-administration SEI scale.
Our secondary objective is to reanalyze three existing singleadministration SEI scales (Chabrol et al., 2006; Kernis, Grannemann, &
Barclay, 1992; Rosenberg, 1965). Each of these measures have certain
noteworthy concerns, such as their small relationships with the traditional measurement of SEI, but much is still unknown about their psychometric properties and/or other aspects of validity. Through
investigating these aspects, important information may be uncovered
about the ideal methods to gauge SEI through a single-administration
scale. Likewise, it may be possible that prior concerns with these scales
are unfounded, and they are adequate measures of SEI. If so, the current
article could aid the study of SEI through encouraging future use of these
potentially underutilized measures, achieving all the beneﬁts of creating
a new scale altogether.
Most importantly, however, the analyses of the new and existing
scales may provide deﬁnitive evidence regarding the ability of SEI to
be gauged through a single-administration scale. While prior analyses
of the individual scales have uncovered concerning features, it is possible the SEI is simply unable to be gauged through a singleadministration scale. In these prior analyses, researchers could not differentiate the concerning aspects from the scale and the nature of the
construct itself. Only through an omnibus analysis of all the scales, as
done in the current article, can clear inferences about this research
question be achieved. Therefore, while the current article is framed
through the lens of scale development and (re)analysis, it is also an investigation into the nature of SEI.
To achieve these goals, the current article is organized as such: First,
we provide a review of SEI and its measurement. Second, we present a
series of studies that creates a new single-administration measure of
SEI. Third, in two separate studies, we test the convergent validity of
the new and existing measures of SEI with the traditional method of
gauging the construct. Fourth, we discuss the implications of the results
for research and practice.
1. Background
1.1. Self-esteem instability and the gold standard
Self-esteem is often considered to be a primary indicator of psychological health, and those with high self-esteem are seen as more mentally ﬁt (Sedikides, Rudich, Gregg, Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2004; Taylor &
Brown, 1988; Wilkinson, 2004). The construct has been shown to be a
resilient barrier to negative events, preventing stress, depression, and
anxiety (De Cremer, 2002; Meier et al., 2009; Zeigler-Hill & Showers,
2007), among other detrimental personal outcomes (Cassidy,
O'Connor, Howe, & Warden, 2004; Myers & Rosen, 1999; Stokes &
Peterson, 1998). Due to the focus on psychological health in selfesteem research, similar relationships have also been studied in regards
to SEI.
SEI is the, “propensity to exhibit variability in self-feelings across
time” (Kernis et al., 1993, p. 1190). Although related, SEI is not entirely
dependent on self-esteem. That is, both those with high and low selfesteem can express both high and low SEI. Also, as suggested by
Kernis et al. (1993), SEI is “a dispositional quality that interacts with
contextual factors to produce speciﬁc patters of ﬂuctuations [in selfesteem]” (p. 1190). The construct likely arises from a variety of personal
attributes that determine reactions to external events (i.e. salient self-
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identities, sensitivity to evaluations, source of self-esteem), and SEI is
believed to be a relatively stable personality trait (Chabrol et al., 2006;
Kernis et al., 1992; Rosenberg, 1965).
Further, research has likewise shown SEI to be related to many of
psychological health outcomes. Like self-esteem, SEI is related to stress,
depression, and anxiety (Kernis et al., 1993; Roberts, Kassel, & Gotlib,
1995), and it has also been linked to the ultimate outcome of poor psychological well-being, suicide (de Man & Gutierrez, 2002). Research has
also linked SEI to various aspects of interpersonal interaction, particularly experienced social anxiety and emotional reactions to (dis)approval
(Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003; Kernis et al., 1993;
Seery, Blascovich, Weisbuch, & Vick, 2004), suggesting that SEI may be
a contributor to certain social tendencies or even phobias.
When reviewing these and other studies, however, the scope of SEI
research is notably limited. Although extremely important, the majority
of studies only investigate the relationship of SEI with psychological
health outcomes. While this topic may be the primary focus of research
on self-esteem and SEI, the former construct has also been applied in
much wider contexts. For example, authors have studied the relationship of self-esteem with several aspects of work, such as employee performance and job satisfaction (Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge, Erez, & Bono,
1998); other individual differences, placing self-esteem in the larger nomological network of related constructs (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden,
1996; Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994); and an array of theories,
many created for the speciﬁc purpose of understanding self-esteem
(Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986; Leary & Baumeister,
2000). Alternatively, very few similar studies have been performed on
SEI. The limited nature of SEI research may be due to the required measurement method for the construct, which may be preventing SEI from
becoming as widespread in research as self-esteem itself.
The traditional method to gauge SEI is to administer several iterations of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965),
which is a general measure of global self-esteem. The RSES consists of
ten questions, including “All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure” and “I take a positive attitude towards myself.” Further, the scale's
instructions can be modiﬁed to instruct participants to report “how they
feel in general” or “how they feel in the present moment,” whereas the
latter is typically used in SEI research.
To gauge SEI using the RSES, the scale is administered multiple times
over the course of several days, and the standard deviation of these
scores is considered to be representative of the construct (Kernis,
2005; Kernis & Waschull, 1995; Kernis et al., 1993). In current research,
there is no standard duration to administer the multiple iterations of the
RSES. Previous studies have used every day for one week (Kernis et al.,
1989), twice a day for four days (Kernis et al., 1992), twice a day for
two weeks (Zeigler-Hill, 2006), and several others (Kernis, 2005;
Kernis & Waschull, 1995; Kernis et al., 1993). In general, however, researchers administer surveys daily or twice daily for one or two
weeks. This method of measuring SEI has been called the “gold standard” (Chabrol et al., 2006), and we also use this terminology.
While the gold standard is believed to be effective and accurate, it
creates certain limitations in SEI studies. First, the reliance on studies
lasting multiple days or weeks slows the progress of SEI research.
Whereas studies on other constructs can apply speedier methods,
such as cross-sectional designs, no such luxury is available for SEI research. Further, although cross-sectional designs have notable limitations, they are able to provide initial inferences about research
questions, which may be replicated using more advanced methodological designs (Cook et al., 1979; Shadish et al., 2002). These initial inferences are unable to be discovered in SEI studies, preventing
researchers from inferring which research questions may be most valuable to pursue. This may cause some researchers to be hesitant to study
SEI.
Second, SEI studies are largely limited to relatively controlled settings. Currently, when obtaining repeated measurements, some studies
require participants to complete daily surveys in a lab or classroom
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setting (i.e. administered before class starts; de Man & Gutierrez, 2002;
Kernis et al., 1989; Kugle, Clements, & Powell, 1983; Waschull & Kernis,
1996). These studies force participants to remove themselves from their
environments, possibly altering their self-esteem. Also, other studies
give a packet of daily measures and instruct participants to complete
these measures at designed time points, but concerns about compliance
have been noted in regards to this method (Greenier et al., 1999; Kernis,
Grannemann, & Mathis, 1991; Kernis et al., 1992; Kernis et al., 1993;
Kernis, Greenier, Herlocker, Whisenhunt, & Abend, 1997; Knowles
et al., 2007; Roberts et al., 1995; Seery et al., 2004; Webster,
Kirkpatrick, Nezlek, Smith, & Paddock, 2007; Zeigler-Hill & Abraham,
2006). While certain technologies, such as cellphones, may allow for
daily measurements in a completely naturalistic setting, thereby
avoiding these concerns, applications of these devices have yet to be
seen in the majority of SEI research.
Third, obtaining measurements over multiple days is extremely difﬁcult for most populations, causing the vast majority of SEI studies to
use student samples (de Man & Gutierrez, 2002; Greenier et al., 1999;
Kernis et al., 1989; Kernis et al., 1991; Kernis et al., 1992; Kernis et al.,
1993; Kernis et al., 1997; Knowles et al., 2007; Kugle et al., 1983;
Roberts et al., 1995; Seery et al., 2004; Waschull & Kernis, 1996;
Webster et al., 2007; Zeigler-Hill & Abraham, 2006). The reliance on
the student participant in research is well documented, and many authors suggest that studies using these samples are not generalizable to
the general population (Bello, Leung, Radebaugh, Tung, & Van
Witteloostuijn, 2009; Greenberg, 1987; Turner & Upshur, 2002). Also,
many variables cannot be studied in student samples, such as workplace
outcomes. Thus, while SEI is relatively well-studied in students, much
less is known about SEI in the general population.
Together, the methodological restrictions of SEI studies poses certain
concerns for validity, generalizability, and other aspects of research design. These concerns could be addressed through creating a singleadministration SEI scale. A single-administration SEI scale could encourage speedy research designs, using adult populations, in naturalistic settings, while analyzing a wider range of variables. We create a singleadministration SEI scale in the current article. Before doing so, we review three previous attempts at creating such a scale.
1.2. Single-administration self-esteem instability measurement
The earliest single-administration SEI scale is the ﬁve-item Rosenberg Stability Scale (RSS; Rosenberg, 1965), which includes the item,
“Does your opinion of yourself tend to change a good deal or does it always continue to remain the same?” Although the RSS was created over
ﬁfty years ago, few studies have adapted its use. This may be due to the
scale's very small relationship with the gold standard (r = .01), certain
wording issues (Kernis et al., 1992), and Rosenberg's (1965) own criticisms of the scale. Thus, the RSS does not appear to be a suitable
single-administration measure of SEI.
The second single-administration SEI scale must be administered in
conjunction with the RSES. Kernis et al. (1992) created a scale in which
participants rated the extent that their answers to each RSES item
would change on a daily basis. Much like the RSS, this scale has also
seen limited usage. The sparse usage of Kernis et al.'s (1992) scale is
likely due to the creators' own criticisms in its original publication.
The authors noted that their scale was weakly correlated to the gold
standard (r = .22), and believed that the scale was unsuccessful in measuring SEI. Kernis et al. (1992) also noted certain aspects that may have
caused the scale to perform poorly. Participants may be unable to estimate their changes to the speciﬁc perceptions described in the RSE
items (i.e. “At times I think I am no good at all”), as changes to these speciﬁc perceptions may occur subconsciously. Instead, participants may
only be able to perceive general changes to their self-esteem (i.e. My
self-esteem changes often) – if at all. Therefore, in the creation of a
new single-administration measure, it may be beneﬁcial to solely
gauge perceptions about general changes to self-esteem.

The ﬁnal scale is the Instability of Self-Esteem Scale (ISES; Chabrol
et al., 2006). This scale gauges SEI through four questions that indirectly
gauge changes in self-esteem (i.e. “Sometimes I feel worthless, at other
time I feel that I am worthwhile”). Like the other scales, the ISES has also
seen limited usage. Although it has an extremely strong relationship
with the gold standard (r = .81; Chabrol et al., 2006), other concerns
limit its usage. First, most aspects of the ISES's validity are unknown,
such as its concurrent validity. Second, little investigation into its psychometric properties has been performed, such as its factor structure.
Third, the scale is only four items, which draws questions to its criterion
validity. Fourth, the scale has similar wording to the RSS. Fifth, the sole
investigation into the relationship between the ISES and the gold standard only included 19 participants, and the results may have been due
to the small sample size. Despite these concerns, the ISES shows that a
single-administration SEI scale may strongly relate to the gold standard,
which is promising for future research. Also, many of these concerns
may be addressed through additional research. For instance, if the ISES
is shown to strongly relate to the gold standard with a larger sample,
then it is almost assuredly a satisfactory single-administration SEI
scale, and it could be used to derive valid inferences SEI.
Together, none of these three scales are entirely satisfactory, but the
ISES shows potential to measure SEI. In the current article, a new singleadministration SEI scale is created to avoid the concerns with prior measures, such as the focus on speciﬁc perceptions, and the three prior SEI
scales are reanalyzed to ensure their (in)ability to gauge SEI. If the undiscovered aspects of these scales prove to be concerning, then the
new scale may be most suitable for gauging SEI. On the other hand, if
the undiscovered aspects prove to be satisfactory, then the existing
scales may already be suitable. Thus, we create a new singleadministration SEI scale, followed by an exploration into the validity
of the new and existing scales.
2. Scale development
2.1. Study 1 - initial scale creation
To create the new scale, an over-representative item list was created
and subsequently reduced, which helps ensure that all aspects of the
construct are gauged, also known as content validity (Hinkin, 1995,
1998). For this process, 35 items were created based on prior research.
These items were meant to gauge general self-perceptions about SEI,
rather than speciﬁc self-perceptions akin to the ISES. Example items
are “My self-worth is unstable” and “Certain events make my selfesteem change.” To reduce the item list, a modiﬁed item-sort task was
performed based on prior suggestions (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991;
Howard & Melloy, 2016).
3. Method
3.1. Participants
Study 1 included 14 participants (Mage = 21.92, SDage = 6.11, 12 female, 7 Caucasian) recruited from a student subject pool in return for
course credit. An attention check was used, which asked participants
to mark a certain response (i.e. Please mark the third option to ensure
that you are paying attention). If a participant did not provide the correct response, their data was removed. All reported statistics reﬂect
the sample after these participants were removed.
3.2. Procedure
Participants signed-up for the study via a website, and they gave
their digital informed consent. Then, participants were provided a thorough deﬁnition of SEI, and they were asked to indicate the extent that
they believed each of the 35 items from the over-representative item
list gauged SEI. Response options ranged from 0 (This item does NOT
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measure SEI) to 3 (This item measures SEI perfectly). Afterwards, participants were disclosed about the purpose of the study.
4. Results and Discussion
The average rating of each item was calculated. No decisive a priori
cutoff was chosen. As concise measures are often preferred in research
and practice, however, it was desired to reduce the survey to approximately 10 items. Six items met the cutoff of 2.9, twelve met the cutoff of
2.8, and twenty-eight met the cutoff of 2.7. For this reason, only the
items that met the cutoff of 2.8 were retained, resulting in an initial measure of 12 items. These 12 items are included in Appendix A, and are
henceforth entitled the SEI Measure. With the initial measure created,
the following studies investigate its psychometric properties and validity.
4.1. Study 2 - exploratory factor analysis
Any measure must have a stable and identiﬁable factor structure to
be reliable and valid. For this reason, we investigate the factor structure
of the SEI Measure in Study 2.
5. Method
5.1. Participants
Study 2 included 202 participants (Mage = 29.90, SDage = 9.26, 59%
female, 82% American) recruited from Amazon's Mechanical Turn
(mTurk) in return for a small amount of monetary compensation. This
website is an online platform which connects individuals willing to perform small tasks on their computer, such as taking a survey, with those
who need these tasks performed. Previous studies have shown results
using mTurk as valid (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci &
Chandler, 2014; Shapiro, Chandler, & Mueller, 2013).
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eigenvalue of the ﬁrst factor was greater than the randomized dataset
(parallel analysis eigenvalues = 1.488, 1.365, 1.275, and 1.196); and
only the ﬁrst factor had an eigenvalue greater than one. Also, Table 1 includes the factor loadings of the SEI measure. All items load very strong
on this single factor (N.75), and the Cronbach's alpha was .97. The collective results indicate that the scale has satisfactory psychometric properties and internal consistency.
6.1. Study 3 – convergent and concurrent validity
Studies 1 and 2 provide initial support for the SEI Measure, but several other aspects must be shown before the scale can be considered
valid. In Study 3, the scale's concurrent validity is studied through its relationship with state and trait self-esteem. Prior studies have shown SEI
to moderately and negatively relate to state and trait self-esteem
(Kernis, 2005; Kernis et al., 1993; Okada, 2010; Sowislo, Orth, & Meier,
2014), which is also expected with the SEI Measure. Also, the scale's
convergent validity is studied through analyzing the scales' relationship
with the gold standard of SEI measurement. As mentioned, the gold
standard is obtained through multiple administrations of a single selfesteem measure, such as once a week for two weeks, and it is believed
to be the only method to obtain a true measure of SEI. For any singleadministration SEI scale to be valid, it must demonstrate an exceptional
relationship with the gold standard. In Study 3, we analyze the relationship of the SEI Measure with the gold standard. Lastly, we noted three
existing single-administration SEI scales: the RSS, Kernis's SEI scale,
and the ISES. The ISES may be an adequate single-administration measure of SEI, but much is still unknown about it. In Study 3, we also analyze the relationship of these three scales with the SEI Measure, selfesteem, and the gold standard.
7. Method
7.1. Participants

5.2. Procedure
Participants signed-up for the study via mTurk. They provided their
digital informed consent and completed the survey. Then, they were
disclosed about the purpose of the study.

Study 3 included 129 participants (Mage = 19.03, SDage = 1.43, 85%
female, 76% Caucasian) recruited from a student subject pool in return
for course credit. As detailed below, some participants were removed
due to non-response. All reported statistics reﬂect the sample after
these participants were removed.

5.3. Measures
7.2. Procedure
5.3.1. SEI measure
The SEI Measure created in Study 1 was administered in Study 2.
6. Results and discussion
Based on the suggestions of prior scale development researchers
(Hinkin, 1995, 1998; Howard, 2016), a principal axis factoring method
with a direct oblimin rotation was chosen to perform the exploratory
factor analysis (EFA). Further, three methods were considered to determine the number of emergent factors: a visual scree plot analysis, a parallel analysis, and the Keiser criterion (O'Connor, 2000; Patil et al.,
2008). Visual scree plot analyses involve plotting the scale's eigenvalues, and all factors are retained that occur before the “elbow” or sudden drop in eigenvalues. Parallel analyses compare the scale's
eigenvalues against the average eigenvalues of multiple randomized
datasets (1000 replications), and factor is retained if its eigenvalue is
greater than its respective randomized dataset eigenvalue. The Keiser
criterion retains all factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. Lastly,
as suggested by prior authors (Hinkin, 1995, 1998; Howard, 2016),
only items with factor loadings above .40 were retained.
With these a priori decisions, an EFA was performed. The visual scree
plot analysis, parallel analysis, and Keiser criterion all suggested that the
SEI Measure is unidimensional. A signiﬁcant “elbow” occurred after the
ﬁrst factor (eigenvalues = 9.011, .681, .414, and .359); only the

Participants signed-up for the study via a website, and they gave
their digital informed consent. Then, they completed a survey that included all measures noted below. After the initial survey, participants
completed daily measures of self-esteem for two weeks (fourteen
total occasions). After the study period ended, they were disclosed
about the purpose of the study. If participants failed to complete at
least ten of the daily surveys, their data was removed.
Table 1
Exploratory factor analysis item loadings of the SEI measure in study 2.
Factor loading
Item 1
Item 2
Item 2
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6
Item 7
Item 8
Item 9
Item 10
Item 11
Item 12

.80
.83
.89
.78
.86
.89
.89
.86
.90
.87
.85
.83
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7.3. Measures

The intercorrelations of the SEI Measure, the RSS, and the ISES were
very strong (Average r = .71); however, the relationships of Kernis's SEI
scale with the other SEI scales were only moderate-to-large in size (Average r = .40). These results support the convergent validity of the SEI
Measure, RSS, and the ISES, but they fail to support Kernis's SEI scale.
Lastly, the SEI Measure resulted in only moderate correlations with
the gold standard (Average r = .39). The same was true for the RSS (Average r = .33), Kernis's SEI scale (Average r = .26), and the ISES (Average r = .37). Also, some authors have suggested that the observed
relationships between SEI and various outcomes may be due to their
common association with trait self-esteem (Greenier et al., 1999;
Kernis, Lakey, & Heppner, 2008; Seery et al., 2004). We test this possibility through regressing the gold standard onto trait self-esteem and the
single-administration SEI measures, separately (Table 3). Trait selfesteem was entered in the ﬁrst step and the SEI measures were entered
in the second step of the regressions, which produces a metric of change
in variance accounted by the predictors. No measure was signiﬁcantly
related to the gold standard, as calculated from the RSES, when accounting for trait self-esteem (all p N .05). When the gold standard was calculated through the SISE A or B, the single-administration SEI scales were
signiﬁcant predictors while accounting for trait self-esteem (all p b .01),
except for the Kernis SEI Scale (SISE A, p N .05); however, these effect
sizes were relatively small. The measures only accounted for ﬁve to
fourteen percent of the variance in the gold standard, as denoted in
the R2 change, which is well below the standard to be considered representative of a construct (Hinkin, 1995, 1998; House & Rizzo, 1972). Together, these results fail to support the convergent validity of all singleadministration SEI measures.

SEI Measure. The 12-item SEI Measure was administered (α = .95).
RSS. The 5-item RSS was administrated (α = .79).
Kernis's SEI scale. Kernis's 10-item SEI scale was administered (α =
.91).
ISES. The 4-item ISES was administered (α = .89).
RSES. The 10-item RSES was administered during each measurement occasion (α = .91), and participants were asked to “answer in
regards to how you feel right now.” This scale was used to gauge state
self-esteem (ﬁrst measurement occasion), trait self-esteem (average
across all measurement occasions), and the gold standard (standard deviation across all measurement occasions). These uses of the RSES have
been commonly applied in prior SEI studies (Greenier et al., 1999;
Meier, Orth, Denissen, & Kühnel, 2011; Seery et al., 2004).
7.4. Single-item self-esteem scales
Due to noted concerns with the RSES, such as its potential ceiling effect or uncertain factor structure (Goldsmith, 1986; Greenberger, Chen,
Dmitrieva, & Farruggia, 2003), two additional self-esteem scales were
given during each measurement occasion. The ﬁrst was the singleitem self-esteem scale (SISE A), which has been shown to be reliable
and valid for measuring self-esteem (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski,
2001). The SISE asks participants' level of agreement to the item, “I
have high self-esteem.” The second was a self-created single-item selfesteem scale (SISE B), which asked participants to rate the level of
their current self-esteem (1 – Extremely Low to 9 – Extremely High).
In addition to the RSES, these two scales were used to gauge state selfesteem, trait self-esteem, and the gold standard. Both single-item scales
asked participants to “answer in regards to how you feel right now.”

8.1. Study 4 – replication
The results of Study 3 are concerning for the single-administration
measurement of SEI. Any single-administration measure of SEI should
have an extremely strong correlation (N.70) with the gold standard of
SEI measurement for it to be valid. As this was not seen in Study 3,
none of the single-administration SEI scales can be considered valid
measures. These results, however, should be considered with past research. As mentioned, in the original creation of the SISE, Chabrol et al.
(2006) showed that the scale had a .81 correlation with the gold standard. When reviewing their methods, they calculated the gold standard
differently than most prior research. While most prior studies use the
standard deviation of measures given daily or twice daily for a week
or two weeks, Chabrol et al. (2006) used the standard deviation of measurements given once a week for ﬁve weeks. This difference in timespan
may cause the differences between their study and Study 3. Therefore,
in Study 4, we analyze the relationship of the single-administration

8. Results and discussion
Table 2 includes the correlations and Cronbach's alphas of Study 3.
The SEI Measure had large and negative relationships with state selfesteem (Average r = −.56) and trait self-esteem (Average r = −.47).
The RSS had large and negative relationships with state self-esteem
(Average r = −.45) as well as moderate and negative relationships
with trait self-esteem (Average r = −.34). Kernis's SEI scale had moderate and negative relationships with state self-esteem (Average r = −
.35) and trait self-esteem (Average r = −.33). The ISES had
moderate-to-large and negative relationships with state self-esteem
(Average r = −.42) as well as moderate and negative relationships
with trait self-esteem Average r = −.30). These results support the construct validity of the scales.
Table 2
Correlations of all measures in study 3.
1
1.) SEI measure
2.) RSS
3.) Kernis SEI scale
4.) ISES
5.) RSES
6.) SISE A
7.) SISE B
8.) Gold standard SEI two week – RSES
9.) Gold standard SEI two week – SISE A
10.) Gold standard SEI two week – SISE B
11.) Average of SE two week– RSES
12.) Average of SE two week – SISE A
13.) Average of SE two week – SISE A

.95
.72**
.43**
.70**
−.54**
−.57**
−.56**
.31**
.43**
.43**
−.47**
−.47**
−.47**

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

.79
.39**
.72**
−.47**
−.42**
−.46**
.25**
.36**
.38**
−.39**
−.30**
−.33**

.91
.39**
−.43**
−.28**
−.33**
.24**
.23*
.31**
−.42**
−.28**
−.30**

.89
−.50**
−.38**
−.38**
.29**
.44**
.37**
−.40**
−.23*
−.27**

.91
.65**
.67**
−.32**
−.38**
−.39**
.91**
.71**
.72**

N/A
.82**
−.20*
−.40**
−.36**
.65**
.83**
.79**

N/A
−.25**
−.39**
−.47**
.63**
.79**
.82**

N/A
.60**
.64**
−.34**
−.23**
−.23**

N/A
.76**
−.34**
−.32**
−.29**

N/A
−.37**
−.34**
−.31**

N/A
.78**
.77**

N/A
.94**

N/A

Note: Variables above the dotted line were administered only on Day 1.
Variables below the dotted line are the standard deviations of measures administered every day for two weeks.
⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.
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Table 3
Regression results of study 3.
Gold standard SEI two week - RSES

Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) SEI measure
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) RSS
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) Kernis SEI scale
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) ISES
ΔR2

β

t

β

−.358

8.694**
−4.269**

−.358

.13**
8.694**
−4.269**

−.358

.13**
8.654**
−4.253**

−.358

.13**
8.694**
−4.269**

t
3.583**
−2.897**
1.973
.03
4.582**
−3.387**
1.449
.02
5.397**
−3.381**
1.165
.01
4.314**
−3.174**
1.910
.03

−.272
.185

−.307
.131

−.313
.108

−.288
.173

.13**

Gold standard SEI two week - SISE A

Gold standard SEI two week - SISE B

β

t

β

t

−.325

8.170**
−3.825**

−.328

8.212**
−3.867**

−.325

.11**
8.170**
−3.825**

−.328

.11**
8.212**
−3.867**

−.324

.11**
8.199**
−3.799**

−.329

.11**
8.270**
−3.859**

−.325

.11**
8.170**
−3.825**

−.328

.11**
8.212**
−3.867**

β

t
1.298
−1.758
3.860**
.10**
2.723**
−2.777**
3.422**
.08**
5.011**
−3.221**
1.665
.02
2.478*
−2.946**
4.799**
.14**

−.160
.352

−.237
.292

−.284
.147

−.237
.386

.11**

β

t

−.162
.356

−.228
.301

−.259
.234

−.245
.308

.11**

1.597
−1.786
3.924**
.10**
2.885**
−2.652**
3.500**
.08**
4.630**
−2.971**
2.688**
.05**
3.294**
−2.924**
3.674**
.09**

⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.

SEI scales with the gold standard as calculated through daily measurements over two weeks as well as weekly measurement over ﬁve weeks.

for course credit. As detailed below, some participants were removed
due to non-response. All reported statistics reﬂect the sample after
these participants were removed.

9. Method
9.2. Procedure
9.1. Participants
All procedures for Study 4 were identical to Study 3; however, participants completed the daily surveys for two weeks, followed by a
weekly survey for three weeks (ﬁve total weeks). This allowed for the

Study 4 included 44 participants (Mage = 19.39, SDage = 1.83, 70%
female, 59% Caucasian) recruited from a student subject pool in return
Table 4
Correlations of all measures in study 4.
1

2

3

4

5

1.) SEI Measure

.96

2.) RSS

.69**

.81

3.) Kernis SEI Scale

.28

.45**

.92

4.) ISES

.60**

.57**

.52**

.90

5.) RSES

–.59**

–.55**

–.31*

–.60**

.86

6.) SISE A

–.51**

–.27

–.04

–.24

.60**

6

7

8

10

–.50**

–.46**

–.17

–.27

.62**

.76**

N/A

8.) Gold Standard SEI
Two Week – RSES
9.) Gold Standard SEI
Two Week – SISE A
10.) Gold Standard SEI
Two Week – SISE B
11.) Average of SE
Two Week – RSES
12.) Average of SE
Two Week – SISE A
13.) Average of SE
Two Week – SISE A

.31*

.31*

.36*

.42**

–.35*

–.07

–.20

N/A

.42**

.33*

.25

.46**

–.56**

–.41**

–.46**

.76**

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

N/A

.43**

.22

.36*

.47**

–.37*

–.12

–.25

.76**

.77**

–.48**

–.39**

–.12

–.48**

.84**

.54**

.54**

–.33*

–.44**

–.34*

N/A

–.23

–.11

.17

–.15

.55**

.68**

.61**

–.11

–.40**

–.10

.62**

N/A

–.11

–.10

.21

–.01

.45**

.55**

.60**

–.11

–.40**

–.05

.55**

.93**

N/A

.25

.18

.27

.40**

–.28

–.15

–.17

.85**

.71**

.65**

–.24

–.17

–.13

N/A

.32*

.34*

.33*

.46**

–.57**

–.45**

–.50**

.62**

.79**

.55**

–.36*

–.26

–.24

.77**

N/A

.24

.34*

.49**

.45**

–.42**

–.07

–.27

.71**

.63**

.68**

–.21

.05

.04

.75**

.77**

N/A

–.42**

–.39**

–.09

–.47**

.83**

.51**

.53**

.31*

–.43**

–.31*

.96**

.63**

.55**

–.29

–.44**

–.23

N/A

–.30*

–.14

.18

–.20

.55**

.59**

.62**

–.17

–.39**

–.13

.62**

.92**

.54**

–.31*

–.38*

–.02

.69**

N/A

–.18

–.13

.22

–.09

.45**

.53**

.64**

–.17

–.39**

–.13

.57**

.88**

.91**

–.27

–.34*

–.04

.64**

.92**

Note: Variables above the dotted lines were administered only on Day 1.
Variables between the dotted lines are the standard deviations of measures administered every day for two weeks.
Variables below the dotted lines are the standard deviations of measures administered every week for five weeks.

⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.

11

N/A

7.) SISE B

14.) Gold Standard SEI
Five Week – RSES
15.) Gold Standard SEI
Five Week – SISE A
16.) Gold Standard SEI
Five Week – SISE B
17.) Average of SE
Five Week – RSES
18.) Average of SE
Five Week – SISE A
19.) Average of SE
Five Week – SISE B

9

N/A
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calculation of the gold standard through daily administrations for two
weeks as well as through weekly administrations for ﬁve weeks (seventeen total occasions). If participants completed less than ten of the daily
surveys or four or more of the weekly surveys, their data was removed.
9.3. Measures
All measures administrated in Study 4 were identical to Study 3.
10. Results and discussion
Correlations and Cronbach's alphas for the measures administered in
Study 4 are included in Table 4. The SEI Measure demonstrated large
and negative relationships with state self-esteem (Average r = −.53)
as well as moderate and negative relationships trait self-esteem (two
weeks, Average r = −.27; ﬁve weeks, Average r = −.30). The RSS
had moderate-to-large and negative relationships with state selfesteem (Average r = −.43) as well as small-to-moderate and negative
relationships with trait self-esteem (two weeks, Average r = -.20; ﬁve
weeks, Average r = −.22). Kernis's SEI scale had small and negative relationships with state self-esteem (Average r = −.17) but small and
positive correlations with trait self-esteem (two weeks, Average r =
.09; ﬁve weeks, Average r = .10). The ISES had moderate-to-large and
negative relationships with state self-esteem (Average r = −.42) as
well as small-to-moderate and negative relationships with trait selfesteem (two weeks, Average r = −.21; ﬁve weeks, Average r = -.25).
These results support the construct validity of the scales, except Kernis's
SEI scale.
Also, the intercorrelations of the SEI Measure, the RSS, and the ISES
were very strong (Average r = .62); however, the relationships of
Kernis's SEI scale with the other SEI scales were only moderate-tolarge in size (Average r = .42). These results support the convergent validity of the SEI Measure, RSS, and the ISES, but they fail to support
Kernis's SEI scale.
When calculated by daily measurements for two weeks, the SEI
Measure resulted in moderate correlations with the gold standard (Average r = .39). The same was true for the RSS (Average r = .29) and
Kernis's SEI scale (Average r = .32), whereas the ISES (Average r =
.45) had moderate-to-large correlations with the gold standard. Regressions were again performed to analyze the relationship of the SEI measures with the gold standard while accounting for trait self-esteem
(Table 5). When regressing the gold standard, as calculated through
the RSES, on trait self-esteem and the single-administration SEI measures, the SEI measures only accounted for three to eleven percent of

the variance in the gold standard. When the gold standard was calculated through the SISE A or B, the SEI measures accounted for ﬁve to 22
percent of the variance in the gold standard, which is still well below
many suggestions for a scale to be considered representative of a construct (Hinkin, 1995, 1998; House & Rizzo, 1972). These results largely
replicate those of Study 3, and fail to support the convergent validity
of all single-administration SEI measures.
When calculated by weekly measures for ﬁve weeks, the SEI Measure resulted in moderate correlations with the gold standard (Average
r = .27). The same was true for the RSS (Average r = .29) and Kernis's
SEI scale (Average r = .36), whereas the ISES (Average r = .44) had
moderate-to-large correlations with the gold standard. When
regressing the gold standard, as calculated through the RSES, on trait
self-esteem and the single-administration SEI measures, the SEI measures only accounted for one to nine percent of the variance in the
gold standard. When the gold standard was calculated through the
SISE A or B, the SEI measures accounted for ﬁve to 26 percent of the variance in the gold standard, still below many standard cutoffs (Hinkin,
1995, 1998; House & Rizzo, 1972). These results are presented in
Table 6. Once again, these results fail to support the convergent validity
of all single-administration SEI measures. Overall, no singleadministration measure of SEI appears to be a satisfactory measure, as
suggested by their correlations with the gold standard calculated by
daily or weekly measurement occasions.
11. Overall discussion
The goal of the current article was to create a new singleadministration SEI scale that adequately correlates to the gold standard
of SEI measurement as well as to reanalyze existing singleadministration SEI scales. To do so, Studies 1 and 2 created the new
scale, entitled the SEI Measure, and demonstrated that it had a superb
factor structure. Study 3 analyzed the relationship of the SEI Measure
and existing single-administration SEI scales with the gold standard as
gauged through daily administrations of the RSE for two weeks. Study
4 likewise analyzed the relationship of the SEI Measure and existing
single-administration SEI scales with the gold standard, but the gold
standard was calculated through daily administrations of the RSE for
two weeks as well as weekly administrations for ﬁve weeks. Through
these four studies, the current article provides the most robust analysis
of single-administration SEI scales to date.
The results showed that no single-administration SEI scale, whether
new or existing, adequately converged with the gold standard, whether
calculated through daily administrations for two weeks or weekly

Table 5
Regression results of study 4 (Gold standard measured daily for two weeks).
Gold standard SEI two week - RSES

Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) SEI Measure
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) RSS
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) Kernis SEI scale
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) ISES
ΔR2
⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.

β

t

−.333

3.676**
−2.288*

β

−.333

.11*
3.676**
−2.288*

−.333

.11*
3.676**
−2.288*

−.333

.11*
3.676**
−2.288*
.11*

−.238
.198

−.252
.209

−.295
.330

−.169
.343

Gold standard SEI two week - SISE A
t
1.754
−1.444
1.200
.03
1.998
−1.608
1.332
.04
2.596*
−2.122*
2.374*
.11*
1.143
−1.065
2.160*
.09*

β

t

−.404

4.969**
−2.860**

β

−.404

.16**
4.969**
−2.860**

−.404

.16**
4.969**
−2.860**

−.404

.16**
4.969**
−2.860**
.16**

−.325
.341

−.371
.285

−.457
.322

−.344
.410

Gold standard SEI two week - SISE B
t
2.808**
−2.370*
2.488*
.11*
3.486**
−2.715**
2.087*
.08*
4.628**
−3.364**
2.367*
.10*
2.892**
−2.654*
3.170**
.17**

β

t

−.051

2.081*
−.331

β

−.051

.00
2.081*
−.331

−.051

.00
2.081*
−.331

−.051

.00
2.081*
−.331
.00

−.006
.425

−.030
.218

−.135
.391

−.048
.472

t
.619
−.042
2.988**
.18**
1.264
−.193
1.425
.05
1.897
−.913
2.649*
.15*
.759
−.351
3.433**
.22**
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Table 6
Regression results of study 4 (Gold standard measured weekly for ﬁve weeks).
Gold standard SEI two week - RSES

Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) SEI measure
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) RSS
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) Kernis SEI scale
ΔR2
Constant
1.) Average self-esteem
2.) ISES
ΔR2

β

t

β

−.292

3.148**
−1.978

−.292

.09
3.148**
−1.978

−.292

.09
3.148**
−1.978

−.292

.09
3.148**
−1.978
.09

−.225
.157

−.261
.081

−.269
.249

−.135
.332

Gold standard SEI two week - SISE A
t
1.626
−1.380
.965
.02
2.049*
−1.617
.500
.01
2.271*
−1.858
1.718
.06
.779
−.835
2.054*
.09*

β

t

β

−.375

4.397**
−2.623*

−.375

.14*
4.397**
−2.623*

−.375

.14*
4.397**
−2.623*

−.375

.14*
4.397**
−2.623*
.14*

−.308
.226

−.333
.296

−.451
.415

−.295
.400

Gold standard SEI two week - SISE B
t
2.524*
−2.085*
1.536
.05
2.870**
−2.402*
2.135*
.09*
4.152**
−3.411**
3.140**
.17**
2.210*
−2.201*
2.990**
.15**

β

t

−.038

1.582
−.245

β

−.038

.00
1.582
−.245

−.038

.00
1.582
−.245

−.038

.00
1.582
−.245
.00

t
.005
.242

.007
.338

−.149
.518

.002
.446

.497
.030
1.575
.06
.313
.050
2.276*
.11*
1.213
−1.082
3.754**
.26**
−.056
.013
3.177**
.20**

⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.

administrations for ﬁve weeks. The correlations of these scales with the
gold standard ranged from .18 to .47, whereas the cutoff for acceptable
convergent validity is often considered to be .70. Likewise, when controlling for trait self-esteem, these scales only accounted for one to 26
percent of the variance in the gold standard, which is well below
many preferred cutoffs (Hinkin, 1995, 1998; House & Rizzo, 1972).
Aside from Kernis's measure (et al., 1992), the single-administration
SEI scales had strong relationships with each other, however, suggesting
that they likely gauge the same or theoretically similar constructs – although none likely gauge SEI. Lastly, while not the focus of the current
article, Studies 3 and 4 provide further evidence that SEI is moderately
and negatively related to state and trait self-esteem, as suggested and
found by prior authors (Kernis, 2005; Kernis et al., 2008; Okada,
2010). Although contrary to expectations, these results still have several
implications for future research.
12. Theoretical implications
First and foremost, the quest for a satisfactory single-administration
SEI scale should likely be refocused. Authors have long noted the beneﬁts of such a measure (Chabrol et al., 2006; Kernis et al., 1992;
Rosenberg, 1965), and it could indeed provide great advancements to
research and practice. People may be unable, however, to accurately
perceive their changes in self-esteem, preventing any self-report scale
from accurately representing actual changes to self-esteem. The quest
for a satisfactory SEI scale that is not self-reported, though, may still
be worthwhile to pursue. Great advancements have been seen in the
creation of implicit measures and conditional reasoning tests (Bosson,
Swann, & Pennebaker, 2000; Gebauer, Riketta, Broemer, & Maio, 2008;
Schimmack & Diener, 2003). These methods do not require participants
to report conscious self-perceptions, and they may serve as satisfactory
methods to gauge SEI in a single administration.
Also, Study 4 provides direct evidence for the need of empirical replication in research. As mentioned, Chabrol et al. (2006) showed that
their single-administration SEI scale had an extremely strong correlation with the gold standard, almost double the average correlation observed in the current article when using the same method; however,
these authors used a very small sample size for their investigation.
Without the attempt at replicating their results in the current article,
which showed that their scale may not actually gauge SEI, other researchers may have applied their measure and created inappropriate
theoretical inferences about SEI. While the current article is not enough
to fully claim that their scale is not valid for gauging SEI, more research
is certainly needed before any inferences can be obtained from its
application.

Additionally, the current article draws attention to the gold standard
of SEI measurement. Almost every SEI study gauges the construct
through multiple administrations of the RSES. Studies 3 and 4 also applied this method, but both studies also used two different single-item
self-esteem scales to calculate the gold standard. The three gold standards, as calculated by the different scales, had very strong interrelationships (Daily for Two Week Average r = .72; Weekly for Five
Week Average r = .76), but they were certainly not identical. Prior research has shown that multiple-item scales are more reliable than
single-item scales (Robins et al., 2001; Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy,
1997). In Studies 3 and 4, the variability of participants' self-esteem
scores was greater when using the single-item scales compared to the
RSE, likewise causing their SEI to be greater. While the current studies
cannot determine whether single-item scales are a more accurate method to gauge SEI, it should be recognized that the dominant method to
gauge SEI may not be the most ideal and other scales should be considered when calculating the gold standard.
Relatedly, the current article also draws attention to gauging the
gold standard through differing amounts and frequencies of measurement occasions. When comparing the two methods in Study 4, daily
for two weeks and weekly for ﬁve weeks, the inter-correlations ranged
from .55 to .85 (Average r = .69). This result suggests that the different
measurement methods do not provide identical results. Once again, the
current studies cannot determine which method is more accurate in
gauging SEI, but it should be considered that gauging the gold standard
through differing amounts and frequencies of measurement occasions
may provide differing results.
Lastly, Studies 3 and 4 demonstrated that the multiple singleadministration SEI scales had satisfactory convergent validity, except
for Kernis's et al., 1992 SEI scale, suggesting that the scales gauge the
same or very theoretically similar constructs. Studies 3 and 4 also
showed that perceptions of SEI are conceptually distinct from actual
SEI. It is possible that perceived SEI has notable relationships with important personal outcomes, causing it to be a worthwhile construct to
study – as discussed below.
13. Future directions
Despite the unexpected results, the current article opens several avenues for future research. While it is not expected that any of the
existing single-administration SEI scales are valid for gauging SEI, authors may want to consider investigating the differences between the
study of Chabrol et al. (2006) and Study 4. These authors found that
the ISES had a .81 correlation with the gold standard as gauged through
weekly measurement occasions for ﬁve weeks, but only a .44 correlation
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was found in Study 4. The difference in these correlations is statistically
signiﬁcant (z = 2.22, p b .05), suggesting that a particular cause may
have driven these difference. It may be that Chabrol et al. (2006) used
high school student participants, whereas Study 4 used college student
participants; it may be because their participants were French, whereas
the Study 4 participants were American; or it may be because their participants completed paper surveys in the presence of a researcher,
whereas Study 4 participants completed their surveys entirely online.
Through ﬁnding the cause for these disparate results, future researchers
could discover methods to create new measures that more accurately
gauge SEI or populations that may be able to more accurately report
on their SEI.
Further, other approaches may still sufﬁciently gauge SEI in a singleadministration or a very short timeframe. For instance, many implicit
measures exist to gauge self-esteem (Bosson et al., 2000; Gebauer
et al., 2008; Schimmack & Diener, 2003), and such implicit measures
may be altered to gauge SEI. Likewise, participants' self-esteem may
be altered in a single lab visit, such as through writing a self-critical
story (Dijksterhuis, 2004; Greenberg et al., 1993; Harmon-Jones,
Simon, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1997), and the extent of a
participant's change in self-esteem could be representative of their
SEI. Future research should think beyond self-report scales for gauging
SEI, such as through the creation of implicit measures and experimental
manipulations, and these avenues may still provide all of the suggested
beneﬁts of a single-administration scale.
Additionally, while single-administration SEI scales may not adequately gauge SEI, they may still gauge a construct important for future
study. Perceived SEI is likely an aspect of self-perceptions, and future research should position perceived SEI in the larger nomological net of related constructs. It is possible that perceived SEI facet of emotional
stability, as emotionally stable people are described as not moody, temperamental, or fretful (Saucier, 1994; Thompson, 2008). If shown to be
the case, theoretical basis for future investigation on perceived SEI
could be obtained. Further, future research should also study the outcomes of perceived SEI. While SEI is related to important personal outcomes, such as depression and life satisfaction (de Man et al., 2001;
Meier et al., 2009), it is not guaranteed that perceived SEI is also related
to such outcomes. Likewise, perceived SEI may more strongly predict
certain outcomes than SEI, or it may even be related to outcomes that
are not predicted by SEI at all.
Because the current study further reinforced that researchers should
obtain the gold standard to gauge SEI, future research should investigate
novel methods to obtain multiple measurements of SEI. As mentioned,
the difﬁculty of obtaining multiple measurements of self-esteem prevents most SEI studies from using non-student samples. Through applying novel methods, such as ecological momentary assessments using
cellular devices (Beal & Weiss, 2003; Smyth & Stone, 2003), researchers
may be able to more easily obtain repeated measurements of selfesteem, allowing for more diverse studies on SEI.
Lastly, it is still possible, albeit unlikely, that perceived SEI is actually the most ideal method to gauge SEI, even better than the gold
standard. Just because the perceived SEI measures failed to converge
with the gold standard does not necessarily mean that these measures are inferior to the gold standard. Instead, the gold standard itself may not adequately gauge SEI, and the differences between
perceived SEI and the gold standard may be due to measurement
concerns of the gold standard. To investigate such a possibility, future research should study the nomological net of perceived SEI
and compare the results to prior ﬁndings on the gold standard. If
the relationships of perceived SEI are more theoretically sound compared to the gold standard, researchers should reconsider that the
gold standard is the most ideal method to gauge SEI. Likewise, it is
also possible that perceived SEI is adequate to gauge certain types
or aspects of SEI. The current article only measured daily and weekly
changes in self-esteem, but perceived SEI may be apt at gauging
other timeframes, such as hourly or yearly changes.

14. Limitations
As with any article, certain limitations should be noted. Studies 3 and
4 used student samples, which have been previously criticized (Bello
et al., 2009; Greenberg, 1987; Turner & Upshur, 2002). While certainly
a weakness, the use of student samples is typical of almost all research
on SEI, and is difﬁcult to avoid due to the gold standard of SEI
measurement.
The use of single-item scales has also been criticized (Robins et al.,
2001; Wanous et al., 1997), and some may disagree with the use of
single-item scales to calculate the gold standard. These scales were
used to keep survey length at a minimum, as prior research has
shown that data quality decreases with survey length (Heerwegh &
Loosveldt, 2006; Hoerger, 2010). Also, any results obtained from the
single-item scales were supported by the results obtained from the
RSES. Therefore, the application of these scales is not believed to be a
concern.
15. Conclusion
The goal of the current article was to create a new singleadministration SEI scale that adequately correlates to the gold standard
of SEI measurement as well as to reanalyze existing singleadministration SEI scales. The results showed that neither the new or
existing scales likely gauge SEI, due to their small correlations with the
gold standard of SEI measurement. Despite these surprising results,
the ﬁndings shed light onto new areas for future research, such as the
study of perceived SEI apart from SEI.
Appendix A. SEI measure
In the following, indicate how much you agree or disagree that the
statement describes yourself. For these questions, answer in regards
to how you feel right now.
1 – Strongly disagree
2 – Disagree
3 – Slightly disagree
4 – Neither disagree or agree
5 – Slightly agree
6 – Agree
7 – Strongly agree
1.) My opinion of myself often changes.
2.)
3.)
4.)
5.)
6.)
7.)
8.)
9.)
10.)
11.)
12.)

My self-esteem is instable.
I often have differing opinions about myself.
Certain events make my self-esteem change.
I feel differently about myself on a day-to-day basis.
I have an unstable opinion about myself.
My self-esteem goes up and down.
My feelings about myself change.
My self-esteem level is constantly changing.
My self-esteem is NOT constant.
I am often unsure how I view myself.
My self-worth is unstable.
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