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through this diverse literature. First is the recognition that the multi-faceted
nature of self-esteem is assumed to exist in both its internal and its external
structure (Harter. 1982; Rosenberg, 1965). For the purpose of this paper, we
define internal structure as the various characteristics or traits of an individual
that serve as his or her judgment of self-worth (Guindon, 2002; Osborne. 1996
Rosenberg, 1965), whereas external structure is seen as the differentiation
between the various contexts in which the individual evaluates him/herself
(Guindon, 2002; Harter, 1982, 1985). Second is the recognition that beyond, or
at the core of, self-evaluation, each person holds a sense of self that can be
referred to as a global self-evaluation or self-esteem.

Although conceptually most theorists refer to the internal as well as the
external structure of self-esteem, the operationalization of this construct did not
follow such a conceptualization. Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-image, one of the most
commonly used instruments for measuring self-esteem, focused on “global self-
esteem™ as asingular construct. Harter’s (1982) “*perceived competence scale for
children™ was operationalized differently for different domains in which the
individual may evaluate him/herself. Yet, none of the constructs in common use
have attempted to operationalize the internal structure of self-esteem. It is worth
mentioning at this point, that attempts were carried out in order to reveal the
inner structure of self-esteem that was operationalized as a unidimensional
construct. These attempts, more than anything else, studied the operationalization
of the concept (this issue will be further discussed later in this article).

We claim that while most of the leading theorists dealing with self-esteem
have recognized the fact that it is composed of evaluations of various aspects of
the self (multidimensional internal structure), their approach to operationalization
appears to emanate from the opposite assumption — that of lack of internal
structure in self-perception, and the existence of a unidimensional component
usually referred to as “global self-esteem.” This gap between theory and
operationalization has led other researchers to conceptualize self-esteem as a
core construct, with no internal structure. For instance, in a recent study, it was
declared that: “Global self-worth [self-esteem] refers to the person’s overall
positive versus negative feelings about the self; it is explicitly not domain
specific, and conceptually unidimensional™ (Robins. Endin, & Trzesniewski,
2001, p. 152). In accordance with this conceptual argument. those researchers
proposed a single-item scale.

The present study attempts to provide a theoretical and operational framework
of self-image to explore self-esteem. Generally, image (not necessarily self-
image) is a subjective judgment of an object with two interrelated aspects based
on object components - structure and level. When image is applied by
individuals to themselves (self-image) within a general context, as in the present
study, it originates from the perceived basic characteristics of the person. When
measuring the overall level of an image, it represents the person’s quality as
positive or negative (as such, it is parallel to what other researchers have named
global self-esteem). However, when measuring the structure of an image, its
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cryvstallization (or in other words, the association between the basic
characteristics of a person that originate image) is the object of measurement.

Definitions

Osborne (1996) defined self-esteem as “a relatively permanent positive or
negative feeling about self that may become more or less positive or negative as
individuals encounter and interpret successes and failures in their daily lives” (p.
22). Rosenberg (1965) defined self-image as “an attitude towards an object [the
self], [that] includes facts, opinions and values with regard to the self, as well as
favorable and unfavorable orientation towards the self” (p.5). Rosenberg did not
differentiate between self-image and self-esteem, using the two terms
interchangeably throughout his work. Harter (1982) defined self-esteem as the
level of global regard that one has for the self as a person, and differentiated
between global self-evaluation and specific evaluations of self-competence in
various life domains. Despite somewhat varying conceptual definitions, all of
these approaches seem to view a global sense of self-esteem as a basic single
characteristic represented by a qualitative, subjective judgment of the self,
ranging from positive to negative, albeit slightly changing across different
contexts.

Measuring the external structure of self-esteem

One can trace a development in the operational definition of self-esteem.
Whereas Rosenberg’s (1965) operationalization regarded self-esteem as a single,
global construct, and measured this concept as context-free, Coopersmith (1981)
developed a single measure that combines various life-contexts. Harter (1982)
took the contextualization of sclf-esteem one step further and differentiated
between contextual evaluations of self, which are to be considered as evaluations
of self-efficacy in various contexts, such as academic achievement, social
success, and sports competency. Then she allowed for a non-contextual scale that
would measure the global self-esteem of a person, regardless of specific efficacy,
much like Rosenberg’s instrument.

In all of these operational attempts, it appears that the elements composing the
instruments were chosen unsystematically, in a way that may be described as an
incidental sampling out of the universe of possible items composing self-image
or self-esteem. Each scale was designed to measure the construct of self-esteem
as a summative function of the different items (Corwyn, 2000), either by
calculating the sum or the average. From this viewpoint, item correlations were
only an issue of reliability and not an index of the internal complexity of self-
esteem. Thus, the validity ot any construct was judged based on its face validity
and correlation with previous existing criteria, and the reliability was judged
based on measures of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha). It is important to
keep in mind that the dimensionality of any construct is related to questions such
as how adequately the content universe was sampled and with how many items
it is represented (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).
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Previous attempts to address the internal structure of self-esteem

As proposed above, while the theory of self-esteem has acknowledged the
internal complexity of self-esteem, few operational attempts have been made to
address this issue (Farmer, Jervis, Berent, & Corbett, 2001; Marsh, 1986, 1993:
Marsh & Shavelson, 1985; Pelham & Swann, 1989; Rosenberg, 1965).

Two lines of research addressed internal structure in self-esteem. The first
explored the factorial structure of existing measurements of self-esteem.
particularly Rosenberg’s measurement of global self-esteem (Corwyn, 2000). In
some cases. the results of those attempts indicated that self-esteem as
operationalized by Rosenberg is a single factor construct (Fleming, & Courtney,
1984: O"Brien, 1985). Whereas in most cases, a two factor solution was reported
(Bagley, Bolitho, & Bertrand, 1997; Shahani, Dipboye, & Fillips, 1990;
Tafarodi, & Swann, 1995). One study even suggested a three-factor solution
(Alwin, & Jackson, 1981). Examining eight literature driven factorial structures.
Corwyn (2000) concluded that Rosenbeg's operationalization. while
unidimensional. was contaminated by method effect, associated with negatively
vs. positively worded items.

Whereas this line of research explored the internal structure of self-esteem
within the limitations of the existing operationalization, the other line has
focused indirectly on the structural aspects of self-esteem (Farmer. Jervis,
Berent, & Corbett, 2001; Marsh, 1986, 1993; Pelham & Swann, 1989). The main
idea behind this second line of research was that various aspects of self-esteem
might differentially contribute to the overall perception of it. Within this
framework, the rating of self-esteem was not only based on image indicators but
also on their relative importance to the individual. For example, how “very
smart™ do you think you are? How important is it to you to be “very smart?” This
combined self-evaluation of certain personal characteristics. weighted by the
subjective importance assigned to each, was meant to provide each factor of self-
esteem a differential relative weight. The end goal of these efforts was to
produce a more accurate index that would represent the level of self-esteem.
With this end in mind. the major criterion for judging the success of the
weighting method was the internal consistency of weighted factors, as compared
to the internal consistency of non-weighted factors. The findings in this context
are disputed. and while certain studies have demonstrated that such weighting
mediates the relationships between self-concept components and self-esteem
(Pelham & Swann, 1989). others show different. and even opposite, results
(Farmer et al., 2001).

We consider this second line of attempts as an important step towards
addressing the internal structure of image and understanding the relationship
between image structure and its overall level. However, this approach did not
attempt to re-operationalize self-image as a multidimensional construct, but
rather. to enhance the reliability and validity of existing measures. Yet. it is a
more advanced approach than the one addressing the factorial structure existing
measures operationalized as if they are unidimensional.
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Towards a new conceptualization of the internal structure of self-esteem

Defining and operationalizing self-image

In sum, we maintain that self-esteem is not a nuclear but a complex concept
that finds expression on the personal level, yet is socially constructed (Gergen,
1994). In any given society, individuals are bound to evaluate themselves
according to those characteristics that are considered important by the society
and according to which individuals are judged as positive or negative. In this
sense, the various self-esteem instruments are justified in that they attempt to
examine the characteristics that are considered central to individuals in Western
society, while making no major cultural distinctions between such places as
North America, Europe, Australia or Israel. However, a cursory content analysis
of the items common to the three widely used self-esteem scales (Rosenberg’s,
Coopersmith’s and Harter’s) demonstrates that in the process of developing these
scales, there was no distinction made between levels of assessment. For example,
items such as “happy the way | am™ (Harter), or “on the whole, | am satisfied
with myself” (Rosenberg) can not be considered as characteristics, but rather as
an evaluation of a result or a sum-up of personality characteristics as perceived
by the self. On the other hand, items such as “sure of myself” (Harter) or “I am
able to do things as well as most other people” (Rosenberg) constitute a
measurement of specific characteristics (i.e., “confidence” and “competence,”
respectively). Even when one evaluates the self in general, this evaluation is
directly linked to the evaluation of specific characteristics. This does not call for
the determination of causal relationships, but rather for the need to conceptually
differentiate the evaluation of the whole (self) from that of its parts
(characteristics).

We maintain that the level of self-esteem is but a single aspect of one’s
perception of self, or self-image. The internal structure of this self-perception is
another complementary aspect. In order to distinguish our approach from the
common one, focusing singularly on the level of self-esteem, we will use the
term self-image instead of self-esteem. Since the notion of self-esteem has
traditionally been associated with the overall level of self-image, we will use the
term “self-image level” as a synonym for self-esteem. We will use the term
image-crystallization when referring to the internal structure of self-image, for
reasons to be discussed henceforth.

Generally, image (not necessarily self-image) is a subjective judgment of an
object with two interrelated aspects based on object components — structure and
level. Structure may, among other things, convey the perception of the object’s
cohesion, internal organization, or consistency, whereas level suggests the image
quality. Furthermore, although we do not deal with this issue operationally in the
present study, image may refer to the image of various objects (Osgood. 1964
Rosenberg, 1965), including individuals, groups, and communities, in both
specific and general contexts. This issue is inherently different from existing
operational definitions, which focus singularly on the evaluation of self. When
image is applied by individuals to themselves within a general context, as in the
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present study. it originates from the perceived basic characteristics of the person.
When measuring the overall level of an image, it represents the person’s quality
as positive or negative (as such, it is parallel to what other researchers have
named self-esteem). However, when measuring the structure of an image, its
crystallization (or in other words, the internal organization between the parts of
the image) is the object of measurement. While our regard of image level is
parallel to the more common self-esteem definitions, image structure is a concept
that has not received due attention until now. We do not mean to suggest that
there is only one way to address level and structure; indeed, it is definitely
possible to develop alternative concepts for both. However, since this study
focuses on level of self-image as self-esteem and on the internal structure of
image as image-crystallization, this subject will not be addressed.

Unlike the generalized evaluations of self used in the construction of both
Rosenberg’s and Harter’s measures of global self-esteem, the use of specific
characteristics ensures the theoretically independent status of each characteristic.
Hence, for example, “smartness™ is independent of “bravery,” while being
“successful” or “likable™ are generalized characteristics that may be the end
product of more basic and specific characteristics. Image crystallization
represents the consistency with which an individual perceives and evaluates
those specific self-characteristics that can be qualitatively assessed. Thus, the
level of image crystallization may range between high and low. Crystallization
is higher when the assessment of characteristics is more consistent and when the
differences between levels of various characteristics are smaller. As discussed
above. hitherto used approaches assumed a core construct of global self-esteem,
and therefore a high and fixed level of image crystallization was always
expected. Thus, all previous studies concerning the reliability of self-esteem
scales (e.g.. Harter, 1982: Rosenberg, 1965) addressed level differences for
various scale items as interference in measurement reliability. According to the
present study, differences in the assessment of characteristics do not necessarily
express lack of reliability, but rather portray the internal image structure.

Moreover, claiming structuralism instantly raises the question of HOW self-
image is structured. For example - does image perception affect, or is it affected
by, image components? There is no room for such questions with the traditional
operationalization of self-esteem, which represents the concept as one lacking
internal structure. In traditional approaches, the emphasis was on such questions
as what is influenced by self-esteem and what influences it. Although we
maintain that these questions are important, it is necessary to first examine the
basic questions (such as whether or not internal structure exists) by studying the
concept itself, and only then would it be appropriate to examine its relationship
with other concepts.

With this study’s definition of self-image in mind. it is proposed that the
overall level of image (i.c.. self-esteem) be measured as a central tendency index
(mean) of the combined evaluation of specific characteristics, as traditionally
done. It is proposed that the image structure (crystallization) be estimated as a
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measure of dispersion (standard deviation) of characteristics around the overall
image level (self-esteem) within each individual.

The relationship between image level and image structure

Subject to the present operational definition of self-esteem (mean evaluation)
and crystallization (differences between levels of characteristics evaluation), it
is maintained that there is a unique relationship between image level (in terms of
self-esteem) and image structure (in terms of crystallization). It is anticipated that
this relationship will not be linear, but rather will take the form of a reversed U-
shape, so that at extreme values of self-esteem (high or low), crystallization will
be higher than at its middle values. This means that individuals with extreme
evaluations of self will have a more crystallized assessment of their self-esteem
as either very high or very low. Hence, in a way. high crystallization articulates
extremism. Individuals with a moderate self-assessment will be able to evaluate
themselves differentially across characteristics, whereas individuals with an
extreme self-evaluation (either good or bad) will tend to form a “halo effect.”
rating all characteristics as either high or low without differentiating between
them.

A reversed U-shape hypothesis will only be true for very heterogeneous
populations, while a linear relationship may be expected when populations are
less heterogeneous. For example, among the “normative” population, self-esteem
would probably range from moderate to high, with little representation of low
levels. In this case, the correlation between self-esteem and crystallization will
be negative and will represent the right half of the reversed U-shape. As may be
expected among specific populations, such as people suffering from depression,
the correlation between self-esteem and crystallization will be positive, with
levels ranging from low to moderate.

One caveat should be mentioned at this point. Since the measure of the level
of crystallization is based on the differences between the levels of the
characteristics. it entails not only theoretical negative relationships, but may also
involve a mathematical artifact (when self-esteem and crystallization are
measured through the same items). Given that there is a lower and upper limit to
the measure of each characteristic, by definition a person evaluating him or
herself as very high or very low on all characteristics would not be able to exceed
this limit. In other words, we are dealing here with “floor” and “ceiling”
measurement effects. Thus, it may be claimed that the expected U-shape is
partially due to this mathematical artifact. One way to overcome this limitation
is to show that the same relationships hold regardless of the method used for
measuring crystallization or level of self-esteem.

Self image characteristics

For the purpose of this study, we need to complete the operational framework
by addressing the question: By what characteristics can we measure self-image?
From the practically infinite number of personal characteristics, we need to
choose only those that are, first, socially and culturally agreed upon, and second,
those that easily lend themselves to negative or positive judgment. These
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decisions should not be treated as universal truths, but rather as culturally (time-,
place-, and audience-) dependent (Gergen, 1994). Considering the above
limitations, we need to choose personal characteristics that circumscribe the
various aspects of the self (e.g.. physical, cognitive, emotional, moral, and
behavioral) to the greatest extent possible.

Based on a series of informal interviews with adolescents., a set of
characteristics emerged as relevant for the structure of self-image (Winstok.
2001). Although the list of relevant characteristics seems to be infinite, in
actuality the list becomes very short when subjected to the aforementioned two
conditions. Two basic distinctions emerged that are in accordance with the
theoretical considerations presented above. First. distinctions between
characteristics that may be judged on a “positive-negative”™ axis vs.
characteristics that are judged as negative when extreme, while positive when
moderate. For instance, “smartness” refers to intellectual ability, and “happiness
is primarily emotional. These characteristics find expression in behavior. Actions
taken by people who judge themselves or are being judged by others as smart,
strong, happy, and brave are likely to be framed as positive, good, successful,
and socially accepted. However. characteristics such as sensitivity or dominance
are perceived as negative when extreme and positive when moderate. Thus, for
these characteristics, unlike smartness, for example, the middle point rather than
the extreme may be perceived as the desired level. The second distinction that
emerged was between “basic characteristics” and “general characteristics.” Thus,
“being smart (vs. stupid)” or “brave (vs. coward)” are more basic, while being
a “good (vs. bad) person™ or “winner (vs. looser)” are more general in their
nature and in a way, are the “product™ of the more basic ones.

Finally, another important aspect that emerged and is important for the
operationalization of the perceived characteristics is their relative nature, arising
from subjective judgments. How and by what standards do we measure
characteristics? Since any self-assessment is based on explicit or implicit
comparisons, the question arises: To whom or to what do we want subjects to
compare themselves when conducting their self-evaluation? Do we want them
to compare themselves to an ideal self (Buchmann, 1989) or to what they
perceive as the “normal” person? Unless otherwise stated, the point of reference
should be the normative rather than the ideal self because the normative standard
enables either a positive or a negative comparison and judgment, whereas the
ideal one allows only negative comparison and judgment. Comparing oneself to
an ideal means that one can either reach it, becoming the ideal, or not, being
lesser than that ideal. Although anyvone may have an ideal self to whom he or she
aspires, most self-assessments are carried out in comparison to the normative
self.

The present study

As stated, the goal of this study was to provide a theoretical and operational
framework for the self-image as internally structured. and to develop a new
measure based on this framework, designated as the - “the structured self-
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image.” This measurement will be carried out on a sample of adolescents,
ranging in age from middle to late adolescence. In order to measure the level of
self-image, we will use the traditional approach of measuring the level of self-
esteem as a summative function of its components. The measure will be validated
by comparison with extant measures, specifically, Rosenberg’s measure of self-
esteem and Harter’s measure of global self-esteem. In order to validate the new
image structure (crystallization) measure, we will correlate it with the measure
of overall level of self-esteem, as well as with the two other measures of self-
esteem. As previously stated, we expect this measure to be negatively correlated
with all those measures, representing the right half of the projected U-shape.

More specifically, our measure of self-image will be based on two sub-scales:
one representing perceived specific characteristics, and the other representing an
evaluation of the global self, based on generalized characteristics. We will first
estimate the correlation between the two sub-scales. We hypothesize that
although a high level of correlation will be found for both, they will still be
differentiated factors. Second, in order to validate the new instrument of self-
image level (self-esteem), we will estimate the correlations of this new
instrument as a whole with Rosenberg and Harter’s instruments. We hypothesize
that since all three instruments are attempting to measure the same construct
(self-esteem), a high correlation will be found among them. Third, in order to
examine the reliability of our measure in comparison to the two existing scales,
we will examine and compare the internal consistency of all three instruments.
Here we expect to find an acceptable level of internal consistency for all three
measures. Fourth, in order to examine our hypothesis regarding the relationships
between crystallization and level of sclf-image, we will construct the
crystallization measure for our “characteristics™ sub-scale and will examine its
correlation with self-esteem level, as measured by our second sub-scale as well
as by the Harter and Rosenberg instruments. As stated above, we expect a
negative correlation between crystallization and level of self-esteem.

The splitting of the sub-scales is carried out in this context in order to avoid
and measure the possible mathematical artifact that arises from the floor and
ceiling effects discussed above. We expect that the negative correlation between
the crystallization measure and the image level of the same “characteristics™ sub-
scale would be stronger than the negative correlation between the crystallization
measure and other measures of the level of self-image (self-esteem). The
expected difference between these correlations can be considered as the
difference between the substantive effects of crystallization and the mathematical
artifact discussed above.

Method
Population and Sample
In order to cover the age range from mid- to late adolescence, a sample of 153
students was selected, using a convenience purposive sample. The students were
drawn from a sample of senior high school and junior college classes. The age
of the students ranged from 15 to 26, with A#~19.2 and SD=4.1. The sample
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consisted of 52 males and 101 females. Of the 22 (14.4%) students who were
immigrants, 15 (68.2%) had 10 or more years of residency and the rest had
between 5 tol0 years of residency, with the exception of one who had less than
five years of residency. As for religion, 147 of the students were Jewish. 4 were
of other denominations, and 2 declined to report any religious affiliation. In
terms of level of religiosity, which was rated on a five-point ordinal scale (1 =
secular, 2 = traditional, not so religious. 3 = traditional-religious, 4 = religious,
and 5 = ultra-religious), most of the students (79.1%: n=121) considered
themselves to be secular; 28 (18.3%) defined themselves as traditional-not-
religious, two as traditional-religious, two as religious, and none as ultra-
religious.

Measures and Procedure

A structured self-report questionnaire was designed to measure our new
construct of global-self-image derived from the previously described conceptual
framework. The content categories used to phrase the items were based on
informal interviews conducted with adolescents as a preliminary stage for this
study (Winstok, 2001). In addition, we included the Rosenberg global self-
esteem and Harter global self-esteem instruments as well as some demographic
measures. The new global self-image measure was based on eight items,
measured as a semantic-differential (Osgood, 1964). Four items represented the
basic characteristics sub-scale and four items represented the general sub-scale.
The characteristics sub-scale consisted of “strong/weak™; “smart/stupid”;
“brave/coward™. and “happy/sad.” The general sub-scale consisted of
“positive/negative”; “good/bad”: “winner/loser”; and “friendly/unfriendly.” The
responses for the two sub-scales were rated on a seven-point scale, ranging from
(1). representing the extreme negative option within each item, to (7).
representing the extreme positive option within each characteristic or trait. The
reliability was tested according to internal consistency analysis, and the
reliability of the measures was found to be acceptable. Cronbach’s alpha was .80
for the two sub-scales together; .70 for the characteristics sub-scale (four items);
and .68 for the general sub-scale (four items).

The Rosenberg global self-esteem measure was based on 10 items. The
Cronbach alpha for this measure in the present study was .82. The Harter global
self-esteem measure was based on eight items, including the original seven-item
scale to which the “friendliness™ item that was highly correlated with this scale.
both in Harter’s study and in this study. was added. The Cronbach alpha for this
measure in the present study was .72,

The Research Ethics Committee of the University authorized the protocol for
the interview and consent procedures. Graduate university students distributed
the questionnaires. Consent was obtained from all participants. In the high school
classes, consent was first received from the principals of the schools, who
according to Isracli law serve as in-loco parents. In order to assure complete
anonymity, consent was given orally. In cases where the adolescent had difficulty
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in completing the questionnaire, the interviewer offered help. Data collection
was conducted during December 2002.

Results

First we estimated a measurement model of the correlations between the three
scales (i.e., Rosenberg’s, Harter’s, and the new instrument). Each instrument was
represented by a factor with two indicators. The new instrument was divided into
two sub-scales (characteristics and general), based on the aforementioned
theoretical framework. The items of Rosenberg and Harter’s scales were
randomly assigned into two groups each, given the contention of lack of internal
structure within those two scales. The two indicators for each factor were
constructed by averaging the items within each. An SEM analysis (multi-method-
one-trait) was conducted with the AMOS program (Arbuckle, 1999), based on
the covariance matrix generated from the present sample. All of the relationships
entered into the model were found to be significant, and the model was found to
fit the data: ¥2(df=6, N=153)=4.99, p=.54. The factor loadings were adequate
(factor loading > .77), and the correlations between factors were high
(correlations between factors > .80). The model is depicted in Figure I.

Second, in order to estimate the relationship between level of self-image (self-
esteem) and image structure (crystallization), we estimated a measurement model
of the correlations between Rosenberg, Harter, and the new instrument sub-
scales and the crystallization variable. The crystallization measure was
constructed as the standard deviation of the four characteristics sub-scale items.
While Harter and Rosenberg were represented in the same manner as in the
previous analysis, our two sub-scales (i.e., characteristics and general) were
represented separately. Each of our sub-scales was represented as a factor with
two indicators. using within each the same procedure used to represent the Harter
and Rosenberg scales. This separation enabled us to estimate the correlations
between our sub-scales, the crystallization variable, and the Harter and
Rosenberg scales. Here too, an SEM analysis was conducted with the AMOS
software, based on the covariance matrix generated from the present sample. All
of the relationships entered into the model were found to be significant, and the
model was found to fit the data: 2(df=18, N=153)-26.52, p=.09. The factor
loadings were adequate (factor loading > .61). The correlations between our sub-
scales were very high (r=.85), and the correlations of each of the sub-scales with
the Harter and Rosenberg scales were high (r = .71). The correlation between the
characteristics sub-scale factor and the crystallization variable was higher (r=-
41) than the correlations between the other factors in the model (-.22 >r <-.30).
The model is depicted in Figure 2.

In sum, the results support our theoretical framework. First, the very high
correlation between our two sub-scales supports the notion that they measure the
same construct differently. Second, the correlations between the new instrument
sub-scales and the Harter and Rosenberg scales provide further support for the
validity of these measures. Third, and most importantly, the negative correlations
between the crystallization variable and all the other factors support our
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contention that there is a negative relationship between level and structure of
image for a normative population. It is important to emphasize that the
correlation between the crystallization variable and the characteristics sub-scale
factor was higher than all the other correlations. This finding supports our notion
that aside from the expected theoretical relationships, there is some degree of
mathematical artifact. This artifact may be estimated as the difference between
this correlation and the others.

Figure 1: Correlations between the three scales (level of self-image)
P (df=6, N=153)=4.99, p=.54.
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Discussion

This study provides a theoretical framework for the concept of self-image that
proposes image level and structure as the two components underlying image.
Whereas image level has received previous research attention through such
constructs as self-esteem, image structure has received almost none. The present
study was based on a convenience sample of adolescents. Using the new
instrument developed for this research, the validity and reliability of the
measurement of the overall level of self-image (self-esteem) and its overall
structure (crystallization) were tested.

Findings support the validity and reliability of the theoretical and operational
framework. First. the findings demonstrate that the measurement of image level
(self-esteem) provides acceptable reliability indices, similar to those based on the
Rosenberg and Harter measurements. Furthermore, the high positive correlations
of different self-esteem measurements support the validity of the new
measurement. Finally, the moderate negative correlations between image level
(self-esteem) and structure provide initial support for the validity of image
structure (crystallization).

The theoretical framework of this study is based on the aforementioned
abstract components of level and structure. specifically conceptualized as self-
esteem and crystallization. However, it is important to emphasize that self-
esteem, important as it may be, is but one aspect of self-image level and that,
likewise, crystallization is only one aspect of self-image structure. Additional
aspects of level and structure are probable, especially combinations of the two.
One example would be the ability to determine which characteristic is considered
to be the “dominant” positive characteristic among various populations. Such an
aspect of image may turn out to have the power to differentiate various groups,
from the difference between genders and age groups to that between social and
cultural environments. Thus, it may be concluded that theoretically speaking, this
study provides two directions. One is the conceptualization and systematic
measurement of self-image as having a defined internal structure. Based on the
first direction, the second would be a theoretical development of additional
aspects of this complex construct.

This brings us to the question of applicability with respect to the theoretical
framework and method of measurement suggested in the present study. The first
obvious question in this context is how the approach proposed here might be
preferable to that of Rosenberg and Harter. The answer is embodied in the
fundamental difference between their theoretical frameworks and, accordingly,
in their operationalization for measurement. Rosenberg and Harter were guided
by an operational framework that assumed a nuclear construct, in other words,
a construct without structure, and thereby ignored the possibility of an internal
structure. Such operational approach may have led recent researchers to develop
the notion that self-esteem is a unidimensional construct that can be estimated
using a single item (Robins, Endin, & Trzesniewski. 2001).

Another obvious question underlying this discussion on the application of the




76 Individual Differences Research, 2004, 2(1)

theoretical framework and measurement method is whether self-esteem should
be regarded as both global and contextual, as demonstrated by Coppersmith and
Harter. The present study only dealt with the global aspect of self-image and the
inner structure of this global measurement. Why, then, would one choose the
present approach that seems to be limited to the global aspect only? One reason
for doing so is that the current approach may be applicable to specific contextual
aspects despite having been tested only for the overall aspect of the construct.
Furthermore, its implementation in various contexts may prove to be even more
effective. Both Coppersmith and Harter justifiably maintained that different
contexts have distinct attributes and that self-esteem therefore needs to be
represented in these contexts through such attributes. According to the approach
taken by Harter. it is possible to make intra-contextual comparisons, but not
inter-contextual ones. Whereas in any given context the measures are the result
of the same measurement scale, between contexts measurement is the result of
different scales.

The approach presented in this study can be implemented in various contexts.
All of the characteristics used here to measure image (e.g., strong/weak;
stupid/smart; brave/coward; happy/sad) may prove to be relevant in different
contexts, with only slight adaptation. Thus, applying those same semantic
differentials in various contexts, using an introduction that directs the subjects
to evaluate their characteristics according to a given context, creates a uniform
measurement scale for all contexts. As such, it allows for intra-contextual
comparisons, such as those made by Coppersmith and Harter, as well as inter-
contextual ones.

Finally, the third question has more of a philosophical nature. /s it possible to
represent the whole through its parts? Harter, and more so Rosenberg, examined
self-esteem primarily through general measurement of the perception of self,
albeit unsystematically so. rather than by measurement of individual
characteristics. In contrast, the present study clearly and deliberately makes the
distinction between the measurement of general and specific characteristics.
Nonetheless, the theoretical power of the present approach is inherent in the
measurement of characteristics, which makes the question of the whole and its
parts relevant. Although this study is not designed to provide an empirical
answer, it is maintained here that the whole is not the sum of its parts, and
therefore the two were differentiated. However, the findings of the present study
support the validity of both measurement types (specific vs. general
characteristics), as related to each other and to the Rosenberg and Harter
measurements.

Study Limitations

The present study is somewhat limited in terms of generalizability. Given the
preliminary nature of the study, as well as the emphasis on instrument
construction and issues of validity and reliability. the sample used for this study
was a relatively small and homogeneous convenience sample. Another aspect of
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the present measurement is the use of items with high theoretical relevance for
societies with a Western orientation. The relevance of these characteristics for
other socio-cultural contexts has yet to be examined. However, the same
limitation may be relevant not only to our instrument, but to existing instruments
as well. Given the widespread use of Rosenberg’s, Harter’s and Coppersmith’s
instruments in varied cultural contexts, we may be somewhat assured in our
assumption that the new construct may be valid for a wide range of cultural
settings.

Further Theoretical and Empirical Implications

Moving beyond the above-mentioned limitations, we would like to suggest
some additional implications and research venues that are opened by the current
approach to the study of self-esteem as a structured construct. First, let us
reiterate our proposition that image as a whole, not necessarily self-image, is the
subjective evaluation of an object with two interrelated aspects that are based on
object components: structure and level. Structure represents the perception of
object crystallization, and level represents its quality. This concept of image may
apply not only to the self but also to various objects, including individuals,
families, groups, and communities, in both general and specific contexts. When
image is applied to individuals within an overall context, as in this study. it is
derived from the basic characteristics of the individual. Image level represents
the negative or positive quality of the individual as judged by him or herself (as
such, it is parallel to what Rosenberg and Harter call self-esteem), and image
structure represents the individual’s image crystallization.

Image on the individual level may be applicable to others as well, for example,
a child’s perception not only of self but also of his/her father and mother. In this
case. the same instrument may be used to measure the child’s evaluation not only
of him or herself but also of the parents. Those three evaluations may then be
comparable in a direct and obvious way. Since the measurement is standardized,
comparisons between images are possible. Moreover, the theoretical and
operational framework may be taken a step further with the application of image
to groups, such as peer groups or families. In this case, it would be based on the
characteristics of the family, with family members’ images serving as indicators
of the whole family image. Image level would represent the family’s quality as
positive or negative, and image structure would represent the family’s image
crystallization. Let us consider the family from the point of view of the child. We
could learn about the child’s perception of self, of the father, of the mother, of
the relationships between family members, and of the family as a whole —all in
terms of level and structure. It is appropriate to note here that despite the
importance of these issues, they have received little research attention.

Second, another aspect of internal structure is the relative standing of specific
characteristics in comparison to other characteristics. For different populations,
a single characteristic may be more or less important in the construction of self-
esteem or self-worth (as hypothesized by Farmeretal.. 2001; Marsh, 1986, 1993,
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and others). However, previous studies that attempted to measure the relative
weight of specific characteristics resorted to using item weighting in addition to
the self-esteem scales used. The importance of these characteristics was
measured through such items as: “How important is it for you to be very smart?”
We. on the other hand. suggest that measuring self-esteem by way of
characteristic evaluation enables measurement of the relative importance of each
characteristic by analyzing its relative dominance within the scale. For example,
if one is interested in analyzing the relative importance of “strength™ or
“smartness” within a specific population defined by socio-demographic axes,
such as age, gender, or ethnic group, then it would be possible to analyze the
relative standing of such characteristics in comparison to the rest of the scale.
The concept of self-esteem has contributed significantly to various bodies of
knowledge related to personality and human development. Yet, it seems that over
the years, the concept itself was taken for granted. This study attempts to
challenge one of the most basic assumptions of the concept — that self-esteem is
a unidimensional concept. More than anything, the current study should be
regarded as an attempt to explore this assumption. Findings of this study support

the notion that the concept has a complex multidimensional structure.
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