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ABSTRACT
SEX DIFFERENCES IN SELF-ESTEEM

AS A FUNCTION OF ASSIGNED MASCULINE AND
FEMININE CHARACTERISTICS

By
Sandra Lynn Whitaker

_ Seventy-two male and female students at Michigan State
University participated in a two-session investigation of
self-esteem. Session I, labeled "Personality Assessment",
determined the subjects' basic self-esteem and their concep-
tions of masculine and feminine characteristics. In Session
II, subjects received a "psychological evaluation" alledgedly
based on the results of the personality assessment tests
taken in Session I. Subjects were randomly assigned to a
"masculine evaluation" condition, a "feminine evaluation" con-
dition, and a no evaluation condition. Post-evaluation
measures of self-esteem were also obtained by administering
the (1) California Personality Inventory (CPI), Self-
Acceptance (SA) and Social Presence (SP) scales; and (2) Janis
and Field Inadequacy Scale.

As was predicted, males receiving a masculine evaluation
increased in self-esteem on the Janis and Field and SA scales;

but, contrary to prediction, did not decrease in self-esteem



Sandra Lynn Whitaker

on receiving a feminine evaluation. Similar predictions for
females were also generally confirmed. Orthogonal compari-
sons revealed that females receiving a masculine evaluation
increased in self-esteem but remained unaffected both with a
feminine evaluation and under control conditions. An unex-
pected decline in self-esteem for both, males and females,

in all conditions, was observed when using the SP scale of
the CPI. These contradictory results were explained on the
basis of the closer item-content similarity between the Janis
and Field scale and the SA scale of the CPI. The possibility
of item-sampling error was also éonsidered.

On all scales males had higher self-esteem than females
but attained statistical significance only in the SA and
Janis and Field scores.

The development of a clearer conceptualization of self-

esteem and of more valid measuring instruments was suggested.
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I. PROBLEM

Self-esteem has become an important concept in the field
of psychology. Its impact on everyday behavior has been
pointed out by a considerable number of investigators who
view man's regard for himself as responsible for a wide range
of everyday behaviors. This range of behaviors varies from
ability to give and receive love (Rogers and Dymond, 1964),
to the ability to resist pressure to conform (Janis, 1954),
to the ability to resist dishonest behavior (Graf, 1971),
and e§en to better visual acuity (Veldman, 1970). Persons
with higher self-esteem are viewed as happier individuals,
more creative, realistic, more likely to assume an active
role in social groups and more capable of achieving their own
personal goals (Coopersmith, 1967).

At the same time that the benefits of higher self-
esteem are so loudly acclaimed, the beliefs of differential
feelings of worth between the two sexes are also strongly
indicated (Bardwick, 1970). Women are thought of as havind“>
lower self-esteem than men. By implication, they either fail
to enjoy personal characteristics needed for success in our
society, or they possess these qualities to a lesser degree L
than men. This notion is not too different from Freud's

ideas of women, expressed as early as 1927. Freud reported,



"Women show less sense of justice, are less willing to sub-
mit to the great necessities of life, and are more often
influenced in their judgement.by feelings of affection and
hostility." (Freud, 1927)

Some evidence for these reported sex differences in
self-esteem are found in the work of Smith (1939), Sheriffs
and McKee (1957), and McKee and Sheriffs (1959), and
Rosenkrantz et al. (1968). On the other hand, a more recent
investigation (Lanza, 1970) failed to show significant sex
differences in self-esteem.

There are two possible explanations for the lack of
consensus on the reported sex differences in self-esteem.
The first explanation has to do with conceptual difficulties
and measuring problems. The second explanation deals with
social changes that have taken place since 1968 when the last
study showing sex differences in self-esteem was reported
(Rosenkrantz et al., 1968)

One of the difficulties common to most studies on self-
esteem is lack of a common definition among the authors.
Conceivably, we may be talking about different results in
the measurement of self-esteem when indeed different con-
cepts are being discussed. In most cases, an actual defini-
tion is totally lacking and assumption of the variables
involved is often made on the basis of the measuring instru-
ment in use. However, since not all studies use the same

instrument, comparison between the different studies is not



possible, and if it is made, it cannot be considered valid.
Of the work done in this area, only the series of investiga-
tion conducted by Sheriffs and McKee (1957, 1959) use the
same measuring instruments. For this reason, the lack of
sex differences in self-esteem reported by Lanza and found
by this investigator (Whitaker, 1971) could be attributed
either to the instrument used or the population sampled.
Since all other investigators have also used college under-
graduates, the possibility remains that the differences in
results obtained are due to using different instruments.

The second explanation for the different results ob-
tained when comparing college men's and women's self-esteem
is based on recent social movements demanding equality be-
tween the sexes. It is possible that the most recent
investigations reflect actual changes taking place in our
college population. College groups are particularly sensie
tive to social movements, and if we were to judge by
vocalizations and demonstrations, our college female students
have become increasingly aware of a redefinition of their
roles and responsibilities as members of our society. This
redefinition of roles of necessity involves a reappraisal of
the self and the attribution of different personality
characteristics more congruent with the new roles.

The theoretical orientation reflected in this interpre-
tation is the Mead (1934)--Cooley (1902) symbolic interaction

position which asserts that one's perceptions of the



attitudes that significant others hold towards one's self
shape one's self-approval. In the case of the female college
population, the significant others are personal close
friends, other peer groups, and even teachers, who voice be-
lief in equal human rights and sex equality. Our college
campuses are presently witnessing role changes manifested not
only in similar outward appearances but also in similar be-
havioral expectations of both sexes. At least on a conscious
level, our college students deny holding sex-role stereotypes
and our college women no longer seem particularly flattered
when told they are passive, emotional, and "filled with

sugar, spice, and everything nice."

L

As pointed out by Coopersmith (1967, p. 31) in terms of
Mead's formulations, the gauge of self-evaluation is a mirror
image of the criteria employed by the important persons in
our social world. Society has assigned women customarily to
the least important occupations such as domestics, clerks,
secretaries, and, at the highest level to positions of nurses
and school teachers. Together with these Ytypical" female
occupations, women have been ascribed personality character-
istics suitable to the performance of their duties. In con-
trast to the characteristics of logical, stern, aggressive,
self-confident, and independent (ascribed to men), women have
been unanimously described by both sexes as being sentimental,
submissive, softhearted, and dependent (Sheriffs and McKee,

1957). It is apparent that the latter personality



characteristics are not conducive to behaviors which will

in turn be rewarded by a society that values achievement,
competition, and unique contributions. Members of society
who are perceived by others as lacking personal character-
istics conducive to success will think of themselves as
actually being inferior. This feeling of inferiority appar-
ently shared by many members of the female population finds
expression in the frequently heard comment, "I am only a
house-wife." Even motherhood, the most characteristic female
occupation, is no longer accorded the position of importance
it once held when our society was more agricultural and
women occupied a more central position.

If, in the past, women college students viewed them-
selves as lacking the personality attributes, ordinarily
ascribed to men, but needed to succeed in the professional
and occupational world, their expressed attitudes towards the
self would reflect the lesser social value attributed to them
by their own social group. If, on the other hand, our female
college students presently view themselves as sharing with
men similar personality characteristics, conducive to behav-
iors that lead to success in our society, their expressed
self-esteem would reflect the equal social value accorded to
them by their group. While in the former case, we would
expect to find sex differences in self-esteem, in the latter

case, no differences in self-esteem would be expected.



The purpose of this investigation was to study sex dif-
ferences in self-esteem as a function of masculine or
feminine characteristics ascribed to each subject by a rele-
vant member of his society. Specifically, it was expected
that women assigned masculine characteristics would gain an
increase in self-esteem. No significant changes in self-
esteem were expected when each sex was assigned the person-
ality characteristics stereotypically ascribed to his or

her own sex.



II. RELATED RESEARCH

There are basically four lines of overlapping research
related to this investigation. The first one is a direct
attempt to verify the interactionist view that the indi-
vidual's self-perceptions are, to a large extent, determined
by what others believe about him. The second one represents
a controlled manipulation of the individual's self-esteem
by means of positive and/or negative feedback of his per-
formance on a specific task. The third line of research is
concerned with the early origins of self-esteem. This work,
done with children, studies the parents' descriptions of
their children, and tbe parents' behavior towards their
children. These data are then correlated with the children's
descriptions of themselves, and on occasion the descriptions
of how they would like to be. The fourth line of research
provides indirect evidence of the effect of the appraisal of
others on the self-esteem. This work consists of a series
of studies on sex-roles, men's and women's beliefs, ideals,
and self-concepts. Of the four sets of studies found in the
review of the literature, this group is the only one that
emphasizes the sex variable. The studies comprising the other

three lines of research mentioned above either had an all



male population, or when using mixed groups, rarely con-

sidered sex differences as their main focus.

A. The Interactionist View

The view that man's self-appraisal is a reflection of
what others think of him is clearly in accordance with the
writings of Cooley (1902), Head (1934), Newcomb (1950),
Rogers (1951), Sniggs and Combs (1949). Direct empirical
evidence comes primarily from the work of Manis (1955) and
Miyamoto and Dornbusch (1956).

Miyamoto and Dornbusch tested some basic assumptions of
the interactionist view of the self and self-conception.
These authors hypothesized 1) that self-definitions are
shaped by the influence of others, 2) that more than the
actual responses of the others, it is the perceived responses
of others that influences self-definitions, 3) that the
self takes the role of the "generalized other." The "gener-
alized other" (Mead, 1934) refers to the individyal's
conception of the organized social process of which he is a
part. This organized social process is composed of numerous
specialized roles; the individual identifies his own role in
it and so fulfills his part in enabling the organized process
to continue.

Subjects in this study consisted of 10 groups of under-
graduate students. Intelligence, self-confidence, physical

attractiveness and likableness were measured on a 5 point



scale. Instructions were given to regard the middle of the
scale as the "average" for the group. Each subject was
asked to give four ratings for each of the experimental
variables of the study: himself, other members of his group,
his perception of the way other members of his group would
rate him, and his perception of the way society at large
would rate him. The responses yielded four indices: "self-
conception”, "actual responses of others", "perceived
responses of others", and the "generalized other." Analysis
of the data was not done by the usual statistical test of
significance, but by inspection of gross differences and
consistent tendencies observed from group to group. Based
on the 10 groups and four characteristics measured, a hy-
pothesis was considered to receive perfect support when the
expected results were obtained 40 times. Twenty supporting
tests were interpreted as lending no more than chance success.
For each of the characteristics measured, the data were
divided into high and low self-ratings. It was thought that
if, indeed, the appraisal of others reflected on the self-
concept, the actual responses of others would be higher for
those subjects with a higher self-rating than for those with
a lower self-rating. This hypothesis was supported not only

for the actual responses but also for the perceived responses

of others. A further breakdown of the data into the four
characteristics measured showed greater consistency between

self-conceptions and perceived responses of others than when
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the actual responses of others were considered. Table 1
shows the breakdown of personality characteristics and the
frequency with which self-ratings tended to be closer to
the mean perceived responses than to the mean actual re-

sponses of others to the subjects.

TABLE 1

Miyamoto and Dornbusch's Data on Mean Perceived
Responses of Others as Compared to Their
Mean Actual Responses

Characteristic Hypothesis Hypothesis Tie
Supported Not Supported
Intelligence 8 2 0
Self-confidence 9 0 1
Physical attractiveness 10 0 0
Likableness 7 3 ]
Total..."'.....lll.... 34* 5 l

*Frequency of support (40 would mean total support--there
being 10 experimental groups and 4 characteristics).

A comparison of the perceived responses of others in
the subjects' small groups and the perceived responses of
others in society at large ("generalized other") showed self-
ratinés corresponding more closely to the "generalized other"
in 3 out of 4 characteristics which seems to be equally in-
fluenced by the responses of others in both a relatively

small group and other divergent groups.
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TABLE 2

Miyamoto and Dornbusch's Data on the Mean Responses of
Others in Society at Large as Compared to Their Mean
Responses in the Subjects' Small Groups

Characteristic Hypothesis Hypothesis Tie
Supported Not Supported

Intelligence 10 0 0
Self-confidence 5 4 1
Physical attractiveness 10 0 0
Likableness 10 0 0
Total........-....-..ct 35* 4 l

*Frequency of support (40 would mean total support--there
being 10 experimental groups and 4 characteristics).

The results obtained in this study lend empirical support to
the symbolic interactionist view of self-perception. However,
these results must be accepted with a caution and awareness
of the possible restrictions imposed by a rather unsophisti-
cated analysis of the data, as well as by some implied assump-
tions built into the design of the study. Data in this study
were reported in terms of the frequency with which a given
hypothesis was "supported", but the actual magnitude of the
subject's responses was not given. This lack of information
regarding magnitude of responses, together with the omission
of statistical test of significance make it rather difficult
to assess the validity of the reported results. Furthermore,

even if these results were accepted as valid, the point must
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be made that the interactionist theory is essentially a
dynamic theory and that Miyamoto and Dornbusch concentrated on
the statig consequences of the individual's previous experi-
ences. The assumption was also made that the way the subject
perceives himself at a point in time and the way others per-
ceive him at that particular point are causally connected

and that one is indeed responsible for the other.

Manis (1955) designed a study taking into account the
time variable. He postulated that self appraisals are
affected by the appraisal of others, and that self-conceptions
are no different than any other set of attitudes, opinions,
or beliefs collected by an individual about any given object
or topic. Drawing from the work of Festinger and his associ-
ates he formulated the following five empirical hypothesis:

1) Over a period of time there will be an increase in agree-
ment between the individual's self-perception and his friends'
perception of him. 2) Over the same period of time, there

will be a greater agreement between an individual's self-
concept and his non-friends' views of him. 3) During the same
period of time, the content of an individual's self-concept
will be more influenced by his friends' view of him. 4) Within
the same period of time, any changes of opinions the indi-
vidual's friends have of him will tend to increase the agree-
ment between his self-concept and his friends' perception of

him. 5) During the same period of time, an individual will be
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more successful in influencing his friends to accept his
self-concept as valid than he will be in similarly influenc-
ing the opinions of his non-friends.

Manis used as subjects male freshmen who at the begin-
ning of the study had known each other as roommates for a
period of five weeks. They rated each other twice, once at
the beginning of the experiment and six weeks later, by means
of 24 bi-polar scales. These scales were derived from
Cattell's factor analysis (Cattell, 1950) of Allport and
Odbert's trait list which is supposed to sample most of the
important descriptive dimensions on which people within our
culture vary. The subjects rated themselves, their "ideal
self", and others in their group. At the same time, socio-
metric choices of the members of the group were taken in order
to obtain information regarding each subject's "friends"
and "non-friends". The person or persons most frequently men-
tioned by each subject were considered his friends, while
those least frequently mentioned were considered his non-
friends. Splitting the data into friends and non-friends
permitted a selective measure of each subject's perceptions
of others and the influence that his preferred and non-
preferred members in his group might have had on his own self-
appraisal. The two administrations of the scales made it
possible to study changes in self-appraisal over a period of
time, a situation more realistic in terms of inter-pergonal
relations and the changes that may actually take place in

daily life.
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Another important variable considered in Manis' study,
and ignored in the previously discussed study by Miyamoto
and Dornbusch, was the quality of the éelf-appraisal as com-
pared to the opinion of others, friends as well as non-
friends. The term "positive subject-friend (or non-friend)"
was used to describe the case when the subject's original
opinion of himself was higher than the one others held of him.
These subjects were considered as having a "relatively favor-
able" self-concept. A subject with an opinion of himself
lower than the one othersa had of him was considered as having
a "relatively unfavorable" self-concept; the term "negative
subject-friend (or non-friend)" was then used.

When the data from the first administration of the scales
were analyzed, the results of this study showed the subject's
self-appraisal to be affected by the opinion of others only
in the case of "positive subject-friend" (Wilconxon's Signed
Rank Test, p <.05) these included both friends and non-friends.
In the case of "negative subject-friend", the opinion of
others did not seem to significantly affect the subject's self-
appraisal.

Over a period of time, when the results of the first and
second administration of the scales were compared, it was
found that the individual's self-appraisal was significantly
affected by the opinion of others (p <.0l1l) when they were his
friends and perceived him in a more ideal light than he per-

ceived himself. The "friend's" opinion did not significantly
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affect the subject's self-concept when his opinion was un-
favorable. Analysis of the "non-friends" data once more
showed the subject's self-appraisal to be affected, when the
opinions were flattering, and unaffected when their opinions
were unflattering. When the relative influence of the sub-
ject's friends and non-friends was compared, the results
showed the friends to be more influencial in determining the
subject's own appraisal (p <.05). This was particularly
true in the case of negative opinion from others.

The above results validate the "looking glass" deriva-
tion of the self-concept advanced by Cooley and Mead (1949).
They also add some refinement to the theory regarding the
quality of self-perceptions and the perceptions of others.
According to these results, subjects with a lower self-concept
have a more difficult time incorporating the opinions of
others, particularly when the opinions are negative. However,
with the passage of time, this apparent resistance seems to
weaken and others' opinions seem influencial, particularly
when they come from those they perceive as friends. Those with
an initially high self-concept seem to be more open to the
opinion of others, disregarding source (friends or non-friends).
In every case, those perceived as friends are more influencial
than the non-friends in determining the subject's appraisal
of himself.

The results shown in this study demonstrate some differ- X

ential influence of others in shaping one's self-concept.
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However, the converse is not found to be true--one's own
opinion of himself does not influence others' opinion of him.
On the basis of this, it seems that an individual is unable

to "convince" others of the validity of his own self-appraisal.
This one-way influence negates Manis' original assumption

that self-conceptions are no different than any other set of
attitudes.

When compared with the work of Miyamoto and Dornbusch,
Manis' study shows two improvements: 1) the measure of self-
conceptions over a period of time (not a fixed point in time),
and 2) the measure of a larger number of characteristics (not
only limited to four as in the Miyamoto and Dornbusch study).
In spite of these improvements, neither of the two studies
really demonstrates that "others' reactions" are necessary
antecedent conditions to self-ratings. They only make infer-
ences from their findings that the individuall!s self-
conceptions are influenced by his associates' perceptions.
Videbeck (1960), considered in the next section, was the first
investigator to test the interactionist's hypothesis in a more
direct fashion by experimentally varying the reactions of

others and observing subsequent changes in self-ratings.

B. Evaluation and Performance

Studies in this group are generally concerned with changes
in self-esteem as a function of others' evaluations of the

subjects' skills. The common design used is the pre-post test
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design with the experimental manipulation between the tests.
Other sub-areas of specific concern in these studies are the
direction of change in self-esteem, the magnitude of this
change, and the spread of change in self-esteem to other
closely related and unrelated areas.

Haas and Maehr (1966) demonstrated not only that upward
changes in self-esteem follow success and downward changes
follow failure, but also that these changes are relatively
enduring. A study by Sharma (1956) also found this effect.
The studies of Haas and Maehr (1965), Maehr et al. (1962),
Diggory (1966), Rothman (1963), and Cetlin (1964), all give
evidence for radiation or spread of effect. In general, the
findings indicate that the specific ability manipulated shows
the greatest change. Related, non-tested abilities will show
smaller changes, and the subjects' evaluations of very unre-
lated activities will show an even smaller change. On the
basis of these findings, it can then be said that any evalua-
tion of a person's skills, or parts of his personality, will
to some extent affect his total conception of self. The work
of Videbeck (1960) is an example of this type of research.

Videbeck postulated that the evaluations of others affect
an individual's self-ratings responses on a specific scale,
provided that certain factors are kept under control. The
most important of these factors are: 1) a repeated number of
reinforcements of either approval or disapproval, 2) the

credibility of the "expert" making the evaluation, 3) the
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relevance that the evaluated skill or attribute has for the
individual, 4) the intensity with which the approval or dis-
approval is expressed by the "expert." Keeping these factors
under control, Videbeck (1960) formulated the following
hypothesis: 1) If another person reacts approvingly towards
the individual with reference to some specified attribute,
then the subject will change his actual self-rating in regard
to this attribute to a point closer to his ideal self-rating;
but if the other reacts disapprovingly, the subject's change
of his self-rating will be to a point further away from his
ideal self-rating. 2) If disapproving reactions do not sub-
stantially differ from approving reactions, except for the
element of negation, then there will be no difference in abso-
lute amounts of change in self-rating between subjects re-
acted to approvingly and disapprovingly with reference to a
given attribute. 3) If another person reacts approvingly or
disapprovingly to the qualities of an individual referred to
in one scale, and if, as a result, the individual changes his
self-ratings on that scale, he will also change his self-
ratings on other scales. He will change them to the extent that
the attributes of these other scales are functionally similar
to the evaluated attribute.

As may be inferred from these hypotheses, Videbeck was
concerned with testing the direction of change of the self-

evaluation, the amount of change, and the spread of effect.
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The subjects used in Videbeck's experiment were superior
students in a speech class. They all had the same training
and level of competence and were highly motivated to do well.
They were told that they were going to participate in an ex-
periment to determine whether men or women were better in cer-
tain forms of oral communication. In the experimental session,
each read six poems and after each reading, systematically
received an "expert's" approval or disapproval. The evaluative
reactions were standardized statements which the "experts"
read as if they were their own comments. They were identical
in wording for all subjects except for evaluative terms, such
as "good", "poor", "succeeded in", "failed to", etc. The
experts were previously trained to read with the same tone and
voice intensity. By having highly motivated students, and con-
sistently creditable evaluations, Videbeck managed to keep
under control the important factors mentioned above.

Before and after this evaluative manipulation, the sub-
jects evaluated themselves on 24 items. Eight of these items
were called the "critical items" because they were the closest
to the criteria used in the alleged evaluations of the
"experts." The other eight items were similar to these items
but were not reacted to by the expert. These were called
"related items." The remaining eight items dealt with oral
communication in general social situations, such as leading a
discussion gr&up and were called "unrelated items" because
they were substantially less similar to the "critical items"

than were the "related items."
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The results confirmed the hypotheses made regarding the

direction of change and the spread of effect. As predicted,

a person will rate himself closer to his ideal self-rating

if he receives approval and further away from his ideal self-
rating if he receives disapproval. Also as predicted, the
reactions of others tend to have generalized effects upon
self-ratings. However, the degree of generalization diminishes
as the scales become functionally dissimilar, with the gradient
of change for the disapproval treatment being steeper than

the gradient for the approval treatment. Videbeck found that,
contrary to predictions, there was an absolute amount of

change in self-ratings between subjects reacted to approvingly
and subjects reacted to disapprovingly, even when the content
of both evaluations was the same, except for the element of
negation.

Similar findings were reported by Graf (1971) who pro-
duced changes in his subjects' self-esteem by using the same
evaluative content, expressed in positive terms for one group
and negative terms for the other.

Shrauger et al. (1970) studied the effects of success
and failure feedback on a performance task in high and low
self-esteem subjects. They found that high self-esteem sub-
jects performed better following success feedback, and low
self-esteem subjects performed worse following failure feed-
back. There were no significant performance changes for the

high self-esteem subjects receiving failure feedback and the
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low self-esteem subjects receiving success feedback. This
kind of experiment is interesting from a cognitive con-
sistency point of view. It is only regrettable that sex com-
parisons were not made to determine whether there were any
functionally different reactions to success or failure or

significant differences in self-esteem.

C. Children's Studies

Another line of research to evaluate the effect of the
appraisal of others on the individual's self-conceptions comes
from research done on children and their parents. The most
common procedure in these studies has been to ask the parents
for ratings and personality descriptions of their children.
The children are also questioned about the perceptions they
have of their parents, of themselves, and the perceptions they
think their parents have of them. (Jourard and Remy, 1955,
Helper, 1958). Additional information has been obtained by
correlating the child's self-esteem with some parental be-
havioral variable such as rearing practices, emotional support,
over-protectiveness, punitiveness, hostility, or interest of
the parents for their children (Coopersmith, 1967, Rosenberg,
1963).

Jourard and Remy (1955) questioned college students on
their satisfaction with themselves and their bodies (self and
bodycathexis) -as well as on the opinions they thought their

parents had of them. Relatively high and positive correlations
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(.56 to .70) were found between the college students' self-
evaluations and their reported parental evaluations.

One weakness of this study is that systematic distortion
of data may have occurred when information regarding the
parents' perceptions of their children was obtained from the
children and not directly from the parents.

Helper (1958) questioned parents and children directly.
Working with eighth and ninth graders, he asked each child
subject to rate his actual self and his ideal self. Similarly,
each of the parents was asked to rate his child as he ordi-
narily thought of him and as he wanted him to be. Helper
used as his measuring instrument 46 seven-point bi-polar scales
of personality descriptions and obtained four basic scores:

(1) Child's Favorability Score--parents' actual ratings of

their children on 15 items considered by judges to be the most
desirable out of the 46 total items of the instrument; (2) Self-
Favorability Score--children's own ratings on these 15 items;

(3) Self-Acceptance Score--children's actual-ideal discrep-

ancy scores on the remaining 31 items of the total 46 bi-polar
scales; and (4) Child-Acceptance Score--the actual-ideal dis-
crepancy score of parents' views of their children on these 31
items. Favorability Scores were considered to be mere descrip-
tions but Acceptance Scores were thought to reflect parental
attitudes towards their children and children's attitudes

towards themselves.
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Table 3 (Helper, 1958, p. 192) shows the correlation

obtained between Favorability and Acceptance scores.

TABLE 3

Parent-Child Correlations (Rho) for Two Measures
of Evaluation of the Child

Boys Girls All Ss
N Favor- Accept- N Favor- Accept- N Favor- Accept-
ability ance ability ance ability ance
Fathers
Favorability 20 .44* .26 30 .26 .06 50 L32*%% 11
Acceptance 20 .18 .42* 30 .28 .44** 50 S31%%  37%%
Mothers
Favorability 21 .20 .10 30 .33 .18 51 .22 .08
Acceptance 21 .29 .08 30 .15 .39**% 5] .16 .27*

*Coefficient reaches .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Coefficient reaches .05 level, two-tailed test.

Helper's data shows parental descriptions (Favorability
Scores) to have little effect on children's self-acceptance.
Attitudes of parents toward their children (Acceptance Scores)
seem to have a significantly greater effect on the children's
self-acceptance, particularly the daughters' self-acceptance.
In contrast to girls, boys seem to be influenced only by their
fathers' attitudes towards them and not by their mothers' judg-
ments of them.

According to these results, it seems possible that the

mothers' perceptions of their sons, and the sons' perceptions
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of themselves, are functionally different from the mothers'
perceptions of their daughters, and the daughters' percep-
tions of themselves. Here again, it is regrettable that no
more is known about functional differences in the relations
between parents and children of the opposite sex. Part of
the reason for this lack of knowledge is thét most of the
investigations of the antecedents of self-esteem have been
conductéd with all male populations. Coopersmith's (1967)
well-known series of studies on the antecedents of self-
esteem is a good example of the lack of concern for the sex
variable shown by many of the investigators.

Coopersmith studied 82 boys and their parents. The
parentg, particularly the mothers, responded to a question-
naire and were submitted to a two and one-half hour interview.
During the interview, they were intensively questioned about
family background, parental characteristics, child character-
istics, early experiences in the life of the child, degree
of accéptance of the child, discipline practices, democratic
procedures used in the home, and degree of independence given
to the child. Evidence for the appraisal of others in the
formation of the child's self-esteem was provided for only
in an indirect manner. Coopersmith concluded his studies
indicaéing that affection, setting of behavioral limits, and
freedom within these structures were probably the main factors
responsible for children's high self-esteem (Coopersmith,

1967, p. 236). Sears (1970), using sixth graders, also found
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parental affection an important variable in self-esteem.
A comparison of both sexes showed girls as having lower self-
esteem.

However, as we shall see sex differences in self-esteem
are not limited to the childhood years but persist in adult-

hood.

D. Sex Roles and Self-Concepts

This line of research has investigated the attitudes
both men and women have towards each other; the way they view
themselves; the way they would like to be; and the way they
think other men or women would like them to be. A comparison
of the different responses has provided a measure of stero-
types as well as a measure of self-esteem. The latter has
been obtained by comparing what the individual thinks he is
(the "real self") with what he would like to be (the "ideal
self"). The closer these measures are to each other, the
higher one's self-esteem.

The most common methodological approach in these in-
vestigations has been to present the subjects with a list of
adjectives and ask them to indicate those adjectives which
characterize men and those which characterize women. At
other times, the subjects are asked to check each adjective
in the list and assign each to males or females. The former
is called the "unforced procedure", the latter, the "forced

choice" procedure. McKee and Sheriffs (1957) believe both
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procedures produce the same kind of results. The only dif-
ference reportedly has been that fewer characteristics are
assigned to either sex under the "unforced choice" procedure;
however, content of the characteristics assigned to both
sexes is very similar.

Selection of items for the adjective check-lists has been
done in two ways. One procedure has been to use adjective
check-lists previously prepared by other authors. The other
procedure has been to ask the subjects for adjectives appro-
priate for each sex. While some authors have used all the
characteristics obtained, others have included only those
characteristics assigned the majority of the time to either
sex.

In 1953, Jarrett and Sheriffs attempted to construct a
scale which would show individual differences in attitudes
towards males and females. Despite the fact that their scale
contained 17 items which had been judged neutral, and despite
the fact thét half of the items in each category were judged
"favorable" and half "unfavorable", their scale not only
showed significant 