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ABSTRACT

DIMENSIONS OF SELF-ESTEEM AND
THE TYPOLOGICAL MEASUREMENT
OF SEX ROLE ORIENTATION

By
Peggy Spiegel

There is debate as to whether androgynous individuals are
higher in self-esteem than masculine individuals. Inconsistencies
across research may reflect a failure to consider dimensions of self-
esteem. One hundred and twenty two undergraduates completed the Bem
Sex Role Inventory, the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (measuring social
self-esteem) and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. The TSCS yields
eight dimensional scores and a total score. Analysis of variance and
multiple regression techniques were utilized. As predicted, androgynous
subjects were found to be highest in social self-esteem, and contrary
to prediction, global self-esteem. It was also found that the relation-
ship between self-esteem and sex type varied with respect to the
dimension of self-esteem. For both sexes, the masculinity and
femininity components of androgyny accounted for significant proportions
of variance. It was concluded that specifying dimensions of self-esteem
clarifies its relationship to sex type and that femininity's contribution

to self-esteem may have been underestimated.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Concept of Androgyny

Research has documented the existence of pervasive and
persistent sex role stereotypes in our culture (Broverman, Vogel,
Broverman, Clarkson and Rosenkranz, 1972). Implicit in these sex role
stereotypes is the assumption that femininity and masculinity are the
opposite poles of a unidimensional continuum (Constantinople, 1973;
Gilbert, 1981). The greater one's femiﬁinity, the less one's mascu-
linity, and vice versa. Thus, according to this bipolar view, an
individual cannot be both masculine and feminine; he or she must be
one of the other. This conception has been challenged recently (Bem,
1974; Block, 1973; Carlson, 1971; Constantinople, 1973). What is pro-
posed instead is that masculinity and femininity are independent,
uncorrelated dimensions of personality. According to this view, an
individual can be both masculine and feminine, or androgynous, in his/
her sex role.

Along with her assertion of the androgyny concept, Bem (1974,
1975) explicitly posits a new relationship between sex role orientation
and psychological health. Their relationship has historically been an
important area of psychological inquiry. Adoption of sex role stereo-
types has been considered healthy and desirable (Worell, 1978).
Research has upheld this view for men; masculinity is related to
psychological well-being. For women, however, the data have been less
clear. Heilbrun (1968), for example, found that masculine women were

better adjusted than feminine women.
1
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Bem (1975), on the other hand, claims it is the androgynous
individual, not the sex typed individual, who should exhibit the highest
degree of psychological health. According to her view, the androgynous
person is more flexible and adaptive in interpersonal situations.
Because androgynous individuals have both masculine and feminine
responses in their behavioral repertoires, they can be effective in a
wider range of situations than the traditionally sex typed individuals.
That is, androgynous persons can engage in both masculine and feminine
behavior depending on situational appropriateness, while sex typed
individuals are only effective in situations which demand behavior
stereotypically associated with their respective sexes.

This conceptualization was supported in a series of four
experiments conducted by Bem and her colleagues (Bem, 1975; Bem,
Martyna and Watson, 1976). The first was a standard conformity
paradigm designed to evoke stereotypically masculine behavior
(independence), and the second involved playing with a kitten and
was designed to tap traditionally feminine behavior (nurturance).
Androgynous subjects of both sexes displayed high levels of indepen-
dence and nurturance. Thus, they performed adequately regardless of
the appropriateness of the behavior for one sex or another. The sex
typed males were adequate in independence but showed deficits in
nurturance. The sex typed females were deficient in independence, as
expected, but were also deficient in nurturance, which would not be
predicted from Bem's position.

Bem, Martyna and Watson (1976) hypothesized that the latter
finding may have been due to the operationalization of nurturance.

Perhaps the feminine women's low nurturance was unique to interaction
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with animals. Thus, the investigators conducted two further experiments;
in the first the subjects interacted with an infant, and in the second
they listened to a lonely student. Both studies found that androgynous
and feminine subjects did not differ significantly and were higher in
nurturance than masculine subjects. Taken together, these four experi-
ments demonstrate that the androgynous were most flexible, as they
evidenced both feminine and masculine behavior. The sex typed persons,
on the other hand, were constricted and limited in situations in which
sex inappropriate behavior was required.

Bem's formulation has resulted in much research concerning
the relationship between androgyny and psychological well-being. Worell
(1978) has noted that this research has focused on four aspects of well-
being: 1) self-esteem or positive self-evaluation; 2) freedom from
obvious pathology such as anxiety and depression; 3) adaptive, flexible
and effective interpersonal behavior, such as initiation and maintenance
of appropriate social interaction; and 4) broad lifestyle coping
variables. The present investigation is concerned with the relation-
ship between androgyny and the first aspect of well-being mentioned
above, self-esteem or positive self-evaluation. Before the previous
literature in this area is reviewed, the measurement of androgyny will

be discussed.

The Measurement of Androgyny

Since the introduction of the androgyny concept, four measures
have been developed to tap this construct. These are: the Bem Sex
Role Inventory (BSRI) (Bem, 1974, 1977); the Personal Attributes
Questionnaire (PAQ) (Spence, et al., 1975); the PRF ANDRO Scale
(Berzins, Welling and Wetter, 1978); and the Masculinity-Femininity
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Scales of the Adjective Check List (ACL) (Heilbrun, 1976). These
scales were constructed differently (Kelly, Furman and Young, 1978;
Kelly and Worell, 1977), but each essentially contains separate mascu-
linity and femininity scales which are combined to yield sex role
category.

The method of determining sex role category has been a
subject of continuing debate. Bem's (1974) original model defined
androgyny as the relative balance between masculine and feminine
attributes and was thus a subtractive model. Her typology yielded
three categories: masculine, feminine and androgynous. However,
Spence, Helmrich and Stapp (1975), proposing an additive model, argued
that the term androgyny should only apply to those high in both
femininity (F) and masculinity (M). They advocated a median split
method for determining sex role orientation, which yielded four
categories: androgynous (above median on M and F), masculine (above
median on M, below median on F), feminine (above median on F, below
median on M) and undifferentiated (below median on M and F). Bem
(1977) later endorsed this method, which is currently the most
commonly accepted. The debate is still not resolved, however (Worell,
1978); some literature to be reviewed has utilized the original
subtractive model. A third model, the multiplicative or interactive
model, has been suggested, although support for this conception has
been unclear (Harrington and Andersen, 1981; Lubinski, Tellegen and
Butcher, 1981).

The use of differing models makes interpretation of empirical
data difficult. Several other methological issues also confuse results.

Due to some criticism of the validity of the BSRI (Locksley and Colten,
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1979; Pedhazur and Tetenbaum, 1979), Bem (1979) published a short
version of her measure. Both the original and the short forms are
currently in use. Additionally, comparability of the four afore-
mentioned sex role measures is questionable (Kelly, et al., 1978). This
too, makes comparison across studies using different sex role measures

difficult.

Previous Research on the Relationship Between Sex Role and Self-Esteem

Nine empirical studies related to the issue of androgyny and
self-esteem were located in the 1iterature. Three of these (0'Connor,
Mann and Bardwick, 1978; Spence and Helmreich, 1978; Spence, et al.,
1975) clearly demonstrate that androgynous subjects had significantly
higher self-esteem compared to other groups. Spence, et al. (1975)
found that androgynous subjects were highest in self-esteem, followed
by masculine, feminine and undifferentiated subjects. Replications
of this study, with a middle aged upper middle class sample (0'Connor,
et al., 1978), a college sample, and an adolescent sample (Spence and
Helmreich, 1978) found the same results. A1l of these studies used
the PAQ and the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI) (Helmreich,
Stapp and Ervin, 1974), a measure of social self-esteem.

A study by Flaherty and Dusek (1980) took a multidimensional
approach to self-esteem. Subjects completed the long form of the
BSRI and semantic differential self-concept scale containing four
factors. These were: adjustment, achievement/leadership, congeniality/
sociability and masculinity/femininity. It was predicted that self-
esteem scores would vary according to which aspect of self-esteem was
being measured as well as according to sex role category. The

adjustment factor (factor 1) was considered the most similar to the
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self-concept measures used in previous research. The achievement/
leadership factor (factor 2) tended to reflect the traditionally
masculine, instrumental role. Factor 3, congeniality/sociability,
reflected the expressive social role. Factor 4, masculinity/femininity,
reflected traditional descriptions of sex role stereotypes. Thus,
according to the flexibility argument by Bem (1975), androgynous
individuals would be expected to score high on factors 1-3. Since
high scores on factor 4 tend to represent masculinity, the androgynous
and the masculine subjects should also score highest on factor 2 and
feminine subjects should also score highest on factor 3. Results were
as expected for factors 1-3. For factor 4, the masculine groups
scored significantly higher than the other groups. The androgynous
group had medium scores on this factor, which was interpreted as a
lack of rigid sex typing. Overall, then, these results strongly
supported the argument of greater flexibility and adaptation and thus
higher overall self-concept in androgynous persons. Secondly, they
also support the notion that components of self-esteem are differently
related to sex role orientation.

Three studies (Antill and Cunningham, 1979; Jones, Chernovetz
and Hansson, 1978; Wetter, Note 1) clearly found that both androgynous
and masculine subjects score higher than feminine and undifferentiated
subjects on measures of self-esteem and did not significantly differ
from each other. Wetter (Note 1), using the PRF ANDRO Scale and the
Self-Esteem Questionnaire, found, for both sexes, that androgynous and
masculine subjects did not differ significantly and were higher in
self-esteem than feminine and undifferentiated individuals. There were

no differences between the latter two groups.
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Jones, Chernovetz and Hansson (1978) administered the BSRI
(long form) and a self-esteem measure by Coopersmith (1967). Using the
balance method originally advocated by Bem (1974), they found that
androgynous and masculine males were not significantly different in
self-esteem. For females, there were no significant differences among
any of the sex role groups. When the data were reanalyzed using the
median split method (the androgynous category was divided into androgynous
and undifferentiated), the results were unaltered. Lastly, Antill and
Cunningham (1979) used three sex role measures (BSRI, PAQ and PRF ANSDRO)
and two self-esteem measures [ Self-Acceptance Scale (Berger, 1952) and
the Janis-Field Feelings of Inadequancy Scale (Eagly, 1967)]. For both
sexes, androgynous and masculine groups did not differ significantly and
were higher on the measures of self-concept than feminine and
undifferentiated subjects.

Utilizing the long form of the BSRI and the ISBI, Bem (1977)
reported a main effect of sex role, with feminine and undifferentiated
subjects low in self-esteem and masculine and androgynous subjects high
in self-esteem. These results have been interpreted by Kelly and
Worell (1977) as almost identical to those of Wetter (Note 1). However,
Bem did not report any statistical comparisons between the means. Thus,
it cannot be completely determined whether Bem's findings actually
paralleled those of Wetter.

Most relevant to the present study is an investigation by
Peterson (Note 2) which utilized the short form of the BSRI and the
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (ISCS) (Fitts, 1965). She found that
self-esteem was related to sex type among males, but did not report any

further significance tests. Thus, it could not be deduced whether



8
androgynous subjects were in fact the highest in self-esteem. The

present investigation replicates and extends Peterson's work.

Evaluation of Previous Research

Taken together, the results of these studies are inconsistent
and inconclusive. They have been interpreted in different ways. The
studies cited ;howing the highest self-esteem in androgynous subjects
are claimed by some to support Bem's (1974, 1975) original conception
of greater flexibility leading to higher levels of psychological health.
Others have argued that the high levels of self-esteem are mainly due
to the masculine component of androgyny, since androgynous and
masculine subjects had higher self-esteem than feminine and undiffer-
entiated subjects (Jones, et al., 1978; Kelly and Worell, 1977).
Moreover, self-esteem is positively correlated with masculinity scores,
whereas femininity scores have weaker, zero-order or negative corre-
lations with self-esteem, depending on the measures used (Antill and
Cunningham, 1979; Spence and Helmreich, 1978; Spence, et al., 1975).
The inconsistencies across studies could also be a function of
unreliability in the measures and differing sample characteristics.

On the other hand, an alternative explanation is plausible.
As Flaherty and Dusek (1980) have argued, it is important to take a
multidimensional approach to self-esteem. It appears that self-esteem
measures utilized in the literature have been assumed to be equivalent
when in fact they are not. The TSBI measures a particular component of
self-esteem--social self-esteem (Spence and Helmreich, 1978). Most of
the studies that found high self-esteem associated with androgyny
utilized the TSBI; hence, it seems that androgyny is related to the

highest level of social self-esteem. However, in general, those
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studies which found no differences between androgynous and masculine
subjects in self-esteem appear to have used measures which tapped
global self-esteem. Thus, the failure to take differing components of
self-esteem into account may explain some of the contradictory
results in the literature.

This argument also implies that different aspects of self-
esteem will have different relationships with androgyny. With the
exception of the Flaherty and Dusek (1980) study, it does not appear
that the specific components of self-esteem other than social self-
esteem have been examined in the literature.

A second issue affecting the relationship between self-esteem
and sex role orientation, namely, the question of the adequacy of
current typological measurements of sex role orientation has not been
satisfactorily addressed in the literaure. The four part typology
created by the median split method results in gross categorizations.
Each category contains a wide range of individuals. The androgynous
category, for example, includes individuals with femininity and
masculinity scores just above the median as well as those possessing
scores approaching the upper limits of M and F. Thus, the variability
of scores within each sex role orientation is high. This situation
may obscure research results because the composition of the categories

is not uniform.

The Present Study

The present investigation has been designed to shed 1ight on
the issues raised above, i.e., the relationship between androgyny and

different aspects of self-esteem. The short form of the BSRI, the
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the TSBI and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) will be utilized
in considering this issue.

The TSCS yields a global self-esteem score, termed Total P,
as well as eight subscale scores. The eight scores are derived from a
3 X 5 matrix of the test items, as illustrated, with examples, in
Figure 1. The subscales are: the Physical self (Column A), the Moral-
Ethical self (Column B), the Personal self (Column C), the Family self
(Column D), the Social self (Column E), Identity (what she/he is) (Row 1),
Self-Satisfaction (how she/he accepts herself/himself) (Row 2), and
Behavior (how she/he acts) (Row 3). Each of the subscales A through E
is comprised of five cells which are summated to obtain the subscale
score; each of subscales 1 through 3 contains three cells which are
likewise summated.

According to the proposition outlined earlier, certain
relationships between the measures of self-esteem and sex role
category should occur. First of all, the TSCS subscales would be
expected to have different patterns of scores for the sex role groups,
as each subscale measures a different aspect of self-esteem. That is,
the relationship among the four sex role categories will depend upon
the aspect of self-esteem being measured. Because previous research
has not generally been concerned with different dimensions of self-
esteem, the specific patterns these dimensions will yield cannot be
predicted.

Secondly, the Social self (subscale E) and the TSBI would be
expected to have a similar relationship to sex role orientation.
Specifically, androgynous individuals should be highest among the

groups on both measures of social self-esteem. Lastly, the global
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measure of self-esteem, Total P, would be highest for both androgynous
and masculine individuals.

This study will also attempt to improve upon the methodological
problems with sex role orientation mentioned earlier. In order to
reduce the variability within each category, only the best representations
of each of the four sex role categories, the "pure" types, will be
selected from a larger subject pool for use in this investigation. Those
subjects at the extremes of M and F will thus be utilized. The androgy-
nous subjects chosen will be those with the highest M and F scores,
masculine subjects will have the highest M scores and the lowest F
scores, feminine subjects will have the highest F scores and the
lowest M scores, and undifferentiated subjects will have the lowest

M and F scores.

Hypotheses

The specific hypotheses to be tested in this study are as
follows:

1. Androgynous subjects will have significantly higher
self-esteem than masculine, feminine and undifferentiated subjects as
measured by the TSBI.

2. Androgynous subjects will have significantly higher
self-esteem than masculine, feminine and undifferentiated subjects as
measured by the social subscale of the TSCS.

3. Both androgynous and masculine subjects will score
significantly higher than feminine and undifferentiated subjects on
the Total P score of the TSCS but will not differ significantly from

each other.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjects

One thousand seven hundred and eighty students (628 males and
1152 females) from introductory psychology classes at Michigan State
University completed the short form of the BSRI (Bem, 1979, 1981) and
the short form of the TSBI (Helmreich and Stapp, 1974).] The test
packets were distributed in class and returned by the subjects at the
subsequent class time. Consent forms were included in the packets (see
Appendix A). Participants received class credit.

Using the median split procedure, the subjects were then
categorized as androgynous, masculine, feminine or undifferentiated
based on their BSRI scores. This procedure was performed separately
for each sex, resulting in a total of eight groups. As described
earlier, the most extreme members of each sex role group were then
selected for inclusion in the experiment. The final sample consisted

of 122 subjects, 67 males and 55 females.

Procedure

Subjects were contacted by phone about participation in the
experiment. It consisted of four tasks tapping interpersonal behavior
across several different types of situations. This part of the study

is not directly relevant to the present study and will not be explained

]The subjects also completed other measures, as the data for
this study were collected as part of a larger study.

13
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in detail. Five questionnaires, one of which was the TSCS (Fitts,

1965), were administered following completion of the tasks.

Measures

A. Bem Sex Role Inventory--short form: The short form of

the BSRI (Bem, 1979, 1981) is a self report inventory which measures

sex role orientation (see Appendix B). It contains 30 socially
desirable personality traits; ten are stereotypically feminine
(femininity score), ten are stereotypically masculine (masculinity
score), and ten are neutral. In this study, respondents indicated on

a scale of 1 to 5 how well each trait described them. From these scores,
classification of sex role orientation was determined by the median

split method, as delineated above. Internal consistency and test-

retest reliabilities are acceptable for the BSRI. See Bem (1981) for
details of the psychometric analyses.

B. Texas Social Behavior Inventory--short form A: The

TSBI (Helmreich and Stapp, 1974; Helmreich, et al., 1974) is a measure
of social self-esteem (see Appendix B). It consists of 16 statements,
each having five response alternatives ranging from "not at all
characteristic of me" to "very characteristic of me." The items are
scored on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 representing low self-esteem and
5 representing high self-esteem. Reliability and validity indices for
the TSBI are reported by Helmreich and Stapp (1974) and Helmreich, et al.,
(1974).

C. Tennessee Self-Concept Scale: The TSCS (Fitts, 1965)

also measures self-esteem (see Appendix C). it is composed of 100 self-

descriptive statements which the respondent must rate on a scale of
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1 (completely false) to 5 (completely true). Fitts (1965) reports

test-retest reliabilities and validity data.

Method of Analysis

Consistent with the hypotheses, planned comparisons between
sex role groups on the TSBI, the TSCS Social subscale and the TSCS Total
P score were performed.

A number of further analyses were performed: 1) A series of
2 X 4 (Gender X Sex Role Orientation) analyses of variance were computed
for the eight TSCS subscales. Where main effects were demonstrated,
t-tests were performed to determine the ordering of the sex role group
means within each subscale. 2) For each sex, a multiple regression
was performed utilizing the M and F scores from the BSRI and each of
the TSCS subscale scores. In doing this, it was determined whether
the relative contribution of M and F differed depending on the dimension
of self-esteem considered. 3) Separate multiple regressions were
completed in the same fashion for the TSBI score and the TSCS Total P
score. 4) The correlations between a) the TSBI and the TSCS Social
subscale, b) the TSCS subscales, and c) the TSBI and the TSCS Total P

were calculated.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The distribution of subjects and the median M and F scores

for each sex role category are presented in Table 1.1

For males, the
mean M and F scores were 3.91 and 3.89, respectively. For females,

the scores were 3.65 and 3.98, respectively.

Hypothesis Testing

It was predicted that androgynous subjects would have greater
TSBI scores than all other subjects. Table 2 presents the means on the
TSBI for the four sex role groups. Androgynous subjects scored
significantly higher than masculine (t(73) = 4.56, p < .001)2, feminine
(t(36.72) = 7.52, p < .001), and undifferentiated (t(27.8) = 10.59,
p < .001) subjects. Thus, the first hypothesis was supported.

Androgynous subjects were also expected to score higher then
all others on the TSCS Social subscale. The means on the Social sub-
scale are also presented in Table 2. The scores show the same pattern
as do those on the TSBI. As predicted, the androgynous subjects scored
significantly higher than masculine (t(74) = 4.45, p < .001), feminine
(t(65) = 3.41, p < .001) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 7.22, p < .001)

subjects.

]It proved more difficult to fill some cells than others.
Feminine males and undifferentiated subjects of both sexes with extreme
scores were relatively rare. Thus, the cell sizes are not equal.

2A11 tests of significance are two-tailed.

16
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Table 1. D;;}rgbution of Subjects and Median M and F Scores on the
BSRI.

Females Males

Androgynous

M a.48 (16)° 4.51 (25)

F 4.83 4.59
Feminine

M 2.77 (15) 2.80 (11)

F 4.87 4.58
Masculine

M 4.33 (14)° 4.40 (21)

F 2.90 3.10
Undifferentiated

M 2.75 (10) 2.85 (10)

F 2.95 2.95

Note: M = masculinity, F = femininity, BSRI = Bem Sex Role Inventory.

amn responses were coded 1 to 5.
bce11 size is indicated in parentheses.

bue to incomplete data, one subject was not included in all the
analyses.
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The third hypothesis predicted that both androgynous and
masculine subjects would be higher than feminine and undifferentiated
subjected on the TSCS Total P score but would not differ significantly.
Table 2 presents the means for Total P by sex type. T-tests indicated
that androgynous subjects again scored significantly higher than
feminine (t(65) = 3.89, p < .001) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 5.96,
p < .001) subjects. Masculine subjects also scored significantly
higher than undifferentiated persons (t(53) = 3.32, p < .01), but
contrary to prediction, were not significantly greater in self-esteem
than feminine subjects (t(59) = .96, ns). Also contrary to prediction,
the androgynous subjects had significantly higher scores than the masculine
subjects (t(74) = 3.27, p < .01). The third hypothesis, then, was

partially supported.

The Analyses of Variance

As is apparent from Table 2, significant main effects for
sex role were found for each of the subscales. A significant main
effect for sex was found only on the Physical subscale (F(1,114) =
8.61, p. < .05), and no significant interactive effects were demonstrated.
The ordering of the sex role group means on the TSCS subscales
and the Total P score was determined by the use of t-tests. With the
exception of the Physical subscale, the sexes were combined for this
analysis since no main effects for sex had been demonstrated. The
ordering was performed to determine if the pattern of the means varied
from subscale to subscale, and if it differed from the highest-to-lowest
pattern generally found in research of this sort. Means for each of the

TSCS scales by sex type are presented in Table 2.
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Tanle 2. eans as a Funciron It Sex Role crientatcon anc Analysts of varvance for tre TSEL and the TSCS.

“2an F-Ratio
soale A . - v sex se® Sex X
’ n=41) {n=26) (n=33) (n=20) SRC
Ten Matws 122 3.3 3.08, 2.8 .03 46.43""* 1.46
Ferales = 3.38 3.7¢ 3.16
TIle Males 75,24 €.91 72.76 64.29 8.61** 9.19** N1
oh,siceld Fermales 23.56 6-.53 68.E€ 61.30
Moral- tMales T2.72 €7.36 67.95 66.30 .20 2.80* 1.77
ftniced Fereles £3.38 72.20 70.21 63.70
Terniral Hales T3.24 [ 74 67.31 59.50 .zl 17.22%** 1.99
Femaies 71.25 €2.53 65.64 61.20
Tamiiy Meles T340 £€.55 62.95 66.17 .44 3.58* .72
Ferales 71.00 £3.87 67.21 64.90
Soci tales 75.60 67.64 68.14 58.50 1.24 19,174 .17
Ferales 75.37 72.00 68.57 63.90
lcentity Males 134.20 124.18 123.29 118.20 o) 12.21*** .39
Ferales 131.63 127.60 124.57 115.60
Calf- Males 113.50 101.82 11.19 96.580 1.¢7 7.02%" gl
Satisfaction Females 123.75 124.20 106.29 9€.60
Behavior Males 121.44 124.18 111.14 99.79 .56 13,654 2.2
Females 11319 108.33 109.€4 102.89
Totae! P Males 3vi.20 332,13 345 .62 314.690 .97 13.06°0 1.20
Females 323,94 22213 340.50 315.00
siote:  TSCS = Tenressee Self-Toncept Scaie, TS&: = Texas Social Behavior Irventory, A = ancrogyrous,
F = feminine, M = masculine, U = uncifferentiatec, SPO = sex role orientation.
8nF = 1,114, DDF = 3,114, CorF - 3,113, dCne subject was not incluced in this analysis due tc

missing data.
*p < .05

**n < .0}
**ep < L0010
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Turning first to the Physical subscale scores, androgynous
males scored higher than feminine (t(34) = 3.49, p < .001) and undiffer-
entiated (t(33) = 4.27, p < .001) males; masculine males also scored
higher than feminine (t(30) = 2.22, p < .05) and undifferentiated
(t(29) = 3.08, p < .01) males. For females, only one comparison was
significant; androgynous women scored higher than undifferentiated women
(t(24) = 2.14, p < .05). On the Moral-Ethical scale, androgynous persons
scored higher than undifferentiated persons (t(59) = 2.82, p < .01);
no other comparisons were significant.

Androgynous individuals scored higher than masculine
(t(74) = 3.90, p < .001), feminine (t(65) = 6.12, p < .001), and
undifferentiated (t(5%) = 7.26, p < .001) individuals on the Personal
subscale. Masculine subjects also were greater in self-esteem than
undifferentiated subjects (t(53) = 2.72, p < .01). Androgynous persons
were higher on the Family subscale than masculine (t)74) = 2.30, p < .05),
feminine (t(65) = 2.11, p < .05) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 3.35,
p < .001) persons. On the Social subscale, androgynous subjects scored
higher than masculine (t(74) = 4.45, p < .001), feminine (t(65) = 3.41,
p < .001) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 7.22, p < .001) individuals.
Masculine (t(53) = 3.87, p < .001) and feminine (t(44) = 3.56, p < .001)
persons were higher than undifferentiated persons.

With regard to the Identity scale, again androgynous subjects
scored higher than masculine (t(74) = 4.12, p < .001), feminine
(t(65) = 2.95, p < .01) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 5.62, p < .001)
subjects. In addition, masculine (t(53) = 2.22, p < .05) and feminine
(t(44) = 2.89, p < .01) subjects were higher in self-esteem than

undifferentiated individuals. On the Self-Satisfaction scale,
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androgynous subjects scored higher in self-esteem than feminine
(t(65) = 3.00, p < .01) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 4.54, p < .001)
subjects, and masculine subjects also were higher than undifferentiated
persons (t(53) = 3.10, p < .01). Lastly, androgynous persons scored
higher than masculine (t(74) = 3.55, p < .001), feminine (t(65) =
p < .001) and undifferentiated (t(59) = 5.88, p < .001) individuals on
the Behavior subscale. Masculine subjects also scored higher than

undifferentiated persons (t(53) = 3.23, p < .01).

M and F's Relationship to Self-Esteem on the TSCS

Correlations for each sex between TSCS scores and M and F
values are presented in Table 3. For males, except for one instance.
(the Physical subscale), all dimensions of self-esteem were significantly
correlated with both M and F scores. Significant correlations with M
and F scores. Significant correlations with M ranged from .29 to .66
(p < .01) and with F from .21 to .53 (p < .05). For females, in all
cases but one (the Physical subscale), F was significantly correlated
with the respective dimensions of self-esteem, whereas M was significantly
correlated with self-esteem on five of the nine scales. Thus, there
were fewer significant correlations for females than males. The
significant correlations were F ranged from .23 to .46 (p < .05); with

M, they ranged from .24 to .32 (p < .05).

Multiple Regression Analyses

The relative contribution of M and F to dimensions of self-esteem
were corroborated by the multiple regression analyses, presented in
Table 3. For males, masculinity always entered the regression equation

first. For females, except for the Physical subscale, femininity
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Table 3. Regressions of Masculinity and Femininity on TSCS Scales for Males and Females.

Males® 2
2 R
Scale Step Variable r R R Change
Social 1 M H3nrw G3wew 284w 208w
2 F R LA [V LL L1 LLL B4 A
Personal 1 M NI AN T LA AT U LLL A U Ak d
2 F .20% .68 47%** (3
Behavior 1 M LQ2%%r (2% JQwes 3Qewe
2 F L35% 68 x 46%tr 07+
Total P 1 M LHQwsw  Ggwes  35eae Jheww
2 F L36%%*  66*t* . 43ver (8%
Identity 1 M T LLA B LA LY ULLL O A
2 F T RAL AT LA LY ) LS L
Physical 1 M L58%*x  GRwww  3Aeen  Jqwww
2 r .19 LH9uer Joeear ()
Self- 1 M L LA AN - LA S L Lo L B i
Satisfaction 2 I 22 LSlewn 2000 02
Family 1 M L35 L350 2% 12w
2 ¥ 21 L39%*  15% 03
Moral- 1 M 29 .29 .08+ 0B
Eihical 2 F .2a¢ .35% e .04

Scale

Social
Identity
Personal
Total P
Behavior
Family
Physical
Self-

Satisfaction

Moral-
Ethical

Fenw\esb

Step Variable r R K
vooT LA6%as  gpren  p)ees
2 M .28* -1 Al B YL L
vVoor Azewe A2ese  1pes
2 M .20 Qyrer 23wee
1 r L300 L300 L1330
2 M .4 .46** 20
1 F L3650 L350 130
2 " .24* A5 .20
1 r L33ee L33ne e
2 M 21 Ay .20
1 F Y AA YA e
? M .06 .38 1y
1 M .32 L3P L10e
2 I K .36 e
1 F 23 .23 )
2 M .20 AKY4 0
1 r 16 10 X
2 M 13 .22 .05

Note: TSCS = Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, M = masculinity, F = femininity.

N = 67

by = 54

*n < .05
**p < .0
**2p < 001
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accounted for most of the variance in the TSCS scores. The amount of
variance accounted for by M and F independently substantially differed
depending on the component of self-esteem. M accounted for between 8%
and 44% of the variance for males and between 1% and 11% for females.
Between 1% and 21% and between 3% and 21% of the variance was accounted
for by F for males and females, respectively. Furthermore, the
relative contribution changes; in some cases one variable accounted for
most of the variance; in others, the contributions of M and F were more
equal. For example, on the personal subscale for men, M and F respective-
ly accounted for 44% and 3% of the variance, while on the social scale, M
and F respectively explained 28% and 21% of the variance.

Table 3 also presents the amount of variance together accounted
for by M and F on each of the TSCS scales. For both sexes, the scales
are arranged in descending order from the most to the least total
variance explained. For men, in descending order the scales were:
Social, Personal, Behavior, Total P, Identity, Physical, Self-Satisfaction,
Family, and Moral-Ethical. For women, they were Social, Identity,
Personal, Total P, Behavior, Family, Physical, Self-Satisfaction and
Moral-Ethical.

The ordering of the scales was similar for both men and
women. For both sexes, M and F together accounted for the greatest
amount of variance on the Social subscale (50% and 32%, respectively).
The Personal subscale was second and third highest for males and females,
respectively. The first five scales were the same for both sexes, as
are the last four, although the scales are sequenced somewhat different-

ly for the two sexes.
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Women and men are less similar when the actual values of the
total variance explained are considered. For males, six scales (Social,
Personal, Behavior, Total P, Identity, Physical) had 35% or more of the
variance accounted for by M and F. A1l of the scales for the females

have 32% or less of the variance accounted for by M and F.

M and F's Relationship to TSBI Scores

Consideration of the relationship between M, F and the TSBI
score was investigated by correlation and multiple regression analysis.
The TSBI was correlated .82 (p < .001) with M and .39 (p < .001) with
F for males, and .73 (p <.001) with M and .18 (ns) with F for females.
Thus, for men, M accounted for 68% (p < .001) of the variance on the
TSBI, while F explained only 8% (p < .001). The pattern is the same
for women; 53% (p < .001) was explained by M and 6% (p < .01) was
explained by F.

Correlations Between Self-Esteem Measures

Correlations between the TSBI and the Social and Total P scales
of the TSCS were computed. For males, the correlation between the TSBI
and the Social score was .73 (p < .001) and .68 (p < .001) between the
TSBI and Total P. For females, the correlations were .47 (p < .001)
and .44 (p < .001), respectively.



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The first two hypotheses were supported. Androgynous subjects
were greater than all other subjects on the two measures of social self-
esteem. These results replicate several other studies (0'Connor, Mann,
and Bardwick, 1978; Spence and Helmreich, 1978; Spence, et al., 1975).

The third hypothesis, that androgynous and masculine individuals
would not differ but would be significantly higher in global self-esteem
than feminine and undifferentiated subjects, was partially supported.
Although the former two groups were higher in self-esteem than undiffer-
entiated subjects, only androgynous subjects had higher self-esteem than
feminine subjects. Further, androgynous subjects scored significantly
higher than masculine subjects. In fact, the entire pattern of results
strongly supports Bem's (1975) original prediction that androgynous
subjects would have the greatest self-esteem when compared to all other
groups. In particular, the results provide evidence that androgynous
individuals do have a clear advantage over masculine subjects, at least
with regard to social and global self-esteem.

Although the fact that androgynous and masculine subjects did
significantly differ on Total P does not support my argument for
components of self-esteem, other data do support the importance of
specifying dimensions of self-esteem. When the sex role groups were
ordered for each subscale, it was clear that there was not an
outstanding pattern that was consistent across all the subscales.

Particularly relevant here is the changing relationship between

25
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androgynous and masculine subjects. In five of nine cases androgynous
subjects were significantly higher in self-esteem than masculine §ubjects,
while in four cases they were not. Thus, the difference (or lack there-
of) between androgynous and masculine subjects varied with respect to
the dimensions of self-esteem being considered.

Additionally, when sex type was defined by its components
M and F, the strength and the pattern of the relationship between M
and F and particular components of self-esteem varied. Social self-
esteem, for example, appears to be one of the more important dimensions
of self-esteem, insofar as it can be predicted by masculinity and femi-
ninity. For both men and women, the correlations between M and F and
the TSCS Social subscale were among the highest. Moreover, M and F
together accounted for the most variance on this subscale for both men
and women.

M and F accounted for the next greatest amount of variance
in personal self-esteem for males, and the third highest amount for
females. Thus, this component also is an important one. The Behavior
and Identity subscales were also among the most significant aspects of
self-esteem. For both sexes, the Physical, Family, Self-Satisfaction
and Moral-Ethical scales were in the bottom half of the rankings for
amount of variance explained by M and F.

Although the relative importance of the dimensions was
similar for both sexes, it is interesting that, in general, more total
variance was accounted for by M and F for men than women. This was
true for all the TSCS subscales as well as the Total P score and the
TSBI score. Thus, it appears that masculinity and femininity are more

important for men in determining their self-esteem. This may be explained
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by our culture's greater demands for sex role conformity from men

than from women.

F's Relationship to Self-Esteem

It is clear from the TSCS that androgynous subjects' self-
esteem is not a result of M alone, as has been argued elsewhere
(Antill and Cunningham, 1979; Jones,et al., 1978; Kelly and Worell,
1977; Spence and Helmreich, 1978). Both M and F were correlated with
components of as well as global self-esteem. Particularly noteworthy
are the correlations for men between F and components of self-esteem.
Although they were not uniformly as large as the correlations between
the respective component and M, they were far from negligible,
nonsignificant or negatively correlated with self-esteem, as past
research has found (Antill and Cunningham, 1979; Spence and Helmreich,
1978; Spence,et al., 1975). Thus, femininity does make an important
contribution to self-esteem in males.

For females, the results were an important departure from
past research. F was correlated more than M with self-esteem and thus
accounted for more variance than M. For women, then, femininity is more
related than masculinity to self-esteem, regardless of whether one is
referring to particular dimensions of self-esteem or global self-esteem.

Antill and Cunningham (1979) have argued that self-esteem
is a function of masculinity because research has found the high
masculinity groups (androgynous and masculine) to have higher self-esteem
than the low masculinity groups (feminine and undifferentiated). 1In
the present research, masculine subjects were not significantly higher
than feminine individuals, across all dimensions of self-esteem. This

result is inconsistent with the argument that high levels of self-esteem
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in androgynous individuals are mainly due to the masculine component.

On the TSBI, however, past research contending that self-
esteem is mostly a function of masculinity (Spence and Helmreich, 1978;
Spence,et al., 1975) was convincingly replicated. For both males and
females, M was substantially more highly correlated with and thus
accounted for more variance in self-esteem than F. Considering the
disparities in the findings with the TSBI and TSCS Social subscale, it
therefore appears that the two are not equivalent measures of social self-
esteem. This is particularly true for women. The TSBI and the Social
subscale were only moderately correlated (.47); moreover, M accounted
for most of the variance on the TSBI, while F explained the majority for
the Social scale. For males, M accounted for most of the variance on
the TSBI; on the TSCS, M accounted for only slightly more variance than
F.

Considerations for Future Research

This study attempted to explain inconsistencies in previous
research by improving upon the operationalization of self-esteem. To
this end, specific dimensions of self-esteem were measured. The results
of this work suggest that the specification of components of self-esteem
is useful in clarifying the relationship between sex role orientation
and self-esteem. Accordingly, it is recommended that future investigators
attend to the complexity of self-evaluation by carefully delineating its
components.

This study also suggests that the current median split method
for determining sex role categorization is in need of refinement. This
gross typological system results in very heterogeneous categories. The

consequences of this fact are illustrated by the present research.
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Part of this study exactly replicates Peterson's (Note 2) work except
for the procedure used to select subjects. The two studies had different
results. Peterson (Note 2) found sex type and Total P scores to be
related for males but not females. Here, sex type was related to Total
P scores across all subjects. Since the two studies were the same in
all other respects, the difference is attributed to the subject selection
methodology.

The problems related to current sex type categorization have
been pointed out by others as well. Bem (1981) has proposed the
hybrid method of classification in which sex type is determined by a
median split and the difference between the subject's M and F scores.
Kelly and Worell (1977) have also suggested a different approach:

An issue yet to be addressed is the assessment of sex

role orientation using graded continua or interval

scales, which should permit more precise behavioral

predictions. Even though typologies may be useful

for gross validation procedures, none of the present

scales is currently used to derive a score rather

than a type.
Future research should attempt to refine the procedure for determining
sex role orientation, either by type or score.

Future investigators should also follow the suggestion to use
M and F values and multiple regression techniques in the analysis of
data because the information that can be gotten from analysis by sex
type is limited (Bem, 1977; Lubinski, Tellegen and Butcher, 1981). In
this study, although the analysis of variance resulted in no main
effects (except for the Physical subscale) for sex, regression analysis

utilizing M and F delineated more completely similarities and

differences between the sexes.
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Behavioral measurement of self-esteem is rare. Savin-
Williams and Jacquish (1981) developed an observational measure of
self-esteem and found that the observation of adolescent behavior
provided a more accurate assessment of self-esteem than self-report
measures. More behavioral measures of self-esteem need to be
developed for use in this type of research.

This study is limited in its generalizability due to its
restricted age range. Accordingly, continuing research on the relation-
ship between sex role orientation and psychological health needs to address
its permutations over the developmental cycle. For children, androgyny
may not be predictive of the best psychological adjustment. Worell
(Note 3), for example, cites evidence which suggests that preschool and
elementary age children who exhibit gender related play and social
behavior may be more socially acceptable to peers and more positively
~ evaluated by teachers. Hall and Halberstadt (1980), furthermore, found
that androgynous children were not more healthy or adjusted than other
children. In fact, those children who deviated from traditional sex
typing were more isolated by peers and teachers and more negatively
evaluated. Longitudinal studies are indicated to further delineate
the relationship between sex role orientation and psychological well-being
over the life span.

The sample is also limited by its locale, socioeconomic status
and lifestyle. It would be instructive to research, for example,
individuals of the same age who are not college students. O0'Connor,
Mann, and Bardwick (1978) have begun to address the generalizability

issue in their work with a middle-aged upper middle class sample.
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Summary

This research attempted to elucidate the relationship between
sex role orientation and components of self-esteem, as previous work
was not sensitive to the complexity of self-esteem. The results did
lend some support to the existence of different relationships between
sex type and self-esteem depending on the dimension being considered.
Social and personal self-esteem seemed particularly important components.

In addition, high self-esteem was found to be a function of M and F.
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MICHRIGAN STATE UNIVEPRSITY
Department of Psychology

DEPARTYENTAL PESEARCH CONSENT FORM

1 have freely coniented to take part in a scientific srudy
being conducted by:

under the supcrvision of:

Acadenic Title:

The study has been erxpluined to me and I understand the cox-

planation that has been given and what my particioation will
involve.

1 undevstend that I am free to discontinue my participation
in the study at any time without penalty.

1 undetstand that the results of the study will be treated in
gerict confidence and that 1 will remain anonymous. \Mthin
these restrictions, results of the study will be made available
to me at my request.

1 understand that my particination in the study does not guar-
antee any beneficial results to ce.

1 undersctand that, at wy request, I can receive additional
explanation of the study after my particinration is completed.

Sipned:

Date:

TITLE Of RESEARCH PROJECT:
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Ii'STRUCTIONS

All the questions in this booklet are to be answered on the printed answer
shect. You must usc a #2 pencil.

Tefore you besgin, fill in all the information requesteld on the answer sheet
and write your telephone number under the INSTRUCIOR'S 'WUIE. Do not 111 in
any number or letter under FORi.

The items below tnquire about what kind of a person you think you are.
Each ftem consists of a palr of characteristics, with the letters A - ©
in between. For example.

llot at all artistic A.....B.....CiveeeDoueE Very artistic

Each palr decsribes coutradictory characteristics--that I8, you cannot be
both at the same time, such as very artistic and not at all artistic.

The letters form a scale between the two extremes. You are to choose a
letter which describes where you fall on the scale. For example, 1if you
think you have no artistic ability, you should choose A. If you think
you are pratty 5oud, you might choose D. If you are only medium, you
mipht chovse C, and so forth.

Hotr go ahead and answer the questions on the answer sheet. Be surc to
avswer cvery question, even If you're not sure, and use a #2 pencll.
Do not be concerned that some items arc repeated.

RE/IBIR TO ANSWER QUICKLY: YCUR FIRST IMPRESSION 1S THE DEST.

Lo wot

At all aseresutve Very agpressive
PRI . DI o S » JRPS o

Very vh Not at all whiny

ootet at all Ndependent vVery tndependent

-~
=
-
>
"
[
-
—
1]
~
~
o

)

Very arrogant

5. llot at all emotional Very emotional

6. Very submissive
AcveeBooosCiveo .INL...E

Very dominant

7. Very boastful
7 TS - PPN o P ) TR

Not at all boastful

8. llot at all excitable in a major
crisis.

Very excitable in a major crisis

A.....B.....C.....D.....E

9. Very passive ctive
Y VR : PPN oY | T 4



10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

19.

20.

21.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

34

ilot\at all erotistical
A.....B.....C.....D. .. .E

11 able to devote self
y to others.
(Y - PR PO | TR

llot at
complet
A.

Hot at all\spincless
7, VAR V] P SN ) D 4

Very rough
A.....B.\..C.....D.....E

Not at all complaining
A.c..Bioo o XCevelDolL WL E

others
N AR

ot at all helpful
A.....B.....C.)

Not at all competitive
A.....B.....C....N.....E

Subordinates oneself to o
A.....B.....C.....D. )

Very home oriented
A.....B.....C.....D.....

Very greedy
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

Not at all kind
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

Indifferent to other's
approval
A.....B.....C...vuDoe L E

Very dictatorial
7 I . AR T | TP

Feelings not easily hurt
AceeoBoieeCovva Dol E

Doesn't nag
A.....B.ev.CovveDivul . E

Mot at all aware of feelings
of others.
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

Can make decisions easily
Ac...BovsoiCiveeDiel E

Very fussy
A.c...BiiooiCovetDuvoE

Very egotistical

Able to devote self completely to others.

Very spineless

Very gentle

Very complaining

Very helpful to others.

Very competitive

llever subordinates oneself to others.

Very worldly

Not at all greedy

HigWy needful of other's approval

Not at 1 dictatorial
Feelings eagily hurt
Nags a lot

Very aware of feélings of others

Has difficulty making\decisions

Not at all fussy



28.

29.

30.

33,

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41,

42,

43.

44,

45.

35

ves up very easily
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

Very
SN I

seeseBoaia.

Never
A...N\.B.....C.....D.....E

tNot at all se\f-confident
A.....B.N..C.....D.....E

Does not look outMonly for
self: principled
. TIII  PUR o WS ¢ P
Feels very inferior
A.....B.....C.....D¢....E
Not at all hostile
LTS PP o N | AN

Not at all understandinp of
others
Acc...BoevoiCouiuDoL LW LE

Very cold in relations with
others
Aco..BooooCoveDo. W E

Very servile
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

Very little need for security
AccocBooooCouvulDL L. LE

Hot at all pullible
AcooouBoooiCovosDoel.E

Goes to pleces under pressure
A.cc.BeveeiCovevaDos E

Almost never defend my own
beliefs.
[ PRI . R S ) R 3

Not very affectionate
A..eo.BiioCovuolDouol E

Not very conscientious
AceovBocodiCoeli DL .E

Mot very independent
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

Not very sympathetic

TS - PPN o R : AR

llever gives up easily

Not at all cynical

Cries very easily

Very self-confident

Looks out only for self:
unprincipled.

Feels very superior

Very hostile

Very understanding of others

scrvile
Very strong nded for security
Very gullible

Stands up vell under pressure

Alwost always defend my own beliefs.

Very affectionate

Very conscientious

Very independent

Very sympathetic

warm in relations with others
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4

40, Wot very moody Very moody
Acoe..B oooCivalDolL L E

47. ot very assertive Very assertive
AcceoBoooo.CoveelDaL L E

48. lot very sensitive to the needs Very sensitive to the needs of others.

of others.

A.....B.....C..oiWDes. W E

49. llot very reliable Very reliable
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

50. Not a very strong personality A very strong personality
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

51. Not very understanding Very understanding
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

52. Mot very jealous Very jealous
Ac...B.....C.....D.....E

53. Mot very forceful Very forceful
Aceo..B.....C.....D.....E

54. ot very compassionate Very compassionate
AceesdBoo.iCov DLW LE

55. Hot very truthful Very truthful
AccovuB.oooiCovu DL L LE

56. Mot much lcadership ability Much lecadership ability
A.....B.....C....bue...E

57. Not too eager to scothe hurt Very eager to soothe hurt feelings

feelings.
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

58. Very secretive Not very secretive
AccooBooos.CoiuelDol L E

59. 1ot willing to take risks UUilling to take risks
Ac.eooBeesCovoilD. ... .E

60. Not very warm Very warm
Ac....B.....C.....D.....E

61. Not very adaptable Very adaptable
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

62. Submissive Dominant
A.....B.....C.....D.....E

63. Not very tender Very tender
AccoouBo....Coue. DL oL LE

64. Conceited Rot conceited
A.....B.....C.....D.....E
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S
65. Mot very willing to take a Very willing to take a staol.
stand.
A.....B.....C.....D.....E
66. lot very fond of children Very fond of children
AcceeBooooCoe.o DLW E
67. ot very tactful Very tactful
A.....B.....C.....D.....E
68.  lot very apggressive Very aggressive
A PPN « AP F : T 1
69. llot very gentle Very gentle
AceooBo..Covto DLl LE
70. Very conventional llot very conventional
Acco.Boio.CiuvDelll W B
J71. 1 am not likcly to speak to people until they speak to ice.
A ) [ n T
Wot at all Lot Slightly Vltalrly Very wmuch charactersitic
character- very cof me
Tt e of o
720 T would describe myself as scelf-confident.
A B C D E
ot at all Yot Slightly Fatrly Very much characteristic
character- very of e
istic of me
73. I feel confident of my appearance.
A B C D E
Hot at all Wot Slightly Fairly Very nmuch characteristic
character- very of me
istic of we
74. 1 am a good mixer.
A B C D E
llot at all Not Slightly Fairly Very much characteristic
character~ very of me

istic of me

79. 1hen in a proup of people, I have trouble thinking of the right things

to say.

A " C D ¥
llot at all Not Slightly Fairly Very much characteristic
character- very of me

1stic of me



77.

m.

80.

81.
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6
When in a proup of people, 1 usually do what the others want rather than
make suppestions.
A B C b E
Hot at all ot  Slightly Fairly Very nuch characteristic
character- very of me

istic of me

then I am in disagrecment with other people, my opinlon usually prevails.

A B C D C
dot at all Not  Sliphtly Fairly Very much characteristic
character- very of me

istic of me

I would describe myself as onc who attempts to master situations.

A B C D E
Mot at all Not Slightly Fairly Very much characteristic
character- very of me

istic of nme

Other people look up to ne.

A B C D E
ilot at all llot Slightly Fairly Very nuch characteristic
character- very of me

istic of me

I enjoy social gatherings just to be with people.

A B C D C
ilot at all Hot Slightly Falrly Very much characteristic
character- very of me

ictic of me

I make a point of looking other people in the eye.

A B C D E
ot at all Not  Slightly Fairly Very much characteristic
character- very

istic of me

I cannot scem tu get others to notice me.

A B C D L
Not at all Not Slightly Fairly Very much characteristic
character- very of me

istic of me



83.

85.

86.
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1 would rather not have very much responsibility for othir people.

A B c D
Mot at all Not Slightly Fairly Very
character- very of

istic of me

1 feel comfortable belng approached by svmconce In

A B C D
Not at all Not Slightly Fairly Very
character- very of

istic of me

I would describce myself as indecisive.

A 3 [ D
Not at all Not Slightly Fairly Very
character- very of

futte of e

I have no doubts about my social competence.

A B C D
tlot at all Not Slightly Fairly Very
character- very of

istic of me

hod
oS

much characteristic
me

a pousttion of authorfty.

|4

much characteristic
me

E

much characteristic
me

L

much characteristic
t.e
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INSTRUCTIORS

Please fill in your student number in place of your name at the side of your
answer sheet, Leave the remaining 1D information blank,

The statements {o this booklet are to help you describe voursel!l as vou
see vourselt, Please respond to them as 1Y yoo were desoribi voursclt to
soarselts Do not omit any item,  Read each statement carctully; then select one
I the fave responses Yisted below,  On vour answer shect, put a cirele around
the response vou chosey I you want to chanpde an answer atter voue have circled
1t, doe not erase it but put un ¥ mark through the response and then virdle the
Penpens e veu want

PLIASE NOTF WELL: The questions in this booklet do not appear in numcrical
order.  Check and you will see that after question #1 comes #3, % and #19,  This
weans You wust o he verv caretu! when cfrelin vour choices en the annwer shecet,

Vork in the ovder the questions appear in the test booklet and be sure that the item
tmacher vou are clreling on the anawer sheet 48 the same e the iter poamber i ven
1

bocktore e can tine upe the nunbers aleny the vipht ey ot e bood et with
L nanlbels on the arnswer sheet,

KFSPONSES:  completely mostly partly false mostly completely
false fulse and true true
partly true
1 2 ) 4 Y

You will find these responses repeated at the bottom of each page to help
you retiember then,



4]

Poge 1 o
l.lhove ahealthy body.........ooiuiiii i !
3.1 OM ON OMraCHIVe PEISON . ¢ ottt et itae e iaianeetinanaae ey 3
5. | consider myself asloppy person. ... ... ... ... i 5

19. | am adecent sort of person. ... ... v 19
21 .1 0m On honest PEISON . . .. v ettt e ettt et it 21
23. 1 om o bad Person. ... ..ottt et 23
37. lamacheerful person. ... .. ..ot e 37
39. 1 om a calm and easy going PersON . ... .uuuunniiinineiininiiininniannnns 39
41, lamanobody. ...t e e e e 41
55. | have o family that would always help me in any kind of trouble............. 55
57. 1 om o member of o happy fomily........... ...l 57
59. My friends have no confidence inme.............. ... ... iiiiiiiiin., 59
73. lom o friendly person...........c.iiiuiiiiiii e 3
75. lampopularwithmen. ... ... e e 75
77. | am not interested in whaot other people do...........ccoivviieiiniiinne.. .. n
91. I donotalwaystell the truth. ... ......iiuiiiii ittt 91
93. I get angry sometimes. ..........vvuuuann.. PN 93

Completely  Mostly  Partly false  Mostly  Completely
Responses- false false and true true
partly true
1 2 3 4 5
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2. | like to look nice and neat all the time.......ovuueennneieenneninevnnns 2
4. 1 am full of aches and PaiNs. . ..ottt i 4
6. lamasick PEIsON. ... 6
20. 1 0m 0 religious PEISON . . oottt 20
22. tamamoral failure. .. . . e 2

24 | om a morally weak person. ... ... L 24
38. I have alotof self=control ... ... i i i 38
40. lama hateful person. ... ...t e 40
42. lamlosing my mind. ... . i i e 42
56. | am an important person to my friends ond family................ ... ... .. 56
58. lamnot loved by my family ... ... ... .o i 58
60. | feel that my fomily doesn't trust me.............. ... ... .. ... ... ... 60
74. 1 am popular with WOMEN . . .\ttt te ettt teeiie et e e 74
76. lam mad ot the whole world. . ...... ... i i 76
78. 1 om hard to be friendly with. . ... ... ... .. i 78
92. Once in a while | think of things too bad to talk obout.........ccovuueen... 92
94. Sometimes, when | am not feeling well, lamcross..................c.ouun 94

Completely  Mostly  Portly folse  Mostly  Completely
1ses- false false ond true true
portly true
1 2 3 4 5
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7.1 amneithertoo fatnor too thin. ... ... .. . i

9. | like my looks just the way they are . ........ ... ...
11. | would like to change some partsof my body .......... ... ... ... ... ...

25. | am satisfied with my moral behavior. ....... .. ... ... .. ..ol
27. | am satisfied with my relationship to God. ........... ... ... ... ... ......

29. loughttogotochurchmore............ i,

43. 1 am satisfied tobe just what lam. ... ...

45. lam justasnice as I shouldbe. ... i

47.

6.

63.

65.

79.

81.

83.

95.

97.

Responses-

ldespise myself.. ... ... o o i

| am satisfied with my family relationships............................

| understand my family as well as L should. .. oo oo oot
| should trust my family more. ... ..o,
| am as sociable as fwonttobe............ .. ... . il

| try to please others, but I don'toverdo it............... ... ...l
| am no good ot all from a social standpoint......... ... ...l
| do not like everyone b know. ...t

Once in a while, | lough at adirty joke...........covviinnon ciuinn.

Completely  Mostly  Portly folse  Mostly  Completely
false false and true true
partly true
1 2 3 4 5

63

05

79



8. | om neither too tall nor too short

10. 1 don't feel os well as | should

12. | should have more sex appeal
26. | am as religious as | wont to be

28. | wish | could be more trustworthy

30. 1shouldn't tell so many lies

44. | om as smart as | wont to be

46. | om not the person | would like to be

48. | wish | didn't give up os easily as | do

44

Ttem
No.

10

12

26

28

30

46

48

62. | tieat my parents as well as | should (Use past tense if parents are not living). 62

64. | om 100 sensitive to things my family soy
66. 1 should love my family more
80. | om satisfied with the way | treat other people

d2. | should be more polite to others

84. | ought to get along better with other people

96. 1 gossip o little at times

98. At times | feel like swearing

Responses -

Completely
false

Mostly
false

Partly false
and
partly true

3

Mostly
true

Completely
true

66

82

96

98



13. | toke good core of myself physically
15. 1 try to be careful about my oppearance

17. 1often oct like | am “all thumbs"

45

31. | om tive 10 my religion in my everyday life

33. | try to change when | know |'m doing things that are wrong
35. | sometimes do very bad things
49. | can always take care of myself in any situation

51. | take the blame for things without getting mad

53. | do things without thinking about them first

67. | try to play fair with my friends and fomily

69. | take a real interest in my family

71. lgive in to my parents. (Use past tense if parents are not living)

85. | try to understand the other fellow's point of view

87. 1 get along well with other people

89. | do not forgive others easily

99. | would rather win than lose in a game

Responses -

Completely
folse

Mostly
false

Partly false
ond
partly true

3

Mostly
true

Completely
true

33

35

49

51

53

07

69

71

85

87

89

99
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Poge 6 }ul)?m

14, | feel good mostofthe time .......c.co.iiiiuninininiiiiiiinnnnne. 14

16. 1 do poorly in sports @nd games . ........c.iuuiiiniiinnninneie i 16

18. lomapoorsleeper ... ... i i s 18

32. 1 do what isright mostof the time ....................... .. .o, 32

34. | sometimes use unfoir meonstogetahead .............. ... ..., 34

36. | have trouble doing the things that are right ............................ 36

50. 1 solve my problems quite easily ........c.o.o i 50

52. lchangemy mind o lot ... e i 52

54. | try to run away from my problems ........ ... ... ... .o oo 54

68. 1do my share of work athome ........ ... ... i il 63

70. lquarrel withmy fomily ... ... 70

72. | do not act like my family thinks I should ........... .. ... .. ... ... 72

86. | see good points in all the people Imeet ....................... ..l 86

88. | do not feel at ease withotherpeople ............... ..., 88

90. | find it hard 1o talk with strangers . ......c.ooiviuiiniineeenninnneennnn. 90

100.  Once in a while | put off until tomorrow what | ought to do today .......... 100

Completely  Mostly  Partly folse  Mostly Completely
Responses= false folse ond true true

partly true
) 2 3 4 5
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