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ABSTRACT 

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO SELF-ESTEEM 

STRUCTURE IN MALES AND FEMALES 

Jerry S. Harris 

University of the Pacific, 1987 

The focus of this study was to test certain gender­

related hypotheses regarding the relationships among 

personality traits as identified on the Personality 

Research Form (PRF) and self-esteem as measured by the 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS). 

The subjects who voluntarily participated in this 

research were 92 male and 96 female college students. 

The subjects were students in an Introductory Psychology 

course at a local community college and state university. 

A packet containing a short biographical questionnaire, 

the TSCS, the PRF, and an introductory letter was admin­

istered to and completed by each subject. A statistical 

analysis of the data was accomplished with the use of the 

following treatments: a series of one-way analyses of 

variance, the ~ test for independent correlation coeffi­

cients, and a two-way analysis of variance. In addition 

a multiple regression analysis was performed as a supple­

mentary analysis. 

i 



The following results were obtained: (a) self-esteem 

scores for men and women were not shown to differ; 

(b) college women had significantly higher mean scores 

than college men on the PRF subscales of Harmavoidance, 

Nurturance and Sentience; (c) PRF subscales of Desirability 

and Succorance were significant predictors of the total 

TSCS score for men; (d) PRF subscales of Desirability, 

Order, Abasement and Dominance were significant predictors 

of the total TSCS score for women; (e) college women 

scoring below the 16th percentile in self-esteem scored 

significantly lower on the PRF subsca le of Dominance than 

college men in the same self-esteem group; (f) age and 

marital status did affect self-esteem scores significantly 

for both men and women. 

Some tentative conclusions may be drawn from this 

study. While college women scored significantly higher 

on the personality traits of harmavoidance, nurturance and 

sentience, it was not established that these or any of the 

traits measured by the PRF correlated differently with the 

TSCS self-esteem score the men and women. In fact, the 

study suggests that while there were some differences in 

moderate predictors of the self-esteem score from the 

multiple regression, there are no statistically significant 

differences between genders wi th regard to personality 

t r a its as measured by the PRF and self-esteem as measured 

by the TSCS. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The question of differences between men and women has 

long been of interest in educational and psychological 

research. However, a critical look at past research would 

indicate that much of what was identified as sex or gender 

differences was often incidental to the main purpose of the 

investigation. In fact, it has been observed that not until 

recent years has gender become an important independent 

variable in psychological research (Sonderegger, 1984). 

Over the last few decades, differences between genders 

have been more intensely explored. In the early 70's, 

Maccoby and Jacklin published a summary volume, The 

Psychology of Sex Differences (1974). Areas that were 

discussed and studied included sociability, motivation, 

learning styles, activity level, and the personality traits 

of anxiety, dominance, and aggressiveness. A more recent 

compilation, Psychology and Gender (Sonderegger, 1984), also 

explored many of the above mentioned areas of possible 

differences between men and women. 

Bern (1984) identified an important source of 

gender differentiation, namely, how people feel and think 

about themselves. Other authors have also posited that an 

individual's level of self-regard affects many areas of his 

1 
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or her behavior and performance (Bandura, 1977; Coop e rsmith, 

1967; Fromm, 1947). Additional authors have address e d th e 

issue of possible distinct leve ls of self-evaluation betwe en 

men and women, as well as different sources or bases for 

their self-evaluation (Bardwick, 1977; Carlson, 1971; 

Gilligan, 1982). 

Terminology 

The concept of how people feel about themselves has had 

various labels. Such constructs as "self-concept," "self­

esteem" and "self-efficacy" are all interrelated and are 

defined in terms of how persons think or feel about them­

selves. Many authors use these constructs interchangeably 

(e.g. Carlson, 1965; Orlofsky & Stake, 1981; Thomas, 1983). 

Indeed, the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS), a measure­

ment instrument, uses the term self-concept in the title 

while defining its total score as "reflecting the overall 

level of self-esteem" of the respondent (Fitts, 1965). 

Other authors have chosen such terms as "self-regard" (Wylie, 

1979) to refer to th e collective concepts regarding one's 

feelings of self-worth. Definitions such as those noted in 

Chapter 2 denote self-concept as a "view of" and self-esteem 

as a " j u d gm en t of " one ' s s e 1 f. Howe v e r , as W y 1 i e (1 9 7 9 ) 

noted, "the terms are so intertwined and overlapping in the 

literature that the constructs must be discussed as a group" 

(p. 40). The present rese archer has chosen to use the t e rm 
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self-esteem consistently as reflecting a person's over all 

judgment of himself or herself (Brig gs, 1975). This term 

is seen as reflecting the focus of the present study and the 

emphasis of most of the reviewed research. 

An additional pair of constructs that need to be 

clarified at this point are "gend e r" and "s ex ." As not e d in 

Chapter 2 sex is more of a biological term referring to the 

basic categories of humans--male or female--wh e r eas gend e r 

is a more psychological term that refers to the sum total 

of thoughts, feelings and behavior that make a person 

masculine or feminine (Eysenck, 1982). While such authors 

as Gilligan (1982) and Chodorow (1978) have used the two 

terms interchangeably, other authors such as Unger (1979) 

have argued that gender is a less vague and a more preferred 

term in most research discussions. The "corning of age" of 

the term gender is perhaps illustrated in the titles of the 

Maccoby & Sonderegger books mentioned earlier. The first 

published in 1974 is titled The Psychology of Sex 

Differences; the second was published in 1984 and is titled 

Psychology and Gender. In view of this trend in usage and 

in consideration of the present r esearcher 's f oc us on the 

psychological aspects between men and women, the term gender 

will be most generally used. The term sex will be used when 

referring to strictly biological distinctions between men 

and women. 
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Research 

Research in the area of gender differences in self­

esteem, as mentioned earlier, has been very tangential 

until recently. Nevertheless, there have been some impor­

tant trends in identifying gender differences in self­

esteem. Some research, for example, has produced positive 

correlation between measures of masculinity and high self­

esteem scores (e.g. Whitley, 1983). Other research points 

toward some different bases for self-esteem between men 

and women (e.g. Carlson, 1971; Gilligan, 1982). Illustra-

tive of the latter findings is the study of Bedian and 

Touliatos (1978) who found that a major source of self­

esteem for women was affiliative relationships whereas 

this was not true for men. Such research tends to gener­

ate additional questions. Do men and women differ on some 

s r e cific personality traits? Do these differences affect 

how they feel about themselves? Do men and women have the 

same "kind" of self-esteem? 

McClelland (1975) has suggested some additional 

concerns in this area of research. He has observed that 

research data have often been drawn predominantly or 

exclusively from studies of men; consequently psychologists 

have generally regarded male behavior as the norm and 

female behavior as some type of deviation. Thus the bias 
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of instruments constructed from male-oriented theories and 

populations is certainly plausible. With such bias in past 

research acknowledged, another look at gender differences 

in self-esteem seems appropriate. 

Statement of the Problem 

Although research has shown significant positive 

correlations between self-esteem and other variables, few 

studies have attempted to identify the components or person­

ality traits correlated with self-esteem. Still fewer have 

used well-validated instruments in personality and self­

esteem measurement (Wylie, 1979). In the present researcher's 

review of research articles relating to self-esteem, only 

four used a well-researched instrument with published norms 

and psychometric properties. Furthermore, available 

research seemed to be focused on correlating measures of 

masculinity and femininity with self-esteem rather than 

identifying the specific personality traits that may relate 

to male and female self-esteem. 

Thus, the focus of this study was to test certain 

gender-related hypotheses regarding the relationships among 

personality traits as identified on the Personality Research 

Form (PRF) and self-esteem as measured by the Tennessee 

Self-Concept Scale (TSCS). 



Significance of the Study 

There is adequate research to suggest that male and 

female values (Gilligan, 1982) and perceptions (Taylor & 

Fiske, 1982; Wallston & O'Leary, 1981) differ. Observa­

tional data also suggest that society in general responds 

6 

to men and women differently (e. g . greater availability of 

athletic training for men than women, veteran points for 

men on Civil Service exams, and ma t e rn a l l eav e f or wom en). 

Gender differences have also been evidenced by the predi­

lection of both male and female perceivers to differentially 

attribute traits, behavioral characteristics and motivations 

for identical performance as a function of the sex of the 

performer (Wallston & O'Leary, 19 81). Assuming that such 

differences in values and perceptions do exist, it seems 

tenable that men and women may feel differently about 

themselves and that di f ferent p er sonality traits may be 

developed that would affect s elf-esteem levels. 

It is hoped that the findings related to the hypothe ses 

1n this study would be an important step in identifying 

significant differences between genders in the area of 

personality and self-esteem. As differences are established, 

then possible implications need to be evaluated and explored. 

If the l evel of s e lf- e steem is de t e rmin e d to be diff e r ent 

between genders, then it seems reasonable to make efforts a t 

changing parental practices, instructional policies, and 
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societal influences to insure that self-esteem can be well 

developed in persons of both genders. With different com­

ponents or personality traits of self-esteem identified, 

awareness of these differences could be heightened. 

Follow-up questions may be asked such as: Are these traits 

desirable? Can they be changed? Should they be modified? 

How are they presently maintained? What values are asso­

ciated with these components? Other possible changes might 

include differing approaches in a counseling or educational 

setting to enhance self-esteem for men and women. 

The aim of such possible implications would be to 

ameliorate gender differences in self-esteem that debilitate 

an individual in his or her psychological and sociological 

progress. Thus this research could be a small step in that 

direction. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to measure the levels 

of self-esteem in a sample of men and women and analyze 

the dif f ering correlations between the genders on selected 

personality traits and self-esteem. The questions the 

research was designed to answer were: 

1. Does the mean TSCS total self-esteem score of 

college men differ from that of college women? 

2. Do college men and women have different means on 

the TSCS subtests of Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self, 

Family Self, Social Self, Self-Criticism, Identity. 
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Self-Satisfaction, and Behavior? 

3. Are there differences between college men and 

women with regard to their mean scores on the PRF person­

ality traits of Abasement, Achievement, Affiliation, 

Aggression, Autonomy, Change, Cognitive Structure, 

Defendence, Dominance, Endurance, Exhibition, Harmavoidance, 

Impulsivity, Nurturance, Order, Play, Sentience, Social 

Recognition, Succorance, Understanding, Desirability and 

Infrequency? 

4. Are there different correlations between the self­

esteem score on the TSCS and the PRF subtest traits of 

Abasement, Achievement, Affiliation, Aggression, Autonomy, 

Change, Cognitive Structure, Deference, Dominance, Endur­

ance, Exhibition, Harmavoidance, Impulsivity, Nurturance, 

Order, Play, Sentience, Social Recognition, Succorance, 

Understanding, Desirability, and Infrequency for college 

women than for college men? 

5. Among college students, does gender interact with 

age or marital status with respect to total mean self­

esteem scores? 

Assumptions 

There are some major assumptions upon which this study 

is based. One such assumption is that the Tennessee 

Self-Concept Scale does indeed measure a person's concept 

of himself or herself. Another related assumption is that 
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the Personality Research Form does measure the personality 

traits ascribed to it. It is further assumed that both 

of these instruments are equally valid for men and women. 

Both test authors indicate there are no significant differ­

ences in men and women's scores and do not use separate 

profile sheets for men and women (Fitts, 1965 & Jackson, 

1967). These assumptions are based on validity studies 

completed with these instruments, the results of which are 

reported in Chapter 3. 

Limitations 

This study was conducted with a sample from a community 

college and a state university in Sacramento, California. 

The degree of its representativeness with regard to many 

potentially relevant variables is not known. Generaliza­

tion of the findings would thus be limited to state and 

community college populations similar in composition. 

The measures used in this study are self-report 

instruments. Although the most valid and reliable measures 

available were selected, how well they measure their 

respective constructs is limited to their measured validity 

and reliability. 

Definition of Terms 

Self-concept. "A person's view of himself; the 

f~llest description of himself of which a person is capable 



10 

at any giv en time" (English & English, 1958, p. 113). See 

discussion under self-esteem. 

S e 1 f - e s t e em . "A p e r s on ' s o v e r a 11 j u d gm en t of h i m s e 1 f 

or herself--how much he or she likes his or he r particular 

person" (Briggs, 1975, p. 32). Terms such as s e lf-concept 

and s e lf-efficacy are r e lated to self - este em and all have 

to do with judgments that a person makes about himself or 

herself. The term self-esteem will be used consistently 

throughout this study, except where an alternative term is 

used in a quotation. 

Gender. "Masculinity or f emininity: it is a psycho­

logical term that describes thoughts, feelings and behav­

iors. It is the sum of an ind i vidual's feelings about his 

or her sexual status" (Eysenck, 1982, p. 63). Although 

related to the term "sex," the term "gender" seems freer 

from secondary or connot a tive meanings and thus is a pre­

ferred term. It will be used consistently throughout this 

study. 

Se x. "Either of the two divisions or cat e gories of 

organisms, male or female, that are based on the distinc­

tion of producing respectively, e gg cells or sperm cells. 

A sexually motivated ph e nom ena or behavior (i.e., sexual 

intercourse)" (Eysenck, 1982, p. 187). 
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Rationale 

In consideration of the purpose of this study, a sam­

ple of coll e ge students from local graduate and undergrad­

uate institutions was obtained. Since a majority of the 

comparable studies used college students as subjects, a 

like sample should enable comparisons in results to be 

more accurate, although there are limitations to such a 

sample in terms of generalizability to the general popula­

tion. One hundred male and 100 female college students 

constituted the sample. The instruments chosen for meas­

urement of the personality traits and self-esteem were the 

Personality Research Form (PRF) and the Tennessee Self­

Concept Scale (TSCS), respectively. These instruments were 

considered valid and reliable by selected reviewers (Buras, 

1972), and both had normative data on populations similar 

to the sample chosen for this study. Statistical analyses 

to determine the relationships among gender, self-esteem 

and personality traits were performed by this researcher 

at the Computer Center of the University of the Pacific. 

Summary 

The relationship between gender and various aspects 

of behavior and personality is of increasing interest in 

today's world. Significant publications (Gilligan, 1982; 

Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Sonderegger, 1984) have addressed 

such relationships and their possible implications. One 
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variable of interest is that of self-esteem . The questions 

of how self-esteem may differ between the genders, what 

personality variables may contribute to possible differ­

ences, and what the answers to these questions may mean 

is the subject of this study. 



Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

While much has been written regarding self-esteem as 

is illustrated in Wylie's (1979) landmark volume, there 

is considerable disagreement concerning its nature and 

role in personality psychology. The following review will 

examine the literature regarding gender, self-esteem and 

personality traits under the following headings: (a) Self­

Esteem in Psychological Theory, (b) Theoretical Bases for 

Gender Differences in Self-Esteem, (c) Research on Gender 

Differences in Self-Esteem, (d) Instrumentation and 

(e) Conclusion. 

Self-Esteem in Psychological Theory 

Early in the development of the field of psychology 

in the United States, William James (1890) evidenced an 

interest in self-esteem. His writings depicted th e 

importance that judgments about one's self played in 

determining behavior and attitude. While writing durin g 

the same period, Cooley (1902) defined the self as every­

thing that an individual designates as his or her own and 

to which the individual refers with the personal pronouns 

"I," "me," and "myself." He proposed the term or concept 

of "the looking glass self." Thus, Cooley emphasized the 

13 



importance of how individuals r eact to "others" in their 

lives. That is, individuals tend to view themselves 

through the eyes of others. 

14 

Mead's point of view develops that of Cooley's. Mead 

(1934) believed that self-esteem could only be developed 

in the cont e xt of a social group. His term "generalized 

other" emphasized the importance of the self existing only 

in relationship to other selves. Thus he hypothesized 

that each individual has many selves; persons have differ­

ent roles or views of themselves corresponding to the 

different social groups with which they relate. 

Sullivan (1953) examined the concept of "significant 

other." According to Sullivan, such persons exert partic­

ular influence on the development of self-concept. Thus 

the child--and later the adult--develops the images of 

"good-me" and "bad-me." Just as the bad-me is organized 

around feelings of disapproval from significant others, 

the good-me is organiz e d around feelings of approval and 

acceptance from the significant others. Thus, as a person 

internalizes positive feelings toward the self, the sense 

of self-esteem will be enhanced. 

Drawing from the concepts expressed by Lucky (1960), 

Snyggs and Combs (1949), Sullivan (1953) and others, 

Rogers (1961) has become perhaps the leading exponent of 

self-theory in recent years. Rogers defined self as 
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"an organized, fluid, but consistent conceptual pattern of 

perceptions of characteristics and relationships of the 

'I' and the 'me' together with values attached to these 

concepts" (p. 498). He stated clearly that the self 

includes only those perceptions and values that are con­

scious or can easily become so. Thus self-esteem in 

Roger's system would be a positive regard for those char­

acteristics and relationships of the "I" and "me" in the 

person's conceptual pattern. 

The highlighted phenomenologists have generated a 

large body of research surrounding the constructs of self­

esteem. Increasingly, cognitive psychologists have given 

centrality to the concepts of self-esteem and self-concept 

also. Kelly (1955), Hilgard (1949), Epstein (1973) and 

others have given emphasis in theory and research to the 

nature and effects of self-esteem. Bandura's (1977) land­

mark article on self-efficacy is yet another indicator of 

the centrality of this concept of self-esteem from a social 

learning viewpoint. 

The above review has been conducted in order to 

establish that self-esteem is a psychological construct 

that has assumed a prominent position in the construction 

of the major non-behavioral theoretical frameworks. The 

construct of self-esteem has generated a significant 

amount of research attention either as a dependent or 



independent variable. Given this, what basis exists that 

warrants an investigation of gender differences in the 

construct of self-esteem? 

Theoretical Bases for Gender 

Differences in Self-Esteem 

In any discussion of the differentiation of genders, 

biological aspects cannot be ignored. The influence 

16 

of biology on gender differences may be as strong as Freud 

(1927) intimates or as slight as is perceived by such 

authors as Adler (1946) and Bardwick (1971). As with the 

trait of intelligence, one could find articulate argu­

ments discussing the relative weights of the influence 

of biological or social/psychological factors on an indi­

vidual's self-esteem. Certainly most theorists would agree 

that it is the interaction of biology with culture--not 

biology or culture alone--that determines how similar or 

different men and women are. While none of the authors 

in the following review discusses the nature or nurture 

questions directly, the relative weights of each may be 

inferred from their theoretical positions. Therefore, 

both nature and nurture factors should be kept in mind as 

the following literat ure is reviewed. 

Freud (1927) was probably the first to articulate the 

basis for gender differences in feelings about the self. 
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He hypothesized that girls, upon realizing th e ir lack of 

a penis, "develop, like a scar, a sense of inferiority" 

(p. 138). Horney (1967) further developed this line of 

reasoning. She argued that as the female grows, she 

evaluates herself in light of male pretensions and values. 

Horney thought, like Freud, that women devalued themselves 

because of their lack of a penis. 

Adler (1973) was another theorist who focus e d on the 

cultural forces in determining feelings of self-esteem. 

He described the roles which foster the belief in the 

superiority of men and the inferiority of women. Follow­

ing from this belief is the corollary that "good" is 

"masculine," and "bad" is "feminine." Adler, too, expected 

mal e s to have higher self-esteem, in general, than women. 

Fromm 0947) examined the respective roles of men and 

women in sexual intercourse as an integral part in the 

formation of male and female personality. Fromm (1947) 

theorized that men, to guard against their fear of sexual 

failure, strive for power and prestige. Women on the 

other hand, to guard against frustration and dependency, 

strive to attract and prove themselves desirable. Fromm 

believed that while these different paths are rooted in 

the sex act, they are supported primarily by social roles. 

Thompson's (1950) writings further highlighted the 

influence of social and cultural factors in the develop­

ment of the self-concept. She advanced the idea that 
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women and men in western cultur e have a de rogatory attitude 

toward female se xuality. This devaluation is based on 

three factors: (a) the belief that the female sexual drive 

is not important, (b) a depreciation of female sex organs, 

and (c) the association of female genitals with uncleanli-

ness. With these obstacles, then, women were believed to 

face a difficult route to formulating a healthy self-

esteem. As Thompson stated, "the acceptance of one's body 

and all its functions is a basic need in the establishment 

of self-respect and self-esteem" (p. 353). Since men do 

not labor under such burdens, the implication is that they 

would have more positive feelings of self-esteem. 

Breaking from predominantly male-oriented theories 

was Bardwick (1971). She stressed that the discrepancy 

between the ideal self and the real self is the critical 

factor in determining self-esteem. Such a perspective 

led her to the following conclusion: 

I think that if a woman has a feminine and 
normal core identity, failure in the feminine 
roles will preclude feelings of self-esteem. 
Normally, women will not participate in roles 
which threaten their affiliative needs, 
because these needs are critical in their 
basic concept of themselves (p. 158). 

To complement Bardwick's (1971) position are the 

concepts offered by Carlson (1971). She described two 

important dimensions of the self-concept. One is a 

social/personal orientation, and the other is self-esteem. 
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The social / personal orientation is the de gree to which a 

person values interpersonal experiences and social rela-

tionships as opposed to a more personal-self orientation. 

The second dimension, self-esteem, is defined as the 

degree of correspondence between an individual's self-

concept and his or her ideal self. Although Carlson saw 

different components for male and female self-esteem, she 

expected the levels of self-esteem to be equivalent across 

gender. 

Drawing from the writings of Bardwick, Miller, 

Carlson, and others is the more recent position offered 

by Gilligan (1982) in her book, In a Different Voice. 

She called for "a new psychology of women" (p. 102) that 

recognizes the different antecedents for self-development. 

She further theorized that "women not only define them-

selves in a context of human relationships, but judge 

themselves [evaluate their self-esteem] in terms of their 

ability to care" (Gilligan, 1982, p. 68). Gilligan 

believed that men have devalued women in their theories 

of psychological development. She concurred with Miller 

(1976) who emphasized, 

... that women stay with, build on, and 
develop in a context of attachment and 
affiliation with others--eventually, for 
many women, the threat of disruption of an 
affiliation is perceived not just as a loss 
of a relationship, but as something closer 
to a loss of self (p. 83). 
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Various psychological th eo ri es hav e been examin ed with 

r ega rd to the self-esteem construct and th e possible dif­

ferences betwe en men and wom en in self-esteem development 

and composition. As noted above, th e earlier, better known 

th eo ries have bee n accepted to such an ex t ent through the 

years that differences between genders on such issues as 

s e lf- e steem were not even explored in any direct sense 

until the last decade. It is the later female-authored 

theoretical positions that have begun to cast doubt on the 

earlier we ll-entrenched theories which stressed a male­

superior position. 

In discussing moral reasoning Gilligan (1982) 

critiques the use of male standards (or norms) as the 

bases for evaluating the moral reasoning of women. 

Bardwick (1971) and Carlson (1971) also articulated the 

self -e steem issue with regard to differenc e s between men 

and women. They each outlined different components of 

self-esteem for men and women. Thus Bardwick and Carlson 

would depict men and women as drawing from different 

sources for construction of their self-esteem--women from 

relationship factors and men from personal factors. 

These recent female authors posit a difference 

between genders in the factors affecting the maintenance 

of self-esteem. It is with this position in mind that a 

revi ew of related research will be conducted in the 

following section. 



Research on Gender Differences 

in Self-Esteem 

A survey of the research that has attempted to 

identify differential factors affecting male and female 

self-esteem does not lead to any solid conclusions. 
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Wylie (1979) believed that there are several rea~ons for 

the inconclusiveness in the search for gender differences 

in self-esteem. Among these reasons are: (a) the use of 

idiosyncratic instruments with poor validity and relia­

bility data, (b) few replications of the better designed 

experiments, and (c) failure to control for gender-related 

factors. In light of these concerns, the available liter­

ature will be examined to determine what has and what has 

not been explored in terms of gender differences in self­

esteem. 

One factor in the focus of some research has been the 

correlation between masculinity and self-esteem. Kagan 

(1976) designed a study to focus on possible correlates 

of self-esteem with high achieving males and females. One 

hypothesis that was accepted at the .05 level was that the 

self-esteem of males was higher than that of females. 

The instrument used to measure self-esteem was the 

Inventory of Adjustment and Values. A second hypothesis 

was also supported to the effect that dyadic relationships 

were more highly correlated with self-esteem for female 



than male students. In other words, a positive het ero­

sexual relationship s eemed to be a significant correlate 

to female self-esteem scores; however, this was not true 

for males. 
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In a similar study, Anill and Cunningham (1979) 

tested 237 university students with sex-role and self­

esteem instruments. The conclusion of the study was that 

"masculinity showed significant positive correlations with 

self-esteem in both sexes, whereas the correlations with 

femininity were generally nil or slightly negative'' 

(p. 783). Similarly, Flaherty and Dusek (1980) had 357 

college students take the Bern Sex Role Inventory and a 

semantic differential self-concept scale. Using analyses 

of variance and multiple regression, the scores from the 

two instruments were analyzed. The findings were that 

self-esteem for males was highly correlated with measures 

of masculinity, whereas self-esteem for females was 

significantly related to mea sures of both masculinity and 

femininity. Th e re was no significant difference on the 

mean self-esteem scor e s for men and women. 

Other researchers have attempted to identify different 

sources of self-esteem for men and women. An early study 

by Carlson (1971) showed significant differences between 

men and women on social-personal orientation and self­

esteem. Using themes from expository writing, Carlson 
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found that men we r e mor e s e l f -or iented and women we re sig-

nificantly more social or other oriented in evaluating 

sources of their self-es te em. Feldman (1980) studied 86 

women between 30 and 55 years in age, and identified 

external social factors as the main contributor to high 

self - esteem scores for women. In contrast, Orlofsky and 

Stake (1981) found no significant difference between 

genders on sources of self-esteem when they investigated 

176 male and female college students. The instruments 

used were the Personal Attr~butes Questionnaire and the 

Performance Self-Esteem Scales, both with non-reported 

psychometric properties. 

Berger (1968) made some similar conclusions in his 

study. In an effort "to explore the factorial nature of 

the self-esteem construct" (p. 442), 272 undergraduates 

were given self-esteem items from an idiosyncratic 

instrument on which no reliability or validity data were 

reported. Five factors were chosen that explained 51.8% 

of the total variability. In Berger's discussion of the 

results he noted that: 

[the] sex differences obtained indi­
cate that females' self-evaluation sterns 
from different sources than males' self­
evaluation. The results suggest that 
females tend to derive their self-evalua ­
tion, or some part of it, from social 
certainty, while males tend to rely on 
other sources. When dealing with self­
esteem, it appears that sex differences 
cannot be ignored (p. 445). 
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More r e cently, Bedian and Tou liat os (1978), using a 

modified Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inv entory and an adjec­

tive checklist, tested 85 high-achieving women. They 

concluded that success in affiliative relationships is a 

major source of e steem in women even though they may have 

achievement strivings. 

Gender role stereotypes also seem to play an impor­

tant part in self-esteem scores. For instance, Rosenkrantz 

and Vogel (1968) investigat e d the value of sex-role 

stereotypes for 74 male and 80 female college students. 

The students responded on a questionnaire consisting of 

122 bipolar items. He concluded that: (a) sex-role 

stereotypes were very strong, (b) masculine traits hold 

higher social desirability than feminine traits, and 

(c) women hold more negative values of their self-worth 

than men do of themselves. The Rosenkrantz and Vogel 

(1968) and Berger (1968) studies indicate a strong rela­

tionship between male-linked traits and high self- esteem 

regardless of the gender identity. 

Although there were exceptions, Wylie (1979) con­

cluded from her investigation of some 47 studies that the 

predominance of findings were null--thus lending little 

evidence to the possibility of a significant gender and 

self-esteem correlation. What does seem to have fairly 

consistent positive findings is the high correlation 
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be twe en me asures of masculinity and self-est eem. What th e 

res e arch s uggests th en is that those individuals, wheth e r 

male or f emale, who evaluate thems e lves a s having wh at 

s ociety describes as masculine tr a its, f eel more positi ve 

about themselves. 

To recapitulate, research findings fall into thr e e 

general categories. The first is that a strong relation­

ship betw e en gender and self-esteem is yet to be estab­

lished; howeve r, none of the research indic a tes a positive 

correlation be tween measur e s of feminine characteristics 

and self- e ste em--all were either positive correlations with 

measures of masculine characteristics or null findings. 

The second generalization is that women tend to place a 

higher value on affiliation needs than men with regard to 

their self-concept. Finally, there are consistent findings 

that the higher a person of either gender scores on traits 

which society describes as masculine, the higher his or her 

self-esteem tends to be. 

On e possible e xplanation for th e majority of null 

findings relates to the instrumentation and scoring. The 

practice in almost all studi e s is to sum across subtests 

in order to generate a total self-esteem score; thus any 

given global score may result from any number of combina­

tions. For exampl e , me n and women may obtain equivalent 

scores by scoring strongly in diff e r ent s e ts of items. 
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Thus two tot a l s co r e s may be similar, but eac h may r ef lect 

a different profile on the subtests. 

It may, of course, be possible that the recurr ent 

failure to find significant gender differences indicates a 

genuine similar level of self- e steem in both genders. 

\-Jylie (1979) offered that "despite their subordination, 

women may draw upon various resources that enable them to 

develop positive self-concepts. Despite their position of 

relative privilege, men may encounter various obstacles to 

such development" (p. 272). Although this would be incon­

sistent with sever a l of the theories that predict lower 

self-regard in women than men, it is not inconsistent with 

the more recent research which has been discuss e d. 

Instrumentation 

The methods by which researchers have measured self­

esteem have been almost as diverse as the results of the 

research. A review of the use of instruments in the 

mea surement of self-esteem is reported. 

Wylie's (1979) summary of 47 studies using what sh e 

de scribed as "well-known instruments of over-all self­

regard" (p. 271) included the use of 10 different instru­

ments. These tests ranged from children to adults in 

applicability. The instruments differed in theoretical 

bases and ranged in format from adjective check lists (e.g. 

Interpersonal Check List) to self-report inventories 
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(e.g. Tennessee Self-Concept Scale). In light of thes e 

differences it is not difficult for one to s e e the chal-

lenge in interpreting results from the various instruments 

used in self-esteem research. To further obscure the 

picture, there were some 43 other studies which Wylie 

examined that used idiosyncratic instruments. She stated, 

The problems of evaluation and interpretation 
are compounded by the practice of using in a 
single study an i nstrument about which little 
is known--concerning psychometric properties. 
Of the 43 studies which I have examined, most 
were so deficient methodologically or lacking 
in information that I merely list them at the 
end of the section (p. 273). 

The present researcher, in reviewing studies regarding 

self-esteem from 1968 through 1985, found a similar picture. 

Of the 14 studies identified during this time period, only 

four used a well-known instrument with reported psycho-

metric properties. The other 10 studies used idiosyncratic 

instruments with incomplete or unreported measurement data. 

Summary 

As the available research data have been examined 

regarding gender and self-esteem, several factors seem to 

be significant. First of all, there are obvious trends, 

as noted previously, in much of the research. Second, 

there has been little replication of the methodologically 

solid studies. Next, the instruments used in the research 

have been so varied in type and quality as to make 
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comparable int erpr e tation difficult and t enuous. Finally, 

there has been little attempt to identify the separate 

antecedents or components of self-esteem to determine if 

there are signific ant correlations between gender, self­

esteem, and specific personality components . 

This review of literature has provided a theoretical 

basis for investigation and a research background upon 

which one may formulate furt he r research. A basis has been 

established for formulating hypotheses for further study 

of gender differences in the levels of and antecedents of 

self-esteem. 



Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The works of such authors as Maccoby and Jacklin 

(1974), Bern (1984), and Gilligan (1982), suggest that the 

study of gender differences has recently been a popular 

issue which has led to the identification of possible areas 

of difference and of the factors influencing the differen­

tiation between genders. The possible differences between 

men and women in their levels of self-esteem has been a 

tangential issue in several studies (e.g. Berger, 1968; 

Whitley, 1983), whereas the possible personality factors 

affecting the self-esteem of both genders has received 

little attention. 

The purpose of this study was to test certain gender­

related hypotheses regarding the relationships among per­

sonality ' traits as identified on the PRF and self- e steem 

as measured by the TSCS. 

Population and Sample 

The population to which the findings of this study 

are generalizable is college undergraduate men and women . 

The sample from this population was selected from 

students attending a community and a state coll e ge in the 
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Sacramento, California ar e a . The American Ri ve r College 

(ARC) was sel e cted because it is the largest community 

college in the area and draws its student population from 

a wide geographical and economic area . A community college 

was selected because it has a large number of older and 

part-time students which would tend to broaden the general­

izability of the sample. The California State University 

at Sacramento (CSUS) was also selected to increase the 

representativeness of the sample. CSUS has a large number 

of minority groups and draws students from several states 

and foreign countries. Thus these institutions should pro­

vide the best probability of drawing a sample that is as 

representative as possible of the stated population. 

The subjects of this study were all enrolled in an 

"Introduction to Psychology" class at the respective insti­

tutions. Both male and female students were equa ll y free 

to volunteer for participation in the study following a 

brief explanation of the tests by the cooperating 

professors . 

Measurement Instruments 

The instruments chosen to measure the variables in 

this study were the Personality Research Form and the 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. Both tests were selected 

after consideration of their validity and re li ability 

properties. The selection of valid and reliable 
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instruments was especially important since much of the past 

relevant research had made use of instruments with question­

able or unknown psychometric properties. 

The Personality Research Form (PRF) 

This form was developed by Jackson (1967) to measure 

the normally functioning personality. The personality 

traits on the PRF were originally defined by Murray (1938) 

and his colleagues at the Harvard Psychological Clinic, and 

these definitions have been somewhat modified by Jackson in 

his construction of the PRF. The test has a self-report, 

true-false format and takes about 20 minutes to complete. 

The norms for the PRF are based on samples of over 1,000 

male and over 1,000 female college students. No statistics 

concerning differences in male and female scores are re­

ported, nor are separate profiles used for male and female 

subjects. 

The reliability scores of the PRF range from .72 to 

.92 when split-half reliability was used and from .69 to 

.90 for test-retest reliability (Jackson, 1967). The 

instrument has built-in scales for social desirability 

responses and validity coefficients of .52 with peer 

ratings (Jackson, 1967). One reviewer called the PRF 

"among the most methodologically sophisticated personality 

inventories available" (Buros, 1972, p. 782). Crites 

(1969) also offered a positive critique of the PRF. 
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One of the sp ecia l features of t he PRF sca l es is that 

th ey are explicitly bipolar so that high or low scor e s on 

a giv en dimension indicate its pres enc e or absence. An 

adjectival description of th e 22 scal e s is provided in 

Table 1 (see page 33). 

The Tennessee Self-Concept 
Scale (TSCS) 

This test was develop ed by William H. Fitts (1965), 

and consists of 100 self-d e scriptive stat ements on which 

subjects r a te thems e lves on a five-part Likert scale. The 

mean time for the administration of the TSCS is about 13 

minutes. The TSCS is one of only a few objective instru-

ments found that was specifically developed to measure 

aspects of the adult self-est eem. 

Norms for the TSCS were developed from a broad sample 

of 626 subjects. The author (Fitts, 1965) states that "the 

effects of such demographic variables as se x , age , rac e , 

ed ucation and intelligence on the scor e s of this scal e are 

not significant" (p. 13). Reported test-retest reliability 

ranged between . 70 and .92. Convergent validity scor e s were 

also reported in the .70's (Fitts, 1965). 

A description of the nine scales of the TSCS is pro-

vided in Table 2 (see page 35). Th e most important single 

score on the TSCS is the total "P" or total s e lf-est eem 

scor e. It is this score that was used in most of the 
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Table 1 

Adjectival Descriptions of PRF Personality Variables* 

Variable 

Abasement 

Achievement 

Affiliation 

Aggression 

Autonomy 

Change 

Cognitive 
Structure 

Defendence 

Dominance 

Endurance 

Exhibition 

Harmavoidance 

Impulsivity 

Nurturance 

Order 

Play 

Sentience 

Description of High Scorer 

self-blaming, resigned, yielding, humble 

aspiring, self-improving, driving, striving, 
competitive 

amicable, sociable, genial, hospitable 

argumentative, hostile, hot tempered, blunt 

self-reliant, individualistic, uncompliant 

flexible, unpredictable, innovative, fickle 

precise, designing, literal, needs structure 

justifying, self-condoning, guarded, touchy 

governing, forceful, assertive, directing 

persistent, persevering, energetic, durable, 
determined 

expressive, demonstrative, dramatic, showy 

fearful, apprehensive, pain-avoidant, avoids 
risks 

hasty, reckless, uninhibited, irrepressible 

protective, maternal, ministering, helpful 

neat, systematic, consistent, methodical 

jovial, fun loving, frivolous, carefree 

aesthetic, earthy, sensuous, noticing 

(table continues) 



Variable 

Social 
Recognition 

Succorance 

Understanding 

Infrequency 

Desirability 
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Description of High Scorer 

approval seeking, socially proper, obliging 

dependent, seeks support, needs protection, 
craves affection 

reflective, investigative, rational, astute 

responds in an implausible or careless 
manner 

in responding to personality statements, 
tends to present a favorable picture of 
oneself 

*The above descriptions are taken from Jackson's 

PRF Manual (1967). 
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Table 2 

Description of the TSCS Total Score and Subscales* 

Score Item 

Total P Score 

Row 1 P Score-­
Identity 

Row 2 P Score-­
Self-Satisfac­
tion 

Row 3 P Score-­
Behavior 

Description 

This is the most important single score 
on the Counseling Form. It reflects the 
overall level of self-esteem. Persons 
with high scores tend to like themselves, 
feel that they are persons of value and 
worth, have confidence in themselves, and 
act accordingly. People with low scores 
are doubtful about their own worth; see 
themselves as undesirable; often feel 
anxious, depressed, and unhappy; and have 
little faith or confidence in themselves. 

These are the ''what I am" i terns. Here 
the individual is describing his basic 
identity--what he is as he sees himself. 

This score comes from those items where 
the individual describes how he feels 
about the self he perceives. In general, 
this score reflects the level of self­
satisfaction or self-acceptance. An 
individual may have very high scores on 
Row 1 and Row 3 yet still score low on 
Row 2 because of very high standards and 
expectations for himself. Or vice versa, 
he may have a low opinion of himself as 
indicated by the Row 1 and Row 3 scores 
yet still have a high Self-Satisfaction 
Score on Row 2. The sub-scores are 
therefore best interpreted in comparison 
with each other and with the Total P 
Score. 

This score comes from those items that 
say "this is what I do, or this is the 
way I act." Thus, tl1ls score measures 
the individual's perception of his own 
behavior or the way he functions. 

(table continues) 



Score Item 

Column A--Physi­
cal Self 

Column B- -Moral/ 
Ethical Self 

Column C--Per­
sonal Self 

Column D--Family 
Self 

Column E--Social 
Self 

* 

Description 

Here the individual is presenting his 
view of his body, his state of health, 
his physical appearance, skills, and 
sexuality. 
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This score describes the self from a 
moral/ethical frame of reference--moral 
worth, relationship to God, feelings of 
being a "good" or "bad" person, and 
satisfaction with one's religion or lack 
of it. 

This score reflects the individual's 
sense of personal worth, his feeling of 
adequacy as a person and his evaluation 
of this personality apart from his body 
or his relationships to others. 

This score reflects one's feelings of 
adequacy, worth, and value as a family 
member. It refers to the individual's 
perception of self in reference to his 
closest and most immediate circle of 
associates. 

This is another "self as perceived in 
relation to others" category but pertains 
to "others" in a more general way. It 
reflects the person's sense of adequacy 
and worth in his social interaction with 
other people in general. 

Fitts (1965, pp. 2-3). 
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statistical analyses. This total score is defined by Fitts 

(1965, p. 8) as "reflecting the overall level of self-eteem." 

Biographical Questionnaire 

A short six question self-report questionnaire was 

completed by each subject. The questions were directed at 

gathering data on age, college class, grade-point-average 

(GPA), marital status and ethnicity. A sample question­

naire is provided in Appendix A. 

Procedures and Activities 

Permission from administrators of the participating 

institutions was received following the submission of an 

abstract of the proposed research. These administrators 

also assisted in the identification of possible professors 

to be involved in the study. 

The cooperating professors at each institution were 

given an orientation regarding the general purpose of the 

research and procedures for the administration of the 

specific tests. A packet containing the TSCS and PRF test 

booklets and answer forms, in addition to the questionnaire 

and introduction letter (see Appendix B), was given for 

each student who volunteered to participate. The tests 

were administered by the professors. Male and femple 

subjects were equally encouraged to volunteer for parti­

cipation. Anonymity on all instruments was assured. 
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Although over 100 subjects of ea ch gender r e turned the 

test packets, due to mutilation and incompleteness only 92 

male and 96 female packets wer e useable. The tests were 

all hand-scored and then test scores and questionnaire data 

were entered into a data file for analysis at the Computer 

Center of the University of the Pacific. All data were 

double entered and verified for accuracy . The Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program was utilized 

for all statistical analyses. 

Hypotheses 

The data from this study were analyzed with respect to 

the hypotheses of the study. The level of significance for 

the hypotheses testing was set at the .01 level. In consid­

eration of the sample size and the number and type of sta­

tistical tests the .01 level was considered most appropriate 

for accepting hypotheses. The specific hypotheses stated in 

the null form are as follows: 

1. There is no difference between college men and 

women with respect to mean total TSCS self-esteem scores. 

2 . There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean scores of the TSCS sub scale traits of: 

2. 1 Physical Self 2 . 5 Self-Criticism 

2.2 ~1 oral-Ethical Self 2.6 Identity 

2.3 Fami 1 y Self 2. 7 Self-Satisfaction 

2.4 Social Self 2.8 Behavior 
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3. There is no difference between college men and 

women with respect to mean scores of the PRF subscales of: 

3.1 Abasement 3.12 Harmavoidance 

3.2 Achievement 

3.3 Affiliation 

3.4 Aggression 

3.5 Autonomy 

3.6 Change 

3.7 Cognitive Structure 

3.8 Defendence 

3.9 Dominance 

3.10 Endurance 

3.11 Exhibition 

3.13 Impulsivity 

3.14 Nurturance 

3.15 Order 

3.16 Play 

3.17 Sentience 

3.18 Social Recognition 

3.19 Succorance 

3.20 Understanding 

3.21 Desirability 

3.22 Infrequency 

4. Correlations do not differ for college men and 

women between the TSCS total self-esteem score and the PRF 

subscales of: 

4.1 Abasement 

4.2 Achievement 

4.3 Affiliation 

4.4 Aggression 

4. 5 Autonomy 

4.6 Change 

4.7 Cognitive Structure 

4.8 Defendence 

4.9 Dominance 

4.10 Endurance 

4.11 Exhibition 

4.12 Harmavoidance 

4.13 Impulsivity 

4.14 Nurturance 

4.15 Order 

4.16 Play 

4.17 Sentience 

4.18 Social Recognition 

4.19 Succorance 

4.20 Understanding 

4.21 Desirability 

4.22 Infrequency 



5. Gender does not interact with age or marital 

status with respect to the mean TSCS total self-esteem 

scores. 

Statistical Treatment 

4.0 

The data from this investigation were analyzed util­

izing the statistical tests described below at the computer 

facilities of the University of the Pacific. All statisti­

cal analyses were implementations of the SPSS program. 

The following statistical treatments were employed to 

test the various hypotheses: 

1. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were tested by using a 

series of one-way ANOVA's with gender as the independent 

variable. 

2. Hypothesis 4, pertaining to the relationship 

between the TSCS self-esteem score and PRF subscale scores 

for males and females, was tested by using the z test for 

independent correlation coefficients. 

3. Hypothesis 5 was tested using two-way analyses 

of variance with gender as one factor and age categories 

and marital status used as second factors. Self-esteem was 

used as the dependent variable. 

4. A supplementary analysis of the data was performed 

to provide additional information about the relationship 

among the variables. A multiple regression analysis was 

performed using the PRF subscales to predict self-esteem 



41 

scores for males and females separately. This analysis 

ascertained whether the set of significant PRF predictors 

of self-esteem for men differed from that of women, and if 

the relative weights are comparable. 

Summary 

This chapter has outlined the procedures used in 

gathering the data for this study. A population was sel­

ected, followed by the identification of the appropriate 

sample. Measurement instruments were discussed with 

emphasis on validity and reliability information. Following 

the explanation of steps taken in the collection of the data, 

the specific hypotheses for this study were stated. Finally, 

the specific statistical tests used in the analysis of the 

data were delineated. 



Chapter 4 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to test certain gender­

related hypotheses regarding the relationships among person­

ality traits as identified on the PRF and self-esteem as 

measured by the TSCS. This chapter contains the results of 

the statistical analysis of the data from the study. These 

results were used to retain or reject the statistical 

hypotheses which were stated in Chapter 3. 

The results were analyzed at the computer facilities 

of the University of the Pacific. The analysis of variance, 

z-test for independent correlations and regression analysis 

test were used to evaluate the hypotheses set forth in 

Chapter 3. These analyses utilized the SPSS programs avail­

able through the Burroughs B6700 computer facilities at 

University of the Pacific. All hypotheses were evaluated 

at the .01 level of significance. 

In addition to the results for the specific hypotheses, 

descriptive data were gathered from the questionnaire. As 

is indicated in Table 3 (see page 43) gender was fairly 

evenly distributed, and the majority of the sample was 

Anglo, single, between 18 and 21 years of age, and either 

a freshman or sophomore in college. Thus, there are some 

limitations to the generalizability of the study. The 
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Table 3 

Sample Descript io n According to Demographic Variables 

Category M F N Percent 

Gender: 

Male 92 48.9 

Female 96 51. 1 

Age: 

18 - 21 51 59 110 58. 5 

22 - 26 26 16 42 22 .3 

27 - 35 11 12 23 12.2 

36 - over 4 9 13 6.9 

Marital Status: 

Single 72 69 141 75.0 

Married 17 21 38 20.2 

Vhdowed & Divorced 3 4 7 3. 7 

College Class: 

Freshman 26 38 64 34.0 

Sophomor e 39 32 71 37.8 

Junior 18 20 38 20 . 2 

Senior 9 6 15 8.0 

Ethnic: 

Hispanic 5 8 13 6.9 

Anglo 68 62 130 69.1 

Black 7 5 12 6. 4 

Asian 2 4 6 3. 2 

Other 10 16 27 14.3 
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representation of minority groups, for example, was not 

adequate to allow generalizations to a particular group. 

Representation in such categories as widowed and divorced 

were also not sufficient for meaningful statistical analysis. 

With the use of the PRF and TSCS tests a comparison 

was appropriate between the means of the sample group and 

the means of the normative group for each test. An inspec­

tion of the sample means and the normative means for each 

test indicates that the sample mean did not differ appre­

ciatively from the normative means on either test (see 

Appendices C and D). 

Results Pertaining to Hypothesis 1 

There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean total TSCS self-esteem scores. 

This hypothesis was tested using a one-way analysis 

of variance CANOVA) with total self-esteem scores on the 

TSCS as the dependent variable and gender as the independent 

variable. 

As indicated in Table 4 (see page· 45), there is no 

significant difference between the mean self-esteem scores 

of college men and women on the total scores of the TSCS. 

The null hypothesis as stated above was retained. These 

data give no indication that college men and women differ 

with regard to mean total self-esteem scores. 



Table 4 

Analysis o f Variance of the TSCS Sca l es by Gender 

TSCS Group Means 
Scales l'vlale Female 

Identity 124.66 126 . 02 

Acceptance of Self 117 . 83 108 . 17 

Behavior 111 . 77 111 .5 4 

Physical Self 69 . 10 6 7 . 89 

Moral - Ethical Self 70 . 45 71 . 37 

Personal Self 67 . 35 66. 59 

Family Self 69.58 70.13 

Social Self 68 . 40 69.42 

Total Self 343 . 52 34 5. 68 

Notes: .~sF 1.15¥ 3 . 89, .q~ L' t.l$1'- 6. 76, .H9F,,,.,._ 

df F - Ratio 

1 84 .64 

184 1.144 

1 84 . 011 

184 .96 

1 84 . 47 

184 .38 

184 . 1 7 

184 . 74 

. 132 

11.2 

E. 

.42 

. 28 

.91 

. 32 

. 49 

. 53 

. 67 

.39 

. 71 

~ 

U1 
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Results Pertaining to Hypothesis 2 

There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean scores of the TSCS subscale traits of : 

2.1 Physical Self 

2.2 Moral-Ethical Self 

2.3 Family Self 

2.4 Social Self 

2.5 Self-Criticism 

2 .6 Identity 

2 .7 Self-Satisfaction 

2.8 Behavior 

This hypothesis was tested by using successive one-way 

ANOVA'S, with gender as the independent variable and each 

TSCS subscale as the dependent variable. 

The results of this statistical analysis are shown in 

Table 4. There was no significant difference between the 

mean subtest scores from the TSCS for college men and women. 

The null hypothesis was retained. 

Results Pertaining to Hypothesis 3 

There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean scores of the PRF subscales of : 

3.1 Abasement 3 .10 Endurance 

3. 2 Achievement 3.11 Exhibition 

3.3 Affiliation 3.12 Harmavoidance 

3.4 Aggression 3.13 Impulsivity 

3. 5 Autonomy 3.14 Nurturance 

3.6 Change 3.15 Order 

3.7 Cognitive Structure 3.16 Play 

3.8 Defendence 3. 17 Sentience ' 

3 .9 Dominance 3.18 Social Recognition 



3.19 Succorance 

3.20 Understanding 

3.21 Desirability 

3.22 Infr e quency 
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This hypothesis was tested by using a series of one-way 

ANOVA's with gender as the independent variable and scores 

on the PRF subscales as dependent variables. 

As indicated in Table 5 (see page 48), there were sig­

nificant differences between genders on me ~ ns of 3 PRF sub­

scales. Mean scores for women on the PRF subscales of 

Harmavoidance, Nurturance and Sentience were significantly 

higher than the means of these subscales for men. Con­

versely, male mean scores were not significantly higher 

than female mean scores on any of the subscales. 

The mean scores for the remaining 19 subscales did not 

differ significantly. Thus the null form of hypotheses 

3.12, 3.14 and 3.17 were rejected at the .01 level of 

significance. The remaining hypotheses were retained. 

Results Pertaining to Hypothesis 4 

Correlations do not differ for college men and women 

between the TSCS total self-esteem score and the PRF 

subscales of: 

4 . 1 Abasement 4 . 7 Cognitive Structure 

4. 2 Achievement 4.8 Defendence 

4. 3 Affiliation 4.9 Dominance 

4.4 Aggression 4.10 Endurance 

4.5 Autonomy 4.11 Exhibition 

4.6 Change 4. 12 Harmavoidance 
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Table 5 

Analysis of Variance of the Personality Re s earch Fo rm by 
Gender 

PRF Subtest Means 
Scales Male Female df F .E 

Abasement 7.10 7.04 186 .007 .933 

Achievement 10.23 9.85 186 .795 .373 

Affiliation 9.19 10.46 186 4.27 .040 

Aggression 8.00 8.50 186 .249 . 618 

Autonomy 7.80 7.31 186 .356 .551 

Change 9.21 9.69 186 .919 .339 

Cognitive Structure 9.32 9.29 186 .006 .938 

Defendence 6.16 7.01 186 2.006 .15 8 

Dominance 10.71 9.30 186 3.89 .045 

Endurance 10.00 8.97 186 4.69 .031 

Exhibition 7.90 8.12 186 .145 .703 

Harmavoidance 6.48 10.09 186 18.43 .000* 

Impulsivity 6.66 7.44 186 1. 83 .171 

Nurturance 9.69 11.54 186 13.73 .000* 

Order 7.33 8.70 186 4.72 .031 

Play 9.41 9.40 186 .00 .988 

Sentience 8.96 10.87 186 24.54 .000* 

Social Recognition 8.39 9 .15 186 1. 48 .224 

Succorance 7.01 8.98 186 5.51 .019 

(table continues) 
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PRF Subtest Means 
Scales Male Female df F 

Understanding 7.98 8.83 186 1. 60 .207 

Infrequency . 68 . 4 7 186 .96 .326 

Desirability 11.22 11.43 186 .20 .647 

Not e : .'l5 F ,,,¥- 3 .90, = 6.79, 
.C\~'IFr,rt~~ = 11. 3. 

*Significant at the .Oll evel of significance. 

4.13 Impulsivity 4.18 Social Recognition 

4.14 Nurturance 4.19 Succorance 

4. 15 Order 4.20 Understanding 

4.16 Play 4.21 Infrequency 

4.17 Sentience 4.22 Desirability 

This hypothesis was tested by using the 7 test for 

independent correlations . 

As indicated in Table 6 (see page 50), there was no 

significant difference between men and women in the corre-

lation of the total TSCS score with the PRF subscales. 

Hypotheses 4.1 through 4.22 are retained at the .01 

level of significance as the data give no indication that 

significant differences do exist between men and women for 

these correlations. 
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Table 6 

Correlation between Total TSCS Score and PRF Subscales 
Classified by Gender 

PRF Males (N=92) Females (N=96) 
Scale r ~1 r ~2 z-Ratio - -

Abasement .057 • OS 7 -. 032 .032 .168 

Achievement .204 .207 .297 .307 .627 

Affiliation .025 .025 .267 .274 1. 63 

Aggression -.328 .341 -.004 .004 2.18 

Autonomy -.046 .046 .029 .029 .114 

Change .131 .132 .114 .114 .114 

Cognitive 
Structure .006 .006 .235 .239 1. 54 

Defendence -. 301 .311 -. 0 30 .030 1. 83 

Dominance -.099 .099 .351 .366 1. 70 

Endurance .225 .229 .400 .424 1.18 

Exhibition .00 3 .003 .253 .25 8 1. 69 

Harmavoidance .056 .056 .18 7 .189 . 883 

Impulsivity -.192 .194 - . 2 0 5 .208 .088 

Nurturance -.037 .037 .090 .090 .357 

Order .171 .172 .461 .498 2.02 

Play .021 .021 .080 .080 .397 

Sentience .138 .139 .176 .1 78 .256 

Social 
Recognition -.008 .008 .085 .085 .519 

(table continues) 
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PRF Males Females 
Scale r ~1 r ~2 z Value - - -

Succorance -.143 .144 .082 .082 .411 

Understanding .099 .099 .144 .145 .303 

Infrequency .020 . 020 .035 .035 .101 

Desirability .598 .688 . 511 .564 .586 

1 . . "'17S Z = 2 . 9 5 

2 . + --
1 

= .1483 
n2 

Results Pertaining to Hypothesis 5 

Gender does not interact with age or marital status 

with respect to the mean TSCS total self-esteem scores. 

This hypothesis was tested by using two-factor ANOVA's 

to examine the da t a for possible gender interaction. As 

evidenced in Tables 7 and 8 (see pages 52 and 53) there was 

no gender interaction with either age or marital status. 

(Thus Hypothesis 5 was retained.) However, as noted in the 

above mentioned tables, the mean TSCS self-esteem scores 

differed significantly by age and marital status for both 

genders. The older the subject the more likely he or she 

would score higher on the self-esteem test. Married sub-

jects also tended to score higher on the self-esteem 

test. 



Table 7 

Summary Table for the Two-Way Analysis of Variance of the Total TSCS Scores with Age and Gender as 
Factors 

Source of Variation ss df MS F Q 

Sex 2.0 1 2.0 .001 .972 

Age 24,290.4 3 8,096.8 5.101 .002* 

Sex X Age 873.6 3 291.2 .183 . 908 

Explained 25,384.4 7 3,626.3 2.285 .030 

Residua l 285,723.5 180 1,587.4 

Total 311,107.9 187 

Age Level N Mean 

18-21 110 340.27 

22-26 42 337.21 

27-35 23 360.00 

36-over 13 378.23 
----------

*Significant at the .01 l eve l of significance. 

U"1 
N 



Table 8 

Summary Table for the Two-Way Analysi s of Variance of the Tota l TSCS Score s with Marit a l 
Statu s and Gender a s Factors 

Source of Variation ss df 

Sex 32 . 2 1 

t-·lar i tal Status 11,234 . 7 1 

Sex X Marita l Status 142 . 1 1 

Explained 11 ,501.7 3 

Re s i dual 293,751.7 175 

Total 305,253 .4 1 78 

Marital Status N Mean -

Single 141 340 . 28 

Married 38 359.74 

*Significant at the . 01 level of signi f ic ance. 

t-1S 

32 . 27 

11,234 . 7 

142.1 

3, 833 . 9 

1,67 8. 6 

F 

. 019 

6.693 

.0 85 

2 . 284 

Q 

. 89 

. 01* 

. 7 7 1 

. 081 

Ul 
(..,..] 
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A regression analysis was performed using the PRF 

subscales to predict total self-esteem scores for men and 

women separately. This analysis indicated that there was 

a different set of predictors for men and for women. 

Table 9 (see page 55) depicts the significant predic­

tors of the total TSCS score for men as the PRF scales of 

Desirability and Succorance. These two scales accounted 

for 30% of the variance in the TSCS total score. It should 

be noted that Succorance predicted in a negative direction 

for men; thus as men scored lower on Succorance they tend 

to score higher on the self-esteem test. 

Table 10 (see page 56) shows the results of the 

regression analysis for women. Four significant predictors 

emerged: Desirability, Order, Abasement and Dominance. 

Together they accounted for 41% of the variance in the total 

TSCS score. It should be noted that for women, Abasement 

was a negative predictor and thus the lower women scored 

on this PRF scale, the higher (more positive) they tended 

to score on the TSCS total self-esteem score. 

In order to further understand the relationship between 

PRF subscale scores and the TSCS total score, a two-factor 

ANOVA test was conducted. Two self-esteem levels were 

defined by categorizing those scoring higher than one 

standard deviation above the mean and those scoring lower 



Table 9 

Regression Analysis with Total TSCS Score as Criterion and PRF Scales as Predictors-­
Males 

Step 1 

Step 2 

Predictor Variables 

PRF 22 (D e sirabilit y ) 

PRF 19 (Succorance) 

Constant 

.255.31 

.268.14 

Regressive 
Coefficient 

7.85 

-2.42 

.Multiple 
R 

.53 

.57 

Multiple 
R2 

.28 

. 32 

(J1 

(J1 



Table 10 

Regression Analysis with Total TSCS Score as Criterion and PRF Scales as Predictors~­

Females 

Regressive Multiple Multiple 
Predictor Variables Cons t ant Coeffici Pnt R R2 -

Step 1 PRF 22 (D esir abili t y) 283 . 16 5.46 . 4 7 . 22 

Step 2 PRF 15 (Order) 266.44 3.05 . 58 . 33 

Step 3 PRF 1 (Ab as em en t) 262 . 10 -1. 51 .61 .38 

Step 4 PRF 9 (Dominance) 264.04 2.28 . 66 . 44 

Ul 
0\ 
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than one standard deviation below th e mean. These cate -

gories were created for both men and women. Table 11 

describes the data from this analysis . The total TSCS 

score was a factor with gender, and PRF scale scores as 

the dependent variables. 

Table 11 

Distribution of the PRF Subscale of Dominance Scores By 
Self-Esteem Groups and Gender 

Group Women 
N t.iean 

Low Self-Esteem Group 10 5 

High Self-Esteem Group 9 10 

Totals 19 

Men 
N Mean 

11 11 

12 11 

23 

Total 
N 

21 

21 

42 

Table 12 (see page 58) summarizes the results of the 

two-way ANOVA's for those dependent variables that reached 

a .01 level of significance. The following variables were 

significant for the two levels of self-esteem: Achieve-

ment, Affiliation, Endurance, Order, Sentience, and 

Desirability. Whereas for the low self-esteem group, the 

variables of Aggression, Defendence, and Impulsivity were 

significant. Thus there seems to be certain personality 

traits that are associated with both college men and women 

whether classified as high or low in self-esteem levels. 
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Table 12 

Summary Table of Two-Way Analysis of Variance of PRF Scales 
with Gender and Self-Esteem Level as Factors 

Nature 
Dependent Variable F p of F1nd1ngs 

Achievement 
SE Level 7.355 < .01 Hi > Lo 

Affiliation 
SE Level 8.738 .005 Hi > Lo 

Aggression 
SE Level 16.72 <.001 Hi < Lo 
Gender 7.33 <. 01 M > F 

Defendence 
SE Level 8.57 .006 Hi < Lo 

Dominance 
SE Lev e l 5.52 .024 Hi > Lo 
Gender 8.92 .00 5 M > F 
Gender X SE Level 7.65 .009 See Fig. l 

Endurance 
SE Level 15.75 < .0 01 Hi > Lo 

Impulsivity 
SE Level 14.673 <.001 Hi < Lo 

Order 
SE Level 24.36 <.001 Hi > Lo 
Gender X SE Level 4.85 .034 N.S. 

Sentience 
SE Level 13.32 <.001 Hi > Lo 

Desirability 
SE Level 62.17 <.001 Hi > Lo 



59 

Fi gure 1 indicates the ge nder interaction for low 

and high self-esteem groups on the PRF scale of Dominance. 

On this scale, women in the low self-esteem group scored 

significantly lower than men in the low self-esteem 

group. This difference was not seen in men and women in 

the high self-esteem group. 

Figure 1 

Interaction between the PRF Scale of Dominance and 
Self-Esteem Group by Gender 

PRF 9 - Dominance 

Men 

10- Women 
(1) 

u (f) 8-~ (1) 

n:l l-< 
~ 0 

6-·.-1 u 
SU) / 
0 

(::l (1) 4-,...., 
~ n:l 
ro u 2-(1)[./) 

:::s 

Low High 

Self-Esteem Group 



60 

Summary 

In summary, the data from this sample of 188 (92 male 

and 96 female) undergraduate college students indicated: 

1. The mean total self-esteem score from the TSCS 

was not significantly different for college men and women. 

2. College women had significantly higher mean scores 

than college men on the PRF subscales of Sentience, 

Nurturance and Harmavoidance. 

3. The PRF scales of Desirability and Succorance were 

significant predictors of the total TSCS score for men. 

These two scores accounted for 32% of the variance in the 

total TSCS score for men. 

4. The PRF subscales of Desirability, Order, Abasement 

and Dominance were significant predictors of total TSCS 

score for women, These four scales accounted for 44% of 

the variance in the total TSCS score for women. 

5. College women in the low self-esteem group scored 

significantly lower than college men in the low self-esteem 

group on the PRF subtest of Dominance. There were no 

significant differences on the PRF subscales between men 

and women in the high self-esteem group. 

6, Age and marital status correlated significantly 

with self-esteem for both men and women. Subjects of both 

genders reported higher means on the TSCS self-esteem score 

when over age 27 and married. 



Chapter 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMME NDATIONS 

Researchers have attempted to identify various differ­

ences between genders. In the area of personality research, 

this has led to an exploration of various character traits 

and the possible different distribution of these traits 

between men and women. The purpose of this study was to 

test certain gender related hypotheses regarding the rela~ 

tionships among personality traits as identified on the 

Personality Research Form (PRF) and self-esteem as measured 

by the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS). 

In an effort to isolate the hypothesized differences, 

188 students (92 male and 96 female) were administered the 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) and the Personality 

Research Form (PRF). The results were tabulated and sub­

jected to statistical analysis (the .01 level of signifi ­

cance was used) specific for each hypothesis. The results 

of the analysis were presented in Chapter 4. 

The basic finding of the study is that there is no 

evidence that men and women differ with regard to their 

total self-esteem level. There are, however, some slight 

differences with regard to personality traits which pre­

dict the self-esteem scores. 

61 
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The remainder of Chapter 5 is organized into three 

sections: (a) Summary and Discussion of Findings, 

(b) Conclusions of the Study, and (c) Recommendations 

for Application and Future Research. 

Hypothesis 1 

Summary and Discussion 

of Findings 

There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean total TSCS self-esteem scores. 

This hypothesis was retained as there was no signif­

icant difference between the total self-esteem scores of 

men and women at the .01 level of significance. Within 

the limitations of this study~ it can be concluded that 

persons of both genders are equally capable of developing 

positive self-esteem. As mentioned earlier 1n the review 

of literature, most personality theorists would place 

women at a distinct disadvantage in the development of a 

positive self-esteem. However, it would seem from this 

study that college women achieve a ~imilar level of self­

esteem when measured by the TSCS as do college men. 

Further research may help discover some explanations for 

the discrepancy between theory and this research finding. 

This issue will be explored later in thi s chapter. 



6.3 

Hypothesis 2 

There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean scores of th e TSCS subscale traits of: 

2.1 Physical Self 2.5 Self-Criticism 

2.2 Moral-Ethical Self 2 . 6 Identity 

2.3 Family Self 

2.4 Social Self 

2.7 Self-Satisfaction 

2.8 Behavior 

The findings for Hypothesis 2 were nonsignificant and 

indicate that within the subscales that constitute the total 

self-esteem score on the TSCS, there are no reliable differ­

ences detected between genders at the .01 level of signifi­

cance. Research e rs such as Feldman (1981) and Bedian and 

Touliatos (1978) have drawn the conclusion that women derive 

their basis for self-esteem from a different source than 

men and that affiliative relationships are a major source 

of female self-esteem. Consistent with such findings one 

might expect the subscales of Family Self and Social Self 

to have a higher correlation with the tot a l self-esteem 

score for women than for men. However, this study indicates 

that, at least by the measures within the TSCS, men and 

women in this sample do not differ significantly in these 

areas contributing to their total self-esteem score. 

Hypothesis 3 

There is no difference between college men and women 

with respect to mean scores on the PRF subscales of: 
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3.1 Abasement 3 .12 Harmavoidance 

3.2 Achievement 3.13 Impulsivity 

3.3 Affiliation 3.14 Nurturance 

3.4 Aggression 3.15 Order 

3. 5 Autonomy 3.16 Play 

3.6 Change 3.17 Sentience 

3.7 Cognitive Structure 3.18 Social Recognition 

3.8 Defendence 3.19 Succorance 

3.9 Dominance 3.20 Understanding 

3.10 Endurance 3.21 Infrequency 

3. 11 Exhibition 3.22 Desirability 

A series of one-way ANOVA's all owed for the comparison 

of the identified means to one another. The findings 

depict some significant differences between men and women 

on their PRF subscale scores. The results, as indicated 

in Chapter 4, show that women scored significantly higher 

on the measured personality traits of Sentience, Nurturance 

and Harmavoidance. Men did not score higher as a group on 

any of the subscales. Gilligan (1982) and Bardwick (1971) 

reported research which support the present findings. Past 

studies of sex differences have not focused on personality 

trait differences. For example, two notable volumes on the 

subject (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974 and Sonderegger, 1984) 

failed to note any studies dealing with differences in 

personality traits. Thus, this finding may be significant 

in identifying such differences in college men and women. 



Hypothesis 4 

Correlations do not differ for college men and women 

between the TSCS total self-esteem score and the PRF 

subscales of: 

4 . 1 Abasement 4. 12 Harmavoidance 

4.2 Achievement 4.13 Impulsivity 

4. 3 Affiliation 4 . 1 4 Nurturance 

4.4 Aggression 4 . 1 5 Order 

4.5 Autonomy 4.16 Play 

4.6 Change 4.17 Sentience 
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4.7 Cognitive Structure 4. 18 Social Recognition 

4.8 Defendence 4. 19 Succorance 

4.9 Dominance 4.20 Understanding 

4.10 Endurance 4.21 Infrequency 

4. 11 Exhibition 4.22 Desirability 

It was found that there was no significant difference 

between men and women in this sample in regard to the corre­

lation of the 22 PRF subscales and the total score of the 

TSCS. 

Previous researchers such as Rosenkrantz (1968) and 

Orlofsky and Stake (1981) found a strong positive rela­

tionship between "masculine traits" such as aggression and 

self-esteem. However, this study does not support such a 

conclusion. An explanation of the discrepancy between the 

present study and other research which found a positive 
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correlation between such traits as aggressiveness and self­

esteem may relate to the differences in measurement instru­

ments. The present study sought to use the most reliable 

and valid instruments available. whereas past researchers 

such as Orlofsky and Stake (1981) used instruments with no 

reported psychomatric properties, Obviously. comparisons 

in such cases are inconclusive at best. 

Hypothesis 5 

Gender does not interact with age or marital status 

with respect to the mean TSCS total self-esteem scores, 

As was depicted in the previous chapter, the findings 

for this hypothesis were null at the .01 level of signif­

Icance. However, an observation was that, in general, 

older subjects have a significantly higher level of self­

esteem. This was true for both genders and may reflect a 

maturational aspect of self-esteem. Specifically, the 

subjects in age groups from 18 through 26 had lower self­

esteem scores than those subjects 27 years of age and 

older. Similarly, married subjects of both genders had a 

slightly higher mean self-esteem score than single subjects. 

\fuile this study did not focus on the variables of age or 

marital status, this finding indicates the significant 

relationship these two variables may have on self-esteem 

for college men and women, 
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Supplemental Analysis 

As was earlier indicated, a regression analysis was 

performed to achieve a clearer picture of the possible 

interaction between men and women's scores on personality 

traits and their scores on a self-esteem measure. Two 

traits seem to have significant influence on the self­

esteem scores of men. The first trait was that of 

Desirability, High scorers on the trait of Desirability 

are described as presenting a favorable picture of self, 

and as always describing their self in positive terms. 

This predictor indicates that men with higher self-esteem 

tend to describe themselves in a socially desirable manner. 

In fact, the PRF authors (Jackson, 1967) indicate that high 

desirability scores may depict "high self-regard" (p. 26). 

The second trait that contributed slightly to the 

prediction formula for men was Succorance. However, this 

predictor was in the negative direction and thus indicates 

that men who score lower on succorance, score higher on 

the self-esteem test, 

The findings for women with respect to the regression 

analysis were somewhat different. Four scales from the PRF 

contributed significantly as predictors of the criterion 

self-esteem. The first and primary predictor was 

Desirability, as was the case noted above among the pre­

dictors of self-esteem for males. The assumption for the 
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significant predictor of self-esteem scores for college 

women is the same as that expressed above for college men; 

namely that women who have positive feelings of self­

esteem tend to describe themselves in a socially desirable 

or positive manner. The second trait to contribute signif­

icantly was that of Order. Those scoring high on Order are 

described as; "concerned with keeping things organized and 

neat; disliking clutter; liking structure and order" 

(Jackson, 1967, p, 5). The third characteristic slightly 

enhancing the predictions of self-esteem was that of 

Abasement. However, this predictor was in the negative 

direction and indicates that women who score lower on the 

abasement scale tend to score higher on the self-esteem 

test. 

The fourth trait that slightly contributed to the 

prediction of self-esteem in women was that of Dominance, 

Those scoring high on this trait tend to control their 

environment, direct others, express opinions forcefully, 

and assume leadership responsibility. Thus the best four 

predictors of a woman's self-esteem score from the PRF are 

Desirability, Order, Abasement (negative) and Dominance. 

A woman who likes structure, is orderly and neat, not self­

effacing, and who assumes leadership, expresses herself 

openly and takes control of situations would tend to score 

higher on the self - esteem measure, Previous research has 



69 

not indica te d specific per s onality traits which contribute 

to female self-esteem scores. 

A further analysis of the data was conducted with the 

use of a two-factor ANOVA. The results indicate that for 

women who scored more than one standard-deviation above the 

mean on the TSCS total self-esteem score, the critical 

trait was Dominance. In other words, this trait seems to 

depict a significant difference between women scoring in the 

bottom 16% of the sample and those women scoring in the top 

16% of the sample on the TSCS self-esteem score, There were 

no such findings for the data from the male sample. 

It is of interest in what manner the findings of this 

study are related to the studies cited in the literature 

review. The lack of statistical difference between men 

and women on the total self-concept measure is of relevance. 

Despite theoretical speculation about differing levels of 

self-esteem in men and women, this finding of no signifi­

cance difference would substantiate the theoretical positions 

of such authors as Carlson (1971) and Bardwick (1971). 

These authors offer the position that while men and women 

draw their source of self-esteem from different areas, the 

resulting level of self-esteem is generally equivalent. The 

analysis in the present study of the sub-scales contributing 

to the total self-esteem score on the TSCS showed no sig­

nificant difference between men and women. The related 
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analysis of si gnificant personality factors that contribute 

to the prediction of self-esteem scores did indicate some 

differences between men and women, 

Conclusions of the Study 

The following conclusions have been drawn from the 

results of the present research. It should be kept in mind 

that the population to which the conclusions are directed 

is state and community college students of like age and 

background of the sample. Further it should be noted that 

the conclusions are based on the results from two person­

ality measurement instruments, namely the PRF and TSCS. 

1. The self-esteem scores for men and women were not 

shown to differ. 

2. The measured personality trait of aggression has 

a slight negative correlation with the self-esteem level 

of men. 

3. The presence of the measured personality trait of 

order is positively correlated with the total self-esteem 

level of women, 

4. For those women who score above the 84th percentile 

as compared to women scoring below the 16th percentile 1n 

self-esteem, the personality trait of dominance, seems to 

be a significant factor. Whereas for men, there was no 

significant difference 1n the personality traits of high 

and low scorers on the self-esteem measure. 
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5. For men the measured personality trait of 

succorance in correlation with desirability was a signif­

icant negative predictor of self-esteem. 

6. Age and marital status correlated with self­

esteem scores significantly for both men and women. That 

is for both men and women being over age 27 and being 

married had a reported higher mean to self-esteem scores . 

Implications 

Several implications are suggested from the findings 

of the present research. Dramatic differences between 

genders on personality traits and self-esteem were not 

found. This research would suggest that whatever differ­

ences men and women may experience growing up, they both 

develop similar levels of self-esteem by the time they 

reach adulthood. 

There is some evidence, however, that there are dif­

ferent influences on the level of self-esteem achieved by 

men and women. For example, the presence of the personality 

trait of dominance may have an influence on women achieving 

or maintaining a high level of self-esteem. In fact, a 

possible profile predicting a woman with good self-esteem 

wo uld include that of dominance along with a lack of 

abasement, a desire for order and a tendency to respond in 

a socially desirable manner. 
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The implications for men are less descriptive. How­

ever, a predictive profile of self-esteem in men would also 

include a tendency to respond in a socially desirable manner 

and a lack of succorance or seeking sympathy. 

The implications from these research findings are 

certainly not causal or diagnostic; however, they do suggest 

some possible differences in the factors which influence 

the development of or maintenance of self-esteem in men and 

women. Perhaps with further consideration and exploration 

of these suggested differences awareness will be 

increased, biases will be lessened and motivation for 

appropriate change will be provided. 

Recommendations for Application 

and Future Research 

Population Comparisons 

The present study indicates that significant findings 

may result from additional research examining the difference 

in self-esteem of men and women at various age levels. The 

relationship of marital status and self-esteem could also 

be further explored. If the same instruments and research 

design were used, greater generalization of the results 

could be accomplished, Of significant interest also would 

be cross-cultural studies among selected ethnic or racial 

populations. 
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Theory Development 

While similar scores on a self-esteem measure indicates 

that college men and women may have similar levels of self­

esteem, this study suggests that there may be differing 

components or predictors to their self-esteem. Gilligan 

(1982) suggests that men and women take differing paths in 

development of adult moral reasoning and self-evaluation. 

Further research on the developmental aspects of self­

esteem may help to define more fully the possible different 

paths of self-esteem development. 

Counseling Applications for Women 

The present study indicates that the measured person­

ality traits of Desirability, Order, Abasement (a negative 

predictor) and Dominance to be significant predictors of 

self-esteem scores for women. It would seem to follow that 

the enhancement of the traits of order and dominance and 

the reduction of the trait of abasement would affect levels 

of self-esteem in women. In a counseling setting where low 

self-esteem is a major symptom an approach which focused on 

the above traits might effect the desired change in self­

esteem. Such techniques as goal-setting and problem-solving 

may enhance the trait of order, while such techniques as 

assertiveness training and affirmations may affect the 

traits of desirability, abasement and dominance in the 



desired direction. Although there is some face validity 

to the recommendations made, further research is needed 

to test th e recommendations mentioned above. 

Counseling Applications for Men 

Significant predictors of self-esteem for men was 

the personality scale of Desirability and Succorance on 

the PRF. An additional finding of significance for men 

was the negative correlation between male self-esteem 

scores and the scale of Aggression on the PRF. Thus it 

would seem appropriate in a counsleing setting to focus 
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on therapeutic techniques that would decrease succorant 

and aggressive behavior and attitudes. Such techniques as 

reality therapy, affirmations, anger control and reframing 

might effect these traits in the desired direction. Tech­

niques such as affirmations and positive imagery may have 

a positive effect on the trait of desirability. The coun­

seling methods mentioned have some face validity; however, 

further research is needed to test the effects of such 

methods on self-esteem. 

Instructional Policies 

A possible implication from the present study is that 

men and women are similar in self-esteem levels. If such 

is true, a less stereotyped view of students which allows 

a broad range of acceptable behavior and feelings in both 
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men and women, would probably enhance self-esteem devel­

opment in both genders. Thus greater opportunity for 

leadership roles for women, textbook content depicting 

decision-making skills for women and less aggressive roles 

for men would perhaps provide for a more free and stronger 

development of self-esteem. There is evidence (e.g. 

Buxton, 1973; Gagot, 1975) that teachers reinforce both 

boys' and girls' feminine behavior more often. Therefore, 

a less stereotyped view of "good" behavior may allow for 

a more positive self-esteem development in both genders. 

Parental Practices 

Probably the most significant help this research 

could be to parents is to heighten awareness of the 

possible gender similarities in self-esteem development. 

With an increased awareness parents may ask themselves: 

Am I harder on my daughter for exhibiting anger than my 

son? Do I expect my daughter to be more neat and orderly 

than my son? Do I model leadership, assertiveness skills 

for my daughter as well as my son? Reflective answers 

to such questions may provide motivation for appropriate 

change. 

A further consideration is the modificiation of 

commercialized parenting classes to allow for a broader 

range of acceptable behavior and feelings in both genders. 

For example, the Systematic Training for Effective 
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Parenting (STEP) and Parent Effectiveness Training (PET), 

two popular parenting courses, could incorporate a 

greater awareness of developmental similarities by asking 

such questions as those posed above . 

Measurement Instruments 

An apparent weakness indicated in the review of 

literature for self-esteem studies is the diversity of 

measurement instruments used and the lack of psychometric 

strength a majority of the instruments had. In light of 

this perceived weakness a strong recommendation for 

further research is the use of a self-esteem instrument 

with strong reliability and validity properties. Many 

of the past studies have used self-made instruments which 

had little depth in psychometric research. Thus the 

replication of the present study using the TSCS and the 

PRF is recommended. 
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Appendix A 

BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AS HONESTLY AND COMPLETELY AS 
YOU CAN. CHECK (X) THE MOST CORRECT ANSWER FOR YOU. 

1. Gender: Male Female 

2. Age: 18-21 22-26 27-35 36 and over 

3. Marital Status: Single ___ Married Divorced Widowed 

4. Academics: Your GPA for the last semester was: under 2.0 

2.0-2.5 2.6-3.0 3.1-3.5 3.6-4.0 

5. Student Status: Freshman___ Sophomore___ Junior___ Senior 

6. Ethnic Background: Spanish/Mexican ___ Anglo ___ Black 

Asian Other 
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Appendix B 

Introduction Letter 

Dear Student: 

Thank you for volunteering to help with this important 

research study. I want to assure you that complete confi-

dentiality will be preserved. No names will be used in the 

research study--only group statistics. Your participation 

in this study is not associated with your course grade in 

any way and is strictly voluntary. There will be no inter-

pretative results of the testing available to you. 

Please fill out the questionnaire and follow the 

directions for each of the tests as accurately as possible. 

Please return the test packet to your instructor as soon as 

possible. 

Thank you again for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry S. Harris, M.A. 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of the Pacific 
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Appendi x C 

Norm and Sample Means of the PRF Subscales for Men and Women 

Men Women 
Subscale Means Subscale Means 

PRF Norm Group Sample Group Norm Group Samp 1 e Group 
Subscales ( N=l350) (N=92) (N=1415) (N=96) 

Abasement 7.78 7.10 7.66 7.04 

Achievement 10.98 10.23 10.00 9.85 

Affiliation 8.33 9.19 8.93 10.46 

Aggression 7.35 8. 00 6.91 8. 50 

Autonomy 9.54 7.80 7.11 7.31 

Change 9.49 9. 21 9.87 9.69 

Cognitive Structure 8.64 9.32 8. 71 9.29 

Defendence 5.75 6.16 6.04 7.01 

Dominance 10.19 10.71 7.60 9.30 

Endurance 10.92 10.00 10.91 8.97 

Exhibition 7.52 7.90 7.24 8.12 

Harmavoidance 7.41 6.48 9.49 10.09 

Impulsivity 5.46 6.66 6.53 7.44 

Nurturance 8.90 9.69 10.90 11.45 

Order 7.82 7.33 8.15 8.70 

Play 8.18 9.41 8.95 9.40 

Sentience 9.27 8.96 10.76 10.87 

Social Recognition 7.52 8.39 8.22 9.15 

(table continues) 
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Men Women --Subscale Means Subscale Means 
PRF Norm Group Sample Gr6up Norm Group Sample Group 

Subscales (N=1350) (N=92) (N=1415) (N=96) 

Succorance 5.64 7.01 8.70 8.98 

Understanding 10.25 7.98 9.70 8.83 

Infrequency .48 .68 .37 .47 

Desirability 10.78 11.22 10.97 11.43 
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NORM AND SAMPLE MEANS OF THE TSCS 

TOTAL SCORE 
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Appendix D 

Norm and Sample Means of the TSCS Total Score 

Norm Group Sample Group 

345.57 344.65 

Note. Separate means from the Norm Group for men and 

women were not available. 
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