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ABSTRACT

The inquiry in the present study was concerned with how people’s attitude towards
their own identity, or perceived worthiness, i.e., self-esteem, and their sex-role
identity relate to each other, and how these two cognitions are influenced by the
possible forms of relationship depending on the culture. For that purpose, data were
collected from a group of university students (N=139), using a sex-role inventory and
two self-esteem inventories which were designed to measure separate aspects of self-
esteem. As hypothesized, the global self-esteem of the men and women respondents
did not significantly differ, although their satisfaction with, and the importance they
attributed to specific sources of self-esteem diverged markedly. The results
suggested that these source specific differences in self-esteem were in accordance
with social role expectations from men and women. More specifically, whereas in
men individuating characteristics were more salient, among women the interpersonal
bonds were more consequential. The present results also provided support for the
hypothesis that sex-role orientation, rather than biological sex, is related to self-
esteem. The evidence provided partial support for both the androgyny and
masculinity models. The findings were in line with the proposition that traditional
sex-role socialization is undergoing change in higher socioeconomic sectors of the
society, and this change is more evident in young, educated, urban groups. The

results were discussed in terms of the individualism-collectivism dichotomy.
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OZET

Bu ¢aligmada, kisilerin benliklerine karg1 olan tutumlar, ya da kendilerine bigtikleri
deger olarak tammlanabilecek olan dzdeger (self-esteem) ile cinsiyet kimlikierinin
iligkisi arastirilmgtir.  Ayrica bu iki benlik algisimin, farkli kiiltiirel egilimler
tarafindan nasil etkilendigi de incelenmistir. Orneklem 139 iiniversite 6grencisiyle
olusturulmus ve bu gruba iki farkhh oOzdeger ve bir de cinsiyet kimlikleri
envanterinden olusan bir batarya uygulanmigtir. Beklendigi {izere, erkek ve
kadinlarin global G6zdegerleri agisindan istatiksel olarak anlamhi bir fark
bulunamamus, ancak Ozdegere katkida bulunan alanlarm herbirinden duyulan
memnuniyet ve bunlara atfedilen 6nem ortalamlan karsilagtirildiginda, ortaya anlamli
farkhliklar ¢ikmigtir.  Sonuglar, bu farklibklarm toplumun erkek ve kadindan
beklentileriyle baglantili olarak sekillendigi yoniindedir. Ozetle, erkeklerde bireyin
kendisine yonelik 6zellikler 6n plandayken, kadinlarda bagkalariyla iliskilere yonelik
6zellikler 6nem kazanmaktadir. Bu arastirmanin diger bulgulan arasinda, en azindan
bu grup i¢in, cinsiyet kimliklerinin 6zdegeri belirlemede biyolojik cinsiyetten daha
basarih oldugu sayilabilir. Ayrica sonuglar, androjen ve maskulen 6zellikler gosteren
erkek ve kadinlarin 6zdegerlerinin daha yiiksek olacagini belirten modelleri onaylar
niteliktedir. Arastirmada ortaya ¢ikan sonuglar geleneksel cinsiyet kimliklerine
yonelik sosyalizasyonun, yiiksek sosyoekonomik toplum katmanlarinda degismekte
oldugunu,” ve degisimin bu geng, yiiksek egitimli ve sehir kokenli grupta belirgin
“olarak ortaya g¢ikmakta oldugunu gdstermektedir. Bulgular, “bireycilik-
toplulukguluk™ boyutu baglaminda tartistlmistir.



INTRODUCTION

As in the case of other questions related to differences between men and
women, whether or not there are any foreseeable and reliable differences between the
sexes in terms of self-esteem remains a controversial one. Self-esteem has been a
major concern of social psychologists, because it has many implications for models
of conformity, persuasion, cognitive dissonance, social comparison, and other social
psychological processes (Brown & Mankowski, 1993). It is a common conviction
that high self-esteem is associated with psychological adjustment, and therefore is a
desirable state. Long (1989) reported that during the past years social scientists have
been increasingly concerned about the effect of gender-role conditioning on
psychological adjustment and mental health. Since these constructs have close links
with psychologically healthy adjustment and self-confidence, they deserve special
attention.

The inquiry in the present study is concerned with the relationship between
sex-role orientation and self-esteem, and what form they take in an educated, young,
urban Turklish sample. For that purpose, two measures of self-esteem which were
designed to measure slightly different aspects of self-esteem, and a well known sex-
role inventory were employed. Another purpose of the study was to investigate the
extent these two self-related cognitions are influenced by the cultural norms and
traditions as well as individuals’ efforts to control their own development. In the
following sections, the literature on theoretical backgrounds of self-concept, sex-

roles, socialization processes, and dimensions of cultural variation are reviewed. In



addition two self-related cognitions, self-esteem and sex-role orientation, are defined,

and the related hypotheses are put forward.

Self-Concept

Personal identity is a person’s way of categorizing and defining him or
herself, or in short the “self” . Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) stated that in
the broadest sense, self-concept is the way we perceive ourselves, and they identified
seven features they considered as critical to the construct definition: Self is
organized, multifaceted, hierarchical, stable, developmental, differentiable, and
evaluative. According to Bardwick (1975), the self can be defined as a frame of
reference, the main organizing principle available in dealing with the social and the
physical world.

William James’ (1892/1910) formulation of self was one of the earliest and
most influential ones. He distinguished between the “I”” which is the ongoing process
of consciousness, and the “Me” which consists of tﬁe sum total of all that a person
can call his or her own. The “Me” can be further divided into three categories: a)
constituents of the self: the material self, the spiritual self and the multiple social
selvés (for each group who recognize you as an individual); b) the feelings and
emotions the constituents of the self arouse:  self-complacency and self-
dissatisfaction; and c) the acts which they prompt: self-preservation and self-seeking.
Jamés hierarchically ordered the “Me”s with “...the bodily me at the bottom, the
spiritual me at the top and the extra-corporeal material selves and the various social
selves in between’_’ (p- 190). On the other hand, the “I” Ais the awareness of the self,

the knower, the thinker, the pure ego, or as James describes it, the organized “stream



of consciousness.” According to him, the self extends beyond the physical body and
includes a person’s possessions, reputation, and family and social ties. A change in
any of these may le;d to changes in a person’s self-perception.

Self-concept is said to emerge as a result of social interactions with other
people. This was acknowledged quite early, and was expressed nicely by Mead
(1934/1967) in the following way:

“The self is something which has a development; it is not initially there

at birth, but arises in the process of social experience and activity, that

is, develops in a given individual as a result of his relations to that

process as a whole and to other individuals within that process.”

(p. 135)

Mead believed that we develop our own self-concept only when we become aware of
being the object of other people’s perceptions. From then on, the person can
empathize with their feelings and attitudes by stepping into the other’s shoes.

Cooley (1902/1922) theorized that our self-concept emerges from our
interactiéns with other people. According to Cooley, the ability to take the role of
another person has important implications for the development of the self-concept.
He called tile resulting picture “the looking-glass self”, and described the three major
components of it: how we think we appear to another person; how we think the other
person judges that appearance; and how we react (with feelings such as pride or
shame) to what we think that judgment is. A comprehensive review of the research
on the “looking—glass self” by Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979) has indicated that
there is a considerable doubt about the effect of others’ actual perceptions of a person

on his or her self-perception. They concluded that people’s self-perceptions agree



substantially with the way they “think” others perceive them, but that there is little
agreement between people’s self-perceptions and how they are actually perceived by
others.

It is commonly agreed among psychologists that people begin to form self-
concepts at a very early age, and the self conceptions that children develop during
these early years have a life-long impact. In his interpersonal theory of psychiatry,
Sullivan (1953) stated that the self-concept begins to form even during infancy,
arising out of the person’s relations with others, and that personality cannot be
conceived in isolation from these relations. The development of self is a lifelong
course, with four major processes responsible for this change, according to Gergen
and Gergen (1986). People come to know themselves 1) by observing others reacting
to their behavior, 2) by comparing themselves with those around them, 3) by playing
social roles, and 4) by focusing on the aspects of the self that make them different
from others.

Since it is the person’s self that “promotes differential sampling, processing,
and evaluation from the environment® (Triandis, 1989, p. 506), it is in effect the
agent that guides social behavior. Markus and Kitayama (1991a) stated that there is a
close relation between the internalization process and the resulting inner
represenfations, meaning that the nature of the self affects the whole organization of
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, and that this is clearly displayed in the domains of
cognition, emotion, and motivation. It is also true that self is affected by the culture
in which it develops, since it is a socially constructed entity which is shaped by the
local moral order (Harre, 1987). The question of whether there is a single authentic

self, or the self is variable according to different social contexts, was investigated by



Markus and Nurius (1987). They argued that the view of self-concept should be
expanded to include individuals’ conceptions éf their potential, their future and the
related motivations, or as they put it, the “possible selves” which include individuals’
ideas of what they might become, what they would like to become, and what they are
afraid of becoming.

However, the current understanding of human nature, and how self is defined,
might be incomplete. Authors from the non-Western world and feminists claim that
human nature has been addressed in terms of implicit standards derived primarily
from Western white males (Sarﬁpson, 1993). These standards upon which self
construals are based may not be appropriate for non-Western cultures (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991a; Triandis, 1989), and for women in general (Josephs, Markus &
Tafaroni, 1992). Markus and Kitayama (1991b) noted although the majority of the
knowledge was based upon this model of the person, the psychological and
anthropological research indicates that the three quarters of the world does not share
this view of the person. Gergen (1987) stated that selves are constructed through
social relations, and therefore he suggested replacing individualized theories of self
with relational ones.

Fei;linist theoreticians have criticized self theories as being male oriented and
not encompassing the women’s experience. Miller (1986) stated that theories have
been based on the assumption that development of self is a process of separating
from others. According to her, the goal of development should be to participate in
mutually and increasingly empowering relationships, and thus autonomy, separation

from others and independence might not be the most appropriate goals for women.



She also declare that these is a relatively greater emphasis on relationships and social
responsibility among women than among men. |

It has been stated that women are more concerned with interdependence and
maijntaining connections with others, where men are often more concerned with
individuation, and value characteristics that make them more distinct from those
around them (Josephs, Markus & Tafaroni, 1992). It was reported that when asked
“Who are you?”, women used kinship role, group membership, and interpersonal
style categories more often, whereas men more often mentioned other attributes and

“activities (Brinthaupt & Lipka, 1985; Sunar, Inelmen, Israel, Karabati, Karamolla &
Uner, 1994). These evidences support the notion that there are actual differences in
how men and women describe themselves.

A growing body of evidence indicates that the sense of self in non-Western
societies is quite distinct from the self of Western societies. On the basis of his
psychoanalytic work on Indian and Japanese living in the USA, Roland (1991)
discriminated between the “familial self” of Asians and the Western “individualized
self” which are interrelated with the emotional patterning of interpersonal relations.
According to Roland, the familial self of Asians is experienced as a “we-self”, which
takes into a'ccount the others in a hierarchical relationship, and is intensely identified
with the family, community, and work group. He argued further that the familial self
develops through the process of “symbiosis-reciprocity” (p. 165), in contrast to the
separation-individuation process which characterizes the development of the
individualized self. This formulation is similar to the individualistic versus
collectivistic definitions of the self. According to Triandis, McCuster and Hui

(1990), the self is defined in reference to the ingroup in collectivistic cultures where



only a few stable ingroups exist, with strong influence on the person. On the
contrary, self is defined as a distinct entity in individualistic cultures. Since there are
a number of ingroups the person is influenced less when faced with contradictions,

and decides between alternative ingroups. The effects of cultural differences will be

elaborated further below.

Sex-Role Socialization

Depending on the discourse in which it is used, the term sex-role has several
meanings.  For present purposes two of these meanings are important:
Sociologically, it refers to how one’s relationships to other people are determined by
sex, and psychologically, it refers to how one’s personality and behavior are
determined by sex (Whitley, 1983). Since the personality and behavior of a person
cannot be understood fully without the context he or she is living in, it is relevant to
explore the effects of society. The different role éxpectations of society from male
and female offspring lead to socialization into a masculine or feminine role. This
differential socialization from earliest childhood has consequences for men’s and
women’s behavior, perceptions (Bardwick, 1975; Fisek, 1993), future sex-role
typing, and éelf—esteem (Ataca, 1992; Bardwick, 1975; Sunar, 1994).

Socialization has been defined as the process by which persons acquire the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions that make them more or less able members of
their society (Brim & Wheeler, 1966). The relevance of the knowledge, skills and
dispositions in any given society depends on the culture the person is living in. Thus,
culture is the key factor for the outcome. LeVine (1973) defined culture as an

organized body of rules concerning the ways in which the individuals in a population



should communicate with each other, think about themselves and their environments,
and behave toward_hone other and the objects in their environments. These rules are
neither universal nor unchangeable, yet they are recognized by everyone in the given
society and they ordinarily operate to limit the range of variation in patterns of .
communication, beliefs, values and social behavior in that population. Thus, to adapt
to the socio-cultural environment the person is living in, s/he internalizes these
. institutionalized patterns of social rules.

As stated before, the main objective of the socialization practices is to equip
the child with the resources for the adult role he or she will play in the future.
Children acquire the values, motives, and behavior patterns which are considered to
be appropriate to their sex in their culture by the process of sex-typing. Sex
differences in maternal behavior begin as early as the first year of life. In addition to
different patterns of behaving which are considered to be appropriate to the child’s
sex (e.g., acting towards boys as robust and active, and the girls as delicate dolls),
parents approve when the child is engaged in sex-typed activities rather than in cross-
sex activities (Hetherington, 1975). There are cultural prescriptions, in a sense, about
how children are socialized, how they are dressed, what is considered intelligent
behavior, ;a.nd what roles adult men and women adopt (Best & Williams, in press).
Whereas boys are encouraged in playing active and manipulative games, girls are
oriented towards se‘x-typed games and domestic development.

There are alternative theories of sex-role development. Although there are
variations among these theories, they generally agree that the information about
appropriate sex-role is available in the given culture. The social learning theory of

Bandura considers sex-role development to be a result of cumulative experience



through reinforcement and punishment of parents, teachers, peers and other
socialization agents. According to the cognitive developmental theory of Kohlberg,
children progress through stages of understanding in acquiring gender knowledge.
The degree of their understanding shapes their experiences (Best & Williams, in
press). A more recent theory, the gender schema theory proposes that sex-typing
derives from a readiness of the child to encode and to organize information according
the culture’s definition of maleness and femaleness in which he or she is brought up.
Similar to the cognitive developmental theory, the gender schema theory proposes
that child’s own development is a prerequisite, but it also assumes that sex-typing is a
learned phenomenon. According to the theory the sex-typing is neither inevitable nor
unmodifiable (Bem, 1983).

Sex-role ideology designates beliefs concerning what men and women should
do and how they should behave to one another. It is plausible to expect variations
across countries regarding the appropriateness of various social practices involving
men and women, such as child rearing or work outside the home. In a
comprehensive review, Best and Williams (in press) concluded that sex-role ideology
tended to be more modern in developed, more heavily Christian, more urbanized
countries, énd in countries in the high latitudeé (i.e., relatively far from the equator).
In more traditional societies, men usually have a dominant and more important role
than women, while in more modern societies there is a shift toward more egalitarian
relationships. With the help of modemn labor-saving devices, family planning
technology, etc. in developed countries the time that must be devoted to the domestic
tasks which were ﬁaditionally considered to be women’s work has been reduced

drastically (Segall, Dasen, Berry & Poortinga, 1990).
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Since the traditional division of labor is not nearly so functional as it is in
predominantly agricultural or subsistence level sbcieties, in industrialized nations
sexual differentiation during childhood is minimal. Still, in the majority of societies,
children of both sexes are reared primarily by female caretakers resulting in young
boys having available female adult role models. During adolescence however, males
try out their masculinity by being “tough” and not like a woman. On the contrary, in
cultures where the traditional adult roles remain sex linked, socialization practices
include effective efforts to produce behavioral differences between the sexes,

according to Segall et al. (1990).

Sex-Role Socialization in Turkey

In Turkish society, the male and female roles are culturally determined, and
children according to their biological sex are entitled to the adult man and woman
role beginning with the early years of their lives. While the white middle class
American boy’s sense of self is said to develop through separation from his mother,
with rejection of all feminine qualities, in the Turkish case the male child grows up in
emotional Qroximity to his mother, and he is able to maintain interpersonal sensitivity
and expressiveness (Fisek, 1994). Whereas the parents encourage their daughters to
be dependent and obedient, boys are allowed to be more aggressive and independent
since they are expected to cope with the outside world (Basaran, 1974). Yet, the
child’s dependence on his or her parent is valued for both sexes, because they are
counted upon to take care of the parents, especially in their old age (Kagitgibasi,
1982, 1990). Since the separateness of male and female worlds is structurally given,

for the male child differentiating himself from his mother and entering into the male



1

world is relatively easier, and that transition is facilitated by the religious and socially
loaded ceremony of circumcision.

Undergoing rapid urbanization and economic development, Turkish society
has many different faces. New ways of life, new consumption patterns, the
secularization of values, new commercialized recreational activities, the influence of
mass communication media, and change in women’s status are factors that have
contributed to change in every aspect of life and society (Kiray & Abadan-Unat,
1985). As pointed out by Kagitgibag: and Sunar (1992), fairly large modernized and
traditional segments coexist in Turkey, and they differ considerably in terms of
social, economical and ideological grounds. It has been suggested that changes in the
roles of women in a given society may be one indicator of that society’s
- modernization level, and modernizing experience is likely to be a more dramatically
liberating experience for women (Segall et al., 1990). Triandis, McCusker and Hui
(1990) stated that the shift is enhanced by the exposure to modern mass media since
most television programs are produced in the Western, predominantly individualistic
cultures.

The process of rapid social change is most observable in urban settings, and
that requires us to view the different sectors of the urban population in Turkey under
different lights. One of these sectors consists of people who are relatively recent
migrants from countryside, generally living in the periphery of the metropolitan
cities, and still having close ties with their origins, since in the city limited income
does not give them much chance to change their rural way of life, and in these sectors
a traditional life style continue (Kiray & Abadan-Unat, 1985). That has important

implications because ethnicity and social class are the two major structures that affect
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child-rearing and the transmission of values (Cashmore & Goodnow, 1987). As
noted by Fisek (1993), in Turkish society the relations are marked by generational
and gender hierarchy, where adult children are expected to show deference and
respect to their parents, and particularly to the father.

The figures in education help to visualize the general picture more easily.
About half of elementary school graduates go on with their education beyond
elementary school; the figures for middle school are: boys 65%, girls 35%, and for
high school: boys 57%, girls 43% (G&k, 1990). In the elite sectors of the society,
children of both sexes are strongly and similarly encouraged to pursue professional
education (Erkut, 1982; Fisek, 1993). However, it must be noted that as a result of
strict sex segregation of unmarried young people, only about 10 percent of the
~ general population have attended a coeducational institution after their early
adolescence according to Kagitgibasi and Sunar (1992), and girls in general are
directed by their families to marry at an early age. The majority of the youth that do
not go on in school are directed toward activities (like secretarial work or
seamstressing for girls, and apprenticeship in some trade for boys) in a sex-
stereotyped fashion (Fisek, 1993).

About 9 percent of the college age population has the opportunity to continue
their education at the university level, and of those only 32 percent are women (Gok,
1990). When distance learning university students are included, the percentage of the
young who continue their university education rises to 20 percent. Those who can
continue with their studies in a university have to choose between two alternative
curricula, one of which emphasizes more traditional instruction and is conducted in

Turkish language, while the other models instruction after Western universities and
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uses English as the medium of teaching. Students attending the latter give self
descriptions that more closely resemble those of Jstudents from Western societies
(Turk-Smith et al., 1993). These are the universities that require the highest scores in
the central university entrance examination, because of the great demand for them.
That in effect results in selection of students who are from the elite circles of the
society (especially women), since they are the ones who have the chance to get a
distinguished education at the high school level.

In addition to mass migration to urban centers, social and ideological
transformations have created urban groups whose education, occupations, lifestyles,
and values differ considerably from the more traditional regions. Kagitcibasi and
Sunar (1992) state that, although in traditional regions and the less-educated urban
_population, a relatively strict division of labor between sexes remains, this pattern is
moderated in the modern, better educated urban population. Correspondingly, Fisek
(1993) reported that in high socioeconomic status sectors of the Turkish society, the
sex-role stereotypes of children of both sexes were less rigid. The high
socioeconomic status, urban population enjoys a lifestyle which is similar to that in
developed countries. In these sectors, the women have higher value, prestige and
power (Canak¢i, 1992). In modern, educated couples, a more egalitarian,
éompanionate relationship than their counterparts is predominant (Fisek, 1993).
Hence, it seems reasonable to expect that the traditional sex-differentiated
socialization may be moderated to some degree among the middle to upper class,

educated, urban population.
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Individualism/Collectivism

The individualism/collectivism duality is an important dimension in the
typology of cultures. Hofstede (1980) uses this dimension to describe possible forms
of relationship between individuals and the groups to which they belong: in western
individualism, persons are separate entities who are clearly distinguishable from their
social environment, while in collectivistic cultures, people regard themselves as an
extension of the various social systems to which they belong (Bochner, 1994). In an
attempt to define individualism, Waterman (1984, cited in Hui & Triandis, 1986)
identified four psychological qualities as main characteristics of individualism: a
sense of separate personal identity (Erikson), striving for self-actualization (Maslow),
internal locus of control (Rotter), and principled moral reasoning (Kohlberg). Also,
Waterman’s individualist prefers equity over equality in interpersonal relations. Hui
and Triandis (1986) stated that collectivism can be best represented by the term
“concern”, indicating a sense of oneness with others, a perception of complex ties
and relationships, and a tendency to keep other people in mind.

This model has important implications in terms of both how people are
treated in th;ir culture and how the self develops in different cultures. According to
the model, people in more individualistic cultures will have selves that refer to
themselves as independent, autonomous, self-contained, and distinct units (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991a). Collectivists, on the other hand, will regard themselves as less
differentiated from other people, especially those whom they regard as significant,

and put much more value on harmonious interpersonal relationships. They can also
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be expected to be very sensitive to the demands of their social context and more
responsive to the assumed needs of others (Bond, 1986, cited in Bochner, 1994).

Triandis, McCuster and Hui (1990) stated that collectivism is best described
by family integrity, and individualism by emotional detachment, since these were the
factors that correlated highest with collectivism and individualism. They also
mentioned a number of important defining attributes of individualism and
collectivism. Individualistic cultural attributes were movement from rural to urban
areas, industrialization, exposure to mass media, nuclear family, and relatively
greater independence from the ingroup in the individual base since there are many
altematives.‘ On the other hand, collectivism is characterized by hierarchy, harmony,
extended family, primacy of ingroup goals over individual goals, dependence on
ingroup norms, agricultural economy, obedience and conformity. As Oysterman
(1993) stated, within an individualistic worldview, self and others are judged
according to the extent of the personal success each has achievéd. Alternatively, a
collectivistic worldview promotes judgment of self and others in terms of ascribed
group membership. One cannot interact with another without learning one’s roles
with one another and cannot be a self without group roots.

Turkish culture is regarded as being collectivistic in orientation (Kagit¢ibasi
&’Sunar, 1992). Hofstede (1991) after comparing survey data from samples of a
large multinational firm’s employees from 50 countries and 3 regions individualism
index scores, stated that Turkey with a score of 37 over 100 was nearer to the
collectivistic side. In social relationships, familial and relational values are still
predominant (Ergiider, Kalaycioglu & Esmer, 1991). Kagitgibasi (1985) stated that

emotional and material interdependencies appear to continue in this “culture of
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relatedness”. Some studies have pointed to the significance and predominance of kin
relations, among both rural migrants and middle class families and even in
professionals in developed urban areas (e.g., Duben, 1982). The emphasis on
relatedness originates from the socialization period.

According to Hortagsu (1993), by Western standards, the traditional Turkish
family has an enmeshed characteristic in intrafamily relationships. She lists customs
and conventions, material dependence, scarcity of institutionalized care for the
elderly, and relative lack of organizations for meeting needs of specific age groups as
salient reasons for the enmeshed family composition. According to predominantly
Western theories, the enmeshed family is characterized by diffuse boundaries
between family members whose sense of autonomy and differentiation might be
treated, and thus it is considered pathological. However, Levi (1984) stated that
non-clinical Turkish families function at the connected and enmeshed levels,
nevertheless they are satisfied. In this family structure, to insure the maintenance of
traditional values, children of both sexes are brought up with an emphasis on
emotional attachment and loyalty.  Socialization practices emphasize the
maintenance of external control (obedience, dependence, conformity and quietness),
rather thanl autonomy, initiative, activity and curiosity, which are discouraged
(Giirbiiz, 1988; Kagit¢ibag1 & Sunar, 1992).

In accordance with that, it was reported that in giving self descriptions
Turkish respondents used mostly personality characteristics related to social
interaction, their social roles, and obligations to others rather than individualistic
terms (Hortagsu, 1989; Tirk-Smith, Smith & Seymour, 1993). In a study by Sunar,

Inelmen, Israel, Karabati, Karamolla and Uner (1995), analyses of self-descriptions
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by Turkish respondents indicated that the influence of collectivistic cultural
traditions, with their emphasis on family orientation, harmony, and close personal
relations, still continues. However, they concluded that in comparison to an adult
sample, individualism was increasing among university students who were directed
to a more individualistic, competitive future orientation. In a study conducted in
Izmir, a metropolitan city, Goregenli (1995) observed that the positions of the
respondents in a number of measurements reflected a mixture of both collectivistic
and individualistic orientation, and} that “the Turkish culture does not lend itself to be

strongly categorized as either collectivist or individualist as a whole” (p. 14).

Masculinity/Femininity

Another important dimension of culture is the dual concept of
masculinity/femininity. Williams and Best (1990) defined this dimension as the
degree to which persons in a particular culture incorporate male-associated versus
female-associated characteristics from that culture into their own self-descriptions.
At the cultural level a distinction has been made as to the overlap or separation of
values and traits according to sex. Men are supposed to be tough, assertive and
focused on'material success; in contrast women are supposed to be more modest,
tender and concerned with the quality of life. The definitions of masculine and
feminine cultures (Hofstede, 1991) are based on this separation. Masculine culture
indicates a harsh, materialistic culture where the separation of traditional sex-roles is
emphasized. On the other hand, feminine culture indicates a culture where social
roles overlap and both men and women are supposed to be tender and modest, and

relations with other people are especially valued.
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Gender related values and behaviors becomes part of us in diversé ways
starting from a very young age. The effects of masculine/feminine culture can be
traced back in every aspect of a society’s life, according to Hofstede (1991): in the
family, at school, in the workplace, and the state. He contrasted masculine and
feminine societies in:

“The family within a masculine society socializes children towards

assertiveness, ambition, and competition; organizations in masculine

societies stress results, and want to reward on the basis of equity, i.e., to
everyone according to performance. The family within a feminine
society socializes children towards modesty and solidarity, and
organizations in such societies are more likely to reward people on the
basis of equality (as opposed to equity), i.e., to everyone according to

need.” (p. 93)

According to Agee and Kabasakal (1993), Turkish culture shows a preference
for femininity compared with the more masculine US culture. Parallel to that,
Hofstede (1991) stated that according to the masculinity index results Turkey was
among the countries on the feminine side. Expressiveness is valued on both the
individual and the cultural level in Turkish society (Giirbiiz, 1988), which may be
regarded as an indication of a feminine culture. Another indication can be observed
in the participatioﬁ of women in higher level technical and professional jobs. In
Turkish society the percentage of womén architects, dentists, engineers, lawyers and
physicians in comparison to the general population working in these professions is
quite high: 25% in Turkey, 2.3% in USA, 2.6% in Great Britain, 8.5% in Germany

(Blitz, 1975). Hofstede established that there is a positive correlation between a
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country’s femininity score and the participation of women in higher level technical

and professional jobs, as a percentage of working women in a country.

Self-Esteem

Sélf—esteem and its relation to sex-role orientation are investigated in the
following sections. People develop positive or negative feelings about the self by
making subjective comparisons with others. These evaluations, which vary in
importance for different individqals and situations, can be made against absolute
standards (ideal), or relative standards such as peers or perceived evaluations of
significant others (Shavelson et al., 1976). When the individual has a generally
positive self picture, he or she is said to be in a state of high self-esteem; wide
divergence from one’s ideal self-concept leads to a state of low self-esteem.

In the study of self-esteem, William James’s (1892) definition has a unique
place. James’ recognition of self-awareness and self-evaluation as distinct ideas was
novel (Fleming & Courtney, 1984). According to his definition, what a person thinks
of himself depends upon the degree to which his actual success matches the goals and
aspirations that he set for himself. Or as he formulated it:

Success
Self-Esteem =
Pretensions

The important detail to notice is that the person has substantial control over the
internal standards in hlS formulation, both in the sélection of which aspects of self the
person considers to be important, and in the level of performance the person expects
of himself of those aspects (Shaver, 1977).

In his maj br work, Coopersmith (1967) defined the self-esteem construct as a

set of self-evaluative attitudes. He described the ultimate goal of each person as the
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protection or enhancement of self-esteem. This can be done by modeling an attitude
of a desirable reference group, comparing ability with a slightly better-off other,
avoiding excessive fear by obtaining appropriate emotional labels for threatening
situations, or weighting the relative contributions of internal and external sources of
an attitude.

More recently, Brown and Mankowski (1993) define self-esteem as a
person’s global orientation toward the self and suggest that it plays a central role in
the psychological life and behavior of the person. Markus and Kitayama (1991b)
contend that cultural variations in the self-concept can influence the nature of self-
esteem. The distinction between self-concept and self-esteem is at times confusing,
since self-esteem might be simply thought of as an evaluative aspect of, or attitude
toward, the self (Flaherty & Dusek, 1980). Nevertheless, Watkins and Dhawan
(1989) concluded that there are both theoretical and empirical grounds for
distinguishing between the constructs of self-concept and self-esteem.

The development of self-esteem is a process that can be affected by personal
and situational factors such as socialization experiences and sex, axhong others
(Shaver, 1977). For instance, Sunar (1994) concluded that child rearing practices
exert coné’iderable and long-lasting influence on the child’s self-esteem. Social
psychologists trying to answer the question whether men and women have different
self concepts have ‘compared men and women on measures of éelf-esteem. The
majority of the studies do not find reliable differences in self-esteem of men and
women, although there are reports of higher self-esteem scores for men (Josephs et

al., 1992). Bardwick (1975) suggested that role conflict (e.g., family versus work), or
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the frustration of aspects of self, is more likely to exist in women, and for that reason,

in general women have lower self-esteem than men.

Rosenberg (1979, cited in Marsh, 1986) proposed an interactive model of
self-esteem. According to the model, the perceived importance of a particular facet
of self-concept will determine its contribution to self-esteem. The positive or the
negative contribution will be larger when the level of specific self-concept is more
important, when this level is low the positive or negative contribution will be less.
Rosenberg (1979, as cited in Fleming & Courtney, 1984) also stated:

“There is surely nothing inconsistent in holding attitudes toward both

the object as a whole as well as toward the component elements. The

question of whether it is preferable to focus on the global self-attitude

or whether, on the contrary, the parts should be of nuclear interest in

thus easily answered: in our view, both are legitimate and important

areas of self-concept research ...each can and should be studied in its

own right.” (p. 20)

However, it must be noted that until recently, self-esteem has been assessed
using global measures (e.g., Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale, 1967; Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale, 1965). A global self—esteem measure is relatively unidimensional and
content free in that it is composed of items that imply a general sense of self-worth or
self-confidence (Mérsh,' 1986). These measures are based on the summation of a
large number of evaluative, self-referent items which may have masked differences
between men and women, as indicated by Lefner, Fleming, Elovson and Zottarelli
(1992). As mentioned before, the reports of women being more relationship oriented

and men being engaged with their special talents and interests, are in line with this
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expectation. In that case, self-esteem should not only depend on being able to do a
job well, but also on fostering and sustaining relationships, according to Markus and
Kitayama (1991a).

Flaherty and Dusek (1980) note that the factor analytic research has indicated
no convincing evidence for summing self-evaluations across a wide range of personal
attributes and suggest that assessing the relation between sex-role orientation and a
multidimensional operationalization of self-concept may provide more meaningful
information than that previously obtained from global measures. Similarly,
Shavelson et al. (1976) suggested using a multidimensional model rather than a
global model of the self. They developed a model in which they proposed that the
self-esteem has emotional, social, physical, and academic components.

Josephs et al. (1992) argued that although men and women do not differ in
overall self-esteem, it is plausible that the sources of their self-esteem may diverge
considerably. Recent empirical evidence from self-esteem studies suggest that the
similarity in male and female mean self-esteem scores might be misleading. In
addition to that, some researchers (¢.g., Lefner et al., 1992; Marsh, 1986) maintained
that in measuring an individual’s self-esteem the subjective importance of each
aspect shmild be weighted with the satisfaction from these items. Using the Adult
Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory developed by Elovson and Fleming (1989) which
was designed with fﬁe above mentioned considerations in mind, Danis-Zinner (1990,
cited in Lefner et al., 1992) found that in an adult sample, on both total importance
and satisfaction scores, women reported significantly higher mean scores than men,
although there was no significant difference between men and women on weighted

total scores. She reported that women were more satisfied with their social abilities
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and relations, but less satisfied with their appearance than men. According to the
salience ratings, women placed more importance than men on general appearance
and social relations. Lefner et al. (1992) partially replicated the results in a college
age sample.

Watkins and Yu (1993) examined the source and level of self-esteem
differences in gender in China, and reported that there were gender differences in
- both importance and satisfaction ratings. They also advocated the relevance of using
instruments that reflect a multidimensional model of self. More recently, Sunar,
Inelmen, Israel, Karabati, Karamolla and Uner (1995) concluded that in a Turkish
group consisting of an adult and a student sample, greater importance was attributed
to interpersonal characteristics, and more satisfaction with these characteristics were
reported. There were two significant differences on importance attributed to the
areas of self-esteem: women rated “being liked by others” and “being in a close
relationship” as more important than men did. Similar to results obtained in the USA

there was no overall difference of self-esteem between men and women.

Hypotheses Related to Self-Esteem

Hypothesis 1. Men and women do not differ in their levels of global self-esteemn.

Hypothesis 2. Dfawing on previous research, it is expected that men and women
differ in the importance they attribute to, and the satisfaction they perceive with, the
specific sources of self-esteem (measured by Adult Sources of Self-Esteem

Inventory). More specifically,
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a. Men will attribute more importance to physical condition and
strength thgn women, whereas women will place more importance
on being liked by others and popularity, being a good, friendly
person, being in a close relationship, being on good terms, and
meeting responsibilities to family, or in short with their

interpersonal relations, in defining their self-esteem.

b. Men will report more satisfaction with their physical condition, and
their special talents and abilities, in other words, their individuating
characteristics. In comparison to men, women will report more
satisfaction with being liked by others, being a good, friendly
person, being in a close relationship, being on good terms, and

meeting responsibilities to family.

Sex-Role Orientation

Sex-role stereotypes have been defined as a group of psychological traits
believed t<; be more characteristic of one sex than the other in any given society
(Williams et al., 1979). While physiological sex is biologically determined, behaviors
that are characteristic of the two sexes (gender) are not. Gender refers to suéh issues
as (a) gender role (culturally rooted definitions or prescriptions for male and female
behaviors) (b) gender identity (how one perceives oneself with respect to sex and
gender roles) and (c) sex-role ideology (sex stereotypes, the attitudes governing

relations between sexes, and their relative statuses) (Segall et al., 1990). In the light
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of these definitions it can be stated that gender is psychosociocultural, and that
gender roles are impprtant aspects of identity, or the self-concept.

According to Williams and Best (1989), sex-role stereotypes are reflected in
both perceived selves and ideal-self descriptions. They concluded that in all
countries which were included in their multinational study, the ideal self-descriptions
of men were more stereotypically masculine, and for both men and women, the ideal-
self descriptions were more masculine than the described self. Williams and Best
also reported that, generally, women were more androgynous, since women were
more diverse in their self and ideal concepts than men were. For example, an
investigation of the work-related values of a sample of Turkish university students
indicated that females are more androgynous than males (Balkir, 1990). These
reports are in line with the previous findings that self-esteem of men was
significantly related to masculinity, where self-esteem of women was significantly
related to androgyny (Bem, 1977; Flaherty & Dusek, 1980). Thus, the relation
between sex-role orientation and specific sources of self-esteem might provide
meaningful information.

There are three competing models which are designed to describe the relation
between sex-role orientation and psychological well-being. The sex-role congruence
model originated with the assumption that masculinity and femininity are mutually
exclusive. Accordingly, one can have either a masculine or a feminine sex-role
orientation but not both. However, Lubinski, Tellegen and Butcher (1981) reported
that since the empirical evidence did not support this assumption, the model was
reformulated, to propose that high masculinity and low femininity in men, and low

masculinity and high femininity in women, produce psychological well-being.
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The second model is the androgyny model. A group of researchers (e.g.,
Bem, 1975; Spencg, Helmreich & Stapp, 1975) have argued that masculinity and
femininity are not two poles of the same trait, but rather two separate dimensions. It
was suggested that these variables could be treated as orthogonal (Anastasi, 1982).
In this model, masculinity is identified as a group of instrumental traits, while
femininity is identified as a group of expressive and communal traits. Thus a given
person may have a combination of instrumental and expressive traits. Masculine sex-
typing is defined in terms of high ratings on instrumental traits, feminine sex-typing
in terms of high ratings on expreséive fraits, and androgyny is defined as high ratings
on both masculinity and femininity.

This model suggests that androgyny provides both men and women greater
flexibility and competence in more areas of life and higher self-esteem than
conventional sex-typing (Bem, 1975; Sunar & Kabasakal, 1994). There have been
two alternative conceptualizations of the androgyny construct. The first
conceptualization treats androgyny as the additive sum of its masculinity and
femininity components, where each will contribute positively and uniquely to
psychological bealth. The second conceptualization, however, proposes that the
interaction' between masculinity and femininity components of androgyny will have a
positive effect on psychological health (Giirbiiz, 1988; Whitley, 1983).

The third model, the masculinity modél, is based upon empirical findings that
have suggested that the relation between androgyny and psychological well-being is
primarily attributable to the masculinity component of androgyny and that the effect
of the femininity component is negligible (Whitley, 1983). According to this model,

masculinity is the critical predictor of psychological health for both sexes. In a meta
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analysis, Whitley (1983) found support for the masculinity model. Testing these
three competing quels, Orlofsky and O’Heroﬁ (1987) found support for both the
androgyny and masculinity models, but none for the congruence model, at least in the
Western societies.

It has been argued that the operational definitions of sex-role orientation and
self-esteem overlap to some extent (Whitley, 1983), and that the Bem Sex Role
Inventory-Masculinity scale is confounded with self-esteem (Baldwin, Critelli,
Stephens & Russell, 1986), and thus a strong relation between these two self-related
concepts can be anticipated. Some researchers (e.g., Lamke, 1982; Lubinski,
Tellegen & Butcher, 1981) have suggested that both for men and women, although
androgyny may indeed be associated with high self-esteem, it is the masculinity
component of androgyny that seems to be the predictor of self-esteem, where
femininity is irrelevant in that respect. Similarly, in a Turkish sample, Giirbiiz (1988)
found that the masculine component has a closer association with self-esteem than
the feminine component. Parallel to these findings, Fisek (1993) concluded that the
cultural definition of femininity cannot be said to be conducive to self-esteem.

Although there is some diversity in results, in general a consistent relation
between n;asculinity and androgyny and higher scores for self-esteem ratings have
been found (e.g., Long, 1989; McCall & Struthers, 1994; Spence, Helmreich &
Stapp, 1975). Bem (1977) found that in the case of women, androgyny was
associated with higher self-esteem than either masculinity and femininity, but in men
both masculinity and androgyny were associated with high self-esteem. Previous
research points to the greater expressiveness and androgyny among Turkish men,

compared to their Western counterparts, with the majority of differences between the
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two sexes being on the instrumentality dimension. In contrast to Western
communities, good communication, emotional expressiveness and dependency are
positively evaluated, and independence, individuation, and aggression are negatively
evaluated for both sexes (Giirbiiz, 1988). As indicated by Hofstede (1991), attributes
such as aggression generally have positive connotations only in individualistic

societies. Fisek (1993) stated that a strict instrumental/expressive dichotomy does

not hold for Turkish sex-role stereotypes.

Hypothesis Related to Sex-Role Orientation

Hypothesis 3. Sex-role orientation is predictive of the level of self-esteem.

Specifically, androgyny is positively related to self-esteem.

Aim of the Study and Summary of Hypotheses

The purpose of the present study was to investigate self-esteem in young,
urban Turkish people and its relation to sex-role orientation in this sample, in the
light of the findings discussed above. Three hypotheses were put forward. First, it
was hypothesized that the global self-esteem of men and women will not differ. The
second hypothesis was that the importance attributed to specific sources of self-
esteem and perceived satisfaction with them by men and women will be different.
The third and the last hypothesis was that sex-role orientations will be predictive of

the level of self-esteem in both men and women.
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METHOD -

Respondents

A total of 139 Bogazi¢i University students (59 men, 80 women) from
various departments who were enrolled in undergraduate courses in Fall 1995
participated in the study. The respondents consisted of middle to upper-middle class
urban young people, with high performance on university entrance examinations, a
group which represents a rather elite portion of Turkish society. With the
instructors’ permission, the students were asked to contribute to this research by
completing a questionnaire during regular class hours. The respondents’ mean age

was 20.7, ranging from 18 to 26.

Instruments

Prior to the data collection, a pilot study was carried out with a similar sample
(15 men and 20 women students with average age 20.9). Tlﬂle respondents completed
the questionnaire which consisted of the measures described below. Upon their
feedback the necessary revisions were made and the final form of the questionnaire
was prepared (see Appendix A). The reliabilities for each instrument are reported in

the Results section.

Self-Esteem: The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale (CSES), a self-rating scale
(Coopersmith, 1967) and the Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory (ASSEI,

Elovson and Fleming, 1989) were used together to measure different aspects of the
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respondents’ self-esteem.  Coopersmith (1967) described the variable that the
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale (CSES) measures as the evaluation which an
individual makes énd customarily maintains with regard to himself or herself. The
original form contained 58 items, and was first developed for primary school age
children. Respondents are asked to jvudge whether the descriptive statement suits
them (like me), or not (unlike me). The CSES was listed among the global measures
of self-esteem by Whitley (1983). The original form was translated and adapted to
Turkish by Onur (1981), and a short 36-item version was prepared by Sunar (1994)
for an adult sample. Four items from the original form (“I feel nervous and sad at
school”, “It’s pretty tough to be me”, “My teachers make me feel incapable”, “I can’t
be depended on™) which suited the purposes of the present study, were added to the .
scale, for a total of 40 items.

The Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory (ASSEI), developed by Elovson

and Fleming (1989), contains two sections each with 20 specific areas that contribute

to self-esteem. These two sections/subscales are identical, except for the
introductory instructions (see Appendix B). For the first section, each respondent is
requested to rate how important these 20 aspects are to his or her self-esteem, and for
the second section how satisfied he or she is with regard to these aspects, on an 11-
point scale (0 = not at all; 10 = very much). The second page was distributed after .
the first page was collected in order to emphasize the different instructions and to
reduce the likelihood 'of respondents’ cross-checking their answers. The ASSEI was
translated into Turkish and used in a previous study by Sunar, Inelmen, Israel,
Karabati, Karamolla and Uner (1994). The final form which was used in that study

was employed.
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Sex-Role Orientation: The Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) was employed to

measure the sex-role orientation of each respondent. This inventory was developed
by Bem (1974) to measure masculinity and femininity as independent psychological
dimensions. The original version of the BSRI contains 60 items. Twenty of the
items are related to concepts that are usually associated with dimensions of
masculinity, 20 items are related to femininity, and 20 items are used as fillers.
Respondents are asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert-type scale how well each item
describes them. The scale ranges from never or almost never true (1) to always or
almost always true (7). A Turkish version of the BSRI, prepared by Giirbiiz (1988)
and revised by Sunar and Kabasakal (1994), was employed.

Since Giirbiiz (1988) questioned the validity of the BSRI as a measure of
sex-trait stereotypes in Turkish society, a second measure developed by Giirbiiz was
also included in the study. Following Bem's methodology, Giirbiiz constructed a
measure suitable for use with Turkish samples based on the responses of high school
students, the Sex Trait Stereotypes Measure (STSM). The scale consists of 18 items.
Of these, nine are feminine qualities, four of which are socially desirable (loves
children, thrifty, elegant, dependent); and five of which are socially undesirable
(insecure, cowardly, submissive, weak, naive); nine are masculine qualities, six of
which are socially desirable (enterprising, insists on one’s rights, analytical,
ambitious, daring, foréeful), and three socially undesirable (jealous, autonomous,
dominant). As with the BSRI, a 7-point Likert type scale was used.

The reliability and validity of the BSRI and STSM were investiéated in a

group of Turkish university students. The relevant statistical analyses showed that
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the reliability of the Sex Trait Stereotypes Measure was less than desired, and thus it

was not appropriate for the present purposes (see the Results section).

Procedure

During regular class hours, the respondents were given a booklet containing
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale, Bem Sex Role Inventory, Adult Sources of Self-
Esteem Inventory and Sex Trait Stereotype Measure. Before the booklets were
distributed, the author gave the instructions orally, and announced that the
respondents should write only their age and sex, in the spaces provided, but not their
names. The respondents were assured of the confidentiality of their answers. The
booklet contained six pages. The respondents were given the first five pages
beforehand, and upon the completion of these pages, the sixth page was handed to
the respondents, separately (see the Instruments section). This procedure took

approximately 25 minutes.
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RESULTS -

Reliability analyses were carried out separately for each inventory. The

analyses revealed that the CSES, the ASSEI and the BSRI (including both subscales)

were highly reliable instruments. However, the analysis of the STSM revealed that

this instrument’s reliability was less than satisfactory, particularly for the Femininity

subscale. The reliability of the ASSEI was calculated for weighted scores

(importance multiplied with satisfaction rating), and both subscales, separately. For

each inventory, Cronbach’s alpha values were as follows:

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale (40 item version)

Adult Sources of Self Esteem Inventory (weighted)

Adult Sources of Self Esteem Inventory (importance)

Adult Sources of Self Esteem Inventory (satisfaction)

Bem Sex Role Inventory (Masculinity)
Bem Sex Role Inventory (Femininity)

Sex Trait Stereotypes Measure (Masculinity)

Sex Trait Stereotypes Measure (Femininity)

r=.85
r=.86
r=.84
r=.85
r=.84
r=.82
r=.71
r=.60

In addition to the reliability analyses, the proportion of the total variability in

self-esteem that is explained by differences among sex-role orientation categories

was computed. It was found that the BSRI was able to account for a higher

proportion of variance in self-esteem (for CSES eta? = .20, for ASSEI eta? = .19),

whereas the STSM was less successful in that respect, too (for CSES eta® = .13, for

'ASSEI eta? = .07). Thus, the STSM data were discarded from all further analyses.
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Because two measures of self-esteem were employed to assess slightly
different aspects of the construct, it was of interest to study the relation between the
two self-esteem scale scores. The correlations of the weighted ASSEI and subscale
scores with the CSES scores was investigated; this analysis served to support
validity, as well. The correlation between CSES scores and weighted ASSEI scores
was I'xyy = .55 (p<.001). However, the scores on the ASSEI satisfaction subscale were
more highly correlated with CSES (rxy = .65 (p<.001)). The correlation coefficients

are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Correlation Coefficients between the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale

and the Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory Subscale Scores

Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory
Weighted Satisfaction

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale 0.55 * 0.65 *

* (p<.001)

The amount of similarity of the two self-esteem inventories in classification
of respondents was also investigated by comparing the overall scores CSES and
ASSEI of the respondents. Using the median split method, the respondents were
classified as “high” versus “low” in terms of self-esteem, and the two self-esteem
scores of each respondent measured with the two instruments was compared

(medians = 32 for CSES, and 131 for ASSEI). This comparison revealed that in
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68 % of the cases (89 out of 131), the respondents were classified as “high” or “low”
by both the CSES and the ASSEL indicating that in this dimension the two
instruments were éimilar to a specific degree.

An investigation of BSRI item-total correlations, i.e., the correlation of each
single item with the subscale, revealed that there was a few items which correlated
very low with the subscale on the overall. These items were (Item 33) “bireyci”
(individualistic) in the masculinity subscale, and (item 22) “nazik” (polite) and (item
39) “utangag” (shy) in the femininity subscale. A closer investigation of these items
has indicated that all three items had significantly lower mean scores compared with
the subscale means: individualistic (t = 8.02, p<.0001), polite (t = 9.62, p<.0001),
shy (t = 6.42, p<.0001). Whether or not there was significant sex difference in these
items was also investigated. The t-test (2-tail) results revealed that there was a
significant difference between men and women in “polite” (t = -2.22, p<.028), where
women scored higher. In the items “individualistic” (t = 0.93, p>.05) and “shy”

(t=.71, p>.05) there were no significant sex differences.

Results Concerning the Hypotheses

The data relevant to the first hypothesis were analyzed by comparing male
respondents’ mean self-esteem scores with female respondents’ mean scores. The
t-test analysis of CSES scores revealed no significant difference between men and
women in terms of global self-esteem (t = 0.51, p>.05); the results supported the
hypothesis. In other words, the general self-worth of men and women respondents

did not differ from one another to a large extent. However, comparison of men and
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women on weighted ASSEI scores revealed that women scored significantly higher
(t=-3.04, p<.003).

Concerning the second hypothesis, that the importance attributed to and
perceived satisfaction with the specific sources of self-esteem by men and women
will be different, item level analyses on all the ASSEI importance and satisfaction
items were carried out. However, based on the previous research findings, seven of
the items were identified as target items. These items were: (Item 2) “Physical
condition, strength, and agility”, (Item 4) “Being liked by others, your popularity and
ability to get along, your social skills”, (Item 5) “Being a good person, your
friendliness and helpfulness to others”, (Item 6) “Having a close relationship with
someone”, (Item 10) “Relationship with your family, being on good terms with your
family, having good feelings to each other”, (Item 11) “Meeting or having met your
responsibilities to your family, i.e., being good parent, spouse, son or daughter”,
(Item 15) “Having special talents or abilities - artistic, scientific, musical,
athletic, etc.”

In importance ratings, as expected, men attributed more importance to
physical condition, although the difference did not reach significance (t = 0.83,
p>.05). As' hypothesized, women attributed more importance to being liked by others
(t=-2.92, p<.002), being a good, friendly person (t=-2.47, p<.007), being in a close
relationship (t = -1.88, p<.031), being on good terms with family (t = -2.58, p<.005),
and, although the différence on this item did not reach significance, meeting
responsibilities to the family (t = -1.09, p>.05). Since multiple hypotheses were
tested at the same time, the Bonferroni (Least Significant Difference) procedure was

employed for correcting the significance probability. The probabilities of six t-test
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results were ordered from most to the least significant. Each probability was
multiplied with its rank order and compared with the .05 level. This procedure
confirmed the obtéined significant probabilities, except one. Since the probability for
“being in a close relationship” exceeded the criterion, it was disregarded. The mean

importance scores for men and women, and the t-test results for the whole scale, are

presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Means of Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory - Importance
Ratings for Men and Women

Item Labels Men Women t p Significance  Corrected
(1-tail) rank p*

1. Looks 6.47 692 -1.22 ns

2. Physical condition 6.43 6.08 0.83 ns 6 ns

3. Grooming 743 832 -2.76 .003

4. Being liked 7.29 844 292  .002 1 002

5. Good person 8.60 929 -2.47 007 3 021

6. Close relationship 8.72 921 -1.88 031 4 ns

7. Law abiding 7.31 759  -0.63 ns

8. Being honest 9.03 925 -1.00 ns

9. Having courage 8.16 852 -1.30 ns

10.Relations w family 8.57 929 -2.58 .005 2 010

11.Responsible person 7.95 834 -1.09 ns 5 ns

12.Intelligence 8.83 927  -2.08 019

13.Academic accomp. 7.81 8.41 -1.76 .040

14.Being cultured 8.66 923  -250 .007

15.Special talents 7.98 8.18 -0.54 ns

16.Earning money 6.10 6.80  -1.47 ns

17.Recognition 7.21 897 -533 .0001

18.Meeting goals 9.02 944  -2.13 017

19.Influence on otheré 7.74 8.34 -1.95 .026

20.Belief in high power ~ 7.59 639  2.09 .019

Note: The items concerning the hypotheses, and the (p*) Bonferroni results are presented in bold

typeface.
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Analyses carried out on ASSEI satisfaction ratings revealed that, as
hypothesized, men were more satisfied with their special talents (t = 2.23, p<.013),
and, although the difference does not reach significance, with their physical condition
(t =1.23, p>.05). Women, in comparison to men, were more satisfied with
themselves in terms of being a good, friendly person (t = -2.84, p<.002), being in a
close relationship (t = -2.00, p<.023), and having met responsibilities to the family
(t = -2.46, p<.007). The satisfaction of women with their popularity (t = -1.25,
p>.05), and their relations with the family (t = -0.85, p>.05), even though in the
expected direction, did not differ significantly from those of men. The Bonferroni
i)rocedure confirmed the results, except for “being in a close relationship”. The mean

satisfaction scores for men and women, and the t-test results for the whole scale are

presented in Table 3.
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Item Labels Men Women t p Significance  Corrected
(1-tail) rank p*

1. Looks 6.69 733 228 012

2. Physical condition 6.37 591 1.23 ns 7 ns

3. Grooming 7.29 7.89 -2.10 .018 |

4. Being liked 7.29 7.68  -1.25 ns 5 ns

5. Good person 8.17 893 -2.84 .002 1 .002

6. Close relationship 7.93 8.63 -2.00 023 4 ns

7. Law abiding 7.81 8.05 -0.63 ns

8. Being honest 851 9.06 -245 .007

9. Having courage 7.42 8.01 -1.67 ns

10.Relations w family 8.12 8.39 -0.85 ns 6 ns

11.Responsible person 7.80 8.56 -2.46 007 2 014

12.Intelligence 8.40 8.50 -0.47 ns

13.Academic accomp. 7.25 826  -2.68 .004

14.Being cultured 7.62 7.50 0.39 ns

15.Special talents 7.34 6.44 2.23 013 3 039

16.Earning money 5.85 6.01 -0.44 ns

17.Recognition 7.00 7.49 -1.47 ns

18 Meeting goals 756 780 064 s

19.Influence on other‘s - 7.29 7.80 -1.92 .026

20 Belief in high power ~ 7.95 7.43 1.80 ns

Note: The items concerning the hypotheses, and the

typeface.

(p*) Bonferroni results are presented in bold
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The analyses on ASSEI item scores yielded several differences between
men’s and women’s mean importance and éatisfaction ratings. However, for the
present purposeé, only the ratings related to the hypotheses were reported.
Nevertheless, the results of the rest of the t-test comparisons between the men and
women importance and satisfaction ratings are presented in the Table 2 and Table 3.
There were interesting results such as perceived satisfaction of the women
respondents with their honesty and truthfulness in their dealings with others
(t =-2.45, p<.007), and with their academic accomplishments, and years of education
(t = -2.68, p<.004), and the importance attributed to by women for being recognized
for accomplishments, and earning respect (t = -5.33, p<.0001), in comparison to men
re'spondents, to name a few.

The data relevant to the third hypothesis were analyzed with two separate
two-way analyses of variance (sex X sex-role orientation), one on the global self-
esteem (CSES) scores and the other on specific sources of self-esteem (ASSEI)
scores of the respondents. Using the median split method suggested by Spence et al.
(1975), each respondent was placed into one of four sex-role orientation categories,
in accordance with their BSRI masculinity and femininity scores (medians = 99 for
masculirxit&, and 104 for femininity): masculine (high M and low F); feminine
(low M and high F); androgynous (high M and high F); undifferentiated (low M and
low F). Since the median is the point that bisects the distribution, half of the cases
fall above it and half bélow (Anastasi, 1982). The number of respondents in each

sex-role orientation category as a function of biological sex is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Number of the Respondents in each Sex-Role Orientation Category as a
Function of Sex, Discriminated with the Bem Sex-Role Inventory

(N=121)

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated
MEN
(n=47) 18 3 12 14
Percentage 38.3 6.4 25.5 29.8
WOMEN
n=174) 13 26 20 15
Percentage 17.6 351 27.0 20.3

When the CSES scores were analyzed, there was no significant interaction
between sex and sex-role orientation [F (3, 116) = 2.28, p>.05]. There was also no
significant effect of sex [F (1, 116) = 0.00, p>.05]. Howsver, there was a significant
relationship between self-esteem and sex-role orientation [F (3, 116) = 9.97, p<.001};
the results supported the hypothesis. Tukey’s test was carried out to make all
possible comparisons. The results indicated that both the androgynous and the
masculine respondents had higher self-esteem than the undifferentiated respondents,
regardless of sex (p<.05). In addition to that, the androgynous respondents had
higher self-esteem than-the feminine respondents, regardless of sex (p<.05). There
were no other significant differences. The results of the analysis of variance are

presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. Summary Table for the Analysis of Variance of Coopersmith Self-
Esteem Scale Scores as a Function of Sex and Sex-Role Orientation

Source df SS MS F P
SEX 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 >.05
ROLE 3 725.06 241.68 9.97 <.001
SEX X ROLE 3 165.98 55.32 2.28 >.05
Error 109 2642.20 24.24
Total 116 3534.99 30.474

The two-way analysis of variance (sex X sex-role orientation) carried out on
ASSEI scores indicated again that there was no significant interaction between sex
and sex-role orientation [F (3, 116) = 0.73, p>.05]. However, there was, as also
indicated by the t-test comparison, a main effect of sex, with women having higher
scores than men [F (1, 116) = 5.55, p<.05]. Self-esteem was significantly related to
sex-role orientation [F (3, 116) = 7.99, p<.001]. Tukey’s test was carried out to make
all possible comparisons. The results indicated that the both androgynous and the
feminine respondents had higher self-esteem than the undifferentiated men and
women (p<.05). The analysis also yielded that the androgynous respondents had
higher self-esteem than the masculine men and women (p<.05). There were no other

significant differences. The results of the analysis of variance are presented in

Table 6.
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Table 6. Summary Table from Analysis of Variance of Adult Sources of Self-

Esteem Scores as a Function of Sex and Sex-Role Orientation

Source daf
SEX 1
ROLE 3
SEX X ROLE 3
Error 109
Total 116

SS

2979.10

12865.17

1180.09

58476.87

76625.73

MS

2979.10

4288.39

393.36

536.49

660.57

5.55

7.99

0.73

<.05
<.001

>.05

Both two-way analyses of variance results revealed no significant two-way

(sex by sex-role orientation) interaction. In other words, the biological sex of the

respondents did not determine the relationship between sex-role orientation and level

of self-esteem. That result was confirmed by both instruments. Thus, the level of

self-esteem as a function of sex-role orientation, categorized using the BSRI, was

investigated. The mean self-esteem scores for each sex-role orientation category,

measured with the two self-esteem inventories separately, are presented in Table 7.

The mean CSES and ASSEI self-esteem scores as a function of sex-role orientation

were converted to standard scores (z-scores) and presented in Figure 1.
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Table 7. Mean Self-Esteem Scores as a Function of Sex-Role Orientation

Sex-Role Orientation

Androgynous Masculine  Feminine Undifferentiated  QOverall

Coopersmith Self-
Esteem Scale
Mean 32.9 32.5 29.4 27.0 30.6
SD 3.45 4.47 5.06 6.51 5.35
n (32) 31) (29) (29) (121)
Adult Sources of
Self-Esteem Inventory
Mean 144.1 127.6 1313 113.1 128.4
SD 18.20 23.32 27.25 24.26 25.65
n (30) (29 (30) (31 (120)

Note: The sex-role orientation categories are determined by the median split method.
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zZ-scores

Fgure 1. The Standardized Self-Esteem Scores
as a Function of Sex-Role Orientation

g Coopersirith Seif-Esteem|

R B rces of Sef
g . . ces -
Sex-Fole Crientation Esteerninvertory




47

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The main‘purpose of the present study was to investigate self-esteem, which
is an important personal estimate of worthiness, and its relationship to sex-role
orientation in a young, urban and educated Turkish group. The respondents were
classified into four sex-role orientation categories using the Bem Sex Role Inventory,
and their self-esteem was assessed using two instruments which were designed to
measure different aspects of self-esteem. The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale is a
global self-esteem measure which is relatively unidimensional and it is composed of
items that imply a general sense of self-worth. For that reason, the analysis was
replicated on a multidimensional self-esteem scale which was designed to measure
specific sources of self-esteem: the Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory. The
second measure also provided the opportunity to test the hypotheses related to the
specific sources of self-esteem.

Construct validity was assessed by means of correlations between CSES and
ASSEI scores. The ASSEI weighted and satisfaction subscale scores were highly
correlated with CSES scores (rxy = .55 (p<.01), and rxy = .65 (p<.001), respectively).
Similar results were obtained by Lefner et al. (1992). In that study, the Rosenberg
Self-Esteem Scale (1965) was employed and it was reported that ASSEI weighted
and satisfaction scores were highly correlated with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale.
These results suggest fhatlthe satisfaction subscale of ASSEI and the CSES are
measuring similar aspects of self-esteem. In other words, the ASSEI satisfaction
subscale by itself measures perceived contentment, similar to the CSES. At the same

time, the fact that there remains a good deal of unexplained variance suggests that
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the domains of the two scales are not entirely overlapping; specifically, the ASSEI
appears to cover a broader domain of sources of self-esteem.

The analyéis indicated that for this sample there was no difference in ténns of
global self-esteem between the sexes, as measured by the CSES. The sense of
overall self-worth of the men and women respondents from an elite portion of the
Turkish society did not diverge from one another to a large extent, according to the
scores of the first scale. This result supports the notion that the traditional
upbringing which favor men, was moderated in the elite sectors of the society. The
analysis of ASSEI scores, however, indicated that women reported higher self-esteem
in comparison to men. In the study of Lefner et al. (1992) on a college age US
sample, and in the Sunar et al. (1995) study on a Turkish sample consisting of both
adults and students, such a difference in self-esteem in favor of women was not
observed. The discrepancy might be an effect of cross-cultural differences in the
Lefner et al. study, and adult group’s scores which were included the latter study.

In the present study, the respondents were a rather homogeneous group of
university students from the modern, urban-elite sectors of the society, and the
women respondents constitute a minority among those who continue with their
universﬁy' education. As indicated by Kagitgibasi (1982), women’s level of
professionalism and years of education appear to be key determinants of status. The
very high importance attributed by the women respondents for being recognized by
others for their accomblishments and work, in comparison to the men respondents,
points out to the salience of that dimension for this group. The increase in status is
likely to be accompanied by an increase in the self-esteem. Despite the lower

expectations from women in general, high achievement in the very competitive
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university entrance examination, and the satisfaction with their academic
accomplishments and years of education, asb indicated by the present results, may
have increased thé self-esteem of women more than the men respondents.

The analysis of CSES scores did not demonstrate the same difference
between men and women. That might be a result of the “yes/like me” versus
“no/unlike me” answer format of the CSES, which may make the finer differences
undetectable. Another possibility is that women respondents may have reported
higher scores on specific areas of self-esteem, which are not tapped by the CSES. A
comparison of the CSES and the ASSEI analyses of variance results indicated that
the primary difference was that only the ASSEI scores revealed a main effect
difference between the sexes. Thé item level analyses on ASSEI scores demonstrated
that the women respondents gave higher ratings on an overwhelming majority of the
items. Whether or not this stems from a systematic difference that is built into the
instrument favoring one of the sexes over the other, is a question which requires
further investigation.

The second hypothesis was related to expectations about the men’s and
women’s perceived importance of and satisfaction with the specific sources that
contribute’ to self-esteem. As hypothesized, men were more satisfied than women
with their perceived competence in their special talents. In comparison to women,
men placed more importance on and reported more satisfaction with their physical
condition, although the difference did not reach significance. Given that the
respondents were from a young age group it is possible that all were content with
their physical condition. The attribution of greater importance to, as well as

satisfaction with interpersonal relations by women was expected, and found support,
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as indicated by the higher satisfaction of women with their ability to get along with
others, being a good, friendly person, being on good terms with and meeting
responsibilities to family. In contrast, in the US study there was no significant
difference between men and women in terms of satisfaction with family relations.

The collectivistic cultural traditions with emphasis on close relationships with
significant others was more evident in the women than the men respondents. That
was anticipated since women are more likely than men to have what is called a
collectivistic or connected schema for the self (Josephs et al., 1992). But the
respondents from both sexes did not prefer to describe themselves as
“individualistic,” due to low social desirability. As stated before, the predominant
value system in Turkey has been described as interdependent as opposed to
individualistic. However, according to Triandis, et al. (1990) college students might
be more individualistic than the average member of the population since they tend to
be from upper socioeconomic levels and from urban areas. Similarly, the modern
sectors of the urban population, and especially university students, are more keen on
individualistic values as indicated by some studies (e.g., Balkir, 1990; Sunar et al.,
1995).

Consequently, there must be important source specific differences between
men and women in self-esteem, although that does not necessarily mean that there
are no similarities in some sources of self-esteem. The analyses indicated that in
general among men the individuating characteristics were more salient, whereas
among women interpersonal bonds were more consequential. These findings are in
line with the conception that men and women are socialized in accordance with the

role expectations of the society. Women valued their relationships with significant
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others, i.e., friends, family, more than men did, whereas men who were oriented
towards autonomy and success throughout their. socialization, were more satisfied
with their physicél condition, and abilities and special talents in scientific, athletic,
etc. domains.

Finally, concerning the third hypothesis, analyses were carried out separately
on the scores of two measures of self-esteem. The results of both self-esteem
inventories confirmed the hypothesis that the sex-role orientation of the respondents,
rather than their biological sex, determined the level of their self-esteem. The results
confirmed the anticipation that the androgynous respondents would have higher self-
esteem than other respondents, whereas the undifferentiated respondents would have
the lowest self-esteem, in general. The findings are also in line with the model
proposing that androgynous people have higher self-esteem than those with
conventional self-typing, mainly due to greater flexibility and perceived competence.
Implicit in the model is that undifferentiated people will have the lowest self-esteem,
and that notion was also supported by the present results.

However, the comparison of the masculine and feminine sex-typed groups on
the two separate self-esteem inventories provided no clear-cut results for the
superioﬁty’ of one over the other. According to the CSES scores, the masculine
respondents have higher self-esteem than the feminine, whereas the ASSEI scores
indicated that feminine respondents had higher scores, yet in both cases the
magnitude of the difference was not enough to produce a significant difference
between the masculine and feminine groups. The present results did provide partial
support for the masculinity model. The CSES scores indicated that the androgynous

and masculine respondents’ self-esteem were higher than the other two groups. Thus
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the masculinity component being the predictor of high self-esteem, is a plausible
explanation.

The’prese'nt results suggeste that, at least in high socioeconomic status, urban,
educated groups, the sex-role identity of the respondents, rather than their biological
sex, is an indicator of the levels of self-esteem. As suggested by previous research
(e.g., Fisek, 1993; Kagitcibagt & Sunar, 1992) that might be a result of the change in
socialization practices, division of labor, and sex-role stereotypes, resulting in a more
egalitarian or companionate relation between the sexes. Future research on cross-
generational, and cross-cultural data will throw more light on the issue.

A limitation of the present study was that the generalizability of the results to
the general population was low, since the respondents were from the educated, urban-
elite sectors of the society, selected with a very competitive entrance examination.
Future research with more heterogeneous samples selected from groups that represent
differeﬁt socioeconomic status and background will help to improve the

generalizability of the results to the general population.



53

REFERENCES

Agee, M. L. & Kabasakal, H. E. (1993). Exploring conflict resolution styles: A
study of Turkish and American University Business Students. International
Journal of Social Economics, 20, 3-14.

Anastasi, A. (1982). Psychological Testing (5th ed.). N.Y.: MacMillan Publishing.

Ataca, B. (1989). An Investigation of Variance in Fertility Due to Sex-Related
Differentiation in Child-Rearing Practices. Unpublished master’s thesis,
Bogazigi University.

Baldwin, A. C., Critelli, J. W., Stephens, L. C. & Russell, S. (1986). Androgyny and
sex-role measurement: A personal construct approach. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1081-1088.

Balkir, B. (1990). Gender Differences in Work Values of Middle and Upper Class
Freshman College Students in Turkey. Unpublished master’s thesis, Bogazici
University.

Bardwick, J. M. (1975). The ego and self-esteem. In P. H. Mussen, J. J. Conger, &
J. Kagan (Eds.), Basic and Contemporary Issues in Developmental
Psychology, (pp. 393-402). New York: Harper and Row.

Basaran, F. A. (1974). Psiko-Sosyal Geligim (Psycho-Social Development). Ankara,
Turkey: Ankara University Press.

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42, 155-162.

Bem, S. L. (1975). Sex-role adaptability: One consequence of psychological
androgyny. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 31, 634-643.

Bem, S..L. (1977). On the utility of alternative procedures for accessing
psychological androgyny. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 45,
196-205.

Bem, S. L. (1983). Gender schema theory and its implications for child
development: Raising gender-aschematic children in a gender-schematic
society. Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 8, 598-616. In C.
N. Jacklin (Ed.) The Psychology of Gender (Vol. Il). Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Best, D. L. & Williams, J. E. (in press). Sex, Gender and Culture.

Blitz, R. C. (1975). An international comparison of women’s participation in the
professions. The Journal of Developing Areas, 9, 499-510.



54

Bochner, S. (1994). Cross-cultural differences in the self concept: A test of

Hofstede’s individualism/collectivism distinction. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 25, 273-283.

Bond, M. H. (Ed.). (1986). The Psychology of Chinese People. Hong Kong: Oxford
University Press. Cited in S. Bochner (1994). Cross-cultural differences in
the self concept: A test of Hofstede’s individualism/collectivism distinction.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, 273-283.

Brim, O. G. & Wheeler, S. (1966). Socialization After Childhood: Two Essays.
New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Brinthaupt, T. M. & Lipka, R. P. (1985). Developmental differences in self concept
and self-esteem among kindergarten through twelfth grade students. Child
Study Journal, 15, 207-221.

Brown, J. D. & Mankowski, T. A. (1993). Self-esteem, mood, and self evaluation:
Changes in mood and the way you see you. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 64, 421-430.

Canakgl, O. (1992). The Psychological Well Being and Marital Satisfaction of
Involuntarily Childless Women in Turkey. Unpublished master’s thesis,
Bogazici University.

Cashmore, J. A. & Goodnow, J. J. (1987). Influences on Australian parents’ values:
Ethnicity versus socioeconomic status. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 17, 441-454.

Cooley, C. H. (1922). Human Nature and the Social Order (rev. ed.). N. Y.:
Scribner’s (First published in 1902).

Coopersmith, S. (1967). The Antecedents of Self-Esteem. San Francisco. W. H.
Freeman.

Danis-Zinner, N. (1990). Source Differences in Male and Female Self-Esteem.
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, California School of Professional
Psychology. Cited in K. A. Lefner, F. S. James, A. C. Elovson, & J. Zottarelli
(1992). Gender differences in sources of self-esteem. Paper presented at the
Western Psychological Association Annual Convention, Portland, USA.

Duben, A. (1982). The significance of family and kinship in urban Turkey. In C.
Kagitcibast (Ed.), Sex-Roles, Family and Community in Turkey, (pp. 74-99).
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Elovson, A. & Fleming J. (1989). Rationale for Multidimensional Self-Esteem Scale
Scoring and Weighting. Unpublished manuscript, California State University.

Ergiider, U., Kalaycioglu, E. & Esmer, Y. (1991). Tiirk Toplumunun Degerleri (The
Values of Turkish Society). Istanbul, TUSIAD publications.



55

Erkut, S. (1982). Dualism in values toward education of Turkish women. In C.
Kagitcibast (Ed.), Sex-Roles, F amily and Community in Turkey.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Figek, G. 0. (1993). Life in Turkey. InL. L. Adler (Ed.), International Handbook on
Gender Roles (pp. 438-451). Greenwood Publ. Group: Westport, CT.

Figek, G. 0. (1994). Paradoxes of intimacy: An analysis in terms of gender and
culture. Bogazici Journal, 8, 177-186.

Flaherty, J. F. & Dusek, J. B. (1980). An investigation of the relationship between
psychological androgyny and components of self -concept. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 38, 984-992.

Fleming, J. S. & Courtney, B. E. (1984). The dimensionality of self-esteem: 1L
Hierarchical facet model for revised measurement scales. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 404-421.

Gergen, K. J. (1987). Toward self as a relationship. In K. Yardley & T. Honess

(Eds.) Self and Identity: Psychological Perspectives, (pp. 53-63). John Wiley
and Sons.

Gergen, K. J. & Gergen, M. M. (1986). Social Psychology (2nd ed.). New York:
Springer Verlag.

Gok, F. (1990). Education and women in Turkey. In S. Tekeli (Ed.) Women in the
Turkey of the 1980’s from the Women’s Perspective. Istanbul, Iletisim Publ.

Goregenli, M. (1995). Kiiltiiriimiiz agisindan bireycilik-topluluk¢uluk egilimleri:
Bir baglangi¢ ¢alismasi (Individualism collectivism orientations in the Turkish
culture: A preliminary study). Turk Psikoloji Dergisi, 35, 1-14.

Giirbiiz, E. (1988). A4 Measurement of Sex-Trait Stereotypes. Unpublished master’s
thesis, Bogazi¢i University.

Harre, R. (1987). The social construction of the selves. In K. Yardley & T. Honess
(Eds.) Self and Identity: Psychological Perspectives, (pp. 41-52). John Wiley
and Sons.

Hetherington, E. M. (1975). The effects of familial variables on sex-typing, on
parent child similarity, and on imitation on children. In P. H. Mussen, J. J.
Conger, & J. Kagan (Eds.), Basic and Contemporary Issues in Developmental
Psychology, (pp. 259-271). New York: Harper and Row.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-
Related Values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and Organizations: Soﬁware of the Mind. London:
McGraw-Hill.



56

Hortaqsg, N (1989). Turkish students’ self concepts and reflected appraisals of
significant others. International Journal of Psychology, 24, 451-463.

Hortagsu, N. (19}193). Cross-Cultural Comparisén of Provisions of Relationships for
Need Satisfaction during Adolescence: Turkey and USA. Unpublished
manuscript, Middle East Technical University.

Hui, C. H. & Triandis, H. C. (1986). Individualism-collectivism: A study of cross-
cultural researchers. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 17, 225-248.

James, W. (1910). Psychology: Briefer Course. New York: Henry Holt & Co. (First
published in 1982).

Josephs, R. A., Markus, H. R. & Tafaroni, R. W. (1992). Gender and self-esteem.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 391-402.

Kagitgibasi, C. (1982). The Changing Value of Children in Turkey. Papers on the
East-West Population Institute, no. 60-E.

Kagitcibagi, C. (1985). Culture of separateness-culture of relatedness. In 7984,
Vision and Reality: Papers in Comparative Studies (pp. 91-99). Columbus:
Ohio State University.

Kagitcibagi, C. (1990). Family and socialization in cross-cultural perspective: A
model of change. Nebraska Symposium on Motivation: No 37 (pp. 135-200).
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Kagitgibasi, C. & Sunar, D. (1992). Family and socialization in Turkey. In J. P.
Roopnarine & D. B. Carter (Eds.), Parent Child Relations in Diverse Cultural
Settings: Socialization for Instrumental Competency, (pp. 75-88). New
Jersey: Ablex Publishing Comp.

Kiray, M. B. & Abadan-Unat, N. (1985). Social Structure. In Turkei (Turkey),
Vandendoeck & Ruprecht in Gottingen.

Lamke, L. K. (1982). The impact of sex-role orientation on self-esteem in early
adolescence. Child Development, 53, 1530-1534.

Lefner, K. A., James, F. S. Elovson, A. C. & Zottarelli J. (1992). Gender differences
in sources of self-esteem. Paper presented at the Western Psychological
Association Annual Convention, Portland, USA.

Levi, H. R. (1984). Shéuld All Enmeshed Families Be Regarded as Dysfunctional:
A Study of the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems.
Unpublished master’s thesis, Bogazi¢i University.

LeVine, R. A. (1973). Culture, Behavior and Personality: An introduction to the
Comparative Study of Psychosocial Adaptation. Chicago: Aldine Publishing.



57

Long, V. O. (1989). Relation of masculinity to self-esteem and self-acceptance in

male professionals, college students, and clients. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 36, 84-87.

Lubinski, D., Teﬂegen, A. & Butcher, J. N. (1981). The relationship between
androgyny and subjective indicators of emotional well-being. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 40, 722-730.

Markus, H. & Kitayama, S. (1991a). Culture and the self: Implications for
cognition, emotion, and Motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.

Markus, H. & Kitayama, S. (1991b). Cultural variation in the self-concept. In J.

Strauss & G. R. Goethals (Eds.), The Self: Interdiciplinary Approaches (pp.
18-48). New York: Springer-Verlag.

Markus, H. & Nurius, P. (1987). Possible selves: The interface between motivation
and the self-concept. In K. Yardley & T. Honess (Eds.) Self and Identity:
Psychological Perspectives (pp. 157-172). John Wiley and Sons.

Marsh, H. W. (1986). Global self-esteem: Its relation to specific facets of self-

concept and their importance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
51, 1224-1236.

McCall, M. E. & Struthers, N. J. (1994). Sex, sex-role orientation and self-esteem as

predictors of coping style. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 9,
801-810.

Mead, G. H. (1967). Mind, Self, and Society: From the Standpoint of a Social
Behaviorist. Phoenix Press (First published in 1934).

Miller, J. B. (1986). Toward a New Psychology of Women (2nd ed.). Boston: Beacon
Press.

Onur, E. P. (1981). Self-Esteem in Children and Iis Antecedents. Unpublished
master’s thesis, Bogazi¢i University.

Orlofsky, J . L.n&' O’Heron, C. A. (1987). Stereotypic and nonstereotypic sex role
trait and behavior orientations: Implications for personal adjustment. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 1034-1042.

Oyserman, D. (1993). The lens of personhood: Viewing the self and others in a
multicultural society. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 993-
1009.

Roland, A. (1991). The self in cross-civilizational perspective: An Indian-Japanese-
American comparison. In R. C. Curtis (Ed.), The Relational Self:
Theoretical Convergences in Psychoanalysis and Social Psychology (pp. 160-
180). NY: Guilford Press.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society arnd Adolescent Self Image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.



58

Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conceiving the Self. New York: Basic Books.

Sampson, E. E. (1993). Identity politics: ‘Challenges to psychology’s understanding.
American Psychologist, 48, 1219-1230.

Segall, H. M., Dasen, P. R., Berry, J. W. & Poortinga, Y. H. (1990). Human
Behavior in Global Perspective, Pergamon Press.

Shavelson, R. J., Hubner, J. J. & Stanton, G. C. (1976). Self-concept: Validation of
construct interpretations. Review of Educational Research, 46, 407-441.

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R. L. & Stapp, J. (1975). Ratings of self and peers on sex-
role attributes and their relation to self-esteem and conceptions of masculinity
and femininity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 29-39.

Shrauger, J. S. & Schoneman, T. J. (1979). Symbolic interactionist view of self-

concept: Through the looking glass darkly. Psychology Bulletin, 86, 549-
573.

Sullivan, H. S. (1953). The Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry. New York: Norton.

Sunar, D. (1994). Changes in child rearing practices and their effect on self esteem
in three generations of Turkish families. Paper presented at the American
Psychological Association Annual Convention, August 12-16, 1994, Los
Angeles, USA.

Sunar, D., inelmen, K., Israel, E., Karabati, S., Karamolla, N. & Uner, S. (1994).
“Kendi” Kavrami ve Ozdeger: Gruplar Arasi Bir Karsiagtwma (Self-
Concept and Self- Esteem: A Comparison between Groups.) Paper presented
at the VIII. National Psychology Congress, September 21-23, 1994, Izmir,
Turkey.

Sunar, D., Inelmen, K., Israel, E., Karabati, S., Karamolla, N. & Uner, S. (1995).
Self-Esteem and Its Sources in Two Turkish Samples. Poster presented at the
IV. European Congress of Psychology, July 2-7, 1995, Athens, Greece.

Sunar, D. & Kabasakal, H. (1994). Sex-Role Perceptions and Attitudes Towards
Women as Managers in Turkey.  Unpublished manuscript, Bogazigi
University.

Triandis, H. C. (1989). Tﬁé'self and social behavior in different cultural contexts.
Psychological Review, 96, 506-520.

Triandis, H. C., McCuster, C. & Hui, C. H. (1990). Multimethod probes of
individualism and collectivism.  Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 59, 1006 1020. ~

Tiirk-Smith, S., Smith, K. D. & Seymour, K. J. (1993) Social desirability of
personality items as a predictor of endorsement: A cross-cultural analysis.
The Journal of Social Psychology, 133, 43-52.



59

Waterma.n, A S. (1984). The Psychology of Individualism. New York: Preager.
Cited in C. H. Hui & H. C. Triandis (1986). Individualism-collectivism: A

study of cross-cultural researchers. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 17,
225-248. .

Watkins, D. & Dhawan, N. (1989). Do we need to distinguish the constructs of self-

concept and self-esteem. Jowrnal of Social Behavior and Personality, 4, 555-
562.

Watkins, D. & Yu, J. (1993) Gender differences in the source and level of self-

esteem of Chinese college students. The Journal of Social Psychology, 133,
347-352.

Whitley, B. E. (1983). Sex role orientation and self-esteem: A critical meta-analytic
review. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 765-778.

Williams, J. E. & Best, D. L. (1989). Measuring Sex Stereotypes: A Thirty Nation
Study. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. ’

Williams, J. E. & Best, D. L. (1990). Sex and Psyche: Gender and Self Viewed
Cross-Culturally. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Williams, J. E., Daws, J. T, Best, D. L., Tilquin, C., Wesley, F. & Bjerke, T. (1979).
Sex-trait stereotypes in France, Germany, and Norway. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 10, 133-156.



60

APPENDIX A

The Questionnaire



61

Cinsiyet: (E) (K) = Yas: ...... KOD:

o ]%u anket iniversite dgrencileriyle yapilan bir ¢alismanmin bir bolimiidiir. Sizinle
ilgili birtakim sorulari icermektedir. Bu arastirmada kullanilacak olan sadece
cevaplarinizdir ve cevaplariniz tamamiyle gizli kalacakur. Bu nedenle adiniz1 yazmayiniz.

Sorularin dogru ya da yanli§ cevaplan yoktur. Cevapla.nﬁml verirken sadece kendji

gorislerinizi gbzoninde bulundurunuz. Litfen soru atlamadan ve hic bir soru iizerinde
fazla dusiinmeden cevaplandinniz.

Tesekkiirler

Asagida bazi cliimleler gdreceksiniz. Bu ciimlelerin bazilarimi kendinize uygun bulacak,
bazilarini ise uygun bulmayacaksiniz.

Kendinize uygun buldugunuz cimleler icin "Bana uygun" sikkina, ‘kendinize uygun

bulmadiginiz cﬁmle}er icin "bana uygun degil" sikkina bir ' X ' isareti koyarak
cevaplayniz.
Bana
Bana Uygun
Uygun Degil
| A (1) (2)

1. Kendime giivenirim -

2. Sik sik kendimden baska birisi olmak isterim

3. Bagkalarimin éniinde konusmak ¢ok zor gelir

4. Daha kiiciik bir yasta olmak isterdim

5. Elimde olsayd: pek cok yanimi degistirirdim

6. Fazla zorluk cekmeden karar verebilirim

7. Baskalar: benimle olmaktan hoglanir .

o

Evde kolayca iizilir, kirtlirim

O

. Okuldaki calismalarimdan gurur duyarm

10. Yeni bir seye ahsmak. benim icin uzun sirer

T

11. Sik stk vapugim seylerden pismanlik duyarim.

12. Arkadaglarim arasinda sevilirim
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Bana
Bana Uygun
Uygun Degil
(1) (2)

13. Cocukken, annem babam ¢ogu zaman ne hissettigime
6nem verirlerdi

14. Fikrimden kolayca cayip bagkalarina uyarim

15. Genellikle mutluyumdur

16. Annem babam hep benden ¢ok fazla sey beklediler
17. Tamdigim ¢ogu kisiden hoslaninim

18. Kendimi iyi tanirim

19. Hayatimda hersey karmasikur

20. Arkadaslarim genellikle benim fikrime uyar
21. Okulda istedigim kadar basaril degilim

22. Kararh bir insamim

23. Aslinda kiz/erkek olmaktan hoglanmiyorum
24. Kendimi kiictik goriiriim

25. Cocukken, evi terketmek istedigim ¢ok olmustur
26. Utangac degilimdir

27. Okulda sik sik kendimi husursuz ve iizgiin hissederim

28. "Ben" olmak zor geliyor.

29. Sik sik mahcup hissederim

30. Bagkalarini kendimden daha giizel buluyorum'

31. St’))fleneéek bir s6ziim varsa genellikle s¢ylerim
32. Etraflmdakile{ sik sik bana takihip kizdirirlar
33. Annem babam beni anlarlar

34. Ogretmenlerim bana yetersiz oldugumu hissettiriyor

35. Ben basarisiz bir kisiyim

36. Cogu kimse benden daha ¢ok sevilir

37. Cocukken, cogu iaman, annemle babamin beni
zorladiklarin: hissederdim ‘

38. Sik sik umudum kurilir

39. Genellikle olup bitenlere sikilmam

40. Bana pek giivenilmez.

Bir sonraki sayfada siralanan ozelliklerin size ne kadar uygun oldugunu (1)'den
(7)'e kadar bir 6lcekte , uygun buldugunuz sikka ' X ' isareti koyarak belirtiniz.
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Hig Bana Pek Bana . Bana
Uygun Uygun Uygmn Emin B8iraz Basns Gok
Dedil Degil Depil Dedilim' Uygon ; Uypun | Lygun -

. 2 3 (&) (5 () (1)

1. Uderlik eden.

2. Saldirgan

3. Sevecen

4, Neseli

5. Sartlara uyan

6. Kendini begenmis

7. Harsla

8. Olaylari tahlil eden

9. Gocuksu

10, Sefkatli S ‘

11, Vicdanl:

12. Geleneksel

13. Kendi fikrini ortaya koyan

14. Atletik

15. Sert s8z sBylemeyen

16, Gontl elmaya-istekli

17. Dest

18, Yetersiz

19, Rekavetgli

20. Inanglarini savunan

21. Kadinsa

22. Pohpohlanmak tan etkilenen

23. Mutlu

24, Kiskang

25. Hikmeden

26. GUgil

27. Nezix

26. Kolay aldanan

29. Yardimsever

30. GGnU ginline uymayan

31. Lider y=tenedi olan

32, Bagimsaiz

33. Cocuk seven

34, Sadik

35, Sevimii

36. Dislince ve duygulariny gizleyen
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. Tuiumiu

Bireyci

Kolay karar verebilen
Baskalarinin gereksinimlerine
duyarli

Utangag

Glvenilir

Asik suratls
Erkeksi
Kendinevgﬁuenen
Tatlz dilli

Derde ortak olabilen
Samimi

Yapnmacikiy

Kendine yeterli

. Sadlam kigilikli

Yumg;ek'

Anlay:zsly

Yol-yordam bilen .
Saf1-solu belli olmeyén

Fikrini agida vurmeya istekii

. Risklieri gfzz elan

S:icak
Uysal
Dogru s6zii

DCzensiz

Kencine glivensiz
Cirisken
Hakkinl arayan

Korkak

. Boyun eZen
. Pizk
. fzcif

. Basina buyruk

Tagdumly
Zzysf
Saf
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Bana Bana

Hig Bana Pek Bana Bana
Uygun Uyguh Uygun Emin Biraz Bana Cok
Dejil Degil ~Degil Degilim Uygn Uygun Uygun
A @ () (@ () _6) (@)

-
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Asagidaki ozelliklerinizin,
kendinize verdiginiz degeri belirlemede
sizin icin ne kadar ONEMLI oldugunu
0'dan 10'a kadar bir dlcekte gosteriniz

0= "hic 6nemsiz"

o > - = - - ——— - - - - - " - - - -
-~ s - - -
- -

1. Gorunus ve fiziksel cekicilik

9

0.1.2.3

0.1.2.3.4.5.6..7.8.9.10

. Fizik kondusyon, guc ve ceviklik

0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8..9..10

. Bakxmhhk giyim genel gorinim

0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7..8.9..10

. Begenilmek populer olmak, baska-

larivla iyi gecinebilmek ve sosyal
iliskilerde basarili olmak .
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Iyi bir insan olmak; arkadascanlisy

ve yardxmsever olmak
.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Sevgi dolu, yakin bir iliski icinde

olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6..7..8..9..10

. Yasalara uyan, sorumluluk sahibi

bir vatandas olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6..7..8..9. 10

. Baskalartna karst ditrust olmak.

dofiruyu sévlemek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Dogru bildiginiz seyleri, hog

karsilanmasa bile sovieme
cesaretini goster mek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

10, Ailenizle olan iliskileriniz; aile

bireylerinin birbirlerinin sevip
saymasi ve karsiikli iyi duygular
beslemesi
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7..8.9..10

10~ "cok d6nemli"

11. Aileye karsi sorumlulukiarini yerine
getirmis olmak; iyi anne-baba iyi oﬁul
veya kiz olmak gibi

.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

12. Zekaniz; akill olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7..8.9..10

13. Gorduginiz egitim siresi, akademik
bagar1 duzeyx
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8. 9 10

14. Bilgili ve kaltorld bir insan olmak;
sanattan, mizikten ve dinya
olaylarindan haberdar olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9..10

15. Ozel yetenek veya becerilere (sanat,
bilim, spor. muzik vs. ile ilgili)
sahip olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9..10

16. Cok para kazanmak, degerli mal
ve milk sahibi olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9..10

17. Basarilariniz icin takdir edilmek,
calismalarinizla saygi gormek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

18. Bagladiginiz igi bitir mek, belirlediginiz
kisisel hedeflere ulasmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7..8.9..10

19. Yasaminizdaki olaylari ve
insanlart etkileyebilmek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7..8.9..10

20. Uston bir guce inanmak; manevi
inanclarimz
0.1.2.3.4.5..6.7.8.9.10



Asagidaki ozelliklerinizden

66 Ko

ne kadar MEMNUN oldugunuzu
O'dan 10'a kadar bir olcekte gosteriniz

' 0= "hic bnemsiz"

1. Gorunus ve fiziksel cekicilik

3

~J

2.

0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

Fizik kondusyon, gu¢ ve geviklik
0.1.2.3..4..5.6.7.8.9..10

Bakimlilik, givim, genel géréniom
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Begenilmek populer olmak, baska-

larivia iyi gecinebilmek ve sosyal
iliskilerde basarili olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. lyi bir insan olmak; arkadascaniis

ve vardimsever olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Sevei dolu, yakin bir iliski isinde

oimak
0.1..2.3.4.5..6..7.8.9. 10

. Yasalara uyan, sorumluiuk sahibi

bir vatandas olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Baskalarina karsi durust olmak,

dogruyu séylemek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

. Dogru bildiginiz seyleri, hos

karsilanmasa bile soyleme
cesaretini gistermek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

10. Ailenizle olan iliskileriniz: aile

bireylerinin birbirlerinin sevip
saymasi ve karsihkl iyi duygular
beslemesi
0.1.2.3..4.5.6.7.8.9.10

10="cok onemli”

11, Aileye kars1 sorumiuvlukiarins yerine
getirmis olmak; iyi anne-baba, iyi oful
veya kiz olmak gibi
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

12. Zekamz; akith olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5..6.7.8.9..10

13. Gorduguniz egitim stresi, akademik
basari duzeyi
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7..8.9..10

1 4. Bilgili ve kisltirlu bir insan olmak;
sanatian, mizikten ve donva-
olaylarindan haberdar olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

15. Ozel yetenek veya becerilere (sanat,
bilim, spor, mozik vs. ile ilgili)
sahip olmak
0,1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

16. Cok para kazanmak, degerli mal
ve milk sahibi olmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6..7..8.9..10

17. Basarilarmiz icin takdir ediimek,
calismalarimzia saygs gormek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10

18. Basladiginmz isi bitirmek, belirlediginiz
Kisise! hedefiere ulasmak
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8..9..10

19, Yagaminzdaki olaylari ve
insanlari etkileyebilmek
0.1.2.3.4.5.6..7.8.9..10

20. Ustin bir goce inanmak; manevi
inanclarmnz
0.1.2.3.4.5.6.7.8.9.10
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APPENDIX B

The Adult Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory
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Using a scale of 0 to 10 where:

p—14

= “pot important” 10 = “very important”

Please indicate how IMPORTANT it is to your self-esteem

.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

Looks and physical attractiveness
Physical condition, strength, and agility

Grooming, clothing, overall appearance

. Being liked by others, your popularity and ability to get along, your social skills

Being a good person, your friendliness and helpfulness to others

Having a close relationship with someone

Being a law abiding, responsible citizen

Being an honest and truthful person in your dealings with others

Having the courage of your convictions, speaking up for what you think is right,
even when it is not popular to do so

Relationship with your family, being on good terms with your family, having
good feelings to each other

Meeting or having met your responsibilities to your family, i.e., being good
parent, spouse, son or daughter |

Intelligence, how smart you are

Level of academic accorﬁplishments, years of education

Being a cultured and knowledgeable person, knowing about art, music, and
worldl events

Having special talents or abilities - artistic, scientific, musical, athletic, etc.
Earnings and possessions you have acquired

Recognition from others for your accomplishments and their respect for your
work |

Doing what you set out to do personally and meeting the goals you set for
yourself A '

Having influence over the events or people in your life

Belief in higher power, your spiritual convictions
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