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' . SELF THEQRY ;mﬁ‘ THE TWENTY STATEMENTS TEST:  °
SOME THOUGHTS ON ITS APPLICATION T0 WOMEN
. ' N1111am W. Falk and Carol Sonenfe]d
' } T - Texas A&M Iniversity . . ~
’ INTROBUCTION . g

} ' ,-the self is-usually a reference to, James Cooley, orgMead

.or B]umer schoo]), on the other hard, argues that the se]f i

i

‘ sua] emphas1s of the Chicafo school.

¢ . =
3 .

. T oooos -

i

. - A conven1ent benchmark 1n soc1o1ogy for considering the 1mportance of

S1nce the1r

.

P
Pl

. o )
é;ﬁ o early writings, two somewhat d1vergent schools of thought’ have deve]oped

<

<

w1thin the general .rubric of what B]umer 1abe1ed "symbalic 1q¢eract1on
(Blumer, 1937).: The f1rst of these schools has been.ca11ed the Iowa
.school (or Kuhn school) The maJor tenet of th1s schoo] is that the self
i a d1rectﬁ(researchpb]e phenomendh the samg procedures used in other '
)soc1o]ogwca] research are app11cab]e and the self -is researchab]e Just as .
v any other soc1a] object. The Ch1cago school (a1so ca]]ed the Ca]1fbrn1a
> knowab't e
by 1nference and. an_ understand1ng of tie many roles gh1ch a person®plays;
~thus, the self is not LOﬂCETVQd as subiést to ana]ys1s By the Var1ous S0~ *
c1o]og1ca1 techh1ques but, rather, by a more ]1m1ted range of techn1ques
Alt ugh we will not engage in a pointzby- -point. debate w1th advocates of
either school, we are suppo;tvve of the Iowa schoo] As we will argue

be]ow, +the Iowa appggdbh of necess1ty subsumes the ro]e theory and proces-

about se1f theory and the Twenéyiggatements'Test (TST) as they maght be

‘used to study women. To this end, we wfl] prov1de (]) a summary of the '

*

. \“\ In the present paper, we wish to,éddress espeC1a1]y some cons1derat1gps .
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. Chicago school, veF§’; Towa school debate so that our“justificationao?.self'
fheory 1s made clear. -(2). We will provide a brief descriptionvof seifw:_ 2

.- theory and the TST,‘so}that both the theoret1ca1 orzentat1on and its.

~

hopeful]y isomorphic technique are understood (3) Certa1n selected exam-
pies of se]f theory. and TST research which have considered women will be
fresented (4) The paper W111 conc]ude with a short discussion of sug- . ']

. gested future directions in wh1ch Se]f(%heory m]ght gpoceed _and we, w1]1

present an argument for 1nvert1gat1ng the self within a broader 1nvest1ga-

%

tive,framework thati the TST -abgve provides. = - '

THE CHICAGO.AND IOWA SCHOOLS

. , . ~ .
While it would be impossiB]e n the present paper to embark on a com-

o ~

1

""p]ete discussion of the\Ch1cago and Iowa schools, certain points raised hy
Me]tzer and Petras (1970) ‘must of necess1ty be addressed at the outset. ‘ 1
In their 1n§ereg;1ng essay which outlines points of d1vergenee “and conver-
gence between the two schoo]s,-Medtzer and Petras assert tﬁaf the self fs‘

v,

proeessual and therefore that the rather structura] approach of the Iowa

’

A

,schoo] may be 1dappropr1ate The error in the Meltfér and Petras argument
is. that they ascr1be a non-existent rigidity to Kuhn's co#eeptua]1eat1on of

the self. It is ‘true that Kuhn has conceptualized the self in a manner _ 1S

LY

oy : . \ : t . . .
wh1ch would make it a researchab]e phenomenon however his notion of it as

o

structura] refers fo- it on]y at some g1Ven7po1nt in time; th1s is analo-
M ~

gous. to tak1ng a snapshot of some mov1ng obJeCt We know that the obJect

~ycontinues to move after the picture is taken but we temﬁbrar1ly "stop the
act1on In this way, se]f‘thear,sts try to make the self’ aménab]e to B

- 4

, stientific ana]ys1s ‘ ~ *

n.‘,.. ;\. ) 00004. i ' ".
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" o [ their interpretat1on of Mead,

[

L

' °
.

\ R
The stra1n between the Ch1cago and Iowaischools stems pr1mar11y from

¢ ‘

Further, the techn1ques they deem &s su1tab1e

AR SR

;for research on symboJ1c behav1or are, cogéangent on their conce?tua11za- e

t1ons “This is what has led,to the Chicago schooi subscr1b1ngion1y to

sympathet1c 1ntrospect¥on techn1ques such as case histories, aut8b1ograph1es,
’ —

v

letters, and eSpec1a]1y part1c1pant observat1on (For an argument aga1nst _

s >

beﬁng too dependent on a Verstechen approath, see Rudner ~1966 ) The Idwa

gthoo] on_the other hand has concegtU“T/Eed tHe self ds a more d1reo¢T}. v

researchab]e phenomenon, and in our -dpinion, has not done un3ust’v1o]ence '
A !

to Mead's or1g1na1 thoughts on what the self is. As Mead stated, "Thiaf’/

seif, as that wh1ch can”be an obJec;&to 1tse]f, is essentially a, soc1a1

structure, apd‘1t ar1ses in social per1ence" (Mead, 1934 140).

/ Q
The C?icago.schoo1 § chief criticism of any approach other than the1r .
/

own 1S~thé§ it fa11s to detect the subttet% of symbolic 1nteract/9n and

particular "mearings" a person attaches to any given social act. For

. analyzing on-going behavior, the Chicago school is corré%t. ﬂowe&er, for
self theorists, this'criticism is not ‘entirely relevant, because their
1nterest is the-self per se rather that the analysis of social interaction
(a]though se]f theory does make inferences about the social 1nteract1on a
person has engaged 1n) In fact Kuhn coined the-phrase "self theory" i

an attempt to c1ear1y sepanate h1s interests from the more geﬁ‘ia1 interest

-

of symboli¢ interaction.

-

CONCEPTS)AND THE THEORY

‘v

As ment1oned prev1;%sly, much of the debate between the Chicago and
<

Iowa schools is centered around conceptua]kzat1on. While there are several

concepts in need of clavity, befire proceading further, the most critical

<( ) \ ( . T,
. - 00005 , -

. . 2. L T N




. of theso is the concept‘of se]f Rathe} thaf historically dealing with

this a la Jares, Coo]ey, Newcomb and others, we are-referr1ng on1y to. Mead

[ ¢ L

and 1nterpf~tat1ons of Mead and Kuhn ) ARV

We may reca]] that a key d1st1nct1on made by Mead was that the self
,ceu]d be both a subaect and object ‘of nese]f; The idea- here be1ng tha;
. we cou]d have -a se]f tha't.we could understand the mean1ng in referring tdy
~"ourse]ves" or more usually, "myself", because we cou]d in out,thought

_ processes 'stand apart from ourselyes to exam1ne our own behavior or our ,
N Y

\

- \\\\\( ‘ ant1c1patéd behaV1or In fact th1s 14 ‘precisely what we do in the pro-

e ‘ cesses of ant1c1patory soc1a]1zat1on or ro]e_p]ay1ng We may act (or not
v~ act)’as others would expect us to and hav1ng done so, we may evaluate our
behav1or (or, not hav1ng behaved) to see if we have negg;wed the react1on

-\

l
we desired. The seT?ﬁ//hen, becomes 3 "repos1tory of percept1onr of self
.-

as object to oneself", and in thﬁs process, encompasses many attgtudés.
. ~ - . { -

I, "Our selves are.social- objects -just as are all the other,~
objects that we experience: We come to experience and
act toward ourselvesi,as toward all social objects, in

-~ terms of the classifilations, norms, anti definitions
. . held by the groups of which we happen to be members.
(The self) consists of the individual's attjtudes toward
his own mind and body, V1ew§d as an object. We may think

PR

of it as consisting of all he answers the individuat
might make to the quest1on Who am I7' H%ckman and Kuhfr,
1956:43)." .

3
~-If this makes the self appgar to be tdz_struotured, we, %o be it. It must
. ' N v,
’be\remembered however that the self as a socia1 object is the only object
8

_common' to all situations in whiclh, we part1c1pate In this'way, it comes to

“ serve as the one stable-thing from which we r po d and interact w1th
’ \

-n? pthers. It may be conceptua]jzed as being a set qf attitudes because like

»
Ty

#* an attitude, it does not change With great rapidity and as a rule’ doés
f \ -

evince quite high stability through time. SN

.
» .
i \
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. It is diffiehlt in a short paper\such as this to. sufficiently deaT
i 4 - H

1 ’2

' { with all-of the COncepts wh1ch are cr1t1ca1 for a symbo11c 1nteract1on per- -
AV pective Since these have been d1scussed at. some length by others (see for
‘example, H1ckman and Kuhn, ]956, Manis and Me]tzer ]967 or 1972 Stone
and. Farberman, ]970( Gordon and‘Gergen ]968), and s1nce it qs assUmed
-~ . here that some unde stand1ng a]ready ex1sts about such concepts a;ﬁnéan1ng,

gesturé,'definition of the s1tuat1on,‘soc1a1 rea]1ty, “others“, etc., ye
-, ; s @ - ¢ .
will proceed to a d1scuss1gn more germane to °Q“4taﬁk in th]s paper -- @

+

discussion\pn?self theoryq . C

" ., It may be he]pful to sketch the 3 pr1or1 assumptions that-the self °

L

. . \
theerists makes abqut, human benav1or "Tucker has already done th1s and we

quote rather extens1»eTy from h1m on this point (Tucker, 1966 346)
“"Man 1ives in a universe of events, and obJects wh1ch do .h ‘2? g "'
not have [{intrinsic meaning for human expérience and, Jhe- )
havior. Rather, the universe is endowed with meaning,

by man himself through SOC1a] definitions in langyage.

The mean11g of any obiect is in terms of the ted aVyo
© 4 -that i3 taken with regard to that object.- ‘Those €on-
catenations of events which we think gf as objects have -t
- become-objects as -a result of structuring by language. '
-So,~the name for an object is simply a way of co]]apsqng .
.the meaning for the object. . . '

'y 'The individual is not a pass1ve agent who automatically
responds t the‘group-aSS1gned meaning of objects. Rather,™
he is .copstantly engaged in telling himself'vhat he must )
\ Pay attention to, what he'must look for, what the sig- )
nificance of.some object 1s, and how-he must act on the °

basis of obfects about him.* . . .='. ’”

The process nd1cated above&1s commonly ca]]ed 'th1nk1ng ol oo
Thigking, it Ys assumed, is made possible through man's - <
ability to internally manipulate language symbols. The

language symbols are acquired by the person through his . . -
interaction with others. Therefore, his th1nk1ng is lim- oot
ited by his language aad further, by the 'others' who, have
1nteracted with him." . .

Kuhn s initial point of departure Was, of course, previous wr1ters

9

00007 ¢
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e such as Coo]ey, Mead, H.S. Sullivan, and Naﬁcomb all of whom bosit&dfthe-‘

<3 °oret1ca1 conceptua]1zat1ons wh1ch gave importance to the se]f Kuhn.prb-
ceeded from them'so that ,'j S O o
‘ c. " self theory :can be stated thus. Human behavior i§ . ! )

.organized and directed; that.which gﬁves,human behavior '
. its organizat1on atd. d1rect1on is theveybal "internali- .
— ~_zation in the individual 6f the rolcs and statuses whigh o
‘ e and those around him play; in fact, ‘his view of "him- ¢ .
e .self as the: common obaect‘among all of his acts,.and,-
. , _«» thus, in-all hi's experiences becomes-an attitude wh1ch,
A in its most general .form, constitutes, as Newcomb.has . _ r
© N kut it, the most generhl of all att1tudes,\and attitude .. v
. oward att1tudes ?Kuhn,)1954 :45)." . .t ‘ :
I - ¢ Q '
? In the essay from which th1s has been quoted Kuhn s first pub]1cat1on K

Lp wh;é/—he discusses self theory, he a]ready saw. the problem as onekof trying

to discover what. e1ements of roles and statuses haVe been 1nterna11zed and ¢
\

" how these ‘courd be uﬁéd to pred1ct~thav1or. Further, Kuhn saw that the J,'

self cou]d be treated as a general attitude and therefore stud1ed by many \

v

of the techn1ques which have already proven effective in the study of other RSN
RN P . v
attitudes. ’ « - ! ' . -

1
[ . e <!

In 4n article which appeared shortiy after: his initial statement, Kuhn4§

refterated h1s des1gnat1on of the self as attitudes. His pn1me43ust1f1éa~

tion being "....this conceptuaf?iation is:most consistent_ with Mead's view

of -the self as an object whach is in most respects 1ike aL] other obJects,

) “e
and with his further view that aneobaect 1s a plan of actﬂon (an att1tude)
- (Kuhn -and McPort]and 1954:69)." \ '

PR , o
while the above give a fa1r1y good 1dea of Kuhn's framework, we now
!‘ PN ¢ (
.present an add1t1ona] statement wh1ch is somewhat more 1nc]us1ve in its

con51derat1on of the theory's war1ous-propert1es. This secondary statement”
. VRN
is one wh}ch Tucker has crysta]]1zed and serves as a good gepera] statement

on the theory A ' ’ / - ) . A

L . 00008 /.o Lo e
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. "A person obt t1tudes toward—hamself*from-hls ~
-‘orientati ona] . These attitudes are similar °
. to those he has%pbtained regarding other sncial ob-
: ) Jects, But, theaself'as a social object, unlike other .’ '
. objects, is present in all situaions. This be1ng ‘the °

) ¢ 'gommon frame of reference' upon which.other attitudes L e
- . "._ are founded. Therefore, the self serves as the basis -
. ‘ . from which a’ person makes .judgements ‘and suhsequent

a,ﬁ . ‘plans of action' toward the many other cbjects.that’

B 5 N . . R 4

N - THE FHENTY ST'ATEMENTS TEST - P S

» .
ML) . . . w .-
¢ e .Y -8 ° \

;, ‘ . For Kuhn and his students, the probqem of uncoverlng genera] self- .

attitudes was solved (at™least as well as cou]d be expected at the t1me)

-ot LBl AR

*°‘, '\difh the dn\m’! np

such a test was pred1cated on the resolution of three proh]ems associated

with measureme t of se]f—attitudes. (1) 1t 1s very d1ff1cu1t for the .-
researcher to know what kinds, of items to construct for. 1nc]us1on..

. (2) There is elways the dingEr of suggesting responses to the subJect, ’

I
e ‘ and this- is compounded by the danger of suggesting respons wh1ch aré

o, extraneous (exogenous) to the subjects plans of~act1on. (3 There=1s the

poss1bi]1ty tnat the self-attitudes eT1c1ted w111 have too*h1g ‘a egree .

of specificity and be app]]cab]e onl to very Timited S1tuat1ons.

. sat1sfact1on ‘of Kuhn apd his students, the TST adequate]y dea]t w1th these

- . Pd -
R - - - ’
° -

~ probTems. . \, « i

Y " Since the research does deal.with att1tudes, 1t ch1eﬁ ]Tm1tat1ons are
N . 7 those 11mitat1ons assocnated with all other research on att1tudes (i. Eu, 1m-

prec1se conceptua]1zat1on, Jack of r1gor in measurement etc ). However,

e whjle it is somewhat constra1ned through these 11m1tat1ons, it is at the
/

same t1me strengthened by the appf1cab1]1ty ;hd ut1]1zat1on 8f the methods

S --}?‘0‘30“5’. D

.
. * . .
* 3 v - . .

¢ . N v c e 2> -

» case, self-attitudes are anchor1ngwatt1tudes or the - e

* _ % . appear,1n each spec1f1c s1tuat1on (Tucker, 1966 347)." ‘/“ —

To the -
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P . and techn1ques ava11ab1e for analysis of any data- co]]ected nn part1cu]ar,

.
© - K

the use of content ana]ys1s and Guttman scaling. . - . <

.'\

The TST conszsts of a single p1ece of paper headed by the fo]]ow1ng

- ~ -

1nstructions . o 6 - . \
[ . :

{:\

. ~ There are twenty ‘numbered blanks on the page bé&low. P]ease r
o . v write twenty -angwers “to- the swmpﬂenogest1on *Who am 1?2 in’.
.+ the blanks. Jyst give twenty different answer$, to this : e
' »qUestion. Answer as if you weveogiving the ansWers to, O
. yourself, not to somebody else: .MWrite the answers .in the, * -
—_ " order: that they decur to you. Don't worry-about 1ogic ar -+~ ., A
¢ Ry '1mportance %'y GO along ‘axrly fast for time 1s limited.. | Tt

Tucker ‘has summarized the assumpt1ons and’ asS°rt1ons wh1ch‘th se]f-

-
»

theorist makes in using the TST‘és fo]lows (Tﬁcker, 1966 352): ‘\ g - :

SR
i The person will'réfer the’ question 'Nho an 12" to him- ﬁg, .
‘ self land not to anyone else. . ‘ : .

2. The gerson i's aware ( knows ) of himse?gnand he puts.; s

o this 'know]edge' into. words. : o ' ¢ T
- 3. The.person's awareness of" him$elf is dependent uport - AR

: the behav1ors-of others in a situation and not a K

matter of 'traits' or 1nst1ncts . . RONEA <

a. The personds awareness of himse]f precludes the bise - <)

« + of any fixed respontes;“khe responses must be the: .

.person S own plans of action ‘

"~ . 5. The responses to the quest1on are not limited 'to the — s
’ ‘ ,| sesting situation, but have app]1cab1]1ty ifr a vari-
ety of situations. &

> 1 - [ . 4 . - t % .. ) ‘-w ’
CANALYSISROF THE TEST . W . T ~ A
N \ . k4 .

: As‘preV1ous1y suggqsted one of thp pr1mary benef1ts of the TST s~ b

that it is |amenable tp\the same kinds of analyses as other att1tude tests.

ki
% '

The two techn1ques mosT“oiyen used w1th the TST have been co\\ent ana]ys1s

i

. and Guttmar sca]1ngs o o C T

M r

&', ¢ 7 1 LI

v
By the use of content’ ana]ys1s, it is po#s1p]e to~d1chotomlze responses N
€ . . as e1ther consensua] references or as subconsensual references Consensua1 J

.t i




( \ o) .- b‘( ‘ : L .4\. ) .
. r . L . . t%tements are those that requ1re "...no further eXplanat1on in order to

.. . oy A L
,

‘ 'be understogd by. the ana]yst 3 or, forathat matter, by anyone (chkman and
A Kuhn, 1956: 244h~ Examp]es*are "Iam,a uss. c§t1zen,“. "I am a man." "T.

[]
K 4 .am 28 years old. W The assumot1on[1s that there is consensus by ‘everyoné

regarding an obJect(sé 1dent1f1ed by these kinds of statements The ag-

gregate number of consensu;l¢;tatements For each respondent const1tutes
B ° R the resppndent S ]ocus score. | ‘r. ° ':". ] . N

“ *Sthconsensua] statements are: those that refer to “...norms whi ch maj
o ff{ ' vary and i to Which the ana]ys must. %nqu1re 1f he is, grasp th% den a-
! &

' ) tion of the statement (Hickman and Kuhn, 1956 244) 4 That is, subconsen-
v . s

. sual, statements requ1re 1nterpretat1on by tne respondent SO that more

. prec1sion 1s achreved or so that the respondent may p]ace himself re]at1ve
- s 3
O Lo other pe0p]e. ‘Examp]es of subconsensual\statements are."1 am a moody

« A o

w §}h . pers?n "= "Iam a ﬁoor athlete " And 50 on The sgpconsensua] category is . ]

o
a residualﬂone into which all n;zhconsensuw] responses are p]aced

A

P AR
ﬁfhe *mportance qf th1s dichotomy for self theory 1s that the ma1n

’o‘

) focus ik the procedqnes is on the mgan1n of ;}c1a] obJects Since the
. term mean1ng has been defined dn tefms? of béhavior taken with regard to

Rt Y
[}

) objects, 1t 1s reasoned that those persons who have the greatest number of
. fﬁf :y consensual statements have acted in the greatest numben of d1fferent sit-
. r' é s‘
A, uations. In ather words, these peop]e‘are more "soc1a11y anchored" and

! chave "acrleved stab]e 1dent1f1cat1on by, and in terms of, the larger cu]-

<R - ture (Tucker, 1966: 354) woo, o Lo
7 e v o \/'\ y ! 7 . ‘.‘ . s L .
5 " . YALIDITY OF THE TEST o . ( \ o
' ‘. . Kuhn states‘thaf ; ‘ h; ' :
4 ““ 1 ‘ i
. J ,

e ) ;L
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\..there are genera ly recognlzed to be two re]ated but
distinct methods o assessing validity. One is by ex-

1 am1ning the ]og1ca1‘re]atedness of the test with the body g
& ° of theory-on which it rests. 7Z..The cther method is -
“ao.oe through correlation-of the results of the test with . ' '

’ other (already standardized) tests of the problem under
investagat1on (Kuhn and McPartland, 1954:71)."—

"

. The 1atter method was not - poss1b]e when the TST was deve]oped since it was

“ [}

the only test' of its kind in existence. It is to the former methcd then

v

¢to which Kuhn' turned for support. _
r w\ .

Kuhﬁ validated the test on two ~rounds: (1) the "chains of logic",
used in des1gning the test; and (2) the results of the test c*rrelated

'a

w1th the k1nds of behav1or wh1ch the or1¢ntat1on asserts are re]ated

Both of these prov1de vaiidity .in the sense that their 1nterpretat1on is \
t o & . .
-that the test does measure what it purports to measure. ? « v
_ ' = ‘7
SELECTED STUDIES USING THE SELF THEORY CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND THE TWENTY y )
STATEMENTS TESY.” ) )
L_‘ . —

<

To present a complete review of all literature uring the self theory

conceptua] framework and the TST nou]d be far'beyond the scope of this

IS

paper. The single best sourre on this is Spitzer, et al. (197]) and they
provide nearly forty pages of in. excess of 150 summarized studies. Our
main concern is with hlghlxght1ng those stgines which have dealt with”

women, specifically, or which have implicatiyns- deemed as applicable to <N

4

women. This W111 adm1tted1y restr1ct the ]eterature to which we can refers

[N 4

‘but will beamore germane for present purposes, since at the - lose of th1s
{

sect1on\¥f will argue for additional ways in which self theory and the . | -

>
TST could‘be used in the study of women.

/

\ .
. Of the n@ny studies conducted wh1ch have used the TST, thcse giving '

eSpec1a1 emphasgs to women and the ro]e of sex are rather few and far be-

a“

- : o |

\ , . . ¥ :‘
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.tween. As‘earT}_as ]9545_53bn found that Amish girls looked forward to~
their roles as housew1ve§,more “than d1d Genti]e girls Bugental and
~Gunning (1955) reportec a studybusing\tpe "Who are you?" tecﬁn1qUe in which

, sex’ var1at1ons were reported in the prior1ty and frequency of types of

-

categor1ca] ‘responses. Stm11ar]y, Kuhn (1960) reported .1nd1ng that fe~

¢ nales more frequently and saliently identified themselves by sex and k1n

1]

than did ma]es In a study of adJusted and unadJusted (undergo1ng marr1age )

counseling) marr1ed coup]es, Buerk11n (1960) found that adjusted wives

| were s1gnif1cant1y more likely’ to 1nd1cate that they were married aud

*

A mothers. While. Couch (1962) found an 1nverse relationsh1p between the

conyersely, he nd a’ pos1t1ve velat1onsh1p among these categor1es for

+ - males.” In g b1rac1a] study ‘utilizing both the , TST ‘and the Reference Group
Test Harr1s (1965) found that the TST e11c1ted fam1]y self 1dent1t1es

‘ more often for females and whites khan for Negroes ) '

o o Two other studies somewhat ntrad1 t the finding reported above
Qrtradig

"” Mulford and 5a11sbury (]964) found that males ment1oned sex more often
9
than fema]es but that females‘were more 1ikely to identify themse]ves in’
terms. ‘of family status and ro]es. Th1s ]atter finding is. compat1b]e w1th \

/
thewf1nd1ngs reported above of Kuhn (1960) and Buerk]e (1960). The most °

.+'~— ;

recentif1nd1ngs are those'of Stratton and Sp1tzer (1966) who have reported

that whatever sex d1fferences ex1st are ‘very minor. 22 fact as Sp1tzer
'et al. report in their summary of this study, "except for one fixed re-

sponse self-acceptance spore, the °qu1va]ence of scores for male an%;£ -

M

}‘6 ma]e co]]ege sthdents canjbﬂ assumed (Sp1tzer, et ai , 1971:103)".

* In all of the stud1e% reaérted\thus far the main emphas1s has been *
. ~— : .

~—.

00013 | = T

degree of rep rted roJe spec1a11zat1on and "the ment1on of sex for fema]es,"
s
f

1
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C—/‘prima\1]y on observed sex d\fferences Another area’3h1ch is relevant here

-~

] simi]ar-study, Couch (]958),ha§’:eported that persons who identify w1th

RN

tion in the social system:

4

t/ 13
1$ stud1es which more specifically exam1néﬂhhe locating of oneséQf in a.
socxa1 system. Hdl? way (195 3){’1n an’ analys1. using "the WAY, found %hat

o)

\one%s frames of referenee (or, groups,of general others)'we5e instrumental

-ip determining what 'roles one identified as part of one's self. I a study

o the effectgof voluntary association on worten, Tompk1ns (]25% found more
. . )

act e women exh1b1ted greater soo1a] exchange in the soc1a] system via

AN
‘theIr greaterdro]e-o]ay1ng and opportunity for fr1endsh1p In a somewhat

) groyp membershaps are less dependent on 1mmedﬁate others evaluations than

are persons w1thoutﬁig¢h membersh1ps, additionally, females were found to
be more dependent than males on immediate others eva1uat1ons Warbasse

(1962) has reportéd that in an adm1n1strat1on of the TST to women who were

L] /’

p]aced in perceptua] or social 1solatxon for eight hours that the women

i
re?pond1ng with a greater number of positions and statuses were more stab]e

under prolonged periods ofvisolation; his explanation for this is that

3

their greater pumber of positions and statuses indicate a greater 1n€§§$a- .

.-
°

-

Neaérgyseétudies have been reported hhich have demonstrated the
d1fferences 30 se]ves for re71gﬂous and npon- re]xg1ous persons (Vernon
and Steward 1959, Ve;non, 1962a and 1962b Schmitt, 1964 S1]verman,
1967). EQUaliw as salient have been those studies which have found a self
reference to r&ce (Carraway, 1953 Harris, 1965a and 1965b; Wellman, 1969)
The point of thls\]1ne of,ﬁ1scuss1on is that 1t is theoret1ca]]y p]aus1b]e v

to expect 1nd1v1dua1s7to respond to the TST with a sex referent In par- &

\
ticular, even with the somewhat contradictory.fipdings reported above, it

~ ./
s.:>~ ,. 'OOO%}I

. .
~

}

|
|
.
|
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is reasonable to expect women -- in an era of “heightened consciousness"--
to perhaps be even more aware of themse]ves as women and the roles and
lcharacter1stics‘wh1ch are to some degree dependent upon being a womari.

For examp1e, responding with such statuses as mother, wife, etc.
? . !

L4

#U4URE DIRECTIONS, . ' : o .

~
\@0\

In genera1, we may say that the TST does succeed in e]1c1tang ‘sel f-

variation among ° d1f€erent populations. Indeed it wouid seem surpr1s1ng ¢

\ of\
1f this was not the case. Stnce little effort has been g1ven to’ the for-
M) ,
malization of self theory (or, for that matter, symbo]rc~ﬂnteract1on), we-——

-,

are somewhat constrained in our desire to bui]d on-extant theory. At best, ‘/<§’/
we can only say that one's perce1ved self will vary dependent upon mahy ‘
factors - sex be1ng one of them Add1t1ona1]y, We may iake certa1n state-
‘ments about thew1nf]uence ‘of one's reference groups and the meanings
soc1a] obJects are given as a result of social interaction. But we would
' be renﬁss if we stopped there. , : \

The~path we have chosen to fO]]OW$1S kindred to Merton 3 (1957) "mid-,

dle range". Our p]an is to move from cons1der1ng the self, apart from its
interactdve formation, to a somewhat broader perspective. One of the main
problems with se1f theory research has been inadequate treatment of the
reference group 1nf*ﬁence on the self.” Spitzer and‘Denz1n.(1966 and 1967)
and F1tzgera]d (]970) have sugggsted‘thﬁ need for a tr1angu]ar approach 1n
the study of the self; th1s is similar to the broader argument fer "trian:
gu]at1on" in theoretlcally and ;:thodolog1ca]1y_considering any supstant%ve
research problem from davergent perspect1»és ﬁSee Denijn, 1970)ﬁ For self

theory, this wou]d mean cons1der1ng at least three separable perspectives:'

- pe '
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(1) How the individual sees himself, .o _ , |
. . . . ‘ \ [ ' ' |
(2) Hoy the, individusl' thinks others see him. - |
(3) How others actual y see h1m. C ' ) f
Nhat’we wou?d suggest, in add1t1on to this apg;qach wh1ch is st11] essen2 j
tia]ly 1)m1ted to self and 31§n1f1cant others, is a fourth perspect1ve h d'

-

- that of the generalized cher

To faci!1tate this, we- suggest as usefu] an 1nstrument used on]y once '/

of which we are aware. This 1nstrument is called "Who Are They?" and refers;
to some sp”cifled group Goodman (1965)!n;s-used the WAT but as an indi- [
cator of significant dthers and reference sets rather than generalized |
others. He are suggest1ng that such an 1nstrument be given in a manner !
similar to tne TST but prefaced by comments whereby the WAT would be di-
.rectly related to some group (in'our case, women) W1th1n a g1ven cu1turaT* f
context. Thus %%e persons taking the WAT would know about whem their com- .
mentszgeferred. Our assumption is that this type'of ?tesf" would tap
peop]es' attitudes toward a definable group, and if we are proven gbrrect,:

the WAT wou]d obv1ousLy have utility far beyond any one group..

3" One add1tﬂona1 po1nt needs to be made. We-are not ignorant of the ’

many p1tfa11s to self theory and the u$- of tbe TST, Tupker (1966) and
Spitzer, et“al (1971) have dwelled on these eZsewhere and we would add /_

4
s,

However, within the parameters of Merton's madd]e range, wefcan satisfy, .

little to thejr comments here. Yes, bette} conceptua1ization is needed

and yes, one must be aware of the TST's wea&nbsseg as well as its stf'ng

. both ‘our theoret1ca1 desite to better exp]afn the evolution and cqnt1nual
1

alterations of the self afd, av the ‘same time, ground this theoret1ta1[bent

in emp1r1ca] data. We neither asp1re to Farson1an abstraction nor to Lund-

‘ -
, «oo .
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"¢ bergian empiricism, rather we aim qur sights more modést]y on what cons-, - .
’ . - . ) . . B . -
titutes, for us, a meaningful area for inquiry in which real peopte are -

‘ of central importance.
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