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My purpose today 1s to call attentica to certain important aspects of the self-

~ L

N
concept which: have been neglected in,the research literature’ It may seem/strange ™
) . ) .

7

‘that I should suggest that we go "beyond self-esteem when we still face such

formidable conceptual and methodological problems in this area. For it cannot oe

denied that, after 25 years and 2 000 studies, there is still no\agreement on what
tHe self—eoncept is, let alohe how to measure it. In discussing the. variohs ‘

meanings assigned to the term,. self "‘Ruth Wylie s assertion "there is no consi tent

.
“e o

usage among theorists" shines forth,as a euphemistic miracle, the less charitable-

AN

might characterize the terminological situation as a shambles. Furthermore, in

©

two brilliantly reasoned books, she has shown how all available measures fall shcrL.
. ‘Yet the chief problem that has ‘afflicted self-concept research 1 think has

act been conceptual confusion or methodological inadequacies, serious though these

»

' . ere, but narrowness,of vistion. In focusing on a single aspect ‘of the self—conccpt,

2"

namely, self-esteem, I think we\have failed to aprreclate fully the richness,

complexity, and explanatory power of - thisoimportant idea.
[} [

This isinot meant to suggest, o£ course, that se]fhestesm is unimportant --

- -

to admit that I have been fool enough to study something that doesn t count all

.
[y

these years would do my own self-esteem little good. Nor am I unaware of the
) pressures upon researchers to focus on this adpect of the self-concept. When

loberta Simmons and I were in the early stage& of our study of self-concept

development among Baltimore school:children, I suggested at one point that we
W drop self—esteem entirely and focus exclusiVely on other aspects of the self-
concept. The horrified shriek that greeted this suggestion still : rings\in mﬁ

ears. And needless to say,’ when we analyzed the self-concepts of black and white

.

‘children, we ended up focusing chfefly on self-esteem. . Nevertheless, though I

L

“stand convicted of my own charges, my own,sins do not dissuade me from preaching

virtue_to others. - . S : . .
-~ . q .. ] 2 ) ) . ‘w

- L e '.4- . : .Q/
N . .
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Since one cannot say what ha° been neglected withoug'tirst indicating what

* 3

is worthy of study, I would like to offer the following definition of the self-

’

) concept, namely, that the self-concept is the totqlity of the individual'

.

thoughts and feelfngs with' leference to t him elf as an object. In James"’ terms,
.- Y
these are _thoughts and'feelings about -‘all that is experienced. as ""me" or "mine."
\v’ ~ \u ‘; . -

'So conc%ived the self-concept excludes mcny ideas with which 1t 1is frequently'

. 3 .
associé&ed't it is not Freud's. ego,‘fherif and Cantril's ego- involvements,

Horney's real self,, Erikson's egoﬂidentity, Tiryakian s existgntial self,
“ )
. Sanford's “personality,“ Allport's propricn, Maslow s*"se f-actualized

personality,” or James -1Spiritual self" or pure.ego.' Bui it is still a broad

LY L N -

idea. VWhen I speak ‘of the self-concept, 1 have in mind whqg‘might more,accurately .
Q . “.;D

~
be deserlbed as ""the realm of self—ideas,' as the individual'z Selbstanschaqug

}

or, better. still his Selbstwissen — his general guiding self*riew or self-

N

e

knﬁwledge. It.is a concept with brea\th and depth, one with prcfound consequencos

0. H

and ramifications both for the 4 andivadual ard society.
s The definition of, thé °elf—concept as the to*ality of the iadividual'

thoughts 1nd feelingo with reference to himself as an objcct may be sound but iz

is assureoly unspecific. It is a bit-like definino the United.S ares as that
s

area bounded by the Atlantic and Pacific on' the East and West and bty Canada cnd

. Mexzico on the North and‘South, plus Hawaii and Alaska. We may <now where it is

4 :

’ but this glves s, little i&ea of what is insidc. ‘1 suggest ‘tha: tb= sclf-concepL

-, L4
2 ..

\

embrace° three'broad areas the extant sclify the desirco seli, and Lhe social or

présenting selr.. I would 1ike to nention a few reglected topics in each area.

7 .. ‘ ' ) »
) ~ee ' . . . . ‘
$ .

&y . : . L e o
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- wyithout cons‘dering the relationship among the parts..‘Some.investigators

'eager beaver, etc., 211 srrewn carelessly ab;ur the phenomenal field. -

v ! - o K S e
Extant Self-Conmcept . =~ . .~ . °
4 ‘ o .
First, tne extart self:‘ What does the 1ndiy1dual seé when he looks at

[}

himself? ,Any reasonably complete description of the extant self-concept must“
take account ‘of ‘at least four areas. It must consider first, tHe parts (by which
I.mean the content of the self), second, the relationship among the parts, ° e

Lo ' u

(i e., the atructure), third the-ways offdescribing both parts and whole

(dimensions)' and finaliy,‘the issue of the boundaries of the, object (ego— A
extensions) ; : y o 7 e , f_-
Consider the issue of structure. .Although writgrs occasionallx speak of -

the structure of the self or self-concept, it seems to me that few people takc

the idea of structure seriously. The self—cbncept consists of a large number of

- - .

parts,'elements,.or components, but it is sinply not possible-to uncerstand it

[ . . -

imnlicitly treat the elements of the self-concept 1ike items in a laundry 1ist, T ”

-

1ike soldiers in & rank neatly lined up in <rb trary order. To others, the “

é

individual's phenomenal field appears to consist of randomlz scattered elements, .

.__

as flotsam and jetsam on the cognitive beach. t.e components are reflecteu in

~

. such descripti"e terms as generous,;witty, nephcw, Mexican—Ametican, delinquent, .

-
. [4
.
4

_-Su 15} implicit assumptions do serious vlo1ence to the reality of the sclf— -

N .

concept. The e1ements or compongnts of the self—concept bear certairn re1ations

: to one another,'relations which-are critical in determinlng their conLribution to

’
= s

the thle. Some elements are® cen&ﬁgl, other periphe'al, some congeal into larger

wholes {as in types), others are fandom disconnected bits and pieces.’ It‘is not
Q rd
just the parts, but the elationship among the’ parts, that corstitutes the whole.
4 - r
It must~be acknowledged tha* 1ittle is cuirently known about this structure.
é .

One area. of selchoncept stiucture in particularly urgent need qf attention is:

¢

i

T o . )
"the hierarchical ordering of various elementq o o oo

7 . . .
// . , ) : ] . . \ - 5 ) . | .‘..
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It is not unusual in self-concept research to ask subjects to rate themselves on

a large number of traits and to add up these reSponses in order*to assess global
[}

self—esteem. (The Gough Adjective Check List 1s probably the best—known of these

instruments) The problem with such a procedure is that it overlooks ‘the obvious

-

fact that some characteristics loom larg in the - individual's system of self-values

[

|whcreas others are dismissed as’ trivial. _This point_was long ago recognized by
. S e . g

Jilliam James, who said:- ﬁ...our self-feeling in’ this world depends entirely on

= vhat we' back ourselves to be or do. ...I who for the time have st’ked my alI on
R : ° .
being a psychologist, am mortified if others know much more psychology than I
but I am contented to wallow in the grossest ignorance of Greek. 'My,deficienoies

.
[ hd - .1-

there give me no sense of personal humiliation at all " In other words, some o;

o

dispositions or social identity elements rank high on our higrarchy of values -

stand, at the center of our feelings of worth - whereaé othe s are relegated-to
\

r the periphery. One per"bn stakes himself on> 'ntelligence but cares little

1bout hfs savoir faire, fo“ anothar.. the revarse iu the case. ‘One locates his
< M j v. - ) .'\ .
sense of worth in athletir abllity, anothe" in morality, kindness, and generosity.

A, n . 2

Qne takes gieat pride in his social class position, a sécond in his ethnic

L ] . J -
background a third JAn his race, a fourth in his religidus affiliaLion, etc.
- o .

While it is easy to see why self-valuEs are important, it is hard to see o

vhy they are: almost invariably neglected in research. Some evidenc° of their -

- 2

lmportance appeared id a study of adolescents cpnducted some, yeare back. When

) thege subects were asked to rate‘themsel:ver in tsSrms of .a series of traits, some

/
rated themselves favorably, others unfavorably - At another point in-the

~

°‘ -

questionnaire, these Students were asked to ind*cate, independent of whether they .

rated themselves favorably or unfavorably, how imgortant each of these i
> . L :]
characteriétics was-to them. The relevant point is this' If the subject cared
. - ﬁ .
a-good deal about his’ trait, then the relationship between his selfeevaluation on

‘J

tne specifio trait and his\global self-evaluntion was much stronger than if he

) \6. i A ;'.. .‘,\,l -
IER\f: did not care (Roeenberg, 1965: 232) S0 I, . w




Y e " ¢ ,‘,‘ ' 5
. __,"
wThe point can be high]ighted more sharply by the- Eollowing observ7tion._ Assume '

I
we take just students vho‘ratg,themselves as oor on certain traits; in other

by

. words, we deal’ only with those who judge themselVes as deficien! .' In 15'out of-

. l6'c0mparisons, those to whom the quality .was deemed important adaleer global

S self—esteem than those to whon it was not tﬁlt 8 thus not’ on);

»

'assesses a self-contept element but also how o h he cares a

] 4 ot - 4

how the individual

.
EPIRE

where it 1is locatéd in his hierarchy of sclf—v lues, that c

- Kl

, ,.- Why is it. essential to take account of th hierarchic
Because we are SO easily misled if we study s lf-concept

Assume ve learn ‘that someone considers himsel a mediocre/tennis pIayerJ _In the

_absencg of knowledge of the degree to which the self is jnvested in this

s

characreristic, we can have litt1e idea.vhat the emotio'al and behavioral responses s
- . V4

s, | to this self-assessment will be. Can we predict that e will gpend a good deal. of

’

¢ ”time taking lessons, practicing his service, improvi his ground strokes? Can_"

/.

we infer that he suffers feelings of chagrin and self~rage. when he double faults?

Obviousfyaﬁﬁt if we have no idea whether he cares
2

How many investigators ask their respondents how 1

likeable, moral meurotic, ambitiOus, etc. they are without ever bothering to

iota about’ tennis skill.

_elligent, good~looking,

v V -

-determine how much the res pondent cares about these characteristics, where they

’
-y

rank in his .ierarchy of values? Such self—values thac is, conceptions of the
T »

desirable, are not purely‘;diosyncratjc' they ‘are inf1uenced by the-individual'

e

_ locx don in the social structure “~ his ciass race, religion, sex, and so. om.

» - 5 ) o

-They should be" studied in their ‘own right as well as in conjunction with self-
~ _ N .

descriptions of various.kinds.

.
.

ro If the hierarchial °1ﬁer105 nf traits is neglected the hierar\dcal ordering

o

" of social identity elements, ‘that is, gznups’ statuses, and sqcial categorit._i‘is
even more so. This point is Characteristically overlooked in the various

- discussions of self-hatred - self-hatred among oows, arong. blacks, etc, ° A
! ° \7 . . [ " '0"
o R T S |

-~ e,

"
-
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»In implying'that attitudes toward'onefs,group will give rise to corresponding
attitudes towvard oneself, investigators assmme rhat Lhe social identity element
'is of exclusive importance to the individucl. But the self-concept is an extrem 1y

.complex stxucture containing a very large number of elements or componenta, each

L

: of which may be invested with pride or shame. In focusing on a particular gocial
identity element it is easy to overlook the f&ct that to the black or Jew. or
Mexican—American tbtre is more to life than being black or Jewish or Mexican—

» .
American. A person is th only'giack but aiso good-looking or popular, not only

Jewlsh, but also musically talen ed and athietically adept, not only’Mexican~

. . |
o 1

American, but also rich and respected ' ' . . . . \ I;

The fact that someone belongé to a socially denigrated group,‘status; or

-"nclal category does not,justify the conclusion that h= has low self-esteem,

-
.

indeed, even the. fact that he may . agree vith the negative attitudes toward his
. group —- self—hatred in Kurt Lewin s sense ; does not necessarily involve low

‘aelf-esteem.. What we must also know is how importen his perticular‘group,~status,
or social category is to his feeling of personal worth, compared to "his other

L 8

traits and statuses., I1f the grOup is unimportant, then group self-hetred need not
\ .

N Lo - N

necessarily affect self-esteem.:'

_{ Perhaps the most vivid expression of the anequal importance of identity

v . r

o1ements in the indiv‘dual s phenomenal field is expressed in the labeling
theorist's notion pf "role | engulfmenﬁ." In terus of our present conceptuaIization,

this eesentially amounts to tne foll wing' The elements of social identiLy ~= the
\ : .
categorles to which the individual i socially recognized as belonging - are not

equally salient or important to the individual When the labeling, theorist ;peaks

ﬂf role engulfment, ‘he means essentially that the deviant social identity achieves

overwhelming prominnnce in the 1ife of the indlvidual ) _ . , ffn‘

~, B - ¢ . Tt B




The fact of being a convict, mental patient, or alcoholic (or, indeed, of being
y /- ?

,an ex—convict, ex—montal patient, ex—alcoholic) becomes the central aspect of the

individual's social and self—identity, the fulcrum: about which all else revolves.

,/'

The fact that. he is white, Protestant handsome, a goqdvfather, well-mannered

interesting - all this is as nothing compared with his‘hatred of himSclf as .an

3}
Y

alcoholic, a homosexual, or an embezzler. w\" teo T f' “

There is, however, no reason to/restrict the concept of role engulfment to

o elements of deviant identity, it can certainly apply to any aspect of social

'identity For some péople being blacknmay be all important, for others being a

cood Jew or Catholic may be of«highest significance, etc. Social types may'also

. dominate the minds of people. A person may envisage himself as ah "intellectual" _

\nnt necessarily intelligent) who has a typica] set of intetests, attitudes,

values, ppssessions, etc. Another may see himserf as-'a "doer" -~ a person who

cuts through red tape, brushes aside opposition,/gets results. For such a person,
whether he is a good father,,reliable citizen, worthy Christian nay be at the

periphery of attention. This is not to imply that he does not see himself as a
.l [ o
father, citizen, ‘or Christian, Jbut that these elements of his social identity are

-

not as central or - critical as other elemenrs. l

q A

e

There are several other aspitts of the self—concept which are defined not by

v
. -

- their specific eleme t° but in -erms of their arrangement or location of -the parts.
|

' One of these deals with the exteriority or interiprity ‘of the. self. Each of us, it

"

| .
- may’ reasonably be asserted has two selveS'l an overt or revea1ed °elf and a
covert or concealed self The overt self represents those aspects of the self Y
which are generally public and visible, such as’ our physical, demographic, or

behavioral characteristics. These might be saild to reflect the social exterior

S e

of- the individual. -But parallel with‘this social exterior is a psychological

-\ interior, a private woﬂ\&hof thoughts, ﬁeelings, and wishes which are either

P

totally or_relatively inaccessible to the.world outside.




-

' a Fr udian. ' o N b a e e

Y d

T' have found striking differencés in older and younger children's tendencies

- B4

 to conceptualize the self in terms of a. social exterior: or\psychological interior !

A

and, in fact, there is some evidence of class differences as’ well For example,

a !

when asked what the person Whoeknpws him best deep down inside knows that others
~do not,. the adolescent tends to angwer in terms of a psychological interior ~- a

. world of genera1 emotions, attitudes, wishes, secrets - whlle the’ younger chilu ie

4

more likely tovresrond in terms'of a social exterior - a world of behavior,
!

.

objective facts, overt achievements, manifested. preferences. The younger child'

view 1is turned outward toward the overt and visible, the older child's gaze is.

-

‘turned inward toward the private and 1nvisible._

§elf—concept development, then, would,appear to follow an extremely interesting
ccurse - one which Lo our’ knowledge, has not received previous attention in the ~

1iterature. As the child grows older,. /Z would appear, he. becomes less of a

ographer, less of a behaviorist, mo

.

a'psychological clinician. Expressed‘in

br dest terms, with increasing age t e c;ls} becomes less of a Skinnerian, more of *

e

L3

Another neglected aspect of the self-ooncept is Lhe degree to which it is
constituted of percepts and the degree to wnich it is compoaed of concepts. A

] number of years ago, Gardner Murphy (1947) advanced the proposition that |
children s self—concepts follow a characteristic developmental course. In the

course’ of time, e suggested, "Tbe vocabulary of the self becomes, so to speak,

’ -

Jess and less visual, and in geaeral less and less sensory It becomes a
language of traits child psychiatry has empirically confirmed the fact that the-

appellations which beqome vart of the self work more ‘and more to induce Dehavior

-appropriate to them. In short, the self becomes less and.less a pure perceptual

. . A
object, and mbre'and'pwre a conceptual trait‘system.. (505-6) - - A

>

. . N . - i
D o . 1 0 . § . . (98 I
[ ‘ . <. .
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. . . - .



l‘ ('Y
'Although“our'Baltimore sample does not exactly coyer the age range,Murphy had
\ .
in mind, I should sey without going into detail that they gtrikingly confirm

'Murphy 8 speculations. It is uot qimp]y thar older and younger children see

/
themselves as difrerent in the ways they.actually are =~ as bigger or smaller,

‘stronger or weakef'-- but the very categories of self—conceptualization differ

Y . .
radically. These categories are even moreé fundamental than the actual content of
. the self-concept itself and are, as such, indepencont of self-esteem.

)

Time limitations prcvent me from disscussing wvarious’ other _aspects of sglf-

'concept structure, such as the consistency of the elements, the relationship of

- — ’

the parts to -the whole, and ‘the Lendencies of elements to hang rogethnr or. clump

in certain way Self-concept strpcture is an area much in need of theory and

. \ Q

' research. The p01nt is that we can no.more understand the self-conccpt by studying

or adding up the parts than we ¢an. understand,a watch by studying‘and adding up tha
[ 4 A -

. .
v - ] : ,\\,{
>

7gears, cogs, and wheels that constitute it.
. N g .

: Let me: turn, now to a second neglected aspect of.the se -ébncept, namely, its

'dim:nsions. Some years ago I proposed that one way to view the self-concept is fg
as an'attitude toward an object. The idea is s.mple. Every human being can‘be

: characterized in terms of a large nmeer of dispositions. éome of these, such‘as;:#

ot

intelligence, optimism, oris nality, are essnntially object-free. ‘But other
diépositions --Aliking the President, disliking State University, approving of the ",

Soviet Unlon, admiring mov1e star ‘X -~ are oo1ect—bound, they “eflect feelings

'
»

toward something. The self I suggested, is siuply one of the objects toward

which one has such feelings. So viewed, self—attitudes constitute part of a
4
broadeny tradition df attitudes, and opinion investigation, enriched by its theory

and utilizing its methcds of research. Furthermore, attitudes toward any object

«can be. characterized in terms of a general set of dimensions, and these are as -

LA

'fgapplicable to-the self as to'any other ‘object. - , C

.



Self—attitudes, like other attitudes, may differ in content, in: directlon, in
1ntensity, in importance, in salience, in ronsistency, in»stability, and in .
. . . L

. clarity. Research has overwhelmingly focused on only one of: these dimensions,

.namaly direction, i e., self—esteem, and has almost totally neglected many self—

concept dimensions which are comparable in importa ce.. . . “" .;';
Teke the dimension qf self-concept sLaoility Schwartz and Stryker postulate'fk.

two seeningly co-eqtal needs. that "persons soeh o create and maintain stahle : i -

3

‘coherent identities [and‘that] persons prefér to.e aluate,their identities
: & o _ ' )
"positively."‘ Ia other words, people.want not only| positive self-attitudes but .

stable ones as well Without gsome picture of what he 1s like —- his traits, - ’ -““_

~ 2 ) >

' statuses,-interests -;ﬁthe'individual is virtually immobilized. - Insofar.as he ig

- ’ fe % D . . -~
. . .

an actor in any situation, as Mead has indicated, he must operate on.at least -,

“ . e
o 7

'some implieit assumption of what kind'offperson'hexis and how othErsusee himL

Many writers, usging different terminolo?y, have expressed essentialIy the

o ‘same v view. It is a maJor aspect of what Eriksontterms "identity diffusiqn _or
;Videntity cdnfusion"‘(Although.Eriksun:inciudes not only\thu‘current self—picture .
-\‘f K i

but also the individual s commitment to a future self) Perhaps the’ importance

of stability and clarity has been expressed most vividly by Lecky > "The’ self,

“ he said, ls the basic axiom of [the individual's] life theory " -

~—
Lech goes so far as to claim that the motive of stabifity or consistency

PR

may even override the self—enhancement d’ive., Taking the case of an intelligent
. , _
student who is a. poor speller, ‘he - argues that in almost every case further .
. tuCo:iug fails, despite the student s ability. The reason.is ‘that in;the past

-

the individual has incorporated into his self—concept the‘idea that he is'an'-

ws
.

incompetent speller .and resists any change in that view. "Standards need not be’ -

edmirable, even from the standpoint.of‘the,person who-maintains.them,'s0'long.as

:he'believes them to be valid. If he "concelves himself' as-a poor speller the

mlsspelling of a certain proportion of .words which he uses becomes for him a

-

moral issue.’. . T . - 12 ' ' ,‘. g _' '
[:R\f: co . - _ . S T L
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He misspells.words fo; the same reason that he refuses to be a thief." Thus;
‘it may not be so mueh what the individual thiuis he is like as whether hi; self=
coneeption is sure, stable, a.ad ‘definite thqt affezts his sensc of well~-being.
Forvexample, Hammersmith_aﬁd Weinberg's excellent cfoss—national stﬁdy of
homosexuals showed that homosexuals wﬁo accepted their homosexual status had
higher gelf-esteemn, higher\stabiligy of gell-coancept, lower.epxiety and lower
'depressioﬁ than those notyfirmly comﬁitted to. the role. Schwaetz,'Feafn,.aﬁd
Stryke: offered evideheeffhat the same principle aeplied to the enotionally
disterbed._ Similarly,,?ow man& girls arrange to do poorly in math because they
zre convinced that, as éirls, they just cen't do math? Many prefer the stable
.*se;f—concept ef poor matheeetician to the ego-eqhencing self-concept of good

nathematiclan. Whether stability or self-esteem is generally the .more powerful

notive is not certain; the only point is that people ﬁay.prefer a neéetive

“
. -

identity -- negative even in their own eyes -~ to an ynstable or uncertain one.
an adequate understending of this self—conceﬁt dimensien atill awaits us.

Fven greater neglect has been accorded the dimensiqp of §5;1§293. Byv
galience I meaﬁ’thc degrce to which tﬁe self as an object moves tohtﬁe fop of
the mind, :6 the forefront of attention.; In more’familiar terminolég&, this 1s
+he demensien-of eelf—éonsciousness; It may ©2 argued, of ceurse, that the
=eclf is alﬁays in the ferefront of consciousness, that it is a condition of
communication and of action.

Jet differinghdegrees of self-consciousness are also matters of immediate

experience. If called upon to address a group, we riay be keenly conscious of

how we look, whether our dress is suitable, or whether our words convey the
icpression or the personality we wish to project; in such a situation, we are

intensely aware of ourselves as objects, for wa see ourcelves from the standpoints

»f others.

13



On other occasions, however, we appear to forget about ourselves -- in a play,
in a game, in a task, in listening to music; the self is not in the forefront of
attention. Our research has shown that self-conesciousness not only varies by

age and by sex but 1s also associated with other §§hptoms of self-concept

»disfurbance.} It is a dimension of considerable importance, despite its neglect.

A third dimensioan of the self-concepﬁ'which has recieved insufficient

attention is the dimension of self-confidence. The connection between self-

@

confidence and self-esteem is obviously a close one and the two concepts are
often used interchangeably. Yet a distinction exists which deserves attention.
3elf-confidence essentially refers to the anticipation of successfully mastering

challenges, obstacles, or tasks of the belief that one can‘make things happen

- in ‘accord with inner wishee; it .is closely associated with an internal locus of

gontrol. Self-esteem, on the other hand, implies self—acceptdnce, sélf;respect,
feelings of self-worth. A person with high self-esteem is fundamentally satisfied.

with the type of person he 1s; he ackgdw}edges his faults while hoping to oveicome

then. : . ' ‘ » -
Onz reason the distinction between self-confidence ard self-<estecm is so

important is that some peopie do not stake themselveS on competence and mastéry."

To the; being loved; being nccal, being self-zcacrificing and helpful is their
majo£ conceru; they may be qulte contented to leave the mastery of life's hérsh
problems tohothers. On thé other hand, thére are those abundantly endowed with
talent who are confident of their ability to succeed in many tasks but who lack
self-respect because they cannot be first in everytbing, cannot command the love of
another, or are éverwhelmed by a denigrated social identity element.

At this point let me interrupt thics récital of neglgcted aspects of the
self-concept to illustf&te how the egclusive focus on self—gséeem, and the
correspoﬁding neglect of the aforementioned self-cbncept areas,lmay produce

nisleading conclusions.

14
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The example 1s one of considerable'intereat today, namely, male and female self-

concepts. Many people argue that soclety treats women as infetior and»incompetent,

F TN

=

and that women, internalizing these social definitions of gheir worth, tend to
develop feelings ofainferiority. | “

Although these issues are still under debate, and the evidence inconsistent,“
my impression is that these asscrtions_outstr ip the evidence by a wide margin.

- In their careful coveragemof‘the lieterature‘in this area, Maccoby and Jacklin
report:WEﬁThe majoritf of studies haveqused:self-ratings on standardiéed self-
esteem scales. In such studies, sex differences are seldom found°>in the studies
rhat do repo t a difference, ic is as ofuen gi“ls as boys who receive higher
average scores." If we were to confine our attention to self—esteem, then, we
would‘stop here, for‘there would be little morc to say"about'sex in'relation to
self—concepq; But what wouid happen if, instead of‘restricting our attention to
oelf;esteem, we took account of these other aspects of the self-.-concept?'i In
other words, can we learn anything of interest by going "beyond self~esteem?"

For, example, Florence Rosenberg and- Roberta Simmons, comparing boys' and girls'

& 1

self—concepts by age, uncovered the following interesting find1ng _that while °

" the self-esteem of boys and girls ‘did not differ greatly, at adolescence gigls
showed . greater instabilitz of self—concept ~--their idcas about_themselves'tended
Lo)change'more quickly;-to vary frcm day to day. Furthernore, girls showed"

.

strikingly higher self—consclousness, exprecsed in such reactions as feeling,

nervous about. talking in front of pthers, feeling uneasy if someone watchcd them .
\"WOrk, thinking about other people 8 reactions to them at public gatherings, etc.
Thesé are important and meaningful aspects of the self-concept which, to my

ﬁ\ knowledge, are largely neglected in research.

15 '
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Maccoby and Jacklin's careful and extensive summary of research on gex

[

_ differences points to an equally interesing conclusion' girls ‘apparéntly do not-

have lower self—es'eem but do appear to, have lower self—confidence. Although

‘this factis sometfmes taken as evidence of the damaged self-concepts of girls,

it should be noted that it is not the girls self—confidence that is unrealistically

-~

low but the boys self-confidence‘that is unrealisLically high.* In other words,

it is not‘so much that’ girls under—estimate their abilities as that boys.
overestimate theirs. Yo, then, has the danaged self—concept? ' & -

Nor are‘the'self-valugs of Lays ahd girls the same. In‘my New YorK State
- b ‘ \ ’ ? N 4
.study of adolescents, I found that, while boys and girls are both highly

concerned'with heing well-liked by others, girls more consistently give this

characteristic top priority. They are more likely_to stress values of.inter-

”personal.harmony and success (such as'likeable;feasy to get Along with; friendly,_

——

Lociablg,_and pleasant, well~liked by many different people) _ Girls-are also
significantly more likely than boys to ‘stresc kindly virtuos (kindness and
consideration, sympathy aﬁd underscanding), and aesthetic appreciation (a refined

person who shows good taste in things) Boys .on the other hand, are more likely
1

to stress motoric values and physical courage, interpersonal dominance, freedom -

- ¥rom naivete, and versatility

m—

In sum, even if it were the case that male and female ﬂeiffggtggg did not
differ greatly, it would still not warrant the conclusion that their self - concepto
did not differ. This point“has dfrect relevance to a rather large body of“

:'literature dealing with social identity elements ocher than sex. Among
suciologists, a substantial number of studies focus on the relationship of some
denigrated social identity element -- a low status racial religious, or ethnic

c ’

group, a low social class, a social label or stigmatizé& status -~ to self-esteem

16 -
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‘groups were found to-have self-ésteem levels equal to those of the more

s ) . . * b . : e ’
® e CL - @

Without boring you with the details, the upshot of much —- not all — of this work

is to produce a covey .of suprised and disenchan‘ed researchers But if the self-

’ _esteem of the privileged and disprivileged differs little, this does not meanf

/

the self>concepts do not differ. As one example, even if disprivileged»

that
/ i ‘ ¥ .

/ o ! . L. 2 : ’ . . .-_, .
adrantaged,'and this; incidentally, appears to be true"of most so~called

/ . | ’
"minorities" -- an investigator would still wish to learn whether they might have_f

lesser self-confidenc¢e in mastering the problems of the" world, given the morein
&

forbidding societal obstacles they face T , o g
o . .
Let me now turn to several other important aspects of the self-concept -

which,'from the viewpoint of systematic research, have"suffered even greater

n

negleot'than the'foregoing. The first of these deals with‘the'limits (% 4 boundaries“j .

l of the self. Ordinarilv, we‘thinkaof'ourselves as bounded by'the borders of our

gkin: there we start and there ve end, and ever it shall be.~ Actually,
Villiam James earliest words on the subject of the self challenged this seemingly
self—evident proposition In speakingvof the constituentu of the self, he noted

that "...1it clear that between what a man calls mé and what he simply calls

o

mine'the line is difficult to draw We fee] and act about certain things that are

ours very much as we feel and act aboutHourselves. Our fame, our children, the
" ‘l
work of our handa, nay' be as dear to us as our bodies are, and arouse the same

feelings and the same acts of reprisal if attacked..."

The extant self-concept thus includes the dndividual 5 ego-extensions, for

these are experienced as a part of what "we' are.ﬂ_But where to draw'the ‘line? -7

L]

.Where do we cross the border frém self to non-self7 One must agree with James

-

that the division is rather vague and nebulous, that the-self-boundary is a blurry

1ine,"£ading away, trailing off. If it be acknowledged that the individual'

feeling of self~worth may'be vested in objects external-to himself, 4t thaen
COmes ad empirical question to detnrmine whinh n‘4»~~~ ne 4ﬂ’ﬂrﬂn'p‘aﬂ infm.

R

o



£ , - A T R
N . g ’ . ' . ) 16
Y

LY - . .
[ . A\ , 3 P )
which selves, and whether these objects aie central or peripheral. One 'defining
' ‘ g - v ) :

'nharacteristic of'ego-éxrensions is that they are invested with pride or shame.

4 mothe* may feel prodnd of her child a youth proud of his motorcycle, a man

prond of his shiny new automobile, an executive proud of his company, an author

-
<

proud of his hook, and so on (or, of course, ashamed of any of these) In.fact,

-one way to tell whether and to what exteat an object logically exgernal to the
: \

'self is experienced as an ego-extension is to observe people 8 reactions to ;:
evaluations of these objects. If at. the conclusion of this- presentation, you
;swereJto.tell me:';"That was'an asinine talk, but don't take it personally. 5It's

-.the-talk I;m-criticizing, not you," I would take.cold‘comfort in your remarks.

Qimilarly, any time a kid 4n school insults a peer by telling ‘him that 'your
Y
mother's'a blan " or’ your father's a blan " or your sister does such and such "

. bevis*expressing clear,awateness of‘an insight which appears to have escaped the

-
- h

notice of m<5St'p.f;ycholog'istz:":’lnd sociologists. namely, that the'aelf-encgmﬁasses

-

’ objects eyternal to itself y -

" This -topic, incidentdlly, is not beyond 6ur methodological grasp. In thc-
study of Baltimore school’ children Eonducted by Roberta Simmons and me, we asked )
our respondents "If someone said Aomething bad aﬂbut your mother, would you

b l
\§alm0st feel as‘if they had said something bad about’ you?" Almost'897 said they

{
would When it came to gomeone saying something bad about your school the

e

T proportion was about 507 your'toys or nobby equipment, 32%; Governor of your

state, 247. Which people center their feelings of personal worth in what-V
objects external to the skim is an almost totally neglected research area. Yet
we shall never attain an adequate understanding of the self-concept if we fail

to understand the social’ determinants of its ego-exteneions. ‘ R

In speaking of such objects or slements cxternal to the self, then, we must

T
i
2

take account of two igsues: one, how one judges’ or evaluates the element, and

‘wo,_ the degree to which one inconporates it into the self

“ .
R . - e 8
. 4
o . - I
R ’




- If the former 48 negative, then refusal to incorporate the element'may actually
. o - . - E . P
protect self-esteem The principle is not obscure Take ‘a student attending

»

a Community Junior College who knOWS°that his school has low prestige and,

: ndeed agrees that this poor reputation is justified° this attitude cerbainly

« . “

17

evpresses "'group self-hatred" or 1dw- pride in- group. But assume that his sense,im

LY

-of personal worth is totally separated from the school 8 reputation ("I just go

ao'

here"), in this case, his self—esteem would be unaffected In othe* words, it

‘ I ]
.would be group identification, not disidentification, thdt would damage self-

Y

esteem As'a matter of fact, our Baltimore study afforded some’ suggestive

-

,eﬁpirical evidence that this was the case. >Let me now turn to another major

neglected area of the self—concept which, in lieu of a better term, might be _
“ 0 , | '

dcscribed as the "desired self, "'consisting 6f the idealized committed Aand
' moral images . : f ;“ﬂ_ v S ' ._% ;Zp.
In speaking of a desired gelf, I am referring to what the individual would

. '
_like to think of himgelf as. It may be a picture of someone who is always kind

.cheerful, and popular of a perfect housewlfe ‘and mother° o‘ a creative, inspired

: ¢ . o '
genius of a hard—driving, ruthless, successful businessman, of a-pereon of

©

_ dominance, power, and control of a detached, gerene, c0ntemplative philosopher,.‘

of a person of action, equipped with 1imitless energy and resources,,and.so on. -

-«

bometimes the image is a cultural stereotype - a Florence Nightingale, a

' Napoleon, a' knight in shining armor, an Andrew Cainegie, a Schweitzer.' lndeed,
- 1f we 1ooked carefully, I suspect we would discover a goodly number of '.i

Emile Durkheims Max Webers, or Karl Marxes wanderino the halls of the Hilton

this very day, though these poor benighted fools might be unwilling ‘to reveal

these idealized images to the real Emile burkheims, Max Webers, or Karl Marxes

(assembled_in this room. . _.' N

19
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Since the. idealized image is an imaginative product, in principle
unconstrained by the bounds of reality, one would expect feelings of inadequacy

to be univerSal.; The reason they are not, I think is again suggested by the

'.observations of James. Though usingrdifferent terms, James too recognized the

human propensity to create in imagination of self endowed*with all the virtues, S

lshininc assets whose beauties the individual could contempIate with pleasqre.

k18

from another imagined self -~ one: that one took ggriggslz. He Said' o ‘ i
:¢3é "With most objects of desire, physlcal nature ref tricts.qur choiee'
: S to but one of many represented goods, and even 8o it is here.

I anm oftan confronted by the necessity of. standing by one of ; :

- ~

‘my ‘empirical seIVes and relinquishing the ree;. Not that I ’ f

- would not, if I could, be both handsome and fat and Well dressed

, L 1!
and a great athlete,_and make a. million a year, ‘be a wit, a bon-~

vivant, and a lady—killer, as Well\as a philosopher' a philanLhropist,

statesman, warrior, and African explorer, as well as a tone—poer
and snint. BuL the thing is simply imposgible. ’....Such different
characters may conceivably at the outaet of life be alike posgible

to a man. But to make any one of them 1ctual, the rest must more

or less be suppressed So the seeker of his truest, strongest,

-
< -

deepest self must view the list carefully, and pick out the one Lt

on. which to stake‘his salvation. All other selves thereupon becoma

unreal, but the fortunes of, this self are rerl "

* '

Theae words clearly'distinguish two solves:_’a self to which the lA nh
individual is seriously tommitted - a committed image - and a fantasy self i
:;_enjoyable to contemplate == an. idealized image.' The distinction is critical. .- *
veryone has dreamed of himself as other than he is, haa savored in his mind ;

‘a pleaaing self-picture - the football hero, the movie star, the brilliant
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surgeon, theuZZzzling political orator, the perfect hostess, the artistic genius,

etc. Partizularly in youth when the world is rich with; possibilities and the

" fantasy life/is vivid, such Walter Mitty dreams are common. In real life, of -
k,‘ .
- course, most people end up driving trucks, tending lathes, selling clothing,

caring for children, operating computers, etc. Part of the reason they are not

drowned in self—contempt is probably to be found in the’ fact that they compare

\

. their achievements with their committed not their idealized, images, and do not
necessarily fall short. .

' ' v
Both the-committed and the idealized~images, then, constitute parts of the
l

! self-concep £, parts of the individual's thoughts and feelings with reference "
,to himself as an object. Much of human striving ig based on the\individual'

effort to convert himself into one pf the pictures._ Both are portrait paintings -

. - 1

e reflecting not reality but visions in the mind of the artist.

;. Interlaced with the issue of what 6. wish to be is that of whnt we feel we
‘. , :(‘. -r", _::"

should be-. For lack of a more satisfactory term, one might call it the moral

' image," despite its inexact connotations. Each person composes for himself an

‘implicit book of rules that he must follow, a set of standards he mUSt meet.'
- ’This process is immanent in the developmenf of the, self as object. In: the words
of Simmel (p. 99) "Morality develops in thetindividual through a second subject
c that confronts him in hlmself By means of %he same split thrOugh a second :
-subject that confronts him in himself. By mcans "of the same split through which
: the eye says to itself 'I sm - confronting itself as a knowing subject, with
, itself as a known object - it also says to itself 'I ought to. The relatizn
*of ‘two suHHects that appears as an imperative is repeated within the individual
himself by virtue of the fundamental capacity of ‘our mind to place itself in

. contrast to itself and to view and treat’ itself as if 1t were somebody else."

-~

v o
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°xistentialists refer to as self-objectification (Tiryakian) <= the individual

. i

In this process we can observe an almost pristine expression of what the

o . N

standing outside hdmself viewing himself as an object, passing judgment on what

he sees, molding the object inte a certain shape, steering it in a certain . L
~

direction. We are aware of this bifurcation of the self in referring to someone

¢

¥ o

as him “own worst taskmaster or as a person*who pushes himself" too hérd.y The'

E

imagery of soméone "pushing himself" is as curious as it‘is apropos" thé ,J./

individual driving, shaping, directing the self in accord with what it should be.

..

This concept incidentally, cncompasses a great deal more’ than the superego.

Y

I think research in this area: of the desired ‘gelf has been extremely limited
e
and indeed, generally unsatisfactory. Despite the importance@and Andeed; : .. % .
fascination of this topic, it remains largely overlooked both by ps;cholog:sts

~and sociologists; We still know little dbout the social determination of the

TN, h . P . ..
- v . m‘ . . o o

fantasy life. . | - .. : h_ '- o .

F, It may strike you at this point tnat I indulging in the academic : -

practice-of spinnin out gratuitous distinctions, distinctions making little

1%

" contact with the phenomenal reality of people. That “this is not the case LS.

L evidenced by the fact that eVen realtively immature minds grasp these distinctionS*

4

easily. In our Baltimore study, for example, Roberta Simmons and I asked -these

B

' school ¢hildren and adolescents. 'How rich do you want to be when you grow up"

o
Very rich, pretty rich ~a)little rich, or not rich. Among those saying that

- P
-

they wanted to'be pretty rich or very rich, Ve then asked. "Now do you really

;f want to be pretty rich pr very rich or is it just a nice idea?" It was apparent

- \n

[Kc
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f.om the earnest head-noddinn of those who said’ they really did, or the cather h

A"r
[

4 ;

.. abashed smiles of . those who said thdt it was just a nice idea that e#en young

'children clearly recognized the distinction between a playful fantasy, pleasurable
\

v

to contemplate, and a serious commitment to a desired self The significance of

BN .

“his distinction for the individual's emotional state as well as for his social

-

. r , . , S
behaviorseems,,.spparent, L ‘ 22 \ oo S M
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. ! Let me turn, finally, to the question of the social or presenting self a '

large tqpic much discussed but little 1"e:;catlrchod.' That we are aware. of oursefves o

¢

-as actors in social situationS' that thn selves ‘we present to. others do not'

.\ - C e

necessarily correspond to- the selves we believe to be true - these are

T sociological dicta. This fact is most evident to us, of course, when the self

» . »
we attempt to present fails; such failure is evident under conditions of

embarrassment, or when we are disconcerted that others see through ns or fail to

' . . ¢, ‘

. take us at our face value. L s T . D

N .
e ) ,

The presenting self 1is the person we seek to appear in the eyes of others.;

> .

: Im his mind s eye, the indivddual develops a picture of how he would like to._ act,
the; role hc viould like to’ play, in social interaction. This presenting self it

,should ‘be noted; is not the same- in all situations. As James (294) observed

-

”Many a youth who is demure enough before his parents and teachers, swears ‘and"
swaggers like a pirdte among his tough' young friends. .We do not show ourselves

'to .our children as to our club—companions, to our customers as to the laborers

. R

we employ, to our ‘own masters and employcrs as to our intimate friends...it may

-

be a perfectly harmonious division of labor, as where one tender to his children

I3

Nis stern to the soldiers or prisoners under his command. Implicitly, thQa We ’

o are always engaged ia "imprcssion managemcn“ " as Goffman made clear, governing,

)

, guiding and controJling our ovmn actions, acting in accordance with the type of

<

. ~

person we wish; to appear in the social situation. Co i -
5 . L .5 .
Why do people 'put on an act" rather _than simply "being Lhemsélves ? .

Although some writers attribute this propensity =0 individual psychopathology,

the disposition is more fundamental for it is universal and unceasing. ‘There

are several reasons for such behavior. One of the most fundamental is. the motive

to protect and enhance’ the self. Since we tend to see ourselves through the eyes
. ) ,
of others, we want them to view us as.we would view ourselves - favorably, and

-

as a certain type of person. ' 23
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From the cocktail—party bon-vivant whowattempts to dazrle*the assembly with his

wit, the adolescent striving mightily to” anertain his date, the conspicuous ot

: LY

consumer attempting to impres° others with his pecuniary strength to the
pathological highjacker or political assassin wno is motivated by the desire for

public notoriety in the press, the motivation is the same <= to act publicly in \

b Such a way as to make a. certain impression on. the minds of others. -

This idea, of course, is not new, different aspects being reflected in Jame"' .

u social self Linton 8 social roles, Cooley 8 looking—glass gelf, Mead 8 interact\bn

, ™
process, and Goffman B presanttng self. Indeed long before Goffman was taking tea

with the Shetland Islanders, Jacob Moreno 'was. actively running psychodrama and

sociodrama groups demonstrating in the most vivid possible way our intentional

.

se’f—presentations in accorda ce with private ends or in conformity with social

- T . e ¢

. norms. o ' S LT T
Pl . . - ~

The presenting self then, originatea in the individual 8 phenomenal field.
How ‘we agt,~wish to act, and attempt to act is essentially under our control.

Such a: presenting gself is inconceivab‘e in the absence of the ability to stand

-

outside oncself and to view oneself as an object, to make decisions’ about that

[

object and to carry out those ‘decisions in spcdch and actibn. To - some extent, _
o every man is his own puppet naster., ourmusculature submits to the authority
; of our minds. ,Qur behavior is. guided directed, aiid controlled by the selves we

wish to appear in the eyes. of others and through reflecced appraisals, in our
OW;n. ) "-i ’ " . . ’ : . .

Despite the generaltawareness,of the idea, then, it L8 surprising how little

.

systematic research has been given to questions of how and why the individual

ettempta to' present a certain self to others and how well:he believes he has .

v

succeeded.' Equally important is the extent to to which students of the self-concept,
L,
overlooking the. distinction between -the presenting and extant self, are deceived by

» v

. appearances, confusing self-deprecatory or obsequious behavior with low feelings

ERIC . °f selfwortw, 0 . 24 oo
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'For'example,'in her classic"studies of.Barnard girls in the Tate forties,,

Wirra Komarovsky demonstrated how thse girls oftnn,acted flighty and scatter—

23

Hrained with their dates, misspelling wordq, demonstrating gross flaws in logic,"

gazing in rapture at the power of their date s. intellect and incisiveness of wit.

But it is crystal clear from Komarovsky s interviews that these girls dld not _
\

consider themselves intellectually inferior on the contrary, -hey cdnsidered
. ,themselves amart snough to manipulate the*i dates as they pleased in order to
gain their ends, which, given the value system of the time, was. marriage

Similarly, when Davis, Gardner, and Gaxdner described how blacks~in the

" Deep Sod%h wEre .often obliged to -adopt the role of the clown in relation to rhe

r

- dominant white, it was plain that he was doing S0 on the pragmatic grounds bf his -

own: powerlessness and because of the dictatcs of his own value svstem - if you

' wanted to get something, you fiad to act that way -—- not because he attributed
;- any: moral or intellectual superiority to the white .: Though pghlicly humiliatcd,
rhe black's inward attitude toward*the white vas one of contempt Sofit'probahly
was with the stereotypical fawning Jew in the post-enlightenment period in Europe
One is easily mialed if .one confuses the rresenting self with the extant self-
E .

concept. _ s ' Ca

.

_ Time"limitations‘prevent me from mentioning'certain other important aspects

. . ’ . ]
» of the self-concept neglected in systematic research. Furthermbre, it is not:

poosible to discuss many of the wide range of gocial ianuences on the self-

concept which have remained largely unexamined. ‘With all,our oheisance to
George Hérbért Mead and.Harry Stack‘Sullivan, we have dctually given relatively

’

little attention to which others actually are significant to people, and why, _
e and with all our deference to Emile Durkheim, we have overwhelmingly ignored the ,
1fluence of immediate ‘social contexts for self-concept formation. While I have
e u o {

today focused on neglected aspects of the self-concept, a paraIlel paper on ,

ceglectcd social determinants of the self-concept would not bea amiss.

‘




i LT - :
\ .

. . v . L
- - ! .o

' As sociologists, of course, we are iuLerested in un erstanding how social
R -« . r-.” - .
lnteraction, culture, and social structure con ibué; to self-concept formation,

,‘and how the elf-concept, in Lurn, influences behavior in variogs institutional "

hats

,areas.' In this area, I suggest, we have-erred particularly in our widespread
tendency to view the human animal as a lump of clay, a’ social sponge{blotting up

the social forces impinging on_ him and spraying them forth as psychological 9:

N

behavioral consequences, rather than as. an active, selective participant in tne

entire process. For exampie, over the past decade we have heard much about the
. \ ‘3

process of laboling.» Most-such discussions imply that the labeled individual,

g through the process of reflected appraisals, internalizes fhe general social

.. . ’7. N

definition assigned to ‘him by society. Overlooked in such‘discussions,_hoWever,

is the fact that the proces of social 1abe11nb 5s accompanied by an active and

G,

incessant process of re-labeling designed to strip the label of its peJorative
' connotations. Mbrons, subnormals, or mental retaxdates are e-labelled
. exceptional children," lunatics are converted to mental patients, or'described
| a.."sick," insane asylums become.mental hospitals, deaf become hard of hearing,
Negroes become blacks, Indians become native Americans, queers become gays,
bastards become illegitimate, and when this term loses its moral neutrality,.out— LY

of-wedlock children, or, when this doesn't wor“, OU's, garbage collectors becomn'

sanitary engineers, bookies become turf accountants, and ‘so on. The nouns of p

social identity are generally as prone to social evaluation as the adjectives, as .

\

evidenced by the ‘considerable ingenuity exercised to re-label the abjured

\\.

categories..

A All. this is nothing new for, as Tnomas Hobbes long ago noted, "...men give

"

dlfferent ‘names to one and the samg thing, from the difference of their own passions.

‘as they approve ‘a private opinion, call it oninion, but they that mislike it,

. heresy. and Jet heresy signifies no more than private opinion‘ but has only a

greater tincture of choler._v R 26 S o
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The sélf-concept, viewed as the totality of the individual's thoughts and
leelings with reference to himself as an object, 1is thus a subject of scope and
importance.( In centering our attention so heavily on self—esteem, we have

«neOlectcd large, almost uncharted areas of this ealm; I have mentionedfseveral

AN

of these today and would mention more, had I the time. My point, of course, 1s
~

not to suggest\that self~esteen is unimportant, which it is not, indeeﬁ, if I
were obliged to restrict myself to a single aspect of the self—concept, it would
probably be that. Nor‘do I mean to suggest that we should study other aspccts of
the self—concept because, like Mount Everesr; they are there, but for more
specific reasons. - : L _ '\ _ | . \

The first is to help resolve certain issues that currently afflict research

-
cohclusions. It is not_unusual to find researchers reaching conclusions gbout

” 010bal gelf-esteam when their evidence refers to specific elements of the self—

. concept --~ evaluation of such membership.groups as ruce, raligion, ethnic groups;

N assessment of one's academic ability, "and so on. Others use the terms aolf—oqteem
when they actually have in mind such ideas as self-confidence or the sense of

' control over one's destiny. Thus, debates ‘are common whether boys and girls,

blacks and’whites, higher and lower.classes differ.in thase respects. ‘In many :

. cases, I believe, the disputants are really talking past one another because they

ey
LR

_ are refe risg.to different isSues. Even 1if it is shown that the self—esteem of

such groups differ little, this does not meaa that the self-concepts do not differ.

For. example, -geveral years ago, two - investigators published a volume in fhe

Rose Monograph Series focusing almost exclusively on the self-esteem of black and

white school children andyet almost totally ignored numerous other aspects,
\4

~elements,-pr dimensions ‘of the self—conc 2pts by which the- races might differ. Eaﬁh

'_ investigator has since agreed to blame this oversight on the other. It may be haﬂd

- for this audience to believe that Such conceptual blindneSs and narrowness of ﬁl

vision stiil obtain in our, field but I can’ assure ycu ig is true._

.
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LeVme now sugcest a second reason for taking gccount of these neglected-
Y . .

aspects of the self-concent, namely, that T bhin weiwfal never understand'self-

esteem unless we £o0 beyond self-esteen. Let me be as concrete as possible.~ What
does the fact that someone has a low opinibn of his intelligence or.neatness\or
tact.or honesty tell us about his‘self-esteem? Very little, unless we know .

something of his self-values -- how much he cares about his intellifence, tact,:

neatness, etc. What does the fact that someone is uncertain of his ability to

-

' master certain tasks. tell us about his self—estegn? "Very little, unless we know

the connection between his self—confidence and his self-estaem. Vhat does the .

fact that someone is a homosexual, mental Uatient, delinquent or member of another
stigmatized social status tell us about his self-esteqn? Very little, unless we

know whether he has committed himself to that status or continucs to eruggle

against it. VWhat does ‘the fact that certain minority group members absorb the °

general negative attitudes of the broader socilety toward their nroups tell us about

\

their self-esteem? Very littlé, unless we kriow how central or peripheral to the

¢

self this particular ego-extension is. 'What does the fact that somedhe wishes

to be President or Babe Ruth or Albert Cinstein tell us about self-esteem? Very
O
little, unless we know whether these are playful fantasies.or serious commitments,

whether they are, in Piaret.r words, _pour Ie vrai pour s'amuser. Or what can we

IS

tell about the self-esteem of Deople ‘who are subordinate, inferior, or self-

denigrating in relation to those who havt thn powver to satisfy or frustrate their .
%"

‘values? Very little, unless we know the extent to which the presenting self

corresponds to the extant self.

Although 85 years have elaosed since William James presented to the worId

-’

his dazzling insights into the self-concept I sincerely believe that ‘we have-

scarcely scratched the surface of this comolex_but fascinating tppic. . I attribute

'

this result in important part to our disinclination to go "beyond self-esteem,”

thus leaving large arezs of_the selffconcept~unekplored. : - &

9

.« . .
. ., ’ . : : o

“; . - . - : ) »

T . . w . . B X N -



! 1 do not mean, of course, that”we should fill in gaps just for the sake of fillingfl

in gaps, l.e., to satisfy our_ compulsive needs for intellectual neatness I am

'uaggesting rather that our understanding of human motives, emotions, cognitive

\.

processes, and behavior would be app:eciably enhanced by such knowledge The

self-concept is important to everyone, and in a wide variety of ways. Whether

h

a high school’ student will apply for college will depend not so much on how
intelligent he'is as on how intelligent he thinks he is. Whether a person willr
undertake,a.difficult task will depend not.sOWmuch onhhis;actual skill or ability
in the arearas.on his assumption,regarding.his skill or ability. (Whether he

will succeed or‘fail, of course, dependv on the actual self more than on the

[y

self—image ) Someone who sees himself ‘as refined and aesthetic is 1likely to

devote his leisure hours to the fine or lively arts, to the cultivaticn of tastes

<

“4n food, art, music, ‘design and so on. A person who prides himself on being _L)

'realistic'' may be cynical of political figures, watch hi partners'likeﬁﬁ"ﬁﬁﬁk,

Y

search for evil and venality in human trensa_tions. The choice of"anvoeéupation,'

~ as well as“the level of occuoational aspiration, is likely to be. influenced by the

.picture that the individual has of himself. ‘Ard so on into every area of l1life,

a = S

into family relationships, political behavior, leisure and recreation activity,s

\

and so on. As far as T cap judge, there 15 simply nG aspect of social life and

activ1ty 4into- which the self-concept docu not enter either implicitly or

~
i

:explicitly. ‘But we will never gain a true appreciation of  the signiiicance of thn

}self-concept in these areas until we go beyond indeed far beyond, self-esteem.
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