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< Abstract>

The present study was designed to answer the following questions: The first ove-
rall question had to do with the relationship between sex-role identity and self-esteem-
more specifically, is androgyny or masculinity more important in explaining the
variation in self-esteem? The second overall question had to do with the degree to
which the relationship between sex-role identity and self-esteem is a universal or a
culturally specific phenomeon-more specifically, is the relationship between sex-role
identity and self-esteem the same in Korean and American cultures?

The Bem Sex Role Inventory(BSRI) and the Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory
(SEI) were administered to 208 American college students and 207 Korean college
students, respectively, in introductory sociology classes. The BSRI and SEI are stan-
dardized for American subjects and written in English. Prior to administering these
instruments to Korean subjects, they were translated into the Korean language.

In order to fully explore the data, qualitative as well as quantitative measurement
of the BSRI were used, and both factorial and regression analyses were performed in
this study.

The most important cross-cultural differences found in the present study are directly
related to the two research questions. In the U.S. sample, masculine attributes were
found to be more important in explaining self-esteem. On the other hand, androgynous
attributes were positively related to self-esteem in the Korean sample. These findings
also provide the answer to the second question. That is, different cross-cultural
patterns of relationship were found between sexrole identity and self-esteem, provi-
ding some support for a culture-bound relationship.
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These cross-cultural differences were discussed in terms of both Confucian values

held by Koreans and Bakan's suggestion of a positive relationship between agentic

characteristics and modernization.
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‘Table 1. Median scores of the Masculinity and the Femininity Scales of the BSRI for the U.S.
and the Korean Samples

’ Masculinity Scale l Femininity Scale
U.S. Sample(N=208) 4.88 5. 56
Korean Sample(N=207) 3.90 4,90

Table 2, Mean Self-Esteem by Sex-Role Identity and Gender for the U.S. and Korean Samples

Androgynous i Masculine Feminine Undifferentiated
N Mean J N l Mean N Mean ] N ﬂ Mean
U.s. |
Male 26 95. 46 29 94.41 17 93.12 31 85.71
Female 32 | 90.38 10 93.40 30 82.50 33 80. 48
Korean
Male 36 86. 61 25 79.90 21 78.72 20 73.30
Female 19 82.47 21 86.19 23 178,00 42 74.07

Table 3. Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance Between Sex-Role Identity and Gender on
Self-Esteem: U.S. Sample

Source [ DF sS MS F P
Sex-role identity(A) | 3 | 377185 | 1257.28 7.45 .001
Gender(B) 1 | 1603.80 | 1603.80 9.51 .002
AxB 3 434.62 144.88 .86 .463
Residual 200 | 33737.27 168. 69
Total ] 207 | 39547.54 [ | |

ZaAE e 4 T, T ARE #HEAR Bl A BEEGESHS ALt ).
AR, 49T AR x2(FE) oA %
Al 3 2 AshE F ESpel vlas] 2gt

o, =g EEek 49Y AR gl o HEfE

V. & o ##

AERA A& 27 S84 2(E3) <4449
HA) x2(AW) Ard FEH-2 ALgslgc, B
BAHEIA Fakel d8giAl Vg o ol 49
& AR Fekzkel Aolzt rtE golisl 4
3] Newman-Keuls &% HEGT (multiple com-
parison tests)2 3l i, A4 BE ALY
#9042 (a leve) & 052 Hyh. ddeFA
4 Ao ® R 4gd ASdE dA44Y, o
LA Aot dA AFE T da dolA ek
44 A 7t FAMRE(interval scale) =l&z&

49 A z& 23] 919 Bem Sex Role
Inventory ¥ A}-83t¢ o], v Fs3 % FRE9
FA4, 444 Fd3 ol (& Dol Ase
glr}t, Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory ¢} ¢
# AR AERY FT AFE (&E D4 4 A
w2 Al A 8 gl

1. BEXBL£o| %2 EMMMD g

E Dol g5td AT FaAze o Hekel
&7 Felzt gt AL & F dek =2y

— 128 —



8 R

1 A1247 23 1986

Table 4. Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Self-Esteem by Sex-Role Identity Typology: U.S.

Sample
q Value
Pairwise Comparisons

Male Female
Androgynous and Masculine .42 .91
Androgynous and Feminine .82 3.38%
Androgynous and Undifferentiated 3. 99* 4.34%
Masculine and Feminine .46 3.45*
Masculine and Undifferentiated 3.67* 3.90%
Feminine and Undifferentiated 2.67 .87

* p<.05

CV: 4 spans(3.70) 3 spans(3.37)

s wenE BELSHEHEES e (B
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v} ApEgre] o Frle o 2aE &g
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Az 371 3§ o}, Familywise Type 1
Error 7} A% Sz 28 FAAgL tAF
% stk Wl Ak F 5 A’y Feb tASE
3 S5 (E Al VERERe] E2E o449
A 5L dlok sten e sl AAA defA 2
I

[r

% Az 135S AW A 97 Type
1o EAbeA B BaAeR % R
ol AAZ Aol Gg AE o ATl 934
elst g Aoz debd Aol gk

2 spans(2, 82)

Table 5. The Pear son Correlations of Self-
Esteem with Masculinity, Femininity,
and Androgyny

Culture ‘Masculinity l Femininity [Androgyny

.33
.38

.02

.44 .31

U.S. .45
Korean

Table 6. Unigue Contributions of Masculinity,
Femininity, and Androgyny to Self-
Esteem for the U.S. and Korean

Samples
Part r? F
U.s.
Masculinity L0778  20.08 Sig.
Femininity . 0026 .68 N.S,
Androgyny . 0030 .79 N.S.
Korean
Masculinity . 0531 14.04| S g.
Femininity . 0361 9.54/ Sig.
Androgyny .0010 .25/ N.S.
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a8z wpxjete s, B Tl A= Short
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Table 7, Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Modified Self-Esteem by Sex-Role Identity

Typology: U.S. Sample

q Value
Pairwise Comparisons
Male Female
Androgynous and Masculine 1.37 .55
Androgynous and Feminine .53 2.57
Androgynous and Undifferentiated 4,00% 3. 65*%
Masculine and Feminine .67 2.34
Masculine and Undifferentiated 2.68 3.07
Feminine and Undifferentiated 2.97 1.00

*pl 05

CV: 4 spans(3.70) 3 spans(3.37)

2 spans(2, 82)

Table 8. Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance between Sex-Role Identity and Gender on

Self-Esteem: Korean Sample

Source l DF F P
Sex-role identity(A) 3 3934.54 1311.51 11.02 . 001
Gender (B) 1 1127 11.27 .09 752
AxB 3 886.45 |  295.48 2.48 . 062
Residual } 199 23674.35 | 118.97 - ~

Total | 206 28506.61 | !

Table 9, Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Self-Esteem by Sex-Role Identity Typology: Korean

Sample
q Value
Pairwise Comparisons

Male ’ Female
Androgynous and Masculine 3.34% ‘; 1.52
Androgynous and Feminine 3.72*% | 1.87
Androgynous and Undifferentiated 6.19* j 3.94*
Masculine and Feminine .32 | 3.52%
Masculine and Undifferentiated 2.85 i 5. 88*
Feminine and Undifferentiated 2.25 i 1.96

* p<.05

CV: 4 spans(3,70) 3 spans(3.37)

AAPE A A AR Rk wel 4ol
& ALE wFe] o Foks] ABadT pAl
9%¢ 27 =, SEIE 491 o439 sht
ool 2Tk AEAE FAE 3B ET 4
3 d44—9 44 HEe FAHE R AR

2 spans(2, 82)

de Aew Byl dFolth weby Az
4% JARE 24 T FUAE 2F
o 9E ZAY SAETY Aol AFs LW
o.
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Table 10. Summary of Three-Way Analysis of Variance between Culture, Sex-Role Identity and

Gender on Self-Esteem

Source DF S8 MS F P
Culture(A) 1 8184. 90 8184. 90 56.88 .001
Sex-role identity(B) 3 7154.46 2384, 82 16.57 .001
Gender(C) 1 798.05 798.05 5.55 .019
AxB 3 184. 89 61.63 .43 .733
AxC 1 772.59 772.59 5.37 .021
BxC 3 1085. 65 361. 88 2.52 .058
AxBxC 3 235,42 78.47 .54 . 652
Residual 399 57411.56 185.56 |

Total 414 75827. 52 "

2 o3 AE4 S 3 Ak Original Form &
A z9l T4 5. £ %
® 90
3. &% BE ABECl H%E IEE ;585 ;

B3 AEmel M & TN L lmale

CEA0IA R sk o] SHBEAE A% G T oremaie
F (LRl 2Egke) Aol st mmqw %, ¥ 75
Fojargde] RF Y 0t A& FL AoE
ook o) Aol e VLY H4Q Al 9 Ve iape oTeRR
d Ao A Lokt AFASA = RB2EE Fig. 1. The Interaction Effect Between Culture
ZAZIHEZ HFAL A4l sl FAHL AL and Gender.
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