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YNOIrATA HA POAOBNOT MAEHTUTET U MNOJIOT BO
CAMOOBJEKTUDPUNKYBAHETO

KpaTka cogp>kuHa

naBHaTa Len Ha 0Ba UCTpa>KyBawe e Aa Ce ucnuTaaT OfHOCUTE Mefy ca-
MOO6jeKTUUKaLMjaTa MPogoBMOT UAEHTUTET Kaj MIaAnTe dKeHN 1 Ma>ku. TecTw-
paHu ce BPCKNTe Momery [Ba acneKTU Ha camoobjekTuukaumjaTa (camoHaarnegysa-
K€ U He33[0BOCATBO 0f TenoTo), husnukaTa akTUBHOCT M BPeMeTO NOMUHATO BO
,.pasybasyeame “, 0f efjHa CTpaHa, 1 NonoT UPOJOBNOT MAEHTUTET, 0f fApyra cTpa-
Ha. CTyanjaTa e HanpaBeHa Bp3 Npumepok o 340 ucnuTaHuLmM, eTHUYKN MakeLoHLK
(50 % ma>kK) Ha npoceyHa Bo3pacT ou M = 25,21 roguHn (SD = 5,60). Tue gagoa WH-
thopmauum 3a 0CHOBHUTE Aemorpadicku Bapujabnu, BKIyvyBajkm M MojaTouUmM 3a camo-
NpoLeHeTOTO BpeMe NOMMHATO BO (Pn3nyKa akTUBHOCT U BO ,,cebepasybaByBatse “ BO
TeKoT Ha HegenaTa. VicTo Taka, UCMMTaHMUWTE OLrOBOPMja Ha ABe Cynckamm Ha
CkanaTa 3a o6jekTudukayuja Ha Tenoto (McKinley & Hyde, 1996), kako v Ha WH-
CTPYMEHT HaMeHeT 3a NpoLeHa Ha >XeHCTBeHOCT/Ma>kecTBeHoCcT (Barak and Stern,
1986). TpuTe NOCTaBEHN XMNOTE3N, TECTHPaHN CO MOMOLL Ha ABoHacouyHa AHOBA
CO yTBpAYyBate KoeUUMEHTH Ha Kopenauuja, camo [enyMHO ce NOTBPAEHU Npeky Ao-
6reHnTe Haoau. Ce 3aKnyun fleKa >KeHUTe uMaaT TeHAeHumja fa ce camoobjeKTugu-
KyBaaT MOBeKe 0f Ma>KUTE UM [ieka 0Baa TeHAeHUnja e eo MHTepakynja co CTeneHoT
[0 KOj ce naeHTudunkysaaT cebecu co TpafMLNOHaNHUTE pogOBU HOpMK. ToKpaj Toa,
pe3ynTaTuTe yKa>kyBaaT [eka camoobjekTugukaumjaTa nma pasnmyim eekTm Bp3
OflHeCyeameTO Kaj >XKeHUTe N MaXknTe, 0 acnekT Ha HUBHOTO 34pasje.

KnyyHn 36oposu: CAMOOBJEKTU®UNKAUWIA, POAOB WAEHTUTET,
non

Boseg

EfHa of ueHTpanHWTe TeMu BO PEMMHUCTUYKATA Teopuja e feka NoTyMHyBa-
HETO Ha XXeHWUTe BO 3anafHuTe OMLITECTBa e 3aCU/IEHO NPEKY KOHCTPYMPAHETO Ha XeH-
CKOTO TeNo Kako ,,06jeKT 3a rnegare” (e.g. Nussbaum, 1995; Spitzack, 1990; Papadaki,
2010). Kako pe3ynTtaT Ha KOHTUHYyMpaHUTe UCKYCTBa Ha 0bjeKTu(uKaumja, Kou 3a >e-
HUTE Ce TOJIKY BOOBMYAEHW LUTO TWe HAjYeCTO He Ce HU CBECHO MW KPUTUYHO KOTHW-
TMBHO 06paboTeHn (Smolak & Mumen, 2011), Tue ce couujannavpaHn ga ce nepuunu-
paaTt v fa ce TpeTupaat cebecu, Npes Ce, 0f MepcrneKTMBa Ha Toa Kako MMarvmHapHuTe
»OPYr® 61 v oLeHWe BP3 OCHOBA Ha HUBHWMOT (hU3NYKK n3rned. MNoBTOpyBaykaTa us-
NOXEHOCT Ha UCKYCTBa Ha 06jeKTudMKaLmja pe3ynTupa co HejsuHa UHTepHanun3aLumja,
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0[JHOCHO, MHAMBMAYaTa MOCTENEeHO ja npudaka 3amuciaeHaTa nepcnekTnBa Ha Habsby-
[yBauoT 3a Hej3uHata dwm3nyka nojasa (Lindberg, Grabe & Hyde, 2007; Riva, 2014).
Toa f0BeayBa [0 pa3BUBare Ha JOXMBYBare 3a CONCTBEHOTOTO Teno 6a3npaHo MpBeH-
CTBEHO Ha MAejaTa Aeka Toa NpeTcTaByBa NpeAMeT Ha OncepBaumja U Ha eBanyaunja Ha
JpyruTe Bp3 OCHOBA Ha WM3rnefoT, 3a CMEeTKa Ha Cy6jeKTUBHUTE [OXXUBYBaba U OLEHMU,
0C06EHO TMe KoM Ce 0AHecyBaaT Ha TenecHarta 6narococtojoa. OBoj npouec e nosHat
Kako camoobjekTugnkaumja. OTTyKa, camoobjeKTuthmkaymjata Hajuecto ce geduHupa
KakKo HaIBOpPeLLHO OpMeHTUpaHa CBECHOCT 3a TenoTo, rNaBHo, (POKycupaHa Ha Toa Kako
ce NpeTnocTaByBa feka TeNeCHNOT U3r/es ce Nepuunupa n oueHyBa Of CTpaHa Ha fpy-
Y, HaCMpOTW BHATPELLUHO OpMEHTMpaHaTa CBECHOCT 3a Tes0TO YMe LieHTpasiHO npaLua-
K€ € KaKo Ce YyBCTBYBa MHAMBMAYaTA.

Mpeky nputakakeTo Ha KynTYpHO YTBPAEHMTe CTaHAapAw 3a ybaBuHa, Koja,
nak, e KOHCTpyuMpaHa Kako LieHTpasHO BaXKHa >XeHcka Kapaktepuctuka (Wolf, 1997),
YKEHUTe yuaT fa rm goXkusyBaaT U fa rv TpeTupaaT CBOWUTE Tefla Kako 00jeKTW Kou Ca-
MWTe T HafrnegsyBaat. PeMUHUCTUYKMTE TeopeTMyapky kako bapTku n bopao TBpaat
[leKa XXeHUTe ce caMoobjeKTU(MKyBaaT, Npes Ce, NPeKy HMBHATa MpPeKyMepHa NpeoKy-
NMPaHOCT CO CBOJOT M3r/ef Koja HECOMHEHO e HaMeTHaTa HU3 XeTepoHOpMaTMBHaTa co-
unjannsaumja, ocobeHO HU3 npeTcTaBUTe 3a XXeHUTe Bo Meamymute (Frith, Shaw &
Cheng, 2005). MounHaky KaaHo, XeHWUTe yyaT Ja rv AoXuByBaaT CBOWUTE Tena OHaka
KakKo LUTO Ce TWe rnefaHn of CcTpaHa Ha aHOHMMHMWOT natpujapxaneH A4 pyr\ KpajHuot
UCXO[ Ha OBME LUCLMNIMHUPAYKU NPaKTVKM HACOYEHW KOH [IEBOjKMTE U XKEHUTE e CO3-
[laBatbe Ha penaTuBHO TpajHa OPUEHTUPAHOCT Kaj HMB, fja ro NPUKaXaT CBOETO TeNo Ka-
KO ,,yKpaceHa NoBpLUMHA® YMja OCHOBHA LieN e CEKCyaslHO fja r'v Bo3dyamn v fa rv 3ajo-
Bonn MaxuTe (Bartky 1990). OBaa MpeoKynMpaHOCT Ha XXEHUTe CO U3rnefoT YecTo ce
CMeTa Kako efieH BW[ COLMjaneH MHCTPYMEHT NMPeKy Koj TWe ce ynaTyBaaT Ha (hoKycu-
parbe KOH HUBHWTE Tena HameCTO KOH [pYry aKTMBHOCTW KOW Ce OMLUTECTBEHO LEHeTH,
nako, cnopep bayep, He 61 Tpebano fa ce 3aHemMapy M MOXHOCTa CaM006jeKTutmKaLm-
jaTa ga npeTcTaByBa CEpPMO3EH U3BOP Ha YyBCTBO Ha MOK 3a Hekou eHu (Bauer 2011).

MocTojat gBe (hopmy Ha camoobjeKkTuunkaumja. EgHata npeTcTaByBa KpaTko-
TpajHa cocTojba, a gpyrata e penatMBHO cTabusiHa MYHOCHA Aucnosuymnja. Kako kpat-
KOpOYHa cocTojba, caMoobjeKTUMKaLmjaTa e TUNMYHa 3a OKOMHOCTUTE BO KOW TenoTo
€ U3MI0XKEHO Ha NorneguTe Ha Apyrute nyre noBeKe OTKOMKY LUTO 0OBMYHO €, KakKo Ha
npumep, Kora cme 06/1e4eHn BO KOCTUM 3a Kanewe. Of Apyra cTpaHa, BUCOKMOT CTeneH
Ha aBTO06jeKTU(MKaLMja KaKo IMYHOCHA KapaKTepuCcTMKa € MoBp3aH CO MHTEH3UTETOT
Ha NPOLLECOT Ha KOH(hOpMMparbe N YCBOjyBarbe Ha CTaHAApAUTE Ha OMWTECTBOTO BO OA-
HOC Ha Ky/NTypasHO feMHMPaHNTe, YeCTO KPajHO HepeasIMCTUYHN OYEKYBatba, 3a NPUB-
neyeH u3nykyM msrned. Taka, Kora oBaa 0CO6GMHA € HarjaceHa, MLETO € MOCTojaHo
(hMKCUpPaHO Ha Hej3NMHMOT/HEroBmoT usnukn musrneg (Miner-Rubino, Twenge & Fred-
rickson, 2002).

MekuHnu n Xaja (McKinley & Hyde, 1996), nuoHepuTe BO pa3BvBareTO UH-
CTPYMEHT 3a Mepetbe Ha CTeneHOT Ha caMoobjekTudurkaumja,lykaxysaaTt Ha Toa feka v

1HuBHATa cKana NPBEHCTBEHO 6MNa HaMeHeTa 3a 3aJaBakbe CaMo 3a XEHU, HO NOAOLHA e JeMOH-
CTPUPAHO feKa YCMelwHO MOXe fa ce MPUMEHU 1 Ha MallKa nonynayuja.
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Hej3HMTEe COCTaBHU [eN0BK - TefecHaTa CaMoOmcepBalLmja, He3a40BOICTBOTO 0f U3-
rNefoT Ha TeNoTo W BepyBarbaTa 3a MOXKHOCTA 3a KOHTPO/1a Ha (OM3NYKMOT U3rnea, ce v
KOHLENTYa/IHO U eMMMPUCKN Pa3NMYyHI KOHCTPYKTU. 0jA0BHa OCHOBA Ha HWMBHaTa pa-
60Ta BO CO34aBate€TO HA MHCTPYMEHTOT € ugejaTta AeKa XXEHCKOTO Teno, HKU3 couumjan-
HWUTE WHTEPaKLUMWM e KOHCTPYMpaHO Kako npeameT Ha (CekcyasnHa) )enb6a, na oTTyka,
[EBOJKNTE U XXEHUTE Ce aHraXupaHu BO CaMOHafriefyBare, OfHOCHO, MOCTOjaHO Ce
rnefaat HU3 ounTe Ha Apyrute. OCHOBHATa MpuUYMHa 3a Toa e noTpe6arta fa ce ocury-
paT Aeka u3rnegaaT BO COracHOCT CO KyNTYpHUTE CTaHAApAM, €O LWTO 6v rv n3berHane
HeraTWBHWUTE NPOLIEHW 0f CTPaHa Ha MMarumHapHarta ,,ny6anMKa“, unm, Npeky LWTO MOXe-
61, 61 CTekHane ofpefeHN nNpeaHoCcTU. Bo 0BOj npouec, OAHOCOT Ha XXEHMTE KOH HUB-
HWTE Tena CTaHyBa OfHOC Ha HaABOpPeLUEH Hab/bydyBay. BakBuMOT JONrOTpaeH Haas3op
Haf, CONCTBEHOTO Te/0 M0 HapeKyBaaT caMoHab/byayeare (CamoHab/byayBate) Ha Te-
N0TO ¥ TOj MpeTcTaByBa OCHOBEH acneKT Ha MaHugecTaumja Ha cebeobjekTndurKkaymja
BO OfJHECYBaHETO.

Hekou nctpaxysaun ro Kopuctar TepMUHOT CaMOHa/r/1eflyBae Kako 3amMeHa,
O[JHOCHO CUHOHWMM 3a camoobjekTuukaumja. Cenak, Nocrojat yLwTe ABa eMNUPUCKM
reHepMpaHu acnekTn NoBP3aHW CO KOHCTPYKTOT, Na, OTTYKa, TWe He MOXe Aa Cce nowuc-
ToBeTaT. EAHMOT € He3afl0eoncTBO 0Of TeNoTOo, LWTO Ce OfHECYBa Ha CTEMEHOT [0 KOj
WHAMBUAYyaTa Ce YyBCTBYBA /I0LIO BO BPCKa CO M3rneA0T BP3 OCHOBA Ha MpoLieHaTa fjeka
TOA He MM UCMOJIHYyBa MOCTaBeHUTE CTaHAapAu Ha ybaBuHa BO KOHKpeTHaTa KynTypa,
KakKo LUTO Ce, Ha NpUMep, BUTKOCT, MYCKY/IECTOCT, HEXXHa KOXa, Uiun rnponopLuja nomve-
fy CTPYKOT 1 KonkosuTe. OBa He3aJ0BO/ICTBO HE MOXE Ja Ce CBefle Ha eflHOCTaBHA He-
raTMBHa eBanyauuja of TeN0TO U TENIECHWUOT M3rnes, 0CO6eHO Kora ce BO Mnpatlame Xe-
HWUTe ¥ AeBojkuTe. VIMajKu ja npefBuA LeHTpanHaTa yaora Ha U3rnegoT Bo geduHumpa-
HETO Ha XEHCTBEHOCTA, He3a40BO/ICTBOTO Of TE/IOTO 3a HWB MPEeTCTaByBa NCTOBPEMEHO
He3af0B0/1CTBO 04 cebecun Bo LenocT (McKinley & Hyde, 1996).

O6jekTnMKaymjaTa AeNyMHO ce MOTMMpa U Ha ugejata fAeKa TeN0TO MOXe Aa
ce MPOMEHU 3a [ja Ce ycoraacu co KynTypasHUTe CTaHAapAv 3a MpyBevyHoCT. JeduHu-
paleTo Ha MOCTUrawEeTO Ha OBME CTaHAAPAM KakKo HELUTO LUTO MOA/EXMW Ha 1360p, ro
noTXpaHyBa BepyBareTO ieKa U3rNeA0T MOXE fia Ce KOHTPOMpa npeky ofpeAeH HauwH
Ha ofHecyBare (Ha NpUMep, CO NPUAPXYBare KOH OAPeAeH PEXMM Ha MCXpaHa U ciu-
4yHO). OBOj TPET eMMUPUCKM U3BMIEUYEH acMeKT Ha aBToobjeKTU(MKalumjata ce Hapekysa
yeepyBare BO KOHTPOAMa, M TOj NpeTCTaByBa KOHCTPYKT KOj Ce pa3BuBa Bp3 OCHOBA Ha
npemucara fjeka 0froBOpHOCTa 3a U3rNef0T Ha TeNoTO e BO paueTe Ha OHOj/OHaa LITOo €
HEeroB ,,COMCTBEHUK".2

[loaeka BHaTpeLUHO-OpUEHTMpPaHaTa CBECHOCT 3a TeOTO e KopucHa 6uaejku
rnomara ga ce 6uae noBeke BO AONMP U BO XapMOHMja CO ceH3aummuTe of Tenoto (Dau-
benmier, 2005), BUCOKMOT CTeNeH Ha caMoobjeKTuthmKalmja Kako 0cobuHa e noBp3aHa
CO HamaneHa 6narococTtoj6a M CO 3roNeMeHN MeHTanHO-34pPaBCTBEHMN NoCcneanLmM, Noy-
HyBajKN Of PU3NK 0f AeNpPecyBHOCT, pa3Boj Ha HapylUuyBara BO MCXpaHaTa, couunjanHa
aHKCUO3HOCT, [0 ceKcyanHu amcgyHkumm (Breines, Crocker & Garcia, 2008; Greenleaf

2Mopafyn NpoCTOPHO OrpaHMYyBatbe, 0BOj acreKT Ha camoobjekTudmKaLmjaTa Hema aa buae on-
(haTeH CO 0Ba UCTPaXYBakbe.



160 PUNNO30PCKUN PAKYNTET CKOIJE

& McGreer, 2006; Jones & Griffiths, 2015; Harper & Tiggemann, 2008; Tylka & Hill,
2004; Tiggeman & Slater, 2015).

3aBMaHO roniem 6poj CTyauu peuncun 6e3 UCKIYHOK ynaTyBaaT Ha Toa feka Xe-
HWTe MMaaT NoHeraTVBEH CTaB KOH CBOETO Tefo 04 MaxuTe (Ha npumep, Bleidom et.al,
2016; Gebauer et al., 2015; Kling, Hyde, Showers, & Buswell, 1999). MocTojaT pa3nu-
KW BO TO& KaKO TEOPEeTCKM ce objacHyBa OBOj POZOB ja3 BO camofoBepbata, HO, MHO3UH-
CTBOTO UCTpPaXyBauu YKaxyBaaT Ha epeKkTuTe 0f POLOBMTE YIIOTW U HA MEANYMCKUTE U
KOHCYMepCKMTe NPUTUCOLM KOW Kora Ce BO UHTepakuuja, reHepypaaT MHOMY MOBUCOK
CTerneH Ha 06jeKTU(UKaLMja Kaj 4eBOJKUTE U XKEHUTE OTKOMKY Kaj MOMUYMHATA N MaXKU-
Te (Gebauer et al., 2015; Mintz & Betz, 1988).

3a pasnunka of, MHOTyOpOjHUTE UCTpaXyBara 3a HeraTMBHWTE NOCNefuLW Of
aBTO06jeKTU(MKaLMjaTa Ha XXEHUTE, CaMO MasiKy CTyAMU BOOMLWITO W ja UCMUTYBaaT U
Kaj MaXXWTe, MaKO OBaa MojaBa CTaHyBa Ce MOpenieBaHTHa 3a MOM/ajaTta reHepaymnja Ma-
XXM KOH KOMW, UCTO Taka, Mako He BO UCT 06eM, ce yrnaTyBaaT Nnopaky 3a pesieBaHToCTa Ha
thusnukunot msrnes (Aubrey, 2006; Dakanalis & Riva, 2013). Of efHa cTpaHa, 0Ba €03-
[aBa HeAOCTaTOK Ha eMNMPUCKM NOAATOLM 3a TOa KakBa e pasfukara Mery MaxuTe u
YKEHWUTE BO TEHAEHLUMjaTa KOH caMo0b6jeKTUrKaLmja 1 nocneamuuTe of Hea, a of Apy-
ra cTpaHa, NpuAoHecyBa KOH Toa Cé yLuTe fja Hema [J0BOSIHO NOAATOLM BO BPCKa CO Y/10-
rata Ha pofloBMOT UAEHTUTET, NOMOT U CeKCyasHata OpueHTaLmja BO pPa3BMBabeTo Ha
0Baa 0Co6UHa.

He e HeouekyBaHO Toa LUTO UCTpaxyBaraTa YKaXyBaaT [eKa >XeHUTe MHOry
noBeKe Of MaXuTe Ce MOANOXHM Ha LOXMBYBate Ce6e06jeKTU(NKALUCKN MNCKYCTBA.
Co ornef Ha Toa Aeka pojoBaTta yfora e Of LieHTpasHa BaXXHOCT BO FeHepupakbeTo Ha
OBWE Pas/IMKK, KYNTYpasHO MPOW3BefeHNTe Nopaky 3a BaXKHOCTA Ha TeNeCHWUOT W3res
61 Tpebano fa MMaaT HajCWIHO BfiMjaHME BP3 OHME XKEHW KOW HajMHOTY ja npudgakaaT
TpaguumoHanHaTta xeHcka ynora. Co gpyru 360p0oBM, Ce OYEKYBa OHME XEHW KOW ce
NOEHTU(UKYBaAT cebecn Co KynTypasHo AeUHMPaHNOT MOJEN 3a XKEHCTBEHOCT Aa Ma-
HU(eCcTNpaaT HajBMCOK CTEMEeH Ha CaMOHaArfefyBare 3aToa LUTO BO Hajronem creneH
Ce 3acerHary of HopmaTa 3a BaXHOCTa Ha ,,y6aBuHaTa“ Ha xeHuTe. OTTyKa, ce NpeTno-
CTaBw feka:

XunoTesa 1 HesaBWCHO 0f POAOBWOT WAEHTUTET, Kaj XeHWTe e mo-
3aCTaneHo caMoHaarneayBameTo (Kako 0CO6MHA) OTKOMKY Kaj
mMaxuTe. Kaj >eHuTe, MOBMCOKMOT CTeneH Ha uieHTudukaumja
CO (heMMHMHaATa y/nora e noBp3aH CO MOBMCOK CTeMeH Ha camo-
Hafrnegysawe (OQHOCHO, Kaj HMB e Haj3acTaneHo Bo criopefba
CO CWTe ocTaHaTu cy6rpynu Ha pojoBa uaeHTUUKaLmja), fLoje-
Ka Kaj MaxuTe, pojoBata uieHTU(UKaumja 1 camoHasrnegyBa-
HETO He Ce NMoBp3aHu.

Teopujata Ha o6jekTudmkauymja (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997) TBpaun Aeka ge-
BOjKMTE U XKEHUTE CE MHOTY MOBEKEe W3/1I0KEHU Ha MOPaKW 0f BPCHULMTE, 0f cekcyan-
HWUTE MapTHEPW U 04 MeaUyMUTe, 3a Toa AeKa HUBHWOT WM3r/ed e 04 CYLITUHCKA Bax-
HOCT 3a Toa KofKy BpefaT. MmMajku npefBuf geka HagBOPELHMOT NPUTUCOK KOH Mpu-
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(hakarbe Ha CTaHfgapauTe 3a ,,y6aBMHA“ ce MHOry MOCU/IHU 3a NnuaTa Of XXEeHCKM non,
TWe MHOTY MOYecTo ro aHanu3upaar WU3rnefoT Ha CBOWTE Tena Ha TOj HayWH LWTOo ro
cnopefyBaat CO UAeasoT CO Koj Ce KOHTUHYMpaHo coodeHun (Roberts & Gettman, 2004).
KoHTWHymMpaHaTta cnopejba npuioHecyBsa 3a NoHWcKka camofoBepba BO BPCKa CO Tenec-
HWOT W3rnef, Wau, NoHarnaceHo He3afoBCWICTBO Of TeN0TO Kaj XKEeHUTE OTKOMKY Kaj
MaXuTe, Off egHa CTpaHa, NopaAn pPasnUKNTE BO LIEHTPaNHOCTa Ha U3rNeAoT 3a UAEHTU-
TeTOT, a 04 Apyra, Nopaamn Toa LTO KPpUTEPUYMUTE 3a XKeHcKaTa yb6aBmHa e MHOry TeLw-
KO, aKo He M HEeBO3MOXHO fa Ce MOCTWUrHaT. AKO Ce 3eMe MpenBuUf OYeKyBakbeTo feka
KyNnTypanHuWTe CTaHAapAW BO Noronema Mepa Ke ce MHTepHaM3MpaaT of CTpaHa Ha xe-
HUTE KO Ce NAEHTU(MKYBaaT NoBeKe CO heMUHMHATA Yora, MOXe Aa Ce MpeTrnocTasu
[leKka HMBHaTa camofoBep6a BO BPCKa CO TENECHWOT U3rNef Ke buie HajMHOry 3acerHa-
Ta, OAHOCHO fAeKa Tue HajManKy Ke ro npudgakaaT CBOjOT TeneceH msrneq. Of gpyra
CTpaHa, COBPEMEHMWOT CTaHfapA Ha AedMHMparbe Ha MaecTBEHOCTa MPEKYy MacUBHO
MYCKY/IeCTOTO TEN0, KOj C& MOUHTEH3MBHO Ce HaMETHYBa, BEPOjaTHO Ha CNYEH HauvH
M NPUTMCKA MaXXWTe KOH MOCTUrawe Ha 0BOj maean. Of acnekT Ha npudakaweTo Ha
pojoBaTa yniora, Ce O4YeKyBa OBOj MPUTMCOK Aa GMAe Hajronem 3a Maxute Kou cebecu
ce NAEeHTU(MKyBaaT CO MaCKynMHaTa yaora OTKOMIKY Kaj OHMe KOW ce MoBeKe aHApOru-
HY unn pemmnHnHn, OTTYKa, Ce NPeTnocTaByBa AeKa:

Xunoresa 2. He3aBUCHO Of POAOBMOT MAEHTUTET, XXEHUTE BO MPOCEK
ce MoHe3aA0BOMHN Of TeNI0TO OTKOJSIKY MaxkuTe. PojoBaTa MAaeH-
TUMKaumja e noBp3aHa CO He3a[0BONCTBOTO Of TeNOTO Ha Toj
HauYuH LUTO XXeHUTe CO (PeMUHUH POAOB NAEHTUTET U MaXUTE CO
MacKy/MH pofoB WAEHTUTET MMaaT HAjBMCOK CTereH Ha Hes3afo-
BOJICTBO CMOpPefeHO CO OCTaHaTUTe KaTeropum poLoB WAEHTUTET
BO paMKWUTe Ha CBOUTE MOMOBU TPYyNun.

HagoBp3yBajKu ce Ha akToT feKa Ha ABaTa Nofia UM ce HyaaT 6UTHO pasnnu-
HU MOZENN Ha UAeaneH (U3NYKM W3rNe, ce NPeTnocTaBm feKa NMoBUCOKMOT CTEMeH Ha
M3paseHOCT Ha NpeaMcnosnumjaTa 3a aBTO0GjeKTU(MKALMja MMA Pa3INYHN KOHCEKBEH-
LM BO OfHECYBAETO HAa MaXWTe U XeHuTe. Kaj MaxuTe, NOBUCOKOTO camoHaarnesy-
Bate W HEe3aJ0BO/ICTBO Of} TENIOTO CE MOBP3aHW CO MOAOTO BPpemMe NOMUHATO BO (uU3mny-
Kn BeXG6U 3apafy (hakToT fieKa MAeanoT HanoxXyBa CTEKHYBatbe MYCKYNecTo Teno, Ao-
[eKa Kaj >XeHUTe, OBME MPeaMCrno3vLMK ce NOBeKe BO BPCKA CO [0/KMHATA NOMMUHATA
BO ,,pa3y6aByBatbe“3LWITO He BK/yUyBa (hM3UYKa aKTUBHOCT:

XunoTesa 3. Co 3ronemyBareTo Ha cebeHafrnefyBaweTo U He3ajo-
BO/ICTBOTO Of TENOTO, Kaj MaxuTe pacte H6pojoT Ha 4Yacosu Mo-
MWHaTU BO (PM3NYKO Bexbare, HO He M BPOjOT Ha YacoBU BO
»pasybaByBare”, fOofeKa Kaj XeHuTe, pacTe 6pPOjoT Ha 4acoBM
NoOMMHaTK BO ,,pa3ybaByBarbe*, a He 1 BO BeXbatbe.

3TepMVUHOT e CTaBeH BO HABOAHWLM 3a [a YKaXe Ha CBECHOCTA 3a KynTypasiHaTa AeTepMUHUPa-
HOCT Ha y6aBuHaTa leuHMpaHa Kako (hmanuka npuenedHocT.
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METO/,

Mpumepok

MpuUrogHMOT NPUMEPOK UCMUTAHWLM BO OBa MUCTpaxyBawe 6Gelle 06e36eaeH
Ha TOj HaYMH LUTO NOTEHLUMjaHUTE YUYecHUUM Ha Bo3pacT mefy 19 u 35 roguHmn 6ea 3a-
MO/lyBaHU [O6POBOMHO [a y4yecTBYBaaT BO WCTpaxyBaweTo. Taka, Toj Ce COCTOM 0Of
340 ncnutaHuum, of kom 50 % ce maxku, Ha npoceyHa Bo3pact og M = 25,21 rognHu
(SD = 5,60), npu wTO 98 % ce MU3jacHMIE KaKO UCKYUYMBO XeTepoceKcyasHu, fofeka 2
% wu3jaBune feka ce co bucekcyanHa opveHTaumja. Cute UCNUTaHMLM ce CO 06pa3oBHO
HMBO KOe Bapupa Mely 3aBpLUeHO CpefHO 06pa3oBaHue 1 MarncTepcku ctygmun. Okony
nonosmHata of HMB (54 %) ce og Ckonje, a OCTaHaTUTE XXUBeaT BO HEKOj Of BKYMHO
3acTaneHuTe 12 rpaga of 3emjaBa. CuUTe yUYeCHULM BO UCTPaXYBakeTo ce eTHUYKN Ma-
KeJoHUM.

NHCcTpymMeHTU

1 [Jemorpadckn nogaTouy M HaBUKW - UCMUTAHULMTE NOMOAHM]ja KyC 4EeMO-
rpadcky npawlanHuK koj 6apa MHgopmauum 3a NonoT, BO3pacTa, CTerneHOT Ha obpaso-
BaHMe N cekcyanHata opueHTaumja. OcBeH Toa, Tve 06e3beamnja M 04rOBOPU Ha npaLua-
HaTa 3a Toa KOJKY 4Yaca HeAenHo NoMuHyBaaT BO ,,pa3ybaByBame”“4 (MCKIy4YyBajKn ro
NPaKTUKYBakeTo Gr3nUKa akTUBHOCT) 1 BO BeXGarbe BO MocnegHuTe 6 MeceLu.

2. Cynckana Hagrnegyeawe Ha TenoTo (camoHafrnegyeake) of ckanaTa
CsecHOCT 3a objekTugukaumja Ha TenorTo (OBCS) Bo aBTOPCTBO Ha MEKKMHAN U
Xaja (McKinley & Hyde, 1996). Taa e efiHa of TpuTe CyNcKanu Of LenocHata ckana
KOja ce COCTOW Of 24 ajTemu LUTO Y MepaT CnefHVBE acrekTu Ha Bapujabnara: Hagrne-
[yBatbe Ha TeNnoTo, He3af0BO/ICTBO Of TeNOTO W BepyBara 3a KOHTPO/a Ha TeNecHUoT
n3rnen.5 CynckanaTa 3a Mepewe Ha CaMOHaArefyBameTo Ha TeloTO ro MAeHTUdMKyBa
CTENeHOT BO KOj Cy6jeKTOT ,,rnefa Ha CBOETO Tef0 Kako HajBopelleH Hab/byayBay™
(McKinley & Hyde, 1996, 181). Taa ce cocTou 04 OCyM ajTEMU Ha KOW Ce 0Aroapa Ha
6-cTeneHu, Kou ce ABMXAT 0f ,,BOONWTO He ce cornacysam™ (0) 4o ,,MHOry ce cornacy-
Bam*“ (6). MOBMCOKMOT CKOP YKa)KyBa Ha MOBMCOKO HMBO Ha CaMOHaf30p, OfHOCHO MNo-
CTOjaHO CaMOHab/byayBare N pasMUCNyBake 3a CBOETO TE0 Of MepcnekTuBa Ha Toa
KaKo Toa u3rnefa Bo ounte Ha gpyrute. KoethmumeHTuTe Ha pennjabunHOCT coonLiTe-
HW BO peneBaHTHaTa /iMTepaTypa ce asuxart of Chronbach a=,87 (Fitzsimmons, Cone
S1 Kelly, 2011) a=,89 (McKinley & Hyde, 1996). BHaTpelwHaTa KOH3UCTEHTHOCT Ha

4 0OnepayyoHasHO, BO NpaLLaHUKOT pa3y6aByBatbeTO € OMULLIAHO HU3 CMeHUBE NPUMEPU aKTUB-
HOCTU: CpeflyBakbe Ha KocaTa, LIMUHKakbe, 6pudere, fenunauuja u CMyHO.

51 LUeNOCHWNOT MHCTPYMEHT W CYNCKaMTe OAAEHO HALIMPOKO Ce KOPUCTEHM 3a Mepetbe Ha 06-
jeKTumKaumjata Kako nMyHocHa upTa. MakaHanuc u cop. (Dakanis et al., 2015) ru ucnutane
MNCYXOMETPUCKUTE KapaKTEPUCTMKM Ha MHCTPYMEHTOT €O 24 ajTemMn Ha NorosemMy NpUMePOLIM Of
OPUrMHANTHWOT (611e BKYYEHW M MCNUTAHULM O, MaLLKK MoN), a NpoBepKaTa ja nogapxana Tpu-
(hakTOpCKaTa BHaTpPeLLUHa CTPYKTYpa U eKBUBA/IEHTHOCTA Ha MEPKUTE 3a ABaTa fofa.
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cyrnckanata 3a oBaa rpyna ucnutaHuum e 3HaumTenHo nomana (Chronbach 0=,67), HO
MapruHanHo npudgarnuea.

3. Cynckana He3af0BoNCTBO Of TenoTOo of ckanaTa CBeCHOCT 3a 00jeKTu-
thukaumja Ha TenoTo. OBaa Cynckana ce COCTOM Of OCyM ajTeMM CO MOMOLL Ha Koum ce
KBaHTU(MKyBa CTEMEHOT Ha YyBCTBO Ha 3aCpamMeHOCT, OAHOCHO He3aJ0BOJ/ICTBO KOe ce
LOXMBYBaA KOra ce MpoLeHyBa fjeka U3rnefoT Ha TeNoTo He M 3a40B0JyBa CO KYNTYpHO
HaMeTHaTUTe HOpMUW. Kako 1 BO ApyruTe Cynckanu, ajTeMuTe ce co 6-cTeneHa npoleHa
1 NOBMCOKMOT CKOP YKaXKyBa Ha MOBMCOKO HWBO Ha MoceflyBatbe Ha Bapujabnarta, OgHO-
CHO MOM3Pa3eHO He3aA0BOJICTBO 0f Tenoto. MekuHnn n Xaja (1996) o6jaByBaaT M3HOC
Ha Koe(ULMeHT Ha penunjabunHoct a=,75. 3a 0BOj NPUMEPOK, pennjabunHocTa Ha cyn-
cKkajiata e C/IM4YHO BMCOKa U U3HecyBa a=,77.

4. PofoB MAEHTUTET - 3a OnpejenyBawe Ha CTEMeHOT Ha MAeHTUdMKaunja
CO KYNTypasiHO AeUHUpPaHUTE ,)KEHCKU“ OAHOCHO ,,MallKM“ OCOOMHW € KOpMCTeHa
cKpaTeHaTa (hopma Ha BSRJ MHAEKCOT Ha XeHCTBEHOCT (imcta Ha 10 ,,)KeHCKn“ ocobm-
HUM, KaKo LUTO Ce, Ha MPUMep: HEeXHa, No/Ha Co pasbumparbe U CN.) Y MHLEKCOT Ha Maxe-
CTBEHOCT (imcTa Ha 10 ,,MallK1“ KapaKTEPUCTMKM, KaKO LUTO Ce: KOMMETUTMBEH, arpe-
CUBEH U CJ1.), KOHCTPyMpaHu of cTpaHa Ha bapak u CtepH (Barak & Stem, 1986). Ha
ckana og 1 (BoonmwTo He CyM TakoB/TakBa) A0 7 (peumcy cekorawl CyM TakKOB/TakBa),
UCNUTAHNLUTE Ce CaMOOLLeHYBaaT 3a CeKoja Of MOHYAEHEHUTE TUMNYHO , KEHCKN" of-
HOCHO ,,MallKKn* 0coBMHN. PennjabmunHocTa Ha 0BOj MHCTPYMEHT 3a KOHKPETHWUOT Mpu-
MepoK e a=,69 3a CKanarta Ha XXeHCTBEHOCT, A0/eKa CKanaTa Ha MaXXeCTBEHOCT e 3Hauu-
Te/HO MOBeKe BHATPELUHO KOH3UCTeHTHa (a=,88). Bp3 ocHOBa Ha pasnukaTa Nomery
npecMeTaHNTe NPOCEYHUTE CKOPOBY Ha ABETe CKav, yYecHULuTe 6ea NofesieHn BO Tpu
Kateropun. OHuMe LITO Ce CO AOMMHAHTEH MPOCEK Ha MHAEKCOT Ha MallKocTa ce KaTero-
pr3npaat Kako MackynuHu (MaKecTBEHM) M 06paTHO, AoAeKa CybjeKTUTe Ymja pasnmka
nomery fge ckanu ce asvxku of -1 go +1 6ea KaTeropyMavMpaHun Kako aHApOrnHW.6

lMocTanka

OTKako 6ea 3amo3HaeHu CO CUTe peneBaHTHM MHOPMaLUK BO BpCKa CO UCTpa-
XKYBareT0,7 UICMIMTAaHNLNTE aHOHUMHO OAroBapaa Ha WHCTPYMEHTUTE 0 CaMOU3BECTY-
BaYykW TWUM, MpY LUITO 3a HUBHOTO Y4ECTBO He J06MBaa HMKaKoB HagoMmecT. CTaTUCTWY-
KaTa aHanu3a (4eCKpUNTUBHUTE CTATUCTULM, KOE(ULMEHTUTE Ha Kopenaluja u ABOHa-
coyHata AHOBA, BKnyudyBajKu ru v post-hoc TecToBmTe) Gelle n3BeAeHa CO MOMOLL Ha
SPSS 20, npu WTO 3a CTAaTUCTUYKMN 3HAYajHO HMBO GeLle TpeTMpaHo  * momano o 5 %
(P < ,05).

6 B0 cornacHoCT €O Npenopak1Te Ha OnLTOMNO3HATMOT UHCTPYMeHT BSPJ Ha CaHgpa Bem, ncnu-
TaHULMTE YMWM MPOCEYHM CKOPOBW W Ha CKasiaTa Ha MacKy/MHOCT U Ha ckanarta Ha IeMUHUHOCT
ce Hucku (nog M=3,0) 6ea KaTeropusmpaHn Kako HeogpeaeHV BO OAHOC Ha POJOBUOT MAEHTUTET
1 NOpaiy UCKYUMTENIHO HMCKaTa 3aCTaneHoCT W Kaj fBara rnosa, He 6ea BKIy4YeHW BO MoHara-
MOLLHaTa aHanmsa.

7Mpu6MParbeTo NOAATOL Ha TepeH 6eLLie CNPOBEAEHO Of MPETXOAHO 06YUEHN CTYAEHTU MO McK-
X0/noruja, a HMBHaTa pa6oTa Gelue CynepBr3vpaHa o CTpaHa Ha aBTopKara Ha TPYAOT.
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PE3YNTATU

Bo Tabena 1 ce npukaxaHu pe3yntaTute Of AECKPUNTMBHATA aHaiu3a Ha no-
fJaToumnTe 3a BKIyYeHUTe Bapujabnun, opraHusmpaHa cnopeg nonoT v Kateropusaymjata
BO OJHOC Ha pofoBata uaeHTudmkaumja.

Ta6ena 1. leCKpUNTUBHM CTATUCTMLIM 3a CAMOHA/AreyBatbe W HE3a10BONCTBO O/ TEeN0TO Kaj
MaXKMTE 1 )KEHUTE CO Pa3NINUEH POAOB UAEHTUTET

Punsnyka
CamoHagrne- Hesagosoncteo dasybaByBared AKTUBHOCT
fyBatbe 0f, TenoTo (B0 yacosm)
(B0 yacosm)
n Pogos ageHT. N M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

deMUHUH 80 3535 (5,87) 20,82 (8,83) 8,12 (5,92) 1,10(1,10)
AHAPOTrMH 70 3547 (6,41) 17,98 (6,81) 7,94(10,26) 2,44 (,98)
MackynuH n 33,72 (5,51) 15,72 (7,22) 6,22 (7,16) 2,33 (,67)
BkynHo 161 35,30 (6,07) 19,21 (8,09) 7,93 (8,10) 2,00 (1,04)
DeMUHNH 30 29,90 (5,86) 14,33 (5,30) 4,32 (2,36) 2,20(1,21)
AHIPOrVH 98 32,60 (6,57) 17,03 (6,63) 4,71 (5,01) 2,60 (0,98)
MackynmH 34 30,77 (6,62) 16,82 (7,73) 4,59 (4,72)  2,50(1,00)

BKynHo 162 31,71 (5.87) 16,49 (6,70) 4,62 (4,60) 2,57 (1,00)

*@XOX g

U’J@Qm

MoHaTamoLLHaTa aHanM3a MokKaxa, Kako LITO U Ce O4YeKyBalle Bp3 OCHOBa Ha
NPeTXOLHUTE UCTPaXYyBatba, AeKa CaMOHaArefyBateTo ¥ He3aL0BONICTBOTO 0f TeNoTO
ce mefycebHo nosp3aHu (r =,27(320),/? < ,01). Mefy nmuarta Kou ce Ha Bo3paceH oncer
KOj e ondaTeH CO OBa UCTpaXKyBare, He e HajeHa Kopenauuja Mefy camOHaAarnesyBa-
HETO M He3aJ0BOJICTBOTO 0f TenoTo co Bo3pacTa (r=,03(320),/? > ,05 n r=,04(320),/? >
,05), Wrry, mak, co cTeneHoT Ha obpasosaHue (r=,03(312), p >,05 n r=,02 (312), p >
,05).

Pesyntatnte o cnpoBegeHata gBoHacouHa AHOBA co Koja e TecTupaHa np-
BaTa XunoTe3a ce NpuKaxaHu Bo Tabena 2. [MaBHMOT edheKT 3a NOMOT Kako Bapujabna e
cTaTucTuykm 3HavaeH (F = (1,310)14,68; p <,01), co WTO ce NOTBPAYBA LENOT 0 XMno-
TesaTa Koj TBPAM [ieKa XXeHWTe BO NOrofieM CTeneH ro 06jeKTUMKyBaaT TenoTo npeky
camoHaarnefyBare 0 Maxute. Bp3 ocHoBa Ha post-hoc TecTOBMTe Ha 3Ha4YajHOCT Ha
pasnuku mefy npoceuuTte Ha cybrpynute (Tabena 4.), BTOPMOT feN OA XxunotesaTa Mo-
XKe camo [ieflyMHO fja ce noTBpAn. IMEHO, XeHuTe co PeMUHUH POAOB UAEHTUTET M3ja-
BYBaaT 3HauYMTeNHO NOBMCOK CTeneH Ha camMOHaArnefyBare BO crnopefba co cute ocTa-
HaTu cy6rpynu. Ho, HacmpoTK npeTnocTaBkaTa feKa Mer'y Maxute co pasnnyHa pojosa
naeHTUUKaLmMja Hema pasnnKM BO NOFMe[ Ha OBOj acneKT Ha caMoobjeKkTudmKauuja,
npoHajaeHa e MapruHasHa pasnunka Mery aHApPoOrMHuTe Maxu (/?=,04), Ko umaaT nosu-
COK Npocek BO cropef6a co MaXnTe CO AOMUHAHTHA (heMUHMHA AEHTUDMKaLWja.
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Tabena 2. CaMoHafrneflyBarbe Kaj MaXy U Kaj XXEeHU CO pa3nnyeH pojoB UAEHTUTET: eeKTn no-
Mery cyb6jekTnTe

V3Bop XZ (Tun L) af MS F Sig.
Kopurupax mogen 1151,778 5 230,35 5,801 ,000
Mon 583,004 1 583,00 14,68 ,000
Popgos ngeHTturet 170,918 2 85,45 2,15 ,118
Mon*poa.naeH. 76,921 2 38,46 ,70 ,381
IpeLuka 12070,896 304 39,70

Totan 360049,000 310

Tabena 3. He3a40BONCTBO 0 TENOTO Kaj MM W Kaj XEeHW CO pa3nnyeH poSoB UAEHTUTET:
eekTn Momery cybjekTute

3Bop 22 (tun W) df MS F Sig.
Kopurupan mogen 1231,49 5 246,299 4,606 ,000
Mon 226,76 1 211,541 3,96 ,045
PopoB naeHTuTeT 46,70 2 23,349 44 ,647
Mon*poa.naeH, 16951,23 2 276,048 5,16 ,006
Ipeluka 121221,00 304 53,474

Totan 297962,00 310

PesyntaTuTe 04 npoBepkaTta Ha BTOpaTa XMnoTesa ce npukaxaHu Ha Tabena 3
n 4. Crnopef, HUB, XXEHWTE Ce NMOHe3af0BO/IHN Of M3rNIef0T Ha CBOETO TE/I0 O MaXWuTe,
CO Orfief, Ha Toa fAeka e [06MeH CTaTUCTUYKM 3HayaeH rnaBeH edekT 3a nonot F
(1,310)=3.96,/7<,05). Bo cornacHOCT O MocTaBeHaTa XMMNoTesa, XXeHUTe CO JOMUHAHT-
HO (heMUHWH POLOB MAEHTUTET M3jaByBaaT HajBMCOK CTENeH Ha He3afjoBOJICTBO Of Te-
NOTO BO cropefiba co cuTe OCTaHaTV FPYNM BKAYyYeHW BO aHaius3aTta. Ho, Kako WwTo mo-
Xe pa ce Buau of Tabena 4. Kage LWITO Ce NPUKaXaHW />-BpeJHOCTUTE 3a Pa3IMKUTE Me-
ry cybrpynuTe 3a Bapujabnata He3aA0BOACTBO Of TeN0TO, MAaCKy/IMHUTE MaXu He ce
NMoHe3aJ0BO/IHN Of TENOTO BO crnopesba co Apyrute cybrpynv Ha pogoB WAEHTUTET BO
cBOjaTa NnosoBa KaTeropuja. 3HayajHUOT UHTepakuuckn edekT F (2,310) =5,16, jp<,01)
Ha fABaTa rnaBHu (aktopa (Mon v pofOB WMAEHTMTET) MOXe fAa 6uae o6jacHET Mpeky
npaBeLOT Ha 3rofieMyBate Ha HEe3afoBOJICTBOTO Kaj MaxuTe W XeHuTe. Heszaposon-
CTBOTO Of TENIOTO pacTe Kora pojoBata AeHTUdMKaumja e heMUHNHA 3a XKeHWTe, fofe-
Ka Kaj MaxuTe, npaBeloT e obpaTeH (Mpadmk 1). Cnopea pesyntatuTe Of CNpPOBeAeHa-
Ta AHOBA, oBaa xu1noresa, UCTO Taka, ce NOTBPAU camo Ae/lyMHO.
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Tab6ena 4. Post-hoc aHanmsa Ha pa3nmkute Mery cyorpynuTte 3a cebeHaarnefyBatbe 1 3a He3ad0-
BO/ICTBO Of TENOTO (p-BpeaHOCTN)

Camoma,qrne,qysarbe He3a,CI|OBOJ'lCTBO 0f TeNOTO

MOJ1 Poa. noeH. 1 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
s L AHgporv 39 00 ,00 ,00 - 02 34 40 02 45
(? 2. PeMMHIH 02 00 ,00 ,00 03 00 00 01
3. MackynuH 57 08 17 58 59 67

4. AHApOrvH ,04 13 ,08 ,89

§ 5 deMUHMH 57 17

6. MackynuH

MpoLeHeTN MapruHanHn apuTMETUYKN CPeMHU 3a HE3aA0SO/CTLLIO Of
TanoTo

noevret
— ‘q)LU

— *3Hap
—8 Mac«

Mpadnk 1. IHTepaKLMCKM epeKT 3a He3a0BOMICTBO 0/ TeNOTO (MOM W POf0B WAEHTUTET)

HaoauTe of TeCTUpaweTO Ha TpeTaTa XMnoTe3a yKaxyBaaT Ha Toa fleka 1 Taa e
NOTBPAeHa caMo BO efieH Hej3uH fen. Kaj >xeHuTe, W He3aJ0BOCTBOTO Of Tenoto (r=,
47(168), p<,01) n camoHaarnefysaweto (r =,72(168); p <.05) Kako acnekTu Ha 0bjek-
TUMKaLmjaTa ce NOBP3aHM CO BPEMETO MOMMWHATO BO ,pa3ybaByBamwe“, fofeka Mely
HWB 1 BPEMETO NMOMMWHATO BO (PMU3MYKa aKTMBHOCT HEMA CTaTUCTUUKMN 3HayajHa Kopena-
ummn (r= ,04(168), p >,05 ogHocHo r=,02(168), p >,05). MefyToa, npeTnocTaBeHaTa
BpCKa Mefy KOMMOHEHTMTe Ha cebeobjeKTuduKaymjaTa n pusmnykKata akTMBHOCT Kaj Ma-
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XUTe MOXe fa buae npudaTeHa camo 3a He3agoBOCTBOTO of Tenoto (r= 19(167);p <
,05), AofieKa, caMoHaArnefyBambeTo He e BO BPCKa CO Toa KOJIKY BpeMe Ce MoCBeTyBa Ha
(hm3mnyka akTMBHoCT (r=,05(167); p >,05) Bo cornacHocT co XMnoTesaTa, Kaj MaxuTe He
e HajaeHa Bpcka Mefy caMOHaArfefyBarweTo 1M BPEMETO MOMUHATO BO ,,pasybaByBame"
(r=,09(168); p >,05), Kako 1 Mefy BPeMeTO MOMMWHATO BO ,,pa3ybaByBare* N He3ago-
BO/NICTBOTO 0f Tenoto (r=-,03(162); p > .05).

[Ounckycnja

PesyntatuTe Off UCTpaXkyBareTO 1 MOBPAYyBaaT M HaoAWTe Of MPETXOAHO
CMpOBeJEHNTe NCTPaXXyBatba 3a Toa JeKa fBaTa acnekra Ha camoobjekTudunkaLmjata ce
Mon3paseHn Kaj XXeHUTe OTKONKY Kaj MaxuTe. [JONONHWTENHO, HA0AWUTe Cyrepupaar fe-
Ka pojoBarta uaeHTU(MKauuja e ylwTe efjleH BaXKeH (PakTop KOj B/njae Ha M3paseHocTa
Ha CamMOHaf30p0T M CaMOHaMeTHaTO He3aJ0BOJICTBO Of TefioTo. OHa LUTO Ce NnokKaxa e
[leKa >XeHUTEe CO XXEHCKN WAeHTUTEeT (M BepojaTHO MaXMTe CO aHAPOrUH WAEHTUTET)
MMaaT HajuspaseHa TeHAeHUMja Aa rvm TpeTnpaaT HMBHWTE Tena Kako 06jeKTn 1 ga rm
[ieeBanympaaT BO MPOLECOT Ha HNBHOTO CrOPeAyBare CO HAMETHATUTE KYNTYPHU CTaH-
Japaw. MNpeTnocTaBkaTa Jeka nopagu KyntypasHUOT MPUTUCOK 33 NOCTUTHYBaHE MyC-
Ky/IecTo Tesi0 MaXnTe CO MalLK1 POLOB UAEHTUTET Ke 6uAaT NoHe3afl0BO/HN Of W3r/ie-
[OT Ha TenoTo Of MaXUTe CO aHAPOTUH N DeMUHUH MAEHTUTET He Gelle NMOTBPAEHA CO
HaoguTe. XeTepoOHOPMAaTUBHMOT niean 3a Toa Kako ,Tpeb6a“ fa msrnefa MawwkoTo Teno
e MHOTYy MOMasiKy peneBaHTeH 3a MaXuTe BO criopefba co Toa KOSIKY e BaXeH 1aeanoT
3a ,,y6aB0" Teno 3a xeHuTe. OBa HECOMEHO MOXe Aa Ce NpunuLLe Ha Toa feKa u3rnegot
CE YLUTe Ce KOHCTPYMpa Kako BTOPOCTENEH 3a MaXXMTe, a LigHTPaseH 3a XXeHuTe.

Ha KpajoT, co3HaHujaTa NoTBpAMja, yWwTe efHall, Aeka TeHAeHLUMjaTa KOH ce-
6e06jekTUMKaLMja KaKO NMMYHOCHA KapaKTepuCTMKa He reHepmpa UCTU nocneguum 3a
xeHute n maxute (Oehlhof et al., 2009). MaxuTe ce ogHecyBaaT BO COMflaCHOCT CO
NPOMuLIaHUTe POLOBM MOfENN 3a aTPaKTMBHOCT U MHBECTUpaaT NoBeKe Bpeme BO (-
3MYKM aKTMBHOCTU CO Lien fa fobujat MycKynecto Teno. XKeHuTte co NOBWUCOK CTeneH Ha
aBTO0GOjeKTUMKaLmja, of Apyra CTpaHa, He npujaByBaaT MoBeKe YacoBM (DM3MYKA aK-
TUBHOCT 0f, OHMe LITO Ce MOManKy CKIOHW KOH Toa. Bo cornacHocT co opofeHuoT (3ac-
HOBaH Ha POAOT) KOHCTPYKT 3a TOa LUTO NPeTcTaByBa XXeHCKa ,,y6aBuHa", >xeHnuTe noee-
Ke umaat TeHfeHUMja fa ja paspeluaTt aHKCMO3HOCTA reHepupaHa Of, He3af0BONCTBOTO
0f, TeN0TO 1 Off CAMOHAAINefyBakeTo NPeKy AeKopuparbe, OAHOCHO MPeKy aKTUBHOCTM
wTo Tpeba Aa fafaT BNeyaToK 3a HMBHATa HEryBaHoCT.

MocTojaT HajMankKy fABe MOXHW O6jacHyBarba 30LUTO XXEHUTE KOU MOBEKe ce
caM006jeKTUMKyBaaT He Bexx6aaT MoBeKe, 3a pasnKa Of MaxuTe CO UcTaTa 0CobMHa.
MpBaTa e feka BO 3anafjHata KynTypa AOMUHMPA CAMKarta 3a MYCKYNecTo Teno Kako
MMaHEeHTHO Ha MaXXeCTBEHOCTa, [0fieKa MAeanoT 3a XeHcka urypa e ga 6uze TeHka u
CO Momasa TenecHa Maca. BTopo, 3a XeHuTe co n3paseHa cebeobjekTugmkalmja MHoOry
e BaXHO Ja n3rnegaaT aTpakT1BHO BO cekoja npunuka (Melbye, 2005). Moxe6u, nHaun-
(hepeHTHOCTa KOH BeXKbarbe 3a HMB NpPeTCTaByBa MPEBEHTUBA 0f Cebenpe3eHTMPae BO
HeypefHa cocToj6a BO jaBHOCT.
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JacHo e fieka e BaXXHO M NoHaTamy fa ce UCNWTYBa 1 Aa ce pasbepe ynorarta Ha
camoo6jeKTuMKaumja N Kaj MaXWUTe W Kaj XKeHuTe, BMAEJKU e JOKYMEHTUPaHO Aeka
0Baa AMCno3numja NoTeHLMjaiHO A0BeAyBa 40 CEPUO3HW HeraTMBHW 34paBCTBEHU MO-
cnegvumn. Bo oBaa cTyauja He ce 3eMeHU NpeaBWA NCUXOMOLLKUTE NOCNeANLN Of, BIUCO-
KMOT CTeneH Ha camoob6jeKTudmKaumja, HO MPeTXOAHUTE UCTPaxKyBawa NOTBPAYBaaTt
[leKa TaKBMTe KOHCEKBEHLMW BapupaaT of 61aro v npMBpemMeHo ryberwe Ha caMofoBep-
6aTa 10 CEPMO3HMN MEHTa/IHW HapyLUyBarba.

OBa MCTpaXyBake MMa HEKO/KY OorpaHudvyBarba Kou 61 Tpebano ga ouaat
npusMa HU3 Koja ce rnefaat Haogute. MprYMepoKOT He € [0BOHO FO/IEM W CO OFfef Ha
TOa LITO e NMPUFOAEH, U MOKPaj CUTe Hamopw 3a fa ce 06e36ean XeTeporeHocT, BepojaT-
HO He faBa TOYeH OMMC Ha nonynauujata. EgHa anapmaHTHa MHAMKaUMja 3a Toa [eka
NPUMepPOKOT MOXe Aa buae NPUCTpaceH e 3acTarneHocTa Ha ManuoT 6poj Maxu co Mac-
Ky/IMH POAOB WAEHTUTET, LUTO € CMPOTUBHO Ha OYeKyBaraTa. YIUTe efjHa Cepmo3Ha cna-
6a cTpaHa Koja MOXe Aa Bvjae Ha BaIMAHOCTA HA HAOAMTE e AeKa MHCTPYMEHTUTE LITO
Ce KopucTaT 3a Mepere Ha BapmjabnmTe He ce NPeTXO04HO KYyNTypanHo agantmpaHu. OT-
TyKa, NOCTOW PU3MK feKa KOHLENTMUTE He Ce Lie/IOCHO EKBMBANIEHTHN BO HUBHOTO 3Haue-
K€, 0COOEHO aKo Ce 3eMe MpeaBuf AeKa ABe 0f, CyNcKanuTe UmMaaT 3HaYUTe/THO MoManu
KOe(hMUMEHTN Ha pennjabunHOCT 0f OHWe 06jaBeHM BO UCTpaXKyBakba CrNpOBeLeHU BO

ApYyru KynTypu.
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THE ROLE OF GENDER IDENTITY AND SEX IN SELF-OBJECTIFICATION

Abstract

The overall aim of this study was to explore the relationships among self-ob-
jectification and gender identity in young women and men. Two self-objectification as-
pects (body surveillance and body shame), exercise activity and time spent in “beautify-
ing”” were investigated in relation to sex, gender identity. A sample 0340 ethnic Mace-
donians (50% male) at average age of M=25.21 years (SD=5.60) participated in the
study by providing background information (including self-assessed time spent in physi-
cal activity and beautifying) andfulfilling two subscales ofthe Objectified Body Consci-
ousness Scale (McKinley & Hyde, 1996) and Femininity/Masculinity trait index scale
(Barak & Stern, 1986). The three hypotheses were tested by using two-way ANOVA and
correlation coefficients and all of them were partially confirmed. The author concludes
that women tend to self-objectify themselves more than men and that this tendency is in
interaction with the extent to which one identifies her/himself with the gender role. In
addition, results suggest that self-objectification is connected to different health-related
behaviour o fwomen and men.

Key words: SELF-OBJECTIFICATION, GENDER IDENTITY, SEX

Introduction

One of the central themes in feminist theory is that women's subordination in
Western societies is perpetuated by constructing the feminine body as an “object to be
looked at” (e.g. Nussbaum, 1995; Spitzack, 1990; Papadaki, 2010). As a result of conti-
nuous objectification experiences that are so commonplace that they often are not proc-
essed consciously or critically (Smolak & Mumen, 2011), women are socialized to view
and to treat themselves as if they will be looked at and evaluated on the basis of their
appearance. The repetitive exposure to objectification experiences is being internalized
and individuals gradually adopt an observer’s perspective on their physical selves (e.g.,
Lindberg, Grabe & Hyde, 2007; Riva, 2014). That leads to developing a perception of
their bodies as objects to be looked at by the others and evaluation of such objectified
body from the perspective of appearance instead of subjective experience and evalua-
tion of the own body-related well-being. This process is known as self-objectification. It
is defined as a process of taking externally-oriented awareness of the body, mainly focu-
sing on how it is perceived by others, as opposed to an internally-oriented awareness of
the body.
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By internalizing culturally determined standards of beauty that is constructed
as the most valuable feminine characteristic (Wolf, 1997), women learn to view their
bodies as if they were outside observers. Feminists scholars, like Bartky and Bordo,
have argued that women are objectified through being excessively preoccupied with
their appearance, which stems from their hetero-normatively based socialization, especi-
ally through media as agents of this process (Frith, Shaw & Cheng, 2005). Women ex-
periences their bodies as seen by an anonymous patriarchal “Other” and the final objec-
tives of these disciplinary practices, are those that are directed towards the display of a
woman's body as an ‘ornamented surface’ aimed to please and excite men (Bartky
1990). This preoccupation is often viewed as a tool for keeping women focused on their
bodies instead of other activities that are more socially valued although, as Bauer would
argue, some women might experience a sense of power by objectifying themselves
(Bauer 2011).

There are two forms of self-objectification - as a state and as relatively stable
personality disposition. As a short-term state, self-objectification is typical for circum-
stances where the potential observation of one’s body is enhanced. Such possible event
of almost inevitable self-objectification occurs when the body is exposed to gaze of
other people more than it usually is, let's say for example when one is dressed in a
swimsuit. On the other hand, high trait self-objectification is connected to the process of
strong internalization of the standards of the society in regards to desirable bodily ap-
pearance, which usually are extremely unrealistic. Thus, when this trait is emphasized,
the person is persistently fixed on her/his physical appearance (Miner-Rubino, Twenge,
& Fredrickson, 2002).

McKinley and Hyde (1996) who pioneered in developing an instrument for
measuring self-objectificationl have demonstrated that its three components, self-surve-
illance, body dissatisfaction and body control beliefs are both conceptually and empiri-
cally distinguishable construct. The central idea in developing the instrument is that the
feminine body is constructed as an object of desire and that is why women engage
themselves into constant self-surveillance, seeing themselves through the eyes of others.
The underlying reason for doing this is the necessity to ensure that their appearance
complies with cultural body standards, to avoid negative judgments or, equally possibly,
gain certain advantages. In this process, women'’s relationship to their bodies becomes
that of object and external onlooker. This long-lasting body monitoring is referred to as
body surveillance (or self-surveillance) and it represents the behavioural manifestation
of self-objectification.

Many researchers use the term body surveillance almost interchangeably with
self-objectification. However, there are another two aspects associated with this con-
struct. Body shame refers to the extent to which a person feels badly about her/his own
body upon realizing that it does not fully meet the cultural standards of beauty like thin-
ness or muscularity, soft skin, or waist to hip ratio. It is claimed that this shame cannot
be simply reduced to negative feelings about the body, especially among women and

1 Their scale was primarily developed only for women, but in later studies, it has been demonstra-
ted that can be successfully applied to men as target population as well.
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girls. Having in mind the centrality of the appearance in construing the model of femini-
nity, body shame in women and girls refers to virtually feeling bad about the self in ge-
neral (McKinley and Hyde, 1996).

The objectification relies on the notion that bodies might be changed in order
to comply with the cultural standards of attractiveness. Defining the achievement of the-
se standards as a choice, reassures the belief that appearance can be controlled through
certain behaviours. Thus, the third aspect of the self-objectification construct is control
beliefs that develop on the basis of the premise that appearance is a responsibility of the
body “owner”2

Whereas the internally-oriented awareness of the body is beneficial because it
helps being more in tune with the body*s sensations (Daubenmier, 2005), high degree of
body objectification trait which is focused on the looks of the body is associated with
decreased well-being and mental health risks like depression, developing eating disor-
ders, social anxiety and sexual dysfunctions (Breines, Crocker & Garcia, 2008;
Greenleaf & McGreer, 2006; Jones & Griffiths, 2015; Harper & Tiggemann, 2008; Tyl-
ka & Hill, 2004; Tiggerman & Slater, 2015).

Remarkably large number of studies reveals that women suffer more negative
body esteem than men (e.g., Bleidom et.al, 2016; Gebauer et al., 2015; Kling, Hyde,
Showers, & Buswell, 1999). There are differences in how this gender gap in confidence
and self-esteem is theoretically explained. Nevertheless, majority of the researchers
point to effects of gender roles and media pressures that altogether generate much more
objectification among girls and women than among boys and men (Gebauer et al., 2015;
Mintz & Betz, 1988).

In contrast to the large body of research about the negative consequences of
body objectification on women, few studies have examined the self-objectification in
men, although this phenomenon is increasingly applicable to younger generations of
men who (albeit not as much as women) are also exposed to messages of relevance of
the physical appearance (Aubrey, 2006; Dakanalis & Riva, 2013). On one hand, this
creates deficiency of empirical evidence to help evaluating the difference between men
and women in the scope and consequences of it, and on the other, contributes to the lack
of more conclusive findings regarding the role that gender identity, sex and sexual ori-
entation play in self-objectification development.

Expectedly, research indicates that women are more likely than men to experi-
ence self-objectification. Bearing on mind the central importance of gender role in gen-
erating this difference, the cultural messages of the importance of the appearance of
ones body should have the highest impact on those women who conform to traditional
gender roles. In other words, women who identify themselves with the feminine model
should exhibit the highest level of body surveillance because they are to the highest extent
influenced by the cultural norm ofthe importance of “beauty”.3Thus it is proposed that:

2Due to space limitations, this aspect of body objectification is not analyzed in the study.

3The term is in quotation marks to indicate the awareness of cultural determination of what is de-
fined as beautiful in terms of physical attractiveness.
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Hypothesis 1. Females will report higher degrees of self-surveillance
than males regardless of their gender identity. Gender identity af-
fects body surveillance in a way that females with feminine gen-
der identity will report highest degree of body surveillance (in
comparison to all other groups) whereas males with different
gender identification will not differ along this variable.

Obijectification theory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997) proposes that girls and
women are much more than men subjected to messages from peers, sexual partners and
the media that their appearance is essential to their worth as a person. Having in mind
that the external pressure to conforming to "beauty” norms are considerably stronger for
women and girls, scrutinizing their bodies should influence women to compare themsel-
ves to the culturally defined "beauty" ideals more often than men (Roberts & Gettman,
2004). The continuous comparison contributes to lower body esteem (or body shame)
among women than among men not only because of the differences in centrality of the
appearance, but also because the feminine "beauty" standards are very difficult, if not
impossible to achieve. Presupposing that cultural body standards have been internalized
to greatest extend among those women who identify themselves more with the feminine
role, it is expected that they will be the ones who are most affected by decreased body
acceptance. On the other hand, the lately emerged standard of defining masculinity by
massive muscularity, might also pressure men towards achieving the ideal of muscular
body. In terms of gender, this desire should be the strongest among men who identify
themselves closely with the traditional male gender role. Thus, it is proposed that:

Hypothesis 2. Females will report higher degrees of body shaming
than males regardless of their gender identity. Gender identity af-
fects body shaming in a way that females with feminine gender
identity and males with masculine gender identity will report
highest degrees of body shaming in comparison to the other sa-
me-sex subgroups.

Building on the considerable difference between the models of ideal physical
appearance intended for both sexes, it is anticipated that higher self-objectification sco-
res are related to different behaviours in men and women. For men, higher body surveil-
lance and body shame scores are related to a desire for a more muscular body and thus,
to more reported hours of exercising whereas in women, higher body surveillance and
body shame scores are related to more hours spent in different “beautifying” activities
but not to exercising:

Hypothesis 3. Regardless of gender identity, body surveillance and
body shaming in males are positively connected to practicing
physical exercises and not connected to “beautifying”, whereas
in women, body surveillance and body shaming are positively
connected to “beautifying” and not connected to exercising.
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METHOD

Sample

The convenient sample recruited by asking volunteers at the age from 19 to 35
to participate in the study, consists of 340 participants (50% male) at average age of M
= 25.21 years (SD = 5.60), with 98% identifying themselves as exclusively heterosexual
and 2% as bisexual. Participants’ level of education ranged from completed secondary
education to graduate degree. About half of them (54%) are from the capital city and the
rest live in other 12 towns in the country. All of them are ethnic Macedonians.

Measurements

1 Background data and habits - Participants completed a brief demographic
questionnaire that considered their age, sex, education and sexual orientation. In additi-
on, respondents provided information on the number of hours they spend weekly on
“beautifying”4 activities (excluding exercising) and the duration of exercising per week
in the last 6 months.

2. Body Surveillance subscale of the Objectified Body Consciousness Scale -
Objectified Body Consciousness Scale (OBCS) by McKinley & Hyde (1996) consists of
24 items that measure three aspects of the variable: body (or self) surveillance, body
shame and appearance control beliefs5. Body Surveillance subscale identifies the magni-
tude of “viewing the body as an outside observer” (McKinley & Hyde, 1996; p. 181). It
is composed of eight items rated on a 6-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (0) to
strongly agree (6). Higher score indicates higher levels of self-surveillance or habitual
body monitoring and thinking of one’s body in terms of how it looks rather than how
one feels. Reported reliability coefficients of his subscale range from a=.87 (Fitzsim-
mons, Bardone-Cone & Kelly, 2011) to Chronbach a=.89 (McKinley & Hyde, 1996).
The internal consistency of the subscale for this group of participants was considerably
lower (Chronbach a=.67), yet marginally acceptable.

3. Body Shame subscale of the Objectified Body Consciousness Scale - This
subscale consists of eight items that quantify the magnitude of feeling shame or embar-
rassment when the body appearance does not conform to culturally imposed norms for
good looks. As in the other subscale, items are rated on a 6-point scale and the higher
scores are indicating higher levels of body shame. McKinley and Hyde (1996) reported
a coefficient Chronbach a=.75. In the current sample, the reliability of this subscale was
similarly high (a=.77).

4 Operationally, in the questionnaire, beautifying is described through the following examples of
activities: hair trimming, makeup, shaving, dépilation and the like.
5Both in its full length and as separate subscales, it has been widely used for measuring the objec-
tification as trait. Dakanalis et al. (2015) have tested the psychometric properties of the scale
across larger samples (including male respondents) and results supported the three-factor structure
and measurement equivalence of the 24-item OBCS across gender.
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4. Gender identity - For determining the identification with culturally definec
feminine or masculine traits, we have used the shortened form of BSRJ Femininity trait
index (a list of 10 “feminine” traits e.g. gentle, understanding) and Masculinity trait
index (a list of 10 "masculine" traits like competitive, aggressive etc.) as developed by
Barak and Stem (1986). Each self-ascribed “feminine” or “masculine” trait item recei-
ves scores ranging from 1 (not like me) to 7 (almost always like me). The reliability of
the Femininity trait index scale on this sample was oc=.69 whereas the Masculinity trait
index scale was considerably more internally consistent (oc=88). On the basis of the dif-
ference between the two calculated average scores, participants were categorized in
three categories. Those with dominant average on the Masculinity trait index were con-
sidered as masculine and vice versa, whereas subjects whose difference between the two
scales ranged from -1 to +1 were categorized as androgynous.6

Procedure

Participants responded anonymously to the self-report instruments after being
provided with relevant information on the research?. Their participation did not involve
any kind of compensation. The statistical analysis (descriptive statistics, correlation co-
efficients and two-way ANOVA including LSD post hoc tests) was performed by using
SPSS 20. A *? value less than 5% (p<.05) was considered to be statistically significant.

RESULTS

Table 1. presents the descriptive statistics of the participants categorized along
gender identity and sex, for the variables included in the study. Further analysis has
shown, as expected, that body surveillance and body shame are interrelated (r =.27
(320),/K.01). These two variables are not correlated to age at this particular age range
(r =.03(320), p>.05 and r =.04(320), p>.05) as well as to educational degree (r =.03
(312), p>.05 and r =.02 (312), p>.05).

6 In line with the recommendation of BSRJ, those individuals with low averages on both mascu-
line and feminine scale (below M=3.0) were categorized as undifferentiated. They were not in-
cluded in the further analysis.

7 The data gathering phase was carried out by psychology students who have been previously
trained for this activity and supervised by the author.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for body surveillance and body shaming in males and females with

different gender identity

SEX Genderidentity N
Feminine 80
Androgynous 70
Masculine 1
Total 161

Feminine 30

]? Androgynous 98
S Masculine 34
Total 162

Body surveil-
lance

M (SO)
35,35 (5,87)
35,47 (6,41)
33,72 (5,51)
35,30 (6,07)
29,90 (5,86)
32,60 (6,57)
30,77 (6,62)
31,71 (5,87)

“Beautifying”

Body shame

M (SD)
20,82 (8,83)
17,98 (6,81)
15,72 (7,22)
19,21 (8,09)
14,33 (5,30)
17,03 (6,63)
16,82 (7,73)
16,49 (6,70)

(hours spent)

M (SD)
8,12(5,92)
7,94(10,26)
6,22 (7,16)
7,93 (8,10)
4,32 (2,36)
4,71 (5,01)
4,59 (4,72)
4,62 (4,60)

Physical
activity
(hours spent)

M (SD)
1,10(1,10)
2,44 (,98)
2,33 (,67)
2,00 (1,04)
2,20(1,21)
2,60 (0,98)
2,50(1,00)
2,57 (1,00)

The two-way ANOVA results of testing the first hypothesis are shown in Table
2. The first main affect (sex) is significant (F=(1,310)14.68; p<.01) thus confirming the
part of hypothesis claiming that females report higher degree of body surveillance than
men. Based on post-hoc tests of significance of differences among averages of sub-
groups (Table 4), the second part of the hypothesis can be only partially accepted. Fe-
males with feminine gender identification have significantly higher body surveillance in
comparison to all other subgroups. However, males with androgynous gender identity
exhibit marginally (p=.04) higher body surveillance only in comparison to males with

feminine gender identity.

Table 2. Body surveillance in males and females with different gender identity: between subject

effects

Source
Corrected model
Sex

Gender identity
Sex*Gen. ident.
Error

Total

Type M1 Sum of
Squares

1151,778
583,004
170,918
76,921
12070,896
360049,000

df MS

5 230,35
1 583,00
2 85,45
2 38,46
304 39,70
310

F
5,801
14,68
2,15
,70

Sig.
,000
,000
,118
,381

Table 3. Body shame in males and females with different gender identity: between subject effects

Source
Correctedmodel
Sex

Gender identity
Sex*Gen. ident.
Error

Total

Type LW Sum of
Squares

1231,49
226,76
46,70
16951,23
121221,00
297962,00

df  Ms
246,299
211,541

2 23,349
276,048

304 53,474

310

4,606
3,96

5,16

Sig.
,000
,045
,647
,006



180 FACULTE DE PHILOSOPHIE SKOPJE

The results of testing the second hypothesis are shown in Table 3 and 4. Fema-
les exhibit higher degree of body shaming than males because the main effect of sex is
significant (F(1,310) =3.96; p<.05). As hypothesized, females with feminine identifica-
tion report higher body shaming experiences than all other subgroups. However, as can
be seen in Table 4, where the post-hoc 'p'-values are displayed, males with masculine
gender identity do not have higher degree of body shaming than to the other gender
identity subgroups in males as it has been expected. The significant interaction (F
(2,310) =5.16; p<.01) of the two factors (sex and gender) can be explained with the di-
rection of increasing the body shaming in females and males. Body shaming increases
when the identification is feminine among females, whereas this tendency is in the op-
posite direction in the group of male respondents (Graph 1). According to the results of
the ANOVA test, the second hypothesis is confirmed only partially.

Table 4. Post-hoc analysis of differences among subgroups for body surveillance and body sham-
ing (p-values)

Body surveillance Body shame
SEX  Gender identity 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
% 1 Androgynous - 91 39 ,00 ,00,00 - 02 34 40 02 45
B 2 Feminine 02 ,00 ,00 ,00 03 00 ,00 01
£ 3 Masculine 57 08 17 58 59 67
o & Androgynous 04 13 08 .89
13 5 Feminine 57 17

6. Masculine

Estimated Marainal Means of Bodv shame
identity
-—fem
— andf
- -masc

Graph 1. Interaction effect of Body shaming (Sex and gender)
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The findings of testing the third hypothesis suggest that it can also be only par-
tially accepted. For women, body shame and body surveillance are positively connected
to time spent in beautifying (r=.47(168); p<.01 and r=.72(168); p<.05 respectively) and
not connected to time spent in physical activity (r=.03(168); p>.05 and r=.01(168);
p>.05). However, the proposed association between self-objectification components and
physical activity in men can be accepted only for body shame (r=.9(167); p<.05), while
self-surveillance is not connected with the time spent in working out (r=.05(167);
p>.05). In accordance with the hypothesis, there is no correlation between body surveil-
lance and beautifying (r=.09(168); p>.05) and between body shaming and beatifying
among men (r=-.03(162); p>.05).

Discussion

The results of the current study confirm the previous findings from other re-
searchers that both aspects of self-objectification are higher in women. In addition, this
one suggests that gender identification is another important factor that influences the in-
tensity of self-surveillance and self-imposed body shame. Women with feminine identi-
ty (and, probably men with androgynous identity) have highest tendency to treat their
bodies as objects and to de-evaluate them in the process of comparison with the cultural
standards.

The assumption that because of cultural pressure to achieve muscular body,
men with male gender identity will be less satisfied with their body appearance than
men with androgynous and feminine identity was not confirmed by the findings. Heter-
onormative ideals about how male body “should” look like, are much less relevant for
men compared to how important the ideal of “beautiful” body is for women. This can be
undoubtedly attributed to the fact that the physical appearance is still socially construc-
ted as irrelevant for men and as central for women.

These findings confirm once again that body objectification does not generate
the same consequences for women and men (Oehlhof et al., 2009). Men behave in ac-
cordance with the prescribed gender model for attractiveness and invest more time in
physical activity in order to gain muscular body. Self-objectifying women on the other
hand, did not report higher exercise adherence. In accordance to the gendered image of
how feminine “beauty” is constructed, women tend to avoid the anxiety generated from
body shame and self-surveillance by decorating more their bodies in order to appear
more polished. There are at least two possible explanations why women who self-objec-
tify themselves more do not exercise more, unlike men with the same trait. The first is
that in this culture, muscular body is still perceived as being immanent to manliness
whereas the ideal of feminine figure is the thin and slender body. Secondly, appearing
attractive is very important to women high in objectification (Melbye, 2005). It may be
that low involvement in exercise is a preventative action from public body exposure, es-
pecially in a more untidy state.

Clearly, it is important to further examine and understand the role of self-ob-
jectification in both men and women, because it might lead to serious negative health
outcomes. This study did not consider the psychological consequences of high self-ob-
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jedification, but previous research has documented that such consequences vary from
mild and temporary loss of self-esteem to serious mental disorders.

There are a several limitations within this research and the results should be in-
terpreted in the light of their potential effects. The sample size is not large enough and
since it is a convenient one, it might not accurately depict the population, despite all the
efforts to provide heterogeneity. One of the alarming clues that the sample might be bia-
sed is the number of males with masculine gender identity, which is quite small, contra-
ry to the expectations. Another serious weakness that might affect the validity of the
findings is that the instruments that were used to assess the research variables have not
been previously culturally adapted. There is a risk that the concepts are not fully equiva-
lent, especially if it is taken into account that two of the subscales have considerably lo-
wer reliabilities than those reported in studies carried out in other cultures.
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