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It was hypothosued that two characteristms competence and

1nterpersona1 relatedne?; or friend]‘lness wh:lch have been cons‘idered

1mp0rtant to self—esteem%iwentiesth CEntury theorists wou]d be ___-

1mportant determinants 6f elpersonaﬂ attractwn when percei ved.in

. others Consequences & self—esteem for attractwn to persdns vary- A‘

ing in competence and friendlfness w‘*e mvestwgated Predfctions | " e

, + were made from three social psycho'logica‘! theomes, socia1 comparfson n

I

theory (Festinger, 1954) ba]ance theory (He'ider, 1958), and 1earn1ng€

theory (Lott&Lott 1972) o / gy /\ )

‘.
o

Two experlments were designed to test the predicta ons Expert- ‘
ment I presenteU written interv1ews of the st1mu1us pexsons ind
' factor1a1 design w1th two"leve]s each of competence .and, frtendHness
Exper1ment II presented adjectwe traits of stimulus persons in a
factorial des1g# with four 1evels each- of competence and fr1end11ness
In both exper1ments, subJects rated each st1mu1us person on compe-
tence, fr1endhness., how mugh they liked him and how much they anti-
c1pated k would 1ike. them. Subjects rated the1r own tompetence and
fr1endhness to y1e1d rat1ngs of ’perce1 ved similarity - between subJects
| and stimulus persons | _ '
2\ : Resu]ts of both exper1ments indicated that SUbJECtS 11ked com- <

|
\ petent and friendly others more than 1ncompetent and unfriendly

, \_ others regardless oOf. th'éir own self-esteem level. Contrary to these

: R
\ .
resu]ts both social ‘comparison theory and ba1ance theory based on. ‘ .

sent1ment relations pred1cted that se]f—esteem wou]d 1nf1uence inter-. o

. |

persona] attraction. Soc1a1 comparlson theory was based on the ‘ »

.L‘iv R



s selves aqd certain stimh]us‘persons !Since support for pwndictions

: on whfch predictions were based-was lacking, thightheory may predict .. it

L / ' . nt
.

; : assumption that subjects wou]d perceive s1m11ar1ty between them=

* "
J

. ~from soc1al cqmparison theory as we1 "as support for the assumpt1ons

s

ta

N R
: relations when s1m1tar1ty is more sa]ient The ba1ance theory- R

vvt1on e

to evaluate was d1scussed

. sentjment relatlons prediction was based on the assumption that sub-
:Jects wou]d anywcipate more, 11k1nq from competent and fr1endLy others ‘
' \than from 1ncompetent and unfriend]y others S1nce support for the '

1pred1ctions from balance theory ~-sentiment. re]ations was . lacking but

~ 7

' support for the assumpt1ons was present, this theory was rejected aS‘

nediating the re]atlons between se]f-esteem and 1nterpersona1 attrac-.

oo A

T a

Both ba1ance theory based on uh1t re1at1ons and 1earn1hg theory‘

based on secondary reinforcement predicted the. results on the 11k1nq
'ngasure Howeveﬁ{ support for percervéd s1m11ar1ty, which was the h

basis of the ba]ance theory-un1t re]at1ons pred1ct1on was not found

and this theory was not. supported Support for the assumpt1on thaf
competence and friendliness deve]op secondary reinforcing propertves,_
which was the. basyé,of'the pred1ct1ons from 1earn1ng theory, was . S e
1nd1rect and the theory was tentatively accepted . - o _;‘
Resu]ts of these experiments are consistent w1th an hypothesis.;» A,

(Berscheid & Wa]ster 1969) that only when the st1mu1us persqn has *

.evaluated the, perce1ver will se]f—esteem affect 1nterpersonaﬂ attrac-,

x?

tion. An hypbthesis. that the perce1ver need on1y be 1n~a positlon



A KNM:EDGEME s

WOrking c]ose1y with the members of my conmittee n prepara- )

tion of this dissertation was an. exc1t1ng and reward?ng,jl!igomedni..

times frustrat1ng, experience. Of the many facets comprising the

. supervision of Dr. Brendan G. Ru]e. I especia]]y apprecﬂted her
allowing the free pursu!t of my own-Yirection wh(1e at the %ame
time guiding me toward a theoretical analysis o#‘tne nroblem,. The _
comments of Dn S‘ Rule and Dr d Kufken were very.nelpful-in
‘p1ann1ng the study and prepar1ng the manuscript

:} " I wish to thank Dr C. W. Hobart and Dr."C. G.’ Costef]:‘:or

. their cooperat1on ' .

My thanks are extended to Mar11ynn McAra and Joanne Cowan :

Lo = o ——— =

. AR
for thelr help. w1th the ana1yses : e
: : » | K
ook .' ' 'g_,- y
' . C \ | [d
! S ‘ . , . \\\
e - 3
T\ ' N ! . ‘-‘ iy .



PR ;' o T, e ‘,’- , o v T, .-.'I’" s i .!-.jfi‘.'v !
CoTr T ef TRBLECOF CONTENTS . - - SYATS
‘v S . Y
T AR ™ . o . ;
o ) . ) ‘ ‘ \‘f\n L ._v.,
ABSTM&T ’.l.'l...QQ"’!"..!O.'..Q._‘...0Ol.;_‘b.'t.'.".II\?‘x:”..'&‘l ‘
RO X g . . .

\Acmdﬁ%\x NTS*(/,,/

'mtt OF CONEENTS. ..o ;// vi]

% . S ° v

: Lrstz.n? TAB#‘_S?,S........‘........’........' ..... S ety LD
: INTRooucrloﬁz...,.....;.......;...,. ....... ....,......;;/fz.rg.fg_»¢
N - 4" .’v A

\ A
. /,
;Self—Esteem Theories Cheeteeateresannas PR TIX Ty A
S0
Consequences of Se]f—Esteem for - T
" Interpersonal Attraction...... P TR cerebtedslidn
Evaluation of Other Persons Varying in .“%7\ —
Competence and Friend]iness.;..f. .................. e die
Social Comparison Theory.............. S Cveerninesesnan
Balance Theory............ AU e e, een

Unit Relatfons ................................... ceeey L1

Learning Theory..: ........................... geetepenenn :?t. 13
ﬁGtudy Des1gned to Tbst Re]at1ons ............ R 16 .
METHOD. ......... e, it U T- R

SUDJECES .+ v e et ettt i e et ceees 118
Proeedgre..;.... ....... e eeeteeianeteteretinntaaneas ;..,....' 19 |
\ o : . ' .4
-Stimulus Mater1a1...,;........5...; ........................ 21
Experiment I.............. ferereraeie ey e 21

Experiment S FRTTRRLIF e ereeeaaan e 22

DependéwMeasures ...... g, e errneaas e, ‘24

, o : , ,
Se]f—Esteem,Sca]e.ﬂ.........g ................. e teeeneaan ve - 26
I - : : . ¥
Self Rating During Experjmental Session........... Teeeseadd 27
Assumptions Regarding Self-Esteem Groubs..J..; ...... e .« .27
’ | . ‘ ’51 .i~ s - ~.
. , N



\TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

. - 5 ' .
A o _ ‘ o ‘ , Page -

-

By |

,RESULIS..:......,...,%.......Q...l.i...a..;...:......J..Z.,.,.%; .28
Bependent Measﬁres........f......;l.;.........:........if.._ 28

Manipulation Checks..7.{.....,...........{....;w:l.;.....w. .29

) 'Competént and Friendly: Experiment I. ‘;..;..;..}.;;.. ;.29
Competent "and Friendly Experiment IT...... RRRLEPRE ;; 30
Se1f-Esteem. ............. LS e, e 32
. Experimental Préd1ctions.w.:.t;,....q}...;.{....7;}.w...;.. 33
| ' ‘Se1f—Esteem and Friend]y-Unfriend]y ) | .
'St1mu1us PerSONS. ivuuviihenennnnnnns. AP T
¢ Se]f—Esteem and Gompetent Incompetent | .- |
" St1mu1us Persons.., ........... Cevann feeens Sreeseesae, - 37
Supp]ementary Measures............ e iieeeree rrereteees - 37
Perceived Similarity....... Cetetertreaceenennene ......;. 38
(Ant1c1pated (] S 11 P S . 39
Supplementary AnalyseS............. et e e, 40
I Correlations Between Se]f-Esteem ' .«
and Liking Rat1ngs.,..;., ............. Ateemiroseense - 40
' = ,Pa‘rha] Correlatwns ......... .o ceen .} ..... e, 42
(DISCUSSION..t;W...,;..,..Zc.,....;,...::z....' ..... '...;:...,..;.L'~ 45
REFERENCES: ... ...% . ... }........1ifﬁﬁ...,;......;.:...;.;..: 53
‘ APPENDICES .......... P et ;;;........L; ....... o 5?_
e .

viii



CY. . oot . LIST OF TABLES |
T - e , ' .
£ P Page
. T | : .
Table 1. Predicted Liking for Stimulus Persons based on .
o Sod%&Y™Comparison Theory, Balance Theory and . ;

.. Learning Theory, when Suhjects vary in Self-

. Esteem (High or.Low) and Stimulus Persons vary
o o 0n CoMpetence (Competent or Incompetent) and .
"“‘f““‘““—“**=29/—Er%end}%ﬁess—%F%%eadly—ex—unﬁriendly),+,44*J44J444JJ-..4__mlz_;_~__
- - ) . C [y ‘ ,
Table 2, Stimulus Material for Experiment IT.......cooovieienennn. a3

Table 5;_ Adjectives used in Dependent Measure for bath
Experiment I and Experiment IT with Ratings of

Competence (C), Friend]in%gg_LﬁlAfrom Pilot -
Study and Likeableness (L ;S;o \Anderson (1968)......... 25
Table 4 | Experiment T: Mean Ratings‘dn Measures
.. ,Friendliness, Competence.......... 1..,.J .................. 3
Table5  Experiment II: Mean Ratings on Measures \ : ,
. Friendliness, Competence.....oveveneneernnenns ETE O AN
Table 6  Mean Liking for Friendly and Unfriendly Stimulus
_ Persons by Subjects #ith High, Moderate or Low ', . -
. e *Self-Esteem...oovnnnsn eeesees Peennacaenas TSP merereaes 34

Table 7 Summaries of Analyses of Varianceiof'Likfng : _
. S RatingS.....evieneinin F R TR LR R R PR PR R 35 .
. Tahle 8  Mean Liking Ratings for Competent and = _ '

' Incompetent Stimulus Persons by Persons -

with High,_Modgrate,ahd Low Self-Esteem...ceeeeeerenns w.. 36
Table 9 Correlations: Sef?;Esteem (Pre-measure&) '
and Liking of Competent; Incompetent, -
) Friendly, Unfriendly Stimulus Persons, :
Experiments I and Il......coonnnnn S PP )

Table-10 - Correlations and Partial Correlations Between
Ratinas of Competence, Friendliness and Liking
for all Stimulus Persons by Subjects with High, :
Moderate, and Low Self-Esteem.........c.covevanenenn vee.. 43

ix



::;“

UL

" “INTRODUCTION |

The neo-#reudian 1dea that a person cannot 1ove ‘others unless

’\} e

-***——she ‘Toves hims eTT (Fronﬁr_1939) sugqests that Tiking ot#ers is re-

‘lated to one''s own self-esteem.. A]thouqh this idea has been v1ewed
as important, 1tttle emp1r1ca1 ev1dence 1s ava11ab1e to support the
'hypothesis One of the d1ff1cu1t1es 1n eva]uat1ng this notion stems

from the f ct that the st1mu1us person usually has. been ‘defined
: g]obal]y Tests have most often been a corre]at1on between self-
acceptance and accebtance of -other peop]e (Wy11e 1961). More
pecific evidence about the relation appears cont1nqent upon 1dent1-
}ying characteristics of the stimulus person which are likely to be
different1a11y 1mportant to those with deferent se]f—esteem levels
Which character1st1cs these m1ght be was suqqested by a review
of twent1eth century theq!ﬁ%1ca1 wr1t1nq about se]f—esteem If cer-
taln character1st  of self form the bas1s for developinq se]f-
esteem, these are presumably imfortant characteristics in others as
well. The tuo characteristics of self that have. been viewed as -
1mportant to se]f—esteem by many wr1ters are competence and inter-
--persona1 re1atedness For most writers, a person's self-esteem was
| cons1dered to depend e:ther on his percept1on of h1s own 1nterpersona1
reTatedness or on h1s perceptgon of h1s,competence or both. It 1s
1ikely that these same charact 1st1cs, perce1ved in others, are
,'maJor factors 1n determ1n1ng 11k1ng of those others. e
The: purpose of th1s dissertatign was to examine the re1at1on

o~

between se]f»esteem and 1nterpersona] attract1on toward persons w1th-°

-~
K 7



| varying competence and interpersonal re1atedness, according to pre-
. d1ct1ons from soc1a1 compar1son theory (Festinger 1954), balance

theory (Heider, 1958) and from a learning theory of 1nterpersona1

feum.m_attraet1qn (Lott & Lott," 1972);~4m~m——2—a~~~h - e
The dissertation beg1ns w1th ap ana]ysis of twentieth cqy[

theor1es .which ‘considered self-esteem and its content or deve]opment

The ana]ys1s.shows how the dimensions of 1nterpersona1 re]atedness -

end competence wevre consf&iged 1mportant for se]f—esteem Fo]lowjng

from the analysis of self-e teem theories, these two dimensions of
‘competence and interpersona] relatedness were considered to be
attributes of other persons which influence 1nterpersona1 attract1on
Pred1ct1ons der1ved from three social psychological theories consfder

the relations between overall se]f—esteem and attractwon to persons
. ) . 0 *"

y with these-attr1butes .FJ a]]y, the two exper1ments _designed to

>4
d1st1ngu1sh between the eor1es are presented. 1 2.

% "‘tat1on the analysis of self-other relations is
event s made on the basis of certain stimulus infor-

IEhGY: oh;considering a direct interaction situation.

»Ez.:jd 11k1ﬁ§ relations are different in the two gituations
980¥alacobs, Berscheid & Walster, 1971; Walster, 1965).

. & Walster (1969) attributed the d1fference to the avail-

' ab}11ty ofs information regardéng the other's response to the per-
“cejver and also considered a drive theory that would account for the’
reTat1oms when information .is clearly available. The stud1es.gn this .
-dissertation do not prov1de information about the other's response

and therefore this theory-was not cons1dered in making pred1ct1ons

2Cohen (1959) . also advanced a theory .concerned with self-esteem
—and 11k1ng based on assumptions about psychological defenses. Since
Cohen's theory was concerned with interpersonal influence in the
direct interaction situation, this theory: will not\be cons1dered in
making pred1ct1ons in this d1ssertat1on

’



‘SELF-ESTEEM THEORIES

>

There are two major trends in the ideas about development of -
B self-esteem. For some theorists, self-esteem arises out of inter—

~-yrelatedness: - Both~ FTonnr(1939) -and ‘Horney (1950) v1ewed Tow self- -

esteem as deyeloping from a 1ack of positive re]at1onsh1ps w1th
b

others. Ho t Tow se1f—esteem arose as a result of basic

anx1ety or ‘he fee11ng of being 1ns1gn1f1cant he]p]ess and endangered
She thoug this fee11ng stemmed from a.ch11dhood uncertainty about’
the Tove of one's parents. Fromm described_man's']ack of relatedness
{n industrial spcietx as fteeing him net only from ties;and t;aditions
butxa1sq from’the security and.sense of be]ohging that~ees pfesent jn
feuda1'socjéties;, According to fromm,}1ack of relatddness leads to
intolerable fee]iegs of helplessness. Other authors (Coo]ey, 1902; |
Mead, f934' Sullivan, 1953) thought thet'se1f-esteem develeped from
the reflected appra1sals whethér h1gh or low, of s1an1f1cant others
For other theor1sts, se]f—esteem developed from eva]uat1on of
seﬁe ab1;:ty or capac1ty.(D1gger, 1966; Pepitone, 1964,_1968).
Diggory suggested that a'person §a1ues.prfmari1y his abilitjes.
Pepitone diécus;ed,se]f-evaluation, or the eocial and méteria] te;‘
wards achieved, as being.important to se]f—esteem. The idea of -
échievee capacity leading to high self-esteem wes elaborated by .
White (1959,-1960,-T963)'Wh0 assentedtthat'anvofganism-has a-feeTﬁhg'
of efficacy Wheh it heé thé capaéity to interact effective]y J’th
its environment | A]though Wh1te emphas1zed the concept of competence
or ach1eved capac1ty, he did not see 1t as a s1mp1e and sovere1gn

3

concept, expected to explain everything. He;different1ated the
. E L ‘ - "7‘. . .

-

S
-\



concept of competence from the Freudfan con,ept o 11b1do as a moti-

. competence and 1nterpersona1 re1atedness If th1s statement is
accepted, it is then reasonab]e to sugoest that a person w111 evalu-
ate h1mse1f in reggpd to these two important sources of motivation.
He has a fee11ng of eff1cacy 1f ye ach[\VQS competence He has a

’ fee11ng af be1ng s1gn1f1cant and accepted A he. has sat1sfactory -

1nterpersona1 relations. Both of these fee11ngs apparenfﬂy contr1-
bute to the se1f-esteem of an individual. ‘
Several theor1sts have -included both 1deas of competence and of
interpersona1 relatedness in the1r theor1es Adler (1927) described-
the fee11ng of 1nfer1or1ty as being present 1n every ch11d because '
of his real he1p1essness. Everyone tries to overcome th1s fee11ng
by a compensatory striVing toward success or competence.in occupat1on
: and by solving the.interpersonaI'prob]ens,of 1ove.and interestvin .
others. More recent]y, Gergen 61971) noted that se{f-esteem-inclodes’t : .
feelings of esteem in'socia1 re]ations and in'occupa;jonal.abi1ities
'Gergen s statement. c]early 1nc1udes the daméngIons of competence in
performance - and 1nterpersona] re}atedness in his ‘discussions of the =
basic characteristics of se]f—esteem A more direct statement that
these two attrjbutes are 1mportant sources of sb]f— steem has been —~

made by Coopersm1th (1967). He defined se1f~esteem as an attitude

o

. of approval and the extent to which a person/belieyesshimself to

)
-



°. . have power, 51gnifrcance virtue and competence For his pre-
ado]escent subJects he found be11efs about oompetence and sign1f1cance

B to be the more 1mportant sources of self-esteem By competence he

-

meant the successfu] perfermancea1n meet1ng demands for*achievement

\and by s1gn1f1cance he meant the acceptance attent1on and affection

-ofother‘s e ;'-. Lre

From th]S ana]ysws it 1s apparent that the two d1mensions,
) 1nterpersona1‘ré]atedness and competence have been 1mportant to o
Q .« .,
‘hany~theorasts wr1t1ng about the deve]opment of self-esteem or 1ts :

q

'/",
content ‘In this study, ' 1f—esteem was v1ewed as an att1tude toward

. -

A}

Ear]y stud1es of the consequence _of se]f-esteem for 1nter—

é" persona1\attract1on were based on‘the hyp thes1s (Fromm, 1939) that
A '
) \a person mus

4

' 11ke and accept h1m$e1f 1n order to 1rke and accept
. S . <

otﬁers A]though support for th1s hypothesns has: been c1a1med

Voo ev1dence in fa or of th‘ 1at1on 1s corfe]at1ona1 (see Wyﬂ1e 1961 ,’

{W for‘a rev1ew) w 1ch Wy11e suggests may be due to a resgonse set In

;"T any case the corre]at1ona] ev1dence-does not prov1de 1n}o(mat1on

\ -
N

ER about d1fferent1a1 percept1on of spec1f1c character1st1cs in othersoﬂ

by persons w1th varying‘]eve]s of self-esteem &
) ,Ifja.person~s se]f—esteem conststs of be]lefs about his .
LT - "‘ h ) - ) . (U B9 -4 N : ‘ - ' .
. . . "‘A y i ) - {’ . 15
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1
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1nterpersona1 re]atedness and h1s competence then these are pre-

suégply the character1st1cs he . finds 1mportant in others To predict

4“"'_& ‘r’&
the spec1f1c effects of se1f—esteem on attract1oﬁ To others varying

/ W

.'1n_competence and in 1nterpersona1 relatedness, severaT,theQr1e§

must be considered. &The effects predicted‘b{ these theories are
d1fferent and there is Tittle emp1rica1 ev1dence ava11ab1e to 1dent1fy
| any one of the theories as: more va11d than the others An advance in
‘hunderstand1ng the relations between se]f—esteem and interpersonal
attraction was ant1c1pated by conduct1ng a study Spec1f1ca11y de-

) ‘sfgned to assess which of_the\theor1es accounts for the data;

Y

~In discussingﬂthe specific effects of self-esteem on inter-

‘persona1.attraction, self-esteem was considered to be an attitude
toward the self andvinterpersonal attraction was consjdered to be an
attitude toward others.,.Berschefd_and Walster (1969) stated that
" intesbersonal attractionrhas nsdally_been measured with attitudel

[ 3

scates and“has usuall Abeen defined; at least imp]itity, as an

1ndividua1js'positive or negati itude toward another person. -

. [
In this thes1s, attitudes toward th other focused on. two character-

1st1cs, termed competence and friendl qess which were expected to be
1mportant since they have been identified as 1mportant dimensions ,
for self-esteem Competence referred to some ach1eved or.1nherent -
capac1ty wh1ch made the“fndivfdoai capahleloffperforming_fnﬁgdme.

tasks defined as important by ‘himself or h1s society. Friendliness

referred ‘to how we11 the person got along w1th others and how’ much

he was 11ked by others S ‘.7'..' -

-~ 3
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UATION OF OTHéR PERSONS VARYING IN COMPETENCE AND FRIENDLINESS ._:

-

. There are three current theorles in soc1a1 psycho1ogy concerned
’ \

with se]f-other relations from wh1ch predﬁct1ons may be made ‘when

\

© - there ‘is- no direct 1nteractwon\between persons. . The_ three theories,

.'social compar1son theory (Festinger. 1954), ba]ance theory (Heider,‘
.1958), and Jearning theory (Lott & Lott, 1972) each Ted to spec1f1c
predJct1ons about the relations between se1f—esteem and 1nterpersona1

i attraction. B | o ’ ~

Pred1ct10ns from the three theor1es were based upon ‘two assump-

tions about.self-esteem. It was assumed that persons with h1gh self- :

esteem perceived themse1ves as competent and fr1end1y~wh11e those

with Tow se]f—esteem perce1ved themselves as 1ncompetent and un-

.fr1end1y There is emp1r1ca1 support for these assumpt1ons .Cooper-"'

smith (i967) found that Tow se]f—esteem persons reported greater
7d1ff1cu}ty in formlng fr1endsh1ps than medium or high. self-esteem

ersons although there was no d1fference in. the number of c]ubs to

,wh1ch thgy be]onged Other evidence comes from Rosenberg (1968)
whose su'Jects rated themse1ves on trait adJectlves and on” how much

'they cared about each tra1t~" Low self-esteem subjects rated them-
‘selves as ‘not Tikeable and 50% cared about 1t a great dea1. Low |
_self—esteem subJects a1so rated themse]ves not friendly but on]y '
29% cared about it a great dea1 Ev1dence for the c0mpetence “
assumpt1on comes from a study by ‘Shrauger (1972) who found that

"wh11e self-esteem was not re1ated to actua1 performance on a task,

- high se]f—esteem subJects est1mated their performance to be better

', and were more confident than Tow se]f—esteem subjects. Fitch (1970)

-

Y
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found that after success feedback, high se1f-e§teem persons attri-
buted success to themselves more than dfd low self-esteem oersons.
'After failure feedback, low'se]f-esteem persons . attributed failure

Co <
to themselves more than_did‘highw§elf7?steem persons.

SOCIAL COMPARISON THEORY®

'The'ana1ysis.ot self-esteem and interpersonal attraction based
-on.socia] comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) is derived from the .
statement: 'If\there is’a driye.towbrd eva]uatton of abi]ittes and
opinions, and if this evaluation is possible oniy with others who
are close enough ({n optnﬁon\or ability), then there ;hou1d be some
a;traction‘to grodps mhere othbrs are relatively close.' Although
it is not so stated in Fest1nger s out11ne of the ‘theory, the derié
vat1on may be made that peop1e will like s1m11ar others better than
d1ss1m11ar others. If a h1gh se]f—esteem person perce1ves himself
. as. competent and fr1end1y as Ts assumed, he shd/%d then perceive
competent and fr1end1y others as s1m11ar to h1mse1f and 1Jke them
better than 1ncompetent and unfr1end1y others If Tow se]f-_steem
persons perce1ve themse1ves as incompetent and unfr1end1y, hey
should perce1ve 1ncompetent and unfriendly others as similar to
themse]ves and 11ke them better than competent and fr1end1y othersn‘

Evidence does'support the_propos1t1on_that people like others
with simitar personality traits (Shapiro,.1953;,Secord & Backman,
1964; Newcomb,  1961; Byrne, 1961, 1969 & others) but these studies
have not considered self-esteem. There is no evidence to euppOrt
the derivation from social comparison'theory,regarding seff-esteem;

- . t

3Tab]e 1,_Pagei17 displays the predictions from the theories.
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and oné is positive. He discussed two types of relations, sentiment

'Sentiment Relations . .

4
\
|

L : S - _ ' :
b . | 7 _— L 9

. BALANCE THEORY : ' .

W

o ’ 3 —\B o ' . .
Helder (1958) stated that an individual tends to perceive ba1ance‘

in the re1ations between persons If the individual perceives some-

RY e N e e

‘ﬁth1ng about h1mse1f> about another person and about that oth?r per-

son's re1at1on to h1mse1f he shou1d strive toward baTance in his -

percept1on‘of the re]ations between these three.' Balance is achieved

either wheh the relatidns are all positive or when two are negative
relations which\ concern Tikjing or disliking, and unit relations
which concern be\onginghess. Unit forming characteristics”of a

re]ationshio are sych things as simijarity, ownership, causa]ity K

_ Any triadic re1at1on§h1p may consist of on1y sentiment re]at1ons of

both sent1ment re]at1b<s and unit re]ations, or of only unit re]a-
tions. Since this d1scdss1on concerns 1nterpersona1 attraction,
which is a.sentiment re] t1on, only the f1rst two types of triads

are d1scussed

~

Considering.sentinent relations and the attraction toward
friendly and unfriendly others, the same result is predicted from
ba]ance theory as from sociaT comp rison'theory If a‘persbn’likes .

h1mse]f and perceives that another person m1ght 11ke h1m (fr1end1y

lother,) he wﬂ'l Tike that ‘person, making a ba'lanced trﬂE-mth three

pos1t1ve relations. If he 11kes himsel and Tewefves that another'
might dislike him (unfr1end1y other) he will da-vikg_that person,

making a balanced triad with one pos1t1ve a'd twovnegatave relations.

\



.\

o 1at1ons, I the person d1s11kes himse%f'and perce1vesutha€§another /

e

“I‘,“\ o: . ]o
e

: <
‘.

If‘a person dislikes himself (Tow se]f—esteem) and perceives that

another might like h1m (friend]y Other) he must dis11ke that perSon o

a ¥,

to maintain a balanced triad w1thoane pos1tive and two negative Pe-

. might d1s11ke him, balance is ma1ntajned by ltking that person,O :

aga1n making a tr1ad with one pos1tiVGvand two negat1ve relatio

] :0 ,‘J

From thlS ‘analysis it 1s pred1cted¢££at'bigh self—esteem
11ke fr1end1y better than unfr1end1§ Others and that ﬂow se]f%esteem
persons like unfr1end1y better than; gr‘d’end]y others S

I"l
N,

) A]though beth soc1a1 comparlﬂnn’theorx‘and ba]ance theory--

sent1ment re1at1ons wou]d 1ead to ﬂhe same pred1cted re]at1on between LJ

self—esteem and liking of fr1end1y and unfr1end]y bthers, the two -

theor1es are based 6n d1ffErent assumptions ~The. soc1a1 comparison

' theory ana]ys1s is. based Qn the subJect s, perceptlon of sim1lar1ty

between hi se}f and fr1end1y or unfr1end1y others | The ba]ance R

' Herder (1958 p. 206)-states that in the case of two nega+

't1ve 1at1ons, 'balance can be. obtained e 1ther when the third

"relation: is positive.or when it is negative, though\there appears

to bel a preference for the positive alternative.'" Predictions in’ o -
this/dissertation were based on' the basic Halance. theory.in which . | -
He1 er states: (p 205) hat three negat1ve re1at10ns are unba]anced.; 7



| e Bl .
unfriendly persons from baiance theory-sentiment re]ations tt was |
assumed in the preceding anaiysis gﬂat both high and Tow self-esteem s )
persons anticipate that friendly others will 1ike them. To make

_.__,,,,_,,,predlctions_conceming -

etent others from- baiance—theory-——-——M—

‘sentiment relations some- assu tfqns must be made about whether high

D . -

| and Tow seif—esteem persons differ in their ant1c1pation that these

others wouid 1ike ihem Since Jo evvdence exists on which to base

i

an assumption this dissertation assumed that boqh high and Tow

: se]ftesteem persons woqu ant1c1pate more 1ik1ng from competent han .

1

from incompetent others Baiance wou]d be matntained 1f high self-

¢

esteem persops 11ked competent and disiiked incompetent others whiie
I

1ow se]f—esteem persons liked 1ncompetent and disiiked competent

others.* fhis resuTt is the same as that predicted‘from sbeial com-

T
" parison theory Howiyer, the baiance theony-sentimept reiations

anainis «ouid bs sugported by ev1dence regarding ant1c1pated liking
whiie the s0c1a1 comparison theory ana1y51s wouid be suppd?ted by

ev1dence concerni_ :perceived Simiiarity , e - f.;i .

Wiest (1365) ha r v1ded support for the ba]anée theory-

sentime 3Le1ations ana1y51s He found that the degree of cprres-

pondence ”etween subJects' 11k1ng for various others and his percep-
-1 “ee
tions of how much they liked him varied p051tive1y with SUbJECtSA

. seif—esteem e y§3
Unit;Reiations“ f(;;{' R ot - ,
W  Heider (1958) stated ‘that sentiment re]ations and unit rela-

.o

i tions tend toward a bﬁﬂanced state, sentiment and un1t relations are

\,. . .
. ‘. >
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‘mutua11y 1nterdépendent' (p. W201) _He. meant that both sentiment and

L]

unit re1ations may occur 1nﬂthe same triad and will tend toward ’

balance. Thus predfctions about interersona] attraction may be

4made from ba1ance theory wh%? “one sfde of the t \adjws determined by
ava11ab1e 1nformation about unit re]at1ons Nhen the perceiver has

\
;) 1nformat1on on]y about the other S Character1st1cs the on]y\unjt

relat1on he could perCe1ve ﬂ%tweeg h1mse1f and the other is one'of
. &

similarity. This: d1scus§1on will therefore cons1der thesunit rela-
£ ) /

° )" X , B
. tion of sim11ar1ty 2 f‘w

v

The balance theory- uﬁ#t re]ations analysis states that a per-
®

son who Tikes hsmself gh1gh se1f—esteem) will perceive a friendTy

”other as’ S1m1{ar angW111 therefore 1ike him while he wiltl d1s]1ke an
‘~'u$fr1end1y othe{ ‘H1gh g@lf—esteem persons will also perceive them-
_w§e1ves as s1m11ar to% and also will 1ike competent persons Better

s than 1ncompetent ﬁersqns‘ So far the analysis is identical with

@soc1a1 compar1son theo But for low self-esteem persons it is

i_a dﬁfferent A pérson who d likes himself and who perceiVes'himself
;‘as d1SS1m11ar to a fr1end1y perseq can only maintain balance by
11k1ng that'person If he perce1ves an unfr1end1y person as s1mi1ar

‘t6 h1mse1f he ma1nta1ns balance by disliking that person For com-

§

’ petent”and 1ncompetent others the analys1s is the sa . Thu$-forvthe-
. a ‘ 1ow ?p1f-esteem person, based on perce1ved s1m11ar1ty to others, the

' re1at1ons pred1cted from balance theory differ from thos& pred1cted
from social comparison theory and also from those pred1cted from
balance theory if. only sent1ment re]at1ons are consxdered No studies

have been conducted regard1ng unit reldtions and ba]ance fheory




LEARNING THEQRY
.

Some authors have taken the position that gﬁterpersonal
_;Mﬁe_mattract13n is_ a_function of—reinforcement<assoe4ated with-that- qﬁher‘-“" -
person (Byrne, 1969; Lott & Lott, 1970, 1968, 1972). Lott and fott

of intérpersona]*attraction haseg ory the

described a learning t
learning-princip1es of earlie heor1sts and presented considerable
evidence in support of thls theory\ of 11k1ng (Lott & Lott, 1960
1968).
Lott and Lott (1972) conceptua11ze learning to 11ke another as
a process ofNacqmmng an implicit ant1c1patory goal response to a
person present when:rewardlls forthcoming. Such a personpbecomes a -
.secondary reinforcer. In the same way, a person’presentJduring
punishment may become a secondary.negative reinforcer. Positive and
%egatﬁve attftudes toward others are thus defined as implicit antici-
patory ooa]lresponses : . .
. -The Tearning theory 1nterpretat10n of att1tudes toward frlendly
and unfr1end1y persons.and toward competent and 1ncompetent persons
is’ based on the expected previous exper1ence of subJects in the
_presence of others with those character1st1cs If we'can assume that j -
most persons have had a h1story of p1easant exper1ences or. rewards , [
in the presence of fr1end1y persons, then all subjects wou]d Tike %eﬂ____

fr1end1y better than unfr1end1y others, regard]ess of the1r own.

se]f-esteem D
Learn1ng to Tike competent or 1ngompetent others may.be some- -

what d1fferent It may be that a person expen1ences reward in the
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pnesence o? a competent perSon because of the gther's‘competence.
For. example, he may be part of a winning group in which a competent

“persons assists_toward the win. But it may be that a person_experi-

. ‘ences reward in the presence of others less competent than himself

because of their adulation of him, A ‘
Ifhliking a competent person is based on‘his secondary rein-"'

forcing properties, then both high and low self-esteem persons should

have learned to like competent and to dislike incompetent others.

If 11k1ng has been learned an the bas1s of adulatjon, then on1y per- ‘

sons who perceive themselves as competent the high se]f—esteem per-
sons, should have learned to like both competent»and 1ncéﬁpetent
' others. Low self-esteem persons, who do not perceive themselves as

competent,.WOu1d not have a hi§%ory of receiving adulation f&om .

either competent or incompetent others. Low self-esteem persons ;‘.

would therefore dislike both competent and incompetent others more

B e

than wou]d high se]f—esteem persons. Consistent With this 1atten
hypothesis, wy11e (1961) rev1ens ev1dence that a positive correla-
tion ex1sts between se]f-esteem and Tiking others. However, she
advised caution in intérpreting these results since some findinQS'.
have provided contrary evidence.

Two furtner derivations mdyjbe made fnem learning theory pnin-
ciples which apply to self-esteem and attraction toward competént

and friendly others. Black (1965) has hypothesized thatvnaising

dr1ve Tevel dur1ng acqu1s1t1on of a response should" increase the

strength of the ant1c1patory goal response. Lott &t al. (1970) pre- °

b

_sented evidence that persons under high dr1ve found reward- -associated



.stimulus persons to be more attractive,than persons under low drive.
If a Tow self-esteem person can be assumed to have greater drive

‘toward fr1end1y others because of h1s greater need for enhancement

“of seif-esteem, then he shou]d have acqu1red greater 11k1ng for
‘fr1end1y persons and less liking for unfr1endTy persons than a h1gh'

self-esteem person. Some ev1dence in 5upport of this hypothes1s is

»prov1ded by Jacobs, BersChewd and wa1ster (1971) In an exper1ment

'where the subject and target person interacted, they ound that self-
esteem and type of eva]uat1on d1d stgn1f1cant1y interaet in determin-_
ing 11k1ng._ High se]f—esteem persons 11ked reJecting and amblguous1y
accept1ng others more than did: 10w se]f esteem persons wh11e the

Tatter 11ked accept1ng others s]1ght1y more than did high se]f—esteem

s

persons.
In a second derivation'from learning theory, Lott and Lott'
(1972) predicted that as a result of stimulus genera11zat1on persons
" who are similar to liked or d1s]1ked'others on salient characteris-
:fics can also function as positive or negative'secondary reinforcers:
If a h1gh se]f—esteem ‘person 11kes h1mse1f and v1ews h1mse1f as.
competent and fr1end1y then he - sh@hId 11ke others w1th these charact-‘
ier1st1cs If a low sle—esteem person dislikes h1mse1f and v1ews _ |
himself as 1ncompetent and unfriendly then he should dislike others ..
w1th these character1st1cs Thus .all persons shou]d ¥ike competent
.and fr1end]y ‘others and dislike incompetent and unfriend1y.others.
This prediction 'whioh is based on perceived sini]arity, is ddentical”
to the resu]t predicted from He1der S balance theory with swm11ar1ty ~

relations. The two theor1es converge at this point and there wou]d
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| . T~
be no way to determine whether balance or the lea®ning of a rein-.
forcement contingency was the med1at1ng process. The ggme pred1ction
1s a1$o made by 1earn1ng theory based on. secondary re1nforcement
Th1s resu]t may be d1st1ngu1shed from-the results based -on simllarity

‘ relations by ev1dence regardJng perceived similarity.

STupyY DESIGNEQ TO TEST RELATIONS

To provide the empirica] evidence to clarify which of the

theor1es most adequately 1eads to the prediction of the re]at1on bet-

°*

ween se]f—esteem and 1nterpersona1 attract1on two experiments.were

desvgned in which persons . rytng in competence and 1n fr1end11ness

were rated by persons who diffexed in the1r se]f—esteem The two
exper1ments differed in st1mu1us material and in the perce1vers
ant1c1pat1on of meet1ng the" st1mu1us persons , .

In the f1rst experiment stimulus persons wede.described by a
written interview and subjects were told that they would meet one of
these persons. In the second experiment, the same subJects were |
presented with st1mu]us persons descr1bed on]y by adJect1ves In
both exper1ments the stimulus persons varied in fr1end11ness and 1n
competence and SUbJECtS rated them on these traits as well ‘as on how
much the subject would Tike. the person- and how much he thought the
person would Tike h1m Finally, subjects rated themse]ves

Pred1ct1ons derived from soc1a1 comparison theory, ba]ance
.theory and learning theory about how much the- subJect Tikés the

st1mu1us person are outlined in Table 1. o .' oy
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| , | METHOD
‘ ' , : - &

e SUBJEGTS - - o s g

SubJects were male undergraduates from the Un1versity of

Alberta pre-se]ected on’ the basis of the1r score on the seT}-esteem
’sca1e (See Append1x A). The subjects were phéRed and asked to par-
t1c1pate in an exper1ment They were offered e1ther a tredit for
zz;lntroductory Psycho]ogy or $1. 50. 5 AT subjects‘participated in
both Experiments’ I and 11 in groups of three:tb‘seven“persons;?rom
thé}same,self-esteem'Ievel. o
A tota1 of~87 shbjects participated'in the ekperiments., Rei
sponses From 18 of these. subJects were d1scarded before the data
were ana1yzed3 of those whose responses were d1scarded 14 were
suspioious that the v1deotape was not rea11y to be a part of the
‘exper1ment and/pne thought the interviews were made-up. Thus, 17%
of the subJects were discarded because they were susp1cious « These
were distributed over‘thf se]f—esteem‘categbr1es (5 high se]f—esteem,
6 moderatekself:esteem, 4 Jow Se1feesteem)t Responses from three e

~ . N
subjects werexréhdomly discarded to equalize groups in each self-

~

.esteem Jevel. . -

»

~ The ana]yses,for both Exper1ments I and II were conducted on .
‘data from: the rema1h1ng 69 subjects with group size 1n the ana]yses Y

| ranging from two to f1ve..

t

=,

5t tests between the means’ for those who rece1ved credifiand
. those who received money are reported in Tab]e D-21, Append1x D. No
s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found. o
« , ,

.r oL .
B ' 18 T s



SubJ ts hav1ng the same sebeesteem TeveT arrived at the lab-

“n

“oratory in graups of three or more.” They were seated at fables in

the same room. 'e exper1ment was 1ntroduced as a study of how .

peopTe\?orm\imgressio

are reTated to a d1scu551on\that takes place between them. The 7

of .Other peop]e and how thelr 1mpressions

exper1menter expTalned that: l\'Ne th1nk that impress1ons of others
make a difference’ to the kind of 1nteract1on they have but- we - don t

: ,know as much about this 1n a systemat1c way as we would Tike to ‘\In

th1s study you w1TT f1rst be asked to fo your 1mpress1ons of sev-

5.era] persons by read1ng transcr1pts interviews”between: them and
,‘one-oflourhpsychologfsts. -You3w1TT be asked to give -your impressions
’ fn some questions. after e;éh interview. ThenvI‘wiTT ask each of you
in turn to come into the other rpom to d1scuss wlth one of these
persons whose 1nterv1ews you ve Just read The d1scu551on top1cs

will vary. They will e1ther be about chang1ng sex roTes in modern

- soc1ety or about censorsh1p o .

The rat+ona1e “for te111ng subJects they woqu meet one of the .

.st1mu1us persons was engage the1r interest and the1r seTf-esteem

- -inrtheir judéements.m/To.add has1s that woqu 1nvo]ve the1r seTf-

'esteem.thejexperimenter'continued. _'T discusgions w111 take
about'ffye minutes each and will be recorded
a team of anaTysts can Took at the tapes Jater and re them.by a};
| procedure we caTT contentisna1y51s Of course 1f you fee ;
'.t1me you can't cont1nue 1n the exper1ment you are free to go

hope you won ‘t do ,that though since. 1t wou]dh t help. our research\> .

-

19 . .
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The exper1menter then asked for quest1ons, handed out the book-
lets and’ 1nd1cated 'Maker your responses by putting ‘one mark any-
where on- each 4fne to- 1nd1cate how you- rate the ‘person on- each :
character1st1c Th1s was repeated when subJects reached the first
N : page of dependent measures ‘
| when subjects were a]most f1n1shed with the book1et the exper1-
| nenter left the room .and returned about two m1nutes 1ater ‘ When a11
subJects were f1n1shed she announced 'Well, ‘the v1deotape_equ1pment
. has broken down so I guess we can't do*the interview part ot“the
experiment. But I was go1ng to have ‘you do another task wh11e the
" interviews were go1ng on so at least you can do th1s i |
| . The exper1menter then handed out. book]ets for Exper1ment 11,
co11ecte bopk]ets_from E;per1ment I and read the 1nstruct1ons for
Experime:;\il;which were printed on the first page'of_the bgoﬁTEt:
'This is a study of‘how peopTe form imp; onslof others 'We Want
to know how much you understand and what k1nd of 1mpress1on peop]e -

~

: form of another person when they are g1ven only a sma11 amount of,
' i

- infermation. At the top of each of the | fo110w1ng pages is a list of _

wordsldescr1b1ng a s1ng]e 1nd1v1dua]. The words ang the_1mpress1ons'
of that. person g1ven by two sources What we have done is to. ask

our psycho]og1st§ who 1nterv1ew peop]e to g1ve the1r 1mpress1ons of - |
the}person sﬂmaJor character1st1cs in one or two wozds, Then we |

“have combined the -impressions of two psychologists about each indi-

vidual_ to presenthto you. Your. task is to read the words'at the'top

. of each page, form 1mpress1on of the person then answer the
( questions about Each person. f o B .;‘_' _

¢

~ .



21

‘:when subjects had completed this book]ef the reasons for the

o exper1ments were discussed with them, they were given credit or money,

ﬁ-asked not to- dtscuss—the exper%ment and—thanked for-their- partwci-
pation LN
STIMULUS MATERIAL "
Experiment I

Four interviewsawere designed for use in this experiment. ;The.
person 1nterv1ewed was presented as e1ther competent or 1ncompetent
and either friendly or unfr1end1y A2 x 2 factorial deslgn of the
‘gWO factors produced 1nterv1ews presentlng st1mu]us persons who i
were: (1) competent-fr1end1y, (2) competent-unfr1end1y,.(3) incom-
petent-friend]y, and (4)_tncompetent—unfriendly;,"

- 4fn interuiew designed as a'practice and an anchor preCeded the
four exper1menta1 1nterv1ews The st1mu1us person, portrayed as - :
"h1gh1y competent and fr1end1y, was expected to produce ratings at R
'the h1gh end of the sca1e and p1ace subsequent rat1ngs more toward
‘the m1dd1e of the sca]e - Since the purpose of th1s procedure was d ‘
to Pprovide pract1ce and reduce the poss1b111ty of a ce111ng effect,
f1t was not deemed necessary. to prov1de a 1ow ancho:

The four eXper1menta1 interviews were arranged 1ﬁ'four difter-_
ent orders and book]ets were presented randomly to subJects" Orders f
were arranged $O that ‘each 1nterv1ew was preceded and followed by
each of the others once in the four orders ’ .

°

Interv1ews were between an 1nterv1ewer and a first year Univer-.

L
P

sity student. The student was asked about h1s courses, whether he
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' _fopnd University work difficult and about his social Tife at Univer-

.. sity. Four courses of study were balanced across levels of compe-

m7féﬁﬁéwéﬁmeriéhd1fné§§—§o‘tﬁat“éacn°éoursé”6?“sfudy"éppéa}éd‘éﬁpf6x1;mm”'u“‘

mately an equal. number of times with each level of competence and
. . - '

~ friendliness.

Experiment I1I

| A large number of aojectives from Anderson'sv(1968) 1ist of
persona11ty trait words were pretested in order to choose adJect1ves'
for the stimulus persons in Experiment 1. U51ng these pretest data, .
adjectives were chosen to represent competence at 4 levels of high
: (H), moderate]y pos1t1ve (M+), moderately negat1ve (M-), and 1ow (L).
A:Lect1ves were a]so chosen to represent friendliness at four - 1eve1s,\
high (H), moderate]y positive (M+), moderaﬁe]y negative (M-), and
Tow (L). (See Pilot study of Stimulus Material, Appendix B.)
Adjectives used fn EXperiment IT to describe stimulus persons were:
‘those that were ratedumost Strong]y on competence but neutrai on-
'fr1end11ness and those that were- rated most strong]y on fr1end11ness -
but neutra] on competence. » |

.'.A:4“x 4 design with levels H, M+, M%,’Lvof aﬁjectives on factors N
representing-the competence and ?riend]iness of the'stimu]ps persons f
was,presented to subjects 'JSixteen sttmu]uS'persons were each
descr1bed by two ad3ect1ves represent1ng competence and two adJec-
tives represent1ng fr1end11ness 3 Each ad3ect1ve was used twice but

no two st1mu1us persons were exact]y the same. For each stimulus

person one competence adjective and one friendliness adJectlve were



: Tab}e 2

Stimulus Material for Experiment II

s USRI s e meme s s e

Clevels of } .

Jof g :
¢ F  sp# o
H“H 1 SYSTEMATIC. SINCERE OUTSTANDING CONSIDERATE
L L 2 AIMESS DISCOURTEOU NARROW-MINDED CONCEITED
HoH 3 BRILLIANT KEND 4 | " CLEVER WARM |
H Mt 4 CLEVER SOFT- HEARTED | - SELF-DISCIPLINED"TALKATIVE
H M- 5 SELF-DISCIPLINED EGOTISTICAL  INTELLIGENT BOASTFUL
H L. 6 INJELLIGENT BOSSY " BRILLIANT GROUCHY
M W -7 DELIBERATE WARM ' DIGNIFIED KIND- HEARTED
Me M 'SL;hqéfNIFIED TALKATIVE . .QUICK SOFT-SPOKEN
M+ M- 9 QUICK BOASTFUL- . DEFINITE DISSATISFIED
ML 10 DEFINITE GROUCHY . DELIBERATE HARD-MEARTED |
M-. H .11 UNSYSTEMATIC KIND-HEARTED UNTIDY GOOD-HUMORED
M- M+ 12 UNTIDY SOFT-SPQKENf -~ FRIVOLOUS GENTLE
Moo M- 13 FRIVOLOUS ;DISSAT&SFIED} © CONFORMIST: UNPOPULAR
M- L 014" CONFORMIST HARD-HEARTED UNSYSTEMATIC" IRRITATING
Sy 15 LAZYY GOOD-HUMORED . " FORGETFUL  KIND
L__.M%-:_IG, FORGETFUL GENTLE - _UNDECIDED SOFT-HEARTED, .
L M- 17 UNDECIDED UNPOPULAR . UNINQUISITIVE EGOTISTICAL
."L L 18 ?UNINQUISITIVE. IRRITATING LAZY GROUCHY

Note 1. The first. and third words on each line’ represent the level of
competence noted at left under column C; the second and fourth
words represent the level of fr1end]1ness noted under column F.

Note 2.. SP#] and SP#2 represéent the h1gh and 1ow anchor SPs respec-
L .'t1ve]y‘ 7

. . . . . ’
- . .
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.

said to be the impression of one psycho1ogist who had 1nterv1ewed

... the: petson and the other two adjectlves the.: 1mpression of a_second___.

orders. Theyewere preceded by tWo pract1ce sheets w1th persons '
tent, Low fr1end1y These were 1ntended as pract1ce and as ‘high
and Tow. anchors. Both high and Tow anchor sets were ﬁnc1uded to
keep the des1gn cons1stent w1th that used by Anderson (1965, 1968

1971). (Tab]e 2 presents the stihu1us person and anchor sets of

| adject1ves.)

DEPENDENT MEASURES = - : Lo Cd
The same ratjng_sheet.appeared\for each/{nterview in Experiment
T . o o , VA
I and for each” stimulus person described by adjectives in Experiment

. /_ ) . . . o . . Lo
< I1. Subjetts rated each stimu1us ‘person on 14 characteristics by

-p]ac1ng a s1ng]e mark on a 90 mm 11ne with the ends Tabelled, "Not
: at all character1strc of “him'. and Extrene]y character1st1c of him.'
.There were four.pos1t1ve and four negat1ve.character1st1c§ re]ated
to frienthnessrand~three“pos;tive and three negative characteristics-,
: reiated to competence) These were se1ected‘from'a {ist~presented by
B Anderson (1968). ~—§e'\?en_of'the§e 14 adjectives had been’pretested
~in a p110t study for Exper1ment I1. Tab1e 3 presents the pretest

rat1ngs of competence and fr1end11ness and ]1keab1eness -ratings from

Anderson (1968). Pretest;rattngs are the sum of the responses made



w
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Table 3

*,‘.

i

: ADJECTIVES USED IN DEPENDENT MEASURE on both EXPERIMENT I and -
- ———EXPERIMENT .11 with-Ratings of Competence-{€), Friend}iness- (F)- -

from P110t Study ‘and Likeab)eness (L) ffom Anderson (1968)

)

Category Adje¢tfye c F o L
COURTEOUS * ' * g% 40 - 494
Pobitive. PLEASANT 5 TS " 495
Friendly 600D-NATURED 7 50 527
FRIENDLY *ok 519
COLD. -13° . . -48 13 °
Jegative - UNFRIENDLY u 92
- Friendly ~ DISCOURTEOUS 1 _44 110
UNPLEASANT 104
N 'COMPETENT | 447
© Positive et o
- Competent EFFICIENT . . 18z
' OUTSTANDING - .. - 40 5 492
] INCOMPETENT - | 110
Negative N - o o7 ' ’
st ouLL | -2 -20 121 .
| INEFFICIENT 78

*a h1gher score 1nd1cated the  person with this tra1t was rated more

competent (C) or friendly (F) or 11keab1e (L)

: **rat1ngs for some adJect1ves were not ava11ab1e from the Pilot study.

. r
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by 21 subjects asked to rate each adject1ve for competence and for

friendliness on a 9 -point sca]e from -4 to +4; L1keab1eness ratings

e

— are the sums of responses ‘made by 100 subJects rat1ng each adject1ue

for 1‘keab1eness on a 7 point scale from 0 to 6.
~ Rather than using b1p01ar adJectiyes, each adjective on the
edependent measure had a separate rating,sca]e so that ratings of
posithe and negative charact@?istics cou]d be analyied separate1y
At the bottom of each rat1ng sheet, subjects were asked to rate
* 'How much do you fee1 that you would like this person’{ on a 90 mm -
Tine with the ends labelled 'Like him very much‘rand 'D1s11ke him e
extreme]y and to.rate 'How much. do you think th1s person wou]d 11ke
" you?' on a scale with the ends 1abe11ed ‘Like me very mUCh' and |

| 'D1s11ke me. extreme]y A copy if the complete ratlnq sca]e may :be

found in Appendix C.

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE | - L

A new sca]e cons1st1ng of ]2 1tems ab0ut fee11ngs toward the -
se]f was used to measure se]f—esteem Re11ab111ty and va11d1ty of
- the sca]e were tested The sca]e was found to be 1nterna]1y consis-
‘tent w1th a11 1tems corre]at1nq more than .54 w1th the sum. Test- .
retest re11ab111ty for males was 6% (n = 24) |

Validity was tested by corre]at1on with another test intended
to’ measure se]f-esteem (Janis & Field [1959] Feelings of Inadequacy
ScaTe) y1e1ded r = .66 (n 176) and correlation with responses to
a sca]e not 1ntended to measure self-esteem (Rotter's [1966] Interna]- -

-.27 (n = 656).

External Control of Re1nforcement Scale) yielding r

N
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These corre1ations differ significant1y providing some evidence for

the va11d1ty of the scale as a measure of se]f—esteem (Appendfx A | ~

g1ves a fu11 report of the deve1opnentrof the se1f-esteem sca]e )

SELF RATING DURING EXPERIMENTAL SGSSIONi

In order to evaluate self rating at the time of the experiment
subjects were asked to rate themselves on a scale consist1ng of the
. 14,adJect1ves of the dependent measure. Th1s scale appeared at ‘the

end of the-booklet for Experiment II.

ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING SELF-ESTEEM GROUPS

- In mak1ng pred1ct1ons from the theories, it was assumed that
_ persons with high se]f—esteem perceive themse]ves ‘as competent and
friendly wh11e those w1th Tow se]f—esteem perce1ve themse]ves as
1ncompetent and}unfriend]y. Ev1dence from a pilot study conductedl
prior to the experiments supported thjs assumption. Scores for
| samples of male subjects who were hfgh:and 1ow,on'the'se1f—esteem
N sca]e distribution were compared. As expECted hfgh'scorers on the
.se1f-esteem scale scored h1gher on separate 1tems 1ntended to mea-
sure self’rat1ngs of fr1end11ness and. competence (Resu]ts of this

'p1lot study were reported fully in Append1x A, pages A-8, 9, & 10.)

S



RESULTS

o R

DEPENDENT MEASURES

Subjects responses to each.adjectiyeIWere sCored'by measuring

Lal

where the mark océurré@}in_mil]imefers on the Tine.® ‘Scale ends

L)

were %arkéd 'Not at all characteristic of him' and 'Extremely char-
acteristijc of him.' For each stimﬁTus peréon, respdnse; to adjeé-
tiyegxin eaéh of thé—four categories, Positive f?iénd]y, Negative
fcjend1y,.Po§jtive competent and Negative competent; WEre summed. |
Then scbres for overall Competent were calculated by subtfacting o
‘Negatfve'from Pdsitive competent_sumsz Overall Friendly sCofes were
ca]cu]atéd by‘éUbtracting Negativé frbh Po§itive frfena1y sums.

" Competent, Friendly, and Total Evaluation scores along with the
scores for the items 'ﬁow much do ybu %eé] that you would .1ike this

person?’ (Liking) and ‘'How much do youuthihk this person would {1ke ”
' ' e o Y o ' :
- you?' (Anticipated Liking) were analyzed by analysis of variance.

e S - | -
. 6Lines were 90 mm except on some pages-where they were 92 or
© 88.mm in Tength. Responses on these latter were incréased or de-
creased by a fraction (90/92 or 90/88) and rounded. o
_ X P _ ,
. Missing respanses were estimated 'in the following way: {1) If
a response to only one item within a category was missing (e.qg., if.
the response for efficient was absent but the othgrs for Positive .
‘compétent were present) it was replaced by the average of that sub-
ject's other responses in that same category, for that stimulus per-
son. (2) If all responses in a category were missing, the category
was filled with the mean response of other subjects in that cell who
formed a group by ‘participating together in the experiment. In
Experiment I, out of a total of 4416 responses for all subjects, 4
weraggreplaced by category mean (1) and-4 were replaced by a“group
mean (2?, In Experiment II of 1%,664 total responses, 16 were re-
placed by a category mean (1) and 50 by a group nean (2);;1 A

N
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tSubjects tookvpart in the-experiments'in'groups consisting of
from three to seven persons 1n the same room. A1though they were not
» a1lowed to ta]k to each other, it was: cons1dered poss1b1e that some
effect due to groups’ could have occurred. For that reason, in each
sanalysis the subjects'uithin treatments sum of squares was divided
| 1nto its components, the subJects within groups. and groups w1th1n
‘treatments sums of squares. The groups ‘within treatments mean
square was tested with the approprlate subJects within oroups .mean
square Winen (]962 p. 203) sugqests that to keep Type 2 error small -
(accept1ng the hypothes1s of . po groups effect when it should be re-
ectedT%tests should be made with a numer1ca11y high Type 1 error.
" Sett1ng « at .25, there are 10 of the total of 40 mean squares in-
c]udlng-groups wh1ch are s1gn1f1cant On th1s basis it was dec1ded ‘
‘to use the groups w1th1n se1f~esteem levels mean squares in all cases

<

to test the effects-&n all ana1yses Co

MKNIPULATION CHECKS
N
It was,expected that subJects wou]d perceive the dlfferences
' between competent: anq’incompetent persons and between friendly and
unfrlendly persons’?h beth exper1ments Evidence that these . d1f?k,

erences were perce1ved comes from several ana]yses
: _ BN -

. Competent and Fr1end1y Experimentklf

2
P

_ When asked to rate Fr1end11néss, the main effect for the 1n-
dependent variable Friendly (F 50.77, df = 1/18, p .< . 005) showed
that subjects rated the fr1end1y and unfr1end1y targets as expected

When asked to rate Competence the main effect for the 1ndependent



30

.variabie Competent (F 54 11 df = 1/18 p < .005) showed that

_subJects rated competent and _incompetent taroets as expected Means_,ﬂﬂ .

’

for theseyeffects are presented in Tab]e 4.. Summaries of analyses .
of variance of ratings of Friend}iness and Competence are presented
in Appendix D, Tabies 5 and 7. | ‘

These ana]yses indicated that the manipulations in Experiment
I were very strongwand-in the expected directions. However, when
rating Competence, the main effect for the independent'variable
Friend]y (F‘= 12.86, df = 1/18, p < .005) indicated that friendly per-
- sons were con51dered more competent than unfr1end1y persons IWhile '
this resu]t for Experiment I 1nd1catesrthat the two. factors, Com-
' petent and Friendly, are not entireiy independent of each other, Jt
does not detract from the evidence that subjects clearly identified

the two independent variables as expected.

Competent and Friend]y:.‘Experiment.II' | UL_ o ' t \\ )
In ratings of Friéndliness, a main effect for the independent
variabiq Friendly (F = 285.70, df =.3754, p < .005) provided evidence
that subjects rated friend]y and unfriendiy targets as’ expected. As‘ |
we]],.annain effect for the independent variab]e Competent (F 12,33,4
= 3/54, p < .005) showed that subjects consvdered a competent
person more friendiy than an 1ncompetent person 4
Ana1y51s of Competence ratings showed that SUbJeCtS rated- com-
petent and 1ncompetent stimu]us persons as expected (F = 190. 20 |
= 3/54, p < 005) and that they a]so conSidered friendly persdng
to be more competent than unfriendly (F -89. 47 df = 3/54, p < 005);
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‘As in Experiment I, this effect supports‘thet;onc1u;ionlthat the =
'1.facths Cdmpﬁtent_and,EriendIy”aresnot,tndeoendent‘of.eaCh other. .. .
'Means for these effectS'are presented in Tab1e'5\\;§ummar1e§ of
ana]yses of var1ance for Fr1end11ness and . for Competence rat1ngs are
-m1n Appendix D, Tab1es D-6 and. D 8.,

It is c]ear that the-1n1t1a1 intent to prordde stimulus persons
A

W}th vary1ng Tevels of competence and fr1end11ness was successful

in both Exper1ments I and. II
A, *

B
v

SELF—ESTEEM-

L

SubJects were se1ected on the. bas1s of their se1f—esteem scores
- from measures taken at the beg1nn1nq of the academ1c year High l
self—esteem subJects who actual]y part1c1pated formed 27% of the _

. 7
djstr1but1on (mean

]

26%°0f the distribution (mean = 45,96) and Tow se1f1esteem §ubJects I

SR N

formed‘18% of the distribution (mean 36.35). LR L»‘c'
S1nce the exper1ments were conducted s1x nths after the se]f—
_esteem meastre was taken, it is postb]e that these }eve1s had ,af;.;;
~changed Howeve:, test retest re11ab1]1ty af the se]f—esteem mea- '
v'hsure over periods of three weeks to three months was h1gh (r'*' 69). k
There is also some ev1dence from the twmevof the experfment ta 1nd1-v’
'cate that the groups. actually tak1nq part d1d d]ffer 1n _their se]f
.percept1on A]though on the Tota1 Eva]uat1on for self ratﬂng at |
the end of the exper1menta1 sess1on “high and low self—esteem sub- :
Jects did not differ, ana]ys1s of variance of the pos1t1ve adJect1ves

on]y 1nd1cated that h1gh se]f—esteem subJects rated thémse1ves

DN

\ - ! : . .
. . , . .«
. ! g
. . \

51. 74), moderate self-esteem subJects formed ",é-‘



significant]y more P°51t1V91y than did Tow se]f-esteem subjects (F = "i"
6.58, df --1/40 P < ,05): The mean ‘rating for high seif—esteem H,‘unf
subjects was 435 00, for 1ow seif—esteem subaects was 384.52. Sum-_ »\\'5

mary of analysis of variance 1s presented 1n Tab]e D- 22 Appendix D.

P -

EXPERIMENTAL PREDICTIONS

The main concern of the experiments was w1th the reiationship
between a subJect s Se1f—esteem and his Liking ratings of Friendly -
]

and Unﬁriendiy stimu]us persons and the reiat10nsh1p between a sub- -7‘

ject' s Seif—esteem and his Likinq ratings of Competent and lncom-

. petent stimuius persons. Several p0551b1e predictions derived from g; "

different theories were discussed Since the resu1ts “for Experiment

- I and Experiment ‘11 were very 51m11ar they w111 be presented toget- f

"her: Comp]ete summaries of ana]yses of variance for both Experiments

are given in Appendix D.
. ‘._l 3 . . . |

‘Seif-Esteem and.Friendiy-Unfriendiy"Stimuius Persons

o~

¢ B -'.v"_"‘ )

'?g The obtained resu]ts, con51stent for, botthxperiments, showed )

+*

””that there was no 1nteraction between a person S se]f-esteem and -
N his Liking rating of persons varying in: 1evels of friend11ness uAt]-7
L subJects 11ked fr1end1y stimuius persons more than . unfriendiy st1mu1us
'persons regard]ess of the1r own se]f-esteem deve] - (See Table 7 for.
_ summaries of" ana]yses of variance for Experiments I & II. Mean
ratings are presented in Table 6.) n N 4
é f . Correiations between self-esteem and Liking ratings of friendiy:
,,and'unfriendly persons aiso 1nd1cated no relation between the two

—

variabies for either experiment Correiations are presented in Tab1e 9

. - s
R

"



S | .',# o fﬁééza/"
L Tab €6

-

’ .

Mean Liking Rating$ fdr Friend]y-and‘Unfriendly Stimulus Persons -
by Subjects with High, Moderate or Low Self-Esteem. . '

High

" Moderate - " - S
-~ Self-esteem. 35.48  42.87

- Self-esteem  29.28  40.70

 EXPERIMENT I ' . EXPERIMENT II
Friendly Unfriendly CHF M-F  LF
. ‘ — . / ’ :

24.76 28.42 58.08 61.37

' 23.02 .26.70 56.67 - 60.49

. HF denotes highly friendly.

M+F denotes moderately friendly.

‘M-F_denotes moderately unfriendly.
. LF denotes Tow friendly.

Se]f—esteem' 31.26 , 40.57 25.43 28;10--59.36; 65.45
Note. AiTow score ihdicages greater liﬁing;'_ ) _
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Tab1e 8
W - ' ) l '
- Mean Liking Rat1ngs for Competent and Incompetent Stimulus Persons
' by Persons with High, Moderate and Low Se1f-esteem
T pemmen T oeemw
o AComoetent- Incompetent HCa? M:C . M-C . LC
High T L
Self-esteem - 31'4]bf ©38.57 34.90 38.50 46.86 -46.62
) Moderate | = o C j | _ 0 )
‘Self-esteem ~ '37.37 .. - 40.98 | 40.96 4t 78 44.97 44,92
Low o . o . | . ,
- Self-esteem - . 33.61 ~  38.22 - . 40.13 43.63 46.26 48.32"
Note a. HC deriotes high competent. R e |
. - .M+C denotes moderately. competent. o

-M-C denotes moderately incompetent.
LC denotes Tow competent

b. A low score indicates greater Tiking.
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'Se1f-ESteem and Competent-Incompetent Stimu1us Persons
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For the re]at1ons between se1f—esteem and L1k1ng rat1ngs of

_ competent and 1ncompetent stimulus persons, the resu]ts from both -
i experiments ]ndicated thatﬂsubjects 11ked competent more{than 1n- -
f competent st?mo]us persons. .(ﬁxperiment.f: F=6.20, df = 1/18,

P < .05;‘Expé‘r’1'ment II: F = 1922, df = 3/54, p < .005.)" Mean «

-ratings are presenteo in Table 8 and ana1yses of Variance in Table

7. In L1k1ng rat1ngs the 1nteract1on between se1f—esteem and Com-

!

petent st1mu1us persons was not s1gn1f1cant.gn e1ther of the experi-

~ ments. Correlations between‘se1f-esteem and. Liking rat]ngs of com-

-

petent others are disCGssedﬁunder-the heading Supplementary Analyses.

SUPPLEMENTARY MEASURES ~ -

To assist in differentiatﬁng between theories from which simi- -

, 1ar pred1ct1ons were %Fr1ved two supp]ementary measures were taken

dur1ng the experiments For both social comparIson theory and

ba]ance_theoryfunttpre]at1ons, the assumpt1on of_perce1ved.s1m11arfty,"

" was the basisigf the predfctions’ Consequent1y, sUbjects rated‘them_

~selves on competence and frqend11ness 50 that perce1ved s1m11ar1ty
between themse]ves and- st1mu1us persons cou]d be ca1cu1ated The

assumpt1on under1y1ng the prediction based on ba1ance theory—

',sent1ment_re1at1ons was.that ‘subjects would ant1c1pate more‘TIking .

~ from some stimo]us persons than from. Others Consequently; a second

F—

supp]ementary measure was taken Ant1c1pated 1iking was measured by

the response to the quest1on "How much. do you th1nk th1s person

—
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- Perceived Similarity , '
— :

For—perceived s1m11arit¥ to be the basis of the resu]t predicted :

by the social comparison theory and‘the ba1ance theory un1t re1atfons

ana1yses, 1t WOU]d be necessary fOY‘ h'lgh se]f-esteem SUbjectS tO per_ T

.ceive themse]ves as s1m11ar to competent and friendly others and for.
Tow se]f-esteem subJects to. perce1ve themse]ves as s1m11ar to 1n-
competent and unfr1end1y others in these experiments. To determine
_whether thesé_assumptfons-were justified, subjeCts' seif ratings of
fr1end11ness wé?e-compared with their fr1end11ness rat1ngs of st1m—
~ulus persons who were in- fact either friendly or unfriendly Analy-‘_v
. sis of var1ance “of abso]ute d1fferences between these scores should
;y1e1d an 1nteract10n between se]f esteem and the stJmu1us persons
‘_.such that h1gh se]f—esteem subJects self ratings are closer to
. _their rat1ngs of fr1end1y thy of unfr1end1y persons wh11e 1ow se1f-
esteem subJE”ts se]f rat1ngs are c]oser to the1r rat1nqs of.un- |
fr1end1y than of fr1end1y persons However ana1yses of variance
‘1nd1cated that no 1nteract1ons occurred 7 In fact main effects for
fr1end1y in both Exper1ment I (F 13 00 df = 1/18 p < 005) and
" Exper1ment I (F = 131.91, df = 1/18 p< oos) 1nd1'cate that aln

subJects perce1ved themse]ves as more. s1m11ar to the friendly than
/

e

“to the unfr1end1y st1mu1us persons (Tables 24 to 27 Append1x D,

’tpresent analyses of var1ance and means ) In the same way, 1f the

T

assumpt1on regardlng perce1ved s1m11ar1ty w1th competent others were

7ConsTstent with other aha]yses 6f variance in this d1§serta--j
tion, all effects were tested with the appropr1ate groups w1th1n
se]f—esteem 1eve1s mean square.



correct ana]yses of variance shou]d y1e1d 1nterattjons between

self-esteem and abso]ute d1fference rat1ngs of competent and-

‘:1ncompetent other§1>»ﬂoWEVer no such interact10ns occurred and 1n

“mfact main effects for competent in both Exper1ment 53 (F = 15 43
=1/18, p < 005) and in Exper1ment II (F = 35, 83 df = 1/18 p

.005) . 1nd1cate that a11 subJects perce1ved themse]ves as more
- similar to competent than to incompetent others. (Tab]es 28 to 31,

Appehd1x D present ana]yses of variance. and means. ) Thus, in r
neqther Exper1ment 1 nor in. Exper1ment II was there any support for

'the assumpt1ons regard1ng:perce1ved s1m11ar1ty which were-the basis

of pred1ct1ons from soc1a1 comparison thEory and from ba]ance theory-

—

«un1t relatio

1c1pated L1k1ng

For ant1c1pated 11k1ng to be the bas1s of the result pred1cted o

' . 5.

} by ba1ance theory-sent1ment re]at1ons, 1t wou]d be necessary for all

-39

persons to ant1c1pate more 11k1ng‘from fr1end1y and competent others _‘

than from unfr1end1y and 1ncompetent others Responses on the ant1-

- .c1pated 11kJng-measure.1nd1cated main effects for competent and
’friend]y‘stimd1usiper50ns'such-that both high and 1owfsé1f—esteem'

e persons-anticipated more Tikind from friendly than from unfﬁiendjyp-
others and from competent than from 1ncompetent'others ‘
(Exper1ment I Competent main effect F =4, 06, df = 1/13, P < .IO)
(Exper1ment II Competent main effect F= 6.4, df = 3/54,_p éd.OOS)
(Exper1mentkI Fr1end1y main effect F = 10 02, df = 1,18, p'< 01) ¢

‘(Egperiment-II: ‘Frlend1y main effect F- 168 34, df = 3/54, p < 005)f



]

Thus, the ant1c1pated 1iking 'measure. did prov1de support’ for

the assumpt1ons of the ba]ance theory sent1ment re1at1ons ana]ysis

Except for the Competent main effect of Exper1ment I wh1ch fa1Ted

“to meét an acceptab1e Teve\ of siqn1f1¢ance a1l main effects are | -

h1gh1y 519n1f1cant and indicate support for the assumptions
!

SUPPLEMENTARY. ANALYSES' | R

Correlations Between Se]f—esteem and; iktng Ratings

S1nce no 1nteract1ons between se]f— teem and ratings of com-

petent or fr1end1y st1mu1us persons occurred 1n the ana]yses of :
var1ance and 51nce a re1at1on between se]f esteem and L1k1ng ratings\:
1s theoret1ca11y an 1mportant 1ssue further ana]yses were conducted
to determﬁge whether any relation ex1sted o ‘ [ﬁi

| The f1rst analys1s corre]ated se]f-esteem as measured pr1or to
the exper1ment with L1k1ng rat1ngs of various st1mu1us persons {Fori
each subJect, rat1ngs of competent ‘and 1ncompetent persons were:
summed and rat1ngs of fnlendly and unfr1end1y persons were summed
y1e]d1ng four~st1mu1us person scores. Se1f*esteem was then corre-‘
lated w1th each of these sums Tab]e 9 presents the corre]at1ons

The corre]atlon between self-esteem and L1k1ng rat1ngs of com- _' |

~_petent st1mu1us persons 1n Exper1ment II is. the on]y one wh1ch

‘reached S1gn1f1cance (r = -.38; Low score for L1k1ng 1nd1cates -

greater 1Jk1ng) Th1s corre]atlon 1nd1cated that the h1gher the ‘;

se]f—esteem, the h1oher the 11k1ng of: competent persons However,

A

'a11 other corre]at1ons _were near zero so ‘a cons1stent set of rela—

v
tlons between se]f—esteem and 11k1ng was not found in this analysis.



L)

TabTe 9

Correlations: Se]f—esteem (Pre measured) and Liking of

Competent; Incompetent, Friendly; Unfriendly Stimulus
v 4 Persons, Exper1ments I'and II. 2

a

Compeiehf:i Incompetent. Friendly ‘“Unfriendly -
“Experiment 1 002 - .00 | .00 .00
Experiment 11~ -.38%*  ~ 001 -.002  .005
Note a.. A low score for Likﬁng indicates greater-liking.
** p < 005

-

3



Partial Correlations

-

Both social comparﬁson theory and balance theory sentiment

" relations pred1cted that the re]at1on between judged 11k1ng and

~‘competence of the” st1mu1us person and between 11k1ng and friendli- |
ness would be d1fferent»for high and for‘1ow se]f-esteem persons.
In analyses of variance of Lfking ratings;,no interactions were
found betweenISelf-esteem and the independent'Varfab1e competent nor
between self-esteem and friendly as would be predicted by these
theories. - However, in both Exper1ments I and II, analysis of the
manipulation ‘check data 1nd1cated that man1pu1ated fr1end11ness of
J-the stimulus person affected rat1ngs of h1s competence and v1ce versa.
Thus liking of a competent person may - ‘have been affected by the per-
: ):cept1on of his fr1end11ness wh1he 11k1ng of a friendly person may
have been affected by the perteptwon of his competence Tab]e 10
presents correlations between competence and fr1end11ness'ratinds of
~all stimulus persons for each of the se1feesteem groups; | |

_ In order to rule out th effect of the 1rre1evant factor par-
t1a1 corrq]at1ons were cakculdted for each of the se1f esteem groups.
_D1fferences in corre]at1ons or high and 1ow se]f-esteem groups wou1d
-1nd1cate that the re]at1ons betwéen 11k1ng and Judged competence or |
‘between ]1k1ng and Judged fr1end]1ness was: dlfferent for the two - -
groups as pred1cted by the two theories. . - \

In both Exper1ments I and IT it was found that the corre]at1on

between 11k1ng and competence rat1nqs w1th the effect of Jjudged .

;vfr1end11ness removed was not’ s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent for high and :

1ow se1f—esteem persons. The relation between 11k1ng.and1fraend11ness

-

P
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44
ratings W1th the effect of judged cghpetence remcvedeas not:diff- |
erent fo 1gh and 1ow se]f—esteem persons These resu1ts indicated
that despite the effect of competence on the percept1on of friend-
liness and vice versa se]f—esteem 1n these epxeriments d1d not rr'i

1nf1uence 11k1ng of elther competent or fr1end1y persons Tab]e

10 presents the partial corre]at1ons



N .

orscussmN E

 esteem 1nf1uences 1nterpersona1 attraction 1n a situation where

,'there was no direct interaction between persons Previous research

has foUnd e1ther a positive correlat1on between se1f—esteem and

1ik1ng (see Wylie, 1961) or no re]at1on (Walster 1970; Ze]en 1954a,

.1954b"2tmmer, 1956) However, 1n these stud1es, character1st1cs

of the st1mu1us persons may not have been those 1mportant for 1dent1-

 fying the re]at1on between se]fqesteem and 1nterpersona1 attraction

In th1s d1ssertat1on, two character1st1cs on wh1ch a person va]ues
"2

h1mse1f were 1dent1f1ed and assumed to be 1mportant character15t1cs

vfor 1nterpersona1 attract1on when perce1ved in others. The re]at1on

between overa]] se1f—esteem and these character1st1cs was then

i1nvest1gated | ” N ‘ B o _;” ‘

The. two character1st1cs whwch were def1ned as 1mportant to :

1se1f—esteem were (1) competence or. a sense of capac1ty in’ some form

" of ach1evement _and (2) 1nterpersona1 re]atedness or the fee11nq of ¢

.. The main; focus of;thls study was- to cons1der whether seTfT-"qf"' -

\

AT

'gett1ng a]ong with and be1ng ]1ked by some s1gn1f1cant others. When

perceived: in others, competence and 1nterpersona1 relatedness or E

“}fr1end11ness were expected to be 1mport5§% in JUdngG 11k1ng

- From soc1a1 comparison theory (Fest1nger 1954) and ba]ance

_‘theory based on sentiment re]at1ons (He1der 1958) 1nteract1ons were
" predicted between se]f-esteem and 11k1ng rat1ngs _of competent others

'and between se]f-esteem and 11k1ng rat1ngs of fr1end1y others in

45
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analysis of variance Resu]ts of Exper1ments I and I did not

support these pred1ct1ons s1nce no 1nteractzons w1th se1f-esteem

<« ’

. occurred on the dependent measure of 11k1ng for the other _person,

The pred1ct10ns from ba1ance theory sent1ment relations, were

based on the assumpt1ons that all: per&dns would ant1c/pate more

11k1ng from fr1end1y than from unfr1end1y others and that a11 persons w,

%

 ‘WW would ant1c1pate more Tiking from competent than from 1ncompetent

4

others Ana1ys1s of the ant1c1pated 11k1ng response conf1rmed that -

i al] subJects ant1c1pated more 11k1ng from frlend]y than from un-

fr1end1y\pthers in both. exper1ment§3 .and also that a]] persons an-
t1c1pated more 11k1ng from competent than from incompetent others,

‘ although th1s,1atter effect ogcurred on]y in Exper1ment II - These,
ant1c1pated Tiking. results prov1ded support for the asSumpt1ons D
necessary to the ba]ance theory sentiment re]at1ons pred1ct10n but
resu]ts on the dependent measures d1d not support the theory Con- ,

_sequent]y, this theory cgn be reJected w1th some conf1demce .as a
pred1ctor of the re1at1ons between se]f—esteem and 1nterpersona1 o o». o

. . .

- attract1on toward fr1end1y and competent others

The pred1ct1on from- social: ;mpar130n theory ‘was based on an -

assumpt1on of. perce1ved s1mf1ar1t ¢ It was assumed that h1gh se]f—

esteem persons ‘would perce1ve themse]v s as ‘move s1m1}ar to the f_
fr1end1y and competent st1mu]us persons wh11e 1ow se]f-estéém_per—

-sons wou]d perce1ve themse]ves as mOre s1m11ar to un?r1end?y and

» ]

1ncompetent stimulus persons ~~The ev1dence regarding perce1ved

s1m11ar1ty in- both exper1ments d1d not. SUpport the assumpt1ons %Ih'

3

facta a]] subJects perceived themseTves as more s1m11ar to fr1end1y

-~ . o L

Lo . oy 3
o .
TN T, .o ¢
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. compar1son theory were not supported ne1ther were the a55umpt1ons

- and 11k1ng for fr1end1y others or for competent others or’ the 1ack- T NN

- 'further ev1dence re1at1ng-to the lack of 1nteract1ons found in the

. on- the bas1s of evidence regard1ng 1nteract1ons between se1f—esteom 3

1)
k

and competent others than toﬂunfriend1y and,incompetent'pthers'tn |
both experiments. Thus, although the predictions from social

‘m”__regard1ng perceived s1m11ar1ty supported Since subﬂects did 11ke—

~ others they perceived as similar to themse]ves 1t may be that the

social compar1son theory pred1ction wou]d account for resu]ts 1n ‘s%};”
s1tuat1ons where d1fferent1a1 perce1ved s1nn1ar1ty occurred

The. two sets of: pred1ctions from theor1es can be d1stinguished

of such~1nteractions For th1s reason, it 1s 1mportant to discussf Co

PR

g resu1ts of Exper]ments L and II “In anaTyses of var1ance of all

"i: 'Competence Fr1end11ness, and Ant1c1pated L1k1ng, there were no 1n--”'
'ijtarget persons In add1t1on further analyses wh1ch attempted to
i _prov1de«any 1nformat1on The pos1t1ve ev1dence of a re1at1on found

"~ trend.” In one case corre1at1ons 1nd1cated that h1gh se1f—esteem

e~

jvset of correlations betwecn seTf-estee and ]1k1nq of competent «3':{:-A'Ji

'teract1ons between se1f—esteem qu rat1ngs of competent or fr1end1y

dependent measures 1nc1ud1ng ratings of L1kang, Tota1 Evaluatron,

d1scover whether any re1at1ons between the factors ex1sted d1d not
T - N

N

in these ana]yses was e1ther an 1so1ated effect or a non-sign1f1cant

.

i

corre]ated s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher w1th 11r1ng of competent\pthers than

d1d low se]f-esteem, but th1s was the. only s1gn1f1cant effect 1n the -

»lncompetent fr1end1y and unfr1end1y others. In the %econd case,

part1a1 corre]at1ons y]g%ded nen s1gn1f1cant trends in the pred1cted

. Ay . . - e, u . " - . N
R R ¥ Cos yﬁ}. . , 2 . K E e
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‘direction- Controlling for competence the correTation between

V:rat1ngs of 11k1ng and friend11ness was greater for high self-esteem

m~d1fferences is- siqn1f1cant—~ Thus none of the: effects in- the'~;"‘mm:5"“~

&

- than. for 1ow se1f—esteem persons in. Exper1ment I None of these . -

' further ana1yses can be taken as’ ev1dence that a re]at1on exists

: 48

_between se]f-esteem and 1nterpersona1 attract1on Jin these exper1ments

PR X
8

©tions were baSed on qhe assumpt1ons that h1gh self-esteem persons i:

A]] the-ev1dence supports the'conc1us1on that a person's level of
se]f—esteem does not 1hteract w1th h1s 11k13§ of competent nor of

fr1end1y others

.

...“:,..':

<A second set: of re]at1ons between se]f—esteem and 11k1ng of .-

fr1end1y and competent others ‘was pred1cted from ba]ance theory

based on s1m11ar1ty re]at1ons and 1earn1ng theory based on secondary

‘re;nforcement " From both theor1es, cons1stent w1th the obta1ned
i) 7"“""\«.-.
resu]ts, main effects were pred1cted for the competent and for the
! R

ifr1end1y st1mu1us persons on 11k1ng rat1ngs

o However, the pred1ctxons der1ved from ba]ance theory- un1t rela-'-.f

~wou]d perce1ve themse]ves to be more s1m11ar to competent and

fr1end1y others than would 1ow se1f—esteem persons. As d1scussed
3

o prev1ous1y, there 1s no support for these assumpt1ons in. the mgasures -

f’taken S1nce its assumpt1ons were not met the med1at1ng process

1ead1ng to the obta1ned results cou]d not have, been those stated by

: s'balance theory based on s1m11ar1ty're1at1ons

AN

4

~esults was based on the assumpt1on that as é resu]t of st1mu1us

.One der1vat1on from 1earn1ng theory wh1ch pred1cted the obtalned .

genera11zat1on persons who resemb]e or are s1m11ar to 11ked or e

L
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!

disliked others on salient characteristics may fuhction as posittVe

L . ' % S I
or negative secondary reinforcers. Thus, a1l persons should Tike-:

others they perceive.as simi]ar'to themselves. The perceived simi-

ufflar1ty ana1yses in this d1ssertat1on showed that both "high and Tow" e
;se1f-esteem persons perce1ved fr1end1y and competent others as more
S1m11ar to themse]ves ‘than unfriendly and incompetent others G1ven i

~ this perce1ved similarity . 1nformat1on, it is possible to predict from

the 1earn1ng theory based on st1mu1us genera11zation that both high
and 10w se]f-esteem persons will 11ke competent and friend]y others
more than 1ncompetent and unfr1end1y others~as 1n fact occurred

However, 1earn1ng theory based on secondary re1nforcement can
W

‘a1so account for. the obta1ned results.. Pred1ct70ns from the theory

‘l..

were based on the assumpt1on that certa1n tra1ts have deve]oped

o secondary re1nforc1ng properties for most persons The pred1ctTons

‘were based on the assumpt1on that competence and fr1end11ness in-

others are attr1butes wh1ch have acqu1red secondary re1nforc1ng

propert1es by be1ng character1st1cs of persons who were - present when

'reward was obtained. A direct test for the assumption would require

v

'manipu1ation of the reward cont1ngenc1es assoc1ated with attr1butes

and is not ava11ab1e however, resu]ts of the ant1c1pated 11k1ng

measures do prov1de 1nd1rect support for the assumpt1on A1l subJects'_

"'ant1c1pated morer11k1ng from competent and fr1end1y others than from

1ncompetent and unfr1end1y others As Bersche1d and wa1ster (1969) _

~have.noted- 11k1ng or affect1on frém another person 1s a powerfu1
' re1nforcer and the resu1ts suggest that pos1t1ve att1tudes toward

1others are med1ated by ant1c1pated 11ﬁ¥hg If competence and

49
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fr1end11ness jin. others are assoc1ated w1th ant1c1pated 11king, they

e

should have secondary re1nforc1ng properties.

Both 1nterpretat1ons from Jearning theory predwcted the obtalned

”mresu1ts, but the stimulus genera11zat1on 1nterpretat1on requ1red

information about perce1ved s1m11ar1ty before the correct pred1ct1on
could be made. The 1nterpretat1on based on secondary relnforcement
is therefore the best supported by the resu]ts-of-these stud1es..~"

N A]though 1earn1ng theory based on secondary re1nforcement can -

'account for. the resu]ts obta1ned in. this d1ssertat1on the parad1gms

used@n the exper1ments emphas1zed the 1nference process wh1ch 1s

" considered- on]y a pertion of the person perception process 8 Any '

| Judgement.of tra1ts‘or‘of‘11k1ng,must be an 1nference_when based on

information that does not direct]y state that‘trait IntEXperiment '

I the 1mformat1on'was an 1nterv1ew in which the st1mu1us person

revea]ed certa1n features of h1s academic and soc1a1 behav1or “In

50

:Exgg?1ment II. the 1nformat1on was a 11st of trait adJect1ves 1nc1ud-“ ]

'1d% neither the adJect1ve competent nor frlend1y To comp]ete both,

tasks of judgement, the subJects were. requ1red to retr1eve 1nformat1on

prev1ous1y stored wh1ch led -them to 1nferences concern1nq competence,‘

fr1end11ness, and ‘their 11k1ng:of the st1mu1us persons.

8Shrauger and A]trocch1 (1964) cons1der the person percept1on

‘process to -consist of three phases, each influenced by different -

variables: (1) selecting cues influenced by cognitive control vari-
ab1es, (2) draw1nq inferences. influenced by motivational var1ab1es,

(3) giving an overt verbal response influenced by situational vari- °
ables. The paradigms used.in this study restricted the selection of -

cues to those provided by the experimenter and there were few situa-

" tional variables which might have influenced verbal.report.
Y R SRR



Accord1ng to Shrauger and A]trocch1 (TQFﬂ) nmt1vat1ona1 var1- -
ab]es are 11ke1y to affect the 1nference part of the person percep-
tion® process If se]f-esteem is cons1dered-a mot1vat10na1 vaﬁiab]e,;‘-
'm;~-then the-Shrauger -and-Altrocchi hypothe51s wou]d pred1ct 1t5'éffect

_on the 1nferences made 1n these exper1ments "However, no such effect
occurred. The reason for the 1ack of 1hf1uence may 11e in the para-
d1gms used in these stud1es It may be that se]f—esteem affects_ _

- inference on]y when drive is more aroused than 1t was 1n these -
vexper1ments 9 |
Berscheid and Walster (1969) squested that a drive hypothe51s :
couid account for the re]at1ons between se1f-esteem and interpersonal
attrac?1on in a s1tuat1on where 1nformat1on is available about the -
. other person's response to the perce1ver Under these cond1t1ons, ;
low se]f-esteem persons whose need for affect1on is greater shou]d
r11ke accept1ng others and d1s11ke rejecting others more than wou1d
h1gh se]f-esteem persons. Ev1dence from severa] stud1es supports
the’ content1on that when feedback ﬂrom the perce1ved person is ava11-~"
‘»:able, se1f—esteem, whether measured .or man1pu1ated, 1nf1uences 1nter-
‘=i persona] attract1on (D1ttes, 1959; Jacobs, Berscheid & Na1ster, 1971
- Na]ster, 1965) Jones (1973) reviews further evidence in support of
the’ content1on _ In contrast when there 1s no feedback from the
._'perce1ved person ava1]ab1e Wa1ster (1970) found measured se]f-.

esteem d1d not 1nf1uence liking -of st1mu1us persons This result isll
*ff——f—i*h

9A]though in Exper1ment I subjects ant1c1pated meet1ng one of
.the stimulus persons, the fact that the results of this experiment
- were almost identical to those for Experiment II indicates that th1s
! a&énot an 1mportant d1fference between the two exper1ments

= o . Lt
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~consistent with ‘the re 'Ats’of the two exper1ments conducted for

4.:th1s‘d1ssertat1 n in. wh1ch no feedback from the perce1ver was ava11--

| fUEor“suj,resteem to influence- 1nterpersona1 attract1on it may

Be necessary for feedback. from the perce1ved person to be made :

ava11ab1e as it was in all three stud1es where influence occurred..

E However, it may be that se]fkesteem influence 11k1ng of a targef
eff if the

person ‘before- an actua] eva]uatwon of the p ce1ver occuy

target person is'in.a pos1t1on to eva]uate the perce1 er. Stud1es
of soc1a] fac111tat1on of 1earn1ng have: shown that the presence of a ;“
'person in a pos1tTon“to'eva]uate 1ncreases arousa] even when there

"ns (Martens, ]969) The socthl

. 1s no actua] feedback of impres
fac111tat1on effect earn1ng, a]though not the arousa] effect has
4;a1so been fo nd when performance w1th no othbr person phys1ca11y “

i present,. was tape recorded’ for future eva]uat1on (Henchy & G]ass,
©1968). Cottre]] et a1 (1968) sugqested that the presence of others o

is a 1earned source of drive and is present when observers o,\t1tute

© an evaluat1ve e1ement in the s1tuat1on |
If this . ana]ys1s is correct then se]f—esteem d1d not 1nf1uen¢e :
1nference in the exper1ments of th1s study because mot1ves re]ated
to se]f—esteem were not suff1c1ent1y sa]1ent Ant1c1pat1on of meet- ":
1ng one of the st1mu1us persons in Exper1ment 1 represented ne1ther o
feedback from that other persbn nor an apparent eva]uat1ve presence
”»1n the. s;tuat1on whether the eva]uat1ve presence a]one or 1n com-
';b1nat1on w1th actua] eva1uat1on 1s necessary for se]f-esteem to

~

1nf1uence ]1k1ng must be the subJect of a future study.

»
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Self-Esteem Scale: DeveTopment

A new‘scale cOnsfsting of 12lﬁtems‘about feé]ings toward the

- self was used to measUre se]f;esteem The sca1e was part of an ear-
711er prOJect 1n wh1ch it was hypothes1zed that an_ 1nd1v1dua1 has a. .
general feeJ1ng toward h1mse1f and that he also has a set of. be11efs
about h1s character1st1cs on which he evaluates himself, It was -

R further hypothes1zed that for most. peop]e fee11ngs about self and

eva]uat1on of certain self character1st1cs would be 1n ‘the same

'd1rect1on and thus con51sten:?/?ut for, some peop]e there wou]d-be"

and eva1uat1on of character1st1cs

'

'1ncons1stency between feelin
f‘For examp]e, a person may fee] pos1t1ve toward h1mse1f (11ke h1mse1f)
‘even though he knows that h1s academ1c ability is Tow. Or a ‘person

may dislike h1mse]f even though he gets along we]] soc1a11y and 1n

his work Both of these persons wou1d be 1ncons1stent in their fee1- B

ings about themse]ves and the1r eva1uat1on of some character1st1cs '

. L _* .
of- themse1ves o . . , _
Scor_es % S v

Responses~to-three'sets of’questions were‘corre]ated to'deter-

‘mine ‘whether persons who were 1ncon51stent 1n the1r fee]1nqs and their -

-evaluat1on of themse]ves cou]d be 1dentrf]ed

<

A score The responses to each of the 12 1tems of the se]f- /
Aesteem scale (Tabﬂe A- 1) were summed to make’ an A s&ore for each of

} the 779 persons who comp]eted the test

N of the se]f were summed to form an E score for each person

| EI score Responses on the E sca]e were mu1t1p11ed by .the rat1ng
of 1mportance for that item and the product was summed to form an £I

4
T score for each person '

E score. The responses to each of 29 1tems measuring eva]uat1on e



e

Tdbte A-1
SELF ESTEEM SCALE as Presented to Subjects

.—7.

- This is a‘study of attitudes people.have toward themselves. On.

;Athe first paqe are 11sted fee11ngs which you may ‘have often g T

times or.a]most never. P1ease read each statement carefu]]y and ‘w

answer on the 1BM answer ‘sheet according to theefo]1ow1ng rules:

| S N -

Practica11y - Once 'in a. . Sometimes ' FairTy Often - Very Often

. never great while

1. How often do you feel unhappy7 o ”_ ) : -

j2,. How often do you fee1 that you don't care what happens to you’ 4

3. How often do you feel rea&dy sure of yourself7 7- <«

%4, Do you ever fee] so discouraged w1th yourse]f that you wonder
whether anyth1ng is worthwh11e7 ‘ .

*5. How often do youvfeel 1nfer1or to most of the peop]e you know? o

6. How often do you fee] g1ad that you are the person you are7

7. fHow often do you feel that yoﬂ have a number of 900d qua11ties7

.4,How,otten.do you fee] that you respect yourse]f?

'wa often do you fee] that on the whole you are satisfied with
yourse]f? ‘ . - :

10. . How often~do you th1nk that yBu are-a worthless 1nd1v1dua1?_
11, How often do you fee] very happy’ |

12.. How oftenedo you w1sh that you were someone else?

”

L \"\

.- L -
"c.,______,_.:r_,_‘,-— v J

*Note. -Items 4. and 5. are taken frOm the Janws and qu1d (1959)
Fee11ngs of Inadequacy Sca]e L




*f

": ‘“'”oufﬁ correlate but that the corre]at1on

"d"wﬁ

N ‘iu W M,;‘

- resu1t would support the hypothesns that while some perspns‘are con-.~

o

-k others are 1ncons1stent

s

.é‘,

sistent in their fee11ngs about themse1ves and th

11‘.

J

y

the sca]es were h1gh1y s1gn1f]cant

~ Tahle A-2.

Lo

¢ SN

5

Corre1at1ons. The ma1n hypothes1s was tﬁat A and E scares
would not be h1gh Th1s

Howeﬁbr, all of the corre]at1ons between

Corre]at1ons are reported 1n

Re11ab11ity stud1e§ were conducted in order to perfonn

e

a correct1on for aftenuat1on ¢

.j ;Qﬂ.é’ ﬂﬁ?-Corre

]

-

let:ons Between

"Ar . }Table"

i

.«"A‘Qt.

S

e

’

o

e
Males .3 g
:bA scoref; ...Fewe1es'fl .65&5 3.5875
| Total . 68 .sg
7 ‘ — —
' Mé]es SN 2
& score. - FemaIes .80
- Totar 78
R R

e1r self eYa}uation,

o
o

61 -
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Split-Half Relfability = ° “ | S
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&

Sp11t -half re11ab111ty was ca]cuTated by corre]ating the sum of

_responses to positive]y worded 1tems on ‘the se1f—esteem sca]e w1th

,,sp11t -half re11ab111ty was ca1cu]ated for the eva]uat1on score and‘"P

,-for ma]es was r = - 30 (n = 383)

'would r1se to 1.00 1@ithere were ndﬂerror in mehsurement Thus 1t '

"f;the sum of responses to the negat1ve1y worded 1tem§ Sp]it-ha]f . “ill

re11ab111ty for ma]es only was r = -v58v(n '383) 1In the same way

Correctlon for Attenuatton R R I ,~i¢w; K

v,

Th1s test 1nd1cated that'_;'}correlat1on between A and E scores

.

. was f1na11y shown that there ‘was no ev1dence to support the hypothesis gg;p«‘

“*:ﬁ?ﬁ

13that some 1nd1v1duals are 1ncon§1stent in the1r eva1uat1on of them- ',V

-ﬁf" S1nce the corre]atlon between the A sca1e and E scale waSvhigh
Ly
-'further tests were’ carr1ed out on the se]f—esteem sca]e w1th-a,v1ew

‘ to us1ng it as a measure. of se1f esteem. el

h(Table A-T). Self-esteem qu defined as a pos1t1ve or f:‘”’-

B

lse]ves and their: fee]1m§s about themse]ves i TR ;-

Se]f—Esteem Scale as’ a.Test of Se]f—Esteem " ~,*‘ I j L i

l

1 »_,‘ e
AR

. ‘~ ‘. J :‘,;’4 v e
\] ‘ .

Re11ab111ty and Validity , }7 Vv' S éﬁ;

The scale’ cons1sts og 12 1tems about fee11nos towara thézse1f* o

affect toward ~the~.se1f ._S 1tems on the sca]e were ,wér' o5 4T
: ", K3 i 2

w1th a h1gh score 1nd1cat1ng 3 pos1tﬁve effect }Sff

* R
negat1ve1y so that a hlgh score ref]ected negat1ve a;fgé;,‘gq

.o ' Iy ¥
C L
Sy N [
DR Y > -
' -




63

i " . aible A- |
-SELffESTEEM?SCALE Corre]ation of Each Item w1th the Sum (N =779)

’“Item‘Numben S Corre]ation w1th sum

.. llss |
- .86 s

N—OQOWONIH WN —
1. ..
. L) -
[2) K, We,Y
w w
-

454

The Se]f»Esteem sca]e was found to be internally cons1stent with
=!Vf a11 1tems corre]at1ng more than 54 w1th the sum (Tab]e A-3). Test- |
. retest re11ab111ty w1th the t1me 1nterva1 rang1nq frOm é.weeks to 3

months yielded r- 73 {n: 45) for a]] subJects For ma]es only ”
r= .69,(n =paﬂ); Va11d1ty was tested by corre]at1ng the sca1e with
another sca]e purport1ng to measure self-esteem and a sca]e not
.~measur1ng se]f—esteem _ For the scale mg;%ur1ng se]f—esteem ‘corre-
1at1ons w1th the Jan1s and F1e1d (1959) Fee11ngs of Inadequacy Sca]e, -
;y1e1ded r 66 (n - ]76 ‘males and fema]es) For the sca]e not
';szeasuran se]f—esteem corre]at1on w1th Rotter S (1966) Interna1- ~:
-;‘f External Contro1 of Re1nfor%ement Scale y1e1ded r= --27 (n = 656
.Jdmales femaTes) The corre1at1ons dIffer s1gn1f1cant1y (p < 01),,‘

‘:.
™ <

oviding eome,supportthr the;conc]Usﬁon-that‘the sca]e-is a va]idv

. \meas(re of fee]1ngs about the se]f referred to as se]f—esteem

l

o Se]f—Esteem Sthect Groups '~5, f'ﬁ,.* : '7'. o d-} Y

Y. " . N .
o N S SO



“ .‘ .

\‘..si
o . 64
sca]e in September, 1972 high moderate and 1ow se1f—esteem groups

»

were def1ned by taklng approx1mate1y the upper, 1ower “and’ m1dd1e 25% :

_of the distribution. of se]f—esteem‘squék.-eigﬁigJStr1But1on for.- !he—~~ R

330 ma1es approximated the norma1 curve w1th Y ='45.99, s 6 16
' SubJects were then phoned and asked to part1c1pate in the ex-'.‘ :
per]ment and the 11sts extended s11ght1y to 1nc1ude a s!tf1c1ent

number of subJects in the study. Of those actua]]y part1c1pat1ng in
the study whose data were used in the final ana1yses, TabTe A- 4 pre- .

i

; sents the. means, stapdard dev1at1ons of prE?r se]f—esteem, the per-“'

®

-

cent of the d1§tr]b jon: ?or each se]f—esteem grOUp -‘A3~ o,

Tab]e A-4 .
f;Se]f—Esteem Pr1or to Study of Those Actua11y Part1c1pat1nd ‘

o

g distribution

_ X S
Se]f-esteem. .o - 5174 - 3.57 ,‘27.;,-
Moderate . r ,":' B B '{'<}_:_,
Se]f-esteem 1.32 .. 26
- LOW - 1'\;, ' I \' e
¥ Self-esteem - S 14420 -0 18 ¢

Assumpt1ons Regard1ng

It was assumed in mak1ng pred1ct1ons regardwng the effects of

§e1f~esteem on ]1k1ng of persons with: vaF$§ﬂ! ]eye1s of competence

“and fr1end11ness, that hagh se]F—esteem ;!,FTJ - e_the@§e1ves as

fr1end1y and. competent wh11e Tow se]F—esteem._ T'ns “rate themse]ves

as, uﬁfr1end]y and 1ncompetent Ev1dence in upport of th1s assumpt1on
o : SO S R : - :

¥



- esteem groups Tests of homoqene1ty of var1ance were conducted - A1l

'1s‘derdved iromfa pilot stUdy: | ”; e p .

' 65

¥

SubJects were. def1ned as high or 1ow seL"esteem by thelr re-

o wsponses to the self-esteem sca1e descr1bed -above, _ H1gh se]f-esteem

‘subJects were those whose score was in the- upper 20% of the distri-

but1on whi]e 1ow'se1f-esteem subjects were those whose score was in .~

the 1ower 20A of the d1stri§ut1on Random sampTes of LS subJects

Hfrom each of the groups were chosen for the test of ‘the assumpt1ons.
‘.i»The1r responses to 7 quest1ons from a d1fferent sca]e were recorded |
- Three of these quest1bns measured se]f-rat1ng of 1nterpersona1 re—

'”1atedness (fr1end11ness) .and four quest1ons measured se]f rat1ng of

competence Mean responses to each of these quest1ons were tested

w1th a.t test of the d1fférencé between means for h1qh and Tow se'?\‘r

. tests are two ta11ed Resu]ts, presented in Tab]e A=5 support the

| assumpt10ns that h1gh se]f—esteem subJects rate themse]ves s1gn1f1-

A

caht1y more competent and fr1end]y than do 1ow se1f—esteem subJects

Ac? :
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Table A-5

Se1f Rat1ngs of Samp]es from H1gh Se]f—esteem and Low Se1f—esteem on
Items Testing Compéterice and Int rsonal Re]atedness, Probability

T *‘f‘ of Difference” ‘Between *Me:; _s “(ttest), and" Corre1ation o
o - of .Self Ratipgs with Se]f—esteem '

Items Testing Self Ratings bf\CQmpetence A .
S H]gh Low o - N

) : . '_lSeT¢%esteem : p -with-SE
’1. I have well dé%i]oped'» B o o
- gbilities in some areas. - - 4,0 3.27 <.05]v". .34 ~

2. . T am poor at academ1c

Twork.” % 1470 23 <02 -290 ¢

'3 . What sk111s I have are

| poorly developed. p_'; 1.40 - 2;06«' <.70° i -.40
4. 1 usua]]y fail at any- g"‘  o i”}” - o .
“thing I try to-accomplish. - 1.07 -~ 173  <.05 .

. Items-Jesting Self Rating of Interpersong} Relatedness
Q}‘:

1. .1 am 11ked by most of the

@’= 4D9Op1e who know me. . 1'4 13 . 55&9' - <.01 33 :;¢{3f¥f5

2:»91 amshy.; _; L9033 406 <.0] -.40 -
v éﬁ : S e N
. -—-~l“;w.2‘f FE . L.
3.1 don t get a1ong veny . Lo L
well with other people. ‘ 1.47_1'”- . -.33
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- APPENDIX B
' PILOT STUDY OF STIMULUS MATERIAL

EXPERIMENT II

L

AdJeCt1VES chosen from Anderson s (1968) 11§t of . persona]1ty -

\ ,tra1t words were Judged to revea1 competence or fr]end11ness of the

| jof a p rSon descr1bed by each adqect1ve are the sums of responses

a. p1lot study Fran these

;. stﬂmulus person by 21 subJects 1_

o

'ratangs the fo110w1ng 11st wa der1ved for use in Expe{1ment II

| _Ad95€$1ves were chosen to f1}

4 categor1es of competence wh1]e being
Judged near zero on fr1end11ness and others were chosen to f1t 4 N

i

“categor1es of fr1end11ness while - being rated near zero on competence _
Tab]e B~ 1 g1ves the 11st of adJect1ves used’ in Experlment 1T w1th |
_the1r cat%ﬂory of h1gh (H), moderate]y pos1t1ve (M+), moderate]y

: négat1ve (M=), and Tow (L) Rat1ngs of competence ‘and fr1end]1n s

subJects in. the pilot study These rat1ngs were made on :;

ha 9 p01nt “ca]e rang1ng from —4 to¢+4 Rat1ngs of L1keab1 ﬁg' )
,are from An frson (1968) a'd were made on a 7 po1nt sca]e from [} to s

6 They repre ent the sum oh\ratlngs by 100 subJects
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TABLE B-1

Rat1ngs of Competence and Fr1end11ness from a P110t Study and
Ratings of Likeableness from Anderson (1968) for the 32
Persona11ty Trait W“rds Used as St1mu11 in Exper1ment TI.

© COMPETENT - FRIENDLY
R S oc 1'Fo L.
. BRILLIANT = .- 50, . 4 490 . KIND 6 54 520
_ CLEVER 85 11 496 . WARM - '8 56 522 -
'SELF-DISCIPLINED -~ 42 10 - 491 ° KIND-HEARTED 3 - 52  514.
INTEGRIGENT - 42 - 9 537 . GOOD-HUMORED 9 48 507
CDELIBERATE 26 3 345 SOFT-HEARTED 8 34 387 .
DIGNIFIED -~ 24 -3 386 '“ JALKATIVE 2 27 352
QUICK ©" 19 -5 373 - SOFT-SPOKEN -3 26 .. 380
DEFINITE.. ~ . 23 8 ”%35 . GENTLE : 4. . 40 503

" UNSYSTEMATIC =27 -4 ‘253 ©  EGOTISTICAL -1 -32 . 16,

' CONFORMIST. - -17 0 241" BOASTFUL =11 -33 122"
FRIVOLOUS  ° © . -20 3 237 * DISSATISFIED -1  -27 239
COWNTIDY .. <19 -4 175 . UNPOPULAR <5 - -18 - 222

LAZY -+ 46 -9 126 BOSSY. - -9 .52 112
- FORGETFUL =36 -0 ,224 = GROUCHY . ' -8 -44 17
~ UNDECIDED -34 -5 849 _ HARD-HEARTED "0 ~-42° 107

UNINQUISITIVE -33: =5 225\ IRRITATING = -5 -41 118

e

-

_ C means Competence ratlng of a person descrlbed by ‘that. .
. ad3ect1ve F means Frlend11ness, L means: L1keab1eness

-'b;'-A h1gher score 1md1cates qfeaxer competence fr1end11ness,_
liKeablemtess. = ", e , ,

O \ . dl‘ b ] .. ‘
- . : --\t s .
. . . %

AY
[N



High competent - Low %riehd]y
Low COmpeFFn;;-‘Higﬁ-friendiy |
Low-compétenf - Low friendly
High competeht - High friehdiy

v ' S . P

Dependent Measures . Experiment I

Stimulus Material and Dependent Measures

<

| APPENDIX €'
STIMULUS MATERTAL AND DEPENDENT MEASURES
. Stimulus Material ~-'Exber*iment I
| Anchor Interview % .

Experimenf”II»V
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STIMULUS MATERIAL ~ EXPERIMENT I a

" Anchor Interview IR

_Interviewer: I've turned on the tape recorder mow. . . .
Response:. Yes, so we're on tape now.

If‘ Yes, well now, can you tell me someth1ng about yourse]f so our
ud1ence w11] get to know you. What are you study1ng?

R: I'm an honors student in Psycho]ogy
- I Do you f1nd it d1ff1cu1t7 ‘

R. we11 d1ff1cu1t enough to be qu1te a cha]]enge At first 1
‘ thought Psychalogy. was pretty s1mp1e Introductory was pretty
easy. But then I took a course in Physiological Psycho’ogy and
_.that was a real” cha]]engeiﬁhd 1 11ked it.

I: Have you been 1nterested in Psycho1ogy for a 1ong t1me7
. :
+~ R: I've been’ 1nterested in peop]e for a long time. Psycho]ogy real]y s
" became interesting with that Physiological course. T got inter-" '

ested in the physiology of steep. I.1ike to s]eep a"lot. 1

read everything I could get my- ‘hands on.’ There's been a lot of

résearch recently but they still don' t know what thpens in the-
-brain when you go. to s]eep .

V'f I Are you sat1sf1ed w1th the’ d1rect1on your 11fe is tak1ng7 .

R: I think so. Psycho]ogy seems, 11ke a good place for me. 1 p]an
to go into graduate ‘studies next year. ‘I still don't know -
- which.area would appea] to me most but there s time: to made that
dec1s1on later. . :

' ‘f:“.Bes1des Psycho]ogy, what 1nterests do you have?‘

R: Well, I'm keen on sports; espec1a11y tenn1s and sk11ng And my

T;»s1de11ne is Canadian politics. I've been: teaching a course. on_
it at Free University North this. year and w1th the e]ect1on we ‘ve
had" a lot to taTk about,

I: Could you tell me someth1ng in. genera] about your fr1ends? R

R: Well, I don't think my frlends have any character1st1cs that are
genera] to all of . them. They re all individikls. And they have
a real variety of interests. .I've met -a Tot of people simce I
came to University, espec1a11y through sports and then in _ .
" classes and through other people., There's'a small group I see -
often and then a lot . of other peop]e.9 ‘ '

» "
—



:You've had a good time then at Univers1ty? —"j ' .;!

_R: Oh, déf1n1te1y ‘There's a]ways something go1ng on and 1ots of :
,,_people who_are.. 1nterested in’ some 0f -the same- th1ngs that T mnﬂ“:~*'*’““

: "Would you say you. general]y 11ke people?

: ,Oh yes, I genera]ly 11ke peop]e and I Tike to meet new peop]e

72

{1 0. K 5 that s all the questlons Thanks a 40t. e N,,> 5’n“
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R

" High Competent < Low Friendly ™ = '

S &
_,‘,:._.,t ’ R
//// 'I:

R:

" in’ ﬁhe labs.

I'ye turned the tape'retorder on now. LT &;L
OR‘.{ES SO‘ I see. e L I
We11, can you tell me. about your stud1es7

W .do you,f1nd your courses7 .

wr\f.

\i m 1n*Sc1ence. I{m majoring in Math. and Physics.

Ohm most of: them are pretty -good. I ve a1wa 11ked Math but

..'Tt\§ still a lot of work. My other courses, Chem ‘and Phys1cs,

they re 0K too. The ]abs are espec1a11y good You 1earn a lot

\.,,.

:f Would you say it's a d1ff1cu]t program of stud1es?

fg:Well yes, B guess it is. 1 find it -quite a ‘ot of work. It .FJ
‘ ;rea]]y keeps me going just to finish reports and ass1gnments '
'and then my. schedule is pretty ful] ‘

How dOes it compare w1th high school? . -

Oh, no compar1son H1gh school was pretty much of a nap Oh, .
I studied a bit because I knew I was com1ng to University and I
wanted to have pretty-fair grades but nothing 1ike I do now.
They rea]]y expect you to work around here.- '

And do you.th1nk 1t s worthwh1le work I mean for your31ong.term
benefit? " ; S s R e

: ‘Yes, def1n1te1y Somet1mes I th1nk a report or an assignment .

jsn't very mean1ngfu1 but overall I think it's a good way to

" learn. In-the long run I hope to-get a good- Job and I -want to

:_tYou ve not had a good time- then at Unlver51ty7

know what I'm doing. - e ‘ S

: :How -do you f1nd the soc1a1 11fe here at Un1vers1ty’

: 'Neﬂj kind- of du]] frankly It's pretty -hard to break 1nto any
"groups. Everybody seems to know 1ots of others, maybe from high’
" school. ..I hardly knew anybody when I came and it's not much -

: better now. P

Oh, not really.” Somet1mes 1 ve gone to a party aqd had a pretty
‘fa1r time byt it ngver seems - to Jast. I mean you'don t rea]Ty
-get to. know peop]e. 3 N

. f e - o :- . ) . . ‘ .
Y . . . .
. ,;' s - el - o



;. Is-9t a lot different from high school for you’

: ;We11, 1n some ways - At least there were sort -of organized

things at high school that you could go to, that you were:.

" “expected to be at “And uSually you knew a]most everybody

'there . Here you're rea11y on your own. N

What sort of soc1a1 act1v1t1es -have you 11ked - in h1gh schoo1?

:i Oh I used to belong to c]ubs and then I went to mov1es a 1ot
'There were some guys who a]most always went to the mov1es and
I'd go too.. ‘ . o -

: Do you genera11y 11ke to-have one or two friends or. a 1ot o?
._peop1e? /w-« 4 e

Well, I wouldn' t m1nd hav1ng more fr1ends, but _as I say, it' s P

hard td' get into- any groups Peop]e .are too chque_y
fDo,you thin you make friends eas11y or s]ow]y?
Oh;~I don't/make fr1e ds fast.. If takes me, qu1te a 1ong time

h‘;to trust pegple. I've only ever had ong or two friends and »
- they're not here at University. The one guy I know who came

. here is alw; ys in the middle of a group and he never. 1nv1tes N

me 1n 1o meet ﬁ1s friends. . o .
an SRR
: OK ThatsaH for now. Thaﬁglot oL

’ 5 o N . .
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Lot e .
Loﬁ Compétent ~ H1gh Fr1end'|y c ‘ -
( A .I: I‘ve turned on the’ tape recupd’eh ‘now ; Q 4'.‘.-,
__J. Weﬂ, can’ 1you teH me—abéut your*s:t\ﬁdres? *w ‘
.R You mean 1"1 hat I m“in Arts? Lo o .".‘:",-'_ = g L f N
‘Rg- gright ‘noW bt ﬁi’fy have to changésa . , } o

I: ‘Oh, why 1s that'?

a;,tf year;}I d1d 0 K
ut this year both
né»tfkorganisz-ed r1qht %m__;_

R:-Welly 1 don t‘“Seem to ggiyvery g

cim n’a] ishy T me-an:I ke Btier *:.‘(

' E«aghsh profs “aTe” of. mys Rtk 7S
ammar 15 poor‘ speﬂ. i,

'__I-:‘ _'WOuld you say your cpurSes are d]fﬁeu]t, more;
-~ school? , - .,}“._" '

R WeH I thmk thereiﬁ @ 't;x:more work ffo"zdo ~’tﬁ0ﬂ‘ 23l
. essays, But.. they expect you- tp duibettér s‘on'féhew ‘than "I wtan
Q“’ T - Yeah, 1t s a,Jot harder 0" maké grades” here- than - 1f‘was
s hlgh school. ' I. mean I wasn't the top student butiI‘ did.0.K.
R 'Here I don t even k]aow 1f I 11 make my year el ST
I:‘_'-‘Do you have 1o‘ng “term plans‘? ﬂ ’ gg 4" “
R:*’j-;ﬂ{WeH 1 thought Pm1ght f1m-sh *ln Arts and then take. , ,
. but“maybe- I won' 't even fiflish Arts, ‘T.mean you've dot to'do- s+ -

-~ something you can’ do and’ maybe 1 should be -in somethjng e]se. .

I thought about™Business, Commerce It mean, but th(r; Math ‘scares.
me. I never cogld do. Math WeH I don t know b %ust see., L

‘how it goes I guess ~3. Sl )
~GRy 'How do you f1nd thg,so er a?U'mversny’?v g e L E ';,'
A ..Pretty qood f've ha¢f getty godd time the 1ast *fau%re L
. years. ~Of course, you £an* kta,ke in. everythmg but I Tike a’l'l, 4
s the,;,vame‘ty of- soe;-wm“’aftw@‘teg here.” . I'm fromea smaller -

) -j;:: commiality anﬂ{rwe pretdy wald hakl o y pne thmg to Thoose ft%m - «
LT St amtimel Mostly t was‘ curhng théfe too." R

‘,_‘ vl . g R A
5y I’ What‘ghmqsun parﬁcu]ar do y0u 11ke7 " ,"‘" TR g.’ .
TR Wert; m\ke to watch sports -Sf'cotbaﬂ gam&s“ s?etba]] hocke Y, . .
oo sDplay hocky toq so Ilve begn a fan far ears%@ then ‘there! s :
- always parties on ‘weekends: “And. the h ¥ of sh s over—-;- SRR
whe’lmmg for a aH town boy, : R Lo

Tl e e »“

.



S MR > o, . A
Iy Would you say YQu have a 10t of fmends" e Lo

d! '
R: Oh, qu1te 'a“rfew anyway There s a crowd from. my home town and .. ¢ N
we 've met qu1te a few others. We usuaHy get together on '

weekgnds ‘at least,. And then I see some of.the crowd m c]aSses"
-and’ r IUnch S

PENTY Y
- — e - i

"\5&1 make fmer:gs easﬂy then? »- “‘ A . | o
WeH wI don't know. I 11ke ﬁmp]e mest'ly There s a],yays some 2. .
.¢--_,;.-»;2°' \ groups around amd I ]1ke groups of pegp]e - .

o Ry
Ex I Do you prefer groups of.peop]e to havmg 1nd1v1dyals for ;-‘? *{ ‘é
' company" A S 4T ¥ s
o Ri Oh, it: depends 1 hke both k]nds of compat% f suppose I"m f
e " more,of a group person than some ofhersm - I» 11ke crowds, . . - .
R Foo thall games, everybody ye11§ng, that sort’ of thmg
SR

Ll 0.K: ‘Thanks, that s an the:;.questwns S -
. “ .'_ . ) - . . . . “_ ) ' . N % :A?' -‘\‘ -
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*;tow Canpete?t - Low Fr‘1end1 y, . R A 4
I:0 1 ve tumed on. thé tape recw'der now . - |
] R::'.Oh 0K ', R A S
__3_‘1 ._-,c‘@n yo\: te11 me ‘somethmg about your stud1es?-;;
- R w"n I'm in Sc1ence - takmg Chem1stry and Phys1cs courses
e What is your maJor? ' o ¥
| R Well, I m supposed to be ig C e'.- but I m not -;gre that I shou]d '
: be.. I can't see ‘to make the wies. in Chem, ., N
P . L"‘,, L i %
I You haVe troub]e w1th ‘11:,’ \P Nl . ‘ - *
= .
R: '-WeII,‘I aImost fi unked course Ia‘s‘b‘gear and th1s year I m not
+ ' getting the marks I need S8 ma,ybe‘z.should get 1nto somethi‘ng
- else, but T don 't know what yet 4 L
I How do'..your' cI‘a_,'v SES. h_ere compare w1th h1gh schooI” / - q;{- R
TRy On, they're tousM®all: right. High school I .did 0.K, 1n!£hem .
L &t extra special or‘anything but 0.K.. And.I Wiked Ft,; so I g
e thought 1-t would-be-a good.thing, to t?ke But.all thé. course
> are .to r,“espemaﬂy thisyear. ' .I'm not ‘the worlé's best "
o 'student ut I thought couT make ft. Now - I m not so sure
CIx What do .you th1ﬁ'k you wﬂI do 1’\‘ the, Ia@,m&., do you have pIahs"
' R: ,_WeII, nof reaIIy I just wanted to come to Umve?‘slty Ever‘y- - .
© body else was. com1ng and. then- -my parents wanted mé to., 1 ve ,
'; -+ thought of -maybe- getting a job in. 1gdustry or teathmg‘?but now..-  °
,,I dorj"t kngw Maybe I won t even. 'pass th1s year T q.: “ ‘
. el . ’ ?' E -g. .- 4 -2 l
. I what ot.her mtere&s m1ght yo.u have T A ﬁ.
- e ‘ . ' \" .
. R: You mean,’what eIse wouId I hke to do"‘ Ne]] I don 't know ¥ou o
t "“Know, “you get yourself set ‘in one diregtion and it ‘f pretty hard .
~e5to change 1'11 stick tor this far awhile ag, ‘then'T% 71 see. oo
Maybe I just- haven"t put’ m enolgh effort 4 can"thstudy for
Iong\hourst at a tlme«l ﬁ<e some guys.do r , |
g I we]I, how do you ﬁnd soc1a1 I]fe at Un%@?ﬂty‘? 1-." T ﬁ
9;1_‘.‘R!" Qh, 1t s~'0,AVK{f I guess R
?:" R :' g k i ) L ;~ :-( . ‘;’- - -
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eI How does it compare w1th h1gh sch§)o1'P :

¥ ” e *

4 Re Oh, it's qu1te a 1ot harder to meet: people here I find. 1
i djdn t know . too~many at Righ school but there was always a N
- group, ybu know, kids” from the ne1ghborhood -But here®there's
‘nobody from home, di Least not’ that I see. - o .

‘ Would you say soc1a] 11fe has been s1ow for you the past coup]e
. of years? . . o, Bt s
R: Well, yes, 1 guess SO. 'I have spent a 1ot of time at my
- -studles and 1. guess I' dop't.have much left over for. other
& th1ngs I'd 11ke to do more but™.... R

'.I:LpNhat sort of soc1a1 act1v1t1es do ‘you 11ke - hav ou liked . in
" the past"‘ ' ,, o LE ‘ .

’1ng coffee with. a fr1end or. go1ng ‘to shows. I m. not

R: 'Oh Just“ :
R ,mush go parties. I don't seem to ever be able to say the .- f\
v .. - right thet .I met:one guy who goes ‘to. part1es a lot'and he - :

. wanted me to come a]ong but - we]] 1 don 't know,.., it's pretty o
hard for me. - - . ; Y o ,#.

t

. 9
I:. Xou prefer one'Pr twp peop]e fo;;tompany 1nsi|ad of[“wiarge group

: X _
Ra “Oh, yes, I 11ke to go for coffee or be%r with one or tﬁ% quys: . ;
s A*. somet1mes Sometimes I .1iké'to go to shews. Well that s about :
e 1\_‘ . "&
_ what ‘there 1s to my soc1a1 11fe o ?

Ry

".hi: 0 K. I th1nk that S a11 the QUesffons Thghks




o H]gh Competent - ngh Fmendly "1"'? «q‘v A BRI

.

S 20 s
o1 3 I've tumed the tape recoi‘der on now * o

L I * . ~ S ®:

Oh yes 0 K. B PR . e ( SR A
I Well*can you teH me somethzng Myour studi'e%? ) T

B
R‘ Yes” I m in second year arts maJormg 1n H1story. .

! i .

o ‘Ir How do you fmﬁ your courses‘* o m

“R: We]] "th re»al] a 1ot of work but I 11ke them al] I m..
tak1ng K {1story qourses, ‘a politicdl -science and .an economvcs »‘-4%‘1
Jhere'sta: lot ‘of jnformat1on to absorb. edd "several bpoks a - :
L f,'week and still there's’ more ‘and of courseéaﬁere .are lots of " '"ix"f_.:
‘ ‘,'papers But forWthe,fwrst t1me I rea11y fee] cha]lenged to do -,£t<
' Shes ,]jp.a _
I: How does Un1versity,tmnpare w1th h1gh schoo]’ R
R: 'Well I found h1gh schoo1 pretty easy franka I never did.do a ,
’ lot of work thepe. 1 read about history because P liked to - '.’;
. but',never real, stud1ed it 11ke you have to do here. I found h
‘1t'qu1te a stri gg]e at first’ to get'through sg much  material and -
to make some sense of it a11 but one of my profs especially . f;};
~ really makes’ you thfnk and 1 seem tosbe mak1ng’some sort:af ’

;progress , :,, AT e NCO

}Do you h@ve dong te plans‘l T

R: Ne]] I'm not. suré” wh1ch direct1on I 11 go, Rrobab]X ﬁ my .
o .lgrades are -good ®nough I'T1 go on to graduate ‘work. 1 m1ght try

- to 98¢ .some sort of job 'to do with history. befgre, that’ though, °_ )
- SThédet-are some ‘jobs with, the City and with’ the Prov1nce ‘that uv{”uﬁf
e wouﬂd be- pretty 1nterest1ng and, right along.my - -1ihe, Leoﬁﬁng .
,'-“1n¥n ‘the h19tory of the prov1nce, that sort: of’%h1ng .

i P
AWe]l ~nOW’how do 9ou f1nd the soc1a1 11fe at qphver51ty

{._RQ”,Pretty good.,, we]], it*s been. gettang so I don't have t1me to ;M?}.T ST
-'~ﬁ'>stdﬁy any- more *.guess’ I 11 have to cut out Somethmng o

;TIEJ}Would you si?ﬁyeﬁ*\e had -a- good t1me soc1a11y at Unlver51ty7 ~o’o '5j‘f

'H;':We]] ‘Social life has 1ts ups and downss but genefal]y 28 hawe had e
a good time. ‘1. krow quite a; few peopﬂe now"and there s a]ways '5“17*“"

"someth1ng haopen1nga - S o
ig , > N « .‘ #‘ .
I
b : s o, g B N ; s L. 5,
e T e R R
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_/’I.: Wh, n particular do: you 1‘1’ke? ' o S
" R:it Web s 1 be]ong to a cOupleﬁf cl ubs on campus* Where we have
. - dis uss1ons and that sort of thing. And then I've been going
to qmte a number of part1es 1ate1y R I o
L “Mould you say you have -a-lot. of: fr1ends? T "j;" “‘ ‘
§ R We]'l qu1te a Tot. . I like pe’e usua]]y and 1 11ke to have
1ots around.. There a number OF guys I've known a]'l tf\??: :
" school that are -here at University and we're - a1 rent -
_.courses |so we.all meet others. Sometimes we\have big parties
© " +where everybody brlngs .some others You meet lots that way.
g P )
: Ii's.Yoﬂf)make fr1ends easﬂy then? i
R Yes, I thmk s0. I've never been in a place that I d1dn t
Lo a]ready know 1ots though
;N ""Do you prefer 1nd1v1duals for company or groups of peop]e" o ¢
‘..“(‘ . . > ..
hY RS Oh, I th1nk both 1 like a reaﬂy b1gwparty 50 you can meet , /
- peop]e and generaHy have a great time. And then I hke&aust a -
o date or. anew beer with the guys too. -. . ‘ ! i S
IO K . thanks, I th1nk that S aH the questmns o L ’” .g

( PN . .. Ayl
R i - o .
. . . . T
i . . - L. T



EXPERIMENT I ' - - T s : S ~

| SAMPLE PAGE OF ' . *DEPENDENT MEAS}J_‘RES{“ L e

)

hRate this.. person on each.of the fo]]ow1ng character1st1cs '¥<*"9ﬁf‘4":4'

at, all o o _fl",‘n, ! ,' e Extreme]y " :

character1st1c e W o Character1st1c-_ ;
of him~ ‘ 3

 COURTEOUS
-COMPETENT™ =~ . "
cop o
- PLEASANT . o i T
CEFFICIENT L e o
CONRRIENDLY.. o 0 ey
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SUMMARY oF ANALYSIS OF.yARIANC” OF LIKING RATINGS
Source - N df Mean Square F ')j a
SELF-ESTEEM (SE) 3 S 2 427.73 0.87
GROUPS within- Self-Esteem G(SE) - -18 493.42 ™ 1.58
SUBJECTS within. Groups S(G) . 48 312.61 v
, . _ — )
. o . e : ‘ .
COMPETENT‘(C)‘ | e 1206.97 6.20%
SExC . T e a6.28 0.24

CG(SE)xC o e 18 - 194.52 '0.92

s(@yxc - - o 48 212.3T?' o
FRIENDLY (F) IR 5134.73 35, 17%%%
"SE'X F 2 ~187.92 1.08 -

QG(SE) x F 18 174.74 0.57

- . 5(6) x.F ;5 308.23 ° S ?
CxF - . - 1 170075 1,08 i
SExCxF e 2 © 13.65. - 0.08

. G(SE) x CxF SR R 164.758 " -, . 1.15

S(G)'x C x F. . T L |
- c . .‘.“ e
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FRIENDLINESS RATINGS

Source Co o df v. Mean Sduare U F

N e e e e e et oo o e e —————

AN

T ESTEEM (sE) 2 24,213.26 1720
© " 'GROUPS withip Self~Esteem C(SE) 18 . - 200195.39 122
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¥

. compETENT(C) L 1 . 1,520.17 - 0.30
CZSEXC . - , 2° . 577919 1.15
LOG(E) x € o - 18 5.038.27 1.13

f SExe 48 4.463.95 -

FRIENDLY (F3 N 279,886.92°  50,77%ex
SE x F . S R B 8,020.81 1.45
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L G(SE) x T xF . 162 . 3,666.42-° 1.22 -
S(6) x Cx F.. 432 #3,002,9%. .
*p < .os‘;* ' | . g .
** p o< 01, t'q c . . ;'
ey <o e e



TABLE ,D- 9
. EXP@RIMENT I «l9

h‘t}' - /o o
) SUMMARYfiEfﬂNALYSIS OF, VARIANCE OF ANTICIPATED LIKING ~ .

= { .
= - ! . _ e

- : Ji‘

*'Source' £ ;o df . " Mean Square

o

. ;“SELF-ESTEEM (SEY
.- .. GROUPS within Selfds’
- .SUBJECTS within Gwps S

2. 23
(SE) 78 . N, 427.08
g g2

T
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¥ S(6) x°F - .‘ ' , 144 . 333,57 x§ T- :

CxF : L9 ‘432,317 ¢ 2.48%+

SE X C x.F , Sy 187 13635 0.78 L

« G(SE) x C X i’ T8 o 173,98 . 1,03
% S(6) xCxF - 4% - 168.34

® ) T — ) ) ) . . - ’

W op <01 o . | N

L dkk . .. : N
' p < .005 L .o
‘ .
. . ’ |. b.. . M . ' . . 3
> . ;}? - . ) . ) o . . \e
- v g . ‘ ' -



. P s
o . .
. .
v N . .o
. . ‘
. o ! } -
W ‘.
. . .
s . f . -
; . . . R
. B A
. . ‘. N ’
. [
. . '
.

- EXp

\]

ERIMENY 1:  MEAN

“Ee

‘,"i\‘fTQ?‘TABLEfD-1i, ]

RATING OF T
~ (A Tow score =-g;::%er'11k1nqp B

L]

G .», . A 5
: (4

94

¢

[

LF

.-.Q

HIGH
SELF-ESTEEM

b
’

HC
LC

37.83
83.57 -

40.70

. MODERATE

" SELF-ESTEEM

HC

LC

42.57
43.17

42.87

LOW

- -SELF-ESJEEM -~

" HC
B o

39.09

4208t

40.57

[

HL

* FRIENDLY

LF

>

‘?.
- COMPETENT
7.

HC
LC

28.43 .

35.58

39.83
.42.93 ©

34.13

32.01

41,38

39.25

A .



. 1 . ‘ I 4 "'.'
LI TABLE-D*-!Z' .
"/"" . "‘\ "
C " EXPERIMENT MEAN RATINGS or le
AL (A Tow score = greater 1 1
v.d'»":}‘\ p _. “.. v ..ﬂ o , < L l R & -
vx Caee - e -/
e HE-~ TMHF LF- /00
A e 74
> el e 16.65 - 20. 39 /g;aa Ks' 13. ‘
IGH.B 5 - MWC 19.52 ' 28, .51.82
« SELF-ESTEE M-C - 29.96 ' _31.26---.60.9T
IS LC 25,96 ~ 30.6T° $3.83 LY
TR B K. 202 2670 To8e6T /-m;ﬁ,.»g‘;
. - " . - . \ // '({ - N P . B
. A,\* st — f'\_,’
: HC 2078 26.48° 57.832 5913 | - 40,96 -
MODERATE MC - 25.65  31.43% 63,787 _%6.26 ' 41478 o
‘SELF~ESTEEM M-C . -26.30 29.17 59.17 6522 - "ha.97 -
LC 26.30 % 26.61 61.9] " 64.87. 1 44. 92
X 24.76  28,42° 58.08° 61.%7
. . “ N \\\ ‘ A .
: . HC 1561  20.57  60.43 = 63.91 -|' 40.13
LOW MeC  23.13  30.13 - 59:13 . 62.13 [} 43.63 .
, SELF-ESTEEM M-C 30.00 31.96 '.54.61 '68.47 T ,46.26 !
/ LC 33.00 20.74  63.26  67.26 |' '48.82 =
X . 2543  28.10 . 59.36. 65.45 | |
R | S 1 ]
" R |
’ FRIENDLY * _/
" HF WF  M-FLF X
. 3 " HC - 17.68° 22.48 - 56.10  58.39 38.66° © .
' : MeC 22.77 28.70  54.81 58,94 | 41.30
- COMPETENT . M ¢ 28075 30.80  58.23 66.33 | 46.03
LC 28.42  28.99 ' 63.00  66.07 .| 46.62 -
X 24.41  27.74 ° 58.04  62.43
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. .o . . . ) " ' \§
T X
. HIGH ., " HC 296.52 - #81.9] 422
©§  SELF-ESTEEM AL 185.13  86.61 135.87
S oo & p40.83 109..26.

‘e MODERATE HC: ~  222.35 110.22 - - 166.728.
. SELF-ESTEEM _ fC 93.26 - 60.09 76.67
e X 157.80 85.15 |

I . N ' ‘ . : -' -
CLOW -\ T HC 255.61 137.22 ©196.41
*SELF-ESTEEM ,LC " . 155.65 - 92.87 104.26
- X' .185.63 ns.04 |,
. e.. 'ﬁ . L .
X " FRIENDLY
- : ) » . . -
T e LF X
Y . HC 258.16°  126.45 192.30
COMPETERT LC 131:35°  79.86 105.60
- - X 194.75 103.15
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- EXPERIMENT II: MEAN RATINGS OF TOTAL EVALUATION
. \-. -~ ‘ ' ”
o . W MF M-F LF X
i T HC  413.27 333.26  41.00  -1.17 196.61
' HIGH CMeC 347.22  302¢91 . - -1.35  -95.43 136.84
(SELF=ESTEEM M-C. 207.96 119013 -102.70 -189143 |, 26.49
PR =g 193.70  178.13 . -188.74 . -265.43 -20.59
' & °X 289.03 251.11  -62.92 -137.87 )
/*a-\ . '
/‘al N ) . . , " .

o - et 345.74 282.43  -6.08  -40.30 | 145.46
MODERATE M+C  293.43 224.78  -54.70 = -97.35 93.04
SELF-ESTEEM  M-C  174.91 164.22 -132.87 -222.57 - | -4.58

' . LC_ 149.00 158.04 . -166.13 - -276.09 -33.79
X 240.27  207.37  -89.93 . -157.58
o CHC  398.00 299.26 6.65  #02.96 152.76
LOW - ©MHC . 300.74 262.48  -18.83 -123.87 105.13
SELF-ESTEEM  'M-C  213.74 193.78  -67.78 -214.74 31.25
, . LC 173.39  197.09  -172.91 -283.9§ _21.60
X 271.49 238.15  -63.22 -178.88 :
. _ - \/v
FRIENDLY
HF MHF Wro L X
o HC  385.70 .304.99  13.90 . -44.81 164.94
‘ MiC 311.80 263.30  -24.96  -103.55 111.67
COMPETENT M-C  198.20 182.71 - -101.12 -208.9] 17.72 -
LC__ 172.03 177.75 -175.93 -275.16 _25.16
X 266.93 232.21  -72.03
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19.51

™ ,A./i.g____ HF - X _
HIGH HE 104.78 61.04 82.91
SELF-ESTEEM LC 23.48 -22.43. 0.52
' X - 264,13 19.30 ;
MODERATE HC 73.78 51.52 62.65
SELF-ESTEEM LC -14.43 -27.61 -21.02
N X 29.67 11.96
LOW HC 83.26  52.65 67.96
SELF-ESTEEM LC -5.17 1.91 -1.63
' ; X 39.04 27.28
5;&& FRIENDLY
| ) HF LF X
‘ HC 87.27 55.0% | 71.17
COMPETENT LC 1.29 - -16.04 -7.38
X 44.28
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99

L LL—"" ST SN -
0w 170087 13};47 168, 3 110.30 129,58
HIGH o omg 107.48 1¥o1 6 37.83 | 76.79
SELF-ESTEEM . M-C  -14.65  -1.9] -46.22, -65.61 -32.10
LC -1.04  -24.04 -53.70  -96.70 | -43.87
' X 65.66 54,53 13.75 -3.54 |
- _ |
\\\ . HC  144.83 115,48  67.48 - 94.09 105.47
MODERATE MC  102.65  93.26  11.65  37.30 . | 6] 22
SELF$STEEM " M-C  -6.87 1.35 -58.61 --83.26 | -36.85
LC_ -20.22  -20.43 -62.74  -110.83 - | -53.55
X 55.10  47.41 -10.55  -15.67 |
- CHCo  170.65  121.39 . 6826 5491 | 103.80
-~ LOW M4C%, 102.04  .98.04 3.13 1.83 51.26
W SELF-ESTEEM  M-C ) 11.78 1213 -30.91  -62.57 -17.39 .
#/-17.78 _ -2.87  -68.91 -106.39 | -48.99
| S 66.67. 5717 -7.10  -28.0
. - -j’t‘
PRI FRIENDLY = =
Wy EA
'4%§§ HF MF  M-F - LF X
N e — 3
T | '162.12  122.68 - 80.57. g6, 43“‘ 11295 .
“ o M#C . 104.06  101.4]  21.25  25.65 63.09
COMPETENT M-C  -3.25 3.85 -45.24  -70.48 -28.78 -
LC_ -13.01  -15.78 -61.78 . -104.64 -48.80
53.04 -15.76

X 62.48

~1.30
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JTABLE D-17 ‘

EXPERIMENT 1: MEAN RATING OF FRIENDLINESS .

i
1
[
T
1.

T T T T B 2 AP
- . , . l(i v\ - ] |‘ ‘. v
. HIGH - \HC 191, 74 70.87 . | 131.30.
SELF-ESTERM \; LC__161.65 109.04 ' | 135035
| ~SaUX 176.70 89.96 2
\X P (o~ i o
S A R R " o
MODERATE W T uesr T g0 * 103.63
SELF-ESTEEM LC 107.70 87.70 - 97.70
X - 128.13 73.20 - |
. | -t .
LW e e gy 128. 46
SELF-ESTEEM - LC " 1120.83 . 90.96 .| 058 -
. X 146.47 87.76- |
. |
C
L . FRIENDLY
HE . LF X
' . HC . 170.88 - .71.38 - 121,13
COMPETENT | L 130.06 _ _ 95.90 112.98
| X 150,477 g3.64
b
' 4
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"TABLE D-18

q01°

- EXPERIMENT II: MEAN RATINGS® OF FRIENDLINESS
* . -4 " . .
o » -, 5’
Lo CHF 4 MF . M-F LF X
T S S S = e .
' HC 242.39 " 202.00. -64.87 -111.48 67.03
HIGH M+ 233.74  190.00  -50.30 -133.26 | 60.04. " .
SELF-ESTEEM.  M-C  222.61  184.74 - -56.48 -126435..) 56.13 %
\ LC__ -194.74  202.17 -135.04 . -168.74 | 23.38
' o v 223.37 19475 -76.67 -138.96 | L
- f -_. - i} . ) . ) § '
| .~ HC . 200.91 1 _166.96° -73.52 -134.39 | 39.99
MODERATE * . M 190,78  -131.52  -66.35 -128.65 | 31.83
SELFZESTEEM  M-C 179,78+ 162.87 - -71.22 -139.30 | 33.03
L © IC _ 169:22 -, 178.48 | -103.39 .165.26° | 19.76
X 18517 © 159.96  -78.62 #141.90 |
B \v -7 . L :
- l R , . - - ‘ 2
HC  227.43  171.89  -61.61 -147.87 |. 48.96 |
LOW. * - MC . 198.70  164.43  -21.96 -125.70 | 53.87°
SELF-ESTEEM  M:C . 201.96 . 181.65. -36.87 -152.17 | 48.64.
- LC_© 191.17 . 199.96 ' -104.00 -177.57 | 27.39 -
X 204.82 ° 180.98  -56.11 -150.83
e —
. | ’ |
. FRIENDLY :
HFE MWF . MF O LF e <X
| . HC - 22308 182,30 - -66.67 131,25 51.99
SeteRT MC- - 207. 161.99 - -46.20 -129.20 | 48.58
COMPETENT ‘M-C  201.45  176.42  -54.86" -139.28 | 45.93
LC__ 185.04  193.54 -114.14 -170.52 | 23.48
X .208.45 178.56 - °-70.47 -142.56 e
' >, ' M N ) ) ' ,.j/'. f
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X TABLE 0-20 . o
) vEXPERIMENT FIY MEAN RATINGS OF ANTICIPATED LIKING S
. -
(A Tow score = greater Hk'inu) n
S U T X
e OO RT3 19022 sIe s | 367
HIGH . MC . . 21.04 . 24.70. 46.61  57.22 37.39
" SELF-ESTEEM . 'M-C  28.83 '* 30.96 58.70 ~61.35- | 44.96
Co AC 2491 27.00 . §5.65  58.91 |. 41.64
o X 23.98 © 25.49  53.17 ' '58.04 | .-
. l X . - ¢ N "%
W - ‘ ; : | A,
e "HC 6:43  27.00° 56.30  56.74 41.64
" MODERATE . M#C . 27.48 . 34,17 54.13 ' 54.30 42,52
SELF-ESTEEM : - M-C . 27.87 ' 27.83  55.30 62.83 | 43.46
Zo.0 0. AL_ 3061 2639  57.13 63.83 | 44.49
X - 28.10 = 28.87  55.72 - 59.42
- HC' - 25.96 - 28.04° 59.00  60.00 |. 43.26" ‘
©OLOW - MeC- T 23.96 36, 52.09 - 56.61 42.16 « °
" SELF-ESTEEM, M-C . 33.48 .37  52.83  60.30 45.97
: ©. ke " 31.04" 28.09  58.26 . 60.00 44.35
S X 28.61  32.35  55.54- . 59.23 |
o |  FRIENDLY
. S N N T X
- HC o 2a. 51 24.78 ' 55.68  57.14 | 40.53
b MEC . 24,16 31.62 -50.94 56.04. |- 40.69
CCOMPETENT  "w.C . 30006 . 32,01  35.61 61.49 - | ‘449
. © ~LC. - 28,86 27.19-  57.01 - '60.91 43.49
d X 26.89 - 28.90 . 54.81 _ 58.90
ﬁ':: Q v ','.T . ©




‘ 'f'Note:a- None bf the t test va]ues 1s s1gh1f1cant Degrees of
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. TABLE Ds21 _
t Tests of D1fferences Between Mean Lik1ng Ratings by Subjects
who Received.Credit Versus. Mohey for. Participation in . :

Expemmel‘ I and II.

‘“lt-if;f“;“"“ f**i7 Mean for SuQJects " Mean_for’ Subjects -~

S, _lqﬁ'..: Rece1v1ng Credit Rece1v1ng.Money .

L N N-19 IO Ned7 L ta- .

C . v 8695 g3 . 0.5

o j T /TS B 79.51 | 0.52
DERIENLL R ez o Geas U o

' S u- 82.63 ' . Co 53_40/ L 0.12
e 1 BB mgt g
SPERMENTID ko amles, o qesaa.e OB

) IR | ~489 31" , I 485..-78 . 0.14

S

l
<

S freedom 64, B S
*.‘bi :§:= the ‘sum of HC - and M+C ‘'ratings for each subJect
'h.'I,= the sum of LC and M-C" rat1ngsl’ ,i |
i.'F‘= the sum of HF and M+F rat1ngs;1/ 5?-};1 '
iU = the sum of LF and M-F ratwngs{;-‘ﬂ ,i" t}i

t .
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¢ ~SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: POSITIVE SCORES OF SELF RATING

" YABLE D-22

- (Post'Experimentjse1f rating) .
\,\;: o o : S
N ‘ N |
e SOUIEe e e g Mean- Square- o e
 SELF-ESTEEM 1 ,26,752.38 . 6.58%
SUBJECTS within 40 . 4,067.48 |
* p <‘.05 | r .
& o~
| A
“ TABLE D-23 ‘
MEAN: POSITIVE SCORES OF SELF RATING
(Post. Experiment self rating)
 High self-esteem  Low self-esteem
i 435,00 © 38452
N o ‘J
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TABLE D-24 ‘
© SUMMARY OF .ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ABSOLUTE ‘DIFFERENCES:
EXPERIMENT I'- FRIENDLINESS

“Soufce df  Mean Square F
. SECF-ESTEEM (SE) . . 2 7,302.33 - 0.27
, ‘GROUPS within SE~ : 18 - 26,951.23 - K1'49
© "} SUBJECTS within Groups S(G) 42 .~ 18,081.60 T
' FRIENDLY-UNFRIENDLY (FR) 1. T 126,761.05 . - 13.00%
SE x FR _ 2 - 5,786,63 . 0.59 -~
G(SE) x FR b < 18 . 9,747.7Q 1.08
S(6) x FR - . a2 '9,002.63 <
Cwwx e .005~'

‘e

Note. .Two absoluté d1fference soores for each subJect were -
- ca]cu]ated by- the fo]]ow1ng formu]ae ' :

':Fr sum of 2 rat1ngs of fr1end1y persons.

Un - sum of 2 rat1ngs of unfr1end1y persons

'SRF self. rat1ng of . fr1end11ness
(1) |2SRF - Fr|
(2 . |2SRF - un]| -

’

"~ Scores (1) and (2) formed repeated measures FR in the
analysis of var1ance o , . : \

v
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h o L TABLED-25 . . o
Y
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCES -
| EXPERIMENT Il - FRIENDLINESS s
" Source - df‘ Mean Square.-*'“; 2 ,
| SELF-ESTEEM (sE) | ol ;54 46 33 . .20
" GROUPS within SE - ' 18 ' 59,170: , 1.59
" SUBJECTS within Groups S(G) " 42( 476, 584 69 * L
— ' ) . : S
FRIENDLY- NFRIENDLY (FR) 1. 96;119;279n60 R KV O
SE x FR - , 2 212,287,24 C 029 Ll
"S§SE) x FRY T ' 18 w0 723,205.77 1.02 ..
G) x,FR ’ 42 707,630.77 n
Tkkk \ S o _ : © .
p < .005 L )

Note, Two absolute d1fference scores for each subJect were ca]cu-~
‘ 1ated by the following formulae~ -

Fr = sum of 4 ratings of high fr1end?y plus
sum of 4 ratings of moderate]y fr1end1y

Un = sum of E\rat1nqs of moderate]y unfr1end]y plus
sum of 4 ratﬁngs of Tow friendly. o

'SRF = self rat1 of fr1end11ness
.(1) |8SRF - Frl\\ - _;"-.,. B -
(2) IBSRF ~unl o\ -

_ ‘Scores. (1) and (2) fo med repeated measures FR in analys1s.
. of var1ance AN .
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. TABLE D-26 - | R

o+ MEAN ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE SCORES: . -

\ EXPERIMENT I-- FRIENDLINESS R
-e&i / S *“(EL | M-
. HIGH SELF-ESTEEM . - 131328/ - - 21467
MODERATE SELF-ESTEEM . R VTR TR 197.71
© - LOW SELF-ESTEEM . 124.14./ . 190.00 . |,
“Note. - See Table D-24 for gxplnna;ion of calculat%on_qf scores.
. ‘.' L. s a . i ' H ' T " l’
S R ’
~ MEAN ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE .SCORES:
" EXPERIMENT II - FRIENDLINESS
R _ Ay T LW o o ,-._v
m T @ :
HIGH SELF-ESTEEM = .  358.52 . " 226871 . ¢
MODERATE SELF-ESTEEM. - .316.67 216471 S
LOW SELF-ESTEEM | 508.19 . . 2023.29 .

{

; ) -N(.":te_.-;: See'Table" D-25 for e_xp‘a/natibn of ca'l'cul'ation. scoreﬁ-,_

M .



TABLE'D-28 .

109 |

h
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE- N
A
EXPERIMENT@I - CON‘PETENCE i
.' $ a. B '
. _{_Source . £ ! aMeén_Squa?e F—
3 SELF-ESTEEM (SE) ~ 1% Ty 3 ' 6,776.34 0.22
GROUPS within SE G(SE)***- %, 18 . +30,360.62 1.24
' SUBJECTS within Groups S(G) 48 -,-24,393.45 .
L Y . ‘ N , ' . ' :
COMPETENT- INCOMPETENT (c0) BRI ,267 485.07 15.43%%%
SE x CO 2" 2,440.41 0.14
G(SE) x CO 18 17,332.57 . - 1.60
{6} x CO 42 10,851.78 o
',***“ p '< .00‘5 s Il &

-

Note. - Two abso]ute d1fference scores for’ each subJect were
. ;ca]cu]ated by the fo110w1ng fprmu]ae

’

Scores (1) and (2) formed 'repeated measures €0 in the
analysis of vaﬁ1ance . :

. " Co = sum of 2 rat1ngs bf competent Eersons "_
. . '1 ) . .
Lo In = sum of Z,rat1ngs of’incompetent persons. Y y

R S SRC se]f rating of competence *

E x\\\:’..\' ’:{1) lZSRC ~ Col N - °

. L
k4 - . !
g ~[2$RC -~ In|

~

>
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‘ \ ?h ’ lg‘" & "g
L M TagrE po2o ]
- SUMMARY OF -ANALYSY$ OF«¥ARIANCE: OF ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE: -
3 ,.c Y - o . \
EXPERIMENT II - COMPETENCE -
T o
| 'Sourcéﬁg' w é‘“.'ﬂ “df Mean Square F *
* .. SELF:ESTEEM {SE). ' 2 172,848.53 0.70
" "GROUPS within SE G(SE) _ « 18 . . 245,811.68 ‘0.84 .
SUBJECTS within Groups S(d) -~ 42 291,919.69 - o
. ,COMPETENf-INCOMPETENT,QCO)‘ " 1 13,596,576.34 - 35,83%%*
SE x CO- -~ v . 2. 219,629.29. 0.58
G(SE) x CO - ~ L s+ 18 379,458.90 1.90
S(G) x CO - B roo 0, 42 - 200,218.64 ‘
b — T Y
S :".‘:: : ., ﬁ ?J/ . . &
*** p< .005 a
IR S G
- Note. Twd absoiut difference scores for each subject were
4 E calcylated by- the following formulae:
, Lf | Cb = sum oF 4 rat?ngs of high éohpetent plus sum of 4
[ R ’ra;ings of moderately competent. C .
N 3 - ' : 4 ) ) -
© o In = sum of 4 ratings of moderately incompetent plus sum
L@ of 4 ratings'of‘1ow competent. .. .
» SRC = Relf rating of competence. .
_ . : , , ‘ ‘
5 (1) [8SRC - Cof
. (2) leskc - In|
S Seores (1) and (2) formed repeated measurestO n analysis
2 of. variance. o ' _ e
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| “TABLE D-30 R
" . * ) \\.
MEAN ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE SCORES: -
) EXPERIMENT I - COMPETENCE
(1) - (2)
- HIGH SELF-ESTEEM “ 113.95 o 54 -
* MODERATE SELF-ESTEEM - 155.33 262,81 :
\ LOW SELF-ESTEEM 132.71 . 199.14
thg. See Table D-28 for explanation of calculation of scores,
|
TABLE D-31
, MEAN ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE SCORES:
EXPERIMENT IT - COMPEfENgT
(1) ' (2) '
. HIGH SELP2ESTEEM . 375.10 1210448
MODERATE SELF-~ESTEEM 390,71 - 908814
LOW SELF-ESTEEM =  506.14 866.81 . -
. - , -

'No_te. See Table D-29 for exp]anatioh -of calculation of scores.



