CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

a‘
o .

* THESES 'cANAoqE'NNES SUR MICROFICHE -

Lo

.* Natnonal Lnbrary of Canada
Coltectnons Developme’nt Branch
. Canadlan Theses’ on ‘ P .
ot Microtlche Serwce Tsur mncrof che
... Otlawa, Canada ~
CKIAONA s

NOTICE o

. Thé qualtty of thls mrcroﬁche, is heavily dependent upon the .
‘quality of.the original thesrs submitted for mrcroflmmg Every

effort has been made to ensure the hlghest quahty ot reproduc
tion. possnble . ,

If pages are mlssmg, ,contact the university whlch granted the e

degree e S ] v.’f

)
e -

Some pages may. have lndistmct print especialty if the ongmal‘ P

- désirer; surtout si les pages ongnnales onit été dactylographlees

-4 l'alde d'un ruban usé ou si l'université nous a falt parvemr
une photocopie de qualité unféneure :

ges were typed with,a poor typewnter ribbon or: if the univer-
srty sent us an ‘inferior photocopy Sl

LS

,

Prevuously copyrighted matenals oournal articles publlshed .

- tests, etc ) are not fllmed

o L

Reproductlon in fuII orin part of this fllm is. governed by the
*:Canadian Copynght Act, R. S.C. 1970, c. C-30. Please read«

the authonzatlon forms whlch accompany this thesas

" THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

*

“NL 330 (r. '85/09)

. \‘ :

o"'

. ,vBlbtlotheque nationale du. Canada A
Direction du développement des collectvons '

Servnce des: theses canadaennes

La reproductlo

.
H

P

¥ . [ oot ' ’
* o . N N by

ST AVIS‘ R
La qualite de cette ‘microfiche dépend grandement de la qualtté

de la thése soumise au microfiimage. Nous avons tout fant pour o

- assurer une qualuté supéneure de reproductlon '

2

& il manque des | pages veuullez communiquer avec Iumver- Lo
""sité qur a conféré le grade

© F

La qualité dimpressnon de certalnes pages . peut lalsser a

i ‘,‘Les documents qui tont dejé I objet d un drmt d auteur (artlcles

de revue examens publiés etc ) ne sont pas mncrofnlmés

2 R

_ des’formules d’ autonsahon qui
accompagnent cette thése. : _

LA THESE A ETE

' MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE -

A

NOUS L AVONS RECUE -

. .

T

éme partlelle ‘de ce mrcrofllm est soumlse ‘
~ alaLoi cana enne surle drg;d auteur, SRC 1970, c. C-30.-
- Veuillez préndre connaigsan

: Canad'a'

RS

o



-

oL L OTRI/ -G R M

.* Natlonal lerary ‘Blbloothnque natuonale ‘ ST d

, f Cgnada *. . " .duCanada . ' T .~ : ;
) ‘ Canadnan Theses Divjic ‘ Division des théses canédienneSs e ¥ )
'):'\ Ottawa Caneda A o LR ST e :

PEHMISSIONTO MIOHOFILM AUTORISATION DE MIOHOFILMER Lo o

e Please pnnt or type — Ecnre en Iettres moulees ou dactylographler Cr T » ‘ -, .
: Fuli Name of Author—— Nom compIeLde l'auteur - ) e T S ST Ce
BC (\ Y o {\"\ . /ml” vy a(,/ ) B ’
. - J ‘ - : - - - ) =

Datq of Birth — Date de naissance "Country of Birth — Lieu de naissance ,

Perrnanent Address——ResMenceflxe R S . N o r '
T ey (M

'_; @ E(Gﬂf\(z\*‘ ‘}Y:{ P(,(é\\ Lﬂ R ] o

Tltle of ThESbS Tltre dela thése o : s : N v

IL&«/(L% i C;W\ ‘ T \k \\ SO \&V UQ/* 2 tﬁ) / : %‘j/ } .\";’

’ ‘ (TJ’ /- Qr(-c \L (e “J \(” (\/ ' " 9 o e L Coc A !Q‘h(‘ )
~__\\'x o ‘ . I v . L i / . ;\}
;% LA Mo e
2 @ < C{T ‘3“ ™ O < %\\‘ J\’\@ IO -f]_h_? (\ff

;Ugiversit_y -'Un'iversilté"'. R SR sy N e
. / ({'1# v S o ‘J‘/ @Lw oo
. Degree for which thésis was p.resented — Grade pour quuel cette these fut presentee ‘ ’ ‘

Year this?egree conferred — Année.d'obtention de ce grade . Narn_e of Supervisor - Nom du directeur de these S
AT 7 I Ot SR B ‘ ,' . / v

’ Permlsswn is gereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF U autonsatlon est par la presente accordee & Ia BIBLIOTHE- :
CANADA to mitrofilm this thesis.and to lend or sell copies of QUE NATIONALE DU CANADA de microfifmer cette thése et de
the film.. \ o I A S . “préter: ou de vendre des exemplalres du frlm )
The author reserves other publlcatron rights, and neither the ~ ~ L'auteur se réserve Ies autres droits de-publication; ni. la thése
thesis nor. extensive extracts from it may be printed or other- .= . ni de longs extraits de cellg-ci; ne doivent étre imprimés ou-
wuse reproduced wrthout the author's wrltten permission. s autrement reproduns\sans 1 autonsatlon ecnte de l'auteur.
. \ - : . ¢
Date - B \\t R . ~ i | Signature -
Vo ' O \/ B
e . / < ~— I3 S
v ’<\1 750 [ d T
7
NL-91(4/77) B T e Sk
. . " X ‘.'\ » ‘ = t
¥ : R . \ »” !



NS

\

: >

Alterations i in the Avaplablhty. of Posmve and Negatnve Cogmt:ons as a Treatmeﬁt and Modei

N

‘A . S R by ) //’/:’ h'

THE UNIVERS|TY OF ALBERTA

R LI . ~
‘-~ } . v . . v 7
"2 )

< for Shyness .

-

o .

b &ATHESIS

,'/

: SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH '

IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

‘,’ ,.’ - < OF Doctor of Phllosophy z
P N
- “ S~ . h
P [ s e )
| / : o P
. . : Psychology. e
. B LN
.
University of Alberta
R ¥
"\\ , }

.3'




 THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

- e ‘ N s . ,. : N o Y \ .
‘NAME OF AUTHOR ~ Donna M. Murray S ..-Ju, \
TITLE OF THESIS . = AIteratlons in the AvaIIabIIIty of Posmye and Negatwe

" .. . Cognitions as a Treatment and Model for $hyness
."DEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS WAS PRESENTED Doctor of PhIIosoph\<
‘YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED FaII 1983 g :
‘ : e Permussnon is hereby granted to THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA\LIBRARY to
' i ' ~reprodiuce single copves of this thes:s and to lend or seII such copnes for prlvate
scholarly or sc:entlflc research purposes only ‘ :
The author reserves other pubhcanon rughts and neIther the thesss nor

extensnve extracts from it may be prlnted or otherwnse reproduced wuthout the

S authors wrutten"permlssmn B ‘ M [\(\
. ‘ . _ _ (SIGN::D) b‘*r\m LA "IFOL(

o AT PERMANENT ADDRESS
- P S ,,4..10747 Umversﬁ:y Ave.‘ '
: ‘ ' Edmonton, -Alberta ‘,//

T6E.4P8.

¥

DATED ....Jduly.28.,....cti 19 83 L E /

L



FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
TFhe undersngned cartnfy that they have read and recommend to the Faculty
of\Graduate Studles and Resew'eh for acceptance a thesus entltled Alterat'ons in- the
- ,Avallabohty of Positive and. Negattve Cognmons asa Treatment and Model for Shyness |
, sObmltted by Donna M. Murray in partnal fulfllment of the requurements for the degree of

Doctor ofPhlIosophy Y R




Lol

‘ 1 s

: During pretesting. a shyness sﬁrvey waq ad}mun stered %943 male etu&ents Sub;ects

o negatme, or no tregtment fgr‘ S

o persons Ferty-»fnve sub;ects from each of the three !hvness groupe recmved either.,

g econhg one standard dev:etion above the meen* Were d inpd as hiqh,shyne;s pereens
B those scdring wnthin me points of the mean were defundd as mederataly shy persons, and

"4« i

( those scor &g one standerd deviat»on belovif the mean were defmed as low shyness

e pomt;ye treetqunt requirgg subjecte ' ‘~

-

‘to recefl posltuve mterpersonal eVents, tthe negatuve treatment requlred recall of negetlve "
B mterpersonal events The posmve and negaﬂve treatments were attempts to mampulate

oo the memorial avatlablllty of elther posttNe or negatwe mterpersonai events Treatment x

' effecﬁveness was measured in terms of socnar mterat:tuons assertiveness jOb ' N

* preference self—ratlngs observer ratings, end the relattve avarlabmty in memor‘y of
L\

posmve negative, and neutral mterpersMal events An enalysns of sub;ects

‘ post treatmeht thoughts mducates that the posuttve treatment rncreased the avanlabmty ot

positive mterpersonel events and decreased the aVatlab‘Mty of negatlve events. in addmon

[

shy subj jects who dnd not recenve a(reatment The posmve treatment also reduced y . .

R

“the: ‘interpersonal’ and asserttveness'measures indicate that moderately shy sub jGCtS who

recelved the pos:tuve treatment behaved more like non-shy sub jGCtS than d:d moderatety

self ratnngs of shyness The analysns of. sub;ects post treatmen‘t thoughts mdtcates that

‘ attempts to mcrease the avallabnllty of negattve mterpersonal events etther had no effect

or actually reduced the avallabnlnty of negatnve mterpersonal events The negattve '

E treatment resulted in mcreases |n'selt‘ ratmgs of shyness and in some mstances mcreases

,in shy mterpersonal and assertlveness begavuor However the main behavnoral effect of

the negatuye treatment was to make modefately shy sub;ects behave more hhe non- shy

- subj jects The dlsttnctaon between feelmgs of shyness’and shy behavnor are discussed. In -

addmon some problems wuth the standard dependent measures for shyness research are :

~

explored

»

i
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cogmh{n componoms of lhyma

 Some ressarchers have defined lhyms op.rmonlﬂy 88 & scOre on paper md
pencil tests nuch as the Socisl Anxisty and Distress Test le.g. Girodo, Qotzerroth, & stobn.
1881; & Cao'oppo Glass, & Meciuzzi, 1979), the S‘wrvoy of Heterosexuai lntnncm (SHY
(o.g. Mandol & Shuugm' 18980} or the Socisl Self-Estesm lnvontorv 0.g. Gnrodo ot. al.,
1981). These tests assess self-reports of physiologics! and behavioral rnponm to
social situations, socisl seif-esteem, and desire to be with others. Qther researchers have

. developed their own ihventories for measuring shyness (e.g.. Chuk & Buss,'1981). Still

$ have simply advertized for shy undwidum or for individuals mtanstod in usmion
training (e.g.. Mung. Rosenthal, & Kelley, 1980 Jacobs & Cochrln 1982; Safran, Aldcn, &
Davidson, 1980). Z‘mbardo $(1977) approach is similar to the latter approach unthat
shyness is dotermmod by asking the subject whether or not s/he is shy. Zimbardo then *'7;3
attempts to dotermnrb the charactonstucs that contribute to the shyhess label by asking tho
subject how s/he would respond in various situations. He finds that the most

-

characteristic component of shy individuals is their axtreme negatively focused
self -consciqéness.

According to Zimbardo {1977) shy individuals and non-shy individuals both 4‘

| exp.erience shyness. However, shy people experience sﬁyne’ss more often; in more types

of situations, and with a wider varisty of people. This suggests that shyness is better _
conceptualized along a continuum rather than being charactprized in dichotomous terms of
shy and not shy. | |

Zimbardo (1977) also found that 80% of his shy subjects applied the shy label to

themselves because of their reluctance to talkk. in addition 50% believed that the mabmty to



nctuany reflect diff.roncnhdogrn of shyness. GhuM«m:i M andurnn ‘ %
(IMZ)fmmMmmwwommmwwwmmmmwmmdbw

on a seif=report of social skills mwnmmorcmwwpuu-mm
pomulfwwmmdmmmwomnwhowondiawonmmvlndhid!‘

A. Popuiation Charsgteristios of Shyneas L
Zimbardo (1877) mmterad his shyness survcy to approthﬂy 5000 pooph

Forty p-rcont of the rupmﬂonts stated that they curronﬂy wers shy. Howsver, only 25%
of the respondents reported that Mh&duwnvs boenshy ‘An additionsl 40% of the
respondents smdMMmmtdwmrmﬂybuthadbun!hy Fourpcmmtofﬁu
resporidents said thlﬂhny wers thy all of the time, in afl situations, and with virtustly all
pedple. zmdo (1977) calied this last group true~biue shy individuals. Zimbardo (1977)"
found thgt the percentage of shy individuals varied depending on the responding
population However the percentage of currently shy never dropped below 25% andthe
percentage of truo—blue shyness never droppod bolow 2%. With selectod populations the

perconugo of currently shy individuals reached 60% (c.g. ;un:or-hcgh—school girls) while
| the percentaoo of true-biue shy individuals reached 10% (e.g., Japanese) Another
astimats of the percentage of shy individuals can be inferred from a study by Arkowitz,
Hinton, Perl, and Himadi (1878) in which mpro;umataly one third of a large sample of
. college students reported anxiety regarding dct:ng '
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Zlmbardo (1977) separated sub;ects ona shy not shy ? sis and found that‘onei» .

~index used by sub jects in. determlnnng whether they were shy was w often they,
: experlenced shyness. Approxumately one third of the respondents fet shy at least half ol\/

_ the time and in- at least half of the curnent s:tuatlons in thelr llves lmp rtance of the

sutuatnons in whlch one is shy was another index. Over 60% report that they were only . o ‘_
occaSIonalIy shy, b‘Ut that the shyness occurred in s|tuat|ons that were |mportant to them o

S Zlmbardo (1977) states that when the data are collapsed over age the percentage

of shy women is not dxfferent from the percentage of shy men However durlng v S
adolescence a Iarger percentage of girls than boys are shy. The Umverslty of Cahforma .
Gundance Study followed 252 chuldren from birth to maturnty They found that glrls were '

'» more shy than boys In fact accordmg to this study shynesa'dtd not eXIS‘t in boys after _

| age 14 (Maofarland Allen &Honzrk 1962l The absence of shyness in post 14 year old
boys is surprlsmg and is probably accounted for by two factors: the mothers prowded
the shyness ratlngs and mothers may belleve that lt is socnally undesvrable to have shy
adolescentsons. - . | R ,

Havung a shy parent may mcrease the probablhty of a shy Chl|d especxally for flrst

born chlldren Zumbardo (1977) found- that s;xty two percent of shy mothers and 75% of
shy fathers had a shy chlld However, a child with two shy parents was no more likely to
ube shy than was a child wuth only one shy parent In addltlon a shy snbllng did not mcrease‘

: the probablllty of other shy slblmgs Unfortunately Zlmbardo (1977) does not report the E
percentage of nonﬂ shy mothers and fathers who h@d shy chlldren although he does report |

. that 40% of the general populatlon is shy BecaUse shy slbllngs donot lncrease the
probablllty of shyness nor does- the co occurance of a shy mother and a shy father

-‘ L mcrease the probablllty of a sl'l) chlld above the probablllty assocnated wuth one shy

parent shyhess may be Iearned rather than lnherlted o

Preteenage flrst borns are more shy than preteenage later borns (Macfarland

Allen & Honzik, 1962 Zlmbardo 1977) Forer (1976) found that teachers rated flrst

borns as less effectlve in the use of socnal SkI”S both in the classroom and in play

sltuatlons Forer (1976l suggests that Iater borns are rrfore socially adept because they

cannot rely on the power thatls available to flrst borns Alternatlvely Zlmbardo (1977)

suggests that first bornsemay be more likely to be shy because parents have higher

= ', . ! ' M s s : i3

o : . . . = C O



aspnratlons for ffirst borns, . and first borns may be 2 aware of dlscrepanmes/between their .
~performance apd expectatnons for them anbardo (1977) also sugges}g that parents
assngn non-—oxerlapping roles to theur chlldren and the role of shy Chllé/ may tend to be one )
of the f|rst oles ass;gned v v
: summary alarge. pércentage of the populat:on expeneﬁces the problem of
shy_n S. Shyness is not a Iarger problem»for women than itis /or men, with the exceptoon_:
of .he adolescent peruod Havung a shy parent mcreases thezc:babmty that the child w:ll
be | ,\owever a genet|c basns of shyness is unhkely tfcause ¢hildren wnth two shy
parents are o more Inkely to be shy than-are children \?llth one shy parent and because ’
chlldren Wit shy siblings are no more likely to be s‘hy than chlldren W|th non- shy S|bllngs
Preteenage irst borns are mére Ilkely to be s\hy thén preteenage Iater borns. Thns
dufference c0uld be due to dn‘ferences in power avaulable to these’ children, expectanc:es
for these chnldren or roles ass|gned to these chndren
' B. Cllmcal |mphcat|ons of Shyness A » ‘

Zumbardo (1977) found that’ shyness unterferes wuth askmg for help with-a personal
problem In addmon he states that shyness makes it dlfflcult to. meet people reduces the
' potent|al of engagmg in good exper:ences prevents speakmg up for nghts or expressmg
: opinions and values encourages excessive self conscnousness makes.it dn‘flcult to think '
c’Iearly and communlcate eff/ectlvely and hmlts the potentlal for posmve evaluatlon
- anbardo also found that/shy students have fewer sexual experlences and en joy them Iess'
“than do non- shy students ln short one may reasonably lnfer that shy people are both
~socially and profess;onally lmpaured '

Accordung/to Z:mbardo (1 977) shyness especnally extreme shyness is also -
conducnve to a general fear response and Iack of trust in others as well as a specrf:c fear '
of rejectaon The relatxonshlp between shyness and generahzed fear.is supported by °
Cheek andBuss(1981) R A |

Several mvestngators bel:eve that there is an assoc1atzon between shyness and |
‘d"epressuon For example Zimbardo (1977) states that depression, anxiety, and lonehness

typlcally accompany shyness Others le.g. Martlnson & Zerface, 1970; WBISS 1973)

argue: that shyness is an 1mportant component of depressvon These arguments are based ‘

N
]
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¢
v on the fact that depressed people like. shy people flnd it dlffncult to meet'and interact
W|th others In addmon both depressuon and shyness are' charactenzed by a negative blas. )
in mterpretatmg nncommg data (see Girodo et al., 1981 and Zlmbardo 1977 for shyness -
and see Kuiper, 1978 Rlzley 1978 Seligman, Abramson, Semmel, & von Baeyer 1979
~and Zuroff 1981 for depress:on) Also relatnve to so called non——shy lndlwduals who may '. )
in f?act have a posmve bias both shy mdnwduals and depressed mduvnduals have a negatlve
bias in evaluating themselves eg. CIark & Arkowntz, 1975 and Glasgow & ArkOW|tz 1975 -
for shyness; Beck, 1976 for depressmn) and a memory bias’ for negatlve past events (e g
o Banion & Arkowitz, in press and Smith & Sarason 1975 for shyness DeMonbreum &
g Cralghead 1977 for depressnon) Depressed mdwnduals and shy mdwvduals also share a

maladaptnve attrnbutlonal style SO that mternal and stable attributions tend to be made for

failure while success tends to be attrnbuted to external and unstable cau {Girodo gtal,

198 1) ThlS attrabutlonal style is exactly opposxte to the style used by n:%y nduvnduals

{ * and non-depressed persons (Glrodo et al, 1981) Shyness has also been assocaated wnth
alack of self esteem (eg Cheek & Buss 1981 anbardo 1877) as has depression (e. g

| Wulson & Krane 1980). ' ’ ‘ _
Desplte the above assoc:atlons between shyness and clinical dysfunctlons not all

shy people view shyness as a disadvantage. Twenty percent of Zimbardo's (1977) 5000
respondents stated that they Ilked bemg shy. Zimbardo notes that ' reserved" "returlng
°unassum|ng and 'modest” are alt favorably valanced descrlptors of shy people. He .
further states that shyness can mcrease one s personal pnvacy as well as make the i
"lndnv»dual appear discreet and seruously mtrospectwe Of course, there are two alternattve

' Vways of v:ewnng such posmve self- evaluatlons of shyness. It may be that people are
somewhat defensive in thelr self- reports so that liabilities tend to be. presented in the best
possible Iight On the other hand, for some mdwnduals shyhess may truly be percelved asa: | ,

deswable hfe style If this second alternatlve is correct then it may be the case that there

v are.two dlstlnct types of shyness.

. 5'
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'C Evndhnce that Shyness Contains a Cogmtlve Component _

Shy mduv'duals can be dlscrlmlnated from non- shy mduvaduals on the basis of two

attributional blases The- first bias is the previously dlSCUSSSd maladaptnve manner of
'deallng w:th success and failure. Zimbardo.(1977) reports ' second attrlbutlonal bias in

_ the tendency of shy people to mterpret shy behavnor as evidence for the trait of shyness )

lie, a dlsposmonal attrubutlon) yet when non- shy mdnvnduals engage in shy behavjor, they :

. tend to mterpret the behavior as a reasonable re /p?nse, to the env:ronment fi.e., sutuatnonal

'

anbett (1971 argue that mdlvnduals engaged in an nnleractlon wrth the environment (l e act

tend to assign more esponsubnllty for the lnteractlon 1o the-eRvironment than to

. themselves while obs vers of the individual tend to assign mor_e-r}sponsublhty to the

nndnvudual than to the envuronment Storms (1973) has demonstrated that actOfs make

battrlbutrons typucal of observers when actors are requured to focus on thelr .own behavior.

‘ Because shy people a(e excess»vely sglf- focused their view of their own mteractlons

may be snmllar to an observer s view. That is, both observers and shy actors may mamly
focus on the characterlstlcs of the actor in ascrlblng causallty '

Soc1al mteractlons also result in shy mdwrduals spontaneously emlttmg many more .

negative self- statements than are emltted by non shy mdnvuduals (Camoppo etal, 1979

"negative feedback more harshly than do non- shy mdovnduals (O Bamon &, ArkoW|tz in

press Smlth & Sarason ©1975).

Despste the shy person's acute awareness of symptoms these symptoms may not

: be apparent to the observer Approxmately half of Zlmbardo s l1977) self- defmed shy

attrlbutlon) Thls attrnbutlonal dn‘ference may result from a dlfference in focus. Jones and -

OI’S

and Glass et aI 1982). Shy individuals remember more negative mformatnon and interpret

N

mduwduals beheved that their acqualntances and frlends would not consider them to- be shy/
t

There is also conssderable disagreement among observers regardmg who is and who is no

- shy Even mdwuduals (eg Melvin Belli, Carol Burnett, Robert Young) who most Judges ) /'/

£

/

. would rate as defmltely not shy may rate themselves as shy (Zimbardo, 1977) Bandura

(1969) reports that shy individuals have excessively. high standards for performance /and

“‘Bven when there are no detectable behavioral dif ferences between shy lndlwduals and

/
non- shy mdeduals shy mdmduals wew themselves as less socially competent (Clark &

Arkowntz 1975 Glasgow&Arkow:tz 1975)



g Glass, Gottman,’ and iShmurak (»1 976) foundt_hat subjacts who received skill training -

only for heteroso‘cial 'anx'lety unlike 'subjects who received cognitive therapy lie.,

self statement modlflcatlon) fanled to demonstrate |mproved performance on novel tasks

" In addition, Phllllps and Metzger (1973 found that approxlmately one t\hlrd of their "

7' subjects becarne even more anxious after successful skill tramnng ' '

Although Zlmbardo s l1977) subjects associated shyness W|th lncreased heart ar;d )

’ pulse rate, notlceable persplratlon butterflles and blushlng actual physnologlcal -
measurement has not supported the hypothems that shy mduwduals experuent:e more
‘physnologlcal arousal durlng socnal.sltuatlons than do non*shy tndnwduals {e.g. Brodt & »
Zimbardo, 1981 for physrologlcal measurements and Mandel & Shrauger 1980 for

' self repdrt and observer ratlngsl Itis possnble that both shy mduvnduals and non shy
mdrvnduals have S|m|lar level,s of physnologlcal arousal but one or both groups

M|sremember the amount of arousal expernenced durlng socnal settlngs .
D. 'Cobgr;it-ive‘__Approaches to Shyness \\ T
- There are several"cognitive approaches to.\hyness in terms of both the underlying

Cause and the correctlon of the problem: However ther\e has been very little related
RS

) ,empmcal work and the varlous conceptual approaches are notwell developed. ‘

' addmon some of the approaches overlap both at the level of analys| nd in terms of

experlmental operatlons although these models are presented as mdepende talternatives.

‘ Moreover although some models deal with both etlologlcal and treatment lssues oth"
. focus only on treatment Also some approaches appear to dlffer only because they

- focus on dlfferent aspects of shyness co o Ty

P . - [ S °
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'_‘Conflrmatlon Blas Approach 4 ‘

‘ in general once a belief exrsts cognmve searches are blased in favoraof
hypothesis conflrmatlon Incoming data that support the bellef are accepted whnle data
~that do not ‘support the belief are re jected (e.g. Nisbett & Ross, 1980). Zlmbardo l1977)'
| suggests that the hypothesus lor self- attrlbutlon) that one is shy may be sub Ject to the

same testmg biases as have been demon\ted for other hypotheses That is, the

mdlvndual conducts a biased search of memory, which resuits in conflrmatlon of the



hypothesns, and re jects (or fails to saarch for) dlsconfrrmmg da@ Although thls approach
may adequately explam both the perseveratlon of shyness and possnble augmentatuon '
 effects; the approach is madequate for explalmng how the hypothesns devetoped in the

furst place and ‘why some people become shy while others do not C

-gxpeCtations Approach - . e . / S :
. «Zlmbardo has also suggested an expectat:ons anproach to shyness This approach

. ., can be viewed as an extensuon of the conflrmatlon b:as approach. The expectatnon
| approach asserts that shyness ocecurs because the mduvudual expects to perform poorly
and, therefore becomes anxnous about performmg The negatfve expectatlons may bethe -
natural result of negatlve self- attrlbutnons o ' ,

A . The ' expectatlons approach is based on Bowers A1 973) posmon that expectatlons '
prov:de a means of orlentmg and defmmg experlence The shy person expects: negatnve
social experlences orients toward negative feedback and deflnes hns/her exp:nences in

terms of the negatlve expectancy and feedback

[

. Several sources of research support the clalm that shy mdnvaduaw

social experlences Camoppo Glass/and Merluzzi (1979) found that when hugh
heterosoclally anxlous mef antnmp ted a drschssvon with an unfamrllar woman they
spontaneously generated a gregter number of negatlve self—statements and negative
self- evaluatlons than did Iow heterosocnally anxious men. Glasgow and Arkowrtz (1975)
’\ also found that shy males predommately produce negatlve self— statements n. addmon
’ even when Judges cannot detect’ dtfferences between heterosomally anxaous and i
. non- anmous students the anxious students expect more negatlve evaluatlons than do the
non—anxious students (Clark & Arkowrtz 1975 ‘Smith & Sarason 1975) '
There is also some support for the clanm that shy mdrvnduals are partucularly
v' sensnt:ve to negatlve feedback and defme thelr expenences in terms of negatvve )
expectancnes and feedback Smith & Sarason (1975) and O'Banion & ArkOW|tz (m press)
demonstrated that heterosocrally anxious students recalled more negatlve lnformatuon and
interpreted negatrve feedback less- favorably than did heterosocnally non- anxuous students
: In addition, Clar.k“& Ark~ow1tz (1975) and Smith &ASarason (1975) found that heterosocuallyj

"anxious'students tend to underestimate their social performa'nce.



‘ However the mdnvndual is preSented with two phenomenologncally’v i
| hls/her arousal That is, from the subject s perspectlve hls/her arousal may be t

~of the decoyvstlmulus or the result of stimuli associated with the dysfunction. Because

i

Maladaptlve Attrlbutlonnl Style Approaoh
' Another cognmve approach poslts that shy mduwduals ike depressuves are

characterized by a maladaptive attrlbutuonal style so that they at |bute socual success to

" task dlffocuity (ie.. easy task) and faﬂure to lack of abllity (Gtrodo tal, 1981). ‘The style
:en'tployed by non-—shy mdlvnduals is to attnbute social success to ability and fallure to lack

- of effort The shy attrnbut;onal style may thus be responsible for both the emission of

negatrve self statements and the formatnon of a negatnve self-‘attnb tion. Conversely,

negatnve Iabelmg and expe@ancaes may produce the negatlvely hiase attrlbutronal style

.

‘ Misattribution *

. The misattribUti'on p?radigm is an extension of Schachter's wo’rk on the plasticity -

of emotnon (e-g., Schachter & Slnger 1962).. Accordmg to Schachter all emotlons sharea

et

A common physuologlcal state of arousal .In addition, when an individual experiences an.

emotnon (e g. fear) /he first-experi'ences arousal and then uses the environment to

determlne the emotnonal label for the arousal The musattrlbut|on paradigrh is relevant for

any cllnubal problem that contalns an arousal/emotlon medlated component This paradtgm

; ’attempts to’'use the vndrvadual s dependency on the envuronﬁnent for mterpretmg arousal

and thereby experuenclng emotuon ~This is done by mtroducmg a decoy stnmulus into the
enwronment (e.g. whlte noise). that suppose auses symptoms assocuated W|th arousal

In actuallty the decoy snmulus is controlled in such a‘wa t it does not produce arousal

explanatnons for

" some of the arousal presumably will be attributed to the fictitious source, the individual

will be decelved into experlencmg less arousal from the stlmulus assoc:ated with
dysfunctlon R ‘ S i

~ Brodt and Zlmbardo (1981) told shy and non-— shy women that they were -
partncnpatmg inan experlment on noise bombardment Half ‘of the. sh\J mdivnduals and all of

the non—shy mduvuduals were told that the noise would cause standard. symptoms of

: arousaf —— heart poundlng and mcreased puise (mnsattrnbutaon cond.mons). The remam‘mg

.subjects were told that the noise would cause dry mouths.and trembling {shy comparison C

»



group). The shy and non-shy mlsattrlbutlorwroups did not dlffer from each other and B
they both performed better than did the shy com arison group. In- addmon a mampulatlon
check indjcated that,approxlmately 40% of the musattrlbutlon subjects believed that they )
experienced increased pulse and heart rate More lmportantly 86% of the shy comparison
group reported experuencmg dry mouths and tremors People with d&y mouths may
( : prefer to avoid talking; yet all of the main dependent measures involved verbally lnteractlng
~witha confederate. This suggests that the shy comparlson group was blased toward
poorer performance Because the shy mlsattrlbutlon group performed as well as the
."non ~shy mlsattrlbutlon group it |s possible that the misattribution manlpulatnon wasa -
‘successful treatment for shyness However success.ful treatment can not be |
demonstrated w:thout an unhiased sf’ly comparuson group An adequate demonstratnon of
successful treatment also requnres an unbiased non- shy comparlson group, slhce itis g
poss:ble that the mnsattrlbutlon manipulation alters the attrlbutlons of both non- shy and shy
mduvuduals In the absence of tl'?ese groups null res)s can not be taken as evidence of
effective treatment. . ‘
There alsois evrdence that the mlsattrubutlon approach is an ineffective treatment
" for 'speech anx:ety le g Smgerman Borkovec & Baron, 1975) as well as severe insomnia
- le.g., Bootzu&Herman & NIC&SSIO 1976; Kellogg & Baron, 1975) and severe phobla le.g
’ Conger Conger, & Brehm Sushnnshy & Bootzin, 1970). In addition, it has been argued by '
Brehm (’976l.that musattr\iutnon is generally an madequate treatment for clinical
populatlons because these populatlons are hlghly aware: of the varlous aspects of their ¥
~probiem mcludnng the. amount of ar0usal that accompames the problem This awareness
undermines successful deception, regardung the ;ource of arousal.
' dn addltuon manlpulatnons such ds fear of shock or noise are necessarlly one- trlal\,
attempts tacure a problem of clnnlcal proportlons When the client leaves the laboratory,
\ the fear of shock and noise remam behind. If the client is not cured, s/he mevutably will
dnscover the deceptlon Placebo pills allow for a longer period of deception, but

mduvuduals wnthv hlgﬁp elved arousal probably can not be mduced to take ’ arousal

©inducing” pills over long periods of time:
Using the misattribution. paradigm to treat clinical po mvolves ethlcal as

well -as pra?:tlcal problems The theraplst must actlvely lie to the client. In addition,
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always the 'possibility of discovery with the inevitable clientudistressthat would follow
discovery. ’

The reathribution paradigm is closely related to the misattribution parét:iigm in that ~
| both'paradig‘ms are concerned with providing an aiternative exbplanation for the arousal
component of the individual's dysfunction and encouragmg the individual to replace the
dysfunction related explanation with this new alternative explanation. However they
differ |n that yse of the misattribution paradigm requires that a stimulus be manufactured
and misrepr_esen:eed as arousal inducing while use of the reattrlbution paradigrn involves
examining the individual's current environment for an explanation of the individual's arousal
or behavior that is both plausabie and unrelated to ary dysfunction. The reatti"ibution
paradigm assumes that the environment usually contains more than one plausible |

explanation for behavior andvor arousal, and that some of these explanations are more

adaptive than others. Application of the reattribution paradigm cdnsists of highlighting the

most adaptive of these expla'nations .The reattribution approach to clinical dysfunctions
avoids the practical and ethical problems ot the misattribution paradigm in that the
therapist is not required to invent a convincing bogus explanation of arousal. In addition,
because the explanation is plausable it may actually be the cause of the client's arousal
and/or behavior. Therafore, the therapist is not pleced in a position of directly lying to the
cffnt; and the’re is‘n_e deception for the client to uncover. As previously discussed, there
is evidence that shy individuals embley different attributional styles than do non—shy -

individuals -(Girodo et al., 198 1); and there is evidence that shy mduvudu'als and non-shy
| individuals both experience shyness but shy indiwduals attribute shy behavior to a
personahty trait while non-shy individuals attribute»shy behavior to the envuronment
(Zimbardo, 1977). Both lines of evidence suggestv that non—shy individuals make different
attributions regarding their environment than do shy individuals. Because the same
environment tnay support both sets of atti'ibqtidnsf, reattribution may provide a m'ethodiof
removing attributional differences between shy and non-shy individuals, and'thereby
removmg shyness Nevertheiess this paradigm has yet to be applied to the treatment of
shyness ‘ _

In summary, the misattribution paradigm has been appiied to the treatment of

shyness; but due to a confound in the one relevant experiment, the results are ambiguous.

o
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l.n addition, should the misattribution approach‘prove effective, there are still oractical and’
ethical problems involved in its use. These practical and ethical drawbacks are avoided by
the reattributioo paradigm.
Social Comparison

Hung, Rosenthal and Kelley {1980) argue that people assess their performance
through social comparijson. By lowering the client's benchmark for typucally unassertuve
behavior, they argue that it is possible to give the client a more favorable impression of
his/her competence and that -this perceived competence will hopefully be expressed
through improved performence. Kazdin (1973, 1974) demonstrated that subjects who
observe coping models (i.e.; models who perform the desired b.ehavio} with great
oifficulty) demonstrate more improvement than do subjects who obser:?e rﬁae\tery models
(i.e., models who perform effortlessly and perfectly). Hung et al. argue that subjects benefit
more from coping models beca;use coping models create a more favorable basis for

—

comparnson than do mastery models.

Based on this ratnonale Hung et al. provided shy students with a description of

"gither a mildly shy model, a moderately shy model, severely shy model, or no model. All '

imodels were described to the subjects as an average unassertive person. The students

who were exposed to the severely shy model subsequenﬂy demonstrated the least
shyness. The students who were exposed to the moderately shy model were next, whiI‘e
the students who were ekposed to the mildly shy model were even more shy than fhe'
no-model 'c,onfrol. .

Hung et al. (1980) argue that the severely and moderately shy models lowered the

benchmark for shyness.. Thereford, when the subject compared himself with the

‘benchmark, an illusion of competehce was created; and this perceived competence was

expressed in improved performance. Hung et al. also argue that the miidly shy' model raised

the benchmark for shyness so that the social c/omparison was unfavorable for the subject |

and perceived incompetence was expressed in a performance decrement. The mildly shy

mode! appears to have-raised the benchmerk, and therefore, decreased assertiveness.
Because Hung et al. (1880} did not measure perceived competence or social

comparlsons it is impossible to determune whether these processes mediated the

1
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improved performance. AN subjects knew that they had been selected for the experiment

-

because of self-admitted shyness. Subjects who had previously described themselves as

shy and who thén heard either\ the severe or the moderate modasl! described as an ave?age

unassertive person may have baen motivated to perform non—shyly in front of the
experimenter in order to avoid aky assumed sumularuty between themselves and the model
This posstbmty is strengthened by \the extremely negative protrayal of both the severely |
shy and moderately shy models. F example the severely shy mode! urnnated in his pants
when a stranger tried to steal his date; and the n‘?Bderately shy model was so upset by a
stranger trying to steal his date that he! was unable to escort the date to her home.
Assumnng that social g parison is responsnble for improved performance, then to
‘the extent that the therapist hegegerdin‘ the'be’havior of the average shy person, the
| 'social comparison approach is subject to \ome.-of trte same criticisms as the misattribution
approach. Thatis, there is an ethical problem regardihg Iyingh and there ?s a prac’tical
problem regarding the client discovering the deception through pondering the mformatlon
or through further socnal comparisons in the real world. However there is some evndence
that shyness involves using an inappropriately high ‘standand as the basis for comparison so’
that in the comparisdn process shy individuals are disadvantaged relative to non- shy\

mduvnduals (Bandure, 1969). To the extent that this is-the case, the substltu\lon of a

realistic standard for the mappropnate one m|ght be advantageous. , \&

Cognitive Availability

Availability refers to the relative ease a oerson has in recalling some relevint event.
“Event” is broadly defined. An event can be the perception of an cbject or person, an
encounter with another person, a conclusion or inter‘pretation from an. observation, or a
feeling one had in the pést. Prior events affect interprbetations of current events as well as
decisions, plans, and actions'. However, which particular privor events will domirtate in
these processes should be determined by the availability of these pri‘or events.ﬂ Because
availability is malleable, so too oecisions, plans, actions, and interpretations placed on n‘e'w
data should be malleable. Higgins, Rholes, and Jones (1877) demonhstrated that itis

possible to alter the interpretation of new data by altering tffe cognitive availability of

specific adjectives. They exposed subjects to either the wo\'ds "adVenturous",

-
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"self-confident’, "independent’, and "persistent” or to the words "reckless”, "conceited",
"sloof”, and "stubborn’. Then, in a suppeudly new experiment, the subjects were told

about aman who 'had many risky hobbies, a high opinion of himself, limited relatienihipc

‘ and who was unhkely to change his mind. The man received a more positive rating from

subjects who had previously hnrd the first set of adjectives than from subjects who had’
heard the latter set. Hornstein, LnKmd Frankel, and Manne (1978) demomtratdd that overt
behavior can also be affected by aiternng the coqnitwe avnilabmty of possoble responses
They found that subjects who were exposed to a bogus newsbroadcast regnrding a
kidney .donation pursued amore cooperatlve strategy in a prisoner’s dilemma game than
did subjects who were expesed to a'newsbroadoast regarding an urban atrocity

It seems likely th nearly all people hav°e‘ both positive and negative experiences.
At times people perforr:ﬁhll or.éxperienc’e positive interactions while there are other
times when performance is poor or mteractaons are negative . Increasmg the relative
avanlabllaty of positive cognmons should reduce the relative avanlabulnty of negatlve

cognitions thereby affecting mood, estimates of competence, and self-esteem. In other

words, the same person maght feel optimistic or pessumnstlc dependmg on the current

- cognitive avanlabnllty of positive and negative events.

More importantly, it seems likely that many experlences are charactenzed by some

) degree of ambiguity; and because of the ambtguuty there is usually more than one possible

&

- explanation of events. Further all he explanatnons are probably not equally valanced.

Increasing the avaslablhty of positive cognitione may increase the probability that positive.
mterpretatnons will be placed on ambrguous data, Similarly increased availability of “
negatlve cognitions may increase the probability of negatnve,ly interpreting amblguous data.
The clinical literature cor{tains two categories of res'earch that can be reinferbreted in

terms of cogmtwe avanlabmty and this remterpretatnon can be viewed as consistent w:th

. the hotion of altering mood and self-esteem by altermg the relatnve availability of pd&ltlve

andnegative information.

The.first category for reinterpretation involves the research of Jones, Rhodewalt,

.Berglass, and Skelton (1981). In three separate experiments these ressarchers either, -

directly or indirectly induced seélf~enhancing or_' self—g‘i‘g)araging ‘behavior. It seems

reasonable to view engaging in self—enhancing behavior as a manipulation that increases
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the avalisbiity of positive eegnmem. Similarly, AQaging in selt-disparaging behavior can
be viewed a8 & mentputation that increasss the evay of negstive cognitions. For each
experiment, eelf enhanting subjects experienced an increase in seif —esteem whue

self -disparaging subgecte experienced a decrease. .
The second category invoives. tome of the self-persussion literature, Gergen and
Gibbs (1865} had nubjects prepne Iotters stating their cpellfmmone for a job. This ‘
manipulehon also resulted in incressed delf -esteem; and in s similar study, Mirels and
McPeek (1977) demonstrated that creating self-isudatory essays resuited in more
“favorable self-ratings than did 'creetinq nsays on a socisl issue. Am'tough these tasks are
directed towerd self —persuasion, it is posmble that compiling pqsntwe accounts of one's

i

ability increases the availability of positive cognitions about the gelf. R
It is also possuble to reinterpret the Velten techmque (Velten, 1967) in terms of an
availability manupulatnon The Velten technaQue consists of reading either 60 positive, 60
negative, or 60 neutral sel; referent statements ‘in addition, subjects are required to
‘pretend Xhat the statements are true. A self-persuasion effect is supposedty achieved
'thkougf} the uncritical reading of the statemaents. In other words, the participant
_supposedly yieids to the content of the statements and adopts them as genuinely and

specnfncally characteristic of his/her attitudes and beliefs: However, it is also possible that

the uncrmcal readmg of thJe items, whuch is an important component of the technuque ‘
- alters the relatlve avaalabllsty of exastmg posmve negative, and neutral matenal in the
reader's cognmve repertolre This possnbmty is strengthened by the probabmty that, for
most people, a memory search will result in 'support for many of the |tems This techmque
is a well established method of altering mood (e.g. Aderman 1972; Alioy, Abremson .
Viscusi, 1981; Hale & Strickland, 1976; Natale, 1977; Raps, Remhqéd & Seligman, 1980; -

Strnckland Hale & Anderson, 1975). The technique.has also been used successfully to -

o alter self—esteem. For example Wilson and Krane (1980) found that students who read
the Positive self— statements were sngnlfucantly more elated and possessad higher
self-esteem ﬁman sub jects who read the neutral statements. In addition, subjects who

read the negatuve self- statements were sngmfncantly more depressed and had sngmfucantly

less self—esteem than 'subjects who read the neutral self- statqments
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Also within the self-persuasion framework, Mande! and Shvauger (1980)
developed an extension of the Velten tocn\iqm (Veiten, 1867) and applied it to an
lnvutigat&on of shyness. Thoy had shy snd hon-shy male students 'ﬂ positive
ntf—rof.ront statements and then draw on raomory to creste their own positive .
seif -referent statements. Other shy and non-shy male students read mgatm

- ssif -referent statements and then created their mmmmm
The negative seif-referent groups reported fioiing mors unessiness, snxiety, dopromon.
anger, and fatigue than did the positive s_elf-r;foront groups. The negative group aiso
rebortod feeling less happy, c;nlm, cheerful, and self-confident than did the positive
groups. In ad-dition. the negative seif-referent maies had longer lat;ncios to initiste
conversation with an attractive wo\man. spent less time conversing with the woman,
engaged in less eye contact, smiling‘,“md facial expressivensss, and spent less fimo gazing
at the woman than did the positive self -referent males. Sir;ailaily. shy subjects were less

_ happy#cheerful, calm, and self-confident than were non—shy individuals. Shy individuals

also took longer to initiate conversation with the woman. spent less time conversing, and

engaged g less eye contact, smiling. and facial expressiveness than did non-shy

individuals. - Feeling uneasy was the only dependent measure used by Mandel snd Shrauger

(1880) that provided evidence of an interaction between shyness and the valence of |
self-statements. Mandalvand Shrauger's self ~gersuasion procodure provides more
suppoft for an ava;lability—based reinterpretation of the data than do the stan&afd Velten
technique studies because a reinterpretation o Qtudies'that used the unmodified technique
requires one to'infer that subjects retrieved info?maticn from the past that was
supportive of the self-statements. Mandel and Shrauger’s procedure explicitly requires
retrieval of a particular type of mformatnon from memory, and recent retrieval is a known
method of increasing avatlabmty {e.g.. Higgins et al., 1977). ‘

Mande! and Shraguer's procadu_re is, in fact, very close to a procedure that would
be used if one actually intended to manipulate availability. It 'seéfns likely that the most °
~ sucg
. directly vant to the problem. The emphasis of the Veiten technique (Velten. 1 967 is
mood. It seems reasdnable that the items that most directly impinge én shyness,are

interpersonal items. Therefore, the relationship between availablity. and shyness could

(2

ful availability manipulation would be one that altered the availability of information -

\
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- “best.be explored by manlpulatlng the avaulablllty of posutlve and negatlve mterpersonal

c.oa,

o events

H0wever the main problem fora remterpretatnon of Mandel and Shrauger s results .
is that the study contalned nelther ano’ treatment shy group nor ano treatment non- shy
group Wlthout these groups there ,ls no basellne agamst whnch the treatment can be )
evaluated S0 that itis’ mpossnble to determlne whether self- crltlcal statements mduced
: shyness or whether self—enhancung statements allevnated shyness. or whether a

comblnatcon of these effects OCCurred Mandel and Shrauger's results only allow one to O ,
determine that there is both a. dlfference between ‘shy individuals and non~shy lndlwduals

| -.oand another dlfference between the effect of posmve and negatlve mood oriented -

¢ self- statements The ﬁact that for both shy mdmduals and non shy lndlwduals negatlve

‘ av"self statements resulted |n poorer performan’ce than posmve self statements does not

necessanly mean that shy mdmduals and non-— shy mdlvnduals are snmllarly affected by

| posmve and negatnve mformatnon “This same spread i in scores could be obtalned if shy

v mduv:duals are partlcularly sensmve to one type of self statement and non+ shy lndrvrduals

A' vvare partlcularly sensmve to the other Thls cr:tucnsm is strengthened by thqmdmg that shy
'mduvuduals employ a dlfferent attrlbutlonal style for socual success and fallure than is used

' by non= shy mdnvuduals {Girodo et al 1981) Therefore although it provudes support for '
the role of memorlal avanlablllty in altermg COgnIthhS and behavuor lVIandeI and Shrauger s

--'study prowdes no direct evidence that shy mduwduals are made Iess shy by posntlve

,/.

It may be that shy mdrvaduals respond onIy to negatlve self- statements _

; and are‘ unaffected by posntlve self statements Snmularly there is no dnrect ewdence that
; “fion— shy mdnvsduals are made more shy by negatlve self- statements Non-shy. mdlwduals
may respond exclusnvely to positive self- -statements and be unaffe’cted by negatlve : {
_self statements As well the.mood- orlented content of the Velten items (Velten 1967)
l seems unappropnate for altermg the avanlablhty of shyness relevant memornal content
in summary assummg the valldlty of the above reunterpretatlons it appears that |
there are methods"of manlpulat;ng the relative availability of various types of cognitions
',and t‘hat;the,se manipulations also are capable of altering the interpretation placed on new
* data as well as mood, self-esteem, and estimates of competence. Because mal_adaptive,

negative cognitions and low self—esteem are both aspects of shyness, availability
T ) R ’ : )
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manipulations appear to be an appropriate starting point fot establishing an effective .
treatment for shyness. Shy people may receive.a further benefit from increasing the
availability of,positive cognitions in that as self—esteem increases fear of rejection may .
decrease /To the extent that fear of reiection inhibits soCial approach decreases in this

‘fear should be benefiCial Although it has been demonstrated that positive

self- statements have a different effect on both shy indiViduals and non- shy indiViduals

than negative self- statements it has not. ‘been demonstrated that | increasmg the availability
of negative cognitions oan induce shyness or that increasmg the availability of. posmve
self-statements can alleViate shyness. It i is also unknown whether shy lndiViduals and.

‘non- shy individuals are Similarly affected by alterations in the availability of various types ,

-

" of cognitions The present experiment is deSigned to answer these questions

ln addition to testing a potential treatment for shyness this experiment willk test
. ™ - . 7 %S
two pOSSlb|e models, of shyness The first‘ model Wl|| be called the int etation,bias
l . x - .
model According to this mddel indiViduals have & particular self image and bias their o

interpretations of information from thelr emnrdnment so that the information confirms

their self image in the case of shy individuals the self—image is negative while nor}—shy

-‘

indiViduaIs have a positive self image T ‘ second model will be called the availability bias

_model. According to this model negative inf rmation about the self is more available for = -
shy indiViduals while posttive mformation is more available for non-= shy indiViduals

Therefore the interpretational differences between shy and non- shy indiViduaIs are
phenomenologicaliy accurate. . However the information on which the interpretations are
based is biased because of differences between shy and. nQn- shv individuals in the relative

: availability of posmve and negative information /

. The interpretation bias model views shyness as resulting from a negative

/ .interpretation bias and views a posmve interpretation bias as the normal state. As
suggested preViously it is assumed that most information regarding the self is open t‘o
more than one interpretation and that all posSible interpretations are not equally valanced
Because of the negatn)e interpretation bias, shy people select relatively negatively
valenced interpretations. In-addition, when the information is unambiguously pOSitive in

' valenc_e so that no negative interpretation 'is»possible, shy indiv_iduals_may reject the

" information because it‘is inconsistent with the majority of their data. That is, the person
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does not deny that the event has occurred but does deny that the event is attributable to
:ham/,herself thereby phenomenologlcally dlsaSSOC|at|ng h|m/herself from the experuence
The experience is treated as an mstance of. Iuck or task ease rather than as an instance of
personal success (Hender 1958; Wemer Russell, & Lerman 1978) Information that;has
'> an unamblguous negatlve vaIenCe would, of course be accepted by shy mduwduals as
consistent with extant data. Non-— shy mdxwduals because of the posmve mterpretatnon '

blas should ¢hoose relatlvely posmve mterpretatlons for amblguous data, and readlly

accept posmve mformatnon about the self while re;ectlng negatlve mformatlon )

The negatlve ‘interpretation model is supported by the flndmg that shy individuals -
explam fanlure thh unternal and stable attr[butnons and ‘explain success with external and

\

unstable aftrlbutlons (Girodo et al 1981). In addition, a posmve mterpretatnon model for -

‘non-shy |nd|wduals is’ supported by evndence that normal individuals view themselves more
: posmvely than reality would justify-le.g., Alloy & Abramson 1979; Kurper 1978 &
Lewmsohn & Mnschel 1980) and by the finding that non-— shy persons explaln fallure with
- external and unstable attnbutlons and explaln success wrth mternal and stable attrlbutlons |

| (G|rodo et aI 1981) ” ‘ ‘ »
4 The lnterpretatvon b;as model predlcts that, relatsve to non-— shy subjects shy
subjects wnll be unaffected by posmve self statements because the sub;ects W||| tend to:
‘reject these statements., However, shy subjects will be very responsn_ve;to negatl_ve
seff—s\tatements\' Non-shy subjects will show the reverse sensitivity so that:they will be

: relat:vely unresponsnve 1o negatlve/statements andvery responswe to posmve statements.

N ‘Nisbett and Ross 1 980) argue that once:an mdwsdual has developed a theory,, A '

which explams some event or set of events, further evaluatlon of the: theory is blased
toward theory conf:rmatlon lebett and Ross draw on several experlments to support
nthrs argument For example Lord Ross and Lepper11979) had students read two studles.

N The results of one study supported ‘the students own posntlon on capital pumshment The '
&ersults of the other study supported the opposlte posmon ‘Students accepted the |
in ormat:on that confnrmed their own. bellefs and rejected |nformat|on that contradlcted
these beliefs. Other studses provnded either success or farlure feedback and found that,
desplte debruefmg subjects contmued fo believe that the feedback was accurate (e g

Lepper Ross & Lau, 1979 Ross Lepper, &Hubbard 1975) | b ‘
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»

lebett and Ross {1 980) suggest that the. conflrmatuon bias occurs because of

' encodlng ahd retrleval biases. For example people are better at recognlzmg the relevance

o=f conﬂrmmg cases than dlsconflrmlng cases (Wason & Johnson -Laird, 1965). Nisbett = -

and Ross argue that the tendency to search for conflrmmg mformatlon usually will result in .

: dlscovery of events in, memory that conflrm the theory In addltlon to blasmg data -

} retrleval lebett and Ross argue that people blas data generatlon through behavmg ina

way that alters reallty in the dlrectlon of an hypothesis i e, self- fulfiling prophecy effectl
The lnterpretatlon bias can be restated in terms of Nisbett and Ross (1980) conf:rmaﬁ
blas That is, shy people have a negat:ve self- v:ew (l e, theor‘yl while'non- shy mdrvnduals :

hédve a posmve self-view, and both groups search for confirming mformatlon and neglect

v

*disconfirming lnformatlon In addmon, both may behave in a manner conducnve to

hypothesls conflrmatlon
Accordlng to the aVallablllty blas model ‘shy lnduwduals dlffer from non shy

mdnvnduals in terms of the mformatlon avallable in memory Itis assumed that negative

o

“events are relatlvely more avallable than posntlve events for shy md:vvduals but the reverse

is true for non- shy mdrvxduals This could be due to different past experlences but there -

need not be actual dlfferences in experlences that produce this state of affalrs Many

’thmgs determine avallabrllty such as sallence recency etc The negatlve b:as of shy

°

mduwduals may be due to one or-more convergnng mfluences The buas may reflect a true
dlfference between shy and non shy persons |n the number of posmve and .negative

somal exper:ences On the other hand the blas may reflect a tendency for shy mduvnduals ‘

to focus more attentnon on negatlve events than on posltlve events so that notonly are "

negatlve events more likely- than positive events to be notlced but, ln addmon more detalls :

.-of the negatlve events are encoded Shy mduvrduals may also spend 'relatlvely more tlme

-

rehearsnng negatlve events This would result in more self- generated retrleval ‘cues for

: negatlve events and therefore more opportunltles for recall of negatlve events. The

posmve blas of non- shy mdrvnduals operates in‘an analogous manner so that non- shy
individuals. have more retrleval opportumtles for posxtlve events

The negatlve blas o’r‘shy mdrvtduals and the posltlve bias of non- shy individuals in

' evaluatlng soclal success and fallure can be explalned in terms of the avallabullty bias. A

3
request for an explanatlon of social success/fallure mxtlates a memory search for the ,
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~ rel’evantsocial situations and an"analys‘is of these sityations. For shy individuals negative

social experlences would be more available nn memory SO that the search would produce

consnderably more lnstances of faifure than of success. Therefore the wetght of the

Bt e

‘ evudence would suggest that the. most approprlate attrlbutnon for- success would be Iucl€ ’

-or.task ease and the most approprnate attrubut:on for failure would be lack of abmty On

* the other hand when non- shy mdnvnduals search memory successes should be relatsvely

v

‘more avallable and o) relatvvely more successes than fallures sh0uld be retr;eved

Therefore the weight of the ewdence would suggest that the most approprlate attrlbutlon

I

- for- success would be ability while the most approprlate attrlbutlon for failure would be

: luck or task dufﬁcu!ty (Hender 1958)

in summary accordmg to the availability model mterpretatnon is not biased. lnstead '

mterpretatlon accurately reflects dlfferences in the relative avallablllty of positive and
'negatlve mformatnon Recency is known to be posntlvely correlated wrth memorial -

v avanlabullty and one way to operatlonahze recency is to have people recall relevant events

-

:Therefore requestmg subjects to recall posmve mstances of a varnety of socual situations
: 'Ishould result in a recency effect for posut:ve events thereby mcreasmg ‘the relatlve
f avallabsllty of posmve events Snmnarly recalllng negatuve events should create a recency ,‘

: effect for negatnve events thereby mcreasmg the relatlve avallablllty of. negattve events.

The avallabnhty model predxcts a main effect for treatment sO that subjects recetvmg the

: posmve treatment would behave Iess shyly than sub jects recelvnng no treatment who, in (
”turn would behave less shyly than sub Jects recelvmg the negatlve treatment The
avaulablllty model does not pred:ct a treatment by shyness mteractlon For the purposes

. of the present study the framework and Ianguage of the avallablhty concept have been .

B chosen because of its potentlai Utlllty both for descrlblng the phenomenon of shyness and ,

: explanatory power of the other approaches beglns once there

for 5uggestmg possuble treatments for shyness Gnven the current status of the models

that have been revuewed here, the avallabmty and soc1al comparuson models w0uld seem to

' provude the more plausable explanatlons for how shyness originates. The ma Jor

an mmal hypothesis B

explanatlon attnbutvon etc n addltlon the avallablllty approac scovers a broader range

of potentaal causes and treatments for shyness than does the social comparlson approach_ o

~In fact all of the approaches can be’ lncorporated under the avallablllty approach For .

S

l
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example c&%atmg a mbre favorable social comparnson expectatnon or attrabutaon canbe -

viewed as manlpulattons that alter the avallabuhty of a partlcular type of comparlson
"expectatlon or attribution.
‘ ] ) . / -
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/Il. Method ’.

A. Subjects and ‘Subject Selection for Shyness

One hundred thrrty flve male, mtroductory psychology students partucupated as

P

sub Jects in exchange for’ expenmental crednt The study was restrrcted} to male sub ;ects in

order to maxrmrze the study's relevance to the exlstlng Iuterature which has almost

e exclus:vely dealt w:th males and in order to av0|d the necessuty of deahng wuth poss:ble

i sex dlfferences m the absenpe of theoretrcal guudance The three shyness groups were .
' |dent|fned through pretestmg WhICh consusted of subjects usnng a7- pomt scale to rate |
‘their agreement with the.nine self ~statements developed by Cheek .and Buss (1981) and

© with an addmonal self- statement regardmg fear of re;ectrorv Sub;ects were also

pretested on half of the items from the Rosenberg Self- Esteem Scale, but these '

responses were not used in assugnmg SUbJects to shyness groups. These pretestnng

. Questions appear in Appendrx A Sub jects were unaware of the connectlon between the ' |

pretest and the main experlmem Nine hundred and twenty fuve male, mtroductory

psychology students were pretested for shyness The three resulting groups were

'composed of sub jects scornng at Ieast one standard devnatlon above the mean (| e. high

shyness group), subjects scorlng at Ieast one standard dewatuon below the mean lie., low -

" shyness group) and subjects scorlng at. the mean of the entire sample plus or minus two

. paints (I e, moderate shyness group) A moderately shy classrflcatlon for the populatnon

mean response is consustent with sub Jects’ self ratlngs in that: they rate statements such
as, lam socual!y somewhat awkward" in the range of moderately true on the response

scale

' B. D‘ésign o v o " o v » " b

A3 (Shyness) x3 (Treatmentsl factortal between sub Jects desrg’n was used. The .

decision to use three shyness groups reflects the belief that shyness i1sa contmuum The

- three treatment groups were posrtlve self statements negative self- statements and no

N
self statements A no self statement group was used rather than a neutra‘

self- statement group because there is no reason to belleve that neutral self statements - .
represent the natural state for erther non- shy InleldU8|S or shy mduv'duals ln addltlon to

- i
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the extent that neutral self- statements might alter the normal state (e.g.. via dlstractlon)
th‘ese statements would become still another treatment ln order to evaluate the
effe\ctlveness of the treatments it was necessary to compare. the treatment effects with a
no- tr%\atment control rather than with the effects of another treatment o -
AIl sub jects were tested in a same—sex soc:al mteractlon an opposnte sex soctal
|nteract|on and a task oriented mteractnon wnth an authorlty flgure In addmon the

subjects were glven a chance to choose between either performing addmonal work or.

l engaglng in non- shy behawor These four dlfferent measures of shyness allowed fora
. "‘;broad test of the treatments, and the mclusno'f three levels of shyness allowed a

g determmatlon of whether the effect of the treatments was linear across Ievels of shyness.

“

|
C. .Proc‘edure
The main experlment was advertlsed as a two credit study -~ one credit for part
one and.one credit for part two. Upon arrnval at the Iaboratory for a supposed group |

experlment sub jects were told that the experumenter was mterested in the correlatlon .

between memory for one's own past and other types of memory The experlmenter

noted that the other sub Ject was late. The experlmenter told sub Jects in the posatlve and
negatlve statements groups that the experiment would start without the missing subject

and that the missing sub ject could catch up fater. Sub Jects in the no.statements groups

‘were sent to the first waltnng room ostensrbly to walt for the other subject

Sub jects in the negatlve self- statements groups read 21 negatlve self- statements. -

These were Barnum- type statements Pretestnng had determined that most people had

these experlences and assocnated the experlences with feellngs of shyness For each

‘statement sub jects were asked to try to recall as many experiences of that type as

v or two word reminder for each

possnble .Positive self- statements groups recelved 21 posntlve self- statements The
positive self— statements were the affectlve reverse of the negative self statements The
self- statement treatment occurred in private cublcles and was admmlstered via a tape

recordmg Sub jects also were glven ] at contamed a written transcrlpt of the tape

recordmg The wrlten transcrlpt inciuded space in which the sub Ject was to record a one
fter each self—s_taternent there was a
1-1 /2 mmute pause durmg whlch ! 8 to recall and record relevant incidents

5

RN
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from his past. At the conclus:on of the treatment, the tape recordmg asked the sub;ects

- 30 reread the reminders and then to proceed to the waiting room. Sub jects were asked to

‘retam their completed forms It -was mtended that the completed form would serve asa
reminder of its contents. The negattve and posatlve forms are shown in Appendlces B and
C respectively.

When the subJect arrlved at the wamng room, he found enther a male or a female
confederate already seated in the room. The confederates were blind to subj gect
condition. Upon the subject $ arrnval the confederate looked up. After 15 seconds the
'confederate began one of two alternatuve conversatlons Conversatnon one consisted of
the following three, questnons "Are you wamng for RUS 107 ?tthls was not the subject s
. expenment) "How many experuments have you partncnpated in so far?" and ‘What do you '

thlnk about havnng to part»cnpate in three experuments?' Conversatuon two consasted of
the followmg questtons "Are you waiting for NECK 7?", {also not the subjects _ )

: experlment) Who teaches your section?”, 'What do you think of this course?”. For both ‘n
conversations there were 45 second pauses between statements The confederate
responded to any questions from the subject but dld not extend or mntnate any
fconversatnon other than the three questlons of the assgned conversatnon In addltuon to
the three questions, the confederate provuded an opportumty for eye contact once every

d fwe seconds. That is, the confederate glanced bruefly at the subJect Eye ontact was

only possnble durlng these opportunities. . ' o

After two mmutes the confederate satd that lt was ttme for him/her to return to
the expenment in whnch s/he was partvmpatmg After the confederate Ieft the
expersmenter arrived and told the sub Ject that someone needed to use the waltlng roomto -
run an experlment and dlrected the sub;ect to another wamng room. The remalnmg

' confederate was already seated in thls new wamng room. Upon the sub ject's arrival, the

' ﬁconfederate looked up and, after 15 seconds, began the remaining conversation. Every

. five seconds the subJect was also, glven an opportumty for eye contact. After two
mﬁutes the confederate told the sub Ject that it was tume for hlm/her to return to the
| experlm_ent in which s/he is participating. The order of the confederates as well as the

order of the two conversations were counterbalanced across subjects.
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The two confederate’ contac},ts allowed for an assessment of impairment in a
same-—sex social interaction and in An oppos|te sex socual mteractnon The primary
dependent measures for the social interactions were the amount of time spent convers:ng‘
the number of eye contacts, the amount of time' ‘spent smllmg at the confederate and the
amount of time spent Iookang at the confederate. Both socnal mteractlons were
" surreptitiously videotaped, and the measures were obtained by scoring the videotapes.

After the second confederate left the wantlng room the experlmenter arrlved and
told the subject that contmued partlczpatnon in the experlment required a partner and that
his partner had not shown up. Instead the subject was offered a' chance to participate in a
_behmd the- scenes aspect of experlmentatlon and was told that thns would allow him to

~earn the expernmental credit normally given for part two. The sub;ect was then given a

B chorce between flhng computer cards for an'hour or reading in front of a video camera
| for 15 mmutes Sub;ects were told that the vndeotape would be shown to subjects in
another experiment. Th:s choice allowed a comparnson between groups when there was
an explicit cost (i.e., extra work) to shy behavior. After the subject made his selection, the
experimenter said, "Since you haven’t completed.this eXperiment you won't be abie to use
it for the experlmental exam. You do have another experiment that you can use. for the
exam, don't you ? AII lntroductory psychology students are requmed to earn three
‘experlmental credlts through partnclpatmg in psychology expenments and to take an éxam

- on the exper:ment of thelr cholce Because this was a two credit experiment, and all

subjects had rece:ved one credlt for the pretesting, which also could not be used for the

- experimental exam, thIS questioning led to the duscovery that the subject did not have an

experlment that could be used for the experimental exam. The experimenter then said, "l |
can't put you in a position where you won't be able to write the exam”. After apparent’ly
considering the situation for a few seconds, the experimenter said, "There's an
experimenter who is runnmg subj ;ects a few doors down from here. Il talk to that
experimenter and get him/her to fit you |n now: Itis a one credit experiment; but as you

‘ know, it'is the Department s pollcy that you are entltled to one credit |f you show up for an
_experiment and we can't run you So you will still end up with two credits and you will
have an experlment for the exam The above policy is explained to students at the start

 of each term The subject was then told "You go to Room C and get your credit for



. showing up, and 'l go talk to the otner experimenter". The subjeet was then given.the
room number and name of the new experiment. He was told that he should go to the new
experiment as soon as he received his one credit from the administrator. '

" When the subject requestéd his credit, the administrator said, "I'm sorry, but-we do
- not give credit for incomplete experivments"., Each succeeding reciuest/demand for credit
was followed by the same refusal from the administrator. After two minutes or if the -
subject acqu_iesced, the administrator said,ti'Oh,, | guess it wouldn't hurt to gitle you the

credit’. The dependent measures from this, interaction were the amount of tim

arguing with the administrater and the nu.mber_ of arguments presented. Rep ittons of the
same argument were treate_d as inde'pendent data points. This interaction was intended to
represent an approximation of professional situations in.which people must demand
recognition for their work. : . *;'s

When the subject arruved at the supposedly new experlment he was told, "This’
expenment deals with attltude questaonnacres and is similar to the experiment that you had
in class”. The subject was then asked to list all thoughts he was currently havmg or had
within the last ten minutes. Subjects were néxt asked to complete the shyness survey,
which had been used in the pretestlng Subjects were also asked to complete the
Rosenberg Self—fEsteem Scale and to rate their affect on six bipoiar scales (ie.,

' happy——Aunhappy, posi‘tive—‘—negative, cheer ful-—gloomy, good—-—bad, calm——tense,
elated’-'—depressed). See Apbpendix D for a copy of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale.

The sub Ject~was then debriefed and sworn to secrecy. Sub;ects who received. the
negative’ statement treatment were requested to partncnpate in @ subset of the posmve
treatment before leaving in'order to remove any negatlve effects from the treatment.
immediately after intera;ttng with each subject eac'h confederate rated the subject's
apparent shyness, assertiveness, and friendliness on seven'point scales with end points ef
"extremely true of the subject" anid "not at all true of the subject" | ' C

In summary, 'after maknng either posntlve negatlve or no self-statéments, hlgh
moderate and low shyness sub;ects were tested for shyness in a same-sex social -
interaction, an opposite—sex social interaction, anct atask oriented interaction. It was also -
determined whether the supject would behave in a non—shy manner \;vhen it was

e

3 ~
advantageous to do so. In addition to measuring shy behavior, subjects wer&sked to list
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their thoughts and to complete n: shyness survéy including 8 question regarding fear of
rejection, and a self-esteem survey. Finally subjects rated their affect on six dimensions:
; If shy individua'lsksuffenj from an ‘interpretation bias, an ipteraction between shyness and
treatment should result so that shy individuals are susceptible to the negative treatment but '
npt to the po§itive treatment while non-shy individuals respond ¥ the positive treatm’ant'
but not to ‘the negatuve treatment If shy mdlvnduals suffer from an avallabmty baas a main
effect for traatment should result so that individuals receiving the negatvva treatment
behave more shyly than these receiving no treatment, and lndav1duals.reqq:vnng no
treagmeht bep_gve more shyiy tHf-:n those receivir‘\g the positive treatment. However there-

would be no interaction between treatment and s\qyness.
)

{/
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. Results!

.
: A. Construct Validity of the Shyness Measure ‘ r
The validity of using the 'shyness survey as a measure of ehyness is supported by
the observor ratings of shyness. A 3 (Shyness) x 3 (Treatme‘nt). Analysis of Variance for
the sum of the four observers' ratings of shyness revealed lﬁgnmcmt main effect for
shyness _E(2 126) 365%3.p.=.029 As shyness increased so did observer ratings of

shyness See Table 7 for means.

B. lnterbersonal Effects: Maie Confederate
A 3 (Shyness) x 3 (Treatment) MANOVA was calculated for the dependent
measures obtained during the interaction with the male confederate. For the purposes of
this MANOVA time spent looking at the male confederate, time spent smilihg at the male
confederate and time spent talking to the male confederate were Iogarlthmncally '
transformed in order to stabilize variance. See Table 1 for a summary of this MANOVA,
. The MANOVA revealed a significant Shyhess x Treatrnent interaction, F(16,504) = 1.88, ,p_
020 Subsequent umvarnate analyses identified a significant Shyness x Treatment )
mterachon for number of eye contacts F14,126) = 2705, p =033 and a margmal Shyness ’
x Treatment interaction for smiling, E£(4,126) = 2.369,_Q= .056. Tables*2 and 3 show the -

mean scores for these interactions effects. No other effects were significant.

Eye contact . . L
The no treatment, low shyness group neither recelved a treatment nor had a
~problem wuth shyness Because this group represents the therapeutic goal, the most

clinically relevant comparnsons are between this group/and the debilitated groups.

Therefore, theno treatment, low shyness group provides:th szLapprdﬁriate
_;_L:Qmpatison fwmmﬁsﬁ??é&&a;; and shyness induoced debilitation in

the absence of treatment _ ‘ ' |
\The nd treatment groups displayed an inverted U shaped pattern ofu~ eye contact |
across levels levels of shyness so that the moderately shy group engaged in more eye
contact than either the high shyness group, F(1, 12&%— 4.350, p =.039 or the low shyness

29
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group (i.e., non—-dabilitated group) E{1,126) = 4350, p =.038. The low shyness groep and
the high shyness group engaged in the same relatively low level of sye contact, E{1,126) =
0. Fo’ all three levels of shyness. the positive treatment produced a level of eye contact '
similar to the no treatment, lew'ahynns eroup (all Es <1). High, medium, and low shy
subjects who received the negative treatment also did not differ in amount of eye contact
from the no treatment, low shyness group, Es(1, 126! = 2.088, .297, and 41 rnpectively, )
ps=.151, 587, 523 respectively. in addition, formoderately shy subjects. both the N
_positive and the negatwe treatments resulted in significantly less eye contact than did
non-treatment, both_Es(1,126) = 6.>9'22,_'p_= 01. The negative trntment resulted in more
eye contact at the high level of shyness than at the moderate ;evel of shyness, F(1,126) =
3961, p = 049, | '

4

! Smiling at the male confederlto

With respect to the nomtat—smdmgbehawor of males in the absence of treatment,

_the no treatment, low shyness group engaged in significantly less smiling than both the
?TTOdGT‘ﬁfGMhV-,.DQ treatment group and the high shyness, no treatment group, .ESH 126) =
9.926 and 6.353 respectlvely, ps=.002and 013 respectively. These iatter two groups
did not significantly-,differ‘fro'm each other, F{1,126) = .397, _§_= .530‘:_ For the positive
treatment,u htgh, moderate, ane low shyness groups did not significantly differ from the no
treatment low shyness group, Fs(1,126) = 1. 588 490, and 314 respectwely ps=.21 0
485, and 576 respecttvely The negatnve treatment hngh moderate and low shyness
groups also did not stgmﬂcantly differ from the no treatment low shyness group \
Es(1, 126) =1.103 .397,:nd 2; 160 respectively;,p_s =296, 530, and . 144 respectlvgtx;w
Inyaddition, for the moderately shy subjectsy both the positive and the negative treatment
eZuIted in less smiling at the male confederate than did the no treatrnent. moderately shy

control Es(1,126) = 6.005 and 6.353 respectively; ps = 016 and 013 respectively.
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C lnterpersonal Effects:. Female Confederate ‘ . e T N««v <
- ' " "";l" 5
ﬂ' (Shyness) x 3 (Treatment) MANOVA was also calculated for the dependent*‘ e

'measures obtained durlng subjects’ interaction W|th the. female confederate e, tlme sper’:t .
- talking to the female confederate time spent Iook:ng at the female confederate time |
N fsperftsmlllng at the female confederate and number of eye contacts with the: female :
confederate) This analySls y:elded ho sugmflcant effects. See Table 4 for a summary of

"thlsMANOVA I S .’f

- .D. Intercorrelatlons Between Measures of Soclal lnteractuon wnth the Male and :‘
| Female Confederates » ’ '

Wlth the exceptlonshof the correlatlon between smlllng at the male confederate
and talklng to the female confederate and the correlatlon between smlllng at the female _
confederate and talklng to the male confederate all of the behaVloraI Mmeasures of SOCIal
interaction v were s:gnlflcantly and pos:tlvely lntercorrelated See Table 5 for these

correlatlons

E. lnterper'sonal Effects: Self and Observers Ratlngs

The individual observer ratmgs of shyness were comblned mto a total observed
shyness rating. In. other words the male confederate the female confederate the "
admmlstrator and the second experlmenter all rated the sub ject s shyness and these
' ratlngs were summed to form a total shyness score Slmllarly the mdlvndual observer

ratings for assertlveness were combmed into a. total ratmg for assertlveness and the '

T md:vndual ratlngs of frlendllness were combin&d lnto a total ratmg for frlendlmess The. 12

~ self and. observer ratlngs were entered mto a3 (shyness) x 8 (treatment) MANOVA The
.12 ratings were the subject s score on the shyness survey, the subject s score on the
fself esteem survey the subJect s self- ratlng for fear or re;ectlon the sub;ects |
self ratnng for happmess posmveness cheerfulness °ca|mness mood, overall feelmg
good vs. bad and the three total scores for observer ratlngs of sh,yness assertlveness and
- friendliness. This MANOVA revealed a main effect for shyness F(24, 228) 11.737, _Q<

'7 C01. Subsequent unlvarlate analyses revealed that, except for observer ratlngs of

~ friendliness, all of the self and observer ratlngs ylelded a sngnlflcant main-effect for
o R . . |



32
shyness Table 6 dlsplays summaries.of. the MANOVA and unlvarlate analyses and Table 7.
drsplays the means for the significant shyness main effects. As shyness mcreased '
. self- ratmgs of shyness, and fear of rejectlon and observer ratlngs of shyness also ¢
' mcreased Es(2,126) = 134. 635 3&366 3.653 respectlvely Rs'<.001,.001, and .03
respectlvely Also, as shyness lncreased observer ratings of assertlveness decreased
F{2,126) =7.273, _p_- OOl as did subject ratlngs of self— esteem ,E(2, 126) = 55 573,
p<. OOl happlness F(2, 126) 9.264 R< .001- positiveness, F(2,126) = 8.858,_9__< .001;
cheerfulness E2, 126) = - 9,029, p < .001; calmness, F 2, 126) 591'8 £ =.003; elation,
F(2,126) = 6. 117 p= 003 and feellng good _(2 126) 8479 _p_< 001 '
F Pre -Post Treatment leferences “Shyness and Self-Esteem
: A3 (Shyness) x 3 (Treatment)‘OVA was calculated on the. dlfference between '
- the pretest score for shyness and the posttest scor " There was a 5|gnlflcant main effect
| for shyness,__(z, 126) = 10.975, B< OOl The hngh shyness SUbJECtS sugmflcantly .
‘-regressed toward the mean F1, 126) 8 119, p.= .005; and the low shyness subjects '
3 'showed the same tendenCy__(l 126) = 3. 378 _p_— 068 There was also a srgnnflcant main
effect for treatment F2, 126) 4. 972 p= 008 The negatlve group became more shy
between the "pre and posttest whlle the posmve and no treatment groups became less shy.

H-Wlth respect to pre~ post difference scores, the negatlve treatment group ssgnlflcantly

o dlffered from both the posmve and the no treatment groups.Fs(1,126) = 4 093 and 9. 636

respectlvely ps 045 and . 002 respectlvely These latter two groups d|d not
significantly dlffer from each other CELT, 126) l 169, p = 282 The pre post- treatment
change in shyness ANOV@ as well as the means. for the shyness main effect and the
treatment main effect are displayed in Table 8. S

Fifty percent of the self esteem survey was mcluded in the pretest. The

weighting of the pretest score for self—esteem was doubled and a 3 lShyness) x 3

‘ .(Treatment) ANOVA was also calculated for the d:fference between l[the pretest , ’

- self- esteem.,score and the posttest self—esteem score. There \Alere no mgmf:cant results

. —
PN

from this analysis, all_F_s<1 S
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G. Job Preference’ | ‘
. A 3 (Shyness‘) x-3 (Treatment’) ANOVA wa's calculated to determine whether -
- shyness or treatment affected Job preference. There were ho sngmﬂcant effects for this

~ ANOVA S . R

H, Professnonal Effects

A3 lShyness) x 3 (Treatment) MANOVA was calculated for the Iogarlthmlcally
transformed elapsed tnme arguing for experlmental credit; and the Iogarlthmlcally f
,transformed number of arguments for credit- ThlS MANOVA revealed a sngnlflcant
Shyness X Treatment mteractlon __(8 252) =2.008,p = 046 Unlvarlate analyses revealed

) ‘fa/ marglnally sngnlflcant Shyness X Treatment mteractlon for number of arguments _(4 126) -

| =2.080,p= 087 Table g shows the MANOVA and univariate analyses summarles The

sugnlflcant MANOVA lnteractlon appears prlmarlly to reflect the highty dlstmctlve patterns
of treatment effects within the three shyness grouplngs and basellne dlfferences in

»argumentatlon extstlng arﬁong the three shyness groups in the absence of actlve treatment.

* Thus, Table 10 shows that in the absence of treatment, the nondebulltated low sh‘y_ess

' subjects tended to present more arguments than both moderately and hlghly shy subjects

| J(l 126) 6667 and:3. 267 respectlvely s =.01 1 and 073 respectlvely There was no .
undlcatnon ‘that moderately and hlghly shy sub)ects differ in argumentatlon F <1 '
Consnderlng only low shyness sub\;ects the treatment effect suggests a moderate ) :

. decrease in the number of arguments in the negatlve self- statement condltlon compared
to no treatment E(1, 126) 3267, p= 073 The comparlson between the low shyness
group who received the posmve treatment and the Iow shyness untreated group revealed

, no dlfference E(1,126) < l For moderately shy sub;ects the negatlve treatment resulted
in rnore arguments than dld non-— treatment __(1 126) 4.267, R= 041 wuth a S|m|Iar trend

_ approachlng sngnlflcance for the compartson between the- posmve and. no treatment
conditions, F(1, 126) 3 750, _Q_ 055 More |mportantly though, in terms of clinical
|mpl|catlons neither the posutlve nor’ negatlve treatment for moderately shy subjects
bdlffered from the low shyness no treatment ‘group that serves as a standard for effectlve

functlonmg Fs< 1. Compared to the non-= treated low shyness standard group, the.

negatl\/e treatment “high shyness subjects produced somewhat fewer arguments F(1,126)



3

- not duffer from the no treatment, low shyness standard group __(1 126) = 1 667 _p_—

‘ Number of items recalled. during treatment

. total number of ltems recalled dur:ng the treatment There was a sugmfncant treatment

' effect__(l 126) 24. 945 _p_< 001, tndncatlng that subjects in the pcsmve treatment

&

© =281 7 _Q_— .096, whereas hlgh shyness sub]ects who recelved the positive treatment d|d '

PRRY
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. Cognitive Differences

A3 (Shyness) X 2 (Posntlve Vs, Negatlve Treatment) ANOVA was calculated for the

o .group remembered more items than dld subjects in the negatlve treatment group There

was also a slgnlflcant Shyness X Treatment lnteractlon F(2, 126) 6 983 _p_—- 002 Low

-shyness subjects who recelved the posmve treatment recalled more ltems than did hlgh or

moderate shyness subjects who received the positive treatment_s(l 126) 14, 595 and

, 9 449 respectlvely _p_s <.001and. 003 respectlvely In addltlon low shyness sub;ects
: who recelved the posntlve treatment recalled consuderably more ltems than did Iow
: shyness sub;ects who recelved the negatlve treatment, {1, 126) = 35 195, 2< OOl

: Table 11 dlspl,‘ays both the means for the treatment effect and the means ,for'the S

~Treatment x Shyness:'lnterac,ti‘on.

3 Y : . . N ! ) i L
Thought Ilstmg ‘techmque Total thoughts .

After lnteractlng with the male and female confederate and W|th the admnnlstrator

subjects ltsted thelr spontaneously occurrlng thoughts Subjects then ldentlfled these

~ thoughts as posltlve negatlve or neutral These data were analyzed by means. of a 3

'- (Shyness) x 3 (Treatment) x3 (Positive, Negatlve or Neutral Thoughts) repeated measures

ANOVA where valence of thoughts was the repeated measure This analysrs revealeda
_main effect for thought valence _E(2 252)=9742,p=.001 Subjects reported more

negatlve thoughts than elther posltlve or neutral thoughts Fs(1,252) = 13.104 g#d 16.003°

respectlvely,_p_s <.001.. There was no dlfference in the frequency of posctlve and neutral

~thoughts, .£(1,252) =145, p= 704.
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Thought Ilstlng techmque lnterpersonal thoughts
‘ Because the’ treatment spec1flcally lnvolved recall of elther posntlve or negatlve

mterpersonal thoughts two raters who were b)lhd to condmon lndependently classnfled alI

‘ mterpersonal thoughts An mterpersonal thought was deflned asa reference to another ‘, '

' person ora reference to the’ subject s partncnpatnon ina group actuvuty (e g baseball)

group actnv:ty was’ mentloned but it was, unclear whether the subject was an act:ve ,

: partncupant as opposed to an observer the thought was not coded as unterpersonal

Statements llke ”What do they want trom me7' "What are they asklng for?", "l was set up,
1grven the run around or shuffled abOut . were also coded as mterpersonal because these_ ,
statements lmply a personal lnteractlon between the subJect and. some other person The»"

orrelatlon for mterrater rellablllty was: 962 R < OOl A 3 (Shyness) x 3 (Treatment) x 3 b

(Thought Valence) repeated measures ANOVA was calculated for the: mterpersonal

» thoughts data. This anlaysns also revealeda maln effect for thought valence F(2, 252)

4, 329 _Q- 0)4 However |n the case of mterpersonal thoughts there were no
dlfferences in the number of posmve and negatnye thoughts recalled E1, 252) 091 32_=‘ :
763 and there were more posntlve and negatlve thoughts recalled than neutral thoughts .
(l 252) 5. 693 and. 7 225 respectlvely _p_s = O 18 and 008 respectnvely Table: 12
. contains the means for the thought valence main effect ‘ . '
~This analysus also revealed a sugmflcant Thought Valence X Treatment lnteractuon
_Fi4, 252) 3579, p= 007 See Table 13 for means Further analyses revealed that the
posmve treatment produced more posntlve thoughts than dnd either the negatlve treatmbpt
‘or no treatment both__sll 1252) = 9634, ps = 002, e '
ln addltlon this analysus revealed a Shyness x Treatment X Thought Valence

interactlon .E(8,252) = 2447, _p_ 014, Table 14 shows the means. for this mteractlon

: For hlghly shy’ subjects the posstlve treatment resu)ted ina somewhat greater number of

posntlve thoughts than did the negatlve treatment or no treatment, both_s(l 252) 3 188,

- .LL— .075. 'In addmon for highly’ shy subJects the number of posmve thoughts followmg

- the pos:tnve treatment suggests no d|fference compared to the naturally occurrmg number
of posmve thoughts for low shyness, no, treatment sub;ects E(1,252) = 1249, R 265
For moderately shy subjects, the positive treatment reduced the number of negative ‘

thoughts SO that for this treatment there were fewer negatvve than. pos:tlve thoughts '

-
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E(1.262) =4 054 _Q_-— 045 and there were somewhat fewer negatlve thoughts after the
posmve treatment than after- the negatrve treatment _E_(l 252)=3211,p= 074 )
Moderately shy sub jects who recelved the posmve treatment engaged in exactly the same .
number of positive thoughts as did hlghly shy subj ;ects who recelved the posmve o
treatment However moderately shy subjects who recelved elther the negatlve treatment
or no treatmentengaged in'a greater numberr of positive thoughts than»dld hlghly _shy

' subjects who received the negative treatrnent or no treatmen't Therefore for modEr’ately ‘
shy subjects there was no difference in the rate of pOSltlve thoughts across treatments

i Moderately shy and low shyness subjects have exactly the same base rate (it €. no..

treatment rate) of posmve thoughts Yet, for Iowv shyness sub Jects the posmve treatment .
produced more posmve thoughts thah dld elther the negatlve treatment orno treatment

__s(l 252) =11 261 and 6051 respectuvely _p_s < 001 and . 015 respectlvely and the . - |

negative treatment as compared with the neutral treatment S|gnlflcantly reduced the v
number of negatlve thoughts _E_(l 252) 4. 054 _p_“ 045 Also, for low shyness subjects ‘ -

the negatlve treatment resulted in fewer negatlve thoughts than does the posmve .

treatment __11 252) 3 198, _p_— 075

J Summary of Results _ v
' The MANOVA for unteractlons wnth the male confederate contalned a S|gnlf|cant

Shyness X Treatment interaction’ Further analyses revealed a sngnlflcant Shyness X

o Treatment lnteractnon for eye contact with the male confederate as well as a Shyness x

Treatment interaction for smnllng at the male confederate that ju ;ust mlssed conventlonal
levels of S|gn|f|cance Wlth respect to eye contact |n the absence of treatment
‘ moderately shy sub Jects engaged in more eye contact than dld elther low shyness sub Jects
sor high shyness sub;ects In addltlon for moderately shy sub;ects both the positive and
negatlve treatment sngmflcantly reduced the amount of eye contacts However hnghly shy
sub Jects who’ recelved the negatlve treatment engaged in sugmflcantly more eye contact
than dld moderately shy sub jects who recelved the negative treatment Wuth respect to
smllmg at the’male confederate in the absence of treatment the low shyness group
: engaged in sngnlflcantly less eye contact than dld elther the moderate or. hlgh shyness o

groups Once agaln for moderately shy subjects both the posntlve and the negatlve
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treatment sugnuflcantly reduced the amount of smnllng at the male confederate In. addltnon

. for aII levels of shyness subjects who recelved elther the posmve treatment or the

amount of smiling at the male confederate

~ The MANOVA for the mteractlons wnth the admmlstrator also revealed a slgn glcant -

Shyness x Treatment mteractnon Further analyses suggest that this interaction is matnly

’ attrrbutab}e to a moderate Shyness x Treatment mteractlon for number of arguments wnth :

‘the admumstrator ln the absence of treatment low shyness sub jects presented more

13

' -arguments for credlt than did elther the moderate shyness sub ;ects or the hlgh shyness

subjects For low shyness subjects the negatlve treatment resulted in moderately fewer

'

arguments for credit than dld no treatment For moderately shy subjects both the negatlve

‘ treatment and the posrtlve treatment resulted in.an lncrease in the number of arguments as

‘ 'compared with no treatment ln addmon for moderate shyness subj jects nelther treatment

< \

. . group dlffered from the low shyness no treatment comparlson group For hnghly shy

B _sub ;ects the negative treatment resulted in somewhat fewer arguments than did the low

shyness no treatment group L e . }_

The MANOVA for self and observer ratlngs revealed a sngmflcant maln effect for

: shyness Subsequent umvarrate analyses revealed that wnth the except:on of observer

ratlngs gf)frnendlmess all of the self and observer ratmgs contalned a sugmflcant maln
effect for shyness As the Ievel of shyness mcreased shyness survey scores fear of
re;ectlon and Observer ratmgs of shyness also ;ncreased whcle observer ratlngs of

assertlveness as well as sub;ect ratmgs of self-—‘ésteem happrness posmveness

‘ cheerfulness calmness elatlon and feelmg good ali decreased

The analysrs of the dlfference between the pre— treatment score for shyness and

the post treatment score revealed a significant main effect for treatment The: negatlve

treatment group became more shy whule the posrtlve treatment group and the no treatment :

' group became less shy

The analy5|s of ltems recalled durlng the treatments revealed a s:gnuflcant treatment

, effect More posntlve past events were: recalled than negatnve past events. The analysns
. also revealed a slgnlf:cant Shyness X Treatment mteractuon During the posntlve treatment

low shyness sub jects recalled more events than did etther hngh or moderate shyneSS

1

a

[

‘ vnegatnve treatment dld not dlffer from the low shyness no treatment comparlson group in
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, sub jects. Low shyness sub 1ects \whp recewed the posutlve treatment also recalled more
events than did low shyness sub)j Jects who received the negatuve treatment
| The analysus of mterpersonal thoughts revealeda Thought Valence X Treatment i
mteractlon The positive treatment produced more posutlve thougats than dud either the
B negatnve treatment or no treatment The analys:s also revea?ed a ShynesTs X Treatment X
Thought Valence lnteractlon For low shyhess sub ;ects the posltuve treatment produced
- more posmve thoughts than dldelther the negatuve treatment‘or no treatment In addltlon’
for the Iow shyness subj jects the negatnve treatment produced fewer negatlve thoughts
than did euther no treatment or the posmve treatment. For moderate shyness subjects the
positive treatment decreased the number of. negatnve thoughts relative to posmve thoughts B
and resulted in somewhat fewer negatlve thoughts than did the negatave treatment. For . |
' haghly shy subjects the positive treatment: moderatety mcreased the number of positive ‘
thoughts ascompared to the negatnve treatment or no treatment in addition, for highly -
'vshy subjects the number of posmve thoughts following the posmve treatment dud not

"

differ from the number of posltlve thoughts for the no treatment, Iow shyness subjects



V. Discussit)n

'A. Thought Listing

The analysis of subjects’ thoughts provides: msnght into changes in the avallabuhty of
posmve negative, and neutral events as a result of the treatment When all thoughts were
included in the analysis, there was no effect mvolvmg either the shyness variable or the

treatment variable. However, when: only mterpersonal thoughts were included in the

analysns both a Treatment X Thoughts interaction and a Treatment x Shyness x Thought

Valence mteractnon emerged Theresults of these two analyses mdlcate that the .

avallablhty of memories can be altered and that the alteration is specuflc to the partlcular
type of memory manipulation (e.g., interpersonal). ‘
For highly shy subjects. the effect of the positive treatment was to increase the

number of positive thoughts relative to individuals who received eithér the negative-

: treatment Or no treatment. However, for moderately shy subjects, the posatlve treatment
did not create a further mcrement in posmve thoughts Instead at the moderate Ievel of

. shyness the effect of the positive treatment was to decrease the avallabmty of negatlve

thoughts: relatlve to positive thoughts and to make negatlve th0ughts less avallabie than
was the case for etther the negative treatment or no treatment. With respect to non- shy
sub;ects the effect of the positive treatment was to increase the number of positive _
thoughts as compared to the number of positive thoughts produced by either the negatiye ‘
treatment or no treatment. : \\}

The negative treatment appears to be p/rssively resisted at both the high and
moderate levels of shyness. In other words, ﬁr these 'groups neither positive nor
negative tholghts appear to be affected by the neg"ativve treatment. For 'non—.shy subjects,
the negative treatment appears to engage active res"rs{nce/so that the treatment actually
reduces the avaﬂabnllty of negative thoughts relatlve to neutral thoughts and relative to
negatuve thoughts following either the posmve treatment or no treatment It may be that
the resistance prevents the negative treatment from creatmg a negative effect or it may be
that the resustance is only temporary so that there is a delayed and possnbly reduced

negative effect. ~

39
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in summary, the positive and nggative thought listing manipulatio_ns affected the
availabiltiy of positive and negative interpersonal thoughts, as intended but not the
avanlabnllty of positive and negatlve thoughts in general. Across all levels of shyness the
posmve treatment was effective in either mcreasnng posmve thoughts or. decreasmg
negatnve thoughts, while the negative treatment resulted in what may well be either passive
or active resistance to the treatment.

)

B. Treatment_ Effectiveness

Eye contact with the male confederate
Ideally an effective treatment of shyness shouldaffect shy individuals. so that their

behavior begins to approach the.behavior of. non-—treated, non—shy sﬁubjec'ts li.e. the low,
shyness, no treatment group). Unfortunately, with respect to eye c'ontact,‘ treatment

effects were rendered ambiguous by the identical level of eye contact for both the/iow
shyness, non- treatment group and the high shyness non- treatment group This means
that a decrease in eye contact may indicate evther xmprovement or impairment (i.e, i
movement in the direction of the tow shyness subjects or movement |n the drrectlomof
the high shyness subjects). - o |

‘For non—treated subjects (I e., the control groups) moderate;y shy suBjects

di_splayedsngmfucantly more eye contact with the male confederate than dideither the low
or the high ~shyness subjects. ‘This’diffe'r_ence was eliminated by both the positive and
‘.negative treatments. Since’ there is no reason to suspect that the positive treatment would
produce impairment, it rnay be safe to infer that this treatment removed the difference v
between moderately shy subjects and the treatment goal. That is, the posrtlve treatment
appears to have r‘esulted in a level of eye contact typical of the low shyness, no treatment
subjects. With respect to the negatnve treatment it seems logical that recalling negative
“events might increase shyness so that moderately shy subjects may have responded ina
manner characteristic of hlghly shy subjects. However, the analysns of subjects’ .

. spontaneous thoughts indicates that low shyness subjects actively resist the negative -

- treatm"ent by engaging in fewer negative thoughts than would be the case if the subject

had received either the positive treatment or no treatment. Assuming there-is no rebound
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' effect, thls reduction in negatlve thoughts could be viewed as evndence of improvement.
Moderateiy and highly shy subjects engaged i in pass«ve rather than actlve resistance to the
negative treatment. That is, they are unaffected by the treatment as opposed to actively
decreasing negative thoughts as a result of the treatment. Howeyer, it may be that
moderately and highly shy subjects also engage in active reststance to the negative
treatment, but the active resistance may have dissipated before subjects’ thoughts w;re
recorded. It is, therefore, possuble to explam the decreaseé eye contact’in moderately shy
subjects followmg the negatnve treatment in terms of either increased shyness or
decreased shyness. . ' o . e

For high shyness subjects once again both the positive and the negative treatment
resulted in a level of eye c_ohtact similar to the level .of eye contact d~isplayed by subjects
who represent the treatment goal (i.e., no treatment, low shyness subjects). However, as
pr°evious|y discussed, the high shyness, no treatment group engaged in exactly the same
level of eye contact as did the low shyness, no treatment group so that for'high shyness
subjects it is impossible so determine whether the t‘reatments had no effeot or were
- completely etfective in removing shyn_ess. Nevertheless, there is some evidence of
impairm‘ent due to the'negative treatment because highly shy subjects who received this
treatment engaged in significantly more eye oor:tact than dio moderatély shy subjects who

received the negative treatment.

Smiling at the male. eonfederate »

. As was the case with eye contact the no treatment, low shyness group li.e, the
group that represents the treatment goal) engaged in significantly less smiling at the male
confederate than did the no treatment, moderately shy group. However, unhke eye
contact the nq treatment, low shyness group also engaged in significantly less smihng at

~the male confederate than did the no treatment, high shynegs g;oup ﬂ
At the moderate level of shyness, there is support for the effectlveness of both
the positive and the negative treatment. As was suggeste;i with respect to eye contact,
. the negative treatment may have decreased sh'yness if sub je'cts.actively resisted the

treatment. At the hngh level of shyness, there is minor support for the ef fectiveness of

both treatments in that the high shyness, no treatment group sngnlflcantly differed from

i
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"the low shyness, no treatment group yet neither treatment group significantly dif fered
from the low shyness, no treatment group (i.e., the treatment goal). Unfortunately the
support is quallfued by the absence of a sugnufncant drfference between the hngh shyness
treatment groups and the high shyness no treatment group

Self-Ratings |

Alth.ough the negative ‘treatment may have had a beneficial effect on behavior, the
pre—post change in the shyness survey scores indicates that the negatnve treatment had a
negative effect on self rated shyness The positive treatmentwas not more effectlve
than no treatment. However the interaction with the administrator could be interpreted as
containing success and/or competence feedback because all sub ;ects were given the
illusion that they had convinced the administrator to give them credit for the experiment . -

Although the interaction with the administrator may have been unpleasant, the outcome:
<

may have had a therapeutic effect.

Number of arguments for credit ‘
This analysns presents support for both impairment and improvement as a result of
the negative treatment impairment is demdnstrated by fewer arguments for credlt from
both low shyness subjects and hrgh shyness subjects than from low shyness, no treatment
sub)ects Improvement ts demonstrated by the moderately shy, negatave treatment group
producmg more arguments for credit than the moderately shy, no treatment group. The
analysis also inciudes support for the posrtuve treatment because- agam the moderately’ shy
group presented more arguments for credit than did the moderately. shy no treatment

group

Summiary o -

| This study evaluated the, cognitive, behavioral and affective consequences of two
treatments for shyness. At the cognltlve level there is evidence that the positive treatment
alters the avallabuhty of both posmve and negative interpersonal events while the negative
treatment engages either active or passive resistance to any alteration in the availability of

_negative interpersonal events. At the‘behavioral level there is evidence that both
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treatments reduce\shyness especia]'ly moderate levels of shm& is also some ,
behavioral evidence, éspecjally with ra.spect to professionaliimpairment', that for low and- |
high shyness subjects the negative treatment ihcreases shy behavior. Finglly, at the _
affective level, there is evidence that foelmgs of shynegs are mcreased by the negative ‘
"treatment while feelungs of shyness are reduced by either the positive treatment or the |
conyol condition. As previously discussed, the beneficia‘l effect of the control condition
‘may be the combined result of having successfugly interacted with the adm.inistrator'and
nat having experiencéd the negative treatment. In short, the positive treatm.e.nt results:in
cognitive, behavioral, and affective reductions in shyness while the effect of the negative
treatment is more complex. When the negative treatment h}as aﬁ effect at the cogr_\iktive
level, the effect appears to be positive. At the behavioral level, the negative treatment
- appears to create mau4|y posntuve results but there are also some neganve results and at
the affectlve level, the negative treatment produces a negatuvé effect. C
w
C. Interpretation Bias vs. Availability Bias"
It was suggested that shyness may involve either an interpretation bias or an
availability Bi“as. Aécording fo the interpréiatioﬁ)bigs shy individuals are particularly
responsi‘ve. to negative informafcion'ébout themselves and resistant to positive information i
about themselves while non-shy individuals a;’e particularly respons}ve to positive
ihformation and resistant to negative information’about themse|ve§‘.' To the extent that
;;eoplg are resisfant to a type of informétiqn, incfeasipg the memofial availability of the :
‘inforination will be inefiectiye Becéuse the information will be re’sisted.‘ This does not
mean that the individual wil deny that the event occurred but rather the event will be
interpreted as providing infb#mation about the environmenf rather than information about -
the in_dividuél. Accordingi to the availability}"bias, people are not resistant to a particular
type of information; but for shy persons pésitive information is less available in memory
while for non-shy individuals negative information is less availabie in memory. Increasing
the ava@ebility of particular types of information will result in the appropriate cognitive,
behavioral, and affective changes.
The thought listing data provide some support for the interpretation ’biasA Non-shy

subjects wegre very responsive to the positi\'/e treatment and may have actively resisted the
, .
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negative treatment. The thoughts of shy subjects partially support'the interpretation bias
in that highlylshy subjects are less responsive to the positive treatment than are
maqderately shy or non—shy subjects. However the thought listing data included two
findings that are inconsistent with an mterprutatton bils in shy subjects. First, shy

mdnvnduals wara resastant to the negative treatment mhough less so than non-shy

- individuals; and sacond, moderately shy individuals were responsive to the positive

treatment although less. so than non shy persons. "

The thought listing data also provide some support for the availability bias in that
the Thought*Valence x Treatment interaction indicates that all sub jects were responsive to
the positive treattnent. This support is qualifis:i by the Thought Valence x Treatment x )
Shyness interaction, whic cated that for hiéhly shy subjects the effect of the pOSitivs
treatment did not quite reach sonventional levels of significance. ‘

The avanlablllty bias is also supported by the pre- post-—treatment change in

‘self-rated shyness Individuals who received the negative trgatment increased their

shyness self-ratings and mduwduals th received the positive treatment decreasad’ theff‘;
shyness seif-ratings. i - » ‘ v .*_‘

in general the behavnoral data do not support the mterpretatnon bias in that hlghly

shy subjects as well as non-shy subjecté are resistant to the nzﬂve treatment. In “@ B

addltuon moderately shy sub jects actually behaved Iess shyly folfowing the negative .
treatment Also moderateiy shy sub jects were responsnve to the positive treatment. With

the exception of the effect of the positive treatment on moderately shy subjects, the

behavioral data also do not support the avail'ability bias hypothesis:

in summary, at the cognitive level all sub jects are resistant to the negatnve
information about themselves and are to some extent responsu’e to positive mformatuon

about themselves. Nevertheless, at the cognltlve level of anlaysis there appears to be

some support for a modified mterpretanon bias in that non-shy subjects are more

* . -
responsiye to positive information abgut themselves and more resistant to negative
information about themselves than are shy subjects. An analysis at the affective level (ie.,

feelings of shyness) supports the avaflability bias. The availability bias is further supported

by the general responslveness at the cognitive level to positive mformatvon about the self

_ and is scmewhat supported at the behavioral ievel by the lmprovement of moderately shy

//
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atment Srmllar |mprovement following the negatlve

. ftreatmeht may reﬂect 5ub)ects ablhty to monitor whether cognitive or affectlve changes

are displayed behavuorally The above suggests the exnstence of both a modlfled

»nterpretatnon blas and an avallablllty bias. The cognutlve level of analy3|s is most sensmve
&t

JIY

to the modlfxed mterpretatlon blas while the affectlve level of analysis is most sensitive to -

the avaulablllty blas T B . S .
B . . ’.' .

D. Distinction Between Shyness and Its Expr%ssio_nj o

This experiment indicates that individuals who are not shy engage in less eye

. 4P : -
contact with the male confederate than do indivi%‘-fals who are moderately shy. In addition,

mdnvuduals who are not shy engage in less smiling at the male COnfederate than either

moderately or hughly shy individuals. Therefore, to some extent social mteractnon

o«

mcreases with shyness. Research to date provuded no strong theoretical or empmcal

\/

~basis for expectmg this finding Indeed, shyness is typically deflned in terms of

|mpa|rment in soc:al mteractnons One possible explanation of this apparent mconswtency

_is that people probably do not avan”tﬁ“mselves of all poss:ble opportunlttes for social

mteractxon Instead it seems likely that social :nteractron fe. g eye contact or smiling) only

occms when initiating factors reach threshold. Shy pe\rsons may attempt to compensate

for the:r feehngs of shyness by engaglng in socially desrr‘able actlvmes assocnated wuth
fruendhness Therefore the threshold for engaging in socnal unteractlon may be lower for

shy persons thary for non—shy persons However extreme shyness may lnvolve suffucuent ‘2

:

debnlltatuon that the md'wdual may be unable tg@ Rngage in some actnvmes (e.g. eye contact)

*é
. Thus exp‘tanatson recelves some

support from the strong mtercorrelatnons obtamed betwéen the measures of soc:al
interaction thereby suggestlng 5|m|larnty between the other measures of socual 1nteractlon z

and both smnfng and eye. contact wuth the male confederate >In addrtnon frlendhness

unhke all the other self and observer: ratlngs was unresponsnve to the shyness van

B <8 ;,i\ i)

Thns suggests that people are at;il'e to.hide the mterpersonal effectsfof shyness Becausa;

observed frnendllness IS not responswe to shyness rheasures th‘}are strongly assocnated
%

| W|th friendliness may be madequate for evaluatl‘ﬁ,g the gffect of a shyness treatment Yet *

"~ almost any measure of%ocnal mteractlon will be strongly. assocrated with fnendhness
&8

o E



. '
- a
e
[

. Ao - 46

E. Adequacy of the Standard Dependent}l\easures »f Shyness

Interpersonal measures such as/s(mlmg talkmg Iookmg and eye ¢ontact are
standard mdlces used to evaluate shyness Nevertheless, the lack of a relatnonshlp
between frlendllness and shyness as well as the other results from the present study.
suggest that mterpersonal me / ures of shyness may be inadequate for an accurate

,‘evaluatlon of shyness This madequacy hlghllghts the lmportance of developing an

" .agcurate conceptual defumtlon of shyness Itis lmportant to determlne whether shyness is

a behavioral problem or a prlvate affectuve and/or cognmve event I shyness is not a
.behaworal problem per se then behavioral measuremen_ts of shyness are at Ieast,dne step. )
removed from the pr'imary processes‘of shyness, If behavioral manifestationsare an | o
expressnon of shyness but.are also subject to other rnfluences then relylng on behavroral
measures as opposed to measures of cognltlve or affective events will lmpede the study:

,,,,,

of shyness. ltls lmportant that. future research |dent|fy and develop dlrect measures of
l . .

shyness. R
"Judging treatment effectlveness by decreases in soctall’y approprlate behavnor
‘ Regardless of the interpretation placed on the data an analysis of both smiling and
eye contact with the male confederate»across levels of shyness‘clearly indicates that at
least in some cases an increase in these behaviors is associatﬂ'vvith increasing rather than
decreasing shyness. Nev'e'rtheleﬂss eye contact and smiling are both socially ‘appropriate
K and somewhat desirable behaviors It is obvuously undesnrable to be rellant on decreases in
vsocnally apprbprlate behaviors for evndence of treatment effectlveness v o

in general the measures f social interaction are not correlated wuth the measures
of professnonal lmpalrment In addltlon the number of arguments measure lndlcates that
the desirable | response is more strongly assocnated wrth the non- shy subjects than with
the shy subjects.' Also the measures of professmnal lmpa|rment are strongly
r,ntercorrelated. ,Together. this /suggests that an assocratxon between increasing
‘dysfunction and increases in""desirable behavior ls nota'problem for‘ the professional

measures.

o
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Possible confounding of ‘shyness with other social initiation factors ) .

For measures of soc:al mteractlon the posmve relatlonshlp between desirable

"behavior and shyness is additionally complucated to the extent that social lnltlatlon factors

other than shyness dlffer across the various levels of shyness or treatment In measurlng

; behawor such as smllmg or eye cont%ct one is attempting to measure shyness However '

if not only shyness but also lnmatmg factors such as adesire to compensate for feehngs -

of shyness affect these social behav:ors then one can not be sure whether an alteratlon in

. the behavior ocCurred because of a change in shyness ora change in other lnltlatmg

factors This would ncﬁe a major problem if the behaviors were undesrrable since any

reductlon in the behavior would then be beneﬁcnal ‘while any increase would be

detrnmental However in the present case the behavnor is at least somally acceptable and

‘.may even be socially deswable and therefore there is no a priori desure to reduce the

. behavior. Instead, the value of measuring the behavuor rests in the ability to nnfer increases

or decreases in shyness from the behawor To the extent that shyness is confounded with -

‘ other socsal lnltlatlon factors, social behaviors such as eye contact and smiling are

Sensitivity of'the measures

L

lnadequate measures of shyness

The sensrtlwty of a measure can be determined by exammmg s ability - "

to dlscrlmlnate among the varlous levels of shyness m the absenc i e_n‘t.' Both the -

lnterpersonal measures and the. professmnal measures lack suffic

evaluate treatment effectlveness across the entlre range of shyness The problem is'most
severe with re?pect to eye contact with the male confederate because this measure does
not dnscrlmlnate between extreme shyness and the absence of shyness. However smllmg
at the male confederate and number of arguments are also problematlc in that the
measures do hot dlscrlmlnate between moderate and extreme shyness

If potentlal treatments are to be adequately tested it-is |mportant to develop
measures that are sensitive to the various levels of shyness so that |mprovement or
impairment can be clearly identified: The development of measures that are responsnve to
small alterations in shyness is partlcularly important. because for practlcal reasons, . |

laboratory evaluations of treatment potential often mvolve establishing the existence of a

b
~

-~
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small but reliable effect aftelfjan exti‘%mely short application of the potential therapy If
this reluable effect can be obtamed W|th brlef exposure to the treatment then repeated
exposure over tume may produce large alteratnons that reach clmlcal snghuflcance as’
opposed to the statlstically significant results that origmally suggested the potential of the

| treatment
F. Advantag/gs of l'ncluding Three Levels of Shyness in the Ei(perimental Design
The problems mentioned above would not have been apparent if only two levels of\ |
shyness had been included i in the design. For example the inclusion of all three levels '
made it apparent that a curvlunear relahOnshlp exxsts betweegeye contact and shyness.
Had the desngn mcluded oniy a hlgh anda Iow shyness group, it would mistakenly haﬁve
;rappeared that eye contact was not affected by shyness Alternatlvely if the design had
lncluded only hlghly shy subjects and sub)ects scorlng near the meat on the shyness
survey li.e., moderately shy subjects) it would have mlstakenly appeared that eye contact i is
Jreduced by mcreasmg shyness. Not only would these conclusions have been mcorrect
~but they would have hldden the problems that arise because of the assocnatlon between
. lncreases in shyness and increases mqgally desirablé behavnor The mcius:on of three
Ievels of: shyness also made it apparent that neither the smillng measure nor number of
\ ,’arguments are sensitive to the distinctlon between moderately and severely impalred
' mdnvnduals while the eye contact measure is lnsensmve to the dlstmctlon between: problem
\free mdw:duals and severely |mpa|red mduvnduals “In short, the mclusnon of three levels of
': shyness provuded valulble new msnghts regardlng shyness research
G. Therapeutic Implications
' The posmve treatmen’t appears promlsmg asa treatment for shyness Moderately
shy subjects s:gnlflcantly improved after receiving this treatment. Highly shy subjects also
improved after receiving this treatment although the improvement was not srgniflcant It
"r‘ls impresswe that one 30- minute treatment was capable of altermg a well= mgramed
personal characterustic Thts success suggests that%u&:ple treatments over time may be
even more effective. One would expect that ease in‘altering a personal characteristic is

directly related to the strength of the characteristic, so that moderately shy individuals
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should be more responsive to 'treatmént than highly-shy persons The results of the
"’ present study are analogous to what oceurs in drug research for -physical dysfunctnons
The same drug |s often effectlve for both moderate and severe mstances ofa.

dysfunctlon however severe dysfunction usually reqwres larger dosages of the drug

- and/or Ionger penods of treatment For ex'ample a very mlld dosage of a drug may- be

effectlve in treatmg moderate. lnstances of fa dlsorder but have only a very mmor effect on .
more severe cases Thns does not. mean: that the drug is meffectnve The drug is clearly
useful for the moderate cases and the m|Id respdnse of the severe cases suggests that

' -the drug may also be effecttve for these cases if the dosage and/or Iength of treatmént is
mcreased In desugmng this shyness treatment it was not ant:apated that a 30 mlnute
treatment would cure shyness or any other clinical dysfunctlon Rather'the present =

' expenment was an :nmal mvestngatnon of whether people are responswe to the posltlve
~treatment.’ Moderately shy mdnvudugls clearly are responswe to the posltuve treatment and
_severely shy md:vnduals are respondmg in the approprlate dlrectlon This suggests thaJt If
individuals recelved mult:ple exposures to the treatment Iar.ger alteratlons in'shyness mlght‘
be obtatned just as multnple exposures to a drug often resultin. contlnued umprovement in
physncal dysfunctlons In addmon expandlng the content. area of the treatment to mclude
more types of interpersonal events m:ght further mcrease the treatment s effect
especnally if the expanded content is tanlored to the mdlvudual s partncular mterpersonal

concerns. Thls is the psychologlcai equwalent of mcreas«ng the dosage. Because it'see s:

: unreasqg}able to assume that recalhng past posntlve events could be harmful there is no
&ﬁ.

'reason for theraplsts to avoid r@kmg tmmedxate use of the posmve treatment of course,
- -further research on the posmve treatment is still. necessary in order to determme opt:mal
‘expansmns and applications of the treatment : ‘ ‘

The effect of the negative treatment is not as stralghtforward as is the effect of
~the posvtlve treatment The results’ of some of the measures mdlcate that the negatnve
treatment increased similarity between shy and non- shy persons (e.g. smnhng at the male
confederate) The results of other measures indicate that the negative treatment reduced
the S|mnlar|ty between shy and non-shy individuals (e.g., self- ratmgs of shyness) while the

; results of still other measures lndncate that the negatlve treatment had no effect on shy

nnd;.v:duals (e.g., interpersonal thought Ilstmg). This conflicting picture fo_r thegnegatuve'
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‘ treatment is not restricted to the present study Although there are many studies that

mdlcate that negative feehng states result in negat self rattngs (e g Clark & Isen 1982)
omplex and not well understood
Some studles have demonstrated that negatlve feellng states increase antnsocual behavuor

or reduce prosocnal behavior (e. g Baron & Bell, 1976 Underwood Frommg & Moore

. ‘ 197‘7) while other studles have shown that negatlve feelvng states decrease antusocnal

behavnor and i |pcrease prosocnal behavuor (eg C|ald|n| Darby, & Vlncent 1973 Cialdini &

,Kenrlck 1976 Donnersteln Donnerstem & Munger 1975). The complexlty of the

negatlve treatment as well as the. pOSSIbIllty of negatnve repercussions from this treatment

‘ m|t|gate agamst any attempt toward mplementatnon of the negatlve treatment in the

therapeutac settlng

L

H. Conclusions

S

« ! -

" This experiment mdlcates that'it is possnble to n‘iampulate the memorlal avallablllty

of events The experlment also indicates that the resultant memorlal alteration was

' specific to the :nterpersonal events rather than a general alterat;omn the avallablhty of

L posmve or negative events Flnally the experlment demonstrates that alteratlons in .

memortal avaulablhty of posnttve events.can provide an effectlve treatment especnally at the

<

moderate Ievels of |mpa|rment o AR ”
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Footnotes
. 'V“ B

Winer (1971) argues that wh%t is important to. avoid lncorrectly rejecting the

nullhypothesis, it-is approprlate to adhere to a degree of strmgency represented by

' the standard 05 level of alpha Howeverr protectlon against mcorrectly re jectlng the

null hypothesns is obtalned at the expense of increasing the probablllty of falhng to
reject a false nuIl hypothesis. Wmer (1971) claims that when it is more important to .
protect against failure to reject a false null hypothesns a less strlngent alpha should
be used and suggests that under these curcumstances .30 and 20 levels of alpha are

more approprlate than the standard.05.and .01 levels. He states that these less

Py

strmgent levels are particularly lmportant for evaluatmg exploratory work of
practlcal 5|gn|f|cance He also asserts that research can not always be conducted
under the best c1rcumstances for evaluating the hypotheses in question, and

therefore, when this is the case, it is possible that the exper’iment will not purovide an

. adequately sensitive (powerful) test of the hypotheses. Wmer also states that itis

approprlate to increase the alpha level when there is reason to suspect the sensitivity

of the experiment. In part, the present research attempts to |dent|fy a potentlal

treatment 'for shyness. To this.end, subjects' are given approximately a thirty minute
expostire to the treatment. It is'unrealistic to suppose that a clinical dysfunction,

especnally a severgdysfunctlon can. be cured by one treatment of thirty minutes.

- However, extended ther’zpy is |mpract|cal for the initial testlng of each potentlal

treatment. lnstead itis ho d that the thlrty minute exposure wull provnde an -
mdlcatuon of the treatment ] potenttal Those treatments that appear promising can
then be tested under C|rcumstances approxlmatmg therapeutlc |mplementat|on of the
treatment As can be seen ‘the cost of re lectlng a treatment with a real therapeutuc
potential is hlgh. Conversel_y, durmg these initial stages of treatment development,
therev isa relatlvely small cost for falsely determinlng‘ that a 'treatmen't may ha\re
potentral and, therefore, determining to- contmue evaluatmg the treatment including

evaluatmg the treatment under cwcumstances that more closely approximate the

" therapy enwronment

The measures obtalned from the interaction with the male confederate were

comblned into a MANOVA The measures obtamed from the interaction wnth the

h 51 -
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fernale confederate were also combined intd a MANOVA, as were the interactions

with the administrator. For each MANOVA the'stringen’t .05 level of analysis was

used in order to determine whether there was an effect. However, once an effect

was identifiedt resylts falling within the .05 to". 1 probability range are also hi'ghljghted '

_in order to further explore the spec‘ific»natur‘e“of- the effect . Similarly, for those -

cases weére an ANOVA was.the first level of analy/sis, the stringent .05 criteria was

éppiied to the ANOVA; but for subsequent analyses results within the .05 to .1 range

.~ are highlighted so as to manximize the exploration of effects obtained in the ANOVA



Table 1

Multivariaté Analysis of ‘Variance

Based oh,Measure§ Obtained During the interaction with the Male
Lonfederate

§

Degrees‘of' ‘ - p equél.or

"Main Effects, . Freedom N less than -
Shyness - - 8, 248 Co1.121 - .3k9
Treatment . 8, 248 1.083 376

2-Way Interaction

Shyness x Treatment

kol

Univariate ANOVAs for Shyness x Treatment lInteraction

‘Degrees of. - "+ . p equal or

Main Effects ,J//_ Freedom F less than

Talking to Male 'Confederate k4, 126 612 L 655.
(Log Transformation) ) ‘ : o

| / - |
Looking at Male Confederalte L, 126 1.0L45 .387
. (Log Transformation) - .

Smiling at Male COnfede\ate -4, 126 2.368 . .056
{Log Transformation)

Eye Contact with Male | by, ~126 _ 2.705 - .033

.Confederate
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Table, 2
Mean Number of
Eye Contacts with the Male Confederate ®
2N N . . ) 13
as functions of Shyness and Treatment
. .
Low Shyness Moderate High. Shyness
Shyness ‘ .
Positive Treatment L.73 ) L.27 “ h.33"
Negative Treatment L.20 , L.27 : 5,73
No Tfeatment : L.67 ~ 6.20 R Y

re

For subjects %ho do not received a treatment, both the low
"shyness subjects and the high shyness subjects engaged in-
significantly less eye contact than did the moderately shy
subjects, F's (1,126) = 4.35, p's = .039. )

: L ’ \

A

For moderate shyness subjects the amount of eye contact following
both the positive treatment and tQe negative treatment was
significantly less than the amount of eye contact following no
treatment, F's (1,126) =.6.922, p's = .01.
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Table 3

Mean Number of. Seconds . //
Smiling at the Male Confederate

s Functions of Shyness and Treatment

Low Shyness Moderate | High Shyness

.

' Shyness
Posft{ve Treatment "5.18 o “4’5.06 6;55
Negative_Treat&ent 7.09 8.27 ‘ . 5ﬂ9b
.No Treatment . . 3.43 11.51’ . 9.43

For subjects who do not receiveg aAtreatment, both the mdderafe
.shyness subjects and the high shyness subjects engaged in

significantly more smiling at the male cbnfederat§~than did the

low shynessrsupjects, F's (1,]26) = 9.926'addr6”353YFespectively

P's = .002 and .013 respectively. . - -
~——

For moderate shyness subjects the Aamount of smiling at the male
confederate following both the positive treatment and the ,
negative treatment was significantly less than the amount of
smiling at the male confederate following no treatment, f's
(1,126) = 6.005 and 6.353 respectively; p's = ,016 and .013
respectively.
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Mulktivariate AnalysiS of Variahce
L -
Based on Measures Obtained During the Interaction_with the female
‘ Confederate '

. _ _ .
Degrees of R equal or

Main Effects Freedom F less than
Shyness ' 8, 248 .78 .620
Treatment _ g 8, 248 1.093 .369

2=Way Intepaction

Shyness x Treatment 1.220 .24L38




¥89 "

L0

8IZ -

6614 -

b E -

EZH’

610 gy

€1S°
L50°

ovL”
620°

SO0
svZe

€LY’
LEO”

z96°

tELT
0€0”

.mvrwe

-anbBuy
30
Jaqunn

SN

ovo-
LLb
695"
6v0’

ovs”
$50°

EEL
ot

LY’

Butnbay
_ow |

LLE”
880"

SLT”
v60.°

8C0 "
684 -

.oey”
690"

vTO’
§61 °

B6GS”
+S0 -

vLE"
LLO
VL
(4100

3odd
Qor

.ETE”

86T

800"
Leece

6€S”°

420

y00~
vve”

6y’
990"

aleway
., e
7 Bul | tws

ovs”

LEE"

100"
B % : T4

VL9’
100"
oLe”
0e0”
L8l

a|ewaq

e
But »oo1

vio”
[ 1%

9¢0” vic
084 - 801 "
000" 20O
66C° 99¢"
6EO" 000"
8L’ 662"

L rO- 000"
YA 61€"
W—NEWL ajewsy
PRCERY, o3y
10pju0)  Buiviey

aA3
GEL = N

-- sysa) pajitey aup

.8len

m:—_.Em mc_xooJ

mc_le9
aw| |

«lal

43dd
«aon

clal

a|ewsy
.V‘M .
Buit tws

alewdy
e
mc.xOOJ

i12eljuod
A3

vw,.vm—mswu

uiim
-~ Burslef
o elEw e o
_,ucppvﬁm S e
000" ,,.m_mz.«w . L
8y SRuiwoon T s
500 LBLEWTUR LM ;
" 31oe3jU0D

00"
gve

e

uuﬁﬁ U mc_x_mb

saunseapn ucwncwamo ay3y Bunowy mcopummeLooquCH

S elqey



58
. "Table 6 .

Multivariate An%lysis of Variance

Based on4Self and Observer Ratings of Subject

: Degrees of . p equal or
Main Effects - Freedom F less than
Shyness o 2, 228 11.737 .001
Treatment 3 o 4 2L, 228 .8?8 .633
2-Way Interaction | | * .

Shyness x Treatment 48, L& _ 1.016 LhiL8

Univariate ANOVAs for Shyness Main Effect

Degrees of P equal or
Main Effects o Freedom F ~less than
Self-Esteem Survey 2, 126 }f 3 001 -
Fear of Rejection 2, 12&‘*58.365 ‘ -.00)
) 4 oo ’ .
Happiness ’ 2, 126 ) 9.264 . .001
. ",
i . d . .o ) N
*. Hdsitiveness ” 2, 126 8.858 . .oo1
Cheerfulness _ 2, 126 . 9.029" < .001
Calmness ‘ ' : 2, 126 . 5.918 ;’.003
- Edation/Depression .2,\1261‘ C6.117 7 .003
Feeling Good/Bad . 2, 126 8.480 .00]1
Combined Observer Ratings 2, 126 - 3.653 .029
of Shyness ’ '
Combined Observer Ratings 2, 126 7.273 % .00
Qf Assertiveness o
¢ _ LR
Combined Observer Ratings 2, 126 T.h52 ' F 238

of Friendliness
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Table 7 X ?
L AN ) : 7 ‘ .
Means Sfor thnessiMain Effects
From Observer and‘Self—Ratings Analyses
Low'Shyness Moderate High SHyness
‘ ' Shyness .
‘Shyness Suhveyﬁ* o 12.58 ‘ ~ 23.58 ' . . 36.78
Self-Esteem Survey**.  30.71 26.58 23.16
Fear of Rejectionws 53 : B 2f7] ' v N T gu /
- Happpinessx 2. 8h. - 3.29 3.93 /
. w ' S - J/
Positiveness¥ T 2,93 ' 3.29 SRR W
' L . - o ey
- e : e C . . gy
Cheerfulness*. : 2. 84 - 3,09 . 3~84
Calmnels* \\\\~ 2067 3.24 . ., - 3.18 //
Elation/Depression® 3220 . 3.49- . k.og .
; B LT AT . ‘ : ' ya o
Feeling Good/Bad® .. . 2.36 L 2.84 o 3. 38
Combined 0bserver G.91 o 10.53 o,
Ratings of . , R , 7// T
Subject's ' : o e : c
Shyness%x - P ’ . T :
o i ’ S : .
Combined Observer — ~  1L4.36 12.76 . /011,69
‘Ratings of o T : ’
Sub ject's ' ‘ ) R - . - ,
Assertiveness#s . . .. R ' , T p
' a
%Note: Jlncﬁeasiﬁg,égones |nd|cate decreasrng happfness; - .o
positiveness, cheerfulness, calmness,. e]at|on, or feelnng good ST e

*%Note: increasing séoresllndlcate nncweasung self-ratings of -
shyness, self-esteem, or fear of reJectlon as. wellvasbobserver,
vratlngs of. shyness or assertr%eness : ‘

A

......................
.........
R
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Table 8
Analysis of Variance on - o

sPost-Treatment Change in’ShynessfSufvey'Séores

'Debrees‘of p equal or

Sour 4 iériatibnk Freedom Mean‘Sqf, B Tess than
Main Effects . C 300.874 7-973. .00l
Shyness e Lik, 14 10.975 v“‘.om
Treatment . 2-  187.607  L.972 O .008
" 2-Way Interaction - 4 ©11.785 U312 . 869
Shyness x ;" . .11.785 U312 7. - .B69
Treatment ] : - S - o ‘
Explained 8 , 156.330 T PR .001
o " L IR L o
Residual 126 /’37.‘735
Total R 136, (hb.815 7
' L o o By -
Pfé—Post—Treatment'Agans for Shyness Main,Effe¢t
. R S \ L ) g . : ) . .
"High Shyness Moderate /Shyness - Low Shyness = .
ke ' ) . _ ‘ o « o
-3.69 Com0l73 2.3y
> - ’ : \ /- . S - .
Pre-Post-Treatment Means for Treatment Main Effect
. Positive e Negative _ ‘None
-1.09 e 1.53 e ’ C-2.49
i/, . . ‘ . . :

Note: Negative numbers inditate subjects became.lessjshy.w

v
‘
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e . . Table 9
X ‘ . o - ’ ' L
e }
T
i X

'Multivariate.Analysié of Variance

“Based on Measures Obtalned Durlng the Interactnon W|th the
“Administrator
(Logarlthmtcally Transformed)

. o

Degrees .of . P equal or.

Main Effects, R Lo Freedom F less thdh
o ‘ “ , :
. : v , . : 9 .
Shyness ' o oo by, 252 1.625 .169
Treatment R o ‘b,”252 .889 o
S 2-Way Interaction . _ N v ' o -
Shyness x Treatment !, 8, 252 . 2.009 L 0k6”
v ‘ ‘ SR L o o
A
. -
. 8

o

Univariate ANOVAs for Shyness x Treatment Interaction.

. - _ Degrees of : p equal or
ﬂkann Effects/ ERNE ' 7 " Freedom B less than
. . B . ) ..‘ﬁ‘;l . . ] .- .
Number of Arguments =~ . : b, 126 - 2.080 - 7,087
: (Loﬁansformat:on) ' ' ' o '
Time Spent Argunng L Q,;126 1.303. 273
(Log Transformat}on) ’ , ‘

Qu v oo

‘ o . T L ’ o ih Iy
. ® L ‘ ‘ 5
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: Table 10
Shyness x:Treatment Interactlon . Y

-
3

Mean Number of ArgUments with . the Admnnlstrator for Cre?}t
. . ) \.\

. e

s ~ As Functvons of Shyness,and Treatment ° : &
* . -~ ~4- | . . L E oy v .' L
- . E o . Low Shyness: Moderate Hugh Shyness
- o ,Shyness , . P
'Positive,Treatment_ - 5.40 - 5.60 - k.60 _ Vk
. Negative’Treatment.. 4.67 ‘ : 5.73 : - 4,53 ,
_No. Treatrient ' 6. b7 , »h 20 a o k.20

For subjects who do not recelved a treatment, both the moderate
shyness subjects and the high shyness- subJects engaged in fewer
'arguments for credit ‘than did the low shyness subJects, F's
(1,126) . = 6. 667 and 3 267 respectively p's = .011 and 0]3
respectnveﬂy ' : T '

For moderate shyness subJects there was a greater number of
arguments for credit following both the positive treatment and
the negative treatments than followung no treatment, F's" (1,7126)
= 3 75 and 4, 267 respectnvely E s = 055 and .04 respectuvely
Low shyness and- hfgh shyness subJects who, recelved the negatlve
‘treatment made somewhat fewer\%rguments for ¢credit than' low
"shyness subJects who recelved no. treatment (i.e., the . .. e
non-debilitated, non-treated comparlson group) F's (1,126) =
37267 and 2,817 respect«uelyﬁ.g s = .073 and w096 respectively.

N .
A

)



-/ ; ' Table 11

v
/. . -
! .

i

?Meaanumber of ltems Recalled During Treafmeﬂt

e Means for Treatment Main Effect |

Positive ‘ Negative
’ 100.11; o 60.71
: /
Means" for Shyness x\Vreatment lnteractuon ’\‘4
. ‘ \ : Low Shyness Moderate _ High.Shyness
- S Shyness : : o
_Positive Treatment 131.33 89.33 . 79.67
‘ ' ' : : - S I
Negative Treatment ~  50.27 - 72.00 © 59.87

For low shyness subjects there was a greater number of jtéms
recalled durlng the positive tﬁeatment ‘than durung the negative
treatment, F (1 126) = 35 195, < ,001. S :

s N

Low shyness subJetts ‘who recexyed the positive: treatment ‘recalled’
‘more items than did either mgderate or high shyness subjects who
recieved -the pOSItIVe treatm&nt, F's (1,126) = 9.449 and 14.295 e
respectively p's < 003 and .Oolcrespectivelyr' T . . :

ﬁ,



T

v
R i ~'."
. Table 12 »
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| . . | ‘ . L o :., % .t',
‘ \l‘ ' . . y % . } -'“‘ . ]
' .\- ’:v - A\ ) “ ‘J!’ ." _"l " ("
Post-Treatment Thought Listing Anaflysis -

.

‘ F e

R B ., .
.

Interpersonal Thouéhts

Means for Thought Valence Main Effect

“"Positive .' S Nega;iVe . ’ Neutral
B ’ ‘ : ‘ . ‘ Jp— . N
L7 ’ JThT coh7h
N

: o
Note: There was a smaller number of neutrally valenced thoughts
than either positively or negatively valenced thoughts, F's (1,
252) = 5.693 and 7.225 respectively, p's = .018 and .008
respectively. - N ‘ ! '
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Table 13 -
Post-Treatment Thought Listing Analysis '
fnterpersonal TholUghts

~Means for Thought Valence x Treatment Interaction
Positive Negative Neutral

Thoughts Thoughts Thoughts ¢

, : >

Posfffve Treatment  * 1.067. ' Y 'Y LLh67
Negative Treatment .533 » .689 ~.578
No Treatheht ' .533 . .88g9 ‘ .378

Subjects who recebved the positive treatment engaged in a greater
number ‘of posut|vely valenced thoughts than did subjects who
received the negative treatment or no treatment, F's (1,252) =

9. 63h p' s = .002 ——
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Table 14 | ’
Post-Treatment Thought Listing Analsysis

Interpersonal Thoughts

Means for Thought Valence x Treatment 'x Shyness lntefactiqn

; High-Shyness Condition

Positive .‘bNegative Neutral

Thoughts - “"Thoughts : Thoughts
Positive Treatment .933 o .667 | .600
Neg;tivé Treatment : koo ,. .800 _ .333
No Treatment o :LOO . 1.000-'( _ 333

Sub jects who received the positive treatment engaged‘in a greater
number of positively valenced thoughts than either negatively or
neutrally valenced thoughts, F's (1,252) =.3.199, p's = .075.

Subjects who-did not receive a treatment engaged in a greater
number of negatively valenced thoughts than either positively or
neutrally valenced thoughts, F's (1,252) = 4,054 and 5.010
respectively, p's = ,045 and .026 respectively. :

Moderate Shyness Condition

Positive "~ Negative Neutral
\ Thoughts ‘ Thoughts "Thoughbts
Positiva Treatment 933 . . .333 ’_ o .733
Negative Treatment .867 | o .867  &67
No Treatment .600 , .667 ‘ o .Lh67
\ o

Subjects who received the positive treatment engaged in a greater
number of positively valenced thoughts than negatively valenced
thoughts, F (1,252) = 4.054, p = .045. Subjects who received the'
positive treatment also engaged in a fewer number of negatively
valenced thoughts than did subjects who received the negative ‘
treatment F (1,252) = 3.211, p = .074, .
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Lo.w Shyness Condition o A‘
Positive Negative | . Neutral °
- "Thoughts Thoughts Thoyghts
Positive Treatment 1.333 e .933 : . 067
Negative Treatment +333 ’ 400 .- | .933
‘No Treatment " .600 1.000 333

SubJects who ‘received the positive treatment engaged in a greater

number of positively valenced thoughts than did subjects who

received the negative treatment or no treatment, F's (1,252) =
1.261, 6.051 respectively, p's = .001 and .015 respectively.

Subjec®s who received the negative treatment engaged in a lower
number of negatively valenced thoughts than did subjects who
teceived either the positive treatment of \no treatment, F's
(V,252) = 3.199 & L4L.054 respectively, p's = .075 and .0L45 -
respectively. Subjects who received the negative treatment also
engaged in a lower number of both negatively valenced thoughts
~and positively valenced thoughts than neutratlly valenced
thoughts, F's (1,252) = -3.199 & 4.0k respectively, p = .045 and
.075 respectively. while subjects who received no treatment
engaged in a greater number of. negatively-valended thoughts than
neulfrally valenced thoughts, F (1,252) = 5.010, p = .026.
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. Appendix A .
‘ . Questlonnalre Used in: Pretestmg . R ‘
~ Please Use the followung 'scale to answer questlons 1-— 10. |
‘ 2,

.o.l‘“{‘",'1 | | '2  o 3 4 _ ’\ 5.; W
Not at All . o Moderately ' e ' Extremely ;
‘Trueli'of Me . S TreeofMe . . .« True of Me.

a s
»‘1. Iam,s'oc:ally somewhaﬁhwkygard o o ;, S : )
| 2. ldon't find |t'hafc| to t*«o stranoers ‘; w ;5»:’ N T
- 3 1 feel tense when I'm. vs)lth people b dont Kknow well. L e s
a4 When conversing | worry about saymg someth:hg dumb.’ | A
,\ 5. "I feel nervous when speakmg to someone in authorcty ;
| "6..1am often uncomfortable at partles and other socnal functnons
7 t feel inhibited in social sntuattons ' ’ )
) 8 1 have trouble Iookmg someone right in the eye. 7
9. | am more shy with members of the opposite sex. /
10. tam afraid of re_;edﬂon by others. g' o o K
S S T
Please use the following scale to answ_er questions :1 1-185, ‘ : ' L ae
< -
o oy, 2.3
Strongly = - Agree ‘ 'Disegree o ‘S_.\tro;nglyf
Agree . Disagree
o feel that fm a\person of worth at ‘Ieast on.an e@c;ual basfs ‘
wnth others o :‘gj _'_:'“ o 4 E ‘



12. | feel | do not héve much to be p‘r‘o'ud of.
r inclined to feel that | am a failure.
15. | cértainly feel ussless at times.

o . 3

e,

75
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»Ap‘p‘end'ix,B
wt } ' ] ] -
O - Negative Treatment
@ g . Satal

Y

. Th|s experifment exammes w‘hether people who are better at recallmg events from their

" past are also better at other types of memory tasks.. We wulI be asklng you‘to recall '

various types of experlence The experimenter has guven you several sheets, which list

. each type'of experience in the same order as the experiences will be presented on this

tape recordung Do notvread the varlous experiences now. Wait and read the experlences

whlle the tape recordmg states the exper»ence After the tape recordlng tells you the. type

= of experlence that you are to recall try to remember as many times as possible When you"

have had this type of experience. For each event, whuch you remember think of a word

or two. that will:remind you of the event later. Write these words in the approprlate space

on your sheets For each type of expenence you will be glven 1-1/2 mmutes to recall as. w .
N . .. 3 " .

: many events as possuble'“

[8) a

A I'made a bad impréss,idn er displeyed some bad qualities.

1. _ _ \ 7.
2 - ' 8. °
C s 9 __
R S L || S -
5 | | 11, . - .
B - 12, o
B.. I made a fool of myself. , ‘ - ‘ - ' e
Lo | 8.
T8 S
4. ' 10. :
5 » . 1.
6.

12,

i 56 v

¢



o C Either my parents 6r my frieﬁds éeémed- to be ashamed of me.
' 8
K - - .
10~ | )

. o 11.

6. . - - 12

ok~ W N

D.: " People were unfriendly (did not like) me.
o :
2
3

. wa . - o___. ' .
R S— _ ! , .

6 . 2 | SN «

. E lfelt"likePeQPl‘e'WishedIwasn‘t fhere. : ‘ o ?

o — T 7 R

e ' . S ' S
h 8 )

T 13
L*] A «

[

4 %
5

ah . - SO E . ”7 SUSENETII o
r L T C
6 ' — 12 ‘ — |

o

1
. 2

s
- 4
9

F. 1 either felf insecure osr felt ill at ease énd avu,iayvard in the ;;.resencefo,f others.
, : . —
o___
10.
1.
12

o O N W N
N “a
S e
3




& I \ ) ) i "ﬁ;:':'. .
G | ruined a friendship (or rélationship).

e
-t

4. Q 10._

5____ 1M .

6._ : . P ’ 12.

kY

/ﬂﬁr Either somethlng was rumed or Imade a mess of thlngs because | dldnt take care of

business.

: - — ‘ - 12. o L
l. When someoné got to know me, they didn't like me. S

y e IR o 8
3. AR ( 9.
4_ o 1o.

- S S S L N
;,.;* "“6: . PR '

12.

J l elther performed poorly or was sharply and accurately ;‘;ici-zed:ie;g., inschool, in

AR . social setting, at home) '

Oos W N
(o]

11,

S 12,

Y

e e e . .‘ ; - By
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o) Wy

79

1_

2
3
4
5

1.

6 o “_L ,

By

12, B »

L. Someone either thought | was bormg or | hid thﬁ mpressuon that I v gettlng oh theur

; (,,
o

nerves

1 _ -

. s RT
- d g o é@, e
,‘ oI N
’ L o R
o - N I ’
+ .

£
-6,

2.

3

4
x‘Q '3
#
M. ?d the wrong thmg -
1

2 o 8
s .3 ; g : 9_
e o 10 .
5 — 11
6 0 12,

N Someone | felt posmﬂ toward enther did not hke me mja$ r”.

1‘ - . - "

—_ T _ E

b

o
~

&y

® O bW N
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. O.. I either thought that n"1y_ appearance was unattractive o others or that my clothing was

inappr8priate.
1. 7. .
, 2 8. -
3 8. :
\b:ﬂL 4 J ; ,1 0.' N 3
5__ - 1. '
6. 12,
P. Fecouldn'® think of anything to séy.
* . ' N v . '?: .
1. - 7.
2.
3
P— ’ . . . ‘.": ;"Lr> N 5 f"'ﬁ:
4. 10. S S
s, Lag®
. 1 - : &}
“..' 5 £ s ﬁ -s,‘;‘,}_x&. i G 1%1. = . _&, v . -—
P~ N } - -
6. e 12. -
o ) . . ' ; K
Q. 1 felt withdrawn into myself and not really part of the social interaction.
( 1. 7. o
. , ‘ .
2. ‘g- 8 - e ! A “
3 8.
4. 10 S
_ t j o
B, 11, — ‘
6 _ 2 Y
"R Idid nof krow what was expected in the_situation {e.g., did not know the social norms).
R 7. :
2, 8 \
3_ 9.
a4 10.
5. 11, —
- 12._



2

(VN

S: | was humiliated (e.g.. told | was immature) in front of others.

o 7.
“w - ,
2 8
3 )
4 " 10
5 1. *
6. 12, v

81

T. Elther my thlnkmg or my judgment was muddy or | either had trouble makmg decisions

or commumcatmg my ideas to others

1. ) 7. .

3 S w 44@"“‘»
o

4. W‘n — L%

5. AREN

6._ ‘ . F12

U Somecne made fun of me. o ‘b

2' ;

3"~

4. 10.

5. 11.

6. 12; )




‘ . " Appendix C

Y]
Positive Treatment

This e"xperiment examirles whether peopte who are better atbre‘calling events from their

past are also better at other types of memory tasks We wilt be asking you to recall

various types of experience. The experumenter has gnven you several sheets, which list

each type of experience in the same order as the expernences_wull be presented on this

tape recordihg. Do not read the varieus experiences now. - Wait and read the experiences

while the tape reé:'ording states the experience. ‘After the tape recording telis you the type

of experience that you are to recall, try to remember as many times as possible when yoe

have had this type of expenence For each event whxch you remember think of a word

or two that will remind you of the event later. - Write these worgs. m the appropmate space - é» a
on your sheets. For each type of experience, you wm be glven 1—!/2@|nutes to recall as

shaid,

many events as possible. : . _ i e

s

. O ;

A made a good impression or displayed séme gcadd’ qualities.
N &,

; R
2 ’ e B -
5._ \ 11.
6. «
B. 1 was the most knowledgeable person in the grqup
1. “
2
3" ) \\\
4. 410.
5 [ 11
") .'1%r -
W, L .

/e ‘



g

"y

T

-
C. Either my parents or my friends seemed to besproud of me.
B 7.
2 g g
i3 S ' 9
4 ' 10,
5 ne_______ .
6. 12
D. People were'fri‘endly {liked) me.
]
2 ——
3 | Paall
& e _ _ 10.
5 | B 1._
‘6 S 12
E | felt like people were gléd\(plga#bdi that | was th_'eFé‘.
1. _ ‘ “ 7 ‘
'8 "
—r— . S
‘ 10
T e = Bt P oy e v
__ 1. -
6 , 2 BN
F. |either felt comfo.rtablé or relaxed and at ease in tf:le presence of otheré. .
2, ' 8_
3 9.
. 4 1.
5. 11,
64 12



G I formed a good friendship (or relat‘idn&ip).
T, _ i 2 A .
\ . ; ( 8

‘-—39"

10.
' GRRR
S ST

L SN AR N

H. Either something was fixed or | did a particularly good job because | took ‘care of
| business. “ - .

. P 3 _

10, '
.11. ~

6. | ' . 2l

o s W N

| When someone got to know'me, they liked me.

1. N 7.

3 e - SR RN D

, 1,
6 & - 2

-J. | either performed well or was warmly and accurately praised (e.g., in school, in social
! A ! . . . '

setting,q"at home).
1.

OO kW N
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Ta
W,

,._,-..-“,;,,,.,v_':. 6.

1.

it

Coy

K. Someone eagerly inciuded me in spmq’,thjﬁg";' R e |

Lt

O s W N

company.

1.

Y

@

2
4
5

M. | said, just the right thing.

1.

12

N

N Someone | felt__-poéitively toward either liked me or %ouna iiw‘e desirable.

1.

7.

7

8.

-

10.__

. W N

R A

2.

i e

i
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tof

," “' . ‘ . ' P ‘ , . '.

o 0. | e.ther thought that nr'Iy appearance was attractlvo to gtlzgr: or that my clome

partncularly approprtate . N FR I

»oo- A . *

»
z

2
3 —
4 TS S RV

'v‘ : 4. R t ‘
6.’ . ‘ . .I " i 12 7 . . ! . ‘:_‘.1»" A‘ W

ks

\

TP I euther brought up mterestnng things to discuss or made some good pomts about thmgs_ o

L
vy .

,madnscussnon o N T ' R R P

S AR NI
®

o felt outgomg ‘and felt like | was really an |mportant part of a LOCtal mteractlom \,\

1 - . .‘ - " :7 K .‘! v : .FA“ .

. — 8.
% . »‘ .~9' ) ‘ . . ' o
. o

_ , T

°h W N
-

s o

C2
: 3. \ow / - i .
8l io_ L
- ., | ] . -
- 4 — i ‘ —_—
5. : 1, , - S
P B I
6. oo 12 S ) ¥
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LB
to

T \l )
S 1 was comphmente\d (e\g* ,“toidl was very mature) in front of others

AR

87

| 8.

2 | | |
5 L

“a .o . g - o .‘ ‘, - ".

"l‘T Either my. thmkmg or my judgment was clear or 1. euther was able to make good

Q demsnons or clearly commumcate my ndeas to others

| 8.

‘» _10. e

R R

oo A W N

12.

R i o v

U Someone e;ther wanted to be Ilke me or. copled me in some way

“« e

N | RN

o O s w.N




i

n2. 1 feel that ! have a number of good qualmes ‘
: ".1.3;' A\I in all, f am mclmed to feel that fam a fallure
"14."| am able to do thmgs as well as most other people. K

LooB, | feel I do not have much to be proud of.

, i8.: | wnshl could have more respect for myself.

%

' Svtrongly _
Agree T -\g“l“v' - Disagree

~ Appendix D S

o S Rosenthal Sel'f—ESteem Ihventory

e

Y
0 1o

[

. > .
N SR
‘\'\'\ .

1.1 feel that Im a person of worth at least on an equal basus wnth others e ’

N

16. 1 take aposutlve attlt'ude towa \ f

' '_J'?. AOn the whole I am satusfred W|th myself v ‘v ' ) R \”

19 ! certamly feel useless at times.

'2(0 AttlmesIthmkl{nogoodatau ‘ I g L

,\'»‘

}
Agree | '+ Disagree - . Strongly .
o agr ~ " stron



