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I. Introduetion 

In recent yelU'S a rather lnrue nunbe:r ot studio$ hs.ve been inado in 

which the .coneapt 0£ aelt-acaaptance baa been involved. !."'l a ceneml 

wa::, thee& tJtfJdias ·can be grouped into two rather broad categories, those 

having to do ,11th self-aecoptnnee as a process, and those having to do 

w1 th ael.£-aeceptanoo as a colldi.tion; a way ot :functioning. In the 

.former oategc:ey- would be those studies Which have attomptod to show the 

intra-individual chtlngoi:J that aceur :is the person; a patient, goes f'rom 

a point at which h~ might. be considered to be not accepting or himself, 

X'ejec.ting ot himself.;. to a point at which he might be considered accepting 

ot himsal.fi1 In the latter ~up would 'be those studies that ha.v-o attempted 

to show that them e:(ist curtain apooitlQ eon•elatos of the eondi tion or 

being solf-..aecepti:ng:. In partieulnr t,b.ese latter ones have dealt with 

con~latea cf pbyniolo~oal1 attitudi.nal1 and behavior4l nature. 

Almost mthout e:!taept1on etud1os perfori:u!d in the tMo catogorios 

ba.ve been predicated upon the theoNtioal .formulntiom of Carl P..ot,-01-s 

(2212),24); whose ft'J:hoor,; o.t r-arsonality- and Behaviort {22) mlcoa or tho 

sel£ a central concept, aud mkes of eolf-acceptanao a major dimension 

along which to mea.oure the· self...concept. 

With vor,r few exceptions t.~e studios pertonned ~..ave made use of 

methodologies toot have at theiP base a £undarimntal simili~ity whic.'1 

consists ot the use of a su.bjeat•s t-eporu; about himself us data upon 

whicb to t'rame inferences co11cerning the subjeatts selt--concoptJ i.e., 

his soU'-aocoptonce 01• the laek of 1 t. Such reports of the subjoet about 

himsolt have been obtained b7, a) intorviows, theraputic or otherwise 



(1., 8., 131 2$• 261 281 33)) b) use of a tt!Gt in which the subj$Ct ra.ted 

statera~nts as true or false ot him, where these rrtatements consisted of 

ones descriptive of personality; (314;19)J c) use ot a special technique 

known aa the liQ-sort method., 1 dtviaed by Stephenson (29)1 and requiring 

that the subject rank e. aeries of itaf.emants descriptive of pGrsonu.lity 

in orde~ or their relevance to him (lO). In some studies projective tests, 

chiet.cy, the Rorsehaeb and. 'l'hant.atic .Appereeption Test, htave been omploynd. 

Yet even hore selt..-..rep0rts play a. dominant rol.81 since the tests are 

administered to the itulividualawho a.re lm.offll to be either self-accepting 
or not on the basis ot $elf•nporta obtainad prior to the testing (lh,19,21). 

While the studies cited abc)VO :re~~ a high degree of ~nsistErney 

in their raoults when these are compared <.lno with another m.ld with 'the 

tboory by which they are oxplaiMd, it nevetthelees appeas-s to tllitl 

experir'..enter that a reasonable doubt l!1ay be entertained about them. 

?.'his doubt pertains not to the validitq of the respective studieo, but 

rather to· thG conclusiveness of the results. Tho doubt arises :from the 

extensive use of se:1£-reports u data tor inference •. 

As llilgard (ll), Cattoll (6} 1 and others have pointed out, such 

reports tottd to be aome-11hat less than satiatactory for the purposes ot 

1Mld.ng sciont:1tie in.f'erenoea about the subject, chiefly- because the 

factors o.t self-deception a:,d soli"-de:tenso n.ra di!'f'icult, it not. 1mpos-

a1ble1 to control. These rac·tom, operating with o:r Ytithou.t the aubjoct•o 
._:{ '"''arsne$s or their- operation, te.'ld to distort tho data. that is presentod, 

and to yield a p:1ct'!'lrf3 whose det,1:'00 or aaeuracy is open to- question and 

diti"icult to apprais,.h 

Therefore,: tho view iS held here that. the:t"e (JX.1$1.$ a need !or• 

more rigorous approach to the study ot selt-e.cce1rtance and its 



significance for some of the correlates ascribed to it, here specifically 

those pertaining to behavior, 0£ the possible ways to achieve groa.ter 

rigor; the one chosen attempts to distinguish a self,-accepting group and 

anon-selr-aocepting group out of & more general population bym.ea.ns 

o:t a test that taps the subjectfa· perceptions and cogriitionsJ i.e., from 

the manner in which the subject perceives and cognitively structures a 

given situation, a judgment will be made concerning his self-acceptance. 

The teat is to be objective in the sense that an examiner is able to 

score the test and achieve results that correlate highly with those of 

another examiner a coring the test by fallowing the same rules. Thia 

test, too, tends to be less vulnerable to the distortion caused by self-

deception and self-defense; since clinical experience indicates that in 

general a person tends to be less aware of the revealing nature of his 

perceptions and cognitions than of statements made that have direct bear-

ing on himself. That is; there is apt to be less distortion of the 

kind mentioned when a person asserts that he perceives a given situation 

in a certain way than when he asserts that he does or does not possess a 

given characteristic. 

WhenJ on the basic of the test, two groups have been achieved it 

will be possible to bring individuals together in pairs, one member from 

each group, and require that they work on a series of tasks that require 

their joint effort. In so far as the experimental design permits, cer-

tain aspects of overt behavior will be measured. By the use of an 

e,cperimental design that pennits this, use 0£ verbal or written reports 

or the subject about his interporsonal. relations 'Will be circumvented; 



1. e • ., what. the subject does rather than what he says he does while -work-

ing with another person will be the object of study. 



II thooretionl Considerations. 

Prior to the discussion ot the test that will be used in the first 

phase ot the expel"imental procedure, it is necessary tQ consider the 

theory of personality upon which, it is predicated. This means th~t the 

definition of self•aoceptance $nd the theory of which it is a part.:• as 

both def'inition and theor.y have been developed by Carl Rogers, need to 

be conaidered1 since this stud:,, though of a somewhat d.1££erent order., 

yet, aims at. being comparable to those othel' studies al.ready mentioned. 

In the Rogetlan eystem, "Acceptance of self, operationally defined, 

means that the client tend.st 

a) 'l'o perceive himself as a person 0£ worth, worthy or respect 

rather than condemnation. 

b) To perceive his standards as being based upon bis own eXper-

iences, rather than upon the attitUdes or desires ot othors. 

c) 'l.'o perceive hie own feelings, motives, social end personal ex-

periences., without distortion or the basic sensory- da.ta.tt 

(23:,315) 

Implicit in the above de;Cinition is .also the definition or a person 

1/ho might be called non-se1£-acct1ptingit lte would be <>ne who tends to 

perceive hilnsolt aa Ul'l\'10rthy., 'Who judges himsel:t qui. te largely :tn terms 

or atandtu'ds set by others, end who tends to disto,:ot bnsfc. sensory data 

1n the pe.rception of hisown motives. 

In order to understand the distinctions made between a person called 

self...accepting and one called non-self-accepting., and to understand the 

significance of the distinctions tor behavior., it 1s necessary to be 

clear with respect to what appears to be one of the major, unique 



characteristics or the Rogerian system. 

In this system the self is not-identical with the person, llut rather 

is a .. part 0£ the peri5on. It is a phrt that exists in the consciousness 

or the person. In relation to the person the sel.f' stands as a perceptual 

object, to be perceived by the person and appraised or evaluated positively 

or negatively, and reported upon when the pe::rson is required to do so. 

Using tems somewhat loosely, the self may be though'b or as the 

thingS the· person consciously thinl1;8 ha is. Rogers• moro exact definition 

ot. the self aasetts, llThe self-structure ia an o:i:"ganized cooi'iguration of 

perc-eptiOI1$ or the self which are admissible to awareness. It is composod 

of such elements as the perceptions of one•s characteristics and abilities; 

the percepta,an.d concepts 0£ the aelt in relation t~ others and to the 

environmentJ the value qualitie~ which are perceived -M fiasociated with 

experiences and objectsJ the goal& and ideals which are perceived as 

having positive or negative valence. It is,. then, the organized picture, 

existing 1n awareness either as figure or ground, of the self and the 

sel£•in-relationsbip• together Wi~'l the positive or negative values 'Which 

are associated 'With those qualities and relationships,. as they are per-

ceived as existing in the past, present, or future." (22J50l) 

The salt as defined above stands in yet another relationship to 

tha person. B$havit>r adopted by the person lllUSt be consistent with bis 

concept of himself. Rogers llSaerts 1 "The only channels by 'Which needs 

may be satisfied are those which are consistent with the organized con-

cept 0£ self.n (22 1508) In this light the self' stands as a regulator or 
the behavior of the person. As examples of thi$ relationship Rogers 

cit.ea the following:, Jifhe mother who s~es herael.f.' as reopor..sible !or 



her a.dolm:icent daughter cannot go to sleep \tntil the click of tile door 

latch and the .footsteps in the ball indicute. that her daughter is homo. 

:tt wotild be inconsistent with her concept o:t self to fall asleep, Like ... 

wise, the man, who regards· llh'tsel.£ as a conscientious and responsible 

individual 1taJtens from sleep at an early hour when his. i'ef3pons1biliti~s 

de.'lland: that he ~o, so, regardless of h.iS organic neo_d £of sleep." (22$509) 

A third relationship between the eel.£ and the person is that in 

the self a.re symb~Uiad onl:r some or the experiences that go on in the . 
. •:· ' ~, 

person. ·:tn the Rogerian fJystem it is the person who has experiences,; 

not the- self. this ll18@S that an event can occu'r in the person without 

some eorrasponding event oec~ing, in the salt. In prder for the exper-

ience ,to be attributed to the self-Whieh in turn implies that it is 
, I 

conseioua-it is neeessar.v that 'U1e organismic event occurring in the 

person be raised to a·'symbolio lewl,, which :ts the only- l.evel. at. which 

events may be perceived as parl· of self'• 

It •ill to be noted. that only sonte .or the experiences occurring in 
tho organism achieve eymboli2~tion,. and hence a kind of a.clmowled~'llOnt 

by the self'. Gonvo1-se1¥, some experiences that the person 1mdergoes are 

kept out ot arrarenesa. Wbether the self does acknOllledge the experience 

depends on a n'U!!lber of ra:::tors, chiefly 1 the nature of the eJCperience 
' undergone by the person and the nature of the self-concept. For @ 

experien¢e occurring in the o:rgnnism to be acknowledged as an attribute 

of the self the symbolization or that experience must be consistent with 

other s)llnbols Which &) to make up the self-concept. Just a$ behavior is 
, 

consistent with the selt--concept, so must s;ymbolizations of organismic 

experiences be similiarly· consistent •. 



a. 

The expression '•organismic experiences" requires clarification 

before proceeding further.* Int.he Rogerian system the expression is 

used in trro distinct wa~ • Used one way it refers to experience such 

as anger or £ear; 'U$ed an.other wq. it :re:!'el'S to "needs" experienced by 

the .organism, :Ln conjtmetion w1 th such 0th.er experiences as. anger or fe~. 

!n the theory wriat nµ..ght be c~ed the b,a.aic e=tperience is always ~soc:iated 

with an accompanying need of the organism to do something about the basic 

experience. Li a sexise, needs are the motives or 1:J.le indiVidual for they 

are considered to be the springboards for action. (22, 49l; 50~) Because 

o:D the relatedness of needs a..d ei1Jeriences ( the experience 0£ fear and 

the .associated experience of a need to escape is an example} the one 

cannot be s1Jr).bolized witho~t the ·oth~r. The fol1owing, taken from 

Rogers, ia an illu:rtration of this. 

"Foi" example, a pilot who conceives of himselr es a brave anci 

relatively feB.J.•less indi vi.dual is assigned to a mission which involves 

great .risk. Physiolog:teally he e:cperiences fear and a need to escape 

£rom this Mnger. These reactions cannot 'bo S)'nlbolized :into: conscious-

ness t since tnay would be too contradictory to his ooncept 0£ self. The 

organic need, hmvever1 persists. He can perceive that ''the engine is n'?t 

running quite properly1 i or that 1I am ill a.ltd have an 11pset digestive 

system,• and on these grounds excuse himself' from the mission. In this 

exa."llple; as in many others which could be ci tad., the organic needs exist 

*r'rom this point on., until stated otherwise., there will be g:i:ven wlUJ.t is 
believed to be an'accurate picture of the Rogerian system as it pertains 
to the relationship of the self to the person. Terminology in the Rogerian 
system, as will be demonstrated, is --o:t'ten ambiguous and unclear. In this 

interpretation sections paraphrased will ba referred to in parentheses. 



but cannot be admitted into cori.soicn.~ness. The behavior which is 

.ad.opted u such that it satisfies the org~ic need., but it ta.lees channels 

lfflicb at'e consistent with the concept of $elf.tr (22,508) 

The above illustration, in addition to showing that an experience 

can occ'Ul' in the person without M-. aceonipanyinfh acc\,U'ate representation 

ot the ~.rienoe oecttt't"ing in the eel£., s1+oe .also that the behayior 

that does result .in such circumstances-non-accU%'8.te symbolization-:ts 

an organismic event. In the ltogerian system., behavior is always an 

organismic event whet.lier there occurs an accurate symbolization 0£ the 

organtcexperienee or not •. When accurate symbolization does oec:ur, tor 

example, the resu:t.ting behavior is not related to it in any lsl fashion., 

rather se'lleral factors mu.st oo taken into account as determiners or the 

:tina1 behavior. Of' these.t@tor$_,.th.e chief ones are the nature 0£ the 

ejcperlence and the. need undergone by the organitun, and the natm-e 0£ the 

self-concept.. 'When bQth eXperiertce and need occur in the parson, the 

person talces into account the nature of his salt-concept; i.e • ., the 

value attached to experiences and need8 1 the 'Values attached to concepts 

ot se1£-in-~l&tion to the enviror:unent, broadly defined, and tha goal.a 

and. aims of t.he Qrganism. {2~ 1508} Thus., the person may experience anger 

and experience al.so the need to assault his opponent, yet not do so be-

cause the possible gain from such expression would be less than th~ 

possible loss, whol'e both gain and loss have reference to the enhancement 

of the organism. 

Where experiences and needs are not s~boliied, the behavior is also 

organismict the parson attempts to satisfy his needs as best ho can in 

terms of the existing self-concept., and his perception of the ex:tst:t.ng 



situation. 
:t;t will be noted that the expression •" ••• his perception of the 

existing situation •• " is used. This is done because in the Rogerian 

system reality for the individual. is his perception of it. i'his implies 

that actually the· system talks about· two kinds of reality. This is so. 

On 1:J1e one hand there is e..."tternal :reality, that which can be supported 

.by consensual VG.lidation_. and 011 iha other hand there is the parson:•s 

highly uniq'l& and, idiosyncratic perception> or this reality. 'l'he two 

need not necessarily: be congruent., In the case of the pilot the oxternal 

situation need not have been. dangerous in terms of its objective proper... 

ties (i.e.:, one might die on this mission); the import.ant consideration 

is that the pilot considers it dangerous tor llim. Whether in terms of 

objective NJD.lit;r the mission was or fflilS not dangerous is a secondary 

considorationJ the situation as perceived by the person is what he 

responds to. (221497J 498-SO)J 491) 
the distinction between what might be called personal reality and 

objective reality is an important, one in the Rogerian system. As will 

be pointed out shorti;r I when the discrepancy between the two is very 

great.1 the person cannot possibly function efficiently; i.e • ., meet the 

basic need .ot the organism to "~.:.a.ctualize1 maintain, a.nd enhance.,_.u 

itself• (22.,487'). Phenomenally this l0i1ered efficiency is e~erienced 

as tension,, discomfort., and dissatisfaction. (a2,14l) In the extl-e111e it 

is e:x:per:t.cnced QB ill health. (22~51.0) Conversely-, when the di$crepaney-

between the two i~ small., the pe;-s.on does actua.l.ite himself; and exper-

ieneea this as comfort and wall. being,; and is said to be heal.thy., (22,513) 

A question might now be raised concerning the discrepancy between 

personal reality and external reality: How does the discrepancy come 



u. 

aboutl · ~a tollo;nng is an illustration of this t 

Suppose an inctl:vidual.,A,- doetJ so~thing; i.e., pel.iforms some act 

0£ overt behavior. According to Rogers t sys tam, t.h.1s act would be 

accompanied by certain organismic experiences which 'coul.d b~ ·evaluated 

by the ortranism. as eithe1• positive or negative, 1rhere. :posit;tve or nega-

ti-v-e have reference to the rna:J.ntentince;• enhancement, o~ aetoolizntion .of 

the organism. This is roughly equivalent to saying that t.he pe1•s on really 

knows ·what is beat tor him. 

Suppose now tlta.tan individual .B comes upon the scene and obsei-ying_ 

A criticises him for the manne~ in whiQh he behaved, asser_ting that A, in 

his (B 1s} opinion is ttbad11 fot" having performed the act. A; according to 

Rogera, is now in a position where one of two things can happen to him, 

where these two things have relevance tor the manner in which A symbolizes 

the event ,mich here includes the act, the organismic experience, and B1s 
criticism. According to .Rogers; A can symbolize the event, in so far as 

it pertains to the criticism,. b;r the £onnula: "I perceive that this be-

havior is dissatisfying to B"; or, "! perceive this behayior as dissatisfy-

ing to 1t1t1-tt The i'ormar is an "ace"f.lrate symbolization of B•s actionsJ the 

latter is a distortion. (22;498-S0.3) 
Vt'hat i'ollows from the .first symboluation, the aco'lll'tlte one, i3 a 

reconsideration of th.e behavior and or ihe corresponding experience. In 

this reconsideration, A tends to take into account all relevant £actors: 

the satisfaction arising for the organism, the satisfaction arising for 

the self, the relationship of B to A and conversely-, the .nature of the 

situation, and so forth~ on the basis of a careful weighting of all 

.factors a re-evaluation occurs., An organismic valuing process, having 



as its aim the striving ot the organism as alrea.q rote:rred to, provides 

the re-evaluation. Wha.tevel'.' the result,. 'Whether the experience (in'ter'nal 

event plus behaviol") comes to be coI1Sidered plus or minus, the parson 

will have ma.de .an organismic. jud~ent. It is axiomatic in the Rogorian 

system that given all the relevant facts in consciousness the person tends 

to make decisions £or and a.bout himself' that are in the direction of 

grovrth, differentiation, and maturity. (22,522-524J50l-503) 
Suppose now tb~t A had made the second reaction; nr perceive this 

behavior as· dissatisfying to me," In thia case there would .ha:\l'e been 

an immediate denial 0£ any satisfactions that had been experienced, the 

experience would have been considered minus, and hence denied a :Place 

on a symbolic level :;.n consciousness in t.½.e self'-concept. Purtbennore; 

and· this Rogers conaiders of nwdmm importance, the attitudes of the 

other person (B) wou.l.d be ;tntrojeoted by- A and e)tperienceci not as the 

attitudes of anothar person; 11 ... but in a distorted raehion, !!. _g: based 

on the evidence of opo•a own ... (organisndc) ..... equipment." ('~2,500) 

Continuing, Rogers asserts, 11 ~ this way the values 'Which the Want 

attaches to experience become divorced £rom his mm organismic tunctiori ... 

ing, and experience is valued in terms of the attitudes held by bis 

parents I or by others lYho are· in intimate association with. him. These 

va1ues come to be accepted as being just as 11real11 as the values which 

are connected with direct experience. (Note: direct experience is that 

predicated upon what has been called~ the foregoing, "an accurate 

ay.nbolization.») The "sel!fl which is formed on this basis of distorting 

the sensory and viQcoral evidence to fit the already- present structure 

acquiros an organization and integration which. the individual endeavors 



u. 

to preserve. l3ehaviox--!!!_. re~arded !!,_ e.nhanc!M self ~- E_2 -~ 

value . .!!,_ a1mrehended throi.1£:!?: sensott 2!: .. visceral r9ections J behavior,,!! 

:regarded f:E_ opmsed the maintenance ~- el'lhanceme.nt .£! .. sell' when 

there~ !!9. negative $ensocy: rlscenu. reao·tion.11 (22,.,0o-501) (I:talics 

mine.) 

At thia junct~e an important point need be mad.el, In the £irst 

instance making an accurate Sl'Dl,bolization leads to an event that is in 

the best interests or the person considered as .a whole; a pereon 'Who has 

a conscious concept 0£ b.ims6lf'. In the second instance maldµg a. distorted 

s~bolization leads to an event 'ij,.at, 'is in the best interests of the con-

scious eoneept of the self; though not necessarl1y in the best interests 

o_f the person as a whole, 

I£ the internal experience wel'l3 one of angers and the ovet"t beha'Vior 

one ot aggression, the t<>tality consisting of experience mid behavior 

oould be satia.f'ying to the person. However, if· his conscious self-eoncapt 

were such that conscious recognition of the internal e~erienoe and o~rt 

behavior was impossible 1 there would .tollow denial 0£ co11.rse; but there 

would also toll<>W' n • .,; immediate artd ehort,...termad satisfaction of being 

protocted • .,.rt (22.,523) Moreover,; so long ns the environment is congenial 

to the talsa picture a.cquued by the person ot his seU; i~e. i · so lon.g as 

ho is not coni'ronted with diseropnncies between the self'-ploture and 

orga11,ismio exi)e:rience; the denial ·will continue and the .false picture 

persist.. Thus 1 as h$S been already pointed out., the values existent in the 

*Rogers r torminoloCY tends to be -somewhat confusing.• Sensory- iS used 'With 
reference to 11anger11 , 0perception of sel.t as ugly" {24,)79} and "eXperience 
of succoeding with difficult :mechanical operation.·•• (22,527} In the quo.:. 
tation "sensory and visceral" are organismic responses rour,hly translatable 
to "way person reall,- !'eels•·" 



selt mat be:'served·by these means though the values existent :Ln the per-
son becaus~ ot the person ts natural tendency to move toward actualization., 

ma.:r not be. (23;.321-.322) 
In a.viother way, too., the best inta:ret1ts of the· organislil need not 

be served by actitl t:r that does· se.rve the values exi.!1tent in the t1elf.-

Accordint tci the theory, denied. experiences need to bo gua.rded against. 

"Threat occurs when experiences are perceived or anticipated as incon-
gruent with the structure of the self'•.. Defense is a sequence of' be ... 

havior in response to threat... Defense increases susceptibili t;r to 

threat... Threat and de,fense tend to <>ccur in sequence again and again} 

as this sequence progresses attention is removed farther and fa:M.her, 

from the original threat, but more experienoe is distorted and sus-
ceptible to threat." {22.,$1.6) This process; if conti~ued unchecked, 

would proceed to maladjustment and eventual breakdmm of organismic 

£unction1ng. 

A question may nCll'f be asked concerning the meaning 0£ .sel.t-

acceptmice in the Rogerian theory. Doas it mean that the person accepts 

himself, or does it mean that a perst,n 'accepts his ttaalftl? 

In terms of the theocy as outlined and :tn terms of the operational 

definition of ·selt-acceptanee quoted at the beginninc o:t t;llis section, 

it would appear that it cannot moan the latter, unless the latter foll6\is 

from tho £ormer. Stated somewhat dif£e:rently1 it would appear to be the 

case that the latter (i.e., acceptance of bis 11sel£") is a. necessary 

condition for sel.1'-a.cceptance, though it is by itself not .a sufficient 

condition. The £or.ner (i.e., the person .accepts himself) would appear 

to be both a nocaasary and a su££icient condition for sel.f-s.cceptanoe. 



The distinction betiveen the; two conditions ro.t'erred to abo'\te .is 

apparent when it is noted that tl:to'llgh a aeli'-eoncept is built up largely 

upon introjected values rather than upon or~mic £unctioniltg, it does 

not :follow immediately that the person is maladjusted. There mu.st· be a 

perception of an experience whose expression, 1tould be inconsistent with 

the salt-structure, in order £or ther& to be threat.;.defensive, reactions. 

"As long as the selr•Gestalt is i'irmly organized and no contradictory 

material is aven dimly perceived, then po~.itive self-feelings may exist, 

the selt 111ay be seon as worthy and acceptable., and conscious tension 

minimal. Behavior is consistent with the organized hypotheses and con-

cepts ot sel£-structure. An indi\tidual in ffll.Oll'l such conditions exist 

would perceive himself as functioning adequately,.n (23,321} 

It would appea:r .clear that such a peraon ~- Rogers describes tTOuld 

be accepting of hitl "self',.tt Yet he could not 'be thought of as sel.t-

accopting, since the latter, i"or this person; would involve "-.11me>re 

aacura.ta symbolitations of a much wider variety or sensory and Visceral 

experience. It involves a reorganization of' 'Values, with the organism's 

own experiences clearly :recognized as providing evidence for the val.1.1a-

tions. There slov,ly beg:1.ns to emerge a new sel.£, which to the elient 

seems to be much more his "reaJ.tr self, because it is based to a. much 

greater extent upon all of his experience, perceived without distortion • ." 

(23,323) 

r.n this latter instance th.e person would be accepting or himself, 

and accepting 0£ his .. "so1t111n This individual would thus tend to a) exper-

ience hintsel.£ as worthwhile and porcoive himself as worthwhile; l;>) a.ct in 

terms of his own experiences :rather than in terms of the wishes ~nd 

desires of othersJ c) honestly £ace his own motives. 



The other indivi.dttal.1 the ona accepting ot his "self" but not 

of himself', would tend not to do any o:f the three thins-s indicatod. 

With respect to b. and c. this would appear to be quite clear. It is .... --. 

also clear with respect to !- .£6r in the syste."ll, n... a negative .feel-

ing a.bout the self exists when the orgtntlza.tion of self is threatened 

by experiences which are vaguely 01:- c1oarly seen n.s :tncori.siatent vrith 

that structure." (214;380) 

For the person to be accepting o:t himself maans then that the 

J>&rson accepts his own organismic experiences and either does or can 

give symbolb.ation to these experiences. '.rhe selt•concapt built upon 

these symbol:ba.tions is felt to be real and satisfying~ For the person 

to be accepting of his nselftt means that the person is satisfied with 

his sel.f.' structure, which could be one bull t upon introjected values 

rather than experienced ones. In a 0 .f'riendly" environment this self' 

structure could be satisfying, but the ix1dividual wo'Uld be restricteci 

in tha sense that in a less friendly environment., 11here his introjected 

values did not. hold., he would £eel the discrepancy between what he 

thinks he :ts and what others think he is. EventunJ.ly., s.o this dis-

crepancy increases, he t'rould either have to leave the environment or 

begin the slow., often painful process of' abandoning introjected valuas: 

and discovering his own organismic ones. Only ,vhcn values are based 

upon organismic i'ullctioning is the i;:e11son rea.lly' oelf--aecepting. 

To SUl!l!!l4rize: 

l. Solt i~ a part or, but not coe:xiatent Yli th the organism ... 

2 • Self' develops out of the organism through experiences, either 

direct or distorted. 



3. Direct experience is an organismic event and is evaluated by 

organism in rel.at.ion to its significance for the natural pro-

ciivi ty 0£ the organism to move in the direction 0£ growth, 

differentiation, and maturity., 

4. Distorted experience invo1ves no organismic evaluation,. but 

rathe:r consists of the introjeotion of the values of o"therij, 

which are·t1cted Upon as if.attained through direct experience • ...... _ ___. 

5. Discrepancy between values relevant to the seU-structui•e and 
values relevant to the organism ~sults from distorted experience. 

6. Person in whom such discrepancy exists is a potentially threatened 

ona because of the need to keep on gual'.'d against the symbolization 

or the denied e.xpariences ot the organism, and the need to main-

tain the existing ae1£..struoture. 

7. Threat can be really done away-- lli th by a Norganization or the 

solf ... concept to include values based on organismic functioning 

rather than upon introjections. 

8. When this reorganiiation occurs there tollows acceptu.nce 0£ self 

that includes, and 1s prior to., acceptance of the "sell." 



III CurrentResearcb--Approaeh ~. i!ere 

In theory a person who is accepting Qf himself has ma1J¥ diat,in-

guiabing characteristics. Among 9thers, Rogers oites the followingt 

l. Thet"e is less potential tension or a.nxiety., less 'VUlr.arabilit.y. 

a. There is a lessened poss;i.bility or threat be~ause the structure 

of the sell has beCOlue more inclusive, more .flexible, and more 

discriminating. .There is, therei'ore, less likelihood of, de-

fensivene!is. 

J. Adaptation of any lii'e sittUltion 'Will be impt•oved. because tho 

behavior will be guided by a more eornplete knoa'fledge of the 

relevant- sensory data, there being !ewer experiences clistorted 

and fewer denied. 

4. Interpersonal relations will necessarily impro·{o because of a 

greater understanding and acceptanco of others. (22,522;531) 

The characteristics indicated follow from the theory in the follow-

ing mannari 

l. 111e person Who denies some expe1-iences must continually defend 

himsell' agai.rwt tbe symbolization of those e21periencas. 

2. Au a consequence, all experiences at'e viewed defensively as 

potential threats, rat.hex- than .for what they really are. 

). Thus in interpersonal relationship$, wo~ds or behavlors are 

e.xper'lenced and perceived .as threatening which wel'O not so 

intended. 

4. ilso, words and behaviors in othors are attacked baca'U:'le they-

represent or resemble the feared experiences. 

;. there is no real understanding of the other as a separate 



person since he iS perceived m.ostJ.1 in tel"ll!S or threat or non• 

threat to the self. 

6. When all experiences are available to eonsoiousneas and are. 

inte&,:irated, then defensiveness is minimized. When there :ta no 

need to defend, there is no need to attack. 

7-, When there is no need to attack, the other person is, perceived 

f~r ,'What h~ really' is1 a separate individual, ·:operating in terms 

o£ his ·<>Wn lll8aninga, based on his ·own perceptual field. (22,520-$21) 

'the cha.raetet'ist:tcs cited, it is tJ:"Ue, are based on theory which in 

turn is based almost e::cclusive1y upon the clinical observations of 

patients, ot clients as Iwge:rfl praters to ca1i them. However, thei Rogers 

group, and others., havs pert or.med a. considerable n.U111ber ot resoarch projects 

lfhich al.most without exception have tendecl to support the theoretical. con-

clusions• Rogers cites the following result$ of research perf'o:rme(l by 

bis group. 

1. A decrease in psycholoeical tension .aa· verbally expressed. (l,25,3.3) 

2. A decl'C;)aae in objectively measured pby{Jiological tensions in 

frustrating situation. (32) 

3. A decrease in elll'l"8nt defensive behavior, operationally de.fined,, 

and objecti,velymeasured in the interview. (8112) 

4. A decrease in negative:cy- toned attitudes tOlfard others. (28) 

5~ An increase in atti tudea of acceptance ot 4Ild respect tor 
others. (26) 

6. An increase in the maturity of' reported behavior. (12) 

7. Alteration in personality structure as measured by ;projective 

and objective tests., this change being in the dtrect.ion ot 
lessened anxiety, greater personal integration., greatc;lr 



emotio,.-ia:t stability and ¢ontrol1 increased adaptabUit7., 

lessened neurotic &ld introvertive tendencies, increased 

sociability e.nd self-confidence •. (5,14.,19121) 

ltore recently, "individuals not a part of' what has been here called 

"tho Rogors grouptt have, peri'Ol"nted experiments concerning the self'-.ooncept, 

payiug special .filttention to Be~ger (3}, Brownf'ain (4} 

and Taylor and Seygg (3l.) are among s.uoh individuals. '.?ha eXparitnent of 

Browntain is ol interest beca'JJ.$e 0£ its direct rel$vance to Rogers *, theo-

retical considerations given in this section, and the experiments 

proportad to support them. Brovmfa:i.n. reported that indi vidua1s who are 

charaeter1ted by ha'Ving stable sel.i''!<'Concepts tend., in contra.st. to those 

whose concepts ot self are 1.mStable, to# 

1. Be better liked and consiclered more popular by the group. 

2. Ba freer of inferiority feelings and nervousness. 

3. Have a higher level oi' self-esteem. 

4. See themselves more as they believe others see them. 

s~ Show leas evidence of compansa tory- behavior of a de£ensi ve kind. 

(Taken from.4 1 17 ... 18) 

It is to be observed., re.tarring to the studies cited, that with 

the exception 0£ those making use of tests 0£ either a psycbQlogi.cal :or 

physiological. nature, heavy reliance has been placed upon the subject•a 

reports about himself as a source of data tor making inferences. Su.ch 

reliance has not been Without its complications. 

Consider tho work performed by Brovmfain (4). "The pl'ilnQl7' data 

ot this investigation consist of several se:ries ot selt-ratinga on t\Venty-

.f'ive personUit;r variables., obtained successively under di:t.terent instruc-

tions... Under one set of instructions the sttbjeot gave himself the 



the benei'it 0£ Sl1Y' realistic doubt he had about his standing on each 

inventoryiteru., thus yielding a 1po$itive' sel!'-concept~ Under another 

set of instructions the subject .denied himsel.+' tt_ie benefit of .such doubt, 

thus yielding a •~ep.tive •• self ... concept, The absolute difi'orences between 

these positi:vely aJld.negatively slanted selt-ratines on ea.oh item, s1.ln'lmed 

over all t..\.ie items of the inventory, ,ta.s the operational measure ot 

stability-. 'to.a larger this discrepancy the more \lI'l.Stable·the sel.f'-ooncept 

iS_;assurned to be... (However). .... it was assumed that stability reflects 
,/} 

an integrative function rather than rigidity of personality. Therefore, 

the i'il'taen subjectswho$e stability was considered to be of a de.t'ansiw 

nat1ll"e expressing their intolerance of ambiguity about the self, were 

eliminated... The instrument used. to measure s uoh pseudo-stability, or 

rigidity., was the F (Predisposition for Fascism} Scale, an attitude scale 

developed by Frenkel ... .Brunswiok and her associates in their research on 

authoritarian personality.1r (4,17) 
· It be noted that in the study'> Broffllf'a.in encountered a cli£-

fieul ty in his use 0£ se1r ... ratings,. a di!riculty that required the use 

0£ an additional :Lnstrmnent in order to resolw. This is not to point 

up a criticism or the Browni'ain work., but rather to illustrate tho occur-

rer1ce of an event that might have been predicted from. the theory. 

In the previous section it was pointed out that 'in the theorz,, 

aoceptanoe 0£ himsali' is not identical to acceptance of tt}lis soll'.," It 

was indicated that there might ba some superficial aimiliaritie$ between 

the person 'Who was accepting of himself and the person wb.o was accepting 

or 0his self." .Among such similiarities., it was indicated that one could 

be found in the presence ot positively toned sell-attitudes. Brownfain•s 

work indicates that another exists in terms ot stability of the self-concieptJ 
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that both the person who is accepting of himself and the person who is 

aooepting of "his sell'" lllBY' have what appear to be "stable self-concepts," 

Yet, despite a superficial similarity, in the person who is only accept-

ing of "his self" what might pass £or stability is actually rigidity. 

The point that is being made here is that when one uses a subject's 

reports about himself, the difficulty encountered by Browni'ain is almost 

inevitable. 

Consider a recent work.by Hartley (10). 

In Hartley's work., the trQ-sort" technique devised b;r Stephenson (29) 

is employed. In this technique the subject is required to rank a series 

of statements descriptive of personality in the order in which the;r apply 

to him. When he has completed this task, he is required to rank the 

statements a second time, only now to rank them according to the way- in 

which he would like them to apply to him. From the first sort there is 

obtained,"••• a complex but statistically manipulable report of the 

personts self perception •• ,fl (231317)* From the second there arises what 

" ••• we might call his self-ideal." (23 ;318) 

The two sorts thus obtained may then be correlated. The resulting 

coefficient or correlation {product-moment r) would be an index of the 

amount of .agreement between the way ·the person perceives himself and 

the war in which he would like to peroei himself'. 

As used by- Hartley with patients in therapy, results indicat~, that 

*In the actual task the subject is required to sort the statements into 
a stated number of piles, from those most applicable to those least ap-

plicable to him. Further, the number in each pile must be such that the 
whole forms a normal distribution. This is tor ease of statistical manipu-
lation rather than for mathematical reasons. The number in each pile is 
1determined by a binomial expansion. 



prior to the start of therapy the corJ:ielation between: sel£ and ideal 

:Ls low. ln the case 9uoted by Rogers (23,319) the correlation is .1~. 

After therapy the correlation is .81. 1:he conclusion is drawn that in. 

the course or becoming more aoceptfn.g or one•s self there ia movement 

toward greater .agrsemant between the self and the ideal-sell'. ( 23 ;320) 

There would appear to be two comments that can be made about the 

Hartley study. First, concerni~g the use of patients, it is not :t:mmed--

iately" eletir that the correlation retlects: inoreasad acceptance or one ts 

aelt es thetapy progresseft. It might, but it is not conolusively shown,. 

in this experimenter's opinion, that it doaa. In giving additional data 

on the case, Rogers quotes the .following from Ha:r:-tley•s worki 

l. The correlation between the two self-pictures, before and after 

therapy' J . is .is. 
~. The correlation between the two sell-ideal pictures, before and 

af'ter therapy, is • 11. 

In the light or these correlations it would appear to be the case 

that the seif-ideal picture is a more stable one than the self•pietl.ll"e,. 

since it undergoes less change t,hnn does the self-picture. In the light 

of the statements that the subject is required to ral'lk.; statements which 

in this ex:pc3rimenter•s opinion appear to be strongly positive and strongl.7 

negative*• it would appear roasonable to in.tar that prior to therapy the 

pati~nt ranked negative statements high on the sorting when giving his 

self-picture, ranking positive statements lowJ and that he wquld do the 

ifExamples of the statements, taken from (23,316-.317) are the following; 
"I don •t see how anybody could love metfJ "I only sort of halt belie·ve in 
myself11 J nr !"eel sexually inadequ.ate"J "I really feel inaecurettJ lfI seem 
to have a real inner strength in .handling things. I'm on a pretty solid 
foundation and it makes me pretty sure of myselt"J "To me life is interest-
ing, rich, and oolorful"J "l feel I ought to be in a sanitartumttj "I like 
to be independent"J "l•ve gotten so that l'm afraid to tr, things, because 
I just la1ow ••• r•m not going to be able to do them. 



reverse when gi.vinghia self..;ideal picture. This could explain the 

presence of the loi'l correlation between seli' and ideal. before ther.a.py. 

If in the course of tnorapy, the patient came to think 1nore highly of 

himseli', it would also appeal" r.easonable to expect that negative state.;... 

ments would tend to drop, that positive statements would tend to rise# 

and tha.t as a consequence the correlation between the tlfo self'-pictures, 

before and <il'ter therapy, would be low, but that the· post--the1·apy seU' 

and ideaJ. would tend to be much alike. 

It would appear to be the case that the observed correlations could 

be acco~ted for by the movement of the negative statements and their 

position in. the rank ordering,. 'l'hia could be indicative of increased 

self-acceptance., huh it need not necessarily be so, f'or the movement o:t 

the negative oharactoristios could arise through increased capacity fo:r 

denial, which alaarly would not be in keeping with the considerations 

pertaining to acceptance 0£ oneta selt advanced in the previous section. 

It has boon said above that the 001':relations could be taken to re• 

nsct sol£-accapt.ance;; hcmover, because ot the nature 0£ the statements 

the subject is made to work wi th,an addi ti.onal doubt may be raised that 

they do. This doubt arises because the statements manipulated by the 

subject have no qualifying statements attached to indicat9 what the 

subject really things o:r the trait or characteristic b&ing ranked. That 

is, lfhen a trait or characteristic is ranked th~re is nothing to indicate 

whether the subject is expressing satisfaction with the self or acceP""' 

tanoe of the selfi disaatis£action with the self or rejection of the 

self. Satisfaction is riot to be equated With acceptance nor dissatis• 

faction with :rejection, according .to theory, yet in current techniques 

it is not always clear what it is that the subject is expressilll,!" In 



short, in the ranking of statements in tho "Q-sort" .me-thod the subject 

may ver:, wall be stating whet.'ter he likAs himaalf or not, rather thnn. 

mi.ether ho accepts himself or t.1.ot. 

Here than., as in ~he Brownfaitt work, an adclitional tost would 

appear to bri• neaded to ·di$tinguish gor1:uine , sel.£-aeceptanco .from some 

other pa-rhaps superficially sitniliar though ~icalfy dir.fcront phonom---

ena. 
It would appear., too., that were ona to use normal subjects the need 

for an addition~ tost ,,ould ba ell the greater. In the caso of patients 

in a clinic it would appear that it is always possible to make checks on 

the validity of self-reports eithe:r implicitly: or explicity. !n the 

case or normals such clinical testing 'W'Ould appear to be var:, difficult, 

if not actually imposaible. Yet clearl7 such checks would appear neces-

sary, ·especially after the recent work of Tayler and Seygg (31) in which 

it was demonstrated that indiv.iduals considsred to ba not accepting of 

thom.sobtes tended to be less flilling to admit negative statements about 

themselves tbnn those considered to be accepting of themselves. 

Because oi' what appear to be "complications" that arise 'When a oub-

jeet•s ropo:rts about himself' nre usb'd as data £or making ini'eronces--

poasibility 0£' solf-doception, volitional or othondse; possibility ot 
com'usi.."lg self-acceptance ,vith acceptance of one's self-concep~other 

approach, one not making use "'of a. subject•s reports about himselt• will 

be utilized here. 

In this thesis a subject.ts perceptions and cognitions lfillpe used 

as the basis upon which to draw inferences concerning his degree of self-

acceptance. This ttpp:roaoh would appear to offer several advantages for 

experl.mentation:. 



l. A pel''SOU_, in cpncral, tendo not to be al7Are of the sienii'iCD.nce 

-0£ l1;i.s perceptions f.4nd Qognit!on.a, Thus, \lSing perceptiona a.."id 

cognitions ¢ould. reduce ilfacouracies attributable to sel:t,,,. 

deception and self-defense. 

2., 4.l'ho use of the person's perceptions and cognitions -would tend to 

be closer to th~ rePl meaning o:f self-acceptance than is use of 

his self-reports. According to theory, it :ts the organism that 

perceivfls not the self-structure; that the perceptions of the 

organism tnke into account th~ nature of the self~oncept; 1.e. 1 

whether :it fa based upon organismic evidence (12'.' introjected 

eid.dence, According to theory-~ the organism knows by the process 

of "su.bception11* whether or not a ce:rtain stimulus :i.s apt to give 

rise to mq.,ericmc.eij 'Whose symbolization would be threatening to 

tho so1£-st:ructure. Therefore., it would appear ~s i!' the uso or 
percc,ptions and cognitions, ;potentially at lea.at1 offered an 

opportunity to dlscr.iminate betw~en those who only· aoce_pt the. 

se;lf".; though not themcrnlw.s, since the i'ormer would- be most apt 

to subccivo threat. 

J,. l'l-'.r relating tho subjoot'o perceptions and coguitioris to the actual 

doi'ini tion 0£ sclf-accoptance there would appear to arlse a more 

direct method of deciding upon the person 1s degree of _selr-

acceptance. 

4. The results achieved thereby' would yet be compa1•able to current. 

at,udiea. 

ilBubcolve - a torm borrow-ad from McCloal'Y and Lazarus whoso experiments 
seem to demonstrate tha.t a :person nan respond to a. threatening .stimulus 
even when that otimulus is below the person*a threshold for response. 
The person thus doea not perceive threat., he subceives it., · 
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The tuu:uier in which the pe1-son•s perceptions m1d cognitions a1•Ef 

used in orde1· to make a decision concerning his degr(;)e o:t aoli'-acceptance 

will ba doscx•ibod fully in the nCPti section., Here it _may be stn:t:.ed that 

a test was constJ.•u.cte<;l tQ tap th.c. per$Qn's perceptions and cognitions; 

i •. e., teat itolas ai·o such that niore than one answer i~ possible,. with :the 

a.tun,er .~ri\-ad &.t being C; . .f'Wlc41.cn of idioaync1·a.tio perception and cogni• 

tion. 

By the uze of suc..'l. a test· i.t , is hoped that an approach to the problem 

of dil'fere~tia:ting tb.e :\II.Oat trom the lea.st se1£-accopting1 without using 

the uubjoct 's repoi·ts about id.ma~l.f., can be attained. Howei,-er., in yet 

anothe1• :respect seli'-acceptance w.is studied without using such s&lf• 

rap<>1;ts • This .resp$C't, pertains to some of the behavioral correlates 0£ 

self-.accoptance. Here over·t behavior W"...S observed. This 11oils accomplished 

in the following ma.nner; 

On the baais o! test resu.l,'.ba, two G;rO'U,PS Qf individuals are dia-

orim:lnated. !:r~ a larger ;population. The 011e group contai11s indiv-lduala 

whoa~ deg!'es CJ! sell'-accepta.'1.ce is significantly greatei~ than that or 
the individuals o.r tll.e second group. Tha ixulividuals then are paired, 

ol1e £rom each 1$"1.'C'llpt and brougl1t together to lrork on a series of tasks' 

that requi:re their joint e££or-~. 

The tasks a.re verbal. '1:hey require that the two individuals express 

opinions a.~d resolvu dUfarencas or opinion when they appear. Th;is is 
managed by having each of the tasks comiist or a set of 10 i tams which· 

mwt be ranked in some 01•der of .1.eri.t by rne&."lS of the pair's joint 

effort; i.o., the ptidr must agree bot,,ecfo thfllll on what the ra.'lk order 

OUJht to be• 



There .are 4 s'UOh lists. The lists tend to vary in their emotion, 

evoking properties; i.e., the items to be ranked on the first list are 

such that differences of opinion can be easily resolved without .much 

emotion being aroused in tbe two individuals, while the items on the 

£ourth 11st are such that differences ot opinion tend to be accompanied 

by much emotion. 

Tb.e experimental. design is·such tnat it is possible to measure cer--

tain aspe¢ts ot the behavior of each one of the pair as they go about 

the solution of tbe joint task. 

It is believed that. a situation involving the give and take that 

arises in the coUt"se of the resolution of diff erenaes 0£ opinion can 

reasonabl.7 be considered an 11approxunation a real life situation, n 

and that it will be enabled thereby to .-rtord interesting data concern-

ing actual behavior, '\'1licb hereto.tore has been largely inf erred from the 

self-reports or the subjects involved. 
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IV H:ypothesis .1:2, tested 

On the basis of what has been said thus far in the previous two sections, 

it would appear reasonable to entertain the following hypotheses with 

respect to the interpersonal behavior of the self-accepting and non-self-

accepting groups respectively:-

The self-accepting group will tend to differ from the non-self-accepting 

group in the follo\'ling respects: 

1. The self-accepting will tend to be more realistic in their appraisal 

of the non~self-accepting than the latter will of the fonner. 

Specificaiiy, the self-accepting will have a more accu~ate knowledge 

of the involvement - its place of occurrence and its degree - of the 

non-self-accepting., than the latter will of the .forrner' s involvement. 

This would tend to follow from the assertion in the previous section 

that self-accepting people, being the less threatened., will tend to 

be less concerned with themselves and will, therefore tend to be 

more concerned with the "outside world11 than will the non-self-

accepting who, by definition, are threatened individuals. Too., the 

self-accepting will tend to be more accepting of others, accepting 

them as they really are without distorting the significance of the 

others behavior. 

2. The self-accepting will tend to differ from the non-self-accepting 

in kind of behavior exhibited in the course of the joint effort 

procedure. Chiefly the difference will tend to be that the self-

accepting will exhibit behavior that reflects an acceptance of the 

influence of the joint effort procedure, while the non-self-accepting 

persons will exhibit behavior that reflects a non-acceptance of the 
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influence of the joint effort procedure. 

Specifically, the joint effort procedure - the ranking of lists 

o:t items where both members of a pair have to agree on what the 

rankings ought to be - is such that the members of the pair are 

exposed to two kinds of influence: 1) Each member can adopt the 

original opinions of the other to a greater or lesser extent, or, 

2) each can adopt the opinions that occur in the course of the 

joint effort, where these opinions are different from those held 

by either member prior to the joint effort. Thus, the hypothesis 

asserts that the self-accepting person will be more amenable to 

such iniluence than will the non-self-accepting person. One of the 

assumptions being made here is that tasks - the ranking of items -

will call forth opinions which, though having a value for the person, 

are nonetheless alterable. Thus, in some ways, being accepting.- of 

the influence of the joint effort is related to being group oriented 

rather than being self-oriented, and being essentially cooperative 

rather than uncooperative. 

As a corollary to the above hypothesis, the following is asserted: 

a) The self-accepting person will tend to be accepting of the 

influence of the joint effort, as defined, whether he is a leader or 

a follower in the joint effort procedure, or whether the tasks tend 

to be evoking of much emotion or little. Conversely, the non-sel!-

accepting person will tend not to ~e accepting of influence in general, 

and specifically when not leading (i.e.: being a leader in the joint 

effort procedure) and/or when the emotion evoking characteristics of 

the task are relatively strong. 
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It need be emphasized that being accepting of the joint effort influence 

is not identical with being passively compliant. Two distinctions can be 

made; 1) Being accepting of ~rluence implies accepting~ of the partner's 

original opinions when these opinions are taken over directly; 2) Being 

accepting of infiuence can occur whether the person is a leader or a follow-

er. Being passively compliant implies accepting many (or nearly all) of the 

partner's original opinions when these are expressed, and implies too that 

the person is a follower. 

The hypothesis and the corollary would appear to. follow from the theory 

in the following manner: 

1. Being self-accepting implies acceptance of others, which implies further 

a willingness to grant to others .freedom of expression of opinion, and a will-

ingness to genuinely consider the merits of such expressed opinion. 

2. Being self-accepting implie~ being relatively unthreatened, flexible, 

and feeling one's self to be an evaluator of experience rather than feeling 

one's self to be evaluated by exparience. 

J. Because of these implications of being self-accepting it ~ould follow 

that the person who is self-accepting would not be unduly concerned. with 

the question of "giving in" when the partner's opinions appeared convin,cing. 

Too, acceptance of such opinions would appear to be facilitated by the 

char£'cteristics associated with being sel.f'-accepting. 

4. Hence, not being concerned too much with ftgiving in", and being capable 

of acceptance of the opinions of others, could make for greater readiness 

for group oriented behavior. 

5. Further, being a well integrated person, the self-accepting person 

would be expected to maintain group oriented behavior with out recourse to 
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such special conditions like being a leader or having the emotion evoking 

tendency of a'task minima~. 

6. The non-self-accepting person on the contrary , not having the 

characteristics indicated above to the extent that the self-accepting pers~n 

does, and being in addition a person who is much concerned with himself, 

would tend not to be group oriented. 

7. Too, being a person who is much concerned with external appearances, 

he would tend to avoid situations in which he appeared to be "giving in. 11 

Being a leader in a situation tends to make "giving in11 leas compromising, 

and hence one might expect that the non-self-accepting person would tend to 

attempt to be a. leader. 

8. Under such circumstances, hem ight be considered to be relatively 

less threatened than otherwise, and hence amenable to the influence of the 

joint effort procedure; at least more amenable than when not leading. 

9. However, even in situations where he is relatively unthreatened, the 

non-self-accepting person is yet the fess well integrated person. One of the 

implications of this is that he is the less well controlled emotidtnally. 

10. One would expect that in situations where he had ~he comparative 

"safety" of leading, he would still be susceptible to threat due to the 

presence of emotion evoking stimuli. 

ll. Thus, in such situations, though he may be a leade;r, one would expect 

less amenability to the influence of the joint effort than when in situations 

where the emotion evoking tendency of the task is less. 

12. Thus, when he is' either not leading, or when he is in a situation that 

tends to be emotion evoking, one might expect that the ~on..;self-accepting person 

·would.be less amenable to.influence .than when leading.and in.a less emotion 

evoking situation. 



3.3. 

V Oonstru.ction £! 

The task in this section is to construct a teat on the basis ot 

;which responses it is possible to discriminate between those persona who 

are most sel..f ... accepting and those 'Who are least, This test is object.i"18 

in the sense that it can be scored in tems of en external criteria by 

more than one person w1 th a high degree of ag1"eemen.t between scorers! 

Tbis objecti-ve test must pertain to the eriteria eiven for sell''."" 

acceptance, and do so by tapping the subject•s perceptions and cognitions~ 

By tapping these functions the v,ay is. cleared £or an experime~t tapping 
I!. 

overt behavior~ In sum., the program nw is to discriminate on the basis 

ot perceptions and cognitions in tel'.tl'IS ot th& three criteria. given in 

the definition of self ...aooeptance, and then check o~ tho aignil'icD.nco 

of ~elf-acceptance in te:rms or overt behaViQI". 

One of the ways the test taps perceptions and cognitions is that 

it consists ot a series of descriptive statements-statements that 

describe various situations 'Which, though clear enough., still leave 

room for the idiosyncratic cognitive struotu:ringwhioh is essential in 

this case. 

'.l.'he test that was constructed., therefore, uses items of the tl'J)e 

f'ound in the Comprehension subtest 0£ the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence 

Scale, i tams which begin nth the phrase, 11-What is the thing to do if ••• ttt 

with the rest of the sentence consisting of a description of a situat~on 

that the subject is left tree to structure. This can be accomplished by 

having aa situations ones in which there is no one thing to do; ones in 

Which there are indeed se~ral thints that nd.ght be done, with what 

actually should be done being e. function of the manner in which tha 



subject perc(!iV-es mid cognitively structures the situation-, L-i short, 

the situut.ions are such that th~ thine to do in them dep,:mds on tha 

significance of the si ti,ation to t.h3 so.bjoct~ On the basis of tha 

struetu:rii1:; uaod by tho subjnctJl demtsion is made concerning the da~e 

of' seli ... accept.encc :roflocterl in lt., 
In order. to have an objeciiv~ basis on \'lhich to riake a declaion,; '\.. r 

tho d3scribed situations are so ch~sert th.at it :i,s:,.possible to s~te 

apriori what the perceptions and cogni ·Hons on~llt to ba were the sub-

ject a self-accepting person. This means that each sit,tm.tion is treated 

as if' it was mi idecl. cti.se 1 wit,h perceptions ~"ld cot.1'1:ltions given as 

' they mit:ht be by the tdeally self .;..~ccepting person. Wh&;t, these per-

ceptions and cognitions ought to be is inferable from the <.:hara.c-t.;er-

isticn attributed to the solf ... accept:1.nz persons on 'both ·theoretical artd 

expcr1::n.ental r,-rounds. For example~ given that one of the chnraoteristics 

of the se:li'-v.ccepting _pe:rs~n is that he feels worthwhile, it would !oll01t 

that in oJ tuations wher(;; 1.t is possible to feel either worthwhile or not., 

he would bo chnracter:i.zed by tho !m:-iner. 

Viith roi'erenco to the three cl'it.e1•ia., the test that, was oonstructed 

utilized: ttve ·t.est sit,1ati9ns for euch., mald.."'lg the test £ift.eon itcalS 

in length. F"or the .first group or .five ite>.t.'.1$ the question was asked, 

"Iiovi would a. person structure t,rd.s :ps1-t.icular situation ir he had no 

doubts about his personal wo:rthif; for the seeond group., "Row woul~ a: 
person structure this particular situation if' he were one who acted in 

aac1>rdance nt,h his ovm e:xperienee rather than in aecorda.nee 1fith the 

e,.."Perience of others;" for the third group,. trnow would a person sti .. .2.eture 

this pa.rticulnr ai tuation if he were one who ho11estly accepted his own 

mot1vos, soeial and paraotd.." 



In tbe. Appendi.X ll Will be found the complete test with inStruo""' 
tions 8.$ given to the subjects, Here the items are treated in groups 

of five With demonstration of their relation to the criteria to Which 

they pertain,- and the manner in whi~b they were scored in terms of self'• 

aceepta.nc~• 

Criteria Ai This bas.· to do with the manner in which the subjeat 

considers himself; it has to do with whether he tencis 

to consider himself essentially a person of worth, 

worthy or peoples I respeet and merit as a person, ot 

whether he tencis to consider himself as a person ot 
relatively little wortll. 

In order to get an answer to the question raised nth respect to 

this criteria, itllovr14'ould the person s~ructure this situation were he 

to have 110 doubts about his personal YOrth?" it appeared consistent 

with the general development that has thus far occuttod to attempt an 

answer through the person's expectations.. that is,. on the basis of 

clinical ob$ervation it would appear· to . be the case that a pel'Son who 

tends to doubt his own persona). worth would tend also to enter various 

situations with expectations that were essentially negative and unreal-

istic. This would. be reflected in blaming the selt when actually either 

no reason for blame exists, or when someone else with equal or greater 

justification ought to be blamedJ in rejecting the self when others 

ought to be rejected, or when no one ought to be rejectedj in antici-

pating criticism when none is intended; in expecting unduly, harsh 

evaluation from. someone when this expectation cannot be substantiated 

in reality~ 

Though the .above might be the chief way 1n which doubts or • 



person•s worth might be rofleeted, there is another way also, that 1$; 
by having positive expectatiODS *-ttb respect to the self that cannot be 

substantiated in reality. "l'hia would be reflected, fo;r, example,. in ex• 

pecting that one's wishes woul4be ·gratified because they are one•s 

Wishes. Clinical. evidence seems to indicate that excessive over-

·evaluation of the -self often masks an underlying undet1-evaluation,· -The 

clue to this•state ot at.fairs appear$ to :rest with the reality consider-

ations of the self-ewlu.ation. 

Where either of the abave two kinoo or expectations is :t-evealed in 

the manner in which the subject cognitively strtiOtures a situation, the 

score lYill. be minus indicating tbat l'lith respect to the item in question 

the subject tends to be minimally self-accepting. 

There are two kinds of expectations which would rate a plus score, 

indicating tendencies toward maximal self-acceptance. In the first ot 
these the expeotati()n would be positive with t-eapeot to the self, and 

realistic. This would be seen, tor example, in instances Where the 

minimally self-accepting pen:son blames himself unjustly, the maxil:lal.ly 

sel!'-accepting person would either not blame himselt, or would put the 

blame 17here it belonged in terms of the reality of the situation., The 

second kind of expectation would be negative with respect to the self, 

and reality-oriented. This wuld be seen, f'o:r- e~le1 in instances in 

which it was Imam that a critic 'Was unduly harsh and unf'air. It will 

be noted ·again that -there is a qualitative difference between the nega-. 

tive expectations ot the muilllall,.- self-accepting person and the 

minimally self-accepting person, In the scoring of the test items the 

discrimination was made chiefly in tel'7llS of the reality orientation of 

the negative expectations. 



.Reality orientation, reality consideration_. reality~these terms 

·as used he~~ make the following a.<isumptions 1 

)..,1 ~er-e· is a real lfOrld extenial. to the individual.~ 

2.- ·This wo;rld <:an"®· b8i.ter ~pprehended by the selr'9,ccepting t,ban 

by the non-self-acoapi;,ing" This would appear to to:LlQW trom. the 
~actoriStics attributed to the seU~a.ccepting pe~on; i~e 11 , 

being more aoceptinEt of hir, own ex.r,eriences., fee1111g himself' as 
an evaluator, x-ather thlm being evaluated, teeling worthwhilo .• 

8a ltould, it seems reasonable to conclude, be less concerned with 

himself and more concerned with the extex-nal world, and hence be 

in a better pbaition to respond to it than the less salt-accepting 

person. A. rather subtle puadox is ·1nvolved here, the more one 

COD$Ciously attempts to gain approval by attempting to be what 

others want him to, the less likely is he to be successful; while 

the less one consciously attempts tQ gain approval by these means, 

the more likely ha is to do so- lihy'. this shoUl.d be is not exactly 

clem:-1 thou,gh that the latter would be a more genuine person (a. 

characteristic <Jf one wo is selt-aecopting) might bo ona answer. 

The way- this was dealt with in termtJ or the actual responses re-

ceived will ntflr be illusi;,r$;tad. Given belovr are the actual test items, 

after each appearing the apriori expectation. ,After this is given aotual 

responses as reoei ved from ~ubjects and the score assigned. . In gi:ving 

the theoretical expectations and the actual observations, they apply t<, 

the headings that appear before them. 

Ill!. What .~. the thins !2. E2. l£1 ha~f$ received !a invitation !g_ 
! social gathering1 zou are ·Womed that there !£!. l?!! present 

several individ~ .?!.hi are cons1de~d -~ !mForta.nt !!!, 
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,:field l"Oil hOI?S enter~ 'You are told thez ~!!!!:!~look 

.·~. over• 

plus exp 
realistic 

plUSOltP. 
unrealistic • 

minus exp 
realistic 

minus exp, 
unrealistic 

,ii .• ' 
may ·or may not ba ,ejtpeot to "bawl .~iridividuals known ;teeling "on the spot" 
looked overJ. if .•em overtt• p;-aise · .to have pectO.i~ ;~ticipating ,test or 
former, ~9.e,ess • .rQr a1::d.lity.,,:,pfte~~1tiea rand i,re~ ;orosa .exa.~tton,-
poltte. & f'riend- .o£ high poaiii;t.9n .,~para.tions m4de ~Special.. atudy or dress 
11• • · ' · .• accordingly~t ~exceed. ,t11at, is reaso~-

• ·· ~able• 
• • • • •• "Just g()._.,J¼ive .(None encounteredh'"Depends-if ?First of'~ study up 

best: impreitH.on • · · ~these people are ~on who peoplo,,:'are,£ind 
you ctUh· Ali iou +. ,.pretty serious & .out their spi.foial )Ln-
can do. · · ·· · · .really wuld g1 ve • te:rea~,s,; special ai-eas 

" • 

• ..• 70u. going over 1 • ot study and so ont 
,)~mifll1.t study' up. ~Then 'I•d ~tudy' up so 
~Othel'Wise act as • that when: they ask 
}yQu always 'tlould." .. m& questions :I wouldn•t 
• .,appear too><i.~b. And 

.of COUl'Se, drest!J up in 

.your 'Vl'ir.1 ,be'st.." ' 

Item 1/2: What is the 'th:tn.rr to. do if:, havi:!'1:i: bo1-rowed something :t'rom .a 
......................... 1 2 .............. :...... . -~ -------- ............. 

.friend~,!. few d.&5 1 !! becomes sllghtll dmr.aged immediately 

after zou. get !!?.• 
book, etc •. ) 

(Small dent on a car £ender; ink atailt on a --- .............................. · .............. ...... .... 
.............. '~ ,. 

Evant one that 
could happen to 
anyone, & not so 
serious that it 
is unpardonable,. 

.event one that .event could have 

.£riend. couldn't .repercussions U 

.possibly complain .friend is known 

.about since after • to have strong 

.all he{bolTO'der-) .views on damage; 

.is knmm. to be .preparations ma.de 

.caro?ul with the . ~accordingly. 

.property of other, • 
.• people. ·· · 

.oorioua GVent has 

.occurred in wirl.ch he 

.will be severe~ 

.oast:l.gatod, & hence 

.event is• to be gotten 

.out ol· in some way~ 

.(Bl8?.no-avoida.nce & 

..self ... reproach. ) 
·;··;, 

·-• ; /:.::/:t:"· 



"Tell the person ;,it{oop the thing 
·what; happened. & ~until yr,u.•re ,tin,., 
orrer ·to _pay tor- -·~ished 11".l:th it, 
repair$ or fol' 11then give it'back 
replacing twticle.Vwithou.t sq.b1g · 

- --· .~hing. Ile 
,.proba'b~ won.th 
~either." ·.·.• 
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"Depends on the WJlell1 fEJel badly about 
Mend,. It ha •s do'ing · such a stupid 
touchy .. about suoh thing.,.;. If there was 
things"' damage I some wa:y or repairing 
mean, have to tell or .fixing it so that 
,him but wouldn't ha woul<ln1t find out, 
~be too -happy about that 11ould 'p'~ the thing 
_tt.u · - · to do.tt· .,V!\'il\ 

' :·:·., ·_:.~· ,:',"'. 

"'_tfu_ et :ts t_ he thing to :Cid il at a -nart:y at -which ·gnmos are_ be:i.n_tt .......... - ......... , .. ~- ..... , ........ ,_...._. - -·-;M,.----- --- ---
&?l.ayedj the host Cit ~os~~s) urges you,'.~ }¥!rtici~t8 !!2, $ 
game· ;rou zt>1! ,!!! good !,i &•~ 

FartieQ. ai:-a:··ev~rits~partie$ are e,ve.rits~·parties -are ·events ~partie~ are ~vents 
at_wh:Loh ·you ri• ·~at w!1ieb 1011: ~how .which could be .which are ·highly eom-
lu and have £un:i_;.your superio,rtt.7..:....~satious depending .petitivef and. whe~ 
competitiveneBs !:rt.no point to• -.on people in• • .failure is cause terr 
usual sense absent, .. thing -unless you • volved & type of ;.embarra:.,sment &. loss 
and sha~eo@r.gs .can do SOt- ,.game being playedoof presti~~•,,,-, 
not eruciat;; ··:.:>:-·,_, 

.... :.. ~- ;.:::\[~'.":: 
__ . u_'.rake part anyway,~"Well, if' y~1l. .nnepGnds - if it ~"Try to ·g~t out of 

,the idea o~ the .were no good · at ~is something they- ~it somew&.y' • No point 
thing is to ha.va ;it., tey and get !kall take .pretty .d,n being made to look 
a good tim$.- Can ~out of it somehow-.seriously-, like .foolish•" 
enjo;r it without .say you ean•tJ •. tt .bridge or soma • 
having to bf! 'good • • card game, and yov.. 
at it. -t'' • ~can•t play, just • 

• ·-.say so,,J• • 

Item Qln '.What i:! .. _the thins 12 !f !£!. ! club membei- zou. _are anxiow_ 

--~ ap)'.)ointed. !. certain committoe1 _'and: !h2,· nresident 

(who knows £! ro'UJ:' w:l.shes) _m:points somaone else. 

wish was exp~eS$~ .l'{ish. was express-. 'Vdsh 113.S ex:press- .• wish ,,as e~-prossed 
ed but not grati- .• ed and not grati-. a.d but ns not .but was not gratified 
.fied., which· is all.tied, -which is •'· gra.ti!ied, and so .beeaU$e 0£ very ob-
right since presi-.~not all right be-•. perhaps there is .vious shortcomings, 
dent ha., final .cause '1 personal • a need to work .which can be remedied 
deci~ion to:.make •• slight was incur-. harder and merit .onl.1' tbrough':·4 parson-

~red, by pers~Tl wh9 .neu. appointment •• al impx-o~merit.. 
~knO\fS ha could do. · · ····· · 
.A-1 job. ·••· . 



"Do nothi.l,'lg. It.•s _.naet pretty, sore ,,"Mot much to do .. 
his business to ,about it. Try &:,; ~Maybe work hard"!' 
make appointments.,Vtind ou,t ·1m1 he · ,er and show them 

.,th~ught yo~ were ; that you haVe 
~not good enough,;tt ;more· than ,a wish 
• · • · · 11 to offer~" 

, "Shows · What they think 
,or· you, and what you 
~ma~e should pave 
·ii, thought of yourself if 
,:rou h&.d thought about 
~it at all,,,Y(hat, to do-
fi improve yourselt some 
,.lf.ay SO· that. people 
,like you more;i" 

l:tem. l5r, What.!! .. the tbin& !g ;22 ¥,, _s !. ·soeiaJ.•~atherinfi, zou i11to. 

the where coats. are stacked ~. ~ometh5, anci !!, you 

enter 12.!!. discover.! couple. beha!!M: ~timately~ 

• legitimate .• co\lple behaving .a legitimate .no legitim.ate reason 
reason exists £or .Wl.'ongl;y and ought .reason for enter- ~for entering exists, 
entering) couple .to be dealt with .ing does exist; ~self-castigation for 
ought perhaps to .a.eco1•dingly. .but much depends .• interruption. 
be mnbarra.ssed. • • on h01'1 intimately • 
' • the:, were behav• • 

• ing. • 
·• .. . 

"Go ahead,& get .-"Be pretty, em~ ... Depends on hovr .,ttBack away quickly. 
what you came tor barrassing to get .intimate is in- .Pretend you didn •t 
and leave.1t ,.in on something .timate. you .notice, and d<>n•t let 

.like that. Report .mean •.going aJ.1 • them lmow that you 

.them so that they .the way• leflve .were even there.n 
~:wow.d have to · .and maybe· go back 
.leave. n · ~later. li' just • 

• necking., why gO • 
• .-ahead & get what • 
• .you came for.0 

.Criteria B• This has to dQ with the manner in whieh the subject appraises 

situatic>ns, Yd.th whether he tends to app:rais~ them in tel."JDS 

of ·hi¢i own experienee1 or'Whether he tends to appraise them 

in terms of the exoer:i.ences ot others. \ . . . 
As stated above it is act~lly impossible to const:r;,,.ct test items 

that will directly get at the question ot whether in .a situation the 

person is acting in·tarms of his own experience or in terms of the 

experience of someone else, treated as if itwe:re his own. However,. it 
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is po$sibl~. to ooW3 lir11ct ite1:1s ;of tihe tn,e thu<J .tar 1.1:3ed th~t ·w.1.11 get 
at the question in-a less direct, but no less valid, manner. This ea.n 

be ac¢C'.!lplished by ta.lcing into account one 0£ the prime characteristics 

of the person ,,ho acts on the basis o~ his own experience, namely, that 

in a situation in which ho is doing something that he has a perfect right 

to do., he Will tend to continua doing it when an obst.ttela is int.roduMd, 

where this 'obstacle consists of ·someone•s contrary opinion. !fhus., it the 

test items are ones in which oomeone ifJ doing something and an obstacle 

is introduc·ed., and i£ .the we:i,ght to be assigned to the obstacle is a 

!'unction of one's seli-acceptance., then tho' items will be consistent 

with ones already constructed. 

1for the :five items constructed to pertain to this criteria., the 

theot-etical expectr.tions are almost. i.c.ent:i,cal. T:herei'or(:!, following 

tbe plan ro1· criteria AJ tho to~ kinds or expectations Will be givenJ 

however,. h~rc they will pr~cede tlle actual test items~ /titer the ex-

pectationa will .follus the actual items, each of which in turn will be 

followed by actual re:spotisas perta.in:u-.g to the it8L'l in terms of the 

four'kinds of eXpectations. 

situation one in .situation one in ,.situation one in .situation one in which 
whic}l he has right~which he doesn •t .which he does .he doesn •t have such 
to pursue cwn ~have s·~ch rigJ1t, ~ha:ve such right, .• rieht; situation one 
desires~- beliefs# .and must concur • but correspond- • or potential, danger 
opinioIW ate. 1 & .in "tho opinions .ing expression • to the self v.rhioh can 
act on them. ,.ot others to fur-.• & act are de-.. .be warded of£ by-

.ther his own.ends •• panQer,.t upon the- ,.complete subservience •. 
·· · · .kn.o-wn character- • •_·,:/ 

.. i.stios of others • 
• .• invol "Ved. • 

Item /11 What 1!. l!:!. thine; ·_!!9, l£. while h~S !. class . session_ 

l!:U! !2. attend.- ! erofessor .whose class. Z2! !!;! 



danger 2£ £lunJtlng stoe zou., -~ rusks Z2! .1:2,halp him 

)~ar;z some 1ab equient from one £! buildinS 

,another. 

ttl'all the proi'es• ."Tell the prores~ ·•"Depends on' the •"Dy all moa.nf help 
sot- t,hat while .sor that you ·-w!U .. ldnd or pro.res- • t;he p:rofeas9r~- No 
you might like to .ba glad to help .sor he is. '.If he .tellutg h0\1" \fill 
help him you can- .him tcauso in ~has reputation • talte it if you don •t, 
not do .so because .that- Tay' you .ror unfairness & .Besides you ought 
you -are bur.eying ~might keep rrom. ~flunking kids lle .always to help a 
to class;~~\ .being flunked.,tt .doasn•t like- .professor i£: he asks 

· • .don• t know--be .tor itJ pu~'.-:~~elf 
• .kinda hard to re- .second. 11 ' ···.:"'):;, 

ifuse even though • t}:i\ 
,~you could I sup- • 
.,pose. 11 •. 

friend .tells zou that·~ _E.!& !! itnmoral.,, and. that anyone 

who 19es !2 ll must have ! 11dirtz mind~ tt 

11With motals it1s •11Gi-m the friend· 
pretty much up to .a drossing down · 
the person him- .for implying 
sel! to decide • tnat you have. a 
what;, is good and .. dirty mind cause 
whait is bad •. , .you want to serf 
Fl1-ie:nd is an- • the play., At¥i . 
titled to l:li.s. own _ g1 vo him a le~t'!'! 
opinion .ju.$:lf as • ure on what con-
you are •• d6!;see .stitutes imm<>ral. 
the play if .that .plays. Wouldntt 
is what you. , in- .have anything to 
tended," .do with him.Jr 

!'''' ,• I :, . . •• ' ,>;, 

."Depends on a 

.lot of things t 

.who the friend 

.1s 1 how much you 

.value his judg-

.t11 don-•t think you 

.ought to go. If a 

.play is inunoi'al you 

.woUld .not wa.nt to 

.be caught attend• 

.it ... ..• mant and so on. 
,•,..Ai'ter listening 
. · \to him, you may ·,.be able to make •. · 

'up your mind better.:,· 
.Still go i.r Y<>-U 
!want. If you wei-e 

--~a Catholic you. 
~probably would 

. ,~not." ::· 

• 

Item (13: --~- .!!..-~ tbing~!2,-.!£ beinG enp68d El somethinfI which 

!!_ tar !! Z2! can see .!!. ~, zou leam that_ sc>tne people 

are ?ri ticisin6' !J!!. ~• 



"Keep doirig· it it ~bFind. out what 
;you a.re really • the criticisms 
convinced that i,t ,ru:ie .and !ind.' .out 
is not bad., . . • their l"easons 

.,"Depends on the .,nstop what you 
~reasons these .are d~uig, and 
.people have, .do sOI11ething tor 
-.ffl.ght examine +which they- ·could 
• th8lll and then .not criticise. 
,re-exmnine your .you. n 

·· .for making them • 
• Then show theJif. 
iY'OU ·are not {'as · 
.~ bad $8 they ;may 
~thinlt. ff. 

.·••·.•)om, and then • 
•'ieontinue or not·.;11 ., 

!tem H4t· .:.'•ffi1at . .!! : the. thin~ .~ $2, _!! ·!! !. oonferencrJ ~:'Which ;rott !tre .. 
! member) and . .2!! ~or;t;ant issue,. you diaeov~r .~. yO'Ul' 

'Vi.mm are erttire}Y; ~f'erent· those held El others. 

wt:t don•t seethe •"Depend.a on the 
problem. If you .ld,nd t>f people 
have something to ~there & whether, 
add, why not say, •Y'0l1 wanted them 
it?" •. to aacept you. 

• l;>n,bably best to 
•. keep quiet." .. 

•"Depends on· the .nu all the 
.issues in110lved •• oJi;hers have al-
.It you felt real .ready made up 
.strong about one • their minds., no 
.speak your piece .point in sttL*-
.otherwise might .ing an argument • 
.go along 'fdth .Oo along 'With:;. 
.• majority." .majori t.y." 

Item l/'5.t. ,-miat it tlle thine:~ .. gha,v1ns 2lanned ,2a pontributing 

. ohlz .! smttll amount.~· chari,tz because j! !!!, all. zou 

e~uld. !JOnvenientlz af'ford, iou learn that the list 

contrlbut<>rs (wi:bh amount contribut~d) ._!! 1i2..!?!. published • 

"Give i'What you 
had orlgt...nally 
planned because 
that ~. all you 
could afford." 

• ••Since you do· 
.not t1ant paopl;e 
• to think badly 
~o:f you, you•d 
,better step. up 
.the contribution 
.someway.,11 

• 

"''Be awfull;r' .uinel'"ease your 
;•hard not to'in,,;. .contribution by 
.crease your con- .tul. means. If 
.tributionJ some .you oan•t then 
.people do judge .don•t give any--
~you from it. But .thing•" 
.1£ it i-oally was • './ 
• all you. could • 
~afford., that.rs 
~.the answer." 

Crlteri• Ct This has tQ do with the manner in which the subject con• 

aiders his own .motiVeS., social and personal.J iit has to do 

with whether he honestly aolmowledges feelings and ideas as 

they a:re called torth in him, or whether he tends· to deny, 

them, perhaps substituting others in their place. 



T<J ~certain the subject's position a.long·the solf-accoptanoe 

continuum with respect to this criteria it ls necessary that the test 

items be of a certain kind; that is,. that they- describe situations in 

which it would be reneona.ble tor the- person involved to --have certain 

feelings 111 varying degrees ot strength. This-· could be brought about 

by having as situtions ones in which the person involved is slighted, 

or unduly' i!i.com,enienced, or made ongey or embarrassed by nomeone. Con-

sistent 1Jith the idea that the s1.:1lf--accopting person 'Will experience 

teelings Where th&y ought to exist is the contrary idea that he ought 

not to experience feelings where they would be inappropriate. 

Unlike the items under criteria B, where QllG set. of theoretical 

expectations ~e:rved to gUidethe .scori:r,.g of the responses., here two 

distinct sets will be employed. One for t1lo items,. and another .for 

the other three.. Following then$ will be the two items after which 

will bs .fo"Qlld the theoratica1 expectations-. following the single set 

of expectations will be two sets of answers• one tor each of the teat 

items, and relevant to a particular ld.nd of expectation. 

Item #1 & What !!!. the thin5 12. !!. !. friend, having 2romised 

appear ~- afternoon __ help you _stu& ~- !!l important 

!!.!!!, fails_ !2 appear, !!l ~'Veninti J?hon.es _ 

e;XPla.ina that !!!,. _has been ill. ,!!! sounds intoxicated. 

Item #2. What !!_ the_ thin{{ _!2, _.!£ hnvin~ invited .! porson l,2! !E-2! 
-~ over ~- house, and hearln~ praise 

lavis!f!:z, zou learn_~ h!, _,!! now. tellinfI peo12le _ the 

hoU'3e terrible a.nd that-~ . .h!!!. poor .taste. 
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£eelings of having.feelings of hav4.ng,feelings of hav- ,no feelings of 
baen let down, ,been person~ ,ing been let down ,having been let 
treated poorly in • .ally wounded, .in figure,, but ,down; justifica-
figure, with.feel-,with anger and ,treated as £unotion.tion of other's 
ings of ;caution in;caution in ,of person as knovm.,.,behavior, chiefiy 
future in ground~ .figure. , .in terms. of. own 

(For, Item.~1) 
11 Not ;mu.ch 'you can • 11This would be 
do \tl th that. .a pretty kettle 
Study on your own ,of .i'ishZ Tell 
or call someone -.him off good 
else. A person ,next time we met. 
who would do that- ,And definitely 
to you is' not the ,never call ori 
kind you'd :depsnd .him aga.inl" 
on very much. tr 

(For Item-#2) • 
"Do nothing.But ."Look the gu:y up 
that would b.e the .either in person 
last time he would.or by telephone 
be invited to my .and ask him ex-
house.11 .actly ,mat he 

.means by these 

.statements. Have 

.it out with him 

.good and proper~" 

• ,defects, 

,.•1we11, if' there . 
• ,,ere unusual cir- ' 
,oumstru1ces-like 
;being unable to 
; get away i'rom a 
.party-even then 
~he should not have 
.lied. Kinda mad 

that. 11 

• ."Be kinda funny 
.for a person to 
.do a thing like 
.that., but if he 
~did., that would 
.be the end of 
.,;him with me," 

.,"Whether your 
,friend was drunk 
.or not it would 
,make no difference 
.oauao he is a sick 
.person and needs 
.psychiatric help. 
~When he called you 
.should·have offered 
• to· help llim in some 
.way,n 
• 
~"Be your own fault 
• for having invi tad 
.such a person to 
.look at your house 
.in the first.place. 
.No one but your-
.self to bl.am~. 11 

l;tem #3: ~- .!:!_ ~- thing g: . .2!! entering !. !2.2! where small 

_groups £! peopl..! .·~ .. !!'!. standing around chatting,. 

conversation ceases ~• voup you. approach. 

Item #4: £! thing ~. !2. g ·upon .re;turning ! clerk 1!! .! 
store~ .complain~ you !:!!.2. ~short-changed~.! small 
amount, zou notice !. customer !! t;ivin11 ! ~• 

·~ (.:!?!!! clerk) looks crosa -~ ang-.cy. 

Item 115 i !!E!! thing .22, g_ while watching !. movie ! woman 

wearing ! large ll2 directly !!! front _2£ i;ou1 shows 

E_2 indication .~ removing ~-
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no particular 
feelings in-fig-
ure. 

.feelings re£lect-

.ing degree or 

.personal involve-

.ment, anger. 

• no particular , feelings refiecting 
.feelings :1,n fig- ,degree of personal 
,ure, unless based .involvementt em-
~on person.or situa-,barrassment, not 
• tion as kriown, • being in the right, 
t 

(For item #J) , • 
1~Approach>the ,,"Well, this :was a · .• "Approach'the 
group as you plan-.pretty·rude thing .group as you had 
ned. Why .to do. If you .,planned. ,_They are 
shouldn •t you't 11 -felt stronglt .supposed to be 

· .about it., you, .people you know, 
.could go to a,rt... :.·~ao maybe they 
.other group where .weren't talking 
.you would be wel-;- .• about you;-" 
.come." 

(For item #4) • 
"I£ you really ."Go up and demand 
think you have • that she gi va you 
been short ~back the rest 0£ 
changed go up to ~your money., and if 
the clerk and .she doesn•t go 
politely tel1 her .call the ma!l.8.ger.n· 
your version of 
the story." 

(For item#5) 
"Tap-the.woman on .«You might cough 
the j,Jhoulde:r, and .a little and·mut-
ask her kindly to .ter something 
remove her )lat.u .about not being 

.able to see. If 

.ehe still didn't 

.take the hint, 

.insist 'that she 
• take· it off.it 

• tllffell-i t,' would 
.depend. I£ she 
.created a·scene 
.'11th the customer 
• who was with her 
-~might be bast. to 
~wait until she 

·•• cooled off. tt 

• 11Well, if the 
.movie was crowded 
.and removing the 
.bat would .cause $ 
• commotion, might 
.move. If there 
,.were no seats 
.around., ju.s~ ask 
.her if she 1d 
.mind remoYing 
.the·hat .. n 

•. f 

• 11 Tbis would be very 
, embarraa$'ing, 
.Couldn1t'j,oin •em 
.now, Pretend not 
• to notice them 
• nnd go on to an-· 
.other group." 

, . 
• "Turn ni'OUiid and 
.go home_. Orr·if you 
.didn't have car-
.fare and needed the 
.money she short 
.changed you, you: 
.might go . directly 
.to the manager and 
.let him handle·it.n 

• "First move to an-
• other seat i£ there 
.was one •. I£ not, 
• just grin and bear 
.it. These things 
• happen all the 
.time." 



VI Subjects 

The items t tur' listed in Appendix II and scored in .terms of the 

criteria £or plus and minus as giveit in the last sootion, were admitds""'. 

tered to 6) ttnormalu individuals~ Here, by normal is meant that the 

subjects said that they bad no~ been under the care or a physician for 

at least a year and now felt .under no particular need to be under one•s 

care. None felt that they had ever needed to go to a psychiatrist. In 

addition., the super-visors or teachers of the subjects were questioned 

regarding the relative work or stu.dy efficiency of the subjects: they !mew. 

The subjects, all over 21, were either employees of ;the Veterans 

Administration Regional Office at Kansas City, Misaout:i:, or advanced stu-

dents {juniors, aenJ.ors, graduate atudents) at the University of Kansas 

City, Kansaa City., Missouri. 

In obtaining subjects from the university candidates for the experi-

ment -were told that the~e was much work involved, b~t that they would 

be compensated £ol:' i,heir time, provided that they saw the experiment 

through to the end. There v1e1·e many reasons for employing this procedure, 

though the chief one was ~o guard against getting as subjects individuals 

who needed to meet a requirement for participation in an experiment and 

who might enter to do so, and thus not really participate; i.e., the 

formula of some of these students is to gat a disagreeable task over with 

as quickly as possible. 

Employees of the V.A. were, in general, an older group. The experi-

ment was accomplished on V.A. property during V.A. time, hence, no re-

muneration was offered the V.A. employees._ 

or the 63 individuals who v:era administered the test, 61 turned in 



protocols that were scorable by this experimenter, Two individuals failed 

t,o answer the five questions 'that appear on the second page of the test 

folder. 
' \ .. 

Scoring an item "plus" it it. rei'lected selt-accoptanao, and "minus" 

•if it did not,_ yielded a. r~ge of soore,s trom. to lS. The actual dis-
' 

tribution of scores is given below. 

11 
N 10 
0 9 
:z; u / 
rx'.l 7 ' I 
0 6 / 
O' 5 I 
ril 4 / 
i:i:: 3 / 

2 / 
l ,/ 

.·. 0 / 

/ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

,,scores 

/\ 
I \ 

""'- I/ ' \. 
' '" ""'-

It 1will be observed that the ,distribution is dis1iiJ?.ctly bimodal. Thia 

ract suggests that tho self-acce~ting and non-selt-aoaepti~g do not come 

.f'rom tho, $~.oo ·pC'pulation, and 'that the attribute of self-acceptance tend.a 
I . 

to be distributed in a plus-minus fashion, rather than being distributed 

in the fonn ot a graduated normal curve. 

As· a check upon tho scoring, all of which was done by t~s experimenter, 

a :random sample or 15 protocols wa:a selected from the· tQtal o.f .:61. Those 

protocols,. along Tilth the scoring key and a brio£ discU!lsion on the meanincs 

of terms, were given to two disinterested individuals (psychiatric social 

workers) with instructions to score the papers,, and, rank order tho in-

'di viduals in terms or score achieved. Theso two rankinGS, along.with that 

of this experimenter, were then used to calculate Keµdall's !,, or coefficient of 



the essential agreement among raters., (15) 

In this instance,. W = ., 7l 

Testing this coefficient for significance by the Chi-squared 

method provided by- Kendall resulted in a P-value of .Ol~ The coeffi~ 

cient was then regarded as significant and taken to mean that objectivity 

in the scoring was possible., 

As a concluding note on the test itself, it ought to be pointed out 

that on the surface it would appear to be the case that the three criteria 

on which the test is based overlap to some extent; that is; they are not 

uncorrelated criteria. As a consequence of this, some of the test items 

appear to overlap and reflect some degree of correlation .. That there 

actually was some degree of correlation was shown by the product-ffl.oment 

r 1s calculated between test ite.'tlS pertaining to the criteria. Letting!, 

!?_,and£,, represent the three criteria worth, experience, motives respectively, 

the three product-moment r's are: 

rab - .32 

rac - .39 

1bc - .2s 
These three coefficients of correlation are significantly different 

from zero at the .01 level of confidence. 

That correlations of such significance should exist among the three 

criteria is not in the least surprising, since in the theoretical picture 

that was drawn, the three appear to be highly inter-correlated. For 

example, it is difficult to see how a person could honestly appraise his 

own motives (criteria three) if' he were not (also) a person who tended to 

act in terms of his own experience (criteria two}; it is difficult to see 

how he could act in terms of his own experience if he did not (also) tend 
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to think of himself' as essentially a worthwhile person, (criteria. one)~, 

On the basis of the distribution 0£ test scores it was decided to 

pair subjects from among those who score 8 or lass or 11 or more., There 

were 32 individuals in the former, group~ 21 in the latter'! From this group 

of 53 individuals,. .30 were finally selected for participation in the final 

experiment. or these 30, 16 (or 8 pairs) were employees or the Veterans 

AdministrationJ 14 (or 7 pairs). were s·t.udents of the University of Kansas 

City. Essentials of the process by 'Which 15 least self-accepting persons 

were paired with 1.5' most self-accepting persons is given below: 

Education V.A, 
K~c.u. 
Total 

Age : V.A. 
K.C~U. 
Total 

Test Scores : V .A. x.c.u. 
Total 

TABLE I 

Most self-
.Accepting 

13.5 
15~0 
14.3 

32.25 
24 .. 88 
28.56 

12.12 
12.43 
12.28 

Least self-
Accepting 

13.0 
15.6 
14.J 

28.75 
28.75 
26.25 

In addition to the above, the f'ol16\ving is pertinent to the pairing: 

No V.A. person was paired with a non-V.A. person; no K.c.u. person 

was paired with a non-K.c. u. person. 

No male was paired with a female. 

No supervisor was paired with a subordinate. 

No two friends were paired. 

The fifteen pairs of subjects were then ready£or the experiment. 
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VII 1.E! E?=Periment 

In an earliei< section it has been stated that the actual ~"Periment 

would consist of a ranldng process involving tour lists., each o.f which 

would contain 10 items, and that the four lists would vary along an 

emotional continuun1. Here this will be dealt vd:t.h in detail, beginning 

with the construct.ion o:r the four lists. 

In order that the lists might properly be considered to be emotion 

evoking it was decided that in some way the content of the liats, the 

actual item.c; in them., should pertain to values \vhich a ·'person might 

reasonably be expected to hold. It is thought that where the content is 

such that personal val"Ul?s are not involved, relatively little emotion will 

be evokedJ that is, that the person can dis<,mss the items in the l:i.st with 

another person., exchange ideas and resolv.a differences.without becoming 

unduly emotional, By a11 extension of the above thin!dng., it :ts bolicved 

that where personal values are involved; the exchange of itleas and. the 

resolution of differences can be accompanied by relatively more emotion, 

The :implication lie:re is that the emotion evoking properties of the lists 

are a function of the nature of the lists themselves. 

Accordingly, four lists have be~n constructed in the following 

manner: 

List 1: To consist of 10 cities, all of _which are presumed to be 

known b".,r name, though not to~ well known with respect to 

characteristics. To aohie_ve this aim, the cities selected 

are those in the 100,000 to 2001000 population range. The 

subject was required to rank order the cities in terms of 

population El e.:tcssing. 



List 21 To consist 0£ 10 jobs 1 all of which are pre13umed to be familiar 

to the subjects, but not so familiar that they would be expected 

to have a special interest in them. The subject was required to 

rank order the jobs in terms of salary- he would pay to people 

holding the jobs, had he the power to do so. 

List 3: To co11sist o! 10 crimes, all 0£ which are presumed to be laiown 

to the subject. However, none of the crimes a1•e such that it 

might be thought to draw out any special interest in the subject; 

that is 1 none of the crimes are those which might be ca.lled 

11 tragio.,tt sensational", or 11spectacular." The crimes are fairly 

common ones 0£ neither overly serious or bizarre nature. The 

requirement here was for the subject to rank order these crimes 

in terms of the severity of the punishment that ought to be dealt 

out to of fenders 1 had the subject the power to hand out such 

punishment. 

List 41 To consist of 10 different gro~s of people who are presumed to 

be familiar to the subject. These people are such that all 

might be considered "socially objectionable" in one way or another 

in terms of the prevailing social n1orss. The requirement here 

1ras for the subject to rank order these &'I'oups in terroo of their 

relative acceptability into his ho:ne on a social basis. 

The complete listing or the .four lists as t,!J.ey v.-ere presented to the 

subjects in the experiment, along \Tlth t..i.e instructio113 that ;>tere given, 

is .f'ound in Appendix III. 

To illustrate the rationale that went into the construction of the 

lists one might say that it was expected by this experiment,er that two 

people would ba able to discuss the relative sizes of Tacoma, Washington, 



and Nor.folk, Virginia; Without undue emotion, but that a similar. ·dis-

cussion involvtn~ the priorit1 for social visits to be assigned to 

atheists ~,~against narcotics addicts would evoke considerable emotion. 

Similarly, S:'discussion of the crimes would evoke more emotion than a 

discussion of jobs, but less than a discussion 0£ people. 

'To check on the validity- of the rea.sonirtg involved the subjects 

53. 

ware asked in tho course of the experiment to state on'Which of the lists 

they .felt most·involved; where by involvement was meant personal involve-

ment attributable to the content of the lists. (See Appendix IV for the 

questionnaire that lVRS used.) 

It was assumed that 11here the subject felt most involve~ he would 

also have e:icperienced uost emotion. Thus, it 15 pairs of people we~e 

asked to rank o:rder the lists in_ order of involveoent:, one would expect, 

if the reasoning that 'ilcnt into the construction of the lists were cor-

rect, that the highest mean position., indicating least involvc:oent, would 

fall to the liot of cities; the next highest to jobs; next to crimes; 

and lovres.t to people. The mean 1·a.nks assigned to the four lists, basod 

on the rankings of al130 subjects., follows: 

List l 
(cities) 

J.4.3 

List 2 
(jobs) 
2.90 

Table 2 

List 3 
(crimes) 
- 1.75 

List 4 
(people) 
. 1.77 

At first glance it 1rould appear that while thcl:'e is a trend in the 

direction expected,still it is not as clear cut especially with regard to 

Lists 3 and 4 aa one .rol--.1d like. The reason for this lack of desil·ed 

clarity-, ho.vever, appears to be found in 'l:,he difference in rankings be-

tween thos~ considered self-accepting and those considered not. Consider 



54. 

the following: 

Table 3 

List l List 2 List 3 List 4 

Self-accepting ;;.7:; 2.93 2.00 1.30 

Non-self'-
accepting 3.13 2.87 1.;o 2.23 

It is clear from the above table that while the self-accepting people 

tend to follow the anti~_ipated trend, the non-self-accepting people do not. 

In the case or the non-self-accepting people the locus of greatest involve-

ment is List 3, with Li&t 4 indicated as the locus of second greatest in-

volvement. Why this difference should exist is not exactly clear and would 

need to be studied further. Suffice to say that a difference is observed 

in the relative degree of involvement on different :µsts, and that this is 

taken into account in the treatment of the data. 

In the actual experiment the procedure was as follows: 

l. The subjects, working alone, A:! members 21.! pair, were given 

the four lists to rank order. 

2. Within a day or two after the. lists had been returned to the experi-

menter, pairs PL sub.joct s were brought -~ogether., Working with one pair or 
subjects at ·a time in a closed room, the procedure was as follows: 

a. The subjects were seated together at a small table. They were 

presented with a sinale copy of the £our lists. They were told that the 

lists were to ranked again, only this time they had to agree between them 

on what the ranking ought to be. In other words, the two subjects working 

together had to produce one ranking of each of the four lists. 
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Usually at this juncture two questions were asked by the subjects. 

l. 0Suppose we oan•t agree on what the ranldng ought to be? Suppose nr::, 

partner has one idea about where a thing ought to go, and I another. What 

then?" The answer was given that it was to be expected that differences of 

opinion would arise in the course of deciding the ranks to be assigned to 

items, that the,se differences, when they appeared, had .12 J2.2 resolved. 

Further, that .in the resolution 0£ dif i'erences they were free to employ 

any means they desired so long as it did not include chance. That is to 

say, differences of opinion were not to be resolved by flipping a com, 

for example. This admonition was given in order to make sure that what 

they produced represented a real .joint ei'f'ort, and not a. chance solution. 

The second question frequently asked was, ,.What is this all about? 11 

The answer was given that this was an experiment that had to do with opinions. 

Usually no further explanation was needed. 

,After the questions had been answered, the two subjects were told 

that as they worked their verbalizations would be taken down. Stenotype 

records or tape recordings were made 0£ all transactions. In addition, the 

two subjects were told that though the examiner would be in the vicinity 

he would be unavailable i' or anything once the work got underw-ay • when the 

subjects indicated that there were no further questions, they were told to 

begin the work, and the examiner retired to a small table near by. When 

tape recordings were being made, the examiner operated the machine on the 

adjacent small table. When stenotype records were made, a stenotypist sat 

with the examiner at the small table. 

3. When the last ot the four lists had men ranked in this joint pro-

cedure, the lists were removed and the subjects separated. Each was seated 
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at his own small table. Each was then presented with a short question-

naire. This'is the questionnaire already mentioned, a oopy of which has 

been included in Appendix IV. When the qx estionnaire had been filled out 

as required., the subjects were each presented with "fresh" copies of the 

four lists. They were instructed to rank order the lists again., alone. 

When this ranking had been completed, the experiment had ended. 

This procedure produced the following data for analysis, for from 

each·subject there had been obtainedt -
a. A ranking of the lists which had been done privately., prior to 

the joint effort. 

b. A ranking of the same lists done in partnership with another person. 

c. A ranld.ng of the same lists done privately, following the joint 

effort~ 

d. A completed questionnaire. 

The data provided by the ranking procedure and the questionnaire will 

be used to test the hypotheses with which this thesis is concerned. The 

data provided by the questionnaire will be used to test hypothesis a • ., while 
' -

that provided by the-ranking procedure will be used to· test hypothesis .2• 
Since the manner in which the ranking procedure provides data for 

testing a µypothesis having to do with ,leading, following., exerting in-

fluence and being influenced is somewhat complicated., it will be dea1t 

with here in considerable detail. 

First., consider that each indirldual rank ordered a given list three 

times: once, alone·; once, with a partner; once again, alone. Thus., in the 

case of a given list it is possible to calculate 10 coefficients or cor-

relation based on the work of two individuals working o~ a list three 

times as indicated. 



To sho,1 of what these correlations consist, the following notations 

will be employed: 

P and O 1till represent two individuals in a pair~ 

P(l) ,rl.11 repreeen·t P's first_; or pre-joint effort ranking of a given 

list. 

P(2) 'Will represent P's third.,, or post joint effort ~anking of the 

given list. 

0(1) 1till represent O's .first, or pre-joint effort ranking of the 

given list. 

0(2) ·will represent O•s third., or post joint effort ranking of the 

given list. 

J.E. or simply J will represent the ranking of the given list achieved 

by P and O in the joint effort. 

The 10 coefficients of correlation - l:'ank order coefficients-ti- are 

obtained in the following manner: 

l. Col:'l:'ela.te P{l) With P(2). 

2. tl P(l) ff 0(1). 

3. t1 P(l) fl. 0(2) .. 

4. It P(l) It J. ,. tt P(2) fl 0(1). 

6. II P(2) If 0(2). 

7. " P(2) ff J. 

a. II O(l) u 0(2) .. 

* It will be brought out shortly that some partial coefficients of correlation 
need be calculated. For this reason Kendall •a Tau rather than·-Rho is the 
coefficient used. · - · 
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9. Correlate 0(1) with J. 

10. ti 0(2) II J. 

These 10 correlations exhust the possibilities for correlations obtained 

by pai1•ir..g each person's ranking of a given list with all other rankings 
,, 

in which he or his partner participated either singly or jointly. 

To each of the 10 cor1•elations a psychological meaning car. be applied. 

These meanings are indicated in the chart baler«~ 

Chart J:I 

Correlation 

1 .. P(l)P(2) 

2. P(l)O(l) 

). P(l)0(2) 

How Calculated, 

P•s pre~joint effort 
ranking and . his post-
joint effort ranking 
of a given list. 

P's pre-joint effort 
ranking and o•s pre-
joint effort rar.:.k-
ing of a given list .. 

P•s pre-joint effort 
ranking and O'sJost-
joint effort ra ing 
of a given list. 

Significance 

Reflects the amount of agreement between 
P's pre-and post-joint effort rankings. 
When this agreement is high* the infer.;. 
ence will be made that P1s views had not 
changed much for having been in the joint 
effort; when the agreement is low; the 
inference will be made that his views 
had changed. 

Re.fleets the amount of agreement between 
P's pre-joint effort ranking and 0 1a 
pre~joint effort ranking of a given list. 
When this agreement is high the inference 
will be made that to some extent they- had 
similar views prior to the joint effort 
with respect to the items in the gi van 
list; when this agreement is low the 
inference will be made that their views 
were dissimilar. 

Reflects the amount of agreement between 
P's pre-joint effort ranking and o•s post-
joint effort ranking or a given list. When 
this agreement is high the inference will 
be made that O accepted some of P's expressed 
original views in the joint effort. When this 

* A high correlation is one whose magnitude is equal to or greater than .44. 
Correlations whose magnitude is less than .44 are to be considered low. The 
selection of .44 as a cut of£ poirit is based on the fact that a correlation 
of this magnitude (or greater) can occur by' chance 10 times in 100. A .10 
level of confidence is believed adequate for the use to 'Which the individual 
correlations were put. 



Correlation 

4, P(l)J 

5. P(2)0(1) 

6. P(2)0(2) 

7• P(2)J 

s. 0(1)0(2) 

How Calculated 

p, s pre-joint effort 
ranking of a list 
and the. ranking of 
the same list in the 
joint effort~ 

Same as 11_3, above, 
-P(l)0(2)- with P 
and O interchanged. 

pt s post-joint-· 
effort.:rahking of a 
list'and o•spost-
joint . effort rank• 
ing of the same list. 

pts post-joint 
effort ranking of a 
given list arid the 
ranking of the same 
list in the joint 
efi'ort.. 

Same as# 1 - P{l)P(2)-
exoept for O instead 
01' p 

Significance 
; ! 

agreement is low, however, immediate 
inference is not'possible~ for it is 
not given whether ;p expressed hie views 
and O rejected them~ or P simply did not 
express his original views in the joint 
effort. When patte;mi:J or correlations 
are ta.ken up, this ppobl,em will be dealt 
with further. 

'/ .Reflects the amount ot agreement between 
P's pre-joint efi'ox-t ranking and the joint 
effort. ranking in:Which he participated. 
When this agreement is high the inference 
will be made that exert.ad some influence 
in the determination 01' the joint effort. 
ranking; when this agreement is low the 
inference will be .uiade that P exerted 
little influence in the detennination 
of .the joint effort rankµig. 

Same as# .3 above with P and O inter-
changed. 

Reflects the amount of agreement between 
P•s post~joint effort. ranking and 01s 
post-joint effort, ranking of the same list. 
When this agreement is high the inference 
will be made that to some extent they shared 
similar views following the joint effort; 
when this agreement is low the inference 
will be made that following the joint effort, 
their.views-were dissimilar. 

Renects the amount of agreement between P1s 
post-join~ effort ranking of a given list · 
and the joint effort ranking of the same 
list in which he pa.rl.icipated. When this 
agreement is high the inference will be 
made that P was influeneed by the joint 
ef'i'ort; when this agreement is low the 
inference will be made that P was not 
influenced. 
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Correlation . Row Calculated Significance 

9. O(l)J 

10. 0(2)J 

Same as-I 4 -P(l)J-
except for O in-
stead 0£ P. 

Same as # 7 ""'.P(2)J-
exoept £or·o in-
stead ot P. 

To summarize what has been said concerning the psychological meaning 

of the various correlations, the following chart is offered. To find the 

meaning of any pair of correlations, all one need do is go down the 

column and across the row; the cell formed by the column and row will con-

tain the meaning to be attributed to the pair of correlations forming the 

column and row. 

P(l) 

P(2) 

0(1) 

O(l) 
tells how much 
the two were a-
like prior to 
the joint 
effort. 
tells how much 
of O • s original 
views P accept-
ed.* 

Chart 3 

0(2) 
tells how much 
of P1s original 
views O accept-
ed.* 

tells how much 
the two were a-
like .f'ollowing 
the joint 
effort.· 

tells how much tells how much 
0 influenced O was inf'luen-

J 
tellS how much 
P irifl.uenced 
the joint 
effort. 

tells how much 
p VIM infiuen ... 
cad by the 
joint effort. 

P(l) 

tells how much 
P rras still in 
agreement with 
himself follow-
ing joint effort. 

the joint ced by the 
!f_f_o_rt. _____ "f"'jo-:i:-=,n:-t-et_r_o_rt.~~---------------

tells how much 
O · was still in 
agreement with 
himself follow-
ing joint effort 

* In so far as this can be determined in view of the limitations 
imposed upon this correlation already mentioned. 
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It needs to be pointod out at this juncture that in the presentation 

of the correlation coefficients above, the symbols .P and O were used with-

out; 1·eference to the concept of self'."'\'acceptance, Thus the symbols! and 

hence the discussion of the psychological si,gnificance of the correlation.a, 

ha:ve general me~ng in the sense that what has been said about the corre-

lations c.ould apply to ei the,r the self .,.accepting member of the experimental 

pair., or the non ... seli-accepting member.. This means that the meaning of 

the correlations is inde_I)endent of the person producing them_. Their 

meaning is, rather., dependent upon the manner in lVhich they are derived. 

To relate thi3 meaning to either the self-accepting person or the 

non-self-accepting person, one might count up the number of times the 

correlation P(2)J (accepting of influence), say, is high for the self-

accepting group on a particular list and compare this number with that 

obtainod by counting up the number of times 0(2)J is high for the non-

seli'-accopting group. It would then be possible to test a null hypothesis 

with respect to the difference in frequency observed (P(2)J :minus 0(2)J) 

and conclude tha.t the self-accepting do or: do not differ significantly 

from the non-selfyaccepting with respect to the characteristic, accepting 

of influence, on the particular list. 

However, this would be a very crude test indeed, for to use the 

correlations P(2)J and 0(2)J without considering other factors is actually-

misleading. It is true that the two correlations do refectthe extent 

to which the person was influenced by the joint effort, however,from the 

correlations alone it is not clear whose influence the person accepted, his 

own or that of the partner. 

In the interpersonal situation defined by the experiment it is quite 



possible for one individual in the pair to dominate the scene; i.e.: have 

his views prevail in the joint effort to the extent that the joint effort 

ranking resembli:Js his original ranking to a high degree~ One would expect 

then; that this person would rank order the list following the joint effort 

much in the same manner that he had ranked it prior to the joint effort, 

and much in. the manner that it had been ranked in the joint effort, since 

all three rankings represent views held by him. One would expect further 

that this person would not have changed his original opinions much for 

having been in the joint.effort. 

In terms of correlations, the picture described abo~-e can be given in 

the following manner: 

1. P(l)J 
!!!.@. 

2. P(2)J 
high 

J. P(l)P(2) 
high 

4. P(2)0(l) 
low -

- exerted much influence in the determination of the joint 

effort. 

- accepted much influence from the joint effort. 

- remained relatively unchanged for having been in the 

joint effort. 

.. acm;ipted few of the partner's original views as these 

were exprsssed in the joint effort. 

In terms of the patterning of four correlations, considering each to be 

either high or low, it appears clear that while the person did accept influence 

from the joint effort, the influence that was accepted was that largely exerted 

by him. That is, put somewhat crudely, the person got a lot out of the joint 

effort be~ause he put a lot into it. 

Byway of contrast, consider the following which also illustrates accepting 

infiu.encefrom the joint effort, but of a qualitatively diffe.rent kind. 



1. O(l)J - exerted little influence in the determination of the 
low 

joint effort. 

2. 0(2)J - accepted ·much influence from the joint effort. 
high 

3, 0(1)0(2)- changed from his original vie~s for having been in the 
low · 

joint effort.' 

4. 0(2)P(l)- did accept some of his partner's original views' as these 
high 

were expressed in the course of the joint effort. 

63. 

It is to be observed that in the above pattern of high and low correlations, 

the behavior reflected is that of a person who accepted influence from the 

joint effort and also retreated from his own original position. Acceptance of 

influence in this sense is much closer to what is meant in the hypothesis by 

the term, than is the acceptance of influence illustrated by the pattern shown 

on the prev~ous page. In that previous pattern, the influence accepted was\ 

that exerted by the person himself; in the pattern shown above, the influence 

accepted is that exerted by the partner. Presently in this section, it will 

be shown that this is but one pattern of high and lo~ correlations that reflects 

acceptance of influence as th~s term is defined.in the hypothesis. It will be 

shown too that this kind of accept~nce of influence is not identical with 
i passive compliance, since this kind of acceptance of influence can occur 

with O(l)J high, and not only with O(l)J low as indicated above. 

From the two patterns presented, several points need be emphasized: 

l. In both patterns the correlations P(2)J and 0(2) are high, reflecting 

an acceptance of innuence from the joint effort, but the kind of influence 

being acct:,pted is different in the c9..9e of the two individuals involved. In 

only'one of these two instances does the acceptance mean acceptance of the 

influence of the partner. 



2. ''rheref' ore, with :respect to questions or acceptance of influence, 

patterns are ~ore precise and meaningful than are individual correlations. 

3w The pattet-ns ari•ived <1t by calling correlations either high or low 

need be concerned with only 4 correlations .for each individual: P(l)J, 

P(2)J, P(l)P(2), and P(2)0(1), for the one person, and O(l)J, 0(2)J., 0(1)0(2), 
and 0(2-}P(l) for the other, the partner.* These correlat~ons· renect inter-

personal behavior of a kind relevant for the.hypothesis, behavior that occurs 

in the course of the joint effort. In the case of the two exa.mp1es given.,_ 

it need be pointed out., that the two patterns "go together" in the sense 

that each could have been given one member of a pair and tho combination 

of the two patterns would be psychologically meaningful.: the one person 

exe~ed strong influence in the joint effort and the other person was ac-

cepting of it. (Two correlations, P(l)O(l) and P(2)0(2); do not have direct 

relevancefor the hypothesis and, hence, need not be considered in the dis-

cussion 0£ patterns to be taken up shortly.) As will be pointed out present-

ly., other patterns that "go together" also exist and can be used i'or the 

purpose or making inferences .. concerning the nature of the activity of the 

joint effort as this activity pertains to the hypothesis being tested. 

4. The patterns have relevance for leading and following as well as 

for questions of infiuenee. ·In the two patterns given as examples, it is 

possible to inter th.at person P was a leader in the joint·effort in which 

he and O appeared, and that person O was a follower, since P(l)J high must 

be higher than O(l)J low. 

* This statement is not exactly true since the correlations P(l)J and O(l)J 
as well as the correlations P(2)0(1) a."'ld 0(2)P(l) can be influenced by the 
magnitude: of' the. correlation P(l)O(l) which refiects the extent -~o which the 
pair was in agreement prior to thA jo:J.nt effort. Theref<.'>re, for a ni.ore 
accurate pietnre in tbg case of these four correlations, extent or initial 
agreement would need to ba partialed out. In speaking of these correlations 1 
honcei'orth, it is to be understood that a partial rather than full correla-
tion is intended. 



,5, I~ is true. that it is possible :£or ,two individuals to present 

patterns in which both correlation are high, or both low. When both are 

considered high or both low j ¥1 terms of :the definition of high and low 

as given, the one higher than the other might be~taken as evidence for 

leading, under certain conditions which will be described later. 

6. As in the .case di' the individual correlations, the patterns are general 

in the sense that they might be gi 'Ven by either the aelf--aocepting or non-

self-accepting member of a pair. Therefore, because of their general nature 

the patterns can have relevance for either self-acceptance or the lack of 

it only through frequency of association with·either the sell-accepting or 

non-sell-accepting. That is, if a pattern denoting, s~y~ acceptance of in-

fluence and.leading occurs more frequently in the one group than in tho other, 

the inference can be made that the group tends to be characterized by the 

pattern, and hence by the behavior implicit in the pattern. 

It has been pointed out that patterns of correlations are fanned by 

considering some high and some low. In the case of .a single person the 

ro~ correlations., assuming that each can be either high oi- low, can give 

rise to 16 patterns (24 = 16). However, though a single person produces the 

4 correlations., he cannot produce all 16 patterns. The reason for this is 

twofold; l) The 16 patterns are possible mathe~tically though not psycho-

logically. As will be pointed out shortly., some patterns possible mathematicall;r 

would be interpreted psychologically to mean that the person simultaneously 

was accepting and rejecting influence. Psychological impossibility then, 

sharply reduces the num~er of patterns that can actually occur. 2) The 

nature of the e~erimental design reduces the number further. As will be 

pointed out shortly, the experimental design is stich that the likelihood of 
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some correlations being high, and others lo~, is increased. 

To illustrate these patterns, and point out possible reasons for their 

actual occurrence and non-occurrence, diagrams will ba use,d. As has been 

pointed out previously, the four correlations that go to make up a pattern 

are the same for the two 'individuals concerned. Thus, in the diagrams to be 

given, only the four correlations of a single person will be treated. It is 

to be understood therefore; that the patterns (in so far as they can actually 

occur) are applicable to either individual in the pair. 

The four correlations that go to make up the patterns are: 

1. P(l)J - index· of influence exerted in the joint effort. 

2. P(2)J - index of acceptance of influence of the joint effort. 

3. P(l)P(2) - index of change of one's original views. 

4. P(2)0(1) - index of acceptance of other's original views as expressed. 

In the diagrams then, one will need the symbols P(l), P(2), J, and 

0(1). A correlation between two rankings can be represented by a line join-

ing two points, where the points are labeled with the appropriate symbols. 

However, to distinguish between high and low correlations, a solid line 

will be drawn to indicate a high correlation, and a broken line to indicate 

a low correlation. The following example will clarify what is meant. 

P(l) 

P(2l~-~O(l) 

Solid lines joining P(l) and J, P(2) and J, and P(l) and P(2) mean 

that in this pattern the correlat.iona P(l)J; P(2)J, and P(l)P(2) are to 

be considered high; a broken line joining P(2) and O(l) means that the 

correlation P(2)0(l) is to be considered low. It is to be recalled that 



this pattern. is the one used earlier to illustra.t~ the activity of the person 

who dominated the situation. 

Presented in groups based on the presence of .connnon denominators lfithin 

each o.r the groups, the fol,lowing are the mathematically possible patterns, 

including both the psychologically possible and impossible. 

P(l)~ 
: J 
I 
1/ P(2)~ ___ ,.0(1) 

P(l)· 

P(2)~ ,,O(l) 

P{l) 

P(2)[_0(l) 

P(l)~ 
I J 
I 
I / 

P(2) 11 0(1) 

It is to be observed that the four patterns given above have the follow-

ing in common: 

1. In each P(l)J is high. 

2. In each P(2)J is low. 

Therefore the following may be said of the four: The person exerted 

influence in the determination of the joint effort product (high P(l)J), 

yet was not accepting of the influence of the joint effort (low P(2)J). 

Psychologically it is somewhat difficult to see how this could come about, 

since the impli~ation of a high P(l)J and a low P(2)J .is that the person was 

not accepting of SOllle of the influence he himself e;xerted. 

It is also difficult to see how this could come about when one considers 

the manner in which the experiment was carried out. That is, following P's 

first ranking of a list, a ranking which he accomplished working alone, a day 

or two elapsed before he had to rank the same list again in the joint effort. 

Therefore, if the joint effort ranking of' the list resembled the first ranking 

per.formed alone to tpe extent that a high correlation resulted between the two, 

one would suspect that the feelings the person had about the ranking of the 

items was of some strength; at least enough to persist for a day or two. 
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Consider too, that following the joint effort usually only a quarter of 

an hour or less elapsed before the subject was required to rank the same 

list again, a.lone. It would be very difficult therefore to explain the 

sudden dissipation of the strength of feeling held by the person, since 

such dis~ipation is implicit'in the low P(2)J following the high P(l)J. 

Such an event r1ould appear to be a very atypical one. It is not 

impossible of course; i.e.: a confused period following t,he joint effort 

might account for it.. Howevet, conE:idering that· ·the subjects were normal 

individuals, as defined, a period of confusion of such proportions would 

appear to be highly unlikely. That it is an atypical event is attested . . 
to by the fact that in tho experiment it never occurred. 

Consider the following two patterns: 

The following is common to the two pattern.a: 

1. In each P(2)J is low. 

2. In each P(2)0(1) is high. 

Therefore the following may be said of the pair: The person accepted 

little influence from the joint effort, yet d14 accept some of the partner's 

original views. One might wonder here how the person could accept some of 

his partner•s original viows without also accepting influence from the 

joint effort, at least to tho extent of making this correlation hir,h also. 

It is not impossible for it to occur, of course. For example, if the 

partner asserted some of his original views but the pair decided not to 

use them in the determination of the joint effort ranking, but afternard 



the person P decided that the partner's original views were, a.i'ter all 

worthy of' merit! Because or the time factor, however, it 'is not likely 

that P had time enough to make such reconsiderations; i.e.: only a 

quarter .of an hour elapsed between 'the performance of the joint effort 

ranking and the second individual rar.king. Too., the quarter hour was 

spent filling,out a questionnaire. Thus, though the pattern is possible, it 

must be considered somewhat improbable in the e_xperiment as it ,ms carried 

out. Neither of the patterns was actually observed. 

Consider the following four patterns: 

P(l). 
1\: 
I 'J 
I 'j 
I I 

P.(2)~ - - .... o(l) 

P(l) 

P(2)t0(1) 

Since these patterns have no single ·com_rnon denom~nator, they will not 

be treated as a group. 

Consider the first: All correlations are low. The pefuon exerted 

little infiuence, accepted little influence either from the joint effort 

process itself or from the partner's original views as expressed, and 

following the joint effort was not much in agreement with his own original 

poaiti<:m. There would appear to be two.possible interpretations of this 

patternt l) The person had little or no interest in the proceedings·, or, 

2) The subject did have interests but they were subject to sudden shifts. 

The first possibility is somewhat unl~kely considering that the subjects 

were all volunteers who were being paid lor their servi¢os either in 

actual money or in paid time o'rf from regular duties. !rhe second possibility 

has two aspects, l)Either the person ie subject to shifting interests, or; 

2) The lists arc such that shifting interest is encouraged; i.e.: it is 

difficult to get set ideas with respect to the ranking of it~ms in the lists. 



The first possibility is not likely in the case of nor~al subjects. 

Clinically, the shifting of interest as described, would be taken as an 

indicator of pathology and maladjustment. The second. possibility is some-

what more likely, unless it can be shown that the contrary is true: that 

the lists are such that indiViduals do tend to have more or less stable 

opinions concerning the ranking of items; that the items consist of things 

about which people have interest, and that therefore the placing of an 

item in a rank order position has a certain "value" fol:' the person. 

It is to be recalled that the construction of the lists was predicated 

upon the notion that the items would be such that the person would have 

interest in the ranking of the ilems. This, h,owever, is not prod£ that the 

items do in fact stimulate interest. Ideally sti,ch a proof' would consist of 

a control group to,:rank order the lists upon two different occasioz:is,·without 

an intervening joint effort prodedure. Presumably, if the correlations were 

high ... correlating the first1effol_'t with the second - th~ inference could 

be made that the items were such that interest in them did exist. 

Unfortun~tely., such a test of the interest potential of the items was 

not made. However, some evidence does exist that the items do indeed evoke 

interest. The evidence consists of the observation that the pattern with 

all four correlations low, did not occur once in the experiment. Thus if 

the pattern represents lack of interest in the experiment for whatever reason, 

and the experiment is such that it stimulates., or at least does not discourage 

interest, its non-occurrence would be expected. 

The three remaining patterns of the four given do have a common denomin-

ator; in all three a high P(2)J is accompanied ;by a high P(l)P(2). This means 

that the person did accept influence from the joint effort, yet at the same time 
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managed to retain enough:'oi'~his original views to obtain a high correlation 

between the two rankings done alone. This state of affairs is psychologically 

meaningful:, and could indeed be ,expected to occur in the experiment~ Yet 

in the fonn of the patterns given it did not, occur. 

Below are reproduced the thrco pat,terns vti t.h the common denominator 

P(2)J hig..h, and P(l)P(2) high. Below them. are reproduced three patterns which 

are similiar though not identical, a....'1d ,·.hich did occur in the experiment. 

P(l)· 

l'(2) l 0(1) 

P(l) 

P(2)~- -•O(l) 

l?(l) 

P(2)l0(1) 

P(l)" P(l)f\ P{l) 
I\ I ' 

P(2) ~- - 0(1) 

I " I ' 

P(2)~0(1) 

With respect to the first two patterns in each line, it can be sGan that 

the essential difference is that in the one the acceptance of influence from 

either the joint effort.or from the other individual directly is accompanied 

by the retention of one Is own viev,s to the extent that a high correlation 

results between the pre-and post-joint effort rankings. In the other the 

acceptance of influence is accompanied by less ~tention of one's own original 

ideas. The difference then between these two sets of correlation is to be 

found in the magnitude of the pre and post joint effort correlations; the extent 

to which the person retained his own original ideas. 

However, it need ,be pointed out that calling a correlation high or low 

deponds upon whether it is greater than or equal to .44., or whether it is less 

then .41i. This means that it is possible for a correlation called high not to 
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differ signif"icantly iri a statistical sense from one called low. One might 

conclude therefore, that in a statistical sense, the difference betwen the 

first two correlations on the first line, and the corresponding two on the 

second line, is not significant, or rather need not be significant. 

However, in the experiment only those on the second line are observed; 

those on the £irst line are not. Why this difference should occur so 

consistently in the same direction is not at all clear. The fact of the 

matter is that in the experiment, when P(l)J is low, either P(2)J (or 

P(2)0(1)) is high or P(l)P(2) is high, but not both. '.this could mean that 

in the experiment, when a person was not influencing, but' was accepting of 

influence, he tended to depart from his original.position to a greater 

extent than r,ould be necessary psychologically. This could argue for the 

position that in the experiment when a person was convinced, his convi,ction 

tended to be such that a high correlation between pre and post joint effort 

ranking became unlikely. It could not argue for a lack of interest· in the 

original ranking since., as has already been mentioned, this would tend to 

be reflected in four low correlations,~ pattern which never did occur. 

Considering the third set of correlations on the previous page, the 

essential difference is that in the one - the one on the first line -

P(2)0(1) is high, indicating that the person accepted some of the partner's 

original ideas, and in the other P(2)0(1) is low indicating that he did not. 

Though both patterns are psychologically meaningful, only the one on the 

second line occurs- Why this should be is not clear, unless, in the 

experiment, when a person dominates the scene as much as is implicit in 

in a high P(l)J, high P(2)J, and high P(l)P(2), the tendency is for the 

person not to accept many of the other person's ideas. This point will be 

taken up again. 



Consider the following sets o! three patterns whioh did occur in the 

experiments 

P(l)~ 

P(2)Lo(1) 

P(l)[' 
,J 

P(2) 1 ~'>- -0(1) 

7j. 

The first two patte~s support some. or the statements just made;, namely, 

that when a.person is a.ccepting of influence of the other person, either directly-, 

(when P(2)0(1} is high) or indirectly (when P(2)J but not P(2)0(1) is high), 
r I ' . ' • ' 

he te~ds to abandon his. own original position. It ~eed be pointed out here 

that in-certain respects the difference between the first two patterns is not 
' . '•- ' 

great. In the first.there is acceptance of the partner's original views as 

these were expressed. in ·the course of the joint effort, with accompanying al-

t_e:ration in one •s own original v:i.ews. In the second there is acce.ptance or 
views eXpressed or evolved in the course of the joint effort procedure which 

are not .necessarily those of the partner. This implies that the person •s own 

views were altel"ed in a direction away from his first position, though not 

in a direction toward the first position of the partner, Both_patterns would 

then have the common denominator of reflecting acceptance or influence emanating 

froni the joint effort. 

The meaning of the third pa~tern would appear to be all but self-evident: , r 

the person neither exei:-ts nor accepts influence, but rather adheres to his own 

original v:1,ews. 

0£ ,the 16 possible patterns then., only the following six actually appear 

in the.experiment: 

l/1. P(l) .. 

P(2)~- -0(1) 

fb.. P(l)t 
\ ,J 

P(2) 1 ~ - -0(1) 

/J1:.. P(l)~ 

P(2)z_ -0(1) 



#4 •. P(l). - ,., 
: 'J 

P(2)v. -•O(l) 

#S. P(l)~ 

P(2)Lo(1) 
\ 

For the sake of convenience these patterns can be given naines. Consider 

#'li This could be a pattern rehect':i.ng·behavior or·a dominating character; 

that is., it could be taken to mean that the person exerted strong influence 

in the determination of the joint effort without accepting that influence 

exerted by the partner, directly ·or indirectly.. In this failure to accept 

the influence of the partner the pattern would differ from P~J and P-5, 
tvhich also re.fleet exerting strong influence but with the concommitant 

acceptance of some of the partner's influence, at least to the extent or 

departing sufficiently from the person 1s original position to yield a 

correlation P(l)P(2) that is called iow. Considered with reference to 

the hypothesis being tested,the important characteristics of the pattern 

are that :Lte:re.flects leading and non-acceptance of the influence of the 

partner. Here leading means exerting strong influence in the determination 

of the joint effort ranking. Leading also assum~s that P(l)J (in pattern #1) 

is greater than O(l)J in the partner's corresponding pattern whatever it 

maybe. While there is no theoretical reason for making· this assumption, in 

the experiment., whenever this pattern was given,P(l)J was always higher than 

the partner's corresponding O(l)J-. This pattern then will be called one 

of leading and non-acceptance .2£ influence (of the partner). 

It need be pointed out that it is not given why the pattern arises. It 

can arise because of the personal characteristics or the person giving it;i.e.: 

the person has the characteristic or being dominating; or it can arise out of 

the characteristics of the interpersonal situ.ationJ i.e •. : the partner withdrew, 

leaving the person no alternative but to lead and be non-accepting of influence, 
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seemingly. To some extent a differentiation with respect to the whys can 

be made on the basis of the behavior o.r the partner when this pattern appears. 

If in a group (or either the self-accepting or non-self-accepting) the 

pattern appears regardless of the patterns· exhibited by the partners involved, 

some grounds will be had for asserting that the pattern is a function of 

the persoµ.rather than of the situation. 

#2. In.1some respects this pattern might be thought or as the complement 

of number 1., for in this pattern following and non-acceptance of influence 

of the partner is indicated: ;I.ow P(l)J, P(2)J,P(l!)O(l), and high P(l)P(2). 

As in the case of number 1., the question of whether the pattern is a function 

of the person giving it or or the situation in which it occurs can to some 

extent be det.ermi.ned in terms of the patterns presented by the various partners. 

The pattern will be called one of foll-owing~ non-acceptance Et. influence. 

#3 and #4. These patterns can be considered together, for the essential 

characteristic of each is the acceptance of influence emanating in the 
joint effort v.-ith accompanying departure 'from the 03:iginal position. held. 

This influence, as has bee~ pointed out, is attributable not directly to 

the partner in the sense of accepting his ideas per ~, but is attributable 

to him in the sense that in the process or working with him, P obtained 

points of view which wore diffe1•ent from those he held originally, and which 

he acce:v:-ed. to replace those originally held. The chief distinction betr:een 

#3 and #4 is that in the former the person lee.a, and in the latter he followed. 

#5 and #6. A condition similar to that described for #3 and #4 above 

obtains here. In both #5 and #6 influence of the partner is accepted, though 

somewhat more directly than in the case of #3 and #4. In so far as all four 

patterns reflect acceptance of influence of the partner they are the same. 



With respect to# 5 and #6, the chief difference consists of the difference 

between leading m d following, with the f'omer condition characterizing 

#5, and the latter# 6. 

Patterns #3 2c! iz called loading accepting £! joint 

effort; ft1± !.!:!! If§.' !1]d !!! called following !!!.'!. aoceptin5 influence 2£ 
2 joint. effort. 

As in the discussion of pattern #1, hero too lea.ding is in part a function 

of P(l)J being greater than O(i)J. Therefore., in the discussion 0£ the 

resul~s of the eA-periment in the next section., when an event such as one 

in which P gives pattern #4 and O gives; say, :116 arises, some modification 

of the above descriptive titles will be made. 

Something of the cou~se of sub~equent discussion is indicated by 

the present discussion. That ts, since the correlations are general, 

and the patterns are also general in meaning, a testing of the hypotheses 

will involve a comparison of the frequencies with which various correlations 

and patterns of correlations are found in the self-accepting and n~n-self'-

accepting groups. This comparison is twofold: in one the factor of leading 

and following in relation to, acceptance of influence is considered; in the 

other tho factor of the emotion evoking properties of tho lists in 

relation to acceptance or influcrice is considorerl. 

All tabulations made in 'the next ifoction are bas~d upon the data as 

.given in Appendix I. 



Tpe hypotheses with 'Which this th~sis is concerned will be tested in 

the order in which they were presented in Section IV, pages 29-31. 
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The f~st hypothe~is asserted that the self-accepting would be more 

realistic ih their.appraisal of the involvements of the non-self-accepting 

than the latter wou/J:.d, 'be of the involvements 0£ the former. The second 

hypothesis asserted ttlat the self-accepting would be more accepting or 
the influence of th,e joint effort wh~ther leading or not _in the discussion., 

and whether the tasks were or were npt emotion evoking. 

In order to test number 1.$ abov.e, the in£ormation provided by the short 

questionnaire, which was filled out by the subjects immediately following the 

joint effort, was used. The questionnaire is given in Appendix IV. 

The manner in which number !• was tested, follows: 

When a subject - P - indicated that he was most involved on say, List 4, 
and his partner - 0 - indicated that in his opinion P was most involved 

on List 4, a score of "plus" was given O for having correctly appraised P's 

involvement. Similarly with respect to place of least involvement: If' 

there existed a correspondence between P's stated place of least involvement 

and 0 1s appraisal of P 1s place of least involvement, a score of 11plus" was 

given o. The same procedure was ·l;hen :followed with respect to O • s stated 

places of most and lenst involvement, and P's appraisal of them. 

To test the hypothesis, then, it was necessa.r;y- to note the frequency 

with which the self-accepting correctly appraised the involvements of the 

non-self-accepting and conversely. To this end., the following tables 



were constructed: 

S most involved 
S le~t involved 

N most involved 
N least involved 

Table'* 

N•s appraisal 
Correct Incorrect 

8 7 
9 6 

srs appraisal 
Correct Incorrect 

13 2 
14 l 

The above table would ~ppear to indicate that Sis superior to N 
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in the appraisal of both places of most involvement and least involvement 

of the partner. To test whether differences in frequency of corr9ct 

ap~raisals 1ras significant, the following table was constructed: 

Table 6 

Appraisals of 
Most involvament 

Correct Incorrect 
S 13 2 
N 8 7 

Chi-squared calculate~ for the above table is 4.o which has a corres-

ponding P-value of .o~. The observed differences in frequency of correct 

appraisals of place of greatest involvement will hence be regarded as 

significant. 

The conclusion would be drawn then that the self-accepting are superior 

to the non-self-accepting in appraising the ir1volvement of the partner., where 

this involvement is greatest. 

* In this table; and all those to ,follow; S will always represent a self-
accepting pe:rsonj ,!! will always represent i non-sel!-accepting person. 



Constructing a table with respect to appl"aisals of place of least 

involvement, yielded the following: 

Table 7 
Appraisals of 

Least Involvement 
Correct Incorrect 

S 14 l 
R 9 6 

The chi-squared value for the above table is 4.6, and the cor1-esponding 

P-value is iass than .o5. Hence the observed difference in frequency of 

correctness of appraisal of place of least :i.1!volvement is to be regarded as 

significant. 

From the above tables it would appear that the ,conclusion is warranted. 

that the self-acce,Pting do tend to be more realistic in their appraisal of 

the other pe:rson's involvements. The hypothesis would thus tend to be 

supported. 

The second hypothesis asserts that the self-accepting will differ from 

the non-solf..;.'lccepting in tern:s of acceptance of influence, That is, that the 

self-accepting person would tend to ~xhibit pattern.s of behavior that could 

be called "accepting or innuence of the joint ofi'ort11 wl1cther loading or 

following, and whet:1cr ·the tas!<: -,,,,as eiroking of much emotion or lit~le; ,mereas 

the non-self-accepting person would tend to exhibit such patterns chiefly when 

leading but not when following, and where emotion tended to be evoked to a 

minimal extent. 

Patterns reflecting acceptance of influence were discuased·in the pre-

vious section. It will be recalled that such patterns are characterized by 

the following: influonce emanating from. the joint effort, tends to be 

accepted; ·orig:lnal views held by the person tend to be altered. It will 



be recalled further that the influence emanating from the joint effort 

can be 0£ two kindsi l) that derived £~an. the partner directly; as this 

is re£lectod in the acceptance of the original views held by the partner, 

as theao views were expressed; 2) that derived from the joint effort 

discussion in which the person 1s vieWS 11ere altered though not in the 

direction or the partner's original ·views. 

Pat,terns ta.ken to mean that the person was not acc€iptine or influence 

v,ere also discussed. It ~,ill be recalled thlt the prime oharact.etlstic 
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of such patterns la that the person giving them did not altar original views 

much. 

Leading., it ·rras pointed' out., is inferred from the mab"'llitudes of the 

correlations P(l)J and O(l)J. 'that is, when P(l)J is larger than O(l)J 

the inference is ma.de that in the determination or the joint effort ranking 

P was the leader end O the follower. 

Thefefore, to test tho hypothesis, it i~ necessary to show that the 

condi t:lon leading - following is or is not related to the con.di tion acceptance -

non-accept.a.nee of .lnnuence, for the two groups. Ac'cordingiy, the following 

table was cons:J;ructed: 

List 1 

Table 8 

Mon-a.cceptanco 
of innuence 

s. leads 
S follows 

N les.ds 
N follows 

l 
0 

l 
4 

Acceptance 
of influence 

5 
9 

8 
2 

p = .40 

Tha first part of the above table is interpreted.to mean that in six 

instances, out of 1;, the correlation P(l)J for S was greater than the 

corrolation O(l)J for N, and that in those six instances, only once was 



81. 

the pattern,in which the high P(l)J was found,indicative of non-acceptance 

of influence. In the remaining five instances high P{l)J was accompanied 

by patterns indicative of .an acceptance of influence. 

In the nine instances in which S followed (exhibited a pattern in which 

P(l)J was low), he also exhibited patterns indicative of an acceptance of 

influence. 

In the case of N, the second part of the table indicates that when 

le~ding he tends to accept innuenc9, but ,vhan following does not in r our of 

the six instances in which he followed. 

When Chi-squared :f.g calculated for each of the 2X2 tables, the resulting 

P-vaiues are .• 40 for the self-accepting, and .05 for the non-self~accepting.* 

This indicates that in the case of the self-accepting, there is _no significant 

relationship between leading and following on the one hand, and accepting 

and not accepting influence on the other. In the case of the non-self-accept-

ing however, there is a significant relationship between leading- and 

following, and accepting and not accepting influence. In the case of t,he 

non-self-accepting, the trend is to accept influence when leading but not 

when following. This is the trend predicted in the hypothesis. 

Constructing similar tables ·for the other three lists, yields the 

* P-values a.re calculated by the "Exact Method" as. given by Kendall(15) and 
Edwards (7). The basic idea in the calculation is that the probability of 
obtaining' the observed set of frequencies in the cells of the 2X2 table can be 
obtained by taking the product of the factorials of the four marginal totals, 
divided ht the product of the factorial of the grand total and the factor-
ials of the four cell entries. The desired probability involves not only 
the observed cell entries but all others which are more extreme, with .the 
marginal totals remaining the same. This method of calculating a P-value 
will always be used when the grand total is equal to 15, a total which 
~elds theoretical cell entries that are too small for the ordinary methods. 
of calculating Chi-squared and its corresp9nding P-value, 



List.2 

List 3 

List 4 

Table 9 

Non-acceptance 
of Influence 

S leads l 
S follows 2 

N leads 
N follows 

1 
4 

Acceptance 
of Influence 

4 
8 

9 
l 

Table 10 

Non-acceptance, 
of Influence 

S leads 
S follows 

N leads 
N follows 

5 
,2 

3 
10 

Acceptance 
of Influence 

5 
3 

2 
0 

Table 11 

Non-acceptance 
of Influence 

S leads 10 
S follows 0 

N leads 
N follows 

0 
ll 

Acceptance 
of Influence 

2 
3 

3 
l 
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P=. 76 

P .02 

P = .49 

P = .09 

P: .02 

P = .01 

With respect ·to the work on List 2., Table 9 above, it would appear 

that the trend observed is consistent with what has already- been observed 

for List l., Table 8. That is, that for the non-self-accepting people 

there is a relationship between ·1eading and following en the one hand, 

and accepting and not accepting influencecon the other; that where the non-

self-accepting person tends to lead, he also tends to be amenable to 

influence. In the case of the self-accepti!1.t{ :9erson, on the other hand, 

no such relationship existsJ i.e.: whether leading or following, he tends 



to be amenable to influence. 

With respect to Lists 3 and 4, Tables 10 and 111 the trend mentioned 

as characteristic of the non-self-accepting person on Lists land 2 is 

continued. On List 3 the trend'is not as strong as on List 4 and the 

first two, but is in a direction that makes for a consistent overall trend, 

With respect to the self-accepting person, the trends evidenced on the 

firs~ three lists tend to continue through to the fourth list, but on the 

fourth list a deviation is observed. Here, as in the case· of the non-seli'-

accepting person, the self-accepting person tends to reveal a significant 

relationship between leading and _following and accepting and non-accepting 

of influence. 

Why this deviation should exist is somewhat difficult to understand in 

terms of the available data. However, though available data seems to provide 

no direct ansl!'ar concerning the existence of the deviation, it does provide 

(in this experimenterts opinion) information tha.t point~ to where .one 

might look for an answer. In this light the following information seems 

pertinent: 

There appears to be an. overall trend £or~ groups to be. more non-

accepting of influence as degree of involvement increases. Conside~ the 

following table; 

Table 12 

Degree of Frequency of 
involvement non-acceptance 

of S of influence 
l l 
2 3 
3 7 
4 10 

Degree or Frequency of 
involvement non-acceptance 

of N of influence 
l 5 
2 5 
3 11 
4 13 



And conversely, as involvement increases, there appears to be a 

trend for both groups to be less accepting of influence. Consider the 

following table: 

Degree of 
involvement 

of S 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Table 13 

Frequency of 
acceptance 

of influence 
i4 
12 

8 
5 

'Degree of 
involvement 

of N 
l 
2 
3 
4 

Frequency of 
acceptance 

of influence 
10 
10 
4 
2 
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Though both tables reflect rather clear cuttrends, it ought to be noted 

that the trend is always strongest for the non-self-accepting group than fDr 

the self-accepting group. This might indicate that while both groups 

find it more difficult to accept influence and easter to reject influence, 

as involvement increases, the non-self-accepting are,:characterized by these 

tendencies to a greater extent than are the self-accepting. This suggests 

being involved would reduce coope:ra ti ve tendencies, as these, h11ve been 

defined, to a greater extent in the non-self-accepting than in the'self-

accepting. 

Support for this suggestion is to be found in a closer analysis of 

the work done by both groups on Lists 3 and 4. The former list is the 

locus or the non-self-accepting group's greatest involvemen_t, while the 

latter in the locus of the self-accepting group's greatest involvement. 

With reference to Table 10, it will be observed that the non-self-

acoepting group tends to be non-accepting of influence a total of 13 times. 

The factor leading-following, though· doubtlessly active here, does not 

appear as strong a factor as it does elsewhere. The relationship between 



leading and following and accepting and not accepting infiuence is 

significant at only the .09 level of confidence. Too, it appears that 

the not accepting behavior exhibited by the non-self-accep~ing people 

is not to be understood as a reaction t·o dominating behavior of the 

self-accepting people. While it is true that during the wo:rking of 

List 3 the self-accepting people tend.ed to lead.more often -than the non-

self-accepting peopl~, 10 as contrasted to 5, the data in the app~ndix 

denotes the fact that of the 10 times the _self-accepting do lead, only 5 
times do they do it in a manner that might be considered domineeringJ i.e.r 

exhibit high P(l)J, high P(2)J, and high P(l)P(2). Thus the domination 

tendencies, if indeed th~y are .suc;h, could not explain .the ,13 instances 

in wh:ich the non-selr~accepting people are not accepting of influence. 
•. ' . 

The frequency with which they do not accept ir;fluence would appear 

to be sufficiently large to discriminate between- the two groups. To test 

whether it is or not., the following table was constructed: 

List 3 
s 
N 

'l'able J.4, 

Non-acceptance 
of influence 

7 
13 

Acceptance 
of influence 

8 
2· P::: .02 

From the above table, therefore, the conclusion is drawn that the 

observed difference in frequency of non-acceptance of influence is sig-

nificant. And since this is the locus of the non-self-accepting perspn 1s 

greatest'involvement, the further conclusion is drawn that where they are 

most involved they tend to be µot accepting of infiuence with a frequency 

that distinguishes them from the self-accepting gr9up. 

By way of contrast, the following table is constructed on the basis 

of work done~on List 4, the locus of greatest involvement of the seif-

accepting group. 



Table l!, 

Non-acceptance 
of influence 

S 10 

Acceptance 
of influence 
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List 4 N ll 
5 
4 P • .28 

From the above table the conclusion is dravm that in the case of the 

self-accepting gl"oup, frequency of non-acceptance of influence vthere most 

involved does not distinguish them from the non-self-accepting group. 

On the basis of what has been said. thus far - Tables 8 through 15 -

the following conclusions appear warranted: 

l. In the case of the non-self-accepting_people there does appear to 

be an overall relationship between leading and following, ~d accepting and 

not accepting influence, with the general trend being accepting of influence 

when leading but not when following. 

2. In the case of the Relf-accepting people a trend exists for ther~ 

to be no such relationship, until the locus of greatest involvement is 

reached. At this point there does appear to be a relationship. 
, 

3. The reason for the relationship at this point is not clear from 

the data available, though the data that is available suggests that degree 

of personal involvement is a factor. 

4. With respect to the factor of personal involvement, the data ;indi-

cates that it appears to be a stronger £actor in the case of the non-self-

accepting group than in the self-accepting group; i.e., where the former 

are most involved, they tend to·be,not accepting of influence with a fre-

quency that distinguishes them from the self-accepting; where the latter are 

most involved this is not true. 

Since, in the hypothesis it was stated that acceptance of influence 



was related to cooperativeness, th~ following is offered: 

If cooperativeness can be defined in terms of matching patterns 

renecting acceptance of influence, and failing to match patterns reflect-

ing non-acceptance of influence, then the following test is possible: 

Let!, represent patterns reflecting acceptance of influence;!! represent 

patterns reflecting non-acceptance of influence. 

Table 16 

S 1s% N's % 
S uses N uses N uses s uses A for A.for 

A A R 'A A R N's A S~s A 

List l 14 10 4 10 10 a 1.00 0.71 

List 2 12 8 4 .10 8 .2 .80 0.67 

List 3 8 2 6 2 ·20 0 1.00 0.25 

List 4 5 4 1 4 4 0 L,06 a.Bo 
Itis to be observed that S consistently ma:t.ches N•s·'·'.6.se of patterns 

of acceptance of influence, but that N does not• match S 1s use of such 

patterns with equal consistency. This would tend to support the assertion 

that self-accepting people tend to be more oooperati~e than non-self-

accepting people; i.e.: if patterns of accepting influence are related 

to cooperativeness, and such patterns appear under a wider variety of 

circumstances ... leading or followin,g, where involved and where not - in 

the case of the self-accepting peoplej one would expect that by: some other 

test of cooperativeness; the self-accepting people would tend to be 

distinguishable from the non-self-accepting. Table,16 is offered as part 

of such a test. 

Another part of the test, however, would have to be concerned with 

matching patterns of non-acceptance of influence, One would expect here 
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that the self-accepting would match such patterns of the non-se1£-accepting 

less frequently than would the latter match the fonner•s. 

Table 17 

S's % N•s % 
S uses N uses N uses S uses R for R for 

R R .A R R A N•s R S's R 

List l l l 0 ,, l 4 0.20 1.00 

List 2 3 l 2 5 1 4 0.20 0.3.3 

List 3 7 7 0 13 7 6 o.,4 1.00 

List 4 10 10 0 11 10 1 0,91 1.00 

The above table bears out eXpectations= the self-accepting do tend to 

match the non-sel:t-aacepting people,•s patterns 0£ non-acceptance of inf'luenca 

lens frequently than do the latter match these same patterns when given by 

the former. 

To sum up, the following seems warranted: 

Self-accepting people tend to be more realistic in their appraisal of 

the non-self-accepting person's involvements than the latter do of the former•s 

involvements. 

Self-accepting people tend to be more accepting of the influence or the 

joint effort, where such influence is defined in terms of an acceptance of 

the partner's ideas directly, or an acceptance of idoas arising in the course 

of the joint effort which are different i'rom those held previously by either 

partner, than do the non-self-accepting. Further, the,self-accepting tend 

to be accepting of influence, as defined., whether leading or following, whereas 

the non~self-accepting tend to be accepting of influence chiefly when lead-

ing but not when folloi"d.ng. 



For' the non-self-accepting person the relationship between the condition 

leading - following appears related to accepting-not accepting influence 

throughout all four degrees of personal involvement; for the self-accepting 

person there appears no such rel~tionship until the highest degree of in-

volvement is reached •. At this point both groups tend strongly not to be 

accepting of influence; +..hough the tendency to be not acceptine of influence 

is stronger in the case of the non-self-accepting than in the case of the 

self-accepting. 

The question·of personal involvement would appear to demand f'u.rther 

st,udy for the current,project does not permit the ma.king of adequate enough 

inferences to explain the effect of this factor. A study th~t migh~ yield 

interestine data upon the question.might be one in which the current study 

was repeated though in a somewhat diffel'!ent way. That is, if tho current 

study were repeated as given here, and in addition two self-accepting people 

were matched., and two non-self-accepting people were matched, the effect 
'-ii of personal involvement might be more clearly seen. For example I in the 

current study., it is not clear what actually occurred during the worlcing ot 
Lie:lt lh That is, was _it the case that the non-self-accepting person with-

drew from thP. situation and offered no influence for the self-accepting person 

to either accept or reject, thus giving rise to the condition whereby he was 

relatively unchanged for having been in the joint effort; or was it t~e case 

that the self-accepting person, being the most highly involved here, dominated 

the ait~tion to the extent that the non-self-accepting person waa permitted 

no opportunity to exert innuence? 

Wero it true that the non-self-accepting person withdrew, then when two 

self-accepting persons are matched, one might expect that they would continue 
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being accepting of i.n£luenea through List 41 while non-self-accepting people 

when matched, might be expected to be rejecting of each other I s influence 

through Lists. 3 and 4. Wero: such exi:,ectations to materialize, the results 

o:t the study would be consistent with those reported here. 

Such, an experiment, too, might yield data on yet another question 

raised by this' thesis. In this st,udy it bas been demonstrated that self-

accepting people tend to be accepting of influence whether leading or follow-

ing, but that non-self-accepting people tend to ba accepting of infiuence 

chiefly when leading but not when following. In the hypothesis the assertion 

was made that this state 0£ affairs might be expected because of the non-

self~aocepting person 1s reluctance to II give in" during a discussion involving 

differing points of views. This is ~quivalent to asse11ting that in some way 

"giving in11 tevds to bo perceived by the non-self-accepting person as an act 

that is not self-enhancing, and hence to be avoided. By implication, 11not 

giving.inn might be perceived'a.s self-enhancing., as might also "making the 

other .fellow give in. 11 

This, ho-.vever, is theoretical and speculative. The significance of 

self-enhancing acts for the non-sel£-accepting person would·need to be 

studied £urthe1~. One way i11 which this could be done would bo to incorporate 

into the study proposed above, lists which contain items which pertain more 

~irectly to self-enhancement than the·ones used here. That is, the lists 

might be such that in the case of some items in a single list; there was 

definite self-enhulloement involved when the person determined the ranking 

of'. the item in the joint effort, and' little or no self-enhancement to be 

obtained when the person determined the ranking of other items in the joint 

effort. 



Were such lists to be constructed., it would be possible to obsorve 

more closely than was possible in the current study, tho behav-lor of the 

non-self-accepting group vrhen dealing with the self-enhancing and. non-

aelf-enhancing:items. Further., a comparison could then be made between 

the two groups with respect. to treatment afforded the self-enhancing and 

non-self-enhancing items. 
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Vfuatdis,;bein,g prop9sed in the, above is a repetition of the current 

study, a repetition that would consist of a larger number of subjects, with 

two additional pairings, working on lists that aim more directly to get at 

the question of self-enhance~ent. Such a study, in addition to casting 

light upou issues raise(i here., '\\'Ould be more supporting of the Rogerian 

theories than tl:.e current study:, 
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Note~ Appendix,! 

On the .following .five pages ·will be found the basic data. of the 

experiment~ The da.~a is presented :l.n the i'or.n. of dia.gra!llS. These 

diagrams ,follow tha·princip;.t.es·al:raady set forth in the sectfonha.vlng 

to do with a· discussion of pat,:t,erns; a b1•oken line between two points .t 

say P(l) and P(2) indicates that the correlation P(l)P(2) is considered 

low in. terms of the crite1·ia :tol' h:t..gb,. and low correlations .. 

The diagrams on ·the following pages differ from-thos~.presented 

earlier in that ail ten coef'fioients ·of correlation produced by a pair 

or subjects is given. In add:1.tion., the actual correlations as obtained 

from the rankings presmlted by ·the subjects are given, · The numbers n,present-

ing the actual correlations are placed adjacent to the line joining the 
i' . 

two rankings which were co:rralated, where the rankings are represented by 

the points P(l)., P(2), 0(1), 0(2), and J. Fo:r tiha correlations P(l)J, O(l)J, 

P(2)0(1) and 0{2)p(l), the numbers given repnment' partials. ~om each of 

these four cor.relations.,the relationship of the two rankings involved to 

the amount or initial agreement present, has baen pa.rtinled out. 

Under eaoh 0£ the diagrams is the classification of the pattern yielded 

by each 0£ the members or the pair. 'The fol;t.owing ebbreviat\i.cins are usedt 

Ace Inf (L) - acaepta influence and 
leads 

Ace Inf' (F} - accepts influence and 
follo,ra 

t~;..Acc In! (L) - doas nl'lt accept in-
ilue1'~q and leads 

M-Acc Int' (1'') - does not accept in-
fluence and follo~rs. 

All .diagrams in the firs:t, column pertain to work on List l.;all.. in the_ 

second coJ,wan. tC? 1:i,~t, g, and aQ forth. The top line represents rankings of 

self-accepting people,- bottom line the non-self-accepting people. 



2 

01
 

a
t 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

)-
~

 _
_ :1

 :r
 

.P
2 

_.
, 

I 
0 J Y

 
12

9 
1.s

-:i-

01
 

_,.,
 

02
 

S
'-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) P2

 
I'

 
,
,
 

/ 
/ 

I 
I 

\ 
,0

71
 

\ 
,I

 
I 

...._
 

12
.t"

' 
'I(

 
,0

2
 

\ 
'i
.
 

/ 
' 

·\
 

I 
,
1

 
,,1

11
 

II
 

,...
._ 

..._
 

\ 
I 

\ 
,:

/ 
3

,J
',

 }J
 

01
 

7
s 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(1
) 

N
 -

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 

P2
 

S
"~

 

01
 

-lo
 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

Jl-
_i

i! 
__

 1
2 

• 
I 

' 
,3

4 

J
.1

.-
. 

'.
 

I 
.t:

: 
I
l
l
 

L 
¢

7
 

01
 

6
,S

-
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(F

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(L
) 

P
l 

.:
/9

 
P2

 
,:

:-
--

1·
,, 

-1
4/

1 
I 

J
~

 
,,

 
;,s

,, 

01
 

.:1
r 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

·I
nf

 (
L)

 

I 

J 
, 

I 
-~

 
.~

s-

J J 

' 
...

_.
 

/ 
' 

I 
, 

't 
, 

/ 
,-

01
1 

.:t
o'

 
I 

/
'
 ,

-.
 

' 
I 

' 
/ 

, ....
. 

'V
 

'\
a
 

01
 

6
0

 
02

 

s 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 

• 
--

P2
 

?
fl

 I 
/~

 I
 

' 
,1

/ 
I 

13
r 

'L
/ 

1.2
 r

 
,..._

 
, 

I 
\ 

'
1 -.

. 
/ 

'0
,2

 
I 

3
7

\ 
I 

'/.
...

_ 
' 

I 
\
I
/
 

...
. 

' 
I 

"' 
.. , 

..... 
01

 
6 f

1 
02

 
S 

-
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

·N
-A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F
) 

P
l 

P2
 

S
7

 
~

•-
-

, 
I 

\.
 

·"l
--..

.... J
 

/ 
\.

 Q
 

~
\
 

I 
\ 

I "-
-

-
01

 
.1

3 
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
Ac

e 
In

f 
(F

) 

J 

/~
 

P2
 

01
 

-l.
..5

-
02

 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(1
) 

a-
!,:

 
-

,,,,
--

I 
I 

' 
~o

• 
\ 

/ 
I 

IU
 

14
"~

 
... 

I 
,, 

\ 
'~

 
j 

\o
s-

• 
\ 

I 
....

 _,.
.. 

\ 
I 

.t
o

\ 
I 

,·
 

-..
 ,.

, 
\ 

I 
'V

 
,.

.1
r 

'::
M

 
01

 
12

 
02

 
S 

-
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

N
-A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F
)' 

Pl
 

P2
 

, 
I 

iv
l 

I 
' 

/ 
I 

Jr
,~

, 
'{ 

'"7
 

"
..

..
 

,I
 

\ 
'l

.. 
-/

 
\
I
I
I
 

3~
\ I 

... .
,...

....
, 

I 
I
/
 

~i
'-.

.. \
 I 

'it
 

::w
 

01
 

r7
 

02
 

S 
-

i!-
A

cc
 I

nf
 (

L)
 

N-
N

-A
cc

 I
nf

 (
F)

 

$ r;::
J 6 H
 >< H
 



P
l 

J.
s-

P2
 

"
'~

 
_.:,

o / 
I 

'\
 

7
8

 
.f,

. 

J
y

 10
7 

,A
., 

I a.
2 

.1
1

,,
1

(~
 

01
 

.:1
9 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

A
(-

-
, 

:A
2 

I 

/"
7'

 
' 

I 
I 

J
~

 1
.i,

 
-<_

 
1i

/ 
\ ..

.. 
"'i

 ...
. 

/ 
' 

d
, 

I 
\ 

;'-
, ...... 

,l
O

 \
I
/
 
½

' 
I 

'j
' 

'}
. 

01
 

ll:
i 

02
 

S 
-

H-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(F
) P2

 

J 

11
~ .

.. ,
-

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

lic
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

P
l 

-?
O

 
P2

 
.t3

~/1
f,-

?i
 

J
~

j,
,,

 
'., I 

1.
v-

2 

01
 

.2
.r

 
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(F

) 
N

 -
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 

-.,-
,;, 

p 
/ 

I 
/.

2
jl

 I 
J

~
 1/

6 
'/

 
1a

a 
,'

.J
 

/
' 

I 

J 

, 
1 '
Z

 
''

6 
· 

;,
v
 ' 

/ 
.:

i'
 

'\
 

I 
9

--
..

..
~

 
01

 
7 J

 
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(F
) 

n 
P2

 ¢
7

 

2 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
Ac

e 
In

f 
(F

) 

P
l 

.t
J

-
P2

 
,
t
i
;
"
-
~

 
/ 

I '
 

.i
'.S

' 
, 

. 
.1

9,
 

. 
• 

I 

J
~

L
 .....

 ·
v

 , 
I l'

lf
l 

3
/
7

~
~

 

01
 

~,, 
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(F

) 
N

 -
A

ce
 

In
f 

(L
) 

P
l 

6
0

 
f2

 
/ 

I 
' 

/ 
.:,

o 
I 

J<
 ~9 

Y
 

1.:
u,

 
\..

...
 

/
'
 

J 

\ 
1" 

-...
./ 

'"
 1

 
.7

4
, 

\ 
I 

/ 
"-3

') ..
.. ' 

I 

"' 
'" 

01
 

78
 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(F
) 

Pl
. 

P2
 

,,._
 

::;.
;11

 I I 
'
/
 

I/
' 

1, 
' 

"'I
':-

,, 
/ 

't
,7

' 
..,.,

:-...
1 

,.
..

._
'I

 
,.

 
,·

 .
/ 

.l
o

, 
. 

··'
6'

 
''.:;

\.I 
01

 
h

'j
 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

: 
(L

) 
N

 -
N

-A
cc

 I
nf

 (
F

) 

P
l 

6
0

 
P2

 
~A

,~
n;

 
'.l

t 
\.

 
I 

I 
J
~

~
o

 
\/.

 
I/

~
 

<'
,. 

,'
 

' 
t-..

 ')(
. 

' 
'"

I 
,l.

S-
\ 

I 
/ 

a,
,, 

\ 
I 

"' 
..... 

01
 

69
 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(F
) 

P2
 

1\
 _ _

r,
, 

V
' 

,t
n

 
J~

.
 

" 
/ 

I .
3.

3 
~.

...
, 

1.3
8 

.( 
I 

\ 
'I

, 
I 

\,
 

\ 
. 

·JI
( 

,~o
 I 

37
 ' 

I 
/ 

39-
..... 

' 
I 

'V
 

....
... 

01
 

6
'1 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

P
l 

1
~

 
P2

 
"'-

-:,
--

,y
.V

 
I '

 
J 

I 
I 

. 
/ 

/ 
' / 

J 
, 

1/
6 

,<..
 

1.
1.

s-
\ 

'1
-.

 
/ 

\/
, 

I 
' 

. 
')

l 
" 

. 
lb

, 
I/

 ~
c,

-. 
' 

I 
..... 

01
 

.s-
.s-

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

tl-
A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F
) 



P1
 

P2
 

"'.
 -

.u
 __ 

--
. 

I 
I 

' 
.s.

s 
/ 

,,
, 

Il
l 
I 

I 
\.

 
I 

. 
J 

1
-u

 
v 

33
\
i
i
~

 
ty

-,
;;

-
02

 

S 
-

A
ce

 I
nf

 (
F)

 
N

 -
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 

J S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

I
\ 

.r
~

 I 
I 

'~
 

l..t
8 

2 

. 
\. 

I 
I 

Jk
' 1

11
 

'1
 

lj
s-

..._
 

I
' 

\ 
I
' 

/ 
' 

I. 
' 

')'-
-

\?
01

 
/fl>

 \
 

I 1
 

3
~

 , 
, 

· 

~
l 

78
 

'b2
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

N
-A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F)
 

P
l _

_ 4
1

 
:e2

 

1.n
 

\ 
I 

J 
< 

-, 
.... 

/ 
. 

J 

\ 
'I.

._
...

/ 
\ 

l'i
 

' 
r 

. .
... 

' 
.l4

""
\ 

I 
/ 

~.l
.'..

...,
 

2 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

N
-A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F
) 

P
l 

..1
8 

f2
 

"-
-

I 
..

}'/
/ 

1.
...)

.-"
'"

·, 
/M

l_
 '3 2 

S 
-

Ac
c. 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 --

A
ce

 I
nf

 (
L)

 

P.-
u_

 r
2 

.J,
/! 
'
~

I
 

1.
32

. ,~7 
·•

.r
 2 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

H
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

n 
.z.

o 
P2

 

/'
'1

 
/ 

J 
) 

l.,
lo

 
' 

I 
' 

\ 
'
,
 

I 
I 

\ 
I 

'Y
..._

 
' 

II
 

·, 
il
7

\ 
I 

/ 
J,

;'
...

..,
' 

I 

t 
''t>

 
1 

~
-
,
2

 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(1
) 

N
 -

N
-A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F)
 

P
l 

' 
I 

P2
 

"/
 

/ 
I 

/0
1,

 
1 o

7 
' 

1.
l6

 
-

I 
,,

 
\ 
'
,
 

I 
' 

I 
J
' 

I 
-,

,,
 

x1
/ 

I 
'
I
/
 

.J
t/'

...
_ 

,.
I -, 

i 
~-,

 
02

 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

N
-A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F
) 

I 
a 

P
l 

.1
~ 

,f
, -

-
P2

 

97
 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

·A
ce

 I
nf

 (
L)

 

P
l 

.2
0 

'P
2 

"'""
---

/ 
. 

./
J

-

I 
J

~
 ;

.?
!>

 
-~

· 
16

9 2 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(1
) 

7 
/ 

I 
' 

,~.2
., 

/ 
. 

...... 
13

B 
\ 

1.
lf

 
\ 

'I
, 

1 
,~

11
 

,l
l'
I\

 
I 

)'.
...

, 
' 

1· 

I 
\ 

/ 
.3

3'
 

\ 
'V

 
..... 

01
 

6'
7 

02
 

S 
-

Ir-
A

ce
 I

nf
 (

L)
 

H
 -

N
-A

cc
 I

rt
f 

(F
) 



f-<
I3 

:P2
 

J,S
,, 

J 
-Y

'7
 

I I/
 .s

-1
 

->
I--

-
-

-
O

l 
:zs

-
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(F

) 
N

 -
A

ce
 I

n
f 

(L
) 

P
l 

3
8

 
,l:l

2 

"'-
.1 

-
. 

·.
, 

1"'7
 

\ 
I 

/ 
\ 

, 
I 

· 
,1

6 
-¥

" 
' 

I J
 

\l
. 

. 
01

 
.u

 
02

 

S 
-

A
ce

 I
n

f 
(F

) 
M

 -
Ac

e 
In

f 
(b

) 

.s-.
s-

0
1

-'
"
-

-0
2 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(1
'') 

N
 -

A
ce

 I
nf

 (
L)

 

P
l 

J/
7

 
f2

 

J 

,., 
..

.,
 ..

 
">

0/
 

I 
' 

-;:
, 

\ 
...-

/.· 
,., 

\ 
. 

1 
, 

I 
/ 

\ 
.J

/ 
I 

/ 
\0

7
 

1
/.

S
-

\.
 

-.;,
t 
_

_
_

 _
 

01
 

.J
8

 
02

 
' 

s 
-

N.
:..A

cc
 I

m
 (

F)
 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f' 

(L
) 

n 
-3

3 
:p2

 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f' 

(t
) 

P
l 

a.a
 

P2
 

11
\ -

1
-·

 
.2

 r,
/1

 
. \

 
s 

/ 
I 

/ 
I 

' 
/O

(p 
J 

I 
I 

'/
 

I 
, 

a
t 
/\

 
,1

1 
'....

_ 
I 

' 
......

 / 
\.0

9,
 

. \
 

1 
...

. 
"a

' .
,· I 

-1
s-

---
' 

I 
\l'

 
-~

 
01

 
9J

 
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 --
N

-A
cc

 I
nf

 (
F)

 

P2
 

'l--
1'-

""
""

''-'
'-.,

,.-,
 

.3
1 

I 
I 

' 
::

:~
 

1/
 

. 
I 

l. 
_.

..\ 
/.1

1 

J 
/,

.,
1

 
,
/
 

c 
13

6'
 
/\

. 
.r,

 

01
 

7
8 

02
 

s 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 
n-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f' 
(L

) 

~.
s-

P2
 

¥ 
I 

J
~

l.
z
o

 ·
y·

 
'-l

.'1
 

'
'
 I 
/
' 

I 
\ 

. -.. 
\ "

<-I
 

ll
..

\ 
I /

"a
.r

 '
 

I 
v 

-....
~. 

01
 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
Ii-

A
ce

 I
nf

 (
F)

 

P
l 

~
, 

P2
 

/1
\ 

-ty
..-

... ;
1 

*'
li 

I....
.....

. 
-&

~I
 

'..
-1

 
' 

i 
I 

J~
 

i-lO
 

/y
\ 

1
3

.t
 

\e
1

0
 I 

\ 
I 2 

s 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 
N

 -
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(L
) 

1
\
~

/
,
 

'\ 
/I

I 
J
~

 l..1
.s-

)
/ 

1' 
.3

 a
 

'....
 

' 
1' 

/ 
\.-

03
.: 

l"
I 

\ 
I 

/..
...

 
I 

V 
.7.

d'
--

~
L

 
01

 
6?

 
02

 
S 

-
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

u:.
..A

cc
 I

nf
 (

F)
 

,z
~

. 
' 

/o
s-,

 
, 

/ 
1 

.2
.9

 
~

,1
-
2

9
/\

 
I 

\ 
1-

-.J
 

'-"
6',

1. 
.z

, \
 I

 /
 

/6
' 

\ I
 

.... 
C

l 
Y.z

. 
C2

 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
N~

Ac
c 

In
£ 

(F
) 

f
\
 

J 
/_.

....
...r

\ /
 

.21
7 

/ 
I -

l 
•-

' .
... 

I 
\ 

V
 

' 
-.. 

I 
\-

1
1

 I. 
.1

.0
, 
I /

 /
6'

 \
 I

 
,1, 

'1
 

61
 

7
tJ

"2
 

S.
.; 

H-
Ac

c 
In

£ 
(L

) 
N

 -
N

-A
cc

 I
n

f 
(1

'') 



P.--
-:J..

J _
_

 :r2
 

~'
I I 
~

'
 

I 
..

 
:,..

..-
---

-1
_0

'7 
) 

~
I
 

\ 
I 

\ 
1'

-..
! 

,,
,.

 
I<

, 
V

I \t
. 

-
-

01
 

~o
 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

I:n
£ 

(F
) 

J 
\ 11
 

·..y
 

,v
~

 .
....

. 

01
 

s-~
-

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

N
 -

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 

Pl
 

~
, 

f2
 

"'-
--

/ 
..S

-1
 

.1
'1

/ 
I 

\ 
I 

6"
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

N~
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 

' 
~

o
 

/ 
-

I 
' 

,,
 I 

' 
I 

I 
J
~

l~
3 
'I

 
1.3

s 
\'

,I
 

I
' 

\ 
. '
,/

 
\ 

0,1
 

~.s
 , 

I 
/ 

'.,
,_

 
-.; 

I 

't1
 :

~ ..
.. ~6

2 
S 

--N
Ac

c 
In

f 
(1

) 
N

 -1
3'-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(F
) 

J
~

 I
, ..

 
V 

f-
Y

7 

l 
-

-
--

~ 
01

 
.1, 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

. 
A

ce
 I

nf
' 

(L
) 

P
l 

.v
7

 
P2

 
,f

 \ 
~

.2
 ...
...

...
. 11

 
.~

71
 

I 
V

.,
,,

. 
,~

,,
 

I 
.,,,.

 
' 

J~
.,.

 .,.
lo

7 
,
/
 

l.
31

 
/
\
 

I 
I 

' 
,,

 I 
' 

I 
. 
-
-
-

01
 

Jg
 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 
N

 -
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 

P2
 

,t
 

, 
'/

 
.,

 
,-, 

' 
''
..

. 
....

 
/ 

':
!/

 
\ 

I 
... 

-... 
, 

' 
' \

 I
., I

 
+'

 
.... 
~

-.r,
 

1 
~.

, 
02

 
S 

-
Ac

e 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

 -
~-

A
ce

 I
nf

 (
F)

 

P
l 

Jg
 

P2
 

,r
-
-
-
. 

,l.:
Z,

 I
 

J
~

 '
.2

.q
 

.,
 

I.
rt

 

01
 

,J
J 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(L
) 

-·
 

P2
 

A
. 

::
A

 

'
~

I
 

I 
<

 /
 II 

\ 
I 

I 
I~

 
...... 

rl9
" 

1
, 

I 
' 

'1
 ...

. 
L 

,o
g

 
1

1
' 

I I
 

..,.
 ,

... 
'\ 

I 
\ 

-2
-3

, 
v'

 01
 

¥
7

 
02

 
S 

-
N-

Ac
c 

In
f' 

(L
) 

N
 -

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 

/ 
I 

\ 
/ 

I,
 

I¥
~

 
I 

' 
I 

.....
.....

 
f7

1 
-l

o
,~

 
71

 
02

 
S 

-
N-

Ac
c 

In
t' 

(L
) 

N
 -

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(F

) 

~
I
 

10
,1 

\ 
I 

Jr
 '.1.s 

v 
I .z

.r 
... 

I 
/ 

\ 
I 

\ 
.... ,

 ....
 i

 
, 
°"

r. 
I 

.._
 

'\ 
2.

7,
, 

.:
1

?
,,

, 
V

 
'•

 -
01

 
7
a 

02
 

S 
-

N-
Ac

c 
In

f 
(L

) 
N

.-
N-

Ac
c 

In
f 

(F
) 

P2
 ~o

 

01
 

J
il
 

02
 

S 
-

Ac
e 

In
£ 

(L
) 

N
 -

Ac
e 

In
f 

(F
) 



APPENDIX II 

INSTRUCTIONS 

On the follow~ pages yt>l, will find l.S .questions. Answer these 

questions to. the best or your ability, making sure that the answer re-

flects wha~ zou honestly think is correct. 

State your answers as explicitly as possible. .tE:!2. single 

sentence answers g avoid g_. Make sure your answer leaves no 

doubt as to what you think. .I£ telling why you think as you do will 

clarify your answer, then tell why. 

If you find that a question.cannot be answered in the form given, 

supply what you think is needed and go ahead and answer it. That ia, 

ii' in answering a question you sa::, to yo~self, 11Well, it all depends ••• 1', 

supply what you think it depends on and go ahead. 

Answer all the questions. 

·Return the questions 'With your answers as quickly as possible in 

the envelope enclosed for that purpose. 

Be sure to fill out and return the attached information blank. 



l. What is the thing to do if I having received an invitation to a 
social gathering, you are informed that there will be present 
several individuals who a~ considered very important in the 
field you hope to enter. You are told they may want to n1ook 
you over." 

2. What is the thing to do if a friend, having promised to appear 
in the afternoon to help you study for an important exam, fai1s 
to appear, and' than in the evening phones and explains that he 
has been ill. He sounds intoxicated. 

,3. What is the thing to do if while hurrying to a class session 
you want to attend., a professor in whose class you are in danger 
of flunking stops you, and asks you to help him carry some lab 
equipment from one end ot the building to another. 

4. 'What is the thing to do if, having been intending to see a play., 
a friend tells you that the play is immoral, and that anyone 
who goes to see it must have a, "dirty minds." 

S. What is the thing to do if on entering a room where small groups 
of people you know are standing around chatting, the conversation 
ceases in the group you approach. 

6. What is the thing to do if, having borrowed something from a friend 
£or a few days, it becomes damaged slightly immediately after you 
get it. (Small dent on a car fender; ink stain on a book, etc.) 

7 • What is the thing to do if, being engaged in something which as 
£ar as you can see is not bad., you learn that some people are 
criticising you £or it. 

8. What is the thing to do if, upon returning to a clerk in a store 
to complain that you have been shortchanged by a small amount, 
you notice that, a customer is giving her a hard time, and she 
(the clerk) looks cross and angry. 

9. What is the thing to do if, ha'll'ing invited a persC1n you knmr 
to look over your new house, and hearing him praise it lavishly-, 
you learn that he is no1r telling people that the house is terrible 
and that you have poor taste. 

10. What is the thing to do if a.t a party at which games are being 
played, the host {or hostess) urges you to participate in a-gamo 
and you lmow you ars no good at it. 



.ll. What 1s the thing to do if' a.s a. club member, you are anxious 
to be appointed to a certain committee, and the president 
(who kno-vrs o:t your wishes) appoints someone else. 

12. What is the thing to do if, while watching a movie, a woman 
wearing a large hat sits directly in front or you and shows 
no indication of removing the hat. 

1.3. What is .the thing to do it at a conference (of which you are a 
member) and on an important issue, you discover that your 
views are entirely different from those held by others. 

14. What is the thing to do if', having planned on contributing 
only a small sum to charity because it was all you could 
conveniently.afford, you learn that the list of contributors 
(with amount contributed) is to be published. 

15. Wba.t is the thing to do if, at a social gathering, you go to 
the room where the coats are stacked to get something, and 
as you enter you discover a couple behaving intimately. 



APPENDIX. III 

List l. Consider the following list of cities. Rank them in what you 
believe to be the right order of population. Place al in the 
parentheses beside that aitywhich you believe to be the largestJ 
place a 2 in the parentheses beside that city you believe to be 
th~ next largest, and so on. Continue on through the list until 
you have placed a 10 beside. that city which you believe to be 
the smallest. (~ not.~ EE 111! correct ~J you !!! :!!2. m.!•) 

l. Tacoma, Wash. 
~. New Haven, Conn. 
,3. Gary, Ind. . 
4. Camden, N. J 
5. Albany, N. Y. 

() 6. Knoxville, Tenn. 
( ) 7 ~. Scranton, Pa. 
() 8. Nor.folk, Va. 
( ) 9. Raleigh, N. C. 
() 10. Reno, Neb. 

List 2. Consider the occupations listed below. Suppose you have it in 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

· your pavrer to decide how much money people in each of the occupa-
tions should earn. Place a l in the parentheses beside that 
oocupation to which you would assign the highest wage; place a 2 
in the parentheses besine that occupation to which you would 
assign the next highest wage, and so on. Continue on through the 
list until you have placed a 10 beside that occupation to which 
you would assign the smallest wage. 

1. Che£ in large hotel () 
2. Diamond cutter · ( ) 
J. Office ma..'18.ger () 
4. Weather forecaster ( ) 
5. Yaterial inspector in () 

a factory 

6. News reporter on radio 
7. Mortician 
8. J;'orest ranger 
9. Deep sea diver 

10. Lighthouse keeper 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

List .3. Consider the following crimes. Suppose you have it in your power 
to decide on penalties .for each of the crimes. Place al in the 
parentheses·beside that crime for which you would make the penalty 
most severe; place a 2 in the parentheses beside that crime for 
which you would make the penalty next most severe, and so on. 
Continue on through the list until you have placed a 10 beside 
that crime for which you would make the penalty least severe. 

1. Forgery ( ) 6. Indecent expos\U'e ( ) 
2. Vandalism { ) 7. Physical assault ( ) 
3. Theft ( ) 8. Slander ( ) 
4. Perjury ( ) 9~ Abandonment ( ) 
5. Tax evasion ( ) 10. Deceit with intent to ( ) 

defraud. 



List 4. Consider the following list of. people. Rank them in the order 
in which you would be willing to accept them socially into your 
home. Place al in the parentheses beside that group you would 
be most willing to accept socially; place a 2 in the parentheses 
beside that group you would be next most willing., and so on. 
Continue on through the list until you have placed a 10 beside 
that group you would be least willing to accept. 

1. People who make a living gambling on sports. ( ) 
2.' People Tlho ·practice nudism. ( ) 
.3~ People who advocate oollJillunism. ( ) 
4. People who prAetice atheism. () 
S. People who work as burlesque performers. () 
6. People l'tho are paroled convicts. ( ) 
7. People who practice "free love. 11 ( ) 

8; People who aro mental patients. ( ) 
9. People Who publish and sell pornographic material. ( ) 

10 .• People who \l.SG narcotics. { ) 



APPENDIX IV 

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY UNDERLINING THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER. 

l. On which of the lists was agreement most difficult to achieve? 
. ' l, 2, 3, 4. 

2. On which of the lists was agreement next most difficult to achieve? 
1, 2, 3, 4. 

3. On which of the lists was agreement easiest to achieve? 
l, 2, 3, 4. 

4. On which of the lists did you personall7 £eel most involved? 
l, 2, 3~ 4. 

5. On which of the lists did you personally feel next most involved? 
1, 2, 3, 4. 

6. On which of the lists did you personally feel least involved? 
l, 2, 3, 4. 

7. On which of the lists did you feel that your partner was most involved? 
l, 2, 3, 4. 

8. On which of the lists did you reel that your partner was least involved? 
l, 2, 3, 4. 

YOUR NAME: ----------------
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