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1.

I. Introduetion

In recent years a rather large nusber of studies have been made in
which the concopt of gelf-acceptance has been invelved, In a general
way these gstudios can be grouped inte two rather broad categeries; those
having to deo with self-accoptance as & processy and those having to do
with self-acceptance as a condition; a wuy of functioning. In the
former catagery would be those stwiies which have attempted to show the
intra~individual changos that occur as the person, a& patient, goes from
a point at which he might be considered to be not accepting of himself,
rejecting of himself, to & point at which he might be considercd accepting
of himgolfs In the latter pgrow would be those studies that have attempted
to show that thers exiat coriain spocific correlatss of the condltion of
being selfwaccopting. In particular these latiter enes have deald with
corrolates of physiclogicaly attitudinal, and bshavioral nature,

Almost withoub exception studies perfommed in the two catogorics
have boen predicated upon the theorotical formilations off Carl Hogers
(22,23424) 4 whose "Theory of Personality and Behavior? (22) makes of tho
solf a central concept, and makes of aplfw-acceplance & major dimension
along which to measpure the self-~soncept.

With very fow exceptions the studies performed have made use of
moethodologies that have at thelr base g fundamental similiarity which
consists of the use of a subject's reporty about himself us data upon
which to frame inferences concerning the sublest's selfwconcepty l.ee;
his aglf-acceptanco or the lack of it. Such reports of the subject aboul
himself have beon obtained by, a) interviows, thersputic or otherwise
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(1, 8, 13, 25, 26, 28, 33)3 b) use of & test in which the subject rated
statonents ag true or false of him, where thess statements consisted of
ones descriptive of personality, (3,4,19)3 ¢) use of a special technique
known as the "Qesort method", devised by Stephenaon (29), and requiring
that the subject rank a serdes of siatements deseriptive of personality
in order of their relevance to him {10). In sooe studies projective tests,
chiefly the Rorschach and Thematic Apperception Test, have been omployed.
Yot even hore seclf-reports play a domlnant rols, since the tests are
administered to the individuals who are known to be either gelfeaccopting
or not on the basis of selfercporta obtained prior to the testing (1k,19,21).
¥hile the studies cited agbove reveal a high degree of consistency
in their regsults when thegse are compared one with another and with the
theory by which they are explained, it nevertheless appears to this
exporimenter that a resscnable doubt nay be entertained about them,.
This doubt pertains not to the valldity of the respective studien, bLub
rathor to the conclusiveness of the results. The doubt arises from the
extensive use of self-roports as deata for inferences.

As Tilgard {11), Cattell (6}, and others have pointed out, such
reports tond to be somewhat less than satisfactory for the purposes of
waking sciantific inferences about the subject, chiefly bacause the
factors of self-deception and self-defonse are difficult, if not impoge
8ible, to control, These fectors, operating with or without ths sudbjecits
grarensas of thelyr overatlon, tend 6 distort the data that is presentedy
and to ylold a picture whose degrec of accuracy 1s open to question and
difficult to appralse,

Therefors, the view in held here that there ¢xists a need for z

more rigorous approach to the study of self-asccseptance and its
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significance for some of the correlates aseribed to it, here specifically
those pertaining to behavior, Of the possible ways to achieve groater
rigor, the one chosen attempts to distinguish a self-accepting group and
a non-self-accepting group out of & more general population by means

of a test that taps the subject's perceptions and cognitions; i.e,, from
the manner in which the subject perceives and cognitively structures a
given situation, a Jjudgment will be made concerning his self-accsptance.
The test is to be cbjective in the sense that an examiner is able to
score the test and achieve results that correlate highly with those of
another examiner scoring the test by following the same rules., This
test, too, tends tc be less vulnerable to the distortion caused by self-
deception and self-defensey 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 1s, 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
glven characteristic.

When, on the basis of the test, two groups have been achisved 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
experimental design that permits this, use of verbal or written reports
of the subject about his interpersonal relations will be circumvented;
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i. ¢., what the subject does rather than what he says he does while work-
ing with another person will be the object of study.
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I Thooretical Considerations

Prior te the discussion of the test that will be used in the first
phase of the experimental procedure; it is necessary to consider the
theory of personality upon which it is predicated. This means that the
definition of selfwacceptance and the theory of which it is a par‘h, as
bath definition and theory have been developed by Carl Rogers; nesd to
be considered, since this study, though of a somewhat different order,
yeb aims at being comparable to those other studies &lready mentloned.

In the Rogerian system, "Acceptance of self, operationally defined,
means that the client tends:

a) To perceive himself as a person of worth, worthy of respect

rather than condemnation,

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

ienceg, rather than upon the mttitudes or desires of others.

¢) To perceive his own feelings, motives, social and personal ex~

pariences, without distortion of the basic sensory data.t
(23,315)

Implicit in the above definition is alse the definition of a person
who might be called non-self-accepting, He would be one who tends to
perceive himself as wworthy, who judges himself quite largely in terms
of standards set by others, and who tends to distort basic sensory data
in the perception of hisown motives.

In order to undersisnd the distinctions made betwesn a person called
self-accepting and one called non-self-accepting, and to wnderstand the
significance of the distinctions for behavior, it is necessary to be
clear with respect to what appears to be one of the major, unique
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characteristics of the Rogerian systems

In this system the self is not identical with the person, but rather
is a part of the person. It is m part that exists in the consciousness
of the person, In relation to the person the self stands as a perceptual
object, to be perceived by the person and appraised or evaluated positively
or negatively, and reported upon when the person is required to do so.

Using terms somewhat loosely, the self mey be thought of as all the
things the person consciously thinks he is. Rogers! more exact definition
of the self asserts, "The gelf-siructure is an organized -ciani'igura.tion of
perceptions of the self which are admissible to awareness. It is composed
of such elements as the perceptions of one's characteristics and abilitiesg
the percepts and concepts of the self in relation to others and to the
enviromments the value qualities which are perceived as associated with
experiences and objectsj the goals and ideals which are perceived as
having positive or negative valence, It is, then, the organized picturs,
existing in awareness either as figure or ground, of the self and the
self-inwreglationship, together with the positive or negative values which
are assoclated with those qualities and relationships, as they are per-
ceived s existing in the past, present, or future." {22,501)

The self as defined above stands in yet another relationship to
the persons Behavior adopted by the person must be consistent with his
concept of himself, Rogers asserts, "The only channels by which needs
may be satisfied are those which are consistent with the orgdnized con-
cept of self." (22,508) In this light the self stands as a regulator of
the behavior of the person. As examples of this relationship Rogers

cites the following: "The mother who sees herself as responsible for
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her adolescent daughter cannot go to slesp until the elick of the door
latch and the foobsteps in the hall 4indicate that her daughter is homes
It would be inconsistent with her concept of self to fall asleep, Like=
wise, the man who regsavrds himself as a ¢onscientious and responsible
individual wakens from sleep &t an early hour when his responsibilities
demand that he do: S0, regardless of his organic neod for sleep.® (22,509)

A third relationship beiween the self and the person is that in
the self are symbelized only some of the experiences that go on in the
persons ‘In the Rogerian system it is the person who has experiences,
not the self. This means that an event can occur in the person without
some corresponding event ocourring in the self. In order for the exper-
ience to be attributed to the self——which in turn implies that it is
conscloug-~it is necessary that the organismic event occurring in the
person be raised to a‘symbolic level, which is the only level at which
events may be perceived as part of self,

It is to be noted that only gome of the experiences occurring in
the organism achieve symbolization, and hence a kind of acknowledgement
by the self. Conversely, some experiences that the person undergoes are
kept out of awareness, Whether the self does acknowledge the experience
depends on a nunber of factors, chiefly, the nature of the experience
undergone by the person and the nature of the self-concept. For an
experience oocurring in the organism to be acknowledged as an attribute
of the self the symbolization of that experience must be consistent with
other symbols which go t¢ make up the self-concept. Just ag behavior is
consistent with the self-concept, so must symbolizations of organismic
experiences be similiarly consistent.
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The expression "orpanismic experiences" requires c¢larification
before procesding further,# In the Rogerian system the expression is
used in two distinct ways. Used one way it refers to an experience such
ag anger or fear; used another way it refers to ®needs" experienced by
the organism in conjunction with such other experiences as anger or fear.
In the theory what might be called the basic experience is always associated
with an accomparying need of the organism to do something about the basic
experience, Iu & sense, needs are the motives of the individual for they
are considered %o be the springboards for asction. (22, L9l, 509) Because
of the relatedness of needs and expericnces (the experience of fear and
the asscociated experience of & nsed to sscape is an example) the one
cannot be symbolized without the others The following, taken from
Rogers, is an illugtration of this,

"For example, & pilot who conceives of himself as a brave and
relatively fearless individual is assigned to a mission which involves
great risk. PFPhysioloplcally he experiences fear and & need to escape
from this Ganger. These reactions carnot be synbolized into conscious
ness, gince they would be too vontradictory to his concept of s8lf. The
organic need, howevery persists, He can perceive that Ythe engine is not
ruming quite properly,' or that 'I am i1l and have an upset digestive
systemy! and on these grounds excuss himself from the mission. In this
example, as in many others which could be cited, the organic needs exist

‘rom this peint on, until stated otherwise, there will be given what is
oel:.eved to be an accurate picture of the Rogerian system as it perteins
o the relationship of the self to the person. Terminclogy in the Rogerian
system, as will ba demonstrated, is -often ambiguous and unclear. In this
interpretation sections paraphrased will be referred io in parentheses.
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but cannot bé admitted into conscicusness. The behavior which is
adopted is such that it satisfies the organic need, but it tukes channels
which are consistent with the concept of self,® (22,508)

The above illustration, in addition to showing that an experience
can occur in the person without an’ accompanying, accurate representation
of the experience cccurring in the self, shows also that the behavior
that does result in such circumstances--non-accurate symbolization--is
an organismic event. In the Rogerian system, behavior is always an
organismic event whether there ocours an accurate symbolization of the
organic experience or not. When accurate symbolization does occur, for
example, the resulting behavior is not related to it in any 11 fashion,
rather several factors must be taken into accoint as determiners of the
final behaviors Of these factors,. the chief ones are the nature of the
expsrience and the need undergone by the organism, and the nature of the
self-concept. When both experience and noed occur in the person, the
person takes into @ccount the nature of his self-concept; i.e., the
value attached o experiences and needs, the values atiached to concepts
of self-in-relation to the enviromment, broadly defined, and the goals
and gims of the organism. (22,508) Thus, the person may experience anger
and experience also the need to assault his opponent, yet not do so bew
cause the possible gain from such expression would be less than the
poseible loss, where both gain and loss have reference to the enhancement
of the organism,

Where experiences and needs are not symbolized, the behavior is also
organismict the person attempts to satisfy his needs as best he can in
terms of the existing self-concept, and his perception of the existing
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sltuation.

It 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 4t. This implies
that actually the system talks about two kinds of reality. This i3 so.
On the one hand there is external reality, that which can be supported
by consensual validation, and on the other hand there is the person's
highly wique and idiosyncrabic percepbion of this reality. The two
need not necessarily be congrusnte In the case of the pllot the external
situation need not have been dangorous in texms of its objective properw
tiecs (l.e.; one might die on this mission); the important consideration
is that the pilot considers it dangerous for him. Whether in terms of
objective reality the mission was or was not dangerous is a secondary
considerationy the situation as perceived by the person is what he
responds to. (22,4973 L98-503;5 L9l)

The distinetion between what might be called personal reality and
objective reality is an important one in the Rogerian system. As will
be pointed out shortly, when the discrepancy between the two is very
great; the person cannob possibly function efficiently; i.e.y meet the
baaic need of the organism to "...actualize, mainbtain, and enhance,.,"
itself, (22,487). Phenamenally this lowered efficiency is experienced
as tension, discomfort, and dissatisfactions (22,141) In the extreme it
i3 experienced as 111 health, (22,510) Conversely, when the discrepancy
between the two is smally the person doss actualize himself, and experw
iences this as comfort and well being, and is said to be healthy. (22;513)

A question might now be raised concerning the discrepancy between
personal reality and external reality: How does the discrepancy come
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sbout? The following is an illustration of this:

Suppose an individual,A, does somethings i.e., performs some act
of overt behavior. According to Rogers'! system, this dct would be
accompanied by certain organismic experiences which could bo evalunted
by the 'org%arﬁsm a5 either posiiive or negativey where positive or nepga-
tive have reference %o the maintenances enhancement, or actunlization of
the organism. This is roughly equivaleni to saying that the person redlly
knows ‘what is best for hin,

Suppouse now that an individusl B comes upon the scene and observing.
A eriticises him for the manuer in which he behaved, asserting that 4; in
his (B's) opinion is "bad" for having performed the act. 4, according to
Rogers, is now in a position where one of two things can happen to him,
where thsse two things have relsvance for the manner in which 4 symbolizes
the event which hers includes the act, the organismic experience, and Blg
eriticism. According to Rogers, A can symbolize the event, in so far as
it pertains to the criticism, by the formula: "I perceive that this bee
havior is dissatis{ying to B"j or, “I perceive this behavior as dissatisfy-
ing to me." The former is an "accurate symbolization of Bls actions; the
latter is a distortion, (22,498-503)

What follows from the first symbolization, the acourate one, i3 a
reconsideration of the behavier and of the corresponding experience. In
this reconsideration, A tends to take into account all relevant factors:
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 organismie valuing process, having
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a5 its aim the striving of the organism as already referred to, provides
the re-evaluation, Whatever the result, whether the experience (internal
event plus behavior) comes to be considered plus or minus, the person
will have made an organismic judgment. It is axiomatic in the Rogerian
gystem that given all the relevant facts in consciousness the person tends
to make decisions for and about himself that ave in the direction of
growth, differentiation, and matirity. (22,522-52);501-503)

Suppose now that A had made the second reaction; "I perceive this
behavior as dissatisfying to me." In this case there would have been
an immediate denial of any satisfactions that had been experiencedy the
experience would have been considered minus, and hence denied a place
on a symbolic level in consciousness in the self-concepts FPurthermore
and this Rogers considers of maximum importance, the attitudes of the
other person {B) would be introjected by A and experienced not as the
attitudes of another person, ™s..bul in a distorted fashion, s if based
on the evidence of ono's own ..(organismic)...equipment.® (22,500)

Continuing, Rogers asserts, "In this wey the values which the infant
attaches to experience become divorced from his own organismic functions
ing, and experience 1s valued in terms of the attitudes held by bis
parents, or by others who are in intimate association with him. These
values come to be accepted as being just as "real' as the values which
are connected with direct experience. (Note: direct experience is that
predicated upon what has been called in the foregoing, "an accurate
symbolization.®) The "self" which is formed on this basis of distorting
the sensory and visceral svidence to fit the already present siructure

acquires an organization and intepration which the individual endeavors
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to preserve. Behavior is regarded as enhancing this self when no such

yalue is apprehended through sensory or visceral reactions; behavior is

reparded as opposed to the mainbenanqe or enhancement of the self when

there is no negstive sensory or visceral reaction." (22,500-501) (Itelics
mine, )

At this juneture an important point nsed be mades In the first
instance making an dccurate aymbolization leads to an event that is in
the best interests of the person considered as a wholej a person who has
a conscious concept of himself. In the second instance making a distorted
symbolization leads to an event that is in the best interests of the con-
scious concept of the self,; though not necessarily in the best interests
of the person as a whole.

If the internal experience were one of anger; and the overt behavior
one of aggressiony; the totallty consiating of experience and behavior
could be satisfying to the persons Howevery if his consclous self<concept
were such that conscious recognition of the internal experience and overt
behavior was impossible, there would follow donial of course,; but there
would algo follow "..s immediate and short-termed satisfaction of being
protocted.ss” (22,523) Horeovery s¢ long as the environment is congenial
to the false plcture acquired by the person of bis self; ise.s so long as
ho is nob confronted with discrepancies between the selfwpioture and
organismic experience; the denisl will continue and the false pilcture
persists, Thus, as has boen already pointed out, the values existent in the

#Rogers! terminolopy tends to be somewhat confusings Sensory is used with
reference to "anger", “perception of self as ugly™ (24,379) and "experience
of gucceeding with diffieunlt mechanical operation.” (22,527) In the quo=
tation "sensory and visceral’ are organismic responses roughly translatable
to "way person really feels,"
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self may be ‘served by these means though the values existent in the per-
son because of the person's natural tendency to move toward actualization,
may not bes (23,321-322)

In another way, too, the bost interests of the organism need not
be served by activity that does’ serve the values existent in the self,
‘According to the theory, denied exporicnces nced to be guarded against.
"Threat oceurs when experiences are purceived or anticipated asz incon-
gruent with the structure of the self... Defense ig a sequence of be-
havior in response to threat... Defense increases susceptibility to
threat... Threat and defense tend to oceur in seguence again and &paing
ag this sequence progrosses attention is removed farther and farther
from the original threat, but more experience is distorted and sus~-
ceptible to threat." (22,516) This process, if continued unchecked,
would proceed to maladjustment and eventual breakdown of organismic
functioning.

A question may now be asked concerning the meaning of self-
acceptance in the Roperian theory, Does it mean that the person accepts
himself, or doss it mean that a person 'accepts his "self"?

In terms of the theory as outlined and in terms of the operational
definition of selfwacceptance quoted at the beginninpg of this section,
it would appear that it cannot mean the latier; unless the latter follows
from the former, Stated somewhat differently, it would appear to be ths
case that the latter (i.e., acceptance of his "gelf") is a necessary
condition for self-acceptance, though it 1s by itself not.a sufficient
conditions The former (i.e., the person accepts himself) would appear

to be both a necessary and a sufficient condition for self-acceptance,



The distinction between the two conditions referred to sbove is
apparent when it is noted thai though a self-concept is built wp largely
upon introjected values rather than upon organismic functioning, it does
not follow immediately that the person is maladjusted. There must be &
perception of an experience whose expression would be inconsistent with
the self-structure, in order for there to be threat-defensive reactions,
"As long as the self-Gestalt is firamly organized and no contradictory
material is even dimly perceived, then positive self-feelings may exist,
the self may be secn as worthy and accepiable, and conscious tension
minimal. Behavior is consistent with the organized hypotheses and con-
capts of gelf-structure. An individual in whom such conditions exist
would perceive himself as functioning adequately.® (23,321)

It would appear clsar that such & person as Rogers describes would
be accepting of his "gelf,® Yebl he could not be thought of as selfw
accopting, since the latter, for this person; would involve ".,«more
accurate symbolizations of a much wider variety of sensory and visceral
experlence, It involves a reorganization of values, with the organismlis
own experisnces clearly recognized as providing evidence for the valua~
tions. There slowly begins to emerge a new self, which to the client
seens to be much more his "reall self, because it is based to a much
greater extent upon all of his experience, perceived without distortion.”
(23,323)

In this latter instance the person would be accepting of himself,
and accepting of his "self," This individual would thus tend to a) exper-
ience himself as worthwhile and perceive himself as worthwhile; b} act in
terns of his own experisnces rather than in terms of the wishes and

desires of othersy ¢) honestly face his own motives.
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The other individuwal, the one accepting of his self" bul not
of himself, would tend not to do any of the thrse things indicated.
With respect to b, and c. this would appear to be quite clear. It is
also clear with respect to a. for in the system, "... a negative feel-
ing about the self exists whon the organization of self is threatened
by experiences which are vaguely or clearly seen as incensistent with
that structures™ (2},380)

For the person to be accepting of himsclf means then that the
person accepts his own organismic experiences and either does -or can
give symbolization to these experiences, The self-concopt built upon
these symbolizations is felt to be real and gsatisfying. For the person
to be accepting of his "self" means that the persen is satisfied with
his self structure, which could be one built upon introjected values
rather than experienced ones, In & "friendly" environment this self
structure could be satisfying, but the individual would be restricted
in the sense that in a less friendly environment, where his introjected
values did rot hold, he would feel the discrepancy between what he
thinks he is and what others think he is., Eventually, as this dis-
crepancy increases, he would either have to leave the enviromment or
begin the slow, often painful process of abandoning introjected valuey
and discovering his own organismic ones. Only when values are based
upon organismic functioning is the person really self-accepting,

To summarizes

1. Self is g part of, but not coexistent with the organism.

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

direct or dietorted.
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Direct experience is an organismic event and is evaluated by
organism in relation to its significance for the natural pro-
clivity of the organism to move in the direction of growth,
differentiation, and maturity.

Distorted experience involves no organismic evaluation, bub
rather consists of the introjection of the values of others,
which are acted upon as if attained through direct experience.
Discrepancy between values relevant to the self-structure and
values relevant to the organism resulis from diatorted expericnce.
Person in whom such diserepancy exists is a potentially threatened
one because of the need to keep on guard against the symbolization
of the denled experiences of the organism, and the need to maine
taln the existing self-structure,

Threat can be really done away with by & reorganization of the
self-concept to include values based on organismic functioning
rather than upon introjections.

When this reorganization occurs there follows acceptance of self

that includes, and is pricr to, acceptance of the "self,.!
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ITI Current Research--Approach Used Here

In theory a person who is accepting of himself has many distin-

guishing characteristics. Among others, Rogers cites the following:

L.
-

3e

L.

There is less potentlal tension or anxiety, less vulnerability.
There is a lesSened possibility of threat because the sfructura
of the self has become more inclusive, more flexible, and more
discriminating. There is, therefore, less likelihood of de-
fensiveness.

Adaptation of any life situstion will be improved because the
behavior will be guided by a more complete knewledge of the
relevant sensory data, there being fewer experiences distorted
and fewer denied.

Interpersonal relations will necessarlly improve because of a
greater understanding and acceptance of others, (22,522;531)

The characteristics indicated follow from the theory in the follow-

ing manner:

1.

24

3-

L

Se

The person who denies some experiences must continually defend
himself againgst the symbolization of those experiences.

As a consequence, all experiences are viewed defensively as
potentlal threats, rather than for what they really are,.

Thus in intecrpersonal relationships, words or behaviors are
experienced and perceived as threatening which wera not so
intended.

Also, words and behaviors in others are attacked because they
represent or resemble the feared experiences.

There 1s ne real understanding of the other as a separate
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person since he is perceived mostly in terms of threat or non=
threat to the self,
6. When all experiences are gvailable to congcivcusnegs and are
integrated, then defensiveness is minimized. When there is no
need to defend, there is no need to attack.
T+ ¥hen there is no need to attack, the other person is perceived
for what he really is, a separate individual, operating in terms
of nis own meanings, based on his own perceptual field, (22,520-521)
The characteristics cited, it is true, are based on theory vwhich in
turn is based almost exclusively upon the clinical observations of
patients, o¥ c¢lients as Rogers prefers to call them. However, the Rogers
group, and others, have performed & considerable number of research projects
which almost without exception have tended to support the theoretical con-
clusions, Rogers cites the following results of research performed by
his group.
1. A decroase in psychologicel tension as verbally expressed. (1425,33)
2. A decrease in objectively measured physiological tensions in
frustrating situation. (32)
3. A decrease in current defensive behavior; operationally defined,
and objectively measured in the interview. (8,12)
Lo A decroase in negatively toned attitudes toward ethers. (28)
5. An increase in attitudes of acceptance of and respect for
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 direction of

lessened anxiety, greater personal integration, greater
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emotional stability and control, increased adaptability,
lessened neurotic and introvertive tendencies, increased
socigbility and self-confidences (5,1l,19,21)

More recently, individuals not a part of what has been here called
"the Rogors .group" have performed experiments concerning the self-concept,
paying spscial attention to self-acceptance. Berger (3), Brownfain (L)
and Taylor and Suygg (31) are among such individusls. The experiment of
Brownfain is of interest because of its direct relevance to Hogers!: theo-
retical considerations as given in this sectiony and the sxperiments
proported 4o support them. Brownfain reported that individuals who are
characterized by having stable gself-concepts tend, in contrast to those
whose concepts of self are ustable, tos

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

2. Bs froer of inferiority feelings and nervousness.

3, Have a higher level of self-esteem,

ks See themselves more as they belleve others see them.

5, Show less evidence of compensatory behavier of a defensive kind.
(Taken from L, 17-18)

It is to be observed, referring to the studies cited, that with
the exception of those making use of tests of elther a psychological -or
physiclogical nature, heavy reliunce has been placed upon the subject's
reports about himself as a source of data for making inferences: Sueh
reliance has not been without its complications,

Consider the work porformed by Brownfain (4). "The primary data
of this investigation consist of several series of self-ratings on twenty-
five personality variables, obtained successively under different instruoc-
tions... Under one set of instructions the subject gave himself the
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the benefit of any realistic doubt he had aboub his standing on each
inventory item, thus yielding & 'positive! self-concept, Under another
set of instructions the subject denied himself the benefit of such doubt,
thus yielding a ‘negative! self-goncepts. The absolute differences between
these positively and negatively slanted self-ratings on sach item, swumed
over all the itoms of the inventory, was the operational measure of
stability. The larger this discrepancy the more unstabls the self-concept
is assumed to be.., (However),ss it was assumed that stability reflects
m;i.ntegra'bive function rather than rigidity of personality. Therefore,
the fifteen subjects whose stability was considered to be of a defensive
nature expressing their intolerance of ambiguity mbout the self, were
eliminatedasss The ingtrument used to measure such pseudo-gtability, or
rigidity, was the F (Predismposition for Fascism) Scale, an attituds scale
developed by Frenkel-Brunswick and her associates in their research on
authoritarian personslity.™ (L,17)

‘Tt will be noted that in the study, Brownfain encountered a dif-
ficulty in bis use of self-ratings, a difficulty that required the use
of an additional instrument in order to resolve. This is not to point
up & criticism of the Brownfain work, but rather to illustrate the oceur-
rence of an event thab might have been predicted from the theory.

In the previous section it was pointed out that in the theory,
acceptance ¢f himself is not identical to acceptance of "his selfy® It
was indicated that there might be some superficial similiarities between
the person who was accepting of himself and the person who was accepting
of *his gelf." Among such similiarities, it was indicated that one could
be found in the presence of positively toned self-attitudes, Brownfaint's
work indicates that another existes in terms of stability of the self-concepty
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that both the person who is accepting of himself and the person who is
accepting of "his self" may have what appear to be "stable self-concepts."
Yot, despite a superficial similarity, in the person who is only accept-
ing of "his self" what might pass for 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 Brownfain is almost
inevitable, ‘

Consider a recent work by Hartley (10).

In Hartley's work, the "Qesort" technique devised by 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 they 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
persont!s self perception..." (23 ,317)* From the second there arises what
"..o we might call his self-ideal." (23,318)

The two sorts thus obtained may then be correlated. The resulting
coefficient of correlation (product-moment r) would be an index of the
amount of agreement between the way the person perceives himself and
the way in which he would like to perceiw himself,

As used by Hartley with patients in therapy, results indicate 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 for ease of statistical manipu-
lation rather than for mathematical reasons. The number in each pile is
‘determined by a binomial expansion,
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prior to the start of therapy the correlation between self and ideal
is low, In the case guoted by Rogers (23,319) the correlation is .15.
After therapy the correlation is ,8l. The conclusion is drawn that in
the course of becoming more accepting of one's self there is movement
toward greater agraement betwoern the self and the ideal-self. (23,320)

There would appear to be two comments that can be made about the
Hartley study., First, concerning the use of patients, it is not immed-
iately clear that the correlation reflects incressed acceptance of one's
gelf as therapy progresses. It might; bubt it is not conclusively shown,
in this experimenterts opidion, that it does. In giving additional data
on the cass, Rogers quotes the following from Hartley's worki

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

therapys is +15.

2. The correlation between the two self-ideal pilctures, before and

after therapy, is .7l.

In the 1ight of these correlations it would appear to be the case
that the self-ideal picture is a more stable one than the self-picture,
gsince it undergoes less change than does the self-picture. In the light
of the statements that the swbject is required to rank, statements which
in this experimenter’s opinion appear to be strongly positive and strongly
negative#, it would appear roasonable to infer that prior to therapy the
patient ranked negative statements high on the sorting when giving his
self-picture, ranking positive statements lowy and that he would do the
#xamples of the statements, taken from (23,316~317) are the following:
"I don't see how anybody could love me"3 "I only sort of half believe in
myself"; "I feel sexually inadequate™; "I really feel insecure"; "I seenm
to have a real inner strength in handling things, I'm on a pretty solid
foundation and it makes me prebty sure of myself"s “"To me life is interest=
ing, rich, and colorful®y "I feel I ocught to be in a sanitarium"; "I like

to be independent®; "I've gotten so that I'm afraid to try thinga, because
I just know...I'm not going to be able to do them.
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reverse when giving his self-ideal pictuwre., This could explain the
presence of the low correlation bLetween self and ideal. before therapy.
If in the course of therapy, the patient came to Vhink more highly of
himself; it would also appoar reasonable ‘to expect that negative states
ments would tend to drop, that positive statements would tend to rise,
and that as s consequence the correlation beitween the two self-pictures,
before and after therapy, would ba low, but that the postwtherapy self
and ideal would tend to be much alike.

It would appear to be the case that the observed correlations could
be accounted for by the movement of the negative statements and their
poaition in the rank orderings This could be indicative of increased
self-acceptance, bubt it need not necessarily be so, for the movement of
the negative charactoristics could arise througn increased capacity for
denial, which clsarly would not be in keeping with the considerations
pervaining to acceptance of onefs self advanced in the previous section.

"It has boen said gbove thuat the correlations could be taken to re~
flect self-accaptance; howover, because of the nature of the statements
the subject is made to work with,an additional doubt may be raised that
they do, This doubt arlses because the statements manipulated by the
subject have no qualifying statements attached to indicate what the
subject really things of the trait or characteristic being ranked. That
is, when a tralt or characteristic is ranked thers is nothing to indicate
whather the subject is expressing satisfaction with the self or accep-
tance of the selfy dissatisfaction with the self or rejection of the
self. Satisfaction 1s not to be equated with acceptance nor dissatise
faction with rejection, according .to theory, yet in current techniques
it is not always clear what it is that the subject is expressing, In
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short, in the ranking of statements in the "Qwsort" methed the subject
may very well be stating whether he 1likes himmelf or not, rather than
whether hé accepts himself or not,

Here then, ag in the Brownfain work, an additional test would
appear to te needed to -distinguish gemuine self-acceptance from some
other perhaps superficially similiar though bagically different phenome
ena,

It would appear, too, that were one to use normal subjects the need
for an additional test would be 2ll the greater, In the case of patients
in a olinic it would appear that it is always possible to malte checks on
the validity of self-reports either implicitly or explicity., In the
cagse of normals such clinical testing would appear to be very difficult,
if not actually impossible. Yet clearly such checks would appear neces-
sary, eapecially after the recent work of Taylar and Snygg (31) in which
it was demonstrated that individuals considered to ba not zccepting of
thomgelves tended to be less willlng to admit negative statements about
themselves than those considered to be accepting of themselves.

Bocause of what appear to bte Mcomplications' that arise when a sub-
Jectts raports about himself are uwsed as data for making infercncege
possibility of self-deception, volitional or otherwise; posaibility of
confusing self-accepbance with acceptance of onels self-conecsptanother
approach, one not making use’of & subject!s reports about himself, will
be utilized here.

In this thesis a subjectts perceptions and cognitions will be used
Bs the bagis upon which to draw inferences concerning his degree of sclfe
acceptance. Thls approach would appear to offer several advantages for

experimentation:
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1. A person, in general, tends not to be aware of the significance
of his perceptions and ¢ognitions, Thus, using perceptions and
cognitions could reduce inacouracies attributable to self-
deception and self-defense,

2+ The use of the person's perceptions and cognitions would teénd to
be closer to the real meaning of self-acceptance than is use of
his gelf-reports. According to theory, it is the organism that
perceives not the self-structure; that the perceptlons of the
organisn take into account the nature of the self-concept; l.ey,
whether it is based upon orgenismic evidence or introjected
evidence. According to theory, thé organism knowes by the process
of Ysubception'":* whether or not a certain stimulus is apt to give
rise to experiences whose symbolization would be threatening to
the self-structure, Therefore, it would appear as if the use of
perceptions and cognitions, potentlzlly at least, offered an
oppertunity to discriminate between those who only accept the
séi}‘, though not themselves, since the former would. be most apt
to subccive threat.

3« By relating the subject's perceptions and cognitions to the actual
definition of self-gcceptance there would appear to arise a more
direct method of deciding upon the persont's degree of self-
acceptance.

L. The results achieved thersby would yet be comparabls to current.

atudies.

#Bubcelve - a torm borrowed from HcCleary and Lagzarus whose experiments
seen to demonstrate that a person can respend to a threatening stinulus
even when that stimulus is below the personts threshold for response,
The person thus does not perceive threat, he subceives it, '
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The manner in which the persont's perceptions and cognitions are’
used in order to make a deeision cencerning his degree of self-accepiance
will be described fully in the next scetion. Here it may be stabed that
a test wag constructed fo tap the person's perceptions and cognitions;
iv8., test itoms are such that morve than one answer is possible, with ithe
anpwer arrived ab being o funcbicn of ldiosymeratic ;ercepﬁion and cogni=
tion.

By the use of such a fest 4t.is hoped that an approach to the problem
of diffamx}tia‘ting the mesh from the least self-accopting, without using
the subject's reporis eboub himself, cun be attaineds Kowever, in yet
another respect self-acceptance was studied without using such selfw
reportg., This respsct pertains to some ©f the behavioral correlates of
gelf-acceptances Here overt behavior wus observed, This was accomplished
in the following manner:

On the bagis of test resulbs, two groups of individuals are dis-
eriminated from & larger populaticns The one growp centains individuals
whese degres of sellf-~acceplance is significantly greater than that of
the individuals of the second group. The individusls then are paired,
one from cach group, and brought together to woik on a series of tasks
that require their joint effort.

The tasks are verbal., They require that the two individuals express
opinions and resolve differences of opinion when they appear. This is
managed by having each of the tasks consist of a set of 10 items which
muwt be ranked in some order of merit by means of the pair's joint
effort; l.e., the pzir must agree between them on what the rank order

ouzht 1o bLe,
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There are L such lists, The lists tend to vary in their emotion
evoking properties; f.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 the two individuals, while the items on the
fourth list are such that differences of opinion tend to be accompanied
by much emobion,

The experimentsl design is such thab it is possible to meagure core
tain aspecte of the behavior of each one of the pair as they go about
the solution of the joint task.

It is believed that a situation involving the give and take that
arises in the course of the resolution of differences of opinion can
reasonably be considered an "approximation to & real life situation,®
&nd that it will be enabled thereby to afford interesting data concern-
ing actual behavior, which heretofore has been largely inferred from the
gself-reports of the subjects involved,
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IV Hypothesis to be 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 respectivelys

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

group in the fg;lowing 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 former.
Specifically, the self-accepting will have a more accurate knowledge
of the involvement - its place of occurrence and its degree - of the
non-self-accepting, than the latter will of the former'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 world" 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
of 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 ar¢ 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 influence 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-self-
accepting person will tend not to be 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 néeh 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 influence implies accepting some of the partner's
original opinions when these opinions are taken over directly; 2) Being
accepting of influence 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 implies 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 experience,

3. Because of these implications of being self-accepting it would 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 convincing.
Too, acceptance of such opinions would appear to be facilitated by the
characteristics associated with being self-accepting.

L. Hence, not being concerned too much with "giving 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 minimal,

6. The non-self-accepting person on the contrary , not having the
characteristics indicated above to the extent that the self-accepting person
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."
Being a leader in a situation tends to make "giving in" less 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
Jjoint 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 less well integrated person. One of the
implications of this is that he is the less well controlled emotidnally.

10. One would expect that in situations where he had the comparative
"safety" of leading, he would still be susceptible to threat due to the
presence of emotion evoking stimuli.

11. Thus, in such situations, though he may be a leader; 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 1s either not leading, or when he is in a situation that
tends to be emotion evoking, one might expect that the non=self-accepting person

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

evoking situation.
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V Construction of the Test

The task in this section is to construct & test on the basis of
which responses it is possible to discriminate between those perszons who
are most selfw-accepting and those who are least, This test is objective
in the sense that it can be scored in temms of an external criteria by
more than one person with & high degree of agreement between scorers.
This objective test must pertain to the criteria given for selfw-
acceptance, and do so by tapping the subject's perceptions and cognitions,
By tapping these functions the way is cleared for an experimez%t tapping
overt behavior, In sum, the program now is to discriminate on the basis
of perceptions and cognitions in terms of the three criteria glven in
the definition of self-acceptance, and then check on the significanca
of self-acceptance in terms of overt behavior.

One of the ways the test taps perceptiona and cognitions is that
it consists of a series of descriptive statements—statements that
describe various situations which, though clear enough, still leave
roon for the idlosymeratic cognitive structuring which is essential in
this case,

The test that was constructed, therefore, uses items of the type
found in the Comprehension subtest of the Wechaler-Bellevue Intelligence
Scale, items which begin with the phrase, "What is the thing to do if...7"
with the rest of the sentence consisting of a description of a Bituat}on
that the subject is left free to structure, This ean be accomplished by
having as situations ones in which there is no one thing to do; ones in
which there are indeed several things that might be done, with what
actually should be done being a function of the manner in which the
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subject perceives and cogniti{vely structures the situatlon., 1In short,
the situntions are such that the thing to do in them depsnds on tha
significance of the situvation to the subject, On the basis of ths
structuring used by the subject a: decision is made concerning the dograe
of self~acceptonce reflocted in it
‘In order to have an cbjective basis on which to make 2 dgciaione
tho deseribed situations are so chosen that it ig: possible to state
apriori what the perceptions and cognitions ought to be were the sub-
Jett a self-aceepting person, This means that each situatlon is treated
28 if 4t was sn ideal case, with perceptions and cognitions glven as
they might be by the ideally self-accepting person. What these per-
ceptions and cognitions oughl to be is inferable from the character-
istics attributed to the self-accepting persons on both theoretical and
experimental. grounds, For example, given that one of the characteristics
of the self-pccepting person is that he feels worthwhile, it would follow
that in situations where it is possible to feel elther worthwhile or not,
he would bte characterized by thé foxmer,

With rofereace to the three criteria, the test that was constructed
utilized five test sitwabtlons for each, making the test fifteen items
in length., For the first group of five items the question was asked,
"How would a person structure this particular situation if he had no
doubts about his personal worth"; for the second group, "Fow wovld &
person structure this particular situation if he wers one who acted in
accordance with his own experience rdather than in accordance with the
experience of others;" for the third group, "How would a person structure
this particular sitvatlon if he were one who hounestly accepted his own

motives, social and persord."
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In the Appendix II will be found the complete test with instrue-
tions as given to the subjects, Here the items are treated in groups
of five with demonstration of their relation fto the criteria to which
they pertain, and the manner in which they were scored in terms of self-
acceptance,

Criteria A: This has to do with the manner in which the subject
conglders himselfj it has to do with whether he tends
to consider himself essentially a person of worth,
worthy of peoplest! respect and merit as & persony or
whether he tends to consider himself as a person of
relatively little worth,

In order to get an answer to the question raised with respect to
this criteria, "How would the person structure this situation were he
to have no doubts aboub his personal worth?® it appeared consistent
with the general development that has thus far cceurred to attempt an
answer through the person's expectations, That is, on the basis of
¢linical observation it would sppear to be the case that a person who
tends to doubt his own personal worth would tend also to enter various
sitvations with expectations that were essentially negative and unreal-
istic. This would be reflected in blaming the self when actually either
no reason for blame exists, or when someons else with egqual or greater
Justification ought to be blamed; in rejecting the self when others
ought to be rejected, or when no one ought to be rejected; in antici=-
pating oriticism 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 in which doubls of &
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person's worth might be reflected, there is ancther way also, that is,
by having positive expectations with respect to the self that cannot be
substantiated in reality. This would be reflected, for example, in ex-
pecting that one's wishes would be gratified because they are onels
wishes. Glinieal evidence sesms t¢ indicate that eéxcessive overe
-evaluation of the self often masks an underlying under-evaluation, -The
clue to this state of affairs appears to rest with the reality consider-
ations of the self-evaluation.

Where either of the above two kindsof expectations is revealed in
the manner in which the subject cognitively structures a situation, the
score will be minus indicating that with respect to the item in question
the subject tends to be minimally selfenccepting.

There are two kinds of expectations which would rate & plus score,
indicating tendsncies toward maximal self-acceptance. In the first of
these the expectation would be positive with respect to the self, and
realistic. This would be seen, for example, in instances where the
minimally self-accepting peraon blames himself unjustly, the maximally
self-accepting person would either not blame himself, or would put the
blame where it belonged in terms of the reality of the situation. The
second kind of expsctation would be negative with respect to the self,
and reality-oriented. This would be seen, for example, in instances in
which it was lmown that & critic was unduly harsh and wnfair. It will
be noted again that there is & qualitative difference between the negge
tive expectations of the maximally self-accepting person and the
minimally self-accepting person. In the scoring of the test items the
discriminztion was made chiefly in terms of the reality orientation of

the negative expectations.
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Reali%y orientationy reality consideration, reality-~these terms
‘a5 used hers make the following assumptions:

1, There is & real world externsl to the individual,

Za ’i‘his world can be better apprehended by the selfwaccepting than
by ‘the non-self-accepting, This would appear to follow from the
characteristics attributed to the self-amccepting persony l.e.,
being more accepting of hig own experiences » feeling himself as
an evaluntor rather than being evaluated, feeling worthwhile,

Ha would, it seems reasonable to conclude, be less concerned with
himself and more concerned with the external world, and hence be
in 3 better position to respond to it than the less self-accepting
person. A rather subtle paradox is involved here: the more one
consciously attempts to gain approval by attempting to be what
others want him to, the less likely is he to be successfuly whils
the less one tonsciously attempts to pain approvel by these means,
the more likely he is to do go, Why this should be is.not exactly
clear, though that the latter would be & more genuine person (a
characteristic of one who is self-accepting) might be one answer.

The way this was dealt with in terms of the actual responses reo-

colved will now be 1llustrated. Given below are the actual test items,
after each appearing the apriori expsctation, After this is given actual
responses as received fram subjects and the score assigned. In giving
the theoretical expectations and the actual observations, they apply to

the headings that appear before them,

Ttem #1, ¥hat is the thing to do if, having received an invitation to

& social gathering, you are -ini'omed that thore will be present

peveral individuals who are considered very important in the
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,figld you hope to enter. You are told they-ggiwant to lbo‘k’

Jou overy

plua exp plus exp » minus exp
_realistic . unrealistic . roalistic

o minus XDy

. mrealis tig

may or may not be ,expect to "bowl .,1ndividuals known

feeling "on the spot"

locked overy Af ,'em over", praise .to have peculiar- ,anticipating test or

former, ‘process .i‘or ability, offer,ities, and pro=
polite & friend~ ,of high posxtion ««parations made
1}' 2 . s80 cord:.ngly;

b

"Just go..s: Give (None encountered) “Depends-—if

best impreseion . .these people are
you can.,: All you o +pretty serious &
can do. o ) «Teally would give

wyou going over,
;.might study up.

»Otherwise act as

wyou always would,”

-

- e & w & @

+QT0S8 exantingtion,

+Special study or dress
Joxcaed what 15 reagon-
5ab19.

“Firat of all: gtudy up
.on who people areyfind
.out their special ine
beresta; special areas
.of study and so on,
+Then"I'd gtudy up so
«that when' they ask
i) questions I wouldn't
«8ppear too’ ‘dimb, And
+of course, dréss up in
Jyour very best,?

(]

Item #2: What is the thing %o do if, having borrowed gomething from a

friend for a few days, it becomes slightly damaged immediately

after you et it. (Small dent on a car fenders ink stain ona

book, ete.)

Event one that  .event one that  .event could have
could happen to .friend couldn't .repercussions if
anyonoy & nobt 50 . possibly complain Jfriend is knowm
serious that it .about since after .to have strong
is unpardonables ,.all he(borrower) .views on dauage;
+is known to be sproparations made
.careful with the «accordingly.
«property of other .
espeople,

-

sgorious event hag
+occurred in which he
-will be severely
-cagtigated, & hence
«event is to be gotten
out of in some way.
«{Blame~-avoidance &
«8elf~reproach. )
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"Pell the persom ;"Keep the thing  "Depends on the  ™¥ell, feel badly about
what happened & . ntil you're fin~ friend. If hots ‘doing such a stupid
offer Yo pay for . .ished with i, touchy about such things. If there was
ropairs or for +then give it back thingss damage I some way of repalring
replacing erticle.'&mithout Baying meany have to tell or fixing it so that

sanything, He him but wouldn't he wouldn?t find oub,
¢probably won't be too happy about that would bs the ‘thing

+eilther,n ,,,.it. to do,"

Item #3: Thet is the thing to dc if a'b & party at which p’mos sre being

played, the host (or hostess) wrges you to to participate in a

gans and you u knaw you are no good at it.

Parties are: ‘svents.parties are events‘parties are events .parties are events

at which you ré- .ab which you show .which could be «which are highly com=

lax and have funy;.your superioritym.serious depending .petitive, and where

competi‘hiveneas in,no point to a +on people ine failure is cause for
usual sense gbsent.thing unless you .volved & type of .Jembarrassment & loss

and shor’teomiugs »Can do 804 ‘sgame being played..of prestige, .

not cruclal.

_"Take part anyway,.”&"ell, if you ~«"hepends - if it Try to get out of
“the idea of the .were no good @t »18 something they .it someway. No point
thing is to have .it, try and get .all take pretty .in being made to look
a good time. Can ,out of it scmehoww,seriously, like .foolish.®

enjoy it without ,say you can'd,® ,bridge or some "

having to: be good . s0ard game, and you.
a\t it. "‘; * .Qan't play, juﬂ.‘h * '
. “8ay 80." *

Ttem #lis That ig the thing to g_c_ ;gg.g a elub monmber you are anxious

10 be appointed to 4 certain committes, and the president

(%xho Inows of your wishesg) appoints someone else.

wish was express- ,wish was express-, wish was expresse ,wish was expréssed
ed but not grati- ,ed and not grati-, ed but was not +but was not gratified
fied, which is all.fied, which 1s . gratified, and 5o .because of very ob=
right since presi-,not all right be-, perhaps there is .vious shortcomings,
dent has fingl  .cause & personsl , & need to work . which can be remedied
declsion to makes .slight was inmewr-, harder and merit .only through'a person-
sred, by person whq next appointment. .al improvement,
Jknows he could do,
«A=L job.
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Do nothing. It!s ,"Cet pretty sore ,"Not much to do. ,"Shows what they think

his business to ,about it, Try & ,Maybe work hard- .of you, and what you

make appointments,yfind out why he = ,er and show them ,maybe should have
othought you were ,that you have »thought of yourself if
+10% good enoughy" .more than a wish ,you had thought about

» oto offer,n ,it at all, What to Ao
¥ > s lmprove yourself soma

» . oway B0 that people

. o xlike you more,®

Item #5¢. ﬁ‘ha.‘% 38 the thing ta do if, at a social gathering, you go in*uc

the room where coats are stacked to get something, and as you

enter you discover 8 gouple behaving intimataly,

a legitimate scouple behaving .2 legitinate »ho logitimate reason
reason exdsts for . wrongly #nd ought .reason for enter- for entering exists,
entering} couple .to be dealt with .ing does exist; .self-castigation for

ought perhsps to .accordingly. +but much depends .interruption,
be embarrasseds o »on how intimately .
’ they were behave .
«ing. .

g » * i
"Go ahead & get . "Be pretiy eme +"Depends on how ,"Back away quickly.
what you came for .barrassing to get .inbtimate 4s ine .Pretend you didn't
and leave.," «in on gomething .timate. If you .notice, and don't lst
+1ike that, Roport .mean !going all ,them know that you
+them so that they .the way' leave oWere even there.®
«would have to «and maybe go back .

eleave, M «Jater, If Just .

wnecking, why go .
. +ahead & ‘g_et what
. sJou came for,"

Griteria B: This has to do with the manner in which the subject appraises
situationsy with whother he tends to appralse them in terms
of his own experience, or whether he tends to appraise them
in terms of the experiences of others,

As stated above it is actually impossible to construct test items
that will directly got at the question of whether in a situation the
person lg acting in terms of his own experience or in terms of the

experience of someone else, treated as if it were his own. However, it
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is possible to construct items ‘of the type thus far uged that will get
at the question in-a less diréct, bt no less valid, manner, This can
be acconplished by taking into account one of the prime characteristics
of the person who acts on the basis of his awn experience, namely, that
in g situstion in which he is doing something that he has & perfect right
to do, he will tend to continue doing it when an cbstacle is introduced,
where this obstacle consists of someona's contrary opinilon. Thus, if the
test items are ones in which someone is doing something and an obstacle
is introduced, and if the weight to be nssigned to the obstacle is &
functien of one's gelf-acceptance, then the 1tews will be consistent
with ones already constructed.
For thc five items constructed to pertain to this criteria, the
theoretical expectriions are glmost icdentical. Therefore, following
the plan for eriteria 4, the four kinds of expectations will be given;
however, hore they will precede the sctual test itemss: After the ex-
pectations will follow the actual items, each of which in turn will be
followed by acbual responses pertaining to the 1tem in terms of the
four kinds of sxpectations.
situation one in ,sitvation one in .situation one in .situation one in which
which he has right.which he doesn't .which he does «he doean't have such
to pursue own »have such right, .have such right, .right; situation one
desires, beliefs, .and must concur .,bubt correspond- .of potential danger
opinions etc., & ,in the cpinions  ,ing expression +to the self which can
act on them,. »of others to fur- & act are dee .be warded off by
+ther his own ends..pandant upon the .complete subservience.
' Jknown character- . i

visties of others .
rs .in‘VDlVBd. -

Item #1: Whét 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 flhinking stops you, and asks you to ,help him

carry gome lab equipment from one end of the _I_;uildigg o

anothar,

tTell the i:‘}ofew »Tell the profesw.

sor that while

you might like to
help him you can=
not do so because

you are hurrying
to a8 class.

+80r that you will
«be glad to help
+him Ycause in
that way you
Jmight keep from
.'being filonked*

[ ]

‘.

+80r he is, If he

+flunking kids he
sdoesntt likoew

-oXinda hard to re- .second,®”
+fuse even though .
wyou could I supe

"Depends on the
«kind of profeg-

"By all means help
+the professer, No
«telling how hg will
»take it if you dontt,
+Besides you ought
«always to help a
professor 1f:he asks
for ity put ursalf

+has reputation
+«for unfairness &

«don't know-sbe

Jpose.! ..

’Vha’o is the thing to do if having planned to see a play, a

,f_:’v’iend:tells you that: the play is immoral ».and that fg._xlyoné'

who goes to see it must have a "dirty -mind."

"¥ith morals it's "Oive the friend
protty much up to .a dressing down
the person hime .for implying
self to declde .that you have a
what is good and .dirty mind cause
what is bad.,. «you want to see”
Triend. is ene +the play.. And
titled to his own .give him a léctw
opinion just'as .ure on what conw
you are. G6 8ee .stitutes immoral
the play if that ,plays. Wouldntt
is what you in~ ,have anything to
tended," +do with hin,t

»

" Jlot of things:

.«ment and so on,
wdfter listening

I don't think you
ought to goe If &
.play is immoral you
Jwould not want to
be caught attend-
+it."

+"Depends on a
«wWho the friend

»is, how much you
«value his judg~

“4o him, you may

f‘-..'be able to make o

‘up your mind bettor,:
+3%111 go if you
«want, If you were

-s& Catholie you

-probably would »

“» nct.

Item #3: ¥hat is the thing to do if being engaged in something which

@s far as you can see is not bad, you learn that some people

are criticising you for it.




“Reep doing it if ,"Find out what
you are really .the criticisms
convinced that it ,are and find out
is not bad, «their reasons
-ofor making them,
«Then show them:
syou are nob./as " .-
+bad as they nay
.»‘bhir:.}c.-"

s"Depends on the
+Teasons these
»people have,
2Hlght examine

»them and then

sre-oxamine your
;m, and then

‘seontinue or not,"

P

hao

+"Stop what you
+are doing, and
+do something for
+which they could
«not criticise
,-.ygu.lt

.
.

Ttem #lz Wnat is the thing to do if ab a gonference (of which you are

2 member) and on an important issue, you discover that your

viows are entirely gifferent from hose held by others.

"I dontt ses the ."Depends on the
problem. If you Jkind of people
have something to ;thers & whether
add, why not say .you wanted them
itym +to accept you.
+Probably best to
.keop quiet,"

[ 4

Tten #5: -What is the bhing to 40 if having planned on

«"Depends on the
«1ssues involved.
«If you felt real

.«8trong about one

«5peak your piece
«otherwise might
+go 8slong with

«majority.”

o“I-f 8-11 ‘bhe- ‘
+Others have al-
+ready made up
«their minds; no
point in start-
+ing an argument,
.00 along with~
omajority,."

contributing_

only a small amount to charity because it was all you

could conveniently afford, you learn that the list of

contributors (with amount contributed) is to be published.

+1S8ince you do
snot want people
+to think badly
«0f you, youtd
bettér step wp
+the contribution
o SOmEVaY, "

"Give what you
had originally
planned because
that wag all you
could afford,"

L]
»

*Be awfully
+hard not to'in=
+CTefige your cons=
+tribution;y some
«paople do judge
+you from its Bub
«if it really waes
«all you could

+afford, thatfs
.«the answer.,n

JInerease your
«contribution by
»811 means, If
yyou can®t then
.dontt g.i.ve anyw
othing.

T

-

Criteria C: This has to do with the manner in which the subject con=

giders his own motives, social and personalj it has to do

with whether he honestly acknowledges feelings and ideas as

they are called forth in him, or whether he tends to deny

them, perhaps substituting others in their place,



To ascertain the subjectis position along the self-amcceptance
continuum with respect to this criteria it is necessary that the test
items be of & certain kindjy that is, that they deseribe situations in
which it would be reasonable for the. person involved to have certain
feelings in varying degrees of strength, This could be brought about
by having as situations ones in which the person involved is slighted,
or unduly inconvenienced, or made angry or embarrassed by oomeons, Con-
gigtent with the idea that the self-accepting person will experience
feelings where they ought to exist is the contrary idea that he ought
not to experience feelings whers they would be inappropriate.

Unlike the items under eriteria B, where one set of theoretical
expectations served to guidethe scoring of the responseg, here two
distinet sets will be employed. One for two items, and another for
the other three, Following then, will be the two items after which
will bs found the theorstical expectations. Following the single set
of expectations will be two sets of answers, one for each of the test
items, and relevant to a particular kind of expectation,

Ttem #1t What is the thing to do if 2 friend, having promised to

appear in the afternoon to help you study for an important

exam, fails to appear, and then in the evenigg phones and

explains that he has been ill, He sounds intoxicated.

Item #2. What is the thing to do if having invited a person you know

to look over your new house, and hearing him praise it

lavishly, you learn that he i3 now telling people that the

house is terrible and that you have poor taste.




feelings of having.feelings of having,feelings of hav~

been let down, .been person=
treated poorly in .ally wounded,
figure, with feel-,with anger and
ings of caution in,caution in
future in ground, .figure.

*

(For Item #1) ‘

"ot 'much you can ,"This would be
do with that, +& pretty kettle
Study en your cwn ,of fish! 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 on.
kind you'd depend .him again®

on very much,"

(For Item #2) .
"Do nothing, But ."Look the guy up
that would be the .either in person
last time he would.or by telephone
be invited to my .and ask him ex-

+ing been let down
oin figure,. but

L5,

.no feelings of

having been let

.downy justifica=-

+treated as function,tion of other's
+of person &s known.,behavior, chiefly

*

.

+"Well, if there
Were unusual clire’
+Cumstances~-like
.Deing unable to

«get away from a

«party--even then
+ne should not have
oliedo Kinda mad
<«about that,"

P

4

«"Be kinda funny
.for a person to
«do a thing like
othat, but if he

vin terms of own
.defects,

 «"Whether your

Iriend was drunk
o1 not it would
.make no difference

«cause he is a sick

.person and needs

.psychiatric help.

.When he called you
.should have offered
«to help him in some
WYL

'Be your own fault
.for having invited
+Such a person to

.look at your house

house, * .actly what he +did, that would .in the first place,
.means by these «be the end of «No one but your-
.statements. Have Jhim with me." «86lf to blame,"
+goad and proper.”
Ttem #3: What ig the thing to do if on entering a room whers small
groups of 29_9_91_3 you know are standing around chatting, the
conversation ceases in the group you approach.
Item #b: What is the thing to do if upon returning to a clerk ina
store to complain that you have been short-chanzed by a small
amount, you notice that a customer is giving her a hard time,
and she (the clerk) looks cross and angreye
Item #5: What is the thing to do if while watching a movie a woman

wearing a larpge hat sits directly in front of you, and shows

no indication of removing her hat.




no particular
feelings in fig-
ure,

(For item #3)
“Approach: the

feelings reflect~
«ing degree of
.personal involve-
.ment, anger,

. »
JWell, this was a

group as you plan-.pretty rude thing

.ned.'Why“
shouldn't yous"

(For item #L)

"If you really
think you have
been short
changed go up to
the clerk and
politely t21l her
your version of
the story."

(For: item #5)
"Tap the woman on
the #hOUldﬁr, and
ask her kindly to
remove her hat."

»to do. If you
+»fellt strongly
sabout it, you,
+could go to an-
.other group where

»you would be welw—:

«come, !

MGo up and demand

+that she give you
.back the rest of
Jyour money, and if
.she doesn't go
.call the manager.™

«"You might cough
«a little and mut-:

«ter something

.about not being
.able to see, If
.she still didntt
+take the hint,
»insist that she
+take it off M

i e

:. "Approach ths

.scooled off,"

sWare no seats
«around, Just ask

L6,

«no particular .feelings reflecting
+feelings in fig- ,degree of personal
.ure, unless based ,involvement: em=
«on person.or Situa-,barrassment, not

+tion as known, «being in the right,

‘ L 5
+"This would be very

+group as you had ,embarrassing,

«planned., They are .Couldn't join 'em
«3upposed to be
~speople you know,
" »80 maybe they

oW, Pretend not
+to notice them
sand go on Yo an-

Jeren't talking +other group.n

«about you,"

JTurn around and
+«20 home, Of+if you
«didn't have car=
.fare and needed the
.money she short
«changed you, youw
might go'directly
«t0 the manager and
olet him handle it."

o Miiellm-it would
«depend, If she
.created & scens
+with the ¢ustomer
+~who was with Her
+might be bast. to
walt until she

."Hell, if the v
Jnovie was crowded
«and removing the

hat would cause a
«commotion, might

smove, If there

+"First move to an-
.other seat if there
«was ons. If not,
«just grin and bear
oit. These things
+happen all the
vtime, "

her if she'd
»mind removing
+the hat."
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VI Subjects

The items, as listed in Appendix II and scored in terms of the
criteria for plus and minus as given in the last section, were adminis-
tered to 63 "normal® individuals, Here, by normal is meant that the
subjects said that they had not been under the care of a physician for
at least a year and now felt under no particular need to be under one's
care, HNone felt that they had ever needed to go to a psychiatrist. In
addition, the supervisors or teachers of the subjects were questioned
regarding the relative work or study sefficiency of the subjects: they knew,
The subjects, all over 21, werea either employses of the Veterans
Administration Regional 0ffice at Kansas City, Missouri, or advanced stu=
dents (juniors, seniors, graduate studen‘b‘s) at the University of Kansas
City, Kansas City, itissouri,

In obtaining subjects from the university candidates for the experi-
ment were told that there was much work involved, but that they would
be compensated for their time, provided that they saw the experiment
through to the end. There were many reasons for employing this procedure,
though the chief ons was Yo 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 get a disagreeable task over with
as guickly as possible,

Employaes 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.

0f the 63 individuals who were administered the test, 61 turned in
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protecols that were scorable by this experimenter, Two individuals failed
to answer the five questi&’né‘ that appear on the second page of the test
folder, “

Scoring an item “‘plus"' ‘Af it reflected self-acceptance, and "minus"
Af 1t did not; yielded a range of scores from 0 to 15. The actual dis-
tribution of scores is given below.

Chart I

b
=

L4+

FIRIEIQJUIEINIC IY
'—J
oiwmuz:—\no-gjcc\oo

/23 ¥y 5 6 T 27 /0 / 12 73 4w t5

“Scores

It will be observed that the.distribution is distinctly bimodal. This
fact suggests that the self-accepting and non-self-accepting do not come
from the. ,semel'population, é_nd'thé.t the attridbute of self-acceptance tends
to be 'distriﬁuted in a plus-minus fashion, rather than being distributed
in the form of a graduated normal curve,

As' a check upon the scoring, all of which was done by this exporimenter,
a random sample of 15 protocols was selected from the total of 61. These
protocols, along with the scoring key and a brief discussion on the meanings
of terms, were given to two disinterested individuals (psychiatric social
workers) with: instructions to score the papers, and rank order the ine
‘dividuals in terms of score achieved: These two rankings, along with that
of this experimenter, were then used to calculate Kepdall's W, or coefficient of
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the essential agreement among raters. (15)

In this instance, W = .71

Testing this coefficient for significance by the Chi-squared
method provided by Kendall resulted in a P-value of .01, 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 productemoment
r's calculated between test items pertaining to the criteria. Letting a,
E, and ¢, represent the three criteria worth, experience, motives respectively,
the three product-moment r's are:

Tap = 32
Tge = 39
Tpe = +25

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 thres
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
ovn motives (eriteria 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 of test scores it was decided to
pair-subjects from among those who score 8 or less or 1l or more. There
were 32 individuals in the former groupy, 21 in the latter. From this group
of 53 individuals, 30 were finally selected for participation in the final
experiment, Of these 30, 16 (or & pairs) were employees of the Veterans
Administrationy 1k (or 7 pairs) were students of the University of Kansas
City. Essentials of the process by which 15 least self-accepting persons

were paired with 15 most self-accepting persons is given below:

TABLE I
Most self= least self-
Accepting Accepting
Education V.4, 13.5 13.0
X.C.U, 15,0 15.6
Total 1h.3 k.3
Age t V.A. 32.25 28.75
K.C.U. 2,.88 28.75
Total 28,56 26425
Test Scores : V.A. 12,12 7.75
K.C.U. 12,43 7.00
Total 12.28 7.38

In addition to the above, the folldwing is pertinent to the pairing:
No V.A. person was paired with a non-V.A. personj 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 for the experiment.
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VII The Experiment

In an earlier section it has been stated that the actual experiment
would congist of a ranking process involving four lists, each of which
would contain 10 items, and that the four lists would vary alorng an
emotional continuum. Here this will be dealt with in detail, beginning
with the construction of 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 lists, the
actual items in them, should pertain to values which a person might
reasonably be expected to holde It is thought that where the content is
such that personal values are not invelved, relatively little emotion will
be evoked; that is, that the person can discuss the items in the 1list with
another person, exchange ideas and resolve differences without becoming
unduly emotional, By aa extension of the above thinking, it is believed
that where personal values are involved, the exchange of ifeas and the
resolution of differences can be accompanied by relatively more emotion,
The implication Here is that the emotion evoking properties of the lists
are a function of the nature of the lists themselves,

Accordingly, four lisis have been constructed in the following
manner:

List 1t To consist of 10 cities, all of which are presumed to be
known by name, though not too well known with respect to
characteristics, To achieve this aim, the cities selected
are those in the 100,000 to 200,000 population range. The

subject was required to rank order the cities in terms of

population by pMessing,
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List 2: To consist of 10 jobsy all of which are presumed 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 peopls
holding the jobs,; had he the power to do so.

List 3: To consist of 10 crimes, all of which are presumed to be known
to the subject, However, none of the crimes are such that it
night be thought to draw out any special interest in the subject;
that is, none of the crimes are those which might be called
"iragic,® sensational", or “spectacular." The crimes are fairly
conmon ones of neither overly serious or bizarre naturs. 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 offenders, had the subject the power to hand out such
punishnent,

Tist hs To consist of 10 different groups of people who are presumed to
be familiar to the subject. These people are such that all
might be considered "socially objectionable" ia one way or another
in terms of the prevailing social mores. The requirement here
was for the subject to rank ourder these groups in terns of their
relative acceptability into his home on a social basis.

The complete listing of the four lista as they were presented to the
subjects in the experiment, along with the insiructiocns that were given,
is found in Appendix III,

To illustrate the rationale that went into the construction of the
lists one might say that it was expected by this experimenter that two

people would be able to discuss the relative sizes of Tacoma, Washington,
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and Norfolk, Virginia, without undue emotion, but that a similar dis-
cussion involving the priority for social visits to be assipgned to
atheists as:against narcotics addicts would evoke congsiderable emotlon.
Similarly, & déiscussion of the crimes would evoke more emotion than a
discussion nf jobs, but less than a discussion of people.

‘To check on the validity of the reasoning involved the subjects
were asked in the 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 iists. (See Appendix IV for the
questionnaire that was used.)

It was assumed that where the subject felt most involved he would
also have experienced most emotion, Thus, if 15 pairs of people were
asked to rank order the lists in order of invnlvement, one would expect,
if the reasoning that went into the construction of the lists were cor-
rect, that the highest mean position, indicating least involvement, would
fall to the ligst of cities; the next highest to Jobs; next to crimes;
and loweat to people. The mean ranks assigned to the four lists, based
on the rankings of all 30 subjects, follows:

Table 2
List 1 List 2 List 3 List L

(cities) (Jjobs) (crimes) (people)
3.43 2.90 175 17T

At first glance it would appear that while there is a trend in the
direction expected,still it is not as clear cut aspecially with regard to
Iists 3 and 4 ax one would likes The reason for this lack of desired
clarity, however, appears to be found in the difference in rankings be-

tween those considered self-accepting and those considered not. Consider
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the following:

Table 3

List X List 2 List 3 List 4

Self-accepting 3.73 2.93 2,00 1.30
Non-self- _

accepting 3.13 2,87 1.50 2.23

It is clear from the above table that while the self-accepiing people
tend to follow the anticipated trend, the non-selfwaccepting people do not.
In the case of the non-self-accepting people the locus of greatest involve-
ment is List 3, with List 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 lists, and that this is
taken into account in the treatment of the data,

In the actual experiment the procedure was as follows:

1, The subjects, working alone, not as members of a 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 of subjects were brought together. Working with one pair of

subjects at a time in a4 closed room, the procedure was as follows:

a. The subjects were seated together at a small table. They were
presented with a single copy of the four 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.
1. "Suppose we can't agree on what the ranking ought to be? Suppose my
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, but that these differences, when they appeared, had to be resolved.
Further, that in the resolution of differences 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 coin,
for example, This admonition was given in order to make sure that what
they produced represented a real joint effort, and not a chance solution.

The second question frequently asked was, "What is this all about?"
The answer was given that this was an experiment that had to do with opinions,
Usually no further explanatlion 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 of all transactions, In addition, the
two subjects were told that though the examiner would be in the vicinity
he would be unavailable for anything once the work got underway. 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 of the four lists hed teen 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 questiomnaire already mentioned, a copy of which has
‘been included in Appendix IV, When the questionnaire 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 obtained:

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.

¢. A ranking of the same lists done privately, following the joint

effort,

d. A completed questiommaire.

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 b,

Since the manner in which the ranking procedure provides data for
testing & hypothesis having to do with leading, following, exerting in-
fluence and being influenced is somewhat complicated, it will be dealt
with here in considerable detail.

First, consider that each individual rank ordered a given 1list three
times: once, alone; once, with a partner; once again, aloné. Thus, in the
case of a given list it is possible to calculate 10 coefficients of core
relation based on the work of two individuvals working on a list three
times as indicated,
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To show of what these correlations consist, the following notations
will be employed:

P and ¢ will represent two individuals in a pair.

P(1) will represent P's firsty or pre-joint effort ranking of a given
list,

P(2) will represent P's third, or post joint effort ranking of the
given list.

0(1) will represent Q's first, or pre-joint effort ranking of the
glven 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 0 in the Jjoint effort.

The 10 coefficients of correlation ~ rank order coefficients#- are
obtained in the following manner:

1. Correlate P(1) with P(2).

2, P(1) * o(1).
3. n P(1) * o0(2).
Ly ¢ P(1) " J.

5. P(2) " o(1).
6. " P(2) n o(2).
7. n P(2) v J.

8. o{1) * o(2).

% It will be brought out shortiy that some partial coefficierits of correlation
need be calculateds For this reason Kendall's Tau rather than Rho is the
coefficient used.
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9. Correlate 0(1) with J.
10. " o(2) " J
These 10 correlations exhust the possibilities for correlations obtained
by pai'.ring each person's ranking of a given list with all other rankings
in which he or his partner participated ei’::;her singly or jointly,
To each of the 10 correlations a psychological meaning can be applied:

These meanings are indicated in the chart belows

Chart .IT
Correlation  How Calculated Significance

1, P(1)P(2) P's pre-joint effort Reflects the amount of agreement between
ranking and his post- P#s pre-and post-joint effort rankings.
joint effort ranking When this agreement is high# the infer-
of a given list. ence will be made that P's vlews had not

changed much for having been in the joint
effort; when the agreement is lowj the
inference will be made that his views
had changed.

2, P(1)o(1) P's pre~joint effort  Reflects the amount of agreement between
ranking and O's pre-  P's pre-joint effort ranking and O's
joint effort rank- pre~joint effort ranking of a given list,
ing of 2 given list, ¥hen 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 given
list; when this agreement is low the
inference will be made that their views
were disgsimilar,

3. P(1)0(2) P's pre-joint effert  Reflects the amount of agreement between
ranking and O's post- P's pre-joint effort ranking and O's post-
Joint effort ranking Joint effort ranking of a given list. When
of a given list. 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 .LkL.
Correlations whose magnitude 15 less than Ll are to be considered low. The
selection of .Ul as a cut off point 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.
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P(1)J

P(2)0(1)

P(2)o(2)

P(2)J

o(1)o(2)

How ‘Calculat ed

P8 pre-joint effort
ranking of a list
and the ranking of

‘the same list in the

joint effort.

Same as # 3, above,
~P(1)0(2)= with P
and O interchanged.

P's post-Jjoint -
effort ranking of a
list'and O's post-
Joint ‘effort ‘rank-
ing of the same list.

P's post-joint
effort ranking of a
given list and the
ranking of the same
list in the joint
effol“b,.,

Same as # 1 « P(1)P(2)~

except, for O instead
of P
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.Siggificance

agreement is low, however, immediate
inference is not possible, for it is
not given whether P expressed his views
and O rejected them, or P simply did not
express his original views in the joint
effort. When pattemms of correlations
are taken up, this problem will be dealt
with further,

Reflects the amount of agreement between
P's pre-joint effort ranking and the Joint
effort ranking in which he participated.
When this agreement is high the inference
will be made that exerted some influence
in the determination of the joint effort
ranking; when this agreement is low the
inference will be made that P exerted
little influence in the determination

of the joint effort ranking.

Same as # 3 above with P and O inter-
changed.

Reflects the amount of agreement between
P's post-joint effort ranking and O's
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,

Reflects the amount of agreement between P's
post~joint effort ranking of a given list
and the joint effort ranking of the same
list in which he participated. When this
agreement is high the inference will be
made that P was influenced by the joint
effort; when this agreement is low the
inference will be made that P was not
influenced,



60,

Correlation How Calc\;lated Significance

9, 0(1)J Same as # I ~P(1)J-
except for 0 in-
stead of P.

10, 0(2)d  Same as # 7 -P(2)J-
except for O in-
stead of 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,
Chart 3

0(1) 0(2} J P(1)
tells how much tells how much  tells how much
the two were a~ of P's original P influenced
P(1) 1like prior to  views O accept— the joint
the joint ed.® effort.
effort. L , ,
tells how much tells how much  tells how much tells how much
of O's original the two were a- P was influen~ P was still in

P(2) ~views P accept~ 1like following ced by the agreement with
ed.# the joint Joint effort, himself follow-
sffort, ing joint effort.

tells how much tells how much
0 influenced 0 was influenw—
d. the joint ‘ced by the
effort Joint effort
tells how much
D'was still in
o(1) 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.



It needs to be pointed out at this juncture that in the presentation
of the correlation coefficients above, the symbols P and O were used with-
oul reference to the concept of self-acceptance, Thus the symbols? and
hence the discussion of the psychological s;gnificance of the correlations,
hawe general meaning in the sense that what has been said about the corre-
lations could apply to either the self-accepting member of the experimental
pair, or the non-self-accepting member., This means that the meaning of
the correlations is independent of the person producing them, Their
meaning is, rather, dependent upon the manner in which they are derived.

To relate this 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
obtained by counting up the number of times 0(2)J is high for the non-
self-accepting 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 that the self-accepting do or:do not differ significantly
from the non-Selfpaccepting 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 refect. the 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
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possible for one individual in the pair to dominate the scens; i.e.: have
his views prevail in the joint effort to the extent that the Joint effort
ranking resembles 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 above can be given in
the following manner:

1., P(1)J - exerted much influence in the determination of the joint

high |
effort.

2. P(2)d ~ accepted much influence from the joint effort.
high

3. P(1)P(2) - remained relatively unchanged for having been in the

high |
Joint effort.

L. P(2)0(1) =~ accepted few of the partner's original views as these

== were expressed 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 because he put a lot into it.

By way of contrast, consider the following which also illustrates accepting

influencefrom the joint effort, but of a qualitatively different kind.
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1. 0(1)d =~ exerted little influence in the determination of the
low
— joint effort.

2. 0(2)d - accepted much influence from the joint effort.
high

3. 0(1)0(2)~- changed from his original views for having been in the
low

joint effort.’
L. 0(2)P(1)~ did accept some of his partner's original views as these
high
were expressed in the course of the joint effort.

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 meart in the hypothesis by
the term, than is the acceptance of influence illustrated by the pattern shown
on the previous 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 log correlations that reflects
acceptance of influence as this term is defined in the hypothesis. It will be
shown too that this kind of acceptance of influence is not identical with
passive compliance, since this kiﬁd of acceptance of influence can occur
with 0(1)J high, and not only with 0(1)J low as indicated above.

From the two patterns presented, several points need be emphasized:

1. In both patterns the correlations P(2)J and 0(2) are high, reflecting
an acceptance of influence from the joint effort, but the kind of influence
being accepted is different in the case of the two individuals involved. In
only ‘one of these two instances does the acceptance mean acceptance of the

influence of the partner.
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2. Therefore, with respect to gquestions of acceptance of influence,
patterns are more precise and meaningful than are individual correlations.

3. The patterns arrived at by calling correlations either high or low
need be concerned with only L correlations for each individual: P(1)d,
P(2)d, P(1)P(2), and P(2)0(1), for the one person, and 0(1)J, 0(2)J, 0(1)0(2),
and 0(2)P(1) for the other, the partner.# These correlations reflect 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 examples 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 the combination
of the two patterns would be psychologically meaningful: the one psrson
exerted strong influence in the joint effort and the other person was ac-
cepting of it. (Two correlations, P(1)0(1) and P(2)0(2), do not have direct
relevancefor the hypothesis and, hence, need not be considered in the dis=
cussion of patterns to be taken up shortly.) As will be pointed out present-
ly, other patterns that "go together' also exist and can be used for the
purpose of making inferences.concerning the nature of the activity of the
Joint effort as this activity pertains to the hypothesis being tested.

L. The patterns have relevance for leading and following as well as
for questions of influence. In the two patterns given as examples, it is
possible to infer that person P was a leader in the joint effort in which
he and O appeared, and that person O was a follower, since P(1)J high must
be higher than 0(1)J low.
# This statement is not exactly true since the correlations P(1l)J and 0(1)J
‘as well as¢ the correlations P(2)0(1) and 0(2)P(1) can be influenced by the
magnitiude: of the:correlation P(1)0(1) which reflects the extent to which the
pair was in agreement prior to the joint effort, Therefore, for a wors
accurate picture in the case of these four correlations, extent of initial
agreement would need to be partialed out. In speaking of these correlations,

henceforth, it is to be understood that a partial rather than full correla-
tion is -intended,
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.5+ It is true that it is possible for two individuals to present
patterns in which both correlation are high, or both low. When both are
considered high or both low; in terms of ithe definition of high and low
as given, the one higher than the other might betitaken as evidence for
leading, under certain conditions which will be described later.

6: As in the case of the individual correlationsy the patterns are general
in the sense that they might be given by either the self-accepting 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 asscciation with-either the self-accepting or
non-self-accepting, That is, if a pattern denoting, say, acceptance of in-
fluence and leading occurs more frequently in the one group than in the 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 formed by
considering some high and some low. In the case of a single person the
four correlations, assuming that each can be either high or low, can give
rise to 16 patterns (ZLt = 16). However, though a single person produces the
i correlations, he cammot produce all 16 patterns. The reason for this is
twofold; 1) The 16 patterns are possible mathematically though not psycho-
logically. As will be pointed out shortly, some patterns possible mathematically
would be interpreted psychologically to mean that the person simultaneously
was accepting and rejecting influence. Psychological impossibility then,
sharply reduces the number of patterns that can actually occur. 2) The
nature of the experimental design reduces the number further. As will be

pointed out shortly, the experimental design is such that the likelihood of
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some correlations being high, and others low, is increased.

To illustrate these patterns, and point out possible reasons for their
actual occurrence and non-occurrence, diagrams will be used. 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
giveﬂ, only the four correlations of a single person will be treated. It is
to be understood therefora; that the patterns (in so far as they can actually
océur) 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(1)P(2) =~ index of change of one's original views.

he P(2)0(1) - index of acceptance of other's original views as expressed.

In the diagrams then, one will need the symbols P(1), P(2), J, and
0(1). A correlation between two rankings can be represented by a line joine
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(1)
J
P2)K---.0(1)

Solid lines joining P(1) and J, P(2) and J, and P(1) and P(2) mean
that in this pattern the correlations P(1)J, P(2)J, and P(1)P(2) are to
be consldered high; a broken line Joining P(2) and 0(1) means that the
correlation P(2)0(1) is to be considered low. It is to be recalled that
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this pattern is the one used earlier to illustrate the activity of the person
who dominated the situation,

Presented in groups based on the presence of common denominators within
each of the groups, the following are the mathematically possible patterns,

including both the psychologically possible and impossible,

P(1) P(1)
\;’

/

P(z)'z.’_ __.0(1) P(2)

P(1) P(1)
J J '\
’ ",

__-.0(1)  P(2) 7o RV o)

It is to be observed that the four patterns given above have the follow-
ing in commons

1. In each P(1)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(1)J),
yet was not accepting of the influence of the Joint effort (low P(2)d).
Psychologically it is somewhat difficult to see how this could come about,
since the implication of a high P(1)J and a low P(2)J is that the person was
not accepting of some of the influence he himself exerted.

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
performed alone to the 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 howr or less elapsed before the subject was required to rank the same
lisf‘again, alone., It would be very difficult therefore to explain the
sudden dissipation of the strength of feeling held by the person, since
such diseipation is implicit in the low P(2)J following the high P(1)d.

Such an event would appear to be a very atypical one. It is not
impossible of course; i.e.: a confused period following the joint effort
might account for it. However, considering that the subjects were normal
individuals, as defined, a period of confusion of such proportions would
appear to be highly unlikely. That 1t is an atypical event is attested
to by the fact that in the experiment it never occurred.

Consider the following two patterns:

P(1) P(1),

\
\

y

4
/

o(1) P(2)—.0(1)

P(2)

The following is common to the two patterns:

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 did accept some of the partner's
original views. One might wonder here how the person could accept some of
his partner's coriginal views without also accepting influence from the
Joint effort, at least to the extent of making this correlation high also.
It is not impossible for it to cccur, 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 afterward
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the person P decided that the partner's original views were, after all
worthy of;merit, Because of the time factor, however, it is not likely
that P had time enough to make such reconsiderations; i.e.: only a
quarter of &n hour elapsed between the performance of the joint effort
ranking and the second individual rarking, Too, the quarter hour was
spent £illing out a questionnaire. Thus, though the pattern is possible, it
must be considered somewhat impgpbable in the experiment as it was carried
out. Neither of the patterns was actually observed.

Consider the following four patterns:
P(1)y P(1) P(1), P(1)

] "\ J
] ’

’

P(2) o ~o(1) P(2)

o(1)  P(2) o(1)  P(2) o(1)

Since these patterns have no single common denominator, they will not
be treated as a group.

Consider the first: All correlations are low. The perzon exerted
1ittle influence, 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
posifipn. There would appear to be two possible interpretations of this
pattern: 1) 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 unlikely considering that the subjects
were all volunteers who were being paid for their services elther in
actual money or in paid time off from regular duties. The second possibility
has two aspects: 1)Either the person is subject to shifting interests, or,
2) The lists are such that shifting interest is encoutaged; i.e.: it is

difficult to get set ideas with respect to the ranking of items in the lists,
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The first possibility is not likely in the case of normal 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" for 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 items. This,however, is not prodf that the
items do in fact stimulate interest. Ideally such a proof would consist of
a control group to.rank order the lists upon two different occasions:without
‘an intervening Joint effort prodedure. Presumably, if the correlations were
high - correlating thé first effort with the second - the inference could
be made that the items were such that interest in them did exist.

Unfortunately, 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(1)P(2). This means

that the person did accept influence from the joint effort, yet at the same time



managed to retain enongh:ofihis 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 form of the patterns given it did not occur,

Below are reproduced the threoc patterns with the common denominator
P(2)J high, and P(1)P(2) high. Below them are reproduced three patterns which

are gimiliar though not identical, and which did occur in the experiment.

P(1), P(1) P(1)
\\ _ \\
P(2) o(1) P(2)¥ - - -.0(1) P(2) 0(1)
P(1)y P(1)y P(1)
N

\

I\
N |
) 1
,P(Z):L_O(l) P(2)¥ .. _.0(0) PVY_ _ _.o@)

With respect to the first two patterns in each line, it can be sezn 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'!s own views 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 reténtion 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
depends upon whether it is greater than or equal to .Lh, or whether it is less

then .lli. This means that it is possible for a correlation called high not to
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differ significantly in 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 first 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(1)J is low, either P(2)J (or
P(2)0(1)) is high or P(1)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 would be necessary psychologically. This could argue for the
position that in the experiment when a person was convinced, his convi;tion
tended to be such that a high correlation between pre and post Jjoint 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, a 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 patierns 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(1)J, high P(2)J, and high P(1)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,
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Consider the following sets of three patterns which did occur in the

experiments
P(l). P(1) P(1)
Y > ’
P(2)1 o(1) P(2) - _ ~0(1) p(2)L"- - ~o(u)

The first two patterns support some of the statements just made, namely,
that when a person is accepting 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),
he tequ to abandon his own original position. It need 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-
teration in one's own original views. In the second there is acceptance of
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 altered in a direction away from his first position, though not
in a direction toward the first position of the partner, Bothj;atterns would
then have the common denominator of reflecting acceptance of iﬁfluence emanating
from the Joint effort,

The meaning of the third pattern would appear Po be all but self-evident:
the person neither exerts nor accepts influence, but rather adheres to his own
original views.

Of the 16 possible patterns then, only the following six actually appear
in the experiment:

#1. P(1) #2. B(1) #. P(L)
| d \J F\J

» |

/

PV _ .o(1) P(2)k’- - ~o(1) P(2)¢/ - - —.0(1)
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ﬁgi;P(l)$\ #5. P(1) #6+ P(1),

g N
P(2):Z. -+0(1) P(2) 'O_(l-) P(2)Z_.'0(l)

. ) .
For the sake of convenience these patterns can be given names, Consider

\

#1f This could be a pattern reflecting behavior of ‘a dominating character;
that is, it could be taken to mean that the person exerted strong influence
in the determination of the Jjoint 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-3 and P-5,
which also reflect exerting strong influence but with the concommitant
acceptance of some of the partner's influence, at least to the extent of
departing sufficiently from the person's original position to yleld a
correlation P(1)P(2) that is called low. Considered with reference to

the hypothesis being tested, the important characteristics of the pattern
are that itcreflects leading and non-acceptance of the influence of the
partner. Here leading means exerting strong influence in the determination
of the joint effort ranking. Lleading also assumes that P(1)J (in pattern #1)
is greater than 0(1)J in the partner's corresponding pattern whatever it
may be. While there is no theoretical reason for making this assumption, in
the experiment, whenever this pattern was given,P(1)J was always higher than
the partner's corresponding O(I)J; This pattern then will be called one

of leading and non-acceptance of 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 of the person giving itji.e.:
the person has the characteristic of being dominating; or it can arise out of
the characteristics of the interpersonal situationj 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 of the partner when this pattern appears.
If in a group (of 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 person. rather than of the situation.

#e. In.%ome respects this pattern might be thought of as the complement
of number l., for in this pattern following and non-acceptance of influence
of the partner is indicated: low P(1)J, P(Z)J,P(E)O(lj, and high P(1)P(2).
As in the case of number 1., the question of whether the pattern is a function
of the person giving it or of the situation in which it occurs can to some
extent be determined in terms of the patterns presented by the various partners.

The pattern will be called one of following and non-acceptance of influence.

#3 and #4. These patterns can be considered together, for the essential
characteristic of each is the acceptance of influence emanating in the
Jjoint effort with accompanying departure from the original position. held.
This influence, as has besen pointed out, is attributable not difectly to
the partner in the sense of accepting his ideas per se, but is attributable
to him in- the sense that in the process of working with him, P obtained
points of view which were different from those he held originally, and which
he accep:ed.to replace those originally held. The chief distinction between
#3 and #4 is that in the former the person leed, 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 #i. In so far as all four

patterns reflect acceptance of influence of the partner they are the same.
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With respect to # 5 and #6, the chief difference consists of the difference
between leading and following, with the former condition characterizing
#5, and the latter # 6.

Patterns #3 and #5 will be called lecading and accepting of the joint

effort; #i and #6 will be called following and accepting the influence of

the joint sffort.

As in the discussion of pattern #1, here too leading is in part a function
of P(1)J being greater than 0(1)J. Thorefore, in the discussion of the
results of the experiment in the next section, when an event such-as one
in which P gives pattern #L and O gives; say, #6 arises, some modification
of the above descriptive titles will be made.

Something of the course of subseguent discussion is indicated by
the present discussion, That }s, 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 non-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 the factor of the emotion evoking properties of the lists in
relation to acceptance of influence is considored.

A1l tabulations made in ‘the next section are based upon the data as
.glven in Appendix I.
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VIII Resylts ang Discussion

The hypotheses with which this thgsis is concerned will be tested in
the order im which they were presented in Section IV, pages 29-3l.

The first hypothesis asserted that the self-accepting would be more
realistic ih their appraisal of the involvements of the non-self-accepting
than the latter would 'be of the involvements of the former. The second
hypothesis asserted thHat the self-accepting would be more accepting of
the influence of the joint effort whether leading or not in the discussion,
and whether the tasks were or wers not emotion evoking.

In order to test muber 1. above, the information provided by the short
questionnaire, which was filled out by the subjects immediately following the
Jjoint effort, was used, The questionnaire is given in Appendix IV,

The manner in which number 1. was tested, follows:

When a subject -~ P = indicated that he was most involved on say, List L,
and his partner - 0 - indicated that in his opinion P was most involved
on List L, 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 1east involvement
and O's appraisal of P's place of least involvement, a score of "plus" was
given 0. The same procedure was then followed with respect to O's stated
places of most and least involvement, and P!s appraisal of them.

To test the hypothesis, then, it was necessary 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
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were constructed:

Table 5%
N's appraisal
Correct Tncorrsct

S most involved 8 7
S leust involved 9 é

S's appraisal
Correct Incorrsct
N most involved 13 2
N least involved 1 1
The above table would appear to indicate that S is superior to N
in the appraisal of both places of most involvement and least involvement

of the partner. To test whether differences in frequency of corrasct

appraisals was significant, the following table was constructed:

Table 6
Appraisals of
Most involvement
Correct ' Incorrect
S 13 2
N 8 7
Chi-squared calculated for the above table is L.0 which has a corres-
ponding P-value of ,05. 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 involvement of the partner, where

this involvement is greatest.

# In this table; and all those to follow, § will always represent a self-
accepting personj N will always represent a non-self-accepting person,
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Constructing a table with respect to appraisals of place of least
involvement, yielded the following:
Table 7

Appraisals of
Least Involvement

Corract Incorrect
3 1k 1
N 9 6

The chi-squared value for the abové table is L.6, and the corresponding
P-value is less than .,05. Hence the observed difference in frequency of
correctness of appraisal of place of least involvement is to be regarded as
significant,

From the above tables it would dppear that the .conclusion is warranted.
that the self-accepting do tend to be more realistic in their appraisal of
the other person's involvements. The hypothesis would thus tend to be
supported.

The second hypothesis asserts that the self-accepting will differ from
the non-self-accepting in terms of acceptance of influence, That is, that the
self-accepting person would tend to exhibit patterns of bshavior that could
be called "accepting of iniluence of the joint cffori" whether leading or
following, and whether the task was evoking of much emotion or little; whereas
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 discussed in the pre-
vious séction. It will be recalled that such patterns are characterized by
the following: influence emanading from the joint effort tends to be

accepted; original views held by the person tend to be altered. It will
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be recalled further that the influence emanating from the joint effort
can be of two kinds; 1) that derived fraom the partner directly, as this
1s reflected in the acceptance of the original views held by the partner,
as these views were expressed; 2) that derived from the joint effort
discussion in which the person's views wsere altered though'not in the
direction of the partner's original views.

Patterns taken to mean that the person was not accepting of influence
were also discussed. It will be recalled that the prima characteristic
of such patterns is that the person giving them did not alter original views
much,

Leading, it was pointed out, i5s inferred from the magnitudes of the
correlations P(1)J and O{1)Jd. ‘'that is, when P(1)J is larger than 0(1)J
the inferencé is made that in the determination of the joint effort ranking
P was the leader and O the follower.

Therefore, to test the hypothesis, it is necessary to show that the
condition leading - following ie or is not related to the conditicn acceptance -
non-acceptance of influence, for the two groups. Accordingly, the following
table was constructed:

Table 8

Non~acceptance Acceptance
of influence of influence

S leads 1

8 follows 0 9 P= ko
List 1

N lesds 1 8

N follows L 2 P=,05

The first part of the above table is interpreted.to mean that in six
instances, out of 15, the correlation P(1l)J for S was greater than the

correlation O(1)J for N, and that ir those six instances, only once was
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the pattern,in which the high P(1)J was found,indicative of non-acceptance
of influence. In the remaining five instances high P(1l)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(1)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
leading he tends to accept influence,but when following does not in four of
the six instances in which he followed.

When Chi-squared is calculated for each of the 2X2 tables, the resulting
P-values are .40 for the self-acceptihg, and .05 for the non-self-accepting.s#
This indicates that in the case of the self-accepting, there is'nb 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 the
non-gelf-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 are calculated by the "Exact Method" as. given by Kendall(1l5) 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 by 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
Yyields theoretical cell entries that are too small for the ordinary methods
of calculating Chi-squared and its corresponding P-value.
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Table 9

Non-acceptance Acceptance
of Influence of Influence

S leads 1
S follows 2 8 P=, 76
list. 2
o N leads 1 9
N follows L 1 P=,02
vTable 10
Non~-acceptance. Acceptance
of Influence of Influence
S leads 5 5 .
S follows 2 3 P=.49
List 3
N leads 3 2
N follows 10 0 P =,09
Table 11
Non-acceptance Acceptance
of Influence of Influence
S leads 10 2
S follows 0 3 P=,02
List L
N leads 0 3
N follows 11 1l 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 1, Table 8, That is, that for the non~self-accepting people
there is a relationship between leading and following cn 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-acceptinrg nerson, on the other hand,

no such relationship exists; i.e.: whether leading or following, he tends
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to be amenable to influence.

With respect to Lists 3 and L4, Tables 10 and 11, the trend mentioned
as characteristic of the non-self-accepting person on Lists 1 and 2 is
continued. On List 3 the trend 'is not as strong as on List L 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
first three lists tend to continue through to the fourth list, but on the
fourth list a deviation is obsérved, Here, as in the case of the non-self-
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 answer concerning the existence of the deviationy it does provide
(in this experimenter!s opinion) information that points to where one
might look for an answer., In this light the following information seems
pertinent:

There appears to be an overall trend for both groups to be more non-
accepting of influence as degree of involvement increases. Consider the
following table:

Table 12

Degree of Frequency of Degree of Frequency of
involvement non-acceptance involvement non-acceptance

of S of influence of N of influence
1 1 1 5
2 3 2 1
3 7 3 11
N 10 N 13
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And conversely, as involvement increases, there appears to be a
trend for both groups to be less accepting of influence. Congider the
following table:

Table 13

Degree of TFrequency of Degree of Frequency of
involvement acceptance involvement acceptance

of S of influence of N of influence
1l 1 1 10
2 12 2 10
3 8 3 l
k 5 N 2

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 for
the self-accepting group. This might indicate that while both groups
find it more difficult to accept influence and easier 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 invelved would reduce cooperative tendencies, as these: have besn
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 Lk, The former list is the
locus of the non-self-accepting group's greatest involvement, 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-
accepting 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
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leading and following and accepting and not accepting influence is
significant at only the .09 level of confidence. Too, it appears that
the not accepting behavior exhibited by the non-self-accepting people
is not to be understood as a reaction to dominating behavior of the
self-accepting people. While it is true that during the working of
List 3 the self-accepting people tended to lead more often than the non-
self-accepting people, 10 as contrasted to 5, the data in the appendix
denotes the fact that of the 10 times the self-accepting do lead, only S
times do they do it in a manner that might be considered domineering; i.e.:
exhibit high #(1)J, high P(2)J, and high P(X)P(2). Thus the domination
tendencies, if indeed they are suck, could not explain the 13 instances
in which the noqfself—accepfing people are not accepting of influence.

The frequency with which they do not accept influence would appear
to be sufficiently large to discriminate between the two groups. To test
whether it is or not, the following table was constructed:

Table 1y
Non-acceptance Acceptance
of influence of influence
S 7 8

List 3 N 13 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 person's
greatest involvement, the further conclusion is drawn that where they are
most involved they tend to be not hccepting of influence with a frequency
that distinguishes them from the self-accepting group.

By way of contrast, the fdllowing table is constructed on the basis
of work done” on List li, the locus of greatest involvement of the self-

accepting group.
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Table 15
Non-acceptance Acceptance
of influence of influence
S 10 5
List b N 11 N P=,28

From the above table the conclusion is drawn that in the case of the
self-accepting group, frequency of non-acceptance of influence where 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:

1., In the case of the non-self-accepting people there does appear to
be an overall relationship between leading and following, and accepting and
not accepting influence, with the general trend being Accepfing of influence
when leading but not when following.

2. In the case of the self-accepting people a trend exists for therc
to be no such relationship, until the locus of greatest involvement is
reached, At this point there does appear to Ye a relationship.

3« The reason for the relationship at éhis 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 factor 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-acceptingj where the latter are

most involved this is not true,

Since, in the hypothesis it was stated that acceptance of influence
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was related to cooperativeness, the following is offered:

If cooperativeness can be defined in terms of matching patterns
reflecting acceptance of influence, and failing to match pattérns reflect-
ing non-acceptance of influence, then the following test is possible:

Let A represent patterns reflecting acceptance of influence; R represent

patterns reflecting non-acceptance of influence.

Table 16
S1s% Nts &
S uses N uses N uses S uses A for A .for
A A R A A_R_N'sA SlsA
List 1 1k 10 L 10 |10 3] 1.00 0.71
1ist 2 12 8§ L 10 8 .2 .80 0.67
List '3 8 2 6 2 20 0 1.00 0.25
List k4 5 L 1 L L © 1,00 0.80

It is to be observed that S consistently matches N's“%se.of patterns
of acceptance of influence, but that N does not match S's use 6}-éuch
patterns with equal consistency, This would tend to support the assertion
that self-accepting people tend to be more cooperative 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 following, where involved and where not - in
the case of the self-accepting people; 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-self-accepting

less frequently than would the latter match the former's.

Table 17

S's 4 N's &
Suses N uses N uses S uses R for R for
R R A R R A N'sR S!'sR

List 1 1 1 0 5 1 L 0,20 1.00
List 2 3 1 2 5 1 L4 0.20 0.33
1ist 3 7 7 s} 13 7 6 0.54 1.00
Iist L 10 10 o0 11 10 1 0,91 1,00

The eabove table bears out expectations: the self-accepting do tend to
match the non-self-accepting people's patterns of non-acceptance of influsnce
less frequently than do the latter match these same patierns 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 péople tend to be more accepting of the influence of the
Joint effort, where such influence is defined in terms of an acceptance of
the partner's ideas directly, or an acceptance of ideas arising in the -course:
of the joint effcrt which are different from 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 chiéfly when lsad-

ing but not when following,
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For the non-selfw-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 relationship until the highest degree of in-
volvement is reached.. At this point both groups tend strongly not to be
accepting of influence, though the tendency to be not accepting 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 further
spudy for the current project does not permit the making of adequate enough
inferences to explain the effect of this factor. A study that might yield
interesting data upon the question might be one in which the current study
was repeated though in a somewhat different way. That is, if the 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
of personal involvement might be more clearly seen, For example, in the
current study, it is not clear what actually occurred during the working of
Lie% lj: That is, was it the case that the non-self-accepting person with-
drew from the 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 the case
that the self-accepting perscn, being the most highly involved here, dominated
the situation to the extent that the non~self-accepting person was permitted
no opportunity to exert influence?

Wera 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 influence through List 4, while non-self-accepting people
when matched, might be expected to be rejecting of each other's influence
through Lists 3 and L, Were such expectations to materialize, the results
of 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 study it has 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 be accepting of influence
chiefly when leading but not when following, In the hypothesis the assertion
was made that this state of affairs might be expected because of the non-
self-accepting person's reluctance to "give in" during a discussion involving
differing points of views, This is equivalent to asserting that in some way
"eiving in" tends to be perceived by the non-self-accepting person as an act
that is not self-enhancing, and hence tc bes avoided. By implication, "not
giving in" might be perceived as self-enhancing, as might also "making the
other fellow give in.”

This, however, is theoretical and speculative. The significance of
self-gnhancing acts for the non-self-accepting person would need to be
studied further, One way in which this could be done would be to incorporate
into the study proposed above, lists which contain items which pertain more
directly 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-enhancement involved when the person determined the ranking
of the item in the Jjoint effort, and little or no self-enhancement to be
obtained when the person determined the ranking of other items in the joint
effort,.
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Were such }ists to be constructed, it would be possible to observe
more closely than was possible in the current study, the behavior of the
non-self-accepting group when dealing with the self-enhancing and non-
self-enhancing.items. Further, a comparison could then be made between
the two groups with respect to treatment afforded the self-enhancing and
non-gself-enhancing items.

What is.being proposed in the above is a repetition of the current
study, a repetiticn that would consist of a larger number of subjects, with
two additional pairings, working on lists thet aim more directly to get at
the question of self-enhancepent. Such a study, in addition to casting
light upon issues raised here, would be more supporting of the Rogerian
theories than tke current study,
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Note to Appendix I

On the following five pages will be found the basic data of the
experiment, The date is presentsd in the form of diagrams. These
diagrams follow thé;principleS”alraady set forth in the section having
to do with a discussion of patterns: a broken line between two peints,
say P(1) and P(2) indicates that the sorrelation P(1)P(2) is considered
low in terms of the criteria for high. and low correlations.

The diagrams on the following pages differ from those presented
earlier in that all ten coefficients of corrélation produced by a pair
of subjects 1s given. In addition, the actual correlations as obtained
from the rankings presented by the subjects dare given, The numbers ropresent-
ing the actual correlations are placed a@jacent to the line joining the
two rankings which were correlated, where the rankings are representsd by
the points P(1)y P(2), O(L), 0(2), and J, For the correlations P(1)J, 0(1)J,
P(2)0(1) and 0(2)F(1), tie numbers given represent partials, From each of
these four correlations,the relationship of the two rankings involved to
the amount of initial agreement present, has baen partialed out.

Under each of the diagrams is the classification of the pattern yielded
by each of the members of the pair. “The following abbreviations are used:

Acc Inf (L) - accepts influence and NeAcc Inf (L) - deceS not accept in-
leads fluencq and leads

4

Ace Inf (¥) - accepts influence and N-Ace Inf (F) - does not accept in-
follows fluence and follows.,

All didgrams in the first column pertain to work on List 1l;all.in the
second coluxn to List 2, and so forth. The top line represents rankings of

self-accepting people, bottom line the non-self-accepting people.,
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APPENDIX II
INSTRUCTIONS

On the following pages you will find 15 questions. Answer these
questions to the best of your ability, making sure that the answer re~
flects what you honestly think is correct.

-State your answers as explicitly as possible. Do not give single

sentence answers if you can avoid it. Make sure your answer leaves no

doubt as to what you think. If 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 is,
if in answering a question you say to yourself, "Well, it all depends...",
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.



1.

2.

3.

L.

5.

Te

8.

%

10.

What is the thing to do if, having received an invitation to a
social gathering, you are informed that there will be present
several individuvals who arg considered very important in the
field you hope to enter, You are told they may want to "look
you over."

What is the thing to do if a friend, having promised to appear
in the afterncon to help you study for an important exam,; fails
to appear, and then in the evening phonss and explains that he
has been ill, He sounds intoxicated.

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 of the building to another,

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 1t must have a "dirty minds."

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.

What is the thing to do if, having borrowed something from & friend
for a few days, it beccmes damaged slightly immediately after you
get it, (Small dent on 2 car fender; ink stain on a book, etc.)

What is the thing to do if, being engaged in something which as
far as you can see is not bad, you learn that some people are
eriticising you for it.

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 angrye.

What is the thing to do if, having invited a perscn you know

to look over your new house, and hearing him praise it lavishly,
you learn that he 1is now telling people that the house is terrible
and that you have poor taste.

What is the thing to do if at a party at which games are being
played, the host (or hostess) urges you to participate in a.game
and you know you ars no good at it.



12,

13.

15.

‘What is the thing to do if as a. ciub member, you are anxious

to be appointed to a certain committee, and the president
(who knows of your wishes) appoints someone else.

¥hat is the thing to do if, while watching a movie, a woman
wearing & large hat sits directly in front of you and shows
no indication of removing the hat.

What is the thing to do if 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.

that 1s the thing to do if, having planned cn contributing
only a small sum to charity bscause it was all you could
conveniently afford, you learn that the list of contributors
(with amount contributed) is to be published.

What 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 bshaving intimately,



List 1.

List 2?

List 3.

APPENDIX IIX

Consider the following list of cities, Rank them in what you
believe to be the right order of population. Place a 1 in the
parentheses beside that city which you believe to be the largest;
place a 2 in the parentheses beside that city you believe to be

the next largest, and so on. Continue on through the list until
you have placed & 10 beside that city which you believe to be

the smallest. (Do not look up the correct order; you are to guess. )

1. Tacoma, Wash, () 6. Knoxvills, Tenn, ()
2, New Haven, Conn. () 7. Scranton, Pa. ()
3, Gary, Ind, {) 8. Norfolk, Va. ()
k. Camden, N. J. () 9. Raleigh, N. © ()
5- Albany, N. Y, ( ) 10, Reno, Neb, ( )

Consider the occupations listed below. Suppose you have it in
your power to decide how much money people in each of the occupa-
tiong should earn., Place a 1 in the parentheses beside that
occupation to which you would assign the highest wage; place a 2
in the parentheses beside 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. Chef in large hotel () 6. News reporter on radio
2. Diamond cutter () 7. Mortician
3. Office manager 8+ Forest ranger
L. Weather forecaster 9. Deep sea diver
5. Material inspector in ( ) 10, Lighthouse keeper
a factory

Y ¥ ¥
Mt Noor”
NN

Conagider the following crimes., Suppose you have it in your power
to decide on penalties for each of the erimes., Place a 1 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.
Continve 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 exposure ()
2. Vandalism ) 7. Physical assault ()
3. Theft () 8. Slander ()
L. Perjury () 9. Abandonment ()
5. Tax evasion ( ) 10. Deceit with intent to ()

defraud



List L+ 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 a 1 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 uwntil 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 who practice nudism.

3¢ People who advocate communism.

i People who practice atheism.

5« People who work as burlesque performers.

6. Feople who are paroled convicts.

T+ People who practice "free love."

8. People wlic are mental patients.

9. People who publish and sell pornographic material.
10. People who use narcotics.

FTN TN PN SN PN PN SN PN N
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APPENDIX IV

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY UNDERLINING THE APPROFRIATE NUMBER.

1. On which of the lists
2. On which of the lists
3. On which of the lists
4. On which of the lists
5. On which of the lists
6. On which of the lists
7. On which of the lists

8. On which of the lists

YOUR NAME:

was agreement most difficult to achieve?

1, 2, 3, L.
was agreement next most difficult to achieve?
1, 2, 3, kL.
was agreement easiest to achieve?
1, 2, 3, L.
did you personally feel most involved?
1, 24 3, L.
did you personally feel next most involved?
1, 2, 3, L.
did you personally feel least involved?
l’ 2’ 3, ho
did you feel that your partner was most involved?
1, 2, 3, L.
did you feel that your partner was least involved?
1’ 2’ 3’ )4‘
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