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ABSTRACT

Carl Rogers (1951) maintains that the self-concept
and self-acoeptance are consistent components within indivi~
duals, Numerous attempts to verify this proposition have
been unable to produce clear results, The present study
hae examined the influence of experimentally induced success
and failure on consistency of self-acceptance,

| Three groups of 20 subjects, matched on the bapis of
age, 8eX, intelligence and level of self-mcceptance, were
selected to test the hypothesis, One group was called the
BUCCess group, & second, the failure group and the third,
the contrel group., PFerformence on & fiectional perceptual
diserimination task supposedly related to success or failure
in wniversity graduation was employed to provide the experi~
mental conditlons,

A complex analysis of veriance was applied to scores
on & self-acceptsnce test belore and after the induction of
success and failure, An P value of .63 not signifiocant at

 the 5% level of confidence was obtained. A significant
difference was obtained, however, at the 1% level of confi-
dence within the success group., BResults are tentative in the

abgence of test reliability.

iii
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PREFACE

Ex@arimentation’with the concepts of 'self' and
'self~acceptance! has been greatly hampered due to method-
ological and theoretiocal problems, In this study the probe
lem concerning consistency or generality of self-acceptance
is investigated, Since Ggrl Rs Rogers has been most influ~-
ential in this field, Roger's definitions are employed oper-
ationally to define 'self' and ‘'self-acceptance', The
specific hypothesis tested was that experimentally induced
success and fallure would have no significant effect on the
level of self-acceptance,

The author wishes to express his deepest grati-
tude to Reverend M, A, Record, C,8,B,, M,A., for his advise
and guidance in the preparation of this study. Similar
gratitude must also be extended to Brother R. Philip, F.S8.C.,
Ph.,D., end Dr. Rudolf A, Helling, Ph,D., for thelr counsel
and inspiration. The author would aiaa like to thank the
students who took part in the experimantatiqn. Finally, this
project might never have been completed witﬁout the help of
Reverend R, C. Pehr, C.S.B., Ph,D,
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éam*rﬁma X
INTRODUCRION

Research in ael?epsyahalugy has flourighed de~
spite both theoretical end methodological problens concern=
ing the nature and existence of a self-concept, Intereat
in this field was firet generated by such writers as Fromm
(1939) and Horney (1937) who claimed that love of one's self
was & necessary preliminary for love of another, Adler (1924)
wrote that a tendency to disparsge arose out of & feeling of
inferiority as an over-compensation. Sullivan (1947) defined
psychiatyy as the study of interpersonal relations and olaimed
thet an individual nmenifests mental health or mental disorder
within these relations.

The greatest influence which became the key to the
resurgence of interest in self and self-inerelationship in
personality dynamles was provided by Rogers snd his sssoclates
at the University of Chicago, Rogers' (1951) hypothesis that
& person who accepie himself thoroughly will necessarily im-
prove his relationship with those with whom he has personal
sontact, because of his greater underetanding and acceptance
of them, led to & series of empirical atudies attempting to
tert these propositions.
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BACKGROUND OF RELATED RESEARCH

Positive relationships between acceptance of self
and good interpersonal relations were discovered by Raimy
(1948), Sheerer (1949), Stock (1949), Bills, Vance and
McLean (1951), Rudicoff (1952), HMowrer (1953), Butler and
Haigh (1954) Hanlon,Hoffstaetter and O'Comnor (1954),
Kennedy (1958) and Omwake (1959), Meanwhile Meltzer (1953),
Pey (1954), Zimmexr {1954) and Zuckerman (1956) report nege-
tive findings; self-acceptance is not related to good inter-
personal relations.

Another series of studies dealing with self-
‘agceptance and adjustment was alse stimulated by Rogers (1951).
He ptated,

It would occur that when all the ways in

which the individual perceives himself ==

all perceptions of the qualities, abilities,

impulses and attitudes of the person and all

perceptions of himmself in relation to others

-~ are accepted into the organized consclous

concept of the self, then this achievement

ie accompanied by feelings of comfort and

freedom from tenaion which are experienced

as psychological adjustment,

Empirical evidence in favor of Rogers' formation is
provided by MoQuitty (1950), Cowen (1953), Chase (1957),
Rapaport (1958), Smith (1958), Turner end Vanderlippe (1958)
and Akeret (1959), The results of Freedman's study (1955)
reject a simple relationship between acceptance of self and
ad justment, while Chodorkoff (1954) and Block and Thomas
(1955) argue agasinst & linear relationship and point to a

curvilinear relationship between the two variables,
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Reaearah'Invalviﬁgftha Generality or Consisteney of Self

Because eénaiatancy or generality of the self-
concept and selfwaéaeptaneﬁ has often been assumed, relevant
literature is quite scanty. DButler and Haigh (1954) report
& rise in the level of self-gsteem and adjustment as a cone~
sequence of elient~centered therapy. A product-moment cor-
relation of .0l between melf and ideasl self-concepts was
found in & group prior to client-centered therapy. After
therapy a correlation of .%6 is reported, For the control
group this correletion remained between ,57 and .58,

Thorne (1954) found that following induced failure
on a mirror drawing task, subjects whose initial level of
self-aecepitance was high tanﬁéﬁ to lower their self-ratings
in the direction of & more realistic evaluation while origi-
nally low self-accepting eubjects tended to increase self-
acceptance scores snd showsed concern over less of self-esteen,
These resulte suggest that self-sceeptunce im influenced by
environmental events and that persons respond self-reflexive-
1y to perceived successes and failures,

Sharma (1956) found thet eignificent changes in self-
esteem did ocour under conditions of stress and support., Two
experimental groups changed their self-eateem scores signi-
ficantly more than the control group but the pattern of change
wes uninterpretable, Purther, those whose mell-estieem scores
changed under stress were found to have exhibited different
personality characteristics in the pretest than those who
changed in the supporting situation,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Stotland end Zander (1958) on the other hand,
found that parfermﬂnc$ on & visusl motor task (competition
on a puzzle) did not produce any coneistent consequences on
self-evaluation a) in the area of visual motor coordination
ability employed in the task, or b) in the individual taken
ag & whole, These results coincide with an earlier experi-
ment performed by Stotland, Thorley, Thomas, Cohen and Zander
(1957). Their hypothesis that general self-esteem was too
enduring & characteristic to be effected by & single experi-
mental failure on a8 puzzle was substantiasted,

In accordance with thelr hypothesis, Diggory and
Megaziner (1959) report that subjects who failed on a capacity
on which they had originally rated themselves low did not
}change as nmany self-ratings nor change them as much as did
the original high-raters, However,no significent effects on
global self-evaluation retings were found for either group.

Wylie (1961) in a survey of literature on self-
concept experimentation concludes that subjects will, under
certain conditions, change their characterietic level of
self-evaluastion after experimentally induced success and
failure, These changes, however, are more likely to ococur on
the experimental task itself, or on the characterisiic which
has been evaluated rather than on the entire seli-acceptance
framework, She concludes,

Numerous scaling and measurement problems make

the changes which do cceur difficult to inter-

pret, PFindings of no change in global self-

regard after a single fallure are congruent with

self-concept theory but such null findings cannot

be clearly interpreted without experimental rep-
lication,
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PURPOSE OF PRESENT RESEARCH
The‘yrnbism for this proposed research grows out
of the need of'rafipe&~thaeraﬁie&1 and methodologleal conw~
structe in "gelf" e&perimanﬁation. Heretofore research in
this area has been difficult %o interpret.

Theoretical and Methodological Problems in the Area

There is no single definition of the self which
would be acceptable to all, Two meanings out of many pre-
doninate first, the self as subject or agent, second, the
self ag the individual who is known to himeelf (English and
English, 1958). The terms "self®, and "self-acceptance" and
"gelf-conoept™ are commonly used with reference to the latter,
Although the majority of research on self-agceptance has been
based on Rogers' phenomenclogical theory, there ie a whole
gamut of empirical studles based on other theories which ine
corporate this conastruct, {Block and Thomas, 1955, Ia Forge
and Suczek, 1955).

Research has been hampered beceause of the logically
impossible task of establishing an external eriterion with
which to validate self-acceptance tests, A survey of the lit-
erature reveals that a new selfw-acceptence test is devised for
virtually every experiment (Crowne and 3teyhans, 1961), Ap=
parently, it ies assumed, first, that these instruments have
face validity; and second, that they measure similar charac
teristics of the self~acceptance eonatrueﬁ,

Acceptance of face validity assumes adljerence to
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6
the validity of ﬁalf reportg - a aﬁnatrnat'af~ﬂugers' phew~
nomenlogy. Wylle (1961) puts forward the view that it would
be naive to imply that an individual's self report is deter-
mined solely by his phenomensl field:s

ven it is obvious that such responses may

aleso (reflect) be influenced by (a) sub-

Jeet's intent to select what he wishes to

reveal to the Ej (b) subject's intent to

say that he has attitudes or perceptions

which he does not have; {(¢) subject's re-~

sponee habits, partieulerly those invelving

introspection and the use of language; (4)

& host of situational and methodological

factors which may not o induce vari-

ations on (a), (b) and (o) but may exert

other more superficial influences on the

responses obteined,

Oriticism extends also to the conastruet validity
of self-scceptance Instruments, We have already noticed that
the numerous self-asccoeptance tests have been sssumed Yo be
equivalent operations for measuring the characteristicse ine-
corporated in the concept, Empirical evidenve does not support
this aesumption. Cowen (1996) reports noe cerrelation between
two self-acceptence measures derived from self, ideal-sgelf
disorepancy scores (Bill's Index of Adjustment and Values
(IAV) {1952) and Brownfain's (1952) Self-Rating Inventory).
Omwake (1954) reports & correlation of .55 between the IAV
t"gelf-acceptance” score and the “self* score on the (1951)
Attitudes Toward Self and Others (Queastionnalre of Philips
and a correlation of .49 between the %self-sccepitance® score
on Bill's IAY and Berger's (1952) “self-acceptance® scale,

Another problem in the conmstruction of "self-

apgceptance” messures involves the method of selection of
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7
test items. Theoretical aanaiﬂer%tiona-invalvm& in the defi-
nition of the concept of “aelf“%mn&&ra universal selection
of "gelf-evaluative® behaviour imyﬁaﬁibla. As & yesult, it
is further impossible to ealeula%a & representative sample
of self-referent behaviour items and to generalize from one
experimential metting to another,

The instrument used to measure "self-acceptance"
may impose external boundaries on the subject's freedom of
response, If so, we have prevented true expression of the
subject's conscious feelings. Jones (1956) reporis thet in
a free cholce Qwsort setting, both normal and abnormal sub-
jeets produced s Veshaped sorting rather than the expected
normel distribution,

The influence of social desirability (Réwards,
1957) on test items of both “"self-mcceptence! and "self-
report" inventories must alsc be considered, Zdwards (1957)
provides evidence econcerning the tendency for subjects to
attribute to themselves personslity statemente with high
socially desirable scale values and the tendency to disassoc~
iaste statements with 1@w'aaa1¢ values, Kenny (1956) gave 25
self~descriptive items employed by Zimmer (1954) to a group
of Judges for social desirability scsaling, When these items
were given to three independent groups of subjects in the
form of a questionnaire, a self-descriptive rating scale and
& Q-sort, rank order correlations with the 3D scale were .BZ2,
.81, and ,66 respectively, Cowen and Tongas (1959) report
& product-moment correlation of ,91 between social deeira~

bility ratings and the “self-concept® score on Bill's IaV
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8
end a correlation of .96 between social desirability ratings
and the "ideal self" secore, Neglecting control of this vari-
able on & "self-accepbance” iﬁﬂtrumént would render impossible
& distinetion of test results as a)%a measure of self-accept-
ances b) & measure of the need for the testee ﬁmvaanfarm to
his conception of what is soclelly &aairahlea

The final preoblem is primarily theoretical; the
generality of the "self-scceptance™ concept, While difficulty
in establishing the generality of the "self-concept® resulte
from the inadequacy in refinement of "self" or “self-concept™
definition, there 1s alse an empirical need of evidence to
prove or disprove the temporal stability of self-accepiance;
the consigtency of sslf-acceptence from one situation to an=
other and the stebility of gelf-accepltance in reference to
different aspects of the self (e.g. moral "self” or intel-
lectusl "self"),

The present study cannot fully resolve these cone
flictes, An attempt has bLeen made to reduce the influence
of the social desirability wvariable, The relevant lliterature
has been carefully screened in the selection of & self-accepi~-
ance measure, Also, much effort has been consumed in reducing
temporal and other influences,

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Rogers (1951) suggests that:

As 8 result of the interaction with the environ-

ment and particularly es & result of evaluational

o forned - an organized Tiuid bus consistont

conceptusl petiern of the perception of charac—

teristice and relationship of the "I and "me"
together with values attached to their conceptis,
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T 9
It is slso assumed (Butler & Haigh, 1954) that an individ-
usl will be eble to order his self-perceptions along a con-
tinuum of velue ranging from "like me" to "unlike me", and
a é@ntxnuum of value ranging from "like my ideal® to “unlike
my ideal", The diserepancy between placement of the sanme
characteristios Qﬁ‘ﬁhﬂ two scales would yield operationally
(a) the menner in which an individual views himself ags pos~
sessing & given trait; (b) the degree to which he values
this state, The total discrepancy bvetween "gelf® and "“ideal”
would yield a measure of "self-acceptance”, These consiructe
suggest thet an individual's level of “gelf-acceptance®
should not be significently influenced by situational vari-
ables,

Crowsne and Stephans (1961) suggest that if cone
sistency in self-acceptance is found,

it would be reagonable to caﬁstrue the selfw
concept, from whioh the discrepancy notion of
self-a2cceptance is derived, as & meaningful
variable on which there are gonsistent diffepr~
ences between subjectis, and it would be highly
appropriate to think of individusls in terme
of their characteristic levels of self-accept~
ance, Lo the degree that pelf-acceptance is a
funetion of varizbles mssocisted with specific
situations or types of situations, however, it
will be more frultful to invesitigate self-
evaluative behaviour per se and its situstional
determinants,

This study proposes to investigate 1) the gener-
ality or consistency of melf-acceptance; 2) the influence of
experimentally indueed success and failure on the level of
self-acceptance.

It is hypothesized that experimentelly induced
success or fallure will have ne significant effect on levels

of self-scceptance ms defined by Rogers (1951),
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| CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

- The present study has for ite primary purpose the
verification of Carl Rogers' hypothesis (1951) concerning the
consistency of self-acoeptance, The essential methodology of
the study consisted in the administration and re-administra-
tion of a self-agceptance test to three equated groups of
subjects, Re-administration of the self-acceptance test to-
two of the groups occurred immediately after the experimental
induction of success and fallure, The third group served as
a econtrol, hence were not exposed to the experimental conw-
ditione, This chapter deals first with the experimental sam-
ple selected; secondly, with the instrument used to measure
seliwaeweptaueei and thirdly, with the experimental proce-

dure,

Experimental Sample

‘The total sample consisied of 176 Intraductdry
Peychology students, From these 60 were selected and div-
ided into three equal groups. The criterion for selection
was that each of the groups contained a normal distribution
of self-acceptance scores. Subjects were also selected so
that the means of the groups were matched as closely ae
possible for level of self-acceptance, age (to the last
birthday), intelligence (as measured by the College and

10
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} 11
Sehool Ability Test) and aax; Because & prediction of their
success or failure in graduaiian from university was later
divulged to 40 of this exparimental sanple, subjects em=-
ployed in this study were, with few exceptions in prelim-
inary or first year university.

Tables 1 and 2 indicate that there were no significant differ-
ences between groups of any‘@f'zhaaa variables.
| Table 1

Matehing of Success (s), Pailure (F) and Contrel (C) Groups
for Level of Self-Acceptance Score, Age, Intelligence (N=20)

8 ¥ 4] t

Mean T6.40 71.85 T74.55 gg w t;‘g
8D, 23.74  17.13 22,92 CS = ,33

Age |
V PC = t85
‘ M& *51 l.ﬁ? 1.31 QE L w14

Intelligen

' Mean 308,37 309.%0 309.05 SF = 44
. .EG = gﬂ?

* t o 2;03 fﬁl‘ P o= 4.95
#* § 2,72 for P = 0L

Table 2

Mateching of Success (S8), Failure (®) and Control (C) Groups
for Sex
e e i
M 12 12 12
R 8 8 8
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Edwards (1957) has revealed a tendency for sub-
jecte to endorse personality statements with high socially
desirable scale values and to disassoclate statements with
low scale values, The 58 personality traits that were emw
ployed to measure self-acceptence in this study were scaled
for their social desirability along a seven-point continuum
(Appendix D} by & group of 43 introductory psychology stud-
ents not used in the original sample, In this manner &
social desirability scale value (Appendix E) was determined
for each of the traits, On the 'Actual Possession of a Trait’
scale the five most socially desirable traits, determined in
the above mentioned menner were measured for each of the
three groups in the main study. No significant difference
on this variable between the groups was found as may be seen
in Table 3, which gives the t values for the differences

between groups.

TABLE 3

Significance of Differences Between the Three Groups for the
5 Most Desirable Traits and the 5 Least Desirable Traits

Succeseg (8) Pailure (F) Control (C) ¢

Desirable fraits
k MG 3»79 3088 3&?8 SPF = 0&69

FG = 0q42
' C8 = 0,04

5 Undesirable Traits
CS = 0433

t = 2.,13 for P ,05
t = 3,75 for P ,01
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; 12«4

On the basis of the ana@yaia presented in Table 3 and the
fact that the groups wa}s homogeneous it waes concluded that
they were equated on the soeial desirability varieble, Thus,
the probability of endorsement of socially favourable or
socially unfavourable items waa the same for each of the
groups, ‘
P Finally since the experimental conditions involved
igéruﬁptual discriminations, subjects who complained of poor
iw}éaighx were eliminated,

Instrument Imployed to Meamsure Self-Acceptance

Rogers (1951) maintains that en individual has a
“self-concept® previously described as the individual's con~-
scious and consistent pattern of perception of the "I" and
“me®, Rogers also maintains that an individual has an "ideal-
self concept® or a concspt of what he would most like to be,
The degree te which an individusl's "self-concept" is con-
gruent or discrepant with an individusl's "ideal~self
concept ylelds an index of self-acceptance,

Since the self is, by nature, not directly acces-
sible to study, it can be studied only when it reveals the
consclous verbal self, This ie in sccordance with Rogers'
(1951) self hypothesis,

In this study, subjects were asked to rate 58 self-
referent items (Appendix B) on two seven-point rating scales
(Appendix C), Symonde (1924) suggests that seven is the
optimal number of clasees for rating human traits,

Kennedy (1958}, in her study, requested 180 high
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, : 13
school senior end junior girle %o liet 16 adjectives (8 they
liked in ether§g~& they did not like) and to give a brief
definition or description of the qualities listed., These
subjects were also asked to categorize these qualities as
social, intellectual, moral or physical, intending to foocus
their attention on the several aspects of paraﬁnality. Fre~
gquency distributions yielded 176 gualities liked and dis~-
liked, In order %o get some varisnce in the sorting of the
adjectives and at the same time to have important concepts,
adjectives mentioned more than five end less than eighteen
-times were chosen, Elghty adjeetives fell within these cut~
off points. 4 group of 30 girls were then asked to meke a
self-sort, employing these adjectives. The twenty showing the
least variasnce, those chomen as being highly characteristic
or véry uncharacteristic were eliminated, leaving 60 adjec~
tives for the final sorting of items. In the present atuﬁy;
two adjectives were omitted since it wae felt that they
would be 1napprmpri§te for the group tested. The use of a
rating scale 1s based upon an experiment reported by Jones
(1956), already cited.

The initial scale is titled the "Actusl Possession
of & Trait" (Appemdix C (1) ), The lstter is entitled the
"Ideasl Possession of aLTrait“ (Appendix C (2) )., The abso-
lute sum of individusl item discrepencies, disregarding the
direction g;}&;aagagﬁgqx, will rﬁpresént the lafal of self-
acceptance, This procedure has been employed by Bille (1951),
Sharma (1956) and Worohel (1957). |
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Experimental Procedure

Initially, subjects (seen as a group) were given
the self-acceptance test with instructions to be as honest
as pospible. They were told that the experimenter only
would see their results and that group results rather than
individual results were being investigated.

48 a method for the induction of success and fail-
ure, each subject was seen individually. Students in Group
8 (Buccess Group) and Group ¥ (Pailure Group) were informed
that they were taking part in another research project, under-
taken by the Peychology Department and were requested to take
a perceptual discrimination test.

An instrument constructed to determine the diff-
erential threshold of length was used to measure perceptual
discrimination, Subjects were required to choose one peg
differing in langth from a group of four. The test was introe-
duced by the following remarks: |

You are now taking part in & perceptual dis-
crimination test, We all know that one sign
of wipdom is the ability to be intellectually
disoriminative, College students have been
seversly condemmed for "parrotting back" the
words of thelr professer, unable actually to
apply what they have learned to new sltuationa.
Thus a graduate college student may still not
be able to distinguish & good piece of art
from & poor one (e,g. literature),

Much researeh in psychology of late has
been centered around the relationship between
perceptual and intellectusl discrimination.
The score you receive on this test will be
compared with the scores of first year stud-
enta from the U,8, We will be able to tell
you what percentage of college students who
obtained the same score as you have completed
university. These percentages have been shown
to be pretty reliable from one university to
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another in the States, As far as we know, this
is the firast time it has been given at a Cana-
dien university.

Bach subject made twenty length discriminations,
Lfter each five discriminations, subjects in Group S were
told they were doing guite welly subjects in Group F were
told they were doing quite poorly, but to continue trying
"even harder®,

Subjects in Group S received highly favourable
scores; subjects in Group Py low scores. The success group
were told that four out of every five students who received
the same score as they, graduated from university; the failw
ure group were told that only one out of every five receiving
& similar score graduated from university. Both groupe also
received information that the perceptusl discrimination test
proved to be an extremely relisble predictor of success
{"eighty percent of the time"), in greduation at the Univer-
-8ity of Michigan, Immediately after they had recelved thelr
score, each student was asked to re-take the self-acecsptance
test, Group C (Contrel Group) was also re-sdministered the
self-acceptance test, individually, but they were not given
the perceptual discrimination test.

After the second test, each student was asked if
he hed undergone any axperianéaa\&nring the interval between
tests which might have significantly affected his self-esteem,
This interval was & minimum of two weeks.
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CHAPTER II1

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULLS

The praaant atu&y‘hma a two-fold purpose: first,
to investigate the consistency or generality of self-accepi-
ance; second, %o investigate the effects of experimentally
induced success and fallure on the level of self-acceptance,
To test this prqpaaition, & complex analysie of variance
with a triple classification (viz: Buccess, Failure,Control)
was employed., Simple % tests for significance differences
between means were used for a more complete analysis of the
data, |

Chapter III inspects the results of these calcu-
lations with & view to acceptance or rejection of the null
hypothesis,

Main Anelysis

The absolute sum of individual item discrepancies
hag been uaed, disregarding the direction of discrepancy to
represent an individual's level of self-acceptance,

In order to test the main hypothesis that experi-
mentally induced success or failure would have no effect on
level of melf-acceptance a ¢am@1ex analysis of varience was

employed, The results of this analysis are seen in Table 4,

16
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Anslysis of Variance for Changese in Level of Self-Acceptance
in 3 groups (Success, Failure, Control) Before and After the
Experimental Induction of Succese and Failure

Variance

Source Sun of Bquares ar Estimate

Individualas 4%4,125,88 177 2,452,68

Groups : 4 52422 2 26,11
Test Scores ;

Before and After 547.60 1l 547.60
Group X Test Scores ’

Interaction 199,55 2 99,78
Remainder 28,056.35 177 158,51
Totel 462,981,860 359
For Groups E2,17'? = 0.0
For Test Scores ?1,17? = 3.3

For interaction ?2,1?7 = 0.63

It ie noted in Table 4 that the F value for the
difference between groups using level of self-acceptance
scores both before and after the experimental conditions was
.01, which is not significant. An F value of 3,45 for the
difference between self-acceptence scores before and after
the experimental conditions for the three groups taken to-
gether is also noted in Table 4, This value im not signif-
icant but approaches significance at the 5% level of confi-
dence (F = 3,84 for P = ,05),
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The final F value of .63 was obtained for the
difference in self-acceptance scores between the groups as
effected by the experimental induction of success and faile ”

ure. This ratio-was not significant,

Supplementary Analysis

Part 1, The main analysis of the data reflects a trend
towards increased self-acceptance, reflected by the lower
scores after the experimental induction of success and fail=-
ure, This trend was manifest when before and after scores
of the three groups taken together were compared, These
results suggested additional analysis of the data in order
to determine to what extent these trends were operating
within each group (viz: success, failure, control),

Table 5 presents the results of this ansalysis,

Table 5

Bignificance of the Difference for Self-Acceptance Scores
Within Groups After the Exyer;mental Conditions.

cspm st

.

Bafore A ter
Standard Standard
Group Mean  Deviation Yean Deviation
Succens 76,40 23,74 63.30 22.39 FaT2R®
- Failure 71.85 17.13 66,50 23418 1.63
Control 74,55 22,92 70430 23,60 1.91

* t = 2;09 for P = ,.05
*% ¢ &« 2,86 for P = ,01
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Table 5 testifies that a aignifipant increage in the
level of self-acceptance at the 1% levei of confidence has
occurred within the group after the exyérimental induetion
‘ofwsuccess. The change in the control group is pignificant
at the 10% level of confidence (F=1,729 for P=.10). In fact
somewhat significant changes are apparent in all three groups.
These findings are in keeping with the results of the analysis
of variance which reflected a trend operating after the experi-

mental conditions in the three groups combined,

Part II, The results thus far have been calculated with ref-
erence to the absolute sum of individual item disecrepancies
for each person within a group. Of the 58 items 28 were desig-
nated positive or desirable personality traits, and 30 were
designated negative or undesirable personality traits., A
supplementary analysis was performed to determine whether the
experimental induction of success and failure effected self=-
acceptance differently with respect to these positive and
negative traits, Table 6 presents the results of this supple~

mentary analysis,
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Teble 6

'gignificence of Difference Within Groups After the Experi-
mental Conditions for Positive and Negative Traits

Before After

Standard Stendard + value
Growup Mean Deviation _ IHean Devietion
Success , ‘
Pos,Traits 30,90 16.07 23 .80 18.5% 2.52%
Failure
Pos.Treite 29.30 10490 28.10 ' 14.10 1.47
Reg.Traits 26,25 15.57 28,60 16,12 T7
Control
Pos.Traites 26,45 13.22 29,95 12,12 1,40
Neg.Traits 28,80 22,50 3%.95 19,91 1.24

* 4= 2,09 for P = ,05
*¥* tom 2,86 for P = 01

Table 6 reveals that significant changes at the
5% level of confidence did oeceur within the sucocess group
for both positive and negative traits before and after the
experimental conditions., However,it is apparent that the
induction of succees or failure did not differentially
effect the two kindes of tralis within each group,

In summary, the main findings in the present chap-
ter indlcate that there was no significant difference in
level of self-acceptence between three groups (viss success,
failure, control) as the result of the experimentel condi-
tions impomed in this study, There is however, an over-all
trend operating within the three groups taken together, This
trend is significant at the 1% level of confidence within the
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Buccess group, Posltive pera@naiity traits were shown not
%0 be more significantly @ffaatﬁé by the experimental ocondi-

tions than negative personality traits.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

On the basis of the ngarian notion of egelf and
self-acceptance (1951) it was hypothesized thet experi-
mentally induced success or failure would produce no signifw-
icant differences in level of self-scceptance, Three matched
groups, each of 20 students, selected from Introductory Pay~
chology classes were used to test this hypothesis, Success
and failure were experimentally induced using falsé norme
applied to a perceptual ﬁiaar&m&n&tion test which supposedly
predicted succesa or failure in university graduation.

Results presented in the main analysie of the fore-
going chepter indicate that the hypothesis may be accepted,
but only with regervation., This finding eorrcborates the
general tendency manifest in previous research in this area.
While the over-all shift between the groups before and after
the experimental conditions lecked significance, a general
trend was revealed, The mein analysis aleo discloses that
the mean self-accepiance score for each of the three groups
vwere reduced after the experimental conditions, Thus there
was an increase in level of self-acceptance for each of the
groups,

Since the main ansalysis of the data revealed a
trend with regard to changes in level of self-acceptance op~
erating in the three groups itaken together, a supplementary

22
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»~analyais~mf»%ﬁ;-aata was performed to investigate these
changea as th@& existed within each group. Results of the
supplemeniary ;aaiymia indicated & statistically significent
increase in 1&%01 of self-acceptance within the success
group but not in the other groups, although the changes for
these groupe were in the same direction as for the success
group, |

Part 11 of the pupplementary analysis reveals
that positive and negative personality traite were not aif-
Terentially effected by the experimental conditions.

It is the aim of the present chapter to discuss
the anove-mentioned findings in the light of previous
studies in the area of the self concept, and %o put forth
some possible reasons for these resultis, The issues con~
gerning the main hypothesis will be considered first., This
will be followed by & discussion of the minor findings as
derived from the supplementary analysis of the main hypoth-

esis,

Main Analysils

In the previous chapter it has been shown that
self-acceptance ag defined by Hogers (1951) is not signi-
ficantly influenced by euccess or failure. These resultis
support those established in previous investigations,
Stotland, Thorley, Thomas, Cohen and Zander (1957) working
with a college ssmple found that general self-esteem was
too enduring a characteristic to be influenced by a single
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" experimental failure on & puzzle task. Diggory and Magasiner

f(1959) in their study with a group of male college students,

- found no pignificant effeet on global self-eveluation due
to failure on a capaclty which subjects initially rated as
instrumental to goal achlevement., No significant change in
self~evaluation was also reported by Harvey, Kelly and
Shapire (1957). In the latter study, four degrees of un-
favourable evaluations of the self made by other persons
served as & method for the induction of failure,

While these studies agree in acceptance of the
hypotheslis that experimentelly induced failure will not
gignificantly effect level of self-acceptance it muet be
remembered that the experimental method for the induction
of failure and hence, the degree of fallure induced varies
within each study. Hach study also employs a different
measuring instrument. The synthesis of the results of these
studies as & verification of the hypothesis forwarded in the
present study is therefore risky, since one study i1s not an
exact replication of the other,

In the present research, it was felt that the ex-
perimental conditions may not have been sufficiently stim-
ulating to produce aignificant changes in self-~acceptance,
Only two members of the failure group and four members in
the succega group stated, when questioned, that thelr selfw
acceptance changed as a result of the simulated test of
success or failure, Thus the experimental task may have

been qualitatively inappropriate for a university student,
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A seeond reason for the failure to obtain gig-
nifiocant changees in lavwlﬁgffwalfmaeaaptanca may be due to
the homogeneity of the graﬁﬁa. Subjeects in all three groups
were matched for age, Sex én& intelligence, All subjects
were either preliminary or first-year university students.

Since previous research with university students,
cited above, indicates that this population is resistive to
changes in self-evaluation, a more heterogeneous population
may produce more significant results.

Unsuccessful attempte to produce changes in level
of self-acceptance of university students by the experimentsal
induction of success and failure may indicate that university
students are quite self-patisfied, It is ressoneble to ag-
sume that a single experimental success or failure would have
little effect on & group who have already sccepted themselves,
Dittes (1959) found impulsivity of c¢losure on three ambigucus
taske which were administered following the reception of ex~
perimental devaluation, only with subjects of characteristi=-
cally low esteem, The experimental devaluation seemed to
have no effeet on the behaviour of subjects who bhad character~
istically high self-esteem, Since the present study used uni-
versity students thie fLactor may also partially explain the
lack of significant results,

While the mean self-scgeptance scores for each
group were not significantly different the level of self-
acceptance varied for each individual within each group,

Groups were chosen so that each would equally cover the
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entire range éf gelf-acceptance saaxea.'@heaa heterogeneous
distributions within“aabhkgfaﬁp may also have aéudunfeﬂ for
the failure to obtain signifinant‘reﬁulta. Significant results
may have appeared if the experimental sample were composed
of three diatinct groups each aategerizea’&y low, high or
average self-acceptors, Further research concerning consist-
ency of self acceptance might find this latter hypothesis
quite valuable,

| Interpretation of the findinge in this study must
take into aecount the lack of evidence in support of the va-
1idity and reliability of the self-acceptance test used there~
in, In this respect, however, the teat does not differ from
other measures of selfwacceptance; research in the area of
"self" psychology will be hampered until a reliable test of

self-acceptance is constructed.

Supplementary Anelysis

The first section of this chapter has discussed
findings which concern the main hypothesis of this study, It
was shown that results corroborate previous investigations
concerned with the 1n£lﬁenaa,af experimentally induced suc~
cess and failure on level of self-acceptance. The present
section discusses three minor findings derived from the sup-
plementary analysis of the main hypothesis.

Piret, the main analysie in Chapter III revealed
an over-all trend in changees of self-acceptance scores before

and after the experimental asnditiong. This trend was further

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



27
reflected by the discovery that the mean self-acceptance
fuaere,witk&n all the groups was reduced, i.e. there was an
“increase in self-ccceptance after the induction of success,
after the induotion of feilure, and also within the control
group. The most pertinent gquestion is why the induction of

failure caused an increase in self-acceptance,

| Rogers (1951) has siated that an individual re-
acts with the purpese of maintaining and enhancing a favour-
able aalpriotnre.‘ On the other hand, an individual suppos~
edly strives %o maintain‘him bagic self~concept, i.e, he will
resist information which is discrepant with his long-standing
views about himself, This may mean that he will reject highly
faﬁunrabia reports ébaux himéalf'if they are inconsistent
with his self-picture, It is more likely, however, that he
will resist unfavourable information of himself whether it
is congruent or incongruent wiih his self-pioture, If a gelf~-
pleture is going to be altered 1t will be altered in the di~
rection of enhancement rather then devaluation, Dittes (1959)
has shown that subjects with low self-ecsteem have a stronger
need to receive & good evaluation from the group than sube
jeets with characteristicelly high self-esteenm.

With this in mind, since the failure group not
only resisted material which devaluated them, but, in fact,
incressed in self-acceptance, it might be inferred this be-
haviour compensated for their failure or served as a defense
for their failure,

Defensive behaviour manifested in self-evalumtive
behaviour has been previously demonstrated, Diller (1954)
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mneasured 8®lfh&ﬁﬂ@pt§&¢6 both overtly and covertly on a seven=
point rating scale béfara and after failure on a simulated
intelligence test, After failure no significent changes in
self-ratings oceurred on the overt scale, On the covert
scale 8 decrease 1nvaalf~aﬁt£m&taa significant at the .05
level of confidence was revealed, Hervey, Kelly and Shapiro
(1957) report that the more informed the sources and the more
negative the failure, the greater the amount of t@asivn for
the individusl, In the present study the source of fallure
wasva‘sa% of falese norms established through edministra-
tion of the test to & similer . sample of university students.
‘This procedure may have induced defensiveneas,

Another factor which might have produced defensive
bebaviour was the method by whiah the self-acceptance test
was given, Initially subjects were tested as a group, They
were asked %o be as honest as possible and they were told
that group, not individusl scores, were being studied, Under
these ciroumstances defences for the entire group may have
been lowered and a more exact picture of the individual's
subjective feelings of himself obitsined, The second testing
session took place immediately after the induction of suoc~
cess and failurej subjects were seen individually by & grad-
uate psychology student, Within these conditions it may well
be that subjects reacted more defensively. Hence these test
scores would reflect & less true but a higher incidence of
self-acceptance within each group, These circumstences may have

been influential to the extent that they counteracted or
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stabilized reduction in aelfmaecepténea which should reason-
ably have appeared in the failure group, Meanwhile, the
success group was able to use thelr success as a rationali-
gation for their increased‘levvl of self»aeéeptance.

The latter point contributes to a clarification of a
second minor finding;'ths induction of success caused a
significant change in level of self-acceptance within the
auccésa group, Significant changes within a success group
were also discovered by Diller (19%54) on his overt self-
rating scale, Diller explains that when an individual ex-
periences success, as opposed to faillure, he feels no threat
in maintaining his self-concept; in fact, the success may
enhance it., Self-ratings for Diller's success group rose on
the covert scale as well but in a less definite way., Mention
wag made previously that while Diller's overt scale reflected
no significant changes for the failure group, there was a
change at the 5% level of confidence towards a decrease in
self-ratings on the covert scale, Diller remarks,

It is poseible then that those attitudes

which could not be expressed overtly, such

as those held by the failure group, were

reflected on a covert level, while those

attitudes held by the success group could

be manifested overtly and, therefore did

not need to be expressed as strongly on

a covert level,

The final minor finding concerned the evaluation of
desirable and undesirable personality traits within an indi-
vidual's global self~concept. Discrepancies between ideal

and aectual possession of & trait were summed for both desireble
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or positive personality traiﬁa and undegirable or negative
personality traite, Theee diaerayanaias or evaluations were
not differentially aff&eteﬂ?by the experimental conditions,
It seems then, that aeaayta&aa of desirable end undesirable
characteristios within the self-concept are concomitantly
altered with changes in total or global acceptance of self,
Ko previous research has been discovered Lo support or conw
tradioct this finding.

The preceding ssctions have been concerned with an
interpretation of the analysie of the results presented in
Chapter 1I1I, It is felt that the main explanation of the
finding that the experximental induction of success and feil-
ure did not significantly influence level of self-aceceptance
wags the qualitative inappropriateness of the experimental
task for wniversity students who are seemingly quite self-
satisfied, Interpretation of this research must be guarded,
however, ainea there is no evidence at hand to support the
reliability or wvalidity of the self-acceptance measure, The
results of the present research are in keaping with previous
investigations, none of whioh have employed a completely
satisfactory wmeasuring instrument,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The efficacy Gf researych in self psychology has
been limited due to many theoreticel and methodological
problems in the area. Ixperimentsation has led to & need for
establishing evidence confirming the notion of consistency
of self-ucceptance. In this study, the situational wvaria-
ble was the experimental induction of success and failure,
The construets of Hogers (1951) were used operstionally to
define self-acceptance, Hence, self-acceptance is a total
discrepancy score disregarding the direction of discrepancy
between placement of the same characteristice on two simie-
lar scalaa,v One sesle was entitled the “Actual Posseseion
of & Trait?, the other @h&'”iﬁaal Possession of a Trait,"
Sixty papchology students were placed in three
groups of twenty each. Groups were matched on the basis of
"fahr eriteria; 1) age; 2) intelligence on the basis of the
total score on the School and College Ability Test; 3) sex;
4) level of self-acceptance. One group became the Success
Group, & seoond, the Pailure Group, and the third, the Control
Group.
Prediction of failure or success in university

on the basis of scores received on & fiotional perceptual
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discrimination teet was used as a method for the induction
of success and fallure, A #omplax analysis of variance was
employed to determine the effects of the experimental con-
ditions on the three groupu.i The significance of differe
ences between means within tha groups was determined by an
analysie of the trends revealed by the main statistical
procedure, |

An F value of ,63, not significant at the 5% level
of confidence, was found for the interaction of the experi-
mental induectlon of success and failure on the three groups.
However, there was a significent change within the success
group at the 1% level of confidence and & significant change
within the Control Group at the 5% level of confidence, The
latter suggests trends operating within groups.

No significant differences were found for the effect
of the experimental conditions on changes within poeitive or
negative personality traite.

Coneclusions

The main finding of the present research was that
experimentally induced success and failure do not signifi-
cantly alter level of self-acceptance, This result confirms
other similar investigations, It is felt however, that the
relevance of one study to another study in this area of psy~
chology is limited,since the degree of inducement end hence
the experimental conditions vary within each of these studies,

There are several reasons why the experimental
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- econditions in thie particular study may not have produced
' significant changes in self-scceptance, First, the method
of induction of success and failure may not have been sufe
ficently stimulating to produce marked changes in self-
agoeptance, Second, the experimental task, 8 simulated
intelligence test,may have been inappropriste for a group
of university students, Third, the groups were homogeneous,
comprised of a group of university students who,in the light
of previoue research,are ghown to be highly resistive to
changes in self-concept and consequently are probably quite
self-satisfied, Pourth, there were heterogeneous dietrib-
utions of level of self-acceptance scores within each groups
& more homogeneous sample of self-acceptors mey have pro-
duaed'mara indicative results, PFinally, there is little
evidence to prove or disprove the validity and reliability
of the self-acceptance measure employed in this study. In
this respect it is felt that all studies concerning self-
acceptance are similarly open to criticism,

Another finding in this study revealed a trend
operating towards an increage in self-acceptance for all
three groups before and after the experimental conditions.
This trend was statistically significant in the success group
and approaches slgnificance in the failure and control groups.
The explanation glven for these changes was that the failure
group compensated for its failure on the experimental task

'by attempting to appear self-acceptani}. The success group,
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meanwhile utilized %he»expariméﬁt&l success as & rationall-
zation to appear more malf~aece§tingu Another explanation
forwarded was that defensive ba%&viaur wag encouraged in the
pecond administration of the aaifmaceeptan@e test, On thie
occasion subjects were observed by a graduate psychology
student,

A final finding of this study was that the asccept-
ance of desirsble and undesirable traits are concurrent wiih

acceptance of total self,
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APPENDIX A (1)

Relevant Data Regarding the Members of the Sample Under Study
Success Group

Sex Age SCAT SAT SA

11
1 M 21 308 46 42
2 F 19 323 46 53
3 M 21 306 50 .66
4 P 19 306 50 71
5 M 21 301 55 51
6 M 20 306 59 51
7 P 21 304 61 45
8 M 20 314 63 39
9 P 19 305 69 33

10 M 18 317 71 70

11 M 20 303 76 36

12 ) 18 302 79 62

13 F 19 304 83 62

14 M 20 307 86 65

15 F 19 315 87 69

16 M 22 299 90 78

17 F 18 310 101 55

18 M 22 306 115 110

19 M 19 311 119 86

20 M 19 320 132 122

SA1 . Self-~Acceptance score before experimental conditions.

SAIIm Self-Acceptance score after experimental conditions.

bl UNIKERSITY £/3RaRy
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APPENDIX A (2)
Relevant Dats Regarding the Members of the Sample Under Study

Failure Group

Sex Age SCAT SAx SAII

1l M 19 310 44 44
2 M 20 309 45 44
3 ® 19 208 47 29
4 M 21 308 50 55
5 F 19 309 56 64
6 M 22 311 54 67
7 M 20 309 58 44
8 P 20 308 63 78
9 ¥ 18 323 63 55
10 M 21 281 68 66
11 o 18 316 71 78
12 ¥ 20 308 76 53
13 » 19 316 17 70
14 r 18 306 81 52
15 M. 21 %10 83 66
16 M 19 %13 87 45
17 ¥ 18 315 90 90
18 ¥ 19 309 98 99
19 M 23 711 104 114
20 )y 19 305 122 117

EAT = Self-Aoceptance before the experimental conditions

SAII = Self-Acceptance after thse experimental conditions
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APPERDIX A (3)

Relevant Data Regarding the Members of the Sample Under Study
’ Control Group

Sex Age SCAT SA SA

1 II
1 M 20 319 37 25
2 ¥ 21 309 48 53
3 M 19 294 . 49 43
4 M 21 306 50 40
5 M 23 - 318 54 37
6 P 19 317 55 44
7 u 19 301 63 64
8 F 18 311 58 74
9 P 18 320 68 83
10 M 20 324 70 79
11 P 18 299 77 77
12 P 18 311 77 64
13 M 20 306 a7 70
14 M 19 312 89 81
15 M 20 314 94 74
16 M 20 307 72 82
17 M 19 303 90 84
18 ¥ 19 308 102 106
19 M 19 303 113 102
20 F 17 299 128 114

S
4 - Self-Acceptance score before the experimental conditions

SAII = Self-Acceptance score after the experimental conditions
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APPENDIX B 8
 PERSONALITY TRAITS

Attractive - Dresses in good taste, is pleasing to look
at, does the most with what she haa,

Healthy ~ Good phyeical condition, complexion clear, eyes
glowing and alive,

Tactful « Says the right thing at the right time, seens
to feel the fitness of things.

Artificial - Wears too much Jewellery, too much make-up,
wears too dressy clothes, is loud,

Prejudiced ~ Not open to suggestions, sees only ome point
of view, mind is made up before discusasion.

Coordinated - Body contrel, calm not fidgety, good at
sports,

Moody - Too easily affected by what happens, petulant,
eh&nga&bln in her attitude towards others.

Original ~ Does not borrow the ldeas of others, has ideas
of her own, is an independent thinker,

Sensitive ~ Is essily hurt, touchy, easily offended,

Modest -~ Dresses as she ought, acts as she ought with boys,
doea not try to attract attentian t0 herself with
clothes that are unbecoming.

Good Listener - listens to others inetead of alwaye talking,
is interestsd in what others have to tell,

Respectful -~ Gives respeot 4o thoge she shouid, hes regard
for the opinions of theose who have had experience,
Cautious - Very careful, unwilling to meke & misteke, won't

try new things.

Brilliant ~ "Brainy", clever, gets very good maerks,

Gullible -~ EHasily takan in, swallows everything she 1is told.

Persevering - Sticks to a Job until it is finished, is
garaistent about getting things accomplished, keeps

rying.

Ambitious - Will work to achieve & gosl, wants to get ahead,

Pleasant Expression - Looke cheerful, loocks friendly, seems
happy, gay and alive,

Confused - Indecisive, muddled, "dizszy".

Inferior - Is afraild to say what she thinks, afraid to
assert an opinion, has no confidence in herself or in
her ideas, is always apalogizing.

Gossipy ~ Carries the news of any *Jjuicy"event,

Prudent -~ Knows the right thiug to do when faced with a
problem, thinks before acting, gives good advice when
asked for it, is practical,

Gratgigikw Appreciates what is done for her and expresses

Ba

Gentle ~ Soft-spoken, movements not brusque, but graceful,
voice well modulated.

loyal ~ Keeps a confidence, can be trusted, ls faithful to
her friends.

Prineipled -~ Stiocks to ideals, stands by what she knows ias
right, has control over her emotions and passions.
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29,

30,
31,

32,
33.

34,
35,
364
37.

38,

294
4&.

41,
42,

43,

44,
45,
46,

47,
48,

49,
50,
51,
524
53,

39

Witty -~ Sees funnv<siﬁa of things; cen keep you laughing,
gays clever thinga;

Generous - Shares her things with others, gives her time
10 help athexs, aalfwaaarifiaing, wiil belp anyone
who needs it.

Broad-minded - Talaraux of the opinions of others, listens

- %o thelr ideas, unprejudiced,

Popular - Well~liked by others, has personallty end charm,

Confident - Has faith in herself, does not think that she
ie wrong all the time,

Obedient - Tries to do what she is told is right, ,

loguacious ~ A continusl talker, tries to dominate the
conversation, will talk an %“ear" off you.

Alert -~ Keen in mental penetration, understands quickly,
alive to what is going on, is on the ball,

Complalning -~ Always talking about her problems, has
gloomy outlook, ie sad and grouohy.

Uncooperative - Will not help with anything, will not
lend a hand for a cause,

Dependent -~ Wanis the other to ftake the lead, hes no
initiative,

Envious - Does not like to see others get rawar&a, seems
sad when others get noticed in gumes,

Immature ~ 8illy, does not act her sge,

Good Sport - Can “take it", will congratulate someone who.
wineg from her,

Boring -~ 4 "demd head", Just mopes around, won 't Join in
the fun, is tiresome, is hard Lo meke friends with,

Unreliable -~ Does not keep promises or seorets, cannot
be depended upon to do what she saye she will,

Selfish - Cares only sbout herself, ls stingy, disregards
others, wants her own way all the %ime, not willing
%o help others,

Disagreeable -~ "Disgruntied look", and wears a frown most
of the time, pouts, loocks mad at everyone,

Phony ~ Tries to make o felpe impression, & fake, an
*apple~polisgher?,

Harrow-minded - One track mind, can only talk about Elvis
Presley or cars..

Conceited - Egotistical, brags about what she has, is
always talking about herself, boastful,

Discourteous - Does not know the correct thing to do or
say, is crude and rude.

Nervous - lMakes many unnecessary movements, raatlasa,
twitches, blinks her eyes,

Gushy ~ Overly friendly, sentimental, too affectionate,

Interesting -~ A conversationalist, has interesting things
to tell, the conversation keeps rolling, holds your
attention,.

Sincere - Strajghtforward with ethera, frenk and honest
with others, saye what she thinks,

Pesaimietic ~ Always looks on gloomy side of life, & "wet
blanket®, sees the worst side of everything,
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54, Petty - Holds grudges, findas minor defects in others
and magnifies them, :

55. Awkward « Clumsy, walks awkwardly, moves hands and makes
gestures that are not graceful, has poor posture,

56, Expressionless - "Dead pan" expression, no snimation in

. APPeATance, | ,

57+ Timld -~ Avoids people when possible, is bashful, shy
and easily ewbsrressed.

58,. Trusting - Is not suspicious, has confidence in the
goodness of others.
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APPENDIX ¢ (1)

Rame , e Age ‘ Bex

Position in Family , No, of Brothers

No. of Simters

ACTUAL POSSESSION OF A TRAIT
it
0., Not at all
1. Slight
2. Mild
3. Average
4, Considerable

5 Stl‘@ﬂg
6. Extreme

There are 58 perscnality traits listed, Notice the seven
point rating scale above, Please rate each of the traits
ACCORDIENG 20 THE DEGREE YOU ACTUALLY POSSESS IT, on the
chart below,

e.,8« if a person rated the trait 'loquacious' a&s 3 he
would feel that he was loquacious to an w%
degree; if a person rated the trait 'alert' as 6
he would feel that he was alert to an extreme

degree,

Irait Reting Irait Rating Trait Rating
20 29
2 1 —

i
: -
;
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~ APPENDIX C (2)
NAMBs______ .. AGE: SEX:
Position in F&mily:% _ No, of Brothers

No, of Sisters
IDEAL POSSESSION OF A TRAIT

Soale %

0, Fot at all
1, Slight

2, Mild

3. Average

4, Considerable
5. Strong

6, Extreme

There are 58 personality traite listed, Notice the seven
point rating scale below, Please rate, on the chart below,
each of the traits ACCORDING T0 THE DEGREE YOU WOULD MOST
LIXE WITHIN YOURSELF T0 POSSESS IT,

e.8s 1f a person rated the trait *loquacious' as 3 he would
feel that he would moet like (within himself) to be loquacious
1o an aver degree; if a person rated {the trait 'alert! as
6 he would Ieel that he would most like (within himself) to be
alert to an extreme degree,

i
:
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: APPENDIX D
NAMEs : | AGEs _. SEXs
:Poaition in Family: s §Os 0f Brothers

| -  No. of Sisters -

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY OF A TRAIT

Scale —— ‘ﬁ'\ | SR wE 9

0. Not at all
1, Slight

2, Mil

3. Average

4, Considerable
5; E‘bmng

6, Extreme

There are 58 personality traits listed on the following pages,
Notice the seven point rating scale above, Please rate, on the
chart below, each of the treits ACCORDING TO THE DEGREE YOU
FEEL THEY ARE DESIRABLE IN OTHERS,

€,8s if 8 person rated the treit 'loquacious' as 3 he would
- feel that %o be loguacious to an average degree is

desirable in others; if a person rate e trait ‘alert!
as § he would feel that to be alert to an exireme degree
. ~ is desirable in others, T |
g Trait Rating Trait Rating
20 59
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APPENDIX E

Social Desirability Rating of the 58 Personality Traits

Social
Desirebility
Trait Rating
attractive 4,67
healthy 4,49
artificial 0.58
prejudiced 0.74
co-ordinated 3.74
m@@dy l, 21
original 4.21
gensitive 1.42
modest 4455
good listener 4.69
respectful 4.77
cautious 1.93
brilliant 4,65
gullidble ‘1@42
persevering 4,74
ambitious 4.86
pleasant expression 4,60
confused Ou ?7
inferior 9» 93
goasipy 0,65
prudent 4,65
grateful 4,53
gentle .05
loysl 4,98
principled 4.74
witty 365
generous 4.40
broad-minded 4,58
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Social
Desirability

Trait Rating
popular 4.09
confident 4.26
chedient 3467
loguacious 1.02
alert 4,70
complaining 0.49
uncooperative 0.47
dependent 1.23
envious 0.62
immature 0.72
good sport 4,51
bﬁmn& 0,67
unreliable 0.40
gelfish 0435
disagreeable 0,51
narrow~minded 0,58
conceited 0.49
discourteous 0.44
- b
gua, .
interesting 4,42
gincere 4,67
pessinistic 1.02
petty 0.67
awkward 1.86
expressionless 1,02
timid - 1467
trusting 5.95
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