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between social comparison and motivation. Howenesylts did indicate a main effect

of self-esteemf{=.71,p < .001) and comparisofi € -.13,p < .05) on self-evaluation.



INSPIRATION OR DEFEAT: THE MOTIVATIONAL AND EVALUATIVE IMPACT

OF SOCIAL COMPARISON ON DYSPHORIC INDIVIDUALS

by

Catherine Majestic

A Thesis Submitted to
the Faculty of The Graduate School at
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro
in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Master of Arts

Greensboro
2013

Approved by

Committee Co-Chair

Committee Co-Chair



APPROVAL PAGE

This thesis has been approved by the following cdtamof the Faculty of The

Graduate School at The University of North Caroln&reensboro.

Committee Co-Chair
Dr. Kari M. Eddington

Committee Co-Chair
Dr. Ethan Zell

Committee Member
Dr. Thomas Kwapil

Date of Acceptance by Committee

Date of Final Oral Examination



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES ... oottt e e e e e e e e et e e e e aaeneeenea e e e eaaneeeees 5\
LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt e e et e e et en e e et e e e eaa e e eees Y
CHAPTER
. INTRODUGCTION ..ottt e e e e e e e aa e e e nnean s 1
Social Comparison and Self-Evaluation ....................ovviiiiiiiiiiicinnnnn. 1
Social Comparison and MotiVation ............ceeuuuveieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenannns 5
Social Comparison and DePreSSION .........cccccemeeerriiiiiiiaineeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeeienns 8
Goals and HYPOthESES ...........uuuuueiiiimmme e 12.
[l METHODS ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s mnnnne e e e e e eeeas 15
o T (o o = g P 15
MALEIIAIS ...t e e e e 15
PrOCEAUIES .....ooiiiiei e bt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeenes 20
L RESULTS oottt e e e e e e e e abeene e 22
DeSCrPtive STatiSHICS......ccceiiiieeeeees e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e 22
Manipulation Check: Effectiveness of ComparisQn............ccceeeeeeeeenee. 23
Data ANalYLiC Strate@gy ........ccovvvvveeeesmm e e eeeeeeeainennnrsa e e e e e eeeeeeeeeees 24
Analysis of the Effect of DySphoria..........cceecvveiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeis 24
POSE-HOC ANAIYSIS......ccceeiiiiiiieee i cememm s e e 25
[V. DISCUSSION ....uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiittieee e s oottt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e s seenseeneeeeees 28
Influence of Dysphoria on Social Comparison Conseges.................. 28
Limitations of the Study...........ooeiiiiiiiii 31.
Implications and Future DireCtions.........cccccevvieieeiiiiiieeeee 33
REFERENGCES ..ottt a e e e e 37
APPENDIX A. TABLES AND FIGURES ......oooiiiiiiieeiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 45.
APPENDIX B. MEASURES ......oottiiiiiiiiiiii e 54



LIST OF TABLES

Page

Table 1. Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix of Engagem@uestionnaire ............ccccceeeeeeennn. 45
Table 2a. Descriptive Statistics of Study VariabreSotal Sample ..............cooooiiiiiiiiis 46
Table 2b. Descriptive Statistics of Study VariaigCondition.............ccccvvvvvennnnnnn. a7.
Table 3. Correlation Matrix of Study VariableS ca.......cooiiiiiiiiiiiis 48
Table 4a. Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regrems&eElf-Evaluation .................... 49
Table 4b. Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regressedhagram Score..................... 50
Table 5. Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regregséibtal Time Spent on

F N g T= Vo = Lo I = T U 51
Table 6. Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regressegklf-Reported

ENQAgEMENT.. ..ot e e 52



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Interactive Effect of Dysphoria and Sb€lamparison
ON ENQAGEMENT......iiiiiiieii et eemmmc et eer e e e nneens



CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

People regularly compare themselves to others \egnare unsure about their
abilities or opinions. Learning that one’s abdgiare worse than those of another can be
a negative and defeating experience, or a postiekinspiring one. Research does in
fact indicate that upward social comparisons caadseciated with either negative or
positive self-evaluations (Tesser, Millar & Moof€88; Buunk, Collins, Taylor,
VanYperen & Dakof, 1990; Brewer & Weber, 1994; @w| 1996; Lockwood & Kunda,
1997; Mussweiler, Ruter & Epstude, 2004) and asgediwith either an increase in
motivation and subsequent performance or a decieasetivation and subsequent
performance (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Van Ypereremiinkmeijer & Buunk, 2006).
But what is behind these inconsistencies? Thesntstudy aims to help clarify the
mixed social comparison literature by examiningitifrence of dysphoria (presence of
depressive symptoms that may or may not be cligisaynificant) on the relations
between social comparison, self-evaluation, andvatibn.

Social Comparison and Self-Evaluation

We know that people use social comparisons to ataliheir abilities and
opinions. However, as briefly mentioned aboveonsistencies exist in the directional
impact of social comparison on self-evaluationteRtally contributing to these

inconsistencies, researchers have suggested éhaplact of social comparison on self-



evaluation depends on various factors: perceivgdhmdogical closeness of the
comparison other, attainability of the other’s perfiance, relevance of the performance
to the perceiver, and how the context of the comparis processed to fit one’s self-
construal (Tesser, et al., 1988; Brewer & Webe®41@ollins 1996; Mussweiler et al.,
2004; Markman & McMullen, 2003).

As a part of their self-evaluation maintenance edd8EM), Tesser and
colleagues (1988) suggested that the extent tohnhmomparison other impacts a
perceiver depends on the other’s psychologicakcless to that perceiver and the other’'s
performance on a relevant domain. In this mod®gfcpological closeness refers to the
extent to which the comparison other is similatht® perceiver in characteristics such as
age, proximity, and ethnicity. Additionally, apart of this model, domain relevance
refers to the extent to which the domain is impdrta the perceiver’'s self-concept.

SEM suggests that, following an upward social camspa, one will experience more
positive self-evaluations the closer one is todheparison other (greater psychological
closeness) and the better the other’s performanoe anrrelevantdomain. In this
situation, tharrelevantdomain will not be as important to the perceivee#-concept,
and as such the comparison will enhance self-etratuby providing the perceiver with
the opportunity to bask in the close other’s bgtesformance. Conversely, Tesser and
colleagues (1988) suggested that one will expegiemare negative self-evaluation the
closer one is to the comparison other and the miggeother’s performance is on a

relevantdomain. In this situation, threlevantdomain will be more important to the



perceiver’s self-concept, and as such the compansib diminish self-evaluation by
highlighting the perceiver’'s shortcomings.

Since the development of SEM, research in the booraparison literature has
continued to examine these and other potentiabfa¢chat may moderate the effects of
self-evaluation. Brewer and Weber (1994) examthedeffect of majority in-group and
minority in-group comparison. In this studgajority refers to being a part of a larger
social category with less psychological closenasdminority refers to being a part of a
smaller social category with greater psychologateseness. The study found that
people in the minority in-group comparison reponteare positive self-evaluations
following an upward social comparison than peopléhe majority in-group. However,
in this study, the relevance of the task was nptieily studied, so possible interactions
with domain relevance were not explored.

Across multiple studies, researchers Lockwood andda (1997) have argued
that domain relevance only further adds to thelamty between the individual and the
comparison other, making it more likely that thenparison will impact the individual.
Moreover, they suggest that it is the perceiveadr@dbility of the comparison other’s
performance that has consequences on an indivedself-evaluation. For example,
Lockwood and Kunda (1997) asked undergraduaterfrastand senior participants to
read either an attainable social comparison (acl@dbout a successful, yet older
student) or an unattainable upward social compariao article about a successful, yet
younger student) and then report on their subseqatirevaluation and motivation. The

results of this study showed that the freshmanqgyaaints, for whom the comparison



other’s performance appeared attainable, were @edavith more positive self-
evaluation ratings. Conversely, the results suggethat the senior participants, for
whom the comparison other’s performance appearattainable, were associated with
more negative self-evaluation ratings.

Taking a slightly different view on similarity, Maman and McMullen (2003)
have proposed the reflection and evaluation md®EM). In this model Markman and
McMullen highlight the importance of cognitive facs in determining social comparison
consequences. Specifically, the model suggestedmaparative thinking influences
self-evaluation through one of two modes: refletio evaluation. Unlike the SEM, the
REM describes reflection as the “experiential {fgsmode of thinking,” in which
individuals view information about the comparisdhey as “true of, or part of, the self”
(Markman & McMullen, 2003, p. 2). Through this pess, affect is influenced by the
valance of the thoughts about the comparison dktzrimplicate one’s self instead of the
basic association with the comparison other. Famge, instead of basking in a friend’s
basketball skills (upward comparison), the REM wdosliggest that through a reflective
process, individuals will actually imagine themsshas having similar abilities,
assimilating to the comparison other and therebse#sing positive affect. Furthermore,
the REM explains evaluation as an “evaluative maickdinking,” in which individuals
use information about the comparison as a “referguint to evaluate one’s present
standing” (Markman & McMullen, 2003, p. 2). In d¢aast to reflection, the REM
suggests that evaluation leads to contrast effélid&e the basketball example — instead

of seeing oneself as similar (in terms of abilitiesthe comparison other, an individual



using evaluative processes is more likely to catitzeir current abilities against their
friend’s superior basketball skills, decreasingiipas affect.

Lending support for the reflection and evaluatioodel, research on upward
social comparisons has found that when people foouke similarities between
themselves and the comparison other, they are hikehg to see the other as comparable
and experience positive self-evaluation. Howewden people focus on the differences
between themselves and the comparison other, teayare likely to find themselves
dissimilar from the other and experience negateleealuations (Collins, 1996;
Mussweiler et al., 2004).

In an attempt to address the directional inconsesés seen in the social
comparison literature, it may be useful to exanmmakvidual differences. One common
thread throughout the discussed literature is dreqiver’s interpretation of the
comparison other, suggesting that research mayib&oen examining individual
differences in cognition. As discussed in dettéf, negative cognitive biases are
characteristics of depression — and likewise dyspheproviding support for examining
the impact of dysphoria in the relation betweenaammparison and self-evaluation.
Social Comparison and Motivation

In addition to self-evaluation, recent research dttempted to explain why, under
certain circumstances, upward social comparisondezal to inspiration (i.e., an increase
in motivation), whereas in other circumstances, agglcomparisons can lead to feelings
of defeat (i.e., a decrease in motivation) (Lockd&&Kunda, 1997; Lockwood &

Kunda, 1999). Researchers have suggested thpétbeived attainability of the



comparison other’s success will impact an indiviguaotivation (Seta, 1982;
Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Lockwood & Kunda, 1999; [Giferhuis, et al., 1998; Van
Yperen, et al., 2006). For example, Seta (1982ndahat people are more likely to be
motivated by and perform better when given a diygbtiperior comparison than an
inferior, equal or very superior comparison. Lockaand Kunda (1997) also examined
the effects of attainable upward social comparismnsubsequent motivation. Results of
this study indicated that when the comparison &hmrformance was perceived as
attainable (successful yet older student), pauitip were more likely to report greater
motivation because they believed that comparalideess was possible. In this situation,
the comparison other is illustrating accomplishraghe perceiver can hope to
accomplish; it serves as a motivator for futurecess (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997).
Conversely, when participants found the comparber to be unattainable (successful
yet younger student), they were more likely to repmwer motivation. In effect, the
comparison other’s success highlighted the percsiflaws and shortcomings.
Lockwood and Kunda (1999) conducted a seriesunfis$ in an attempt to
determine whether reflecting on one’s best “pastiaped-for “future” self would
impact one’s ability to interpret an upward compani as attainable and thereby decrease
motivation. In one these studies, Lockwood anddéurandomly assigned participants
to a best selves condition (i.e. asked to repotheir best past self or imagine their best
future self) or a normal selves condition (i.e.exkko describe a recent activity they were
involved in). Following this, participants read amicle about an outstanding graduate

student (upward social comparison condition) orualaolocal event (no social



comparison condition) and were asked to reporteir self-evaluation and motivation to
complete a number of academic and extracurricakdest All studies found that
participants who were in the upward social comarisondition and were asked to
reflect on their best selves (both past and futwerle more likely to experience a
decrease in both self-evaluation and motivation fpeticipants who were asked to
reflect on their current selves. Based off of éhiasdings, Lockwood and Kunda
explained that reflecting on our best self decreasetivation because it limits our ability
to generate beliefs about our ideal self that fheard comparison other would normally
inspire. In effect, reflecting on our best seliilvits our ability to see the comparison
other’s success as attainable.

In contrast, the REM suggests that when givenpavaod comparison, motivation
for achievement tasks increases when the compareamases the individual to experience
negative self-evaluations (Markman & McMullen, 2D081ore specifically, when an
upward social comparison causes individuals touataltheir own abilities, the REM
suggests that they will experience negative sedft@ations but that the comparison will
also highlight ways in which the individuals’ reglcan be improved. The realization
that other actions can be taken in the future deoto bring the individual closer to the
desired state should therefore increase motivéditarkman & McMullen, 2003).
However, the reverse is true when the upward coisgracauses an individual to reflect
on the other’s abilities as being “true of, or plitthe self” (Markman & McMullen,

2003, p. 2). In this situation, the REM suggels&t tvhen interpreting an upward social



comparison through a reflective process, an ind&iavill experience positive self-
evaluations and will therefore experience less vatibn on achievement based tasks.

As discussed, past research shows mixed findingeeimpact of upward social
comparisons on motivation. However little resedral examined the influence of
individual differences, such as dysphoria, whervigiag explanations for the
discrepancies. It is possible that following amvapd social comparison, people high in
dysphoria will find the comparison other as unatiaie, experience negative self-
evaluations and decreased motivation whereas pémplm dysphoria will find the same
comparison other as attainable, experience pos@lfeevaluation and increased
motivation.
Social Comparison and Depression

Throughout many of the well-established theoriedegression, social
comparison processes have been implicated in tieenance and etiology of
depression but are rarely discussed explicitlyr éxample, according to Beck’s
cognitive theory, people with depression tend toileik a negativity bias characterized by
the presence of a negative schema and a greatdrenwinegative automatic thoughts
(Beck, 1967; Beck, Rush, Shaw & Emery, 1979). Negachemas are thought to
involve stable, negative beliefs about the self #ra used to interpret and process
information from the environment. For examplejratividual with depression may
attribute not getting a job promotion to being vatess instead of attributing the event to
someone else being slightly more qualified. Sutpgtthis theory, numerous studies

have shown that depressed individuals, as wel@setat risk for depression, have more



negative automatic thoughts and beliefs about tkermas compared to healthy controls
(Eaves & Rush, 1984; Ingram, Atkinson, Slater, 8aro, & Garfin, 1990; Simmons,
Cooper, Drinkwater & Stewart, 2006; Dozois, 2007).

In addition to Beck’s cognitive theory, the refarated learned helplessness
model further highlights the role of social compan processes in the maintenance and
etiology of depression (Abramson, Seligman & Tebsd®78). Specifically, one
assumption of this model is that the various symmst¢cognitive, motivational and
affective) of depression can stem from an indivisuaeliefs that important outcomes are
more contingent on the responses of relevant dttiens themselves; that others have
more control. For example, consider a graduaigestiwho has attended every class,
has studied for hours, and gone to office hoursutmring yet is unable to produce a
passing grade. Based on the reformulated learepdessness model, if this graduate
student is depressed, she is likely to believenshst be stupid, since nothing she does
seems to improve her grade while others in thes@as able to pass. This belief that
other students have more control over their grasel@wer the student’s own self-
evaluation and motivation, contributing to a negasgelf-concept.

Considering these theories, researchers have dedgeat the negativity bias
common to depression may be associated with negseif-evaluations, potentially
explaining why individuals with depression tenditsplay a greater number of negative
self-evaluations (Ahrens, 1987; Karoly & Ruehlm&883). More specifically, it has
been suggested that in comparison to nondepresdettiuals, depressed individuals

tend to view themselves as different from the camspa other and attend more to



negative information about themselves than to pesihformation about others,
maintaining their depression (Ahrens, 1987; SwalbWuiper, 1987; Swallow &
Kuiper, 1988; Ahrens, 1991; Swallow & Kuiper, 199&bachnik, Crocker & Alloy,
1983;Bazner, Bromer, Hammelstein & Meyer, 2006). Mormwas suggested by
Swallow and Kuiper (1988) the stable, negative dognpatterns characteristic of
depression may lead individuals with depressiont&rpret social comparisons more
negatively, increasing the likelihood of negatie#f-®valuations.

Providing some evidence for this concept of cogaitleficits, previous studies
have examined the impact of self-esteem on socraparison consequences. This is of
particular relevance because, similar to low sstéem, higher levels of depression — and
likewise dysphoria — are associated with negatognitive biases about the self (Beck,
1967; Sowislo & Orth, 2013). Specifically, onedby Seta and colleagues (2006)
examined individual differences in self-esteem fmohd that high self-esteem
participants tended to experience more positivieesaluation following an upward
social comparison than low self-esteem participaBi@sed on these results, Seta and
colleagues explain that when given an upward seoiaparison, individuals with high
self-esteem are better able to recognize their pogitive attributes, whereas individuals
with low self-esteem tend to experience cognitissés and are less able to recognize
their own positive attributes. However, unlikefsedteem, higher levels of depression —
and likewise dysphoria — are also associated wsnse of helplessness and negative

cognitive biases about others and the world. dtiference may potentially magnify

10



findings by Seta and colleagues, providing furéagslanation for the directional
inconsistencies seen in the social comparisoratiiee regarding self-evaluation.

Furthermore, the negative cognitive bias commondgent in people with depression
— and likewise, people with dysphorta are also suggested to be associated with
motivational deficits (Karoly & Ruehlman, 1983; Bkmann & Gendolla, 2007;
Brinkmann & Gendolla, 2008). To measure motivati@searchers have examined the
mobilization of effort to complete a task necesdarygoal attainment (Gendolla &
Richter, 2010). One of the more reliable methdds@asuring motivation through effort
mobilization is to examine cardiovascular reacyidtiring task performance. In their
review, Gendolla and Richter (2010) explained #raincrease in cardiovascular
reactivity is associated with increased motivati@minkmann and Gendolla (2007)
measured performance-related cardiovascular régativboth dysphoric and
nondysphoric participants while working on a memiagk. The results showed that
compared to nondysphoric participants, dysphoriig@pants were more likely to show
a decrease in cardiovascular reactivity during feskormance. This suggests that
people with dysphoria experience lower motivatiopérform than nondysphoric people.
Furthering this research, Brinkmann and Gendoll®82 found that as compared to
nondysphoric individuals, the negative mood thatrabterizes dysphoria is detrimental
to performance motivation, especially when givetiféicult task.

Generally speaking, research has also found tlogdi@evith depression are not only
more sensitive and attentive to social comparis@orination, but they are also more

likely to engage in comparisons that will lead &mative outcomes (Beck et al., 1979;

11



Swallow & Kuiper, 1988; Swallow & Kuiper, 1993; Adms, 1991; Bazner, et al., 2006).
For example, Bazner and colleagues found that higteres on a depression measure
were positively correlated with social comparismytiency. Additionally, in a study
conducted by Ahrens (1991), depressed individuasgiged with mixed information (i.e.
both an upward and downward social comparison) were likely to attend to the
upward comparison and report negative self-evalnatihereas nondepressed individuals
were more likely to attend to the downward compariand report positive self-
evaluations.

Gaps exist within the social comparison literatupdthough social comparisons
affect self-evaluation and motivation, the direotaf this impact is not as straightforward
as one would assume. Research is beginning tesslthe influence of individual
differences such as self-esteem in explaining tteztional inconsistencies. However,
continued research would benefit from examiningitifi@ence of other individual
characteristics such as depression on social cosopaconsequences. This is especially
true when investigating the effect of social conmggar on self-evaluation and motivation,
as both are characteristic of depression and mayde a more comprehensive
explanation for these inconsistencies. Gainingtéebunderstanding of these processes
may also provide insight into the maintenance @iression.

Goals and Hypotheses
Previous research by Seta and colleagues has thanohdividual differences in
self-esteem moderate the relation between typemparison and self-evaluation. This

research suggests that it is important to exanmeetfect of additional individual

12



differences. Expanding on this literature, thel gdahe present study is to examine how
dysphoria impacts the effect of upward social camnspas on self-evaluation and
motivation. Similar to self-esteem, cognitive thHes of depression suggest that
individuals with depression are more likely to niagay interpret information from their
environment (Beck et al., 1979). In fact, soc@inparison research has suggested that
when engaged in an upward social comparison, iddals with depression are more
likely to focus on how the comparison other is &etihan them whereas individuals
without depression are more likely to focus onttlsenilarities with the other (Swallow
& Kuiper, 1993). However, unlike self-esteem, aegsion can also be characterized by
feelings of hopelessness, negative cognitive biabest other and the world, and
motivational deficits. Thus, it is predicted tipeople who report higher dysphoria will
experience more negative self-evaluations follovangupward (but not a lateral)
comparison than people who report lower dysphditigs also predicted that people who
report higher dysphoria will display less task mation following an upward (but not a
lateral) comparison than people who report lowepthpria. To summarize, the
hypotheses are as followed:

1. People with higher dysphoria will report moegative self-evaluations
following an upward social comparison even aftatighing out the effects of
self-esteem.

2. Level of dysphoria will not significantly impiself-evaluation following a

lateral comparison even after partialling out tffeas of self-esteem.
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3. People with higher dysphoria will exhibit leastivation following an upward
social comparison even after partialling out tHeat of self-esteem.
4. Level of dysphoria will not significantly impamotivation following a lateral

comparison even after partialling out the effedtsedf-esteem.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODS

Participants

186 undergraduate students (19.8 mean age in ya#dspercent female) were
recruited from General Psychology courses at thgeadsity of North Carolina at
Greensboro (UNCG) and who took part in the sprimdjfall 2012 mass screening
session. Participants received course creditddigipating in the present study.
Materials

Self-Esteem Measurd.o assess self-esteem, participants were askemhiplete
the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 198&)scale contains 10 questions in
which people are asked to report on their generirfgs about themselves. Some
examples of questions on the scale are: “On thdayham satisfied with myself” and “I
wish | could have more respect for myself.” Itewere summed to obtain a final score
with higher totals indicating higher self-esteemdi@ach’so. = .88).

Dysphoria MeasureAs a part of this study, students were asked ttodi the
Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scatind mass screening as well as
within the laboratory setting (CES-D: Radloff, 19.73cores from the laboratory setting
were used in result analysis. The CES-D containgugstions in which people are asked
to indicate how they have felt or behaved in thet pgeek, based on a 4 point scale

(1=rarely or none of the time&=some or a little of the tim@&=occasionally or a
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moderate amount of timé=most or all of the time Some examples of questions on the
scale are: “I was bothered by things that uswily't bother me” and “I felt that
everything | did was an effort.” The purpose a$tbcale is to measure the level of
depressive symptoms an individual is experienciibgms were summed to obtain a total
score. Scores on the CES-D range from 0 to 60 suithes between 16 and 26 indicating
the presence of mild depressive symptoms and sabmse 27 suggesting the presence
of more severe depressive symptoms (Santor, ZURaffisay, Cervantes & Palacios,
1995; Bonomi, Kernic, Anderson, Cannon & Slesn&{08). Since participants are not
being clinically evaluated, a diagnosis of depm@ssiannot be given and instead, the
term “dysphoria” will be used. Internal consistgd the CES-D was high (Cronbach’s
a=.91).

Social Comparison Otherslhe reviewed literature suggests that an effective
social comparison is one in which the other is psiagically close, that their
performance is on a relevant domain and thatgerseived as attainable. Although we
are not specifically examining all of these constisuthey are important to include in an
attempt to maximize the chances of a meaningfubboomparison. Therefore, the
social comparison manipulation was developed basdtiese guidelines.

Fabricated social comparison others have been yiged in the social
comparison literature in order to induce effecta laboratory setting (Lockwood &
Kunda, 1997; Lockwood & Kunda 1999 our study, to manipulate social comparison
information, participants were randomly assigned televant, upward comparison

group, or a lateral, average comparison groupor Rsidata collection, the social
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comparison resumes were piloted on a group of 4@ngnaduate students enrolled in
one section of General Psychology at the Univerdityorth Carolina at Greensboro.
Results indicated that the impressive student resatourately represented an upward
comparison (see Appendix A). However, the avesigdent resume seemed to be
perceived as slightly more downward than lateBdsed on these findings, minor
changes were made to the lateral comparison.

In the relevant, upward comparison group, partiipavere asked to evaluate the
resume of a successful senior at UNCG. In thismesisuccess was defined as being in
the top 5% of their class (based on GPA scorehdotiie recipient of academic awards,
being actively involved in the community, and halgliprestigious jobs. Participants in
the lateral group were asked to evaluate the residirae average senior at UNCG. In
this resume, average was defined as being in tddlenof their class, being somewhat
involved in the community, and having had somegrperience.

Other-Evaluation Measureln order to check that the social comparison resume
were accurately reflecting a student that is s@pemd a student that is average,
participants were asked to rate six statementsdnpoint scale (-5 not atall 5 =
very): “How successful to do think this student is NCG,” “How impressive is this
student’s resume,” “How attainable is this studesticcess?” “How accomplished do
you think this student is?” “How qualified do ydurik this student is for the position?”
and “Would you recommend that we hire this studen®ms were averaged to create a
composite score in which higher scores indicateeerfavorable report of the

comparison other (Cronbachis= .89).
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Self-Evaluation MeasureTo assess whether the social comparison manipogatio
produced differing effects on self-evaluation, m#rants were asked to rate four
statements on a 11 point scale (-bot at all 5 =very): “How successful do you think
you are?” “How satisfied are you by your own sus@ésand “How qualified for the
position do you think you will be by your Senioray8” These four items were average
to create a composite score in which higher saadisate higher self-evaluation
(Cronbach’su = .82). To assess the effectiveness of the socraparison of self-
evaluation, participants were also be asked thuestepns based on a 11 point scale (-5 =
much worseQ) =as good5 =much bettex. By your senior year, how do you think your
level of accomplishment will compare to the studgn are evaluating,” “By your senior
year, how do you think your level of success walirgare to the student you are
evaluating?” and “When you are a senior, how dothik your resume will compare to
the student you are evaluating?” These threesiteare averaged to create a composite
score (Cronbach’'e = .93). The use of study specific self-evaluatjoestions has been
used in previous research on social comparisorsalfeévaluation (Buunk et al, 1990;
Zell & Alicke 2009a; Zell & Alicke 2009b).

Motivation Task.After reading the resume on the comparison othér an
completing the questionnaires, motivation was messhy performance on a computer-
based anagram task. Previous research on soomacson and motivation has shown
anagram tasks to be a successful way to assesgtimtiby examining task
performance (Shah, Higgins, & Friedman, 1998; SBaHiggins, 2001; Markman,

McMullen & Elizaga, 2006). In this task, particiga were asked to rearrange a word,
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using all of the letters, to create a new wordr és@ample, participant’s will be presented
with the word “when” and have to rearrange theehstto form the word “hewn.”

Number of anagrams correctly solved was totalext¢ate a motivation score in which
greater number solved indicated greater motivatida.time limit was enforced,
however participants were given the option to skipord if they cannot figure it out, and
the program was designed to keep track of respiimeefor each word (Markman,
McMullen & Elizaga et al., 2006).

Engagement Question#n order to assess the difficulty of the task and
participant’s level of engagement with the tasktipgants were asked to rate six
guestions on a scale from 43¢ at all) to 3 (very mucl. Examples of the questions are,
“How difficult was the task?” “How much effort digbu put into completing the task?”
and “How well do you believe you did on the taslcaspared to others?” Correlations
were run to examine the inter-item relationshiBssed on these results (shown in Table
1), items 2 through 5 seemed to be more highlyetated with each other than the other
items, and the content of these items seems ta@estftat they are assessing different
aspects oéngagemenn the task. Thus, items 2 through 5 were avetaggether to

create a composite engagement score (Cronbach’'81).
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Procedures

Participants who took part in mass screening wbgible to sign up for the study
through the online program, Experimetrix. Additdlyg, in order to over select for
dysphoric individuals, students who reported scofel6 or higher on the CES-D from
mass screening were recruited to participate irsthey. In total, 206 students were
called from the mass screening sample. Howevéy,2dnof these students participated
in the laboratory study. Scores of a 16 or highere recruited as these scores suggest
the presence of mild to severe depressive symptRiaxdloff, 1977).

Before beginning the study, participants were ramgassigned to the upward
social comparison group or the lateral social campa group. Before reading about the
comparison other, participants completed the RamgnBelf-Esteem measure to assess
current self-esteem and the CES-D to assess culepnessive symptoms. Participants
were then told that our lab had an undergraduatsareh assistant opening and that we
would like their help evaluating one of the potahstudents who is a senior at UNCG.
While reading the resume, participants were tolketep in mind that we are looking for
students that are intelligent, reliable, independ@a motivated. Immediately after
reading the comparison resume, participants wekeda® complete the other- and self-
evaluation questionnaires. Following the complebéthe questionnaires, the
participants were asked to complete the anagrakn fasorder to increase the relevance
of the task, participants were told that the taskighly correlated with intelligence and is

a good predictor of future success and a greateraehof obtaining a job in education,
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law or medicine. After completion of the anagraski, participants were asked to

complete the engagement questionnaire and weretibon the use of deception.
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CHAPTER IlI

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

From the original sample of 186 participants, Sevexcluded due to age.
Specifically, participants 26 or older were exclddem the analysis, as the comparison
is unlikely to be as relevant to them as it wouddfdr students 25 and younger. The
resulting 181 participants (M = 19.33 years, 7Xitcpnt female) were used in the study
analyses.

CES-D scores ranged from 0 to 50 with 25 percetii@population falling
within the mild depressive symptoms range and 8qugrfalling within the more severe
depressive symptoms range. In order to deternmonmality, study variables were
examined for skew. All values were found to be ptalgle, between 3 and -3. Thus, it
was determined that all variables are approximatelynally distributed and
transformations were not performed. Means, standevdtions and ranges of the study
guestionnaires are presented in Table 2a and Pable

Correlation analyses were run to examine theioglddetween study variables.
Of note, results showed a strong negative coroeldietween dysphoria and self-esteem
indicating that the more dysphoric a participatit te lower their report of self-esteem

(r=-.70,p <.01). There was also a negative correlatiowbet dysphoria and self-
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evaluation suggesting that the more dysphoric aggaant felt, the lower their self-
evaluation (r = -.50p <.01). Furthermore, there was a strong positivestation
between self-esteem and self-evaluation, indicatiag higher self-esteem is related to
higher levels of self-evaluation (r = .§9< .01). There was also a modest positive
correlation between other-evaluation and self-eatedn, suggesting that higher other-
evaluation is related to higher self-evaluatior (.6,p < .05). For additional correlation
results, see Table 3.
Manipulation Check: Effectiveness of Comparison

To check that the social comparison resumes wengaiely representing an
upward and lateral comparison other, participargeevasked to complete the other-
evaluation questionnaire. An independent-samplesttwas conducted to compare
participants’ evaluation of the comparison othethie upward comparison and lateral
comparison conditions. Results of this analys@ash significant difference between
social comparison resumes, t(179) = 7®86,.001, such that participants asked to read
the upward comparison resume evaluated the studem favorably (M=4.19, SD=1.11)
than the participants asked to read the laterapeoison resume (M=2.93, SD=2.94). In
addition, the final three items of the self-evalotquestionnaire were averaged to
further examine the effectiveness of the socialganmson resumes. Results from an
independent-samples t-test show a significant iiffee between social comparison
resumes, t(179) = -5.3p,< .01, such that participants asked to read theargh
comparison resume evaluated themselves less fdyqhMb-.62, SD=3.01) than the

participants asked to read the lateral comparissnme (M=1.65, SD=2.55). Thus the
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manipulation of the comparison level through the okhypothetical student resumes
was successful.
Data Analytic Strategy

Prior to data analysis, tests for multicollineaxtgre run using the collinearity
diagnostic test in SPSS 17. The results foundiéwels of multicollinearity VIF = 1.92
for comparison, 1.02 for dysphoria, and 1.00 fdi-esteem). Hierarchical regression
analyses were used to test hypotheses regardingnfaet of dysphoria on self-
evaluation and motivation. In each regressioncthariate of self-esteem was entered
in the first step, main effects of comparison tgpe dysphoria were entered in the
second step and the interaction term was enterdeithird and final step. For all
regression analyses the self-esteem, social cosgmaeaind dysphoria variables were left
as is (i.e. not mean centered) and the interatéion was created by mean centering
dysphoria and multiplying it with comparison type.
Analysis of the Effect of Dysphoria

To examine the influence of an individual’s leeédysphoria on self-evaluation
following an upward or lateral comparison, a hiehécal regression analysis was
conducted (hypotheses 1 and 2). More specificaldyexpected that individuals with
higher levels of dysphoria would be more likelyéport lower self-evaluation following
an upward comparison than a lateral comparisoer p#rtialling out the effects of self-
esteem. Hierarchical regression results indicaigrificant main effect of self-esteem
(B=.71,p<.001) on level of self-evaluation. In additidhe results indicate a

significant main effect of comparisop € -.13,p < .05) suggesting that the upward social

24



comparison condition was associated with lowerse#fluation. However, inconsistent
with our hypothesis, results did not indicate andigant main effect of dysphoria,
suggesting that level of dysphoria is not assodiati¢h varying levels of self-evaluation.
Furthermore, there was not a significant interatsuggesting that dysphoria does not
impact the relation between type of comparisonlandl of self-evaluation. For full
regression results, see Table 4a.

A hierarchical regression analysis was also cotedlio examine the impact of an
individual’s level of dysphoria on motivation folang an upward or lateral comparison
(hypotheses 3 and 4). We expected that individwalshigher levels of dysphoria
would obtain a lower anagram score following an aglhhcomparison than a lateral
comparison, after partialling out the effects df-esteem. Hierarchical regression
results did not show a significant interaction, meifect of comparison, main effect of
dysphoria or main effect of self-esteem. For feiression results, see Table 4b.

Although tests did not indicate problems with nagtiinearity, both models were
run without self-esteem. When examining the impacself-evaluation, analyses
indicated a significant main effect of dysphoffia<(-.08,p < .01), suggesting that higher
levels of dysphoria are associated with lower lewdlself-evaluation. Results did not
show a main effect of comparisgh# -.22,p > .05) or a significant interactioff € -.01,

p > .05). Furthermore, when examining the impactativation, results did not show a
significant main effect of comparisop € .23,p > .05), significant main effect of

dysphoria § = -.02,p > .05) or a significant interaction effe@t£ .02,p > .05).
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Post-Hoc Analysis

In an attempt to further examine the impact of dhgsja on the relation between
social comparison and motivation, a hierarchicgtession analysis was conducted using
total time spent, in minutes, on the anagram task measure of motivation (i.e.
persistence). As suggested by previous reseandltainable comparisons tend to be
associated with less motivation (Lockwood & Kun#i897) and individuals with
depression — and likewise dysphoria — tend to meebiéss effort during task
performance (Gendolla & Richter, 2010). Basedhis itesearch, we expected that
individuals with higher levels of dysphoria wouldhgbit less time spent (i.e. less effort)
following an upward comparison than a lateral congoa, after partialling out the
effects of self-esteem. Hierarchical regressisults did not show a significant
interaction, main effect of comparison, main effeictlysphoria or main effect of self-
esteem. For full regression results, see Table 5.

Further examining the impact of dysphoria on tHatien between social
comparison and motivation, a hierarchical regresaimalysis was conducted using the
composite self-reported engagement variable asasune of motivation. Based on
attainability research (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997), egected that individuals with
higher levels of dysphoria would exhibit lower sedported engagement following an
upward comparison than a lateral comparison, atiatrolling for the effects of self-
esteem. Hierarchical regression results did notvsh main effect of comparison or self-
esteem. However, the results showed a main effetysphoria§ = -.44p <.01)

suggesting that higher levels of dysphoria are@asal with lower levels of
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engagement. In addition, the results indicateig@ifscant interactionff = .27,p < .05),
suggesting that level of dysphoria impacts theti@icbetween type of social comparison
and motivation. See Table 6 for full regressiosutts.

To further examine the nature of the interactiompde slopes analyses were run
using the Simple Slopes Syntax (Schubert & Jac®4) in which stand-in variables for the
moderator (CES-D scores) were calculated by addingubtracting) its SD from its mean.
Prior to running these analyses, all continuousabées were mean centered and
significant interactions were examined by plottorge standard deviation above and
below the mean (Aiken & West, 1991). Analysescatid that the slope for lower
dysphoria was significantly different from zefo<X -.25,p < .05). This suggests that
dysphoria had a moderating effect such that wheenganupwardcomparison,
individuals with lower dysphoria reported signifity less engagement as compared to
individuals with lower dysphoria who were given tateral comparison. Furthermore,
analyses indicated that the slope for higher dysalveas marginally significanf(= .19,

p =.10). This suggests that dysphoria had a maidgraffect such that when given an
upwardcomparison, individuals with higher dysphoria reépdrsignificantly more
engagement as compared to individuals with higlgspldoria who were given thateral

comparison (Figure 1).
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Inconsistencies exist in the social comparisomdttee about the directional
impact of social comparison on self-evaluation arafivation. In an attempt to resolve
these inconsistencies, research has begun to exdng@nmpact of individual differences
such as self-esteem (Seta, et al., 2006). Sammparison processes have been
implicated in cognitive theories of depression, mgkhe study of dysphoria a natural
individual difference to examine to help furthepkin these directional inconsistencies.
The aim of the current study was two fold. Thetfaim was to examine the impact of
upward social comparisons on self-evaluation antivation. The second aim was to
examine the impact of dysphoria on the effect afaaomparison on subsequent self-
evaluation and motivation, after partialling ou¢ teffects of self-esteem.

Influence of Dysphoria on Social Comparison Consegas

Self-Evaluation.In the present study, we predicted that dyspheaald
influence the relation between social comparisahsaif-evaluation, after controlling for
the effects of self-esteem. More specifically, geavith high dysphoria were expected
to report more negative self-evaluations followargupward social comparison but not a
lateral comparison. Our results did find that apavsocial comparisons tend to be
associated with more negative reports of self-aatan than lateral social comparisons,

regardless of level of dysphoria. This finding nhexyd support to the REM model of
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social comparison. In our study, the way that gemthin our other-evaluation and self-
evaluation questionnaires were worded primed ppats to utilize evaluative thinking
when providing responses. By doing this, when pliog self-evaluations, the
participants may have been more likely to use i@ essive resume comparison as a
reference point for evaluating their own abiliteessopposed to seeing their abilities as
similar to the comparison other.

In addition, the results indicated a main effecself-esteem, suggesting that
higher self-esteem is associated with more poss#gleevaluation. However, despite
what we would expect from the depression litergtave results did not indicate that
participants with higher dysphoria reported morgatiwe self-evaluation, when self-
esteem was in the model. In contrast, when sé#fees was not in the model, our results
indicated that participants with higher dysphorerevassociated with more negative self-
evaluation. Although we expected that the addai@ognitive biases about others and
the world, characteristic of individuals with degsen — and likewise dysphoria — would
further explain the directional inconsistencieshia social comparison literature, our
findings may indicate otherwise. In particularea@xplanation for our results is that the
negative biases about the self, common to bothtayspand low self-esteem, may have
a greater impact on self-evaluation than the amluii biases characteristic to dysphoria.
Lastly our results did not find an interactive effef dysphoria and social comparison on
self-evaluation.

Motivation. We also examined the effect of dysphoria on thatict between

social comparison and subsequent motivation, afietrolling for the effects of self-
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esteem. We predicted that dysphoria would infleeth¢s relation, in that people with
higher dysphoria would exhibit less motivation éeling an upward social comparison
but not a lateral comparison. Our results didsiaiw a significant interactive effect of
dysphoria. Furthermore, our results did not shaigaificant effect of social
comparison on motivation or an effect of dysphomamotivation. This finding is
inconsistent with what we expected based on thmudged social comparison and
depression literature. One potential explanatorttis lack of significance could be due
to the difficulty level of the anagram task or thgortance of the task to participants.
According to the motivational intensity theory, @m@ount of effort (common measure of
motivation) mobilized to accomplish a task depemwi$wo factors: task difficulty and
the importance of success for the performer (GdadoRichter, 2010). The model
would suggest that at a certain point, a task neatpb difficult or lack importance to the
performer and therefore little effort would be mdad to complete the task. Based on
this model, without varying the level of anagrarmsktdifficulty, our study is unable to
rule this out as a possible explanation for our-sigmificant results.

Based on previous research, motivation has bogkigdl and cognitive indicators
(Karoly & Ruehlman, 1983; Brinkmann & Gendolla, ZO®rinkmann & Gendolla,
2008; Gendolla & Richter, 2010). In our study, tise of an anagram task was one way
of assessing cognitive indicators of motivatiorowever, in our post-hoc analysis, we
also examined the impact of dysphoria on the @tadbetween social comparison and
motivation by utilizing an additional cognitive neeae. Specifically, we used 4 items

from our self-reported engagement questionnairg expected, our results indicated that

30



participants with higher dysphoria were associatgd lower self-reported motivation.
Furthermore, opposite of what we expected, ourtegudicated a significant interactive
effect of dysphoria, suggesting that people witfhbr dysphoria are more likely to report
higher motivation following an upward social compan than lateral social comparison.
One potential explanation for this finding is tkfa& severity of depressive symptoms
experienced by our population is less than whatveméld expect to find in a clinically
depressed population. Therefore, the motivatideéitits seen throughout the
depression literature may not apply to a dysphoojgulation.
Limitations of the Study

One potential limitation of our study is the agage of participants. Specifically,
as suggested by Lockwood and Kunda (1997), theepeedt attainability of the
comparison other’s performance is important wharstering the effect on self-
evaluation and motivation. In this study, colleiedents were asked to read an article
about a successful, older student (attainable)sacaessful, younger student
(unattainable) before reporting on their self-eatibn and motivation (Lockwood &
Kunda, 1997). As done by Lockwood and Kunda (19&/account for attainability, we
created social comparison resumes that depictedden student. By utilizing an entry-
level psychology course to recruit participants,assumed that the participants would be
in their freshman or sophomore year, making théos@omparison other appear more
attainable. However, our participants ranged feme 18 to 26, making it possible that a
number of our participants were not freshmen ampthemores, potentially weakening the

attainability of the comparison. Although expecgdfiécts of social comparison on self-
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evaluation were found, we did not find the expedatedcts for motivation. Without
measuring attainability directly, it is difficulbtdetermine whether the social comparison
was perceived as attainable or not and what rtdénability played in subsequent
measures of self-evaluation and motivation. Furnttege, we designed our social
comparison resumes based off of previous literadncepiloted them to insure that we
were representing an upward and lateral comparistmwever, it is hard to determine if
our participants actually view them this way. Frouor data, we can only say with
certainty that we created significantly differeptgparisons.

As discussed, motivational deficits are charasterof depression — and likewise
dysphoria. However, our study did not find a mefifect of dysphoria on motivation, as
assessed by the anagram task, or an interactieet eff dysphoria and social comparison
on motivation or on self-evaluation. One potenimltation of our study that may
account for these null findings is that our stuayjed to consider participants’ personal
goals. In particular, previous research by Gioajaood and Michela (2000) illustrated
that dysphoric participants were more negativelgaoted by upward social comparisons
that were congruent with their personal goals. éxample, a comparison to an
extremely well-liked other would more negativelypatt a person whose goals are
interpersonally driven than would a comparisonrt@eademically successful other.
Although we created our social comparisons baseskating literature, by not
considering whether academic achievement was amedrgoal of our participants, we
may have unsuccessfully created relevant and iripaesumes for our dysphoric

participants.
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The use of an anagram task as a measure of motivata third possible
limitation of our study, despite the fact that pstsidies have frequently used anagram
task performance as an index of motivation (Shial.£1998; Shah, & Higgins, 2001,
Markman, et al., 2006). In order to assess matimatve examined the number of
anagrams answered correctly. However, other fadtesides motivation could have
contributed to the anagram task results. For el@maparticipant could have had little
motivation and high anagram task proficiency, ghhinotivation and little anagram task
proficiency. In fact, Gendolla and Richter (2050ggest that level of motivation
(measured by effort mobilization) does not always@spond with task success. Future
studies examining dysphoric individuals should edesalternative measures of
motivation such as physiological measures (i.ediogascular reactivity), which would
allow for measures of physical and cognitive effdfurthermore, utilize varying levels
of anagram task difficulty would be beneficial agvould help rule out the possibility of
the task being too difficult.

Implications and Future Directions

In summary, our results were able to shed sonme ¢ig the directional
inconsistencies seen in the social comparisoratilee. We designed our social
comparison resumes to incorporate the factors egsdovith the SEM model
(psychological closeness and relevance) and theepbof attainability suggested by
Lockwood and Kunda (1999). Based on these facbores would expect that upward
social comparison would be associated with mor&igeself-evaluation; however the

opposite was found. As discussed above, one exjbarfor this finding is that some
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portion of the participants could have seen theardwomparison resume as
unattainable. However, it seems more likely thatresults support the REM model of
social comparison. Specifically, that by askigtgipants to directly compare their
abilities (current and future) to the comparisdmeot the design of our study may have
primed participants to utilize evaluative thinkirngntrasting their abilities to the
comparison other and increasing the likelihood ofemegative self-evaluations. In
addition, although we did not find interactive etfefor self-evaluation and motivation
this lack of significance may suggest implicatibmsthe general population and for the
impact of social comparisons as a whole. Spediceocial comparisons impact
everyone, no matter their individual level of dysph.

Additionally, the results of our study contributether support to the ideas found
in the depression literature. Specifically, axdssed, one common characteristic of
depression is the tendency to see the self, othedsthe world through a negative lens.
Our finding that participants with higher dysphaasi@ associated with more negative
self-evaluations supports this concept. Althoughsiudy is unable to make any causal
inferences about this result, it may provide sonsgght into factors associated with
depression that could be useful in a therapeutitge For example, much of the work
on cognitive behavioral therapy for depressiorinsed at providing clients with the
skills to recognize and modify unrealistic, negatoognitions. Given our findings,
therapists can incorporate a client’'s negative eedfiuation into the teaching of these
skills to potentially decrease the maintenanceepiréssion and help limit the

development of a depressive episode.
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Through the use of daily diary methodology, pregioesearch has examined the
frequency, type (congruent with personality stylenaongruent) and direction of social
comparisons made by dysphoric individuals as coetptr non-dysphoric individuals
(Giordano, et al., 2000). To determine their coegt verse incongruent domains,
Giordano and colleagues (2000) split participantis iwo depressive personality styles:
those invested in interpersonal relationships andd invested in achievement and status.
The study found that dysphoric individuals ten@mgage in more congruent
comparisons and found that changes in mood are higinéy associated with congruent
comparisons than incongruent comparisons. Moreifspaly, the study found that for
dysphoric individuals, congruent upward compariseese associated with more
negativeself-evaluations than incongruent upward compassord congruent downward
comparisons were associated with mpositiveself-evaluation than incongruent
downward comparisons. Future studies may bemnefit £xamining this relation further
by looking at personal goals in general. More n¢étigerature has illustrated an
association between depression and goal attainfBemnhons, 1991; Emmons, 1992,
Higgins, et al., 1997; Hadley & MacLeod, 2010). nBouing the use of daily diary
methodology, it would be interesting to examinedirection and type of social
comparisons made by dysphoric individuals in relato their personal goals and how
that impacts their subsequent self-evaluation aotivation.

Additionally, future research on the relation be¢én dysphoria, social
comparison, self-evaluation, and motivation mayafefrom utilizing a different or

more extensive measure of motivation. As discusaéabugh anagram tasks are used
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throughout the social comparison literature as asuee of performance and motivation,
it did not yield significant results in our studif.future studies continue to utilize
anagram tasks, it would be beneficial to includeyvay levels of anagram task difficulty
in order to rule out the effects of task difficalt measured motivation. In addition,
employing physiological measures, such as cardawasreactivity, would allow
researchers to address physical and cognitive sigitization to gain a more accurate

depiction of how these constructs interact.
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APPENDIX A

TABLESAND FIGURES

Table 1.

Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix of Engagement Questiaire

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Question 1 1.00

2. Question 2 -.10 1.00

3. Question 3 32 41**  1.00

4. Question 4 A7 35%*  64**  1.00

5. Question 5 .05 .68**  54**  51* 100

6. Question 6 -31% 34% 24%  24%  34**  1.00

Note N=181. *p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 2a.

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables in Tdsample

Variables Mean SD Range
Age 19.33 1.45 18 - 25
Dysphoria 13.77 10.04 0-50
Self-Esteem 20.39 3.8 9-25
Other-Evaluation 3.64 1.33 -48-5
Self-Evaluation 2.38 1.85 -35-5
Anagram Score 3.67 1.70 0-8
Anagram Total 7.6 3.50 24-223
Time in Minutes

Engagement Score  1.24 1.10 -3-3

Note N=181
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Table 2b.

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables by Coiaufit

Variables Mean SD
Age
Upward 19.36 1.45
Lateral 19.29 1.47
Dysphoria
Upward 13.47 9.89
Lateral 14.15 10.27
Self-Esteem
Upward 20.86 3.56
Lateral 19.80 4,12
Other-Evaluation
Upward 4.19*** 1.12
Lateral 2.94*** 1.28
Self-Evaluation
Upward 2.30 2.02
Lateral 2.47 1.60
Anagram Score
Upward 3.77 1.68
Lateral 3.54 1.73
Anagram Total Time
Upward 7.51 3.59
Lateral 7.34 3.39
Engagement Score
Upward 1.23 1.12
Lateral 1.27 1.08

Note N=181, **mean difference between upward andri@teonditiongp <.001
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Table 3.

Correlation Matrix of Study Variables
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Dysphoria  1.00
2. Self-Esteem -.70**  1.00

3. Other- .02 .03 1.00

Evaluation

4. Self- -50**  70** .16* 1.00

Evaluation

5. Anagram  -.06 A2 -.04 -.02 1.00

Score

6. -19** 10 .02 -.04 .30**  1.00
Engagement

Score

7. Anagram  -.04 -.02 -.03 .01 29** 18 1.00
Total Time

8. Comparison -.04 14 A46**  -.03 .07 -.01 -01 1.00

Note N=181. *p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 4a.

Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regressed on Seliigtion

Variable B SEB B R AR?
Sep L AT
Self-Esteem .33*** 03 .69
Step 2 .02
Self-Esteem 34** 04 71
Social Comparison -49* 20 -13
Dysphoria .002 .01 .01
Step 3 .00
Self-Esteem 34*** 04 71
Social Comparison -49* 20 -13
Dysphoria .01 .02 .05
C(I)Drzzgvizrci; X Social _o1 02 -.06

Note.N=181. *p < .05,*p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 4b.

Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regressed on Ama§icore

Variable B SEB B R? AR?
Step 1 .01
Self-Esteem .05 .03 A2
Step 2 .00
Self-Esteem .04 .05 10
Social Comparison A7 .26 .05
Dysphoria -.00 .02 -.02
Step 3 .00
Self-Esteem .04 .05 10
Social Comparison A7 .26 .05
Dysphoria -.01 .02 -.04

Note.N=181.*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 5.

Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regressed on Tota& Spent on Anagram Task

Variable B SE B R? AR?
Step 1 .00
Self-Esteem -.01 .07 -.01
Step 2 .00
Self-Esteem -.06 10 -.06
Social Comparison =17 54 -.02
Dysphoria -.03 .04 .07
Step 3 .00
Self-Esteem -.06 .10 -.06
Social Comparison -17 .54 -.02
Dysphoria -.04 .05 -.12
Dysphoria X Social
Corxpgrison 02 05 04

Note.N=181. *p < .05, **p < .01,**p < .001,
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Table 6.

Dysphoria and Social Comparison Regressed on SgibfRed Engagement

Variable B SE B R? AR?

Step 1 .01
Self-Esteem .03 .02 10

Step 2 .03
Self-Esteem -.02 .03 -.07
Social Comparison -.05 A7 -.02
Dysphoria -.03* .01 -.24

Step 3 .04**
Self-Esteem -.02 .03 -.08
Social Comparison -.04 .16 -.02
Dysphoria -.05** .01 -44
Dysph_oria X Social 04 02 27

Comparison

Note.N=181. *p < .05, **p < .01,**p < .001,
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Figure 1.

Interactive Effect of Dysphoria and Social Compami®n Engagement
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APPENDIX B

MEASURES

Social Comparison Pilot Data

In order to confirm that the social comparison rpalations are accurately taping
into an upward and lateral comparison, pilot daaéa wollected from 40 undergraduate
students enrolled in one section of the Generathirdggy course at the University of
North Carolina at Greensboro. Results indicatetti@upward comparison resume is
accurately represented however, the lateral commarnay be perceived as slightly more
downward than lateral. For this reason, minor gearwere made to the lateral
comparison. The results are as followed:

Question 1: “By your senior year, how do you thyakir level of accomplishment will
compare to the student you are evaluating?” Diffees were significant (t(38)=-4.694,
p=.000). The mean of the upward comparison wa3 dnl the mean of the lateral
comparison was 6.82.

Question 2: “By your senior year, how do you thyakir level of success with compare
to the student you are evaluating?” Differencesveggnificant (t(38)=-4.668, p=.000).
The mean of the upward comparison was 4.67 anthdan of the lateral comparison
was 7.00.

Question 3: “When you are a senior, how do yaoktlgour resume will compare to the
student you are evaluating?” Differences wereiSaant (t1(38)=-4.474, p=.000). The
mean of the upward comparison was 4.72 and the ofghe lateral comparison was
6.86.
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CES-D Scale (Department of Health and Human Services, Natitrstltute of Mental
Health)

Circle the number for each statement that bestrdess how often you felt of behaved
this way DURING THE PAST WEEK

Rarely or None Some or a kittl  Occasionally or Most or all
Of the Time of the Time A Moderate of thiene
(Less than 1 Day) (1-2 Days) Amount of Time (5-7 Days
(3-4 Days)

| was bothered by things
that usually don’t bother me 0 1 2 3
| did not feel like eating:
my appetite was poor. 0 1 2 3
| felt that | could not
shake off the blues even 0 1 2 3
with help from my family
or friends.
| felt that | was just as good 0 1 2 3
as other people.
| had trouble keeping my 0 1 2 3
mind on what | was doing.
| felt depressed.
| felt that everything I did 0 1 2 3
was an effort.
| felt hopeful about
the future. 0 1 2 3
| thought my life had
been a failure. 0 1 2 3
| felt fearful. 0 1 2 3
My sleep was restless. 0 1 2 3
| was happy. 0 1 2 3
| talked less than usual. 0 1 2 3
| felt lonely. 0 1 2 3
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People were unfriendly.
| enjoyed life.
| had crying spells.

| felt sad.

| felt that people disliked me.

| could not get “going.”
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

Instructions: Below is a list of statements dealwvith your general feelings about
yourself. If you strongly agree, circBA. If you agree with the statement, ciréle
If you disagree, circl®. If you strongly disagree, circteD.

1. On the whole, | am satisfied with myself. SA D SD

2. Attimes, I think I am no good at all. SA AD SD

3. | feel that | have a number of good qualities. SA A D SD

4. | am able to do things as well as most other

people. SA A D SD
5. Ifeel I do not have much to be proud of. SA D SD
6. | certainly feel useless at times. SA AD SD

7. | feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on
an equal plane with others. SA A D SD

8. l'wish | could have more respect for myself. A SA D SD

9. Allin all, I am inclined to feel that
| am a failure. SA A D SD

10. | take a positive attitude toward myself. SA D SD
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Other-Evaluation Measure
Please answer the following questions about theesturesume you just read (-5=not at
all, 5=very)

1. How successful do you think this student is at UNCG

2. How impressive is this student’s resume?

3. How accomplished do you think this student is?

4. How attainable is this student’s success?

5. How qualified do you think this student is for thesition?

6. Would you recommend that we hire this student?
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Self-Evaluation Measure
Please answer the following questions based onywanfeel at this time. (-5=not at all,
5=very)

1. How successful do you think you are?

2. How satisfied are you by your own success?

3. How confident are you in your abilities

4. How qualified for the position do you think you e by your senior year?

Please answer the following questions based osttigent you just evaluated (-5=much
worse, 0=as good, 5=much better)

5. By your senior year, how do you think your levEbhocomplishment will
compare to the student you are evaluating?

6. By your senior year, how do you think your legéksuccess will compare to the
student you are evaluating?

7. When you are a senior, how do you think your meswill compare to the

student you are evaluating?
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Engagement Questions
For the following questions, please answer based Brpoint Likert scale where -3=not
at all and 3=very.

1. | found this task to be challenging.

2. | enjoyed participating in this task.

3. I putin alot of effort into completing this task.

4. It was important for me to do well on this task.

5. | found this task to be interesting.

6. |1did well on this task as compared to others.
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Anagram Task

In an attempt to test motivation, defined as pentmce, a computer-based
anagram task will be used. In this task, partigipavill be given 10 anagrams and asked
to answer as many as possible. An example ofagledan be seen below:

ANAGRAMS
when
itch
cause
codes
finer
lamb
moist
ocean
mined
broth

ANSWER
hewn
chit
sauce
decos
infer
balm
omits
canoe
denim
throb
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Social Comparison Script:

“There is an undergraduate research assistant opgim our lab and we would like your
help evaluating one of the potential students.s Plairticular student is a Senior
Psychology major at UNCG. Please keep in mindweare looking for students that
are intelligent, reliable, independent and motivhtd’lease read the following resume
from a student.”

Social Comparison Resumes
EDUCATION (upward comparison)

University of North Carolina at Greensboro August 2008- Present
Psychology Major, Biology Minor
Cumulative GPA: 3.99

HONORS/AWARDS

Dean’s List: Fall and Spring Semesters 2008-2011

Phi Beta Kappa Society

Member of Psychology Honor Society, Psi Chi: 2@t8sent
Piedmont Leadership Award: 2010

High School Valedictorian: 2008

EXPERIENCE

Research Assistant, 2009-2011
o Performed data analysis
Ran study participants
Co-author on published journal article
Collaborated on a pending journal article
Co-authored an abstract presented at a posterreoneSpring 2010

Triangle YM CA Summer camp, Wake Forest, NC June-July 2010
e Supervised the overnight care of teen campers
e Planned and organized daily activities
e Delegated responsibilities to fellow counselors
e Provided support and encouragement to campers

Sales Associate, Barnes and Noble, Raleigh, NC February-May 2008-2009
e Maintained and restocked inventory
e Provided customer service
e Operated computerized cash register system

Childcare, Raleigh, NC 2008-2010
e Provided child care several families on the weekend

SKILLSY EQUIPMENT KNOWLEDGE

Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, Excel, Reference Mamagecess, SPSS
Organizational and communication skills
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VOLUNTEER/ACTIVITIES

Volunteer, Homeless Shelter, 2008-2011

Volunteer, Ronald McDonald House, 2009-2011

Volunteer, Habitat for Humanity, 2010-2011

Student Tutor, Grimsley High School, 2010-2011

Team Captain, Intramural Flag Football, SoccerBasketball, 2009-2010; Arena Football, Softbalhdrtube Water
Basketball, Sand Volleyball and Kickball, 2011

EDUCATION (lateral comparison)

University of North Carolina at Greensboro August 2008- Present
Psychology Major
Cumulative GPA: 3.0

HONORS/AWARDS

Dean’s List: Fall and Spring 2010

EXPERIENCE

Research Assistant, 2010
o Performed data analysis

o Presented at weekly group lab meeting

Sales Associate, Old Navy, Raleigh, NC February-May 2010-present
e Maintained and restocked inventory
e Provided customer service
e Operated computerized cash register system

Childcare, Raleigh, NC 2008-2010
e Provided child care several families on the weekend

Lifeguard, Raleigh, NC, May-July 2010
SKILLS EQUIPMENT KNOWLEDGE

Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, Excel, SPSS
Organizational and communication skills

VOLUNTEER/ACTIVITIES
Volunteer, Soup Kitchen, 2009-2010

Intramural Flag Football, Soccer and Basketbal)222010
Volunteer, Homeless Shelter, 2008-2009
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