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Identity Negotiation in Roommate Relationships: The Self as Architect
and Consequence of Social Reality

Shawn E. McNulty and William B. Swann, Jr.

The authors report two longitudinal studies of new college roommates (Ns = 69 and 95 pairs). In
both studies, targets’ initial self-views predicted changes in perceivers’ appraisals of them, and per-
ceivers’ initial appraisals predicted changes in targets’ self-views, although relatively few dyads dis-
played both effects. The perceiver-driven and target-driven effects occurred when appraisals and
self-views were negative as well as positive. Implications for self-verification theory and symbolic
interactionism are discussed, and a less restrictive model of how appraisals influence self-views is

proposed.

Behavioral scientists have long viewed the self-concept as a
dynamic construct, inextricably linked to social life and social
relationships. The identity negotiation framework offers one of
the most comprehensive treatments of this interplay between
self-concepts and the social world (Goffman, 1959; Swann,
1987). The framework assumes that people initiate their in-
teractions by (implicitly or explicitly) negotiating the identities
that they are to assume in the relationship. Such negotiation
lays the groundwork for the smooth unfolding of the relation-

ship and, ultimately, for the fulfillment of the goals that brought

the parties together (Goffman, 1959; Stryker & Statham, 1985).

Various analyses have suggested that there are two faces to the
identity negotiation coin. On the one hand, the appraisals of
one person (arbitrarily dubbed the “perceiver’’) may influence
the self-concept of the other person (the “target”). At the same
time, the target’s self-concept may influence the perceiver’s ap-
praisal of him or her. Systematic studies of these distinctive
forms of influence have spawned two independent lines of the-
ory and research. We first consider evidence that the self is a
consequence of the appraisals of perceivers and then consider
evidence that the self is the architect of the appraisals of others.
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Self as Consequence of Social Reality: Reflected
Appraisal and Behavioral Confirmation Processes

Earlier in this century, the symbolic interactionists (e.g.,
Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934) proposed that people devise their
self-concepts by internalizing the appraisals of others (Stryker,
1987). They aiso asserted that the link between perceivers’ ap-
praisals and targets’ self-concepts is mediated by targets’ per-
ceptions of how they are viewed by others (i.e., their reflected
appraisals; Kinch, 1963). Variations of the reflected-appraisal
hypothesis have endured over the years and currently represent
an important theme in many diverse areas, ranging from work
on labeling and stigmatization (e.g., Becker, 1963) to investiga-
tions of attachment (e.g., Bowlby, 1980; Sroufe & Fleeson,
1986).

Although widely cited, the reflected-appraisal hypothesis has
received surprisingly little empirical support. One of the pri-
mary sources of support has been cross-sectional research in
which researchers have shown that perceivers’ appraisals, re-
flected appraisals, and self-concepts are related (e.g., Felson,
1980, 1985; Felson & Reed, 1986; Hoelter, 1984; Lundgren, Jer-
gens, & Gibson, 1982; Schafer & Keith, 1985; for a review of
earlier research, see Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). A close
look at this research, however, indicates that targets’ reflected
appraisals are more closely related to targets’ self-concepts than
they are to the actual appraisals of perceivers (Gecas, 1982;
Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). By implying that reflected ap-
praisals are merely a projection of targets’ self-views, these data
undermine the possibility that such reflected appraisals medi-
ate the link between perceivers’ actual appraisals and the self-
concepts of targets (or that such a link exists at all).

Undaunted, other advocates of the impact of appraisals on
the self have marshaled evidence that evaluations of perfor-
mance or personality can alter the self-concepts of targets in lab-
oratory settings (e.g., Jussim, Soffin, Brown, Ley, & Kohlhepp,
1992; Shrauger & Lund, 1975; Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979;
Snyder & Swann, 1978). Critics have dismissed this research by
noting that the experimenter’s presence and the demand char-
acteristics of the setting may have compelled participants to
change their self-ratings.

Probably the strongest evidence that the self is influenced by
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the appraisals of others comes from longitudinal field studies.
Manis (1955), for example, found that college roommates’ ap-
praisals subsequently influenced targets’ self-concepts. Unfor-
tunately, because targets were influenced only when their room-
mates viewed them more favorably than they viewed them-
selves, variables such as the quality of the relationship (rather
than appraisals per se) may have mediated Manis’s findings.
Nevertheless, Felson (1989) provided stronger evidence when he
showed that parents’ appraisals predicted changes in children’s
self-concepts. Similarly, Cole (1991) showed that the appraisals
of teachers and peers influenced the self-concepts of children.

Even the recent longitudinal field studies have not proven to
be above criticism, however. Neither the Cole (1991) nor the
Felson (1989) studies established that reflected appraisals medi-
ate the effects of appraisals on self-views, nor did they show that
appraisals influence the self-concepts of adults. This latter issue
is particularly troublesome in light of recent contentions that
adults are impervious to the influence of reflected appraisals
(e.g., Kenny & DePaulo, 1993). In addition, Jussim (1991)
noted that evidence of appraisal effects on the self-views of chil-
dren is clouded by the potential impact of objective accuracy on
the perceptions of both perceivers and targets. Conceivably, the
adult perceivers may have developed objectively accurate ap-
praisals of targets early in the relationship, and targets eventu-
ally caught on, thus creating the illusion that perceivers were
influencing targets.

Of course, reflected appraisal processes are not the only
mechanism through which perceivers’ appraisals may influence
the seif-concepts of targets. One alternative is that perceivers’
appraisals may influence their behavior toward targets, and
targets may in turn behaviorally confirm the initial appraisals
of perceivers. Such behavioral confirmation processes (e.g.,
Merton, 1948; Rosenthal, 1976; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968;
Rosenthal & Rubin, 1978; Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977)
may work in conjunction with self-perception processes to pro-
duce self-concept change. That is, to the extent that targets ob-
serve their own behavior and use it as a basis for inferring their
self-concepts (e.g., Bem, 1972; Fazio, Effrein, & Falender, 1981;
Kenny & DePaulo, 1993; Snyder & Swann, 1978), behavioral
change should foster self-concept change. Although this behav-
ioral confirmation-self-perception process is theoretically via-
ble, there is no evidence that it occurs in naturalistic settings.

In short, the lack of definitive evidence that the appraisals of
perceivers influence the self-concepts of targets in naturalistic
settings has inspired suggestions that this venerable hypothesis
be abandoned. One purpose of our research was to determine if
such calls for abandonment are warranted.

The Self as Architect of Social Reality:
Self-Verification Processes

Self-verification theory (Swann, 1983, 1990) asserts that peo-
ple want others to validate and confirm their self-concepts—
even when those self-concepts are negative. Such self-verifica-
tion strivings are presumably motivated by a desire for coher-
ence in mental and social life (Festinger, 1957; Lecky, 1945; Sec-
ord & Backman, 1965; Swann, 1983; Swann, Stein-Seroussi, &
Giesler, 1992).

Although substantial evidence supports the contention that
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people work to maintain their negative self-views as well as their
positive self-views (for a review, see Swann, 1990), few studies
have directly tested the prediction that targets will behave so as
to bring perceivers’ appraisals into harmony with their self-
views. One was an experiment by Swann and Ely (1984). Targets
who were either self-perceived introverts or extroverts in-
teracted with perceivers who had expectations of the targets that
clashed with the targets’ self-views. By the end of the interac-
tion, most targets had succeeded in changing the perceivers’
minds. Although this study represents a clear demonstration
of self-concepts influencing appraisals in the laboratory, a field
study by Felson (1989) failed to find convincing evidence that
children’s self-concepts predict changes in their parents’ ap-
praisals. Because this may have been due to the dearth of power
that children have relative to their parents, a field study in which
targets interact with perceivers of equal status is in order.

Do Perceivers and Targets Resolve Disagreements
Through Compromise?

Will identity negotiation typically result in a compromise be-
tween initially discrepant views, with individual dyads exhibit-
ing both appraisal effects and self-verification effects? The norm
of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960; Regan, 1971) would seem to
suggest so, because, for example, a perceiver who revises his or
her initial impression of a target by bringing it closer to the
target’s original self-view could be seen as making a concession
that should elicit a reciprocal concession from the target. Al-
though intuitively appealing, this reciprocal-compromise hy-
pothesis requires that perceivers and targets be aware of their
influence on one another. To the extent that this condition is not
met, identity negotiation may be a largely unilateral affair, with
some dyads exhibiting appraisal effects on self-views and others
exhibiting self-verification.

Study 1

Study 1 was designed to track the influence of perceivers and
targets on one another. We also sought to examine the role of
targets’ actual traits in the identity negotiation process. As Jus-
sim (1991) noted, apparent effects of perceivers’ appraisals on
targets’ self-views may sometimes be due to the unmeasured
influence of targets’ actual traits. Similarly, an apparent self-
verification effect could be due to the target’s self-view being
more accurate than the perceiver’s appraisal and to the per-
ceiver eventually becoming aware of this fact by observing ex-
ternal signs such as grades or the responses of people who have
known the target for a longer period of time. To control for the
influence of participants’ actual abilities on the perceptions of
perceivers and targets, we obtained measures of targets’ actual
abilities in Study 1. Finally, we examined the percentage of dy-
ads in our sample that exhibited compromise as opposed to
more unilateral negotiation outcomes.

Method
Participants

Participants in this study were 94 same-sex pairs of college room-
mates from the University of Texas who were recruited to take partin a
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study of roommate relationships during the fall semester of 1990. At
least | member of each pair was a student in an introductory psychology
class. Participants who were enrolled in Introductory Psychology par-
ticipated to fulfill a course requirement; all other participants were paid
$10 on completion of the study. Of the initial 94 pairs, 19 pairs failed to
compilete at least one session and were dropped from the study. This left
75 pairs in the sample. Finally, we deleted 6 of the remaining roommate
pairs because they had lived together previously, leaving 69 pairs (20
male pairs and 49 female pairs) in the sample.'

Procedure

Participants completed questionnaires containing ratings of the abil-
ities, personality traits, and global worth of both themselves and their
roommate (as well as items pertaining to another investigation) during
the second and twelfth weeks of class. After participants had completed
the questionnaire at Time 1, the experimenter emphasized the impor-
tance of not discussing their responses with their roommates until the
study was over. Between the second and twelfth weeks of class, each
participant met once individually with an experimenter for a video-
taped interview. During this interview, objective measures of abilities
were administered. Participants were fully debriefed at the end of the
final (twelfth week) session.

Measures

Appraisals and self-views. Participants used 10-point, percentile-
based scales to rate both themselves and their roommates relative to
other college students their own age on four abilities that have been
shown to be highly important to the self-concepts of undergraduates
(Pelham & Swann, 1989). The four ability items were “intetlectual/ac-
ademic ability,” “social skills/social competence,” “athletic ability,” and
“physical attractiveness.” Participants used the same 10-point scales to
rate themselves and their roommates on the Big Five personality traits
(McCrae & Costa, 1987): neuroticism, extraversion, openness to new
experiences, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. To facilitate partici-
pants’ understanding of the items, we substituted the terms outgoing for
extraverted and easy to get along with for agreeable on the question-
naire. Similarly, to avoid drawing undue attention to the neuroticism
item (the only socially undesirable trait in the survey), we reframed it as
emotional stability.

Participants rated their own global worth (i.e., self-esteem) using Ro-
senberg’s (1965) Global Self-Esteemn Scale and rated their roommate’s
global worth using an adaptation of the Rosenberg scale created by re-
wording the items from the scale to refer to roommates. Items from this
global worth scale included “1 see my roommate as a person of worth,
at least on an equal basis with others,” and “All in all, I'm inclined to
feel that my roommate is a failure.” Both the self-esteem and global
worth measures were completed on 5-point scales anchored with
strongly disagree and strongly agree, and both measures were internally
consistent (Cronbach’s « for self-esteem = .89 at both Time 1 (T1) and
Time 2 (T2); o for global worth = .83 at T1 and .82 at T2).

Objective measures. We used participants’ total Standard Achieve-
ment Test (SAT) scores as an indication of academic ability. Measures
of social skills and physical attractiveness consisted of the averaged rat-
ings of 5 female undergraduate judges who viewed videotapes of each
participant being interviewed by an experimenter and rated the partici-
pant’s social competence and physical attractiveness on 10-point scales
identical to those used for self-ratings. The intra-class correlations were
.56 for social skills and .62 for physical attractiveness. The measure of
athletic ability was derived from self-reports of high school athletic ac-
tivities and awards (specifically, the number of semesters they played on
a school team and the number of athletic awards and scholarships they
received). These three items were standardized and averaged to form an
athletic ability index (« = .59). Because of the difficulty of achieving
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Table 1
Appraisal Effects in Study 1: Time 2 Self-Views Regressed on
Time 1 (T1) Self-Views and T1 Appraisals

T1 Self-view T1 Appraisal
8 R 8 R R
Traits final change final change  model
Academic ability® JTRRE 60 —.00 .00 .60
Sociat skills® LB2¥RE 44wk .16* .02* .46
Athletic ability® I i [V .16* 02* 72
Attractiveness® J4wxx SG¥RE 13 .01 .60
Neuroticism® BV S I 1* i 1 .00 .49
Extraversion® L S X i 14 .02* .65
Openness® TOXHx Speex .19* .04* .55
Agreeableness® ETHRE 4 5%x 12 .02 47
Conscientiousness®  .37** 17** 23* .05* 22
Global worth® L I At .01 .59
Note. Each row represents a hierarchical regression model in which

T1 self-view was entered on the first step, and T1 appraisal was entered
on the second step. The 8 reported is the standardized regression co-
efficient for the final equation. The R? change is the increment in R? at
the step on which the variable was entered.

*N=68. °N=67.

* p< .05, one-tailed. ** p<.01,one-tailed. ***p < .001, one-tailed.

consensus on what would constitute an objective measure of personality
traits or global worth, we did not attempt to assess targets’ actual stand-
ing on these traits.

The means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations of ap-
praisals, self-views, and objective measures for each trait can be found
in the Appendix.

Results
Identity Negotiation Effects

Were targets’ self-views influenced by perceivers’ appraisals
as the semester progressed? Hierarchical regression analyses in-
dicated that they were. For each trait, we regressed T2 self-views
first on T self-views and then on T1 appraisals. The results of
these analyses, displayed in Table I, revealed that perceivers’
appraisals reliably predicted T2 self-ratings of social skills, ath-
letic ability, extraversion, openness to new experiences, and con-
scientiousness when T1 self-ratings were controlled. Because
Manis (1955) found that appraisal effects occurred only when
the appraisals were more positive than the initial self-concepts,
we conducted follow-up analyses to determine if our effects
were similarly limited to appraisals that flattered the target. For
each trait for which an appraisal effect was found, we hierarchi-
cally regressed T2 self-views on T self-views, T1 appraisals, a
dummy variable that took on a value of 1 when T1 appraisals
were more positive than T1 self-views and took on a value of 0
otherwise, and the interaction of this dummy variable with T1
appraisals. If the relative positivity of perceivers’ initial apprais-
als were a moderating variable, then these interaction terms

! Reliable gender effects were neither expected nor found in the pres-
ent studies. Similarly, the identity of the experimenter had no effect on
the results of either Study 1 (experimenters were two female undergrad-
uates) or Study 2 (experimenters were two male graduate students).
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Table 2
Self-Verification Effects in Study 1: Time 2 Appraisals
Regressed on Time 1 (T1) Appraisals and T1 Self-Views

T1 Appraisal T1 Self-view

8 R’ 8 R? R?
Traits final  change final change model

Academic ability* I 1Ll NC (1 g IR A S K 43
Social skills® B 7: S B [ s 28%* 07 .46
Athletic ability* A6rE 3Gk .30%* Q7** .45
Attractiveness® B9Fxx 440 — 12 .02 .46
Neuroticism*® 33 1** .01 .00 11
Extraversion® S58*E goexe 25%%  06** A48
Openness® A A X Sl .09 .0t .64
Agreeableness® A3 1@k — 09 .01 .19
Conscientiousness®  .50***  26*** .01 .00 .26
Global worth® 52k ke — 04 .01 .28

Note. Each row represents a hierarchical regression model in which
T1 appraisal was entered on the first step and T1 self-view was entered
on the second step. The 8 reported is the standardized regression co-
efficient for the final equation. The R? change is the increment in R? at
the step on which the variable was entered.

*N=68. "N=67. *N=66.

** p <.01, one-tailed. *** p <.001, one-tailed.

should reach significance (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). They did not
(all ts < 1, ns), indicating that targets internalized perceivers’
negative appraisals as well as their positive appraisals.

Next, to test the prediction derived from self-verification the-
ory that targets’ self-views would influence perceivers’ apprais-
als, we regressed T2 appraisals first on T1 appraisals and then
on T1 self-ratings. The results, shown in Table 2, revealed reli-
able self-verification effects for academic ability, social skills,
athletic ability, and extraversion. Analogous to the appraisal
effects, follow-up analyses that tested the interaction of T1 self-
ratings and a dummy variable that indexed the relative posi-
tivity of those self-ratings found no evidence that perceivers
were influenced only by targets’ positive self-views (all s < I,
ns).

Actual Abilities

To determine if the appraisal and self-verification effects we
had observed for ratings of ability could be accounted for by
the impact of targets’ actual abilities, we repeated the analyses
reported in Tables | and 2 for academic ability, social skills,
athletic ability, and physical attractiveness with the objective
measure of each trait as an additional predictor. Actual abilities
were entered on the next to last step (i.e., immediately before
appraisals when testing for appraisal effects and immediately
before self-ratings when testing for self-verification effects). The
only reliable effect of actual ability to emerge was for physical
attractiveness, where the objective measure of attractiveness
predicted changes in targets’ self-ratings of attractiveness (8 fi-
nal = .18, R? change = .03, #(54) = 2.12, p < .05, one-tailed).
More important, all of the previously reported identity negoti-
ation effects remained statistically reliable when actual ability
was controlled. The largest change was for the effect of apprais-
als of social skills on self-perceived social skills, where the beta
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weight increased from .16 to .20 when actual skill was
controlled.

Compromise?

The norm of reciprocity suggests that the outcome of identity
negotiation should be compromise. That is, dyads engaged in
identity negotiation should exhibit both appraisal effects (i.e., a
smaller difference between T2 self-rating and T1 appraisal than
between T1 self-rating and T1 appraisal) and self-verification
effects (i.e., a smaller difference between T2 appraisal and T1
self-rating than between T1 appraisal and T1 self-rating). A
rough sense of how many negotiations resulted in compromise
can be obtained by classifying each dyad as exhibiting either an
appraisal effect alone, a self-verification effect alone, both
effects, or neither effect. Though purely descriptive, such a clas-
sification would shed some additional light on the types of iden-
tity negotiation found in this sample. Accordingly, we classified
dyads in terms of negotiation outcome for each trait for which
the regression analyses revealed evidence of identity
negotiation.

Dyads were classified as exhibiting both appraisal effects and
self-verification effects if the absolute value of the difference be-
tween T1 appraisal and T2 self-rating was less than the absolute
value of the difference between T1 appraisal and T1 self-rating
(an appraisal effect) and if the absolute value of the difference
between T1 self-rating and T2 appraisal was less than the abso-
lute value of the difference between T1 self-rating and T1 ap-
praisal (a self-verification effect). Dyads that exhibited only one
of the two types of identity negotiation effects were classified
as either appraisal-effect dyads or self-verification-effect dyads.
Finally, dyads that exhibited neither type of effect were divided
into those for whom identity negotiation was not possible (be-
cause T1 appraisal equaled T1 self-rating) and those for whom
negotiation was possible but did not occur.

The percentages of dyads that fall into each category for traits
for which evidence of identity negotiation was present are dis-
played in Table 3. Inspection of Table 3 indicates that although
some of the dyads that engaged in identity negotiation compro-
mised, many more did not. Thus, the norm of reciprocity does
not appear to have been a major determinant of the outcome of
identity negotiation in this sample.

Discussion

In summary, the results of Study 1 provide some of the first
evidence that, within naturally occurring relationships between
adults, perceivers’ appraisals will alter targets’ self-views, and
targets’ self-views will influence perceivers® appraisals. More-
over, follow-up analyses found no evidence that these effects
were simply due to positivity strivings on the part of targets or to
the influence of targets’ actual traits. Finally, individual dyads
displayed a variety of identity negotiation outcomes, with the
norm of reciprocity having little impact on the type of identity
negotiation that took place.

Before proceeding to describe Study 2, a note on the use of
causal language is in order. Although one must always be careful
about making causal inferences from nonexperimental data,
the panel design used in the present studies substantially re-
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Table 3

SHAWN E. MCNULTY AND WILLIAM B. SWANN, JR.

Percentage of Dyads Exhibiting Appraisal Effect Only, Self-Verification Effect Only,

Both Effects, and Neither Effect (Study 1)

Self-

NoTlI Neither Appraisal verification Both

Traits difference effect effect effect effects
Academic ability 23.2 30.4 13.0 23.2 10.1
Social skills 304 23.2 18.8 20.3 7.2
Athletic ability 13.0 33.3 17.4 20.3 15.9
Extraversion 23.5 19.1 16.2 26.5 14.7
Openness 10.1 317 20.3 17.4 4.5
Conscientiousness 24.6 333 21.7 8.7 11.6

Note. Numbers are the percentage of dyads in each category. Results are displayed only for those traits
where identity negotiation effects were found in the regression analyses. T1 = Time 1.

duces the uncertainty surrounding the interpretation of regres-
sion effects. In a cross-sectional study, for example, finding that
appraisals predict self-views would be ambiguous because of the
possibility of reciprocal effects or correlated residuals (i.e., the
regression weight could be misleading because it is picking up
the causal effect of the criterion on the predictor as well as the
effect of the predictor on the criterion). Use of a two-wave panel
design avoids this problem because a criterion that is measured
at T2 cannot possibly have a causal effect on a predictor mea-
sured at T1. Similarly, a panel design makes the task of generat-
ing alternative explanations more difficult. To explain the ap-
parent effect of appraisals on self-views with an omitted vari-
able, for example, would require positing a variable that not
only predicted T1 appraisals and T2 self-views but also pre-
dicted the variance in T2 self-views that remains after T1 self-
views are controlled.

Study 2

Given the provocative nature of the results of Study 1, we felt
it was important to replicate the study’s key findings. Study 2
was also designed to determine whether the effects of appraisals
on self-views noted in Study 1 occurred because targets con-
sciously recognized and internalized their roommates’ apprais-
als, as implied by symbolic interactionism. We addressed this
issue in two ways. First, we measured reflected appraisals to
test the traditional reflected-appraisal hypothesis. Second, we
measured targets’ perceptions of how knowledgeable their
roommates were about their standing on various traits. This
measure allowed us to test a slightly less restrictive model of
perceiver influence, in which targets make conscious decisions
about which perceivers are likely to provide valuable feedback
on a given trait, and these decisions moderate the impact of per-
ceivers on targets. To make room for the additional items and
items relevant to another investigation, we deleted the ratings of
the Big Five personality traits.

Method

Participants

The participants in this study were 105 same-sex pairs of college
roommates from the University of Texas who were recruited to partici-

pate in a study of roommate relationships during the fall semester of
1991. At least { member of each pair was enrolled in Introductory Psy-
chology. Participants enrolled in Introductory Psychology received re-
search credit for participating; all others were paid $10 at the end of the
study. Eight pairs were dropped from the sample because of lost data,
and 2 pairs were dropped because they had lived together previously.
This left 95 pairs in the sample-23 pairs of men and 72 pairs of women.
The average age of the sample was 18.3 years.

Procedure

Participants completed self-ratings and roommate ratings of abilities
and global worth, as well as items related to another investigation, dur-
ing the second and twelfth weeks of class. In addition to these measures,
the final questionnaire contained ratings of reflected appraisals and
targets’ perceptions of perceivers’ knowledgeability about targets’ traits.
The order of the self-view and reflected-appraisal measures was coun-
terbalanced across participants in the final questionnaire. None of the
results to be reported were affected by the order manipulation; as a re-
sult, it will not be discussed further. Participants were urged not to dis-
cuss their responses with their roommates after the first session and were
debriefed at the end of the final session.

Measures

Appraisals and self-views. Participants completed ratings of them-
selves and their roommates on the same ability and global worth mea-
sures used in Study 1. Once again, the self-esteem and global worth
measures proved highly reliable at both points of measurement (self-
esteem as = .87 and .86; global worth as = .82 and .86).

Reflected appraisals and knowledgeability estimates. 'We measured
reflected appraisals by having targets indicate how much of each of the
ability-related traits (i.., academic ability, social skills, athletic ability,
and physical attractiveness) they thought their roommates believed that
they possessed on 8-point Likert scales anchored by none at all and a
large amount. Targets completed a similar measure of reflected apprais-
als of global worth by indicating the extent to which they thought their
roommates would agree that they were “a good and worthwhile person”
on a 5-point scale.

Before completing each of these reflected-appraisal measures, targets
indicated on 8-point scales how knowledgeable they felt their room-
mates were about their standing on each trait. The corresponding item
for global worth differed slightly in that it asked to what extent targets’
roommates were in a good position to judge their overall worth as a
person, and was completed on a 5-point scale.

The means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations of ap-
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Table 4
Appraisal Effects in Study 2: Time 2 Self-Views Regressed on
Time 1 (T1) Self-Views and T1 Appraisals

T1 Self-view T1 Appraisal
R? i} R? RrR?
Traits final change  final change  model
Academic ability®*  .59%**  _40*** .18*% .03* 43
Social skills® 65T 40%* —06 .00 40
Athletic ability® 83*x* 66%* —.04 .01 .67
Attractiveness® TR 49% (03 .00 .49
Global worth® B3wer 68%  —1T7% .03+ 71
Note. Each row represents a hierarchical regression model in which

T1 self-view was entered on the first step and T1 appraisal was entered
on the second step. The 8 reported is the standardized regression co-
efficient for the final equation. The R? change is the increment in R? at
the step on which the variable was entered.

EN=94, PN=93 °N=91.

* p < .05, one-tailed. *** p <.001, one-tailed. ¥ p <.0I, two-tailed.

praisals, self-views, reflected appraisals, and knowledgeability estimates
for each trait can be found in the Appendix.

Results
Identity Negotiation Processes

To determine if the basic identity negotiation effects noted in
Study | were present in this sample, we performed hierarchical
regressions of T2 self-views on T1 self-views and T1 appraisals
and T2 appraisals on T1 appraisals and T1 self-views for each
trait. The results for T2 self-views in Table 4 indicate that per-
ceivers’ appraisals influenced targets’ self-perceived academic
ability, whereas the results for T2 appraisals in Table 5 reveal
that targets’ self-views influenced perceivers’ appraisals of aca-
demic ability and athletic ability.? As in Study 1, we conducted
follow-up analyses in which we sought to determine if the ap-
praisal and self-verification effects noted were driven solely by

Table 5
Self-Verification Effects in Study 2. Time 2 Appraisals
Regressed on Time 1 (T1) Appraisals and T1 Self-Views

T1 Appraisal T1 Self-view
R? B R? R?
Traits final change final change model

Academic ability? . 70%**  §53%** 15* .02* .55
Social skills* L68¥¥k SHex 11 .01 .52
Athletic ability* AN 1 20%F% (3%> .69
Attractiveness® IR Spee 05 .0t .52
Global worth® 66%*F  43%xx 0} .00 43

Note. Each row represents a hierarchical regression model in which
T1 appraisal was entered on the first step and T1 self-view was entered
on the second step. The 8 reported is the standardized regression co-
efficient for the final equation. The R? change is the increment in R? at
the step on which the variable was entered.

EN=94, PN=92

* p < .05, one-tailed. *** p < .001, one-tailed.
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relatively positive appraisals and self-views. Once again, this
was not the case (all interaction s < 1.32, ns).

Compromise?

Once again we classified the dyads in our sample into those
that exhibited appraisal effects only, self-verification effects
only, both effects, or neither effect. The results of this classifi-
cation are displayed in Table 6 for the two traits for which reli-
able identity negotiation effects were detected in the regression
analyses. As in Study 1, only a minority of the dyads that en-
gaged in identity negotiation compromised.

Reflected Appraisals as Mediators

Did the effects of perceivers’ appraisals on targets’ self-views
proceed through conscious internalization, or were more subtle
processes, such as behavioral confirmation and self-perception,
at work? Our first attempt to answer this question involved test-
ing the mediational model proposed by symbolic interaction-
ism. Before describing our test of the reflected-appraisal hy-
pothesis, it is important to note that such a mediational model
could be tested meaningfully only for ratings of academic abil-
ity. This is because academic ability was the only trait in the
present study to show a reliable effect of appraisals on self-
views, and a statistically reliable effect of appraisals on self-
views is a necessary precondition for testing any mediational
model (Judd & Kenny, 1981a, 1981b).

In addition to perceivers’ appraisals predicting changes in
self-views, the reflected-appraisal hypothesis requires that per-
ceivers’ appraisals predict reflected appraisals and that reflected
appraisals predict self-view change when perceivers’ appraisals
are controlled (Judd & Kenny, 1981a, 1981b). We tested the
first requirement, that actual appraisals predict reflected ap-
praisals, by regressing T2 reflected appraisals of academic abil-
ity first on T1 self-ratings of academic ability and then on T1
appraisals of academic ability. We entered self-ratings first be-
cause of previous suggestions that reflected appraisals may be
nothing more than projections of self-views (Shrauger &
Schoeneman, 1979). As shown in the highlighted portion of Ta-
ble 7, perceivers’ appraisals of academic ability did reliably pre-
dict reflected appraisals of academic ability with initial self-
views controlled. Appraisals also reliably predicted reflected ap-
praisals for social skills and athletic ability.

The highlighted section of Table 8, however, reveals that when
actual appraisals of academic ability were controlled, reflected
appraisals did not reliably predict changes in self-rated aca-
demic ability. Thus, reflected appraisals did not mediate the
effect of perceivers’ appraisals on self-view change in this
sample.

2 We also found an unexpected negative appraisal effect for global
worth (8 = —.17, #[89] = —3.05, p < .01, two-tailed). The results of
follow-up analyses on global worth suggested that this effect was driven
by self-esteem increases among targets who were initially appraised neg-
atively by their roommates. The origin of this counterintuitive finding
remains unclear. It should be noted that there was no sign of such an
effectin Study 1.
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Tabie 6

SHAWN E. MCNULTY AND WILLIAM B. SWANN, JR.

Percentage of Dyads Exhibiting Appraisal Effect Only, Self-Verification Effect Only,

Both Effects, and Neither Effect (Study 2)

NoTi Netther Appraisal Self-verification Both

Traits difference effect effect effect effects
Academic ability 28.4 27.4 16.8 16.8 10.5
Athletic ability 274 31.6 13.7 17.9 9.5

Note. Numbers are the percentage of dyads in each category. Results are displayed only for those traits
where identity negotiation effects were found in the regression analyses. T1 = Time 1.

Other Effects of Reflected Appraisals on Self-Views

Although the results of our analyses of academic ability rat-
ings did not support the traditional mediational model of re-
flected appraisals, other analyses suggest that reflected apprais-
als do have a role to play in determining self-views. In particular,
Table 8 indicates that reflected appraisals did reliably predict
self-ratings of social skills, athletic ability, and physical attrac-
tiveness when actual appraisals were controlled.> What is some-
what surprising about these effects is that for none of these three
traits was there any effect of actual appraisals on self-views, and
that, in the case of physical attractiveness, there was not even a
reliable effect of actual appraisals on reflected appraisals. These
results suggest that an expanded model of the genesis of re-
flected appraisals and their role in determining self-views may
be needed. We return to this issue in the Discussion.

Perceived Knowledgeability

Another way of asking whether targets were aware of perceiv-
ers’ appraisals and consciously used them to modify their self-
views is to determine if targets were more likely to be influenced
by appraisals from roommates whom they believed to be
knowledgeable about particular traits. To address this issue, for
each trait we regressed T2 self-views on T1 self-views, T1 ap-

Table 7
Effect of Time 1 (T1) Appraisals on Time 2 Reflected
Appraisals with T1 Self-Views Controlled (Study 2)

T1 Self-view T1 Appraisal

R 8 R? R?

Traits final change final change  model
Academic ability*  31*** 2%k A7* .03* A5
Social skills® (i 0%+ 23%x 05** 25
Athletic ability® 40>+ 25%x* 22% .04* .29
Attractiveness® 4THHx 24%%* 13 .02 .26
Global worth® .30%* 09+ .04 .00 .09

Note. Each row represents a hierarchical regression model in which
T1 self-view was entered on the first step and T1 appraisal was entered
on the second step. The 8 reported is the standardized regression co-
efficient for the final equation. The R? change is the increment in R*at
the step on which the variable was entered. The model relevant to the
mediational argument is in boldface type.

*N=94, °N=92.
* p< .05, one-tailed.

** p < 01, one-tailed. *** p < .001, one-tailed.

praisals, targets’ ratings of perceivers’ knowledgeability about
their standing on the trait, and the interaction of T1 appraisals
and knowledgeability estimates (in that order).

For two of the traits, the interaction of T1 appraisals and
knowledgeability estimates emerged as a reliable predictor of
final self-views (athletic ability: 8 final = .18, R* change = .03,
#90) = 2.94, p < .001, and physical attractiveness: 8 final = .26,
R? change = .06, #90) = 3.41, p < .001, one-tailed). In both
cases the form of the interaction was such that targets’ self-views
became more positive to the extent that they were evaluated
positively by a credible roommate or were evaluated negatively
by a less credible roommate. Similarly, targets’ self-views be-
came more negative if they were evaluated negatively by a cred-
ible roommate or if they were evaluated positively by a less cred-
ible roommate.

Discussion

The data from Study 2 substantially replicated the identity
negotiation effects found in Study 1. As in the previous study,
both appraisal effects and self-verification effects were found in
the regression analyses, and neither effect was limited to cases
in which the driving force (appraisal or self-view) was positive.
Also consistent with Study 1, only a small percentage of dyads
displayed both identity negotiation effects.

Contrary to the traditional form of the reflected-appraisal hy-
pothesis, reflected appraisals did not mediate the effect of actual
appraisals on self-view change. Reflected appraisals did, how-
ever, have an impact on self-view change independent of per-
ceivers’ actual appraisals.

Finally, targets were more likely to be influenced by perceiv-
ers’ appraisals of their traits when they believed that the per-
ceiver was knowledgeable about their standing on those traits.
This finding supports Shrauger and Schoeneman’s suggestion
that observer knowledgeability is an important and often over-
looked variable in studies of the role of appraisals in self-view
change (Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979, p. 567, see also Rosen-
berg, 1973).

3 To assure ourselves that the superiority of reflected appraisals to
actual appraisals for predicting these self-views was not an artifact of
timing (actual appraisals were measured at T 1; reflected appraisals were
measured at T2), we reanalyzed the data with T2 appraisals and re-
flected appraisals as the predictors. Again, reflected appraisals, but not
actual appraisals, predicted changes in self-rated social skills, athletic
ability, and physical attractiveness.
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Table 8
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Effect of Time 2 (T2) Reflected Appraisals on T2 Self-Views With Time 1 (T1) Self-Views and

T'1 Appraisals Controlled (Study 2)

T2 Reflected
T1 Self-view T1 Appraisal appraisal
i} R B R? B R? R?
Traits final change final change final change model
Academic ability® ST 40>* 16* .03* 08 .00 43
Social skills® 59%* A0+ -.10 .00 .16* .02* 42
Athletic ability® W E 66%** -.06 .00 12* .02* .68
Attractiveness® ST 4Gt -.06 .00 28%** .06*** .55
Global worth® R 68*** -.17% .03t --.00 .00 1
Note. Each row represents a hierarchical regression model in which T1 self-view was entered on the first

step, T'1 appraisal was entered on the second step, and T2 reflected appraisal was entered on the third step.
The B reported is the standardized regression coefficient for the final equation. The R? change is the incre-
ment in R? at the step on which the variable was entered. The mediational model is in boldface type.

AN=94, PN=093
* p < .05, one-tailed.

CN=91

General Discussion

Although much remains to be learned about the process and
outcome of identity negotiation, these initial studies have dem-
onstrated that empirical research that focuses on naturally oc-
curring relationships can lead to a productive merger of work
on the social construction of the self and self-verification. The
present research has not only confirmed that both perceiver-
driven effects and self-driven effects are at work in the everyday
life of college students, but it has also shed new light on each
phenomenon.

Appraisal Effects

The data on appraisal effects from these studies belie con-
cerns that such effects might be limited to laboratory settings,
to appraisals that flatter the recipient, or to the malleable self-
views of children. Of course, skeptics could point out that the
magnitude of our appraisal effects was small. In light of the so-
cial norms against openly communicating appraisals and the
much larger knowledge base presumably supporting self-views,
however, we believe that even tiny appraisal effects testify to the
important impact of social feedback on self-views. This point is
even more telling when one reflects on the fact that the present
studies observed the influence of only one of the many promi-
nent individuals who compose participants’ social worlds—a
drop in the social psychological bucket, as it were.

Both our theoretical analysis and data suggest that the re-
flected-appraisal hypothesis, as traditionally formulated, is too
restrictive to account for the full impact of social appraisals on
the self. One way to make the model less restrictive would be
to broaden our understanding of what our reflected-appraisal
measures are tapping. Kenny & DePaulo (1993), for example,
have shown that people form relatively accurate impressions of
how they are viewed by people in general, but their specific re-
flected appraisals are less accurate. If people typically have well-
formed impressions of how they are viewed in general (i.c., gen-
eral reflected appraisals) but have only sketchy impressions of

*** p < .001, one-tailed. 1 p < .01, two-tailed.

how specific people view them (i.e., specific reflected apprais-
als), then they may respond with a general reflected appraisal
when asked for a specific reflected appraisal by a researcher. If
so, then a measure of reflected appraisals may predict self-view
change even when the appraisal it nominally reflects does not
(as in Study 2), because it serves as a proxy for the collective
appraisals of the wider social community.

Another way of easing the restrictions on the explanation of
appraisal effects is to consider mechanisms that do not involve
the conscious internalization of reflected appraisals. The behav-
ioral confirmation-self-perception process is one such mecha-
nism. Alternatively, identity negotiation may proceed through
subtle statements and nonverbal cues that largely bypass con-
scious awareness (€.g., Blumberg, 1972; Swann, Stein-Seroussi,
& McNulty, 1992).

Self-Verification

Our data provide the first nonlaboratory evidence that people
self-verify by bringing others to see them as they see themselves.
Taken together with earlier evidence that people are less com-
mitted to marital partners who appraise them incongruently
(Swann, Hixon, & De La Ronde, 1992), these data provide evi-
dence that people both seek and find self-verification in natu-
rally occurring relationships. Moreover, the relative effect sizes
across Studies 1 and 2 indicate that self-verification is at least
an equal partner with appraisal effects in identity negotiation
and may even be the stronger of the two processes. Although it
is certainly too soon to conclude that self-verification processes
are more powerful than appraisal effects in daily interactions,
the analogous result has been demonstrated in the laboratory
(Levesque & Kenny, 1994; Swann & Ely, 1984). In addition to
the relative size of the self-verification effects, one should also
note that they, like the appraisal effects, were driven by negative
as well as positive beliefs. The evidence that people brought
their relationship partners to recognize their negative self-views
as well as their positive self-views casts doubt on claims that
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people are exclusively motivated by a desire for positive evalua-
tions (e.g., Jones, 1973).

Certainly we do not deny the existence of a powerful desire
for positivity; in fact, we have repeatedly encountered evidence
of this desire in our own laboratory (e.g., Hixon & Swann, 1993;
Swann, Griffin, Predmore, & Gaines, 1987; Swann, Hixon,
Stein-Seroussi, & Gilbert, 1990). We suggest instead that the
desire for positivity and the desire for self-verification are quite
distinct from one another (e.g., Swann, 1990; Swann &
Shroeder, 1994) and that it is thus inappropriate to subsume
one under the other. For example, Steele, Spencer, and Lynch
(1993) would suggest that our participants brought their room-
mates to recognize their flaws in an effort to feel morally and
adaptively adequate. Similarly, Baumeister (1993) would sug-
gest that roommates sought self-verification of negative self-
views in an effort to “protect” themselves against negative feed-
back they might encounter if they were to seek overly favorable
evaluations. Such formulations have the appeal of being able to
explain everything, including a preference for favorable evalua-
tions, a preference for unfavorable evaluations, or no preference
whatsoever. Yet these formulations are so broad that they are
hardly distinguishable from reinforcement theory, which hy-
pothesizes that people have a tendency to seek pleasure and
avoid pain. Unfortunately, like reinforcement theory, these for-
mulations are not falsifiable. We therefore remain convinced
that positivity and self-verification strivings are best understood
as being distinct.

Finally, we do not claim that self-verification effects are ubiq-
uitous. Felson (1989), for example, concluded that children’s
self-views had little or no impact on the appraisals of their par-
ents. Two variables may have contributed to Felson’s failure to
uncover evidence that children evoke self-verifying appraisals
from their parents. One is that the lower status of children un-
dermined their ability to influence their parents’ appraisals of
them; our data indicate that perceived knowledgeability may
be an important moderator of identity negotiation processes.
Alternatively, the self-views of children may be less certain than
the firmly held self-views of adults and thus be less likely to
inspire self-verification strivings (Swann, 1990). In either case,
our findings suggest that adults are quite capable of obtaining
self-verification from their relationship partners.

Summary and Conclusion

The portrait of the self that emerges from our data is one in
which the self is both an architect and consequence of others’
appraisals. More specifically, just as the self-concepts of our par-
ticipants were shaped by the appraisals of others, they also in-
fluenced those appraisals. Through this process, the self and the
surrounding social environment are constantly attuning them-
selves to one another. Future research should consider what
variables may lead a specific negotiation to be relatively target-
driven or perceiver-driven and should also take a fresh look at
the types of mechanisms that may underlie the identity negoti-
ation process. By attending to the power of both perceivers’ ap-
praisals and targets’ self-views, such research may begin to lay
bare the intricate manner in which identity negotiation is woven
into the fabric of social relationships.

SHAWN E. MCNULTY AND WILLIAM B. SWANN, JR.
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Table Al

Appendix

Means, Standard Deviations, Ns, and Zero-Order Correlations (With Pairwise Deletion of Missing Data)

by Trait for the Variables Measured in Study 1

Zero-order correlations

Variable M SD N 1 2 3 4 N

Academic ability

T1 Self-view 6.13 1.17 69 1.00 .13 77 44 .35

T1 Appraisal 6.23 1.14 69 — 1.00 10 .54 .20

T2 Seif-view 5.97 1.20 69 — — 1.00 43 .34

T2 Appraisal 5.93 1.17 69 — —_ — 1.00 .36

Actual trait (SAT) 1,026.06 152,31 66 — — —_ — 1.00
Social skills

T1 Self-view 6.03 1.40 69 1.00 .30 .66 .44 —.16

T1 Appraisal 5.64 1.45 69 — 1.00 .34 .63 -.07

T2 Self-view 5.94 1.45 69 — —_ 1.00 .49 —.05

T2 Appraisal 5.26 1.44 69 —_ —_ — 1.00 -.22

Actual trait® 5.07 1.05 58 — — - — 1.00
Athletic ability

T1 Self-view 4.67 1.81 69 1.00 .54 .83 .55 .49

T1 Appraisal 4.97 1.78 69 — 1.00 57 .62 37

T2 Self-view 4.71 1.87 69 — — 1.00 .63 45

T2 Appraisal 4.74 1.50 69 — — — 1.00 .38

Actual trait (high school activities) 0.00 0.71 68 — — — — 1.00
Attractiveness :

T1 Self-view 5.71 1.36 69 1.00 .20 77 .01 —.01

Ti Appraisal 5.62 1.35 69 —_ 1.00 27 .67 —.03

T2 Self-view 5.77 1.29 69 —_ — 1.00 .09 17

T2 Appraisal 5.52 1.17 69 — — — 1.00 -.11

Actual trait® 5.44 1.28 S8 — — — — 1.00
Neuroticism®

T1 Self-view 6.71 1.74 69 1.00 .22 .70 .09

T1 Appraisal 6.03 1.74 69 —_ 1.00 .09 .33

T2 Self-view 6.72 1.71 69 — — 1.00 .23

T2 Appraisal 5.72 1.43 69 — — —_ 1.00
Extraversion

T1 Self-view 5.88 1.70 69 1.00 .24 .79 .39

T1 Appraisal 5.54 1.78 69 —_ 1.00 32 .65

T2 Self-view 5.91 1.79 69 —_— — 1.00 Sl

T2 Appraisal 5.38 1.61 68 — — —_ 1.00
Openness

T1 Seif-view 6.22 1.51 69 1.00 .09 71 .16

T1 Appraisal 5.48 1.76 69 —_ 1.00 .25 .80

T2 Self-view 6.32 1.50 69 — —_ 1.00 28

T2 Appraisal 5.28 1.88 69 — — — 1.00
Agreeableness

T1 Self-view 7.06 1.56 69 1.00 .02 .67 —-.08

T1 Appraisal 6.87 1.29 69 —_ 1.00 .14 42

T2 Self-view 6.93 1.61 69 — —_ 1.00 .10

T2 Appraisal 6.25 1.64 69 _— — —_ 1.00
Conscientiousness

T1 Self-view 6.68 1.62 69 1.00 .19 41 11

T1 Appraisal 6.28 1.43 69 — 1.00 .30 St

T2 Self-view 6.42 1.58 69 — — 1.00 .32

T2 Appraisal 5.78 1.63 69 — —_ — 1.00
Global worth

Tt Self-view 31.45 7.05 69 1.00 .06 .76 -.02

T1 Appraisal 35.74 4.16 69 — 1.00 .15 .52

T2 Self-view 31.50 7.45 68 — — 1.00 .04

T2 Appraisal 34.42 4.58 67 —_ — — 1.00

Note. T1 =Time I; T2 = Time 2; SAT = Standard Achievement Test.

# Judged by raters. ° This item was presented as emotional stability, so that higher numbers reflect /ess neuroticism.
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Means, Standard Deviations, Ns, and Zero-Order Correlations (With Pairwise Deletion of
Missing Data) by Trait for the Variables Measured in Study 2

Zero-order correlations
Variable M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6
Academic ability
T1 Self-view 6.05 1.17 95 1.00 21 63 .30 .35 17
T1 Appraisal 6.06 1.14 95 — 1.00 .30 73 .23 33
T2 Self-view 5.87 1.29 95 — — 1.00 .38 31 .05
T2 Appraisal 5.97 1.14 95 — — — 1.00 .32 .35
T2 Reflected appraisal 5.01 1.08 95 — — — — 1.00 55
T2 Knowledgeability 4.88 1.51 95 — — — — — 1.00
Social skills
T1 Self-view 6.16 1.41 95 1.00 25 63 .28 .45 31
T1 Appraisal 5.84 1.47 95 — 1.00 .11 71 33 .39
T2 Self-view 6.18 1.35 94 — — 1.00 A2 .39 22
T2 Appraisal 5.74 1.54 95 — — — 1.00 .46 .50
T2 Reflected appraisal 4.92 1.40 95 — — — — 1.00 .60
T2 Knowledgeability 4.92 1.63 95 — — — — — 1.00
Athletic ability
T1 Self-view 4.74 1.76 95 1.00 48 .82 .55 .50 -.01
T! Appraisal 4.42 1.72 95 — 1.00 .37 .81 41 .03
T2 Self-view 491 1.68 95 — — 1.00 44 49 ~.00
T2 Appraisal 4.67 1.75 95 — — — 1.00 .50 13
T2 Reflected appraisal 4.01 1.67 95 — — — — 1.00 17
T2 Knowledgeability 4.63 1.74 95 — —_ — — — 1.00
Attractiveness
T1 Self-view 5.63 1.32 95 1.00 .20 .70 .10 .49 .32
T1 Appraisal 5.62 1.26 95 — 1.00 i .72 22 .28
T2 Self-view 5.65 1.18 95 — — 1.00 .09 .55 .24
T2 Appraisal 5.52 1.26 95 — — — 1.00 .15 .20
T2 Reflected appraisal 4.51 1.26 95 — — — — 1.00 48
T2 Knowledgeability 5.08 1.40 95 —_— — — — — 1.00
Global worth
T1 Self-view 32.31 6.08 95 1.00 .05 83 .07 .31 —.18
T1 Appraisal 34.37 5.43 94 —_ 1.00 -.12 .66 .06 —.10
T2 Self-view 33.01 6.38 93 — — 1.00 .01 .25 =21
T2 Appraisal 32.83 6.32 94 — — — 1.00 .07 -.23
T2 Reflected appraisal 2.99 1.12 94 — — — © - 1.00 ~.29
T2 Knowledgeability 1.53 1.19 94 — — — — — 1.00

Note. T1 = Time |; T2 = Time 2.
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