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" theory of social comparison prgéesses (1954a). Festinger s bas{c\postuj

. influence.of the norm (see Suls. & Miller, 1977,

.

RN

';that peop}e have.a drive to evaluate their own opihions and ahifities

‘review of social comparigon processes).

1\ ‘2

A}

.

)
4 . R
.We often find ourselves uncertain about various aspects of our
) \ ; 4
- . f
lives. and, therefore, seek,information that is necessary for effective
»

functioning of everyday life. The range and complexity of choices faced
) o ) Y. A ’ ’

by individuals in’modern society require that we rely heavily on ‘the

experi%’Fes of others in evaluating the feasibility of personal goals .~

)

o . .
and standardsy Considerable amounts of research have bgen directed at 3

A : .
the processes E& which individuals gain‘information about themselves

v

through comparison with others beginning most notably with Leon Fgetinger s

late is that people hayve a drive to evaluate their own opinions and

4

-

abilities. They firSt attempt such self—evaluations through objective,

.

nonsocial 'means, but 'in the dbsence of such means,.people search for

"Social reality," that is, they evaluate themselves t ough‘c6mparisons

with other people’s‘opiniogghor abilities. '
Much’ of the research ‘generated by this ‘theoty has focused on aspects
of social comparidé; such as choice of comparison referent and the

for a comprehensive

-

Both of these aspects afe the

.
s

focus of the present investigation. Since it is generally agreed upon
- '3

'3

) . . : - X
and often db so by mkans of social comparison, it is reasonable to

assume that the more information they ark provided'when/haking social

.

N

comparisons, the better enabled they are to judge the adequacy'of their
¥ - o.

) Il
own perfdrmance. Knowledge of one's own performance relative to another

in the immediate»situatﬁpn and relative to a group norm would provide

-

such informatio%/and might differentially influence subsequent behavior.

L1

Various amounts of research have explsred social comparison with




~

" another referent ér with a group norm, but few have looked at theinfluence
of both. Foi/;xample, the emphasis in sa;e.social comparisonlgeséarch
studying the choice of refereﬁt,has been explé%ing tge extent to which

» Cos
subjects seek to discov;r a range of scoresr and use such Enowledge to
estimat; averagé pe;fo;panpe as a measuré of'ch;ice of referent (e.g.,

- @

Brickman & Bermén, 1971).* In another area of research, equity theorists
have been concerndd with the relative influence of difﬁgrenE,EYpes of
equity comparisons such as local versus referential comparisons, but

have generally explored each type separately and have'only mage presump-

~
tions about which is more influential in equity behavior (which is the

.- .
state of equal inputs or contributions leading to equal outcome). Local
Vd L] M )

comparisons referr to those made by‘}ndividdals with another in the °

immediate environment, both of whom are linKed to an ongoing relationship -

- ' -

with one anogher (cf.,, Adams, 1965; Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1973).'

1

1 .

Rgferentiél comparisons refer to thoSe in which the referent usually
<

"consists of a group or average comparison and ;g\removed fr?P>the situa-
3 L . .. ) vy,

. . . ] .
tion (cf., Zeld \Fh’ Anderson, Berger, & Cohen, 1955). Finally, the in-
- " o * ' A

fluence bf.thé group fnorm has beenhs;udied further by social cbmparison
¢ : .

and performancg expectation states theorists, but typically in the study

i g\ . .
of,groug!éonsensus or conform‘tx (e.g., Asch, 1952; €rutchfield, 1955).

I B

In such studies, influence. of tﬁe‘norp has been viewed in thé sense of A "

4

influence or "power” to chapge an individual's-opinion. Interest in the

present étudy lies in th? conceptualization -of the norm as an available
B 3 - . . B

source of social inﬁotmatigﬁ against which people can guage‘aﬂd, thereby,

.
-

evaluate the adequacy of their own behavior. . - .

. o . .
The present experiment explored the inflﬁence'of different sources,

a

of social comparison on self-evaluative reactions. Specificall&, we
- v ‘ v 4
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systematica;}y explored how both live and symbolic sources of comparison
. . : ’ ' \

(cf., Bandura, 1977) simultaneously might affé%l individudls' behavidr. .

. y . . L » .

. We explored how knowledge of both another individual's and a gfgup's aver-

-age, performance moéivates subsequent behavior. In a 2 X & design, we
. investigated the influence of source of comparison Tef?rent (live vs. -
' o ; o LN
symbolic) and the level of current-.relative pe{foxmance (better vs.
¢ . *

/y ) &

worse) on subjects' a) allocation of rewards, and b) satisfaction.

i
1
\ .

Sixty Stanford male undergraduates Served as subjects and were run
'} N .

L4 -~
»

in pairs. Sﬁbjéctsf,task'involved independently makigg.a speech about j .
. r

. Solutions to a problem of current interest (for example, the Iranian

crisis). Before presenting their solution, subjects stated the’scoqe they

Y &

exﬁécéed to receive (1-20 points). vAfter both subjects had respondéd sepa-
o= B . < /

K rately, tﬁéy w%re pro%ided with three pieces of predetermined-feedback:

N

their own score (0), the other subject's score (0', live referent),‘a%d a "
§% score that was said to be the megn performance of all males from the same
psychology.s}ass testeé'on the task 2N, symbolic norup. Aftér a subject

- .+ received feedback, he was asked, first,» fo state how satisfied he was with
[} A} 7 : '4 .
* his own score (1: completely dissatisfied = 10; completely satisfied), and
‘ { ‘ , : o \

secondly, to allocate rewards between himself and the other subject.

In thigxstudy,.variatioﬁ.in subjects’ relative feedback scores was
N N\
generated by varying the absolute scores. Therefore, to some exteat,
v hd . A

relative and absolute scores were confounded. To assess the effects qf ~

»
-

relative scd}e, with respect to the norm and the other's score, we

- ‘ ) \\
Y therefore used a 2-way analysis of covariance, with absolute feedback as -

- . the covariate. Controlling for feedback, results on allocation indicated

)
14

marginally significant main.effects for performance relative to the live '

~ . :
\referent (2(1,55)=3.78, p<.06) and relative to the symbolic norm (F(I,55)= - .
! B ? L3 j .

Vv
.
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‘ . - 3.76, p<.06) (see Table %}. .Subjegts dllocated more points to themselves

4 [y

‘when they performed better than the live feferenf than when they performed
- . N p "

"worse than the live referent, suggestipg a straightforward se}f—evalﬂhtion

Y

reaction. However,,K subjects allocated more points to themselves when they

-

‘pFrforméd wprse than the norm than wh the§ perforged better thap ghe .
‘ éésting a ;elf-en gnéemeng effect (cf., Hakmiller; 1966). Sub-
f' ) jecgé seé;ed.to ovetbompénsét fiselves when ihé;'performed wors; than

‘the nérﬁ by allocating\more:points to %hEmselyes, Thése:fihdings suggest
’ é genuine effect of éégial,comparison Qitﬁ both the live referent and | o

symbolig norm. No interaction effect was found, F<I1, |

S 7 . ]

~

: . . Nt S &
Re&'J;Lts,on satisfaction ipdicated no main effects for etther referent %

= . . n - . >

. . : <
when‘feedback was controlled (F<l & 1.48 respectively, n.s.). Findings on

v

'satiiggction can be attributed to subjects' feedback; the correlatiodal

analyses reported below were used to separate the effects of. feedback and

;elative performance (see Table 2). There wds no significant interacéion

effect, F<1. > - ’

) J - . ——
///i‘ A gsecond analysis which shows ‘the effect of relative outcome scores
/ . - : - .
RCaa on allpcation is a betweéen-subjects analysis. 'Conceivably this is

- ., . _: ) ® .
a more powerful analysis because it treats the difference (0-0') between

subjectg. score, 0, and that of the live referent, 0', as a cdhtinuoué
[ ’ . ’ ’

. . 1 )
variable rather than dichotomizing it as in the between-groups analysis.

The correlation between subjects' score, 6, and that of the live referent,

0', was .64 ( <'001)@ Scores yere set to ensure that the subjects'. .

and

-

™

g s |, : .
< scores and the ‘referents' scores f&ll within the samg range (high, medium,

~ and low) agg this_ is tﬁe'féason for, the significantly large correlation,
. [ " .

The correldtion betweem‘?‘subject's allocation and the
4 .
W .

“differefice: in feedback scores, 0-0', was .49, p<.001l, whereas the corre-

AllocatiBn:

* - Y

e,' 4 . ?




. Satisfaction:
J Al

N ® ’ .l
-.
q
*

“ 6 R ’ .
Iation between subjects
it "%

‘

allocation and their own score was insignificant
. g
(r—.17) and between subjects

a&location and the livé referent's score

5 1)

‘'was only -.25, p<.025. The correlation between subJects allodat on was
i B
0-0', partialling out 0 was .53

Y

These data indicate that allocatian s
o
not determined by absolute feedhack per se, certainly not ‘one's own, but

’ )
By the comparetive difference tn scores betweeﬂ the subject and the iive
referent.

’

No significant correlation’ was found between subjects

jé ' allo-
cation and the symbolic norm's score (r=.09), nor between allocation and

the difference between subjects

' score.and the norm (r=.07). e

1 ./ '
Allocation was also found t?;gorrelate with subjects' knowledge of |
the task (r=.29, p<.025) and expectancy score (r=.34 p<.005)

..The‘ -
correlation between allocation and Knowledge of fhe. task partialling out
L . .

0-0' drops to an insignificant level (r=-:13). Likewise the correlation

betwee? allocation and expectancy score érops to -.12 when 0-0y is
partialled out. [

N

a “
These correlations indicate that the correlation between
allocation and expectancy is due to allocation's dependence on 0-0

1

Results indicated that satisfaction correlated
L4
i positively with Subjects' own score, .0

(r=.56, p<.001), with the ‘refe-
rent's score, 0', (r=.30, p<.01), with the d{figfence between subjects' . ~
~sqgre and the live referent's score, 0-0', (5; 29, p< 025).land with the

~

¢
differenoe between their score and the symbolic norm's score, 0-N
(r=.49, p<.001).,

It is to be recalled that O and 0" correlate .64 which
could explain the positivp correlation b

other

-t> . - g
ween satisfaction and the

LI - )
rson's score. Partialling out the effect of the difference

€ -
' N .
between the subject's own score and the live referent's score, one's own
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! , : - 7
. o
’

when the d{gference-ﬁetween one's score'and that of the notm is partial-

led out (r=.32, p<.0l). However, when subjects' own score {is.partialled
' out from-the correlation betwken satisfaction and the difference in
4 + ) *. . ! -

- ‘ - ’
_“scores, 0-0", the correlation drops to .09, n.s. These data indicate fur- .
- . . . 3 .

.

Ehér‘that satisfaétion ismlaréely a function of one;s own scbre.
"Satisfaction ;lsq cor;elated significantly ;ith the difference bet-
wee; QuquCt;"expected and qctugi séoées, 0-E (£='23"EF-05)' ‘Subjectg
) were more‘sa£i§§ied when théy performed better than t%ey‘expegted than \
T‘- xwhen they performed.as they expected. This.correlatiod.explains a ﬁegative »
corr;lation between satisfaetién and expéctancy‘(gé.—Bﬁ, p<.05). The‘less
imore) subjects eipgsted Eﬁe more (less) s;tisfiéd they ;ere with what

they received. The more extreme their expectancies were, the more likely

. ﬂ there was to be a difference between actual and expected scores; hence, ' \
. . , J ) ¢ ‘
the positive correlation betw?en'the difference in actual and expecfed >

%

scores. The finding on the'diffexenée in scores is consistent with find-
" ‘ s N
ings by Ilgen (1970) that satisfaction is influenced lhonotonically

by the difference between expected and actual performance. The correla-

-~

tion between satisfaction and subjchS' own score, partialling out O-E,
4 / *
.. was .36, p<.005, indicating again that satisfaction is largely a function

of one's own score. -\

Regarding the influences of the difference between subjects' score
- & ~ N

and that of the live other (0-0') and the difference between their score

‘aﬁd that of the symbolic norm (0-N) as social in%lﬂencés‘and the direct ’

L4 t

influences of own score (0) as self-regulatory, then we can make the -
folléwing tentative interpretations. Social *tomparison can certainly be
- = - J
seen to be effective in allocation when the referent is live. Between- .
S

groups analyses furthet #ndicate that social,éomparison can be seen to

N r

’

8 ° : ’
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be effective when the referent is beth live and ‘symbolic. InEsatisfacj

_ 7 N
“tion judgements, both sources of comparison are seen to be operatiye.

$

\ )
Looking at the relative influence of social versus self—regulatory

‘ progessesgjtith allocation, when one partlals out only the effect of the
A - .
live referent, ther ill remains a iarge residual effect. However,.

L}

e

d when one partials out the difference in scores between SubJects and the ’

JIC SN

o~

live referent, there is very little residual effect. This suggests that

- .

social comparison mechanisms are affecting al@oca;ign in the form of
', . 7 pr A ' ) YN
differences in scores afid not just the other .person's score alone..With

™

satisfaction, when one partials out the differences in scores in both

kinds' of comparison 9640" 0-N,, there still remains a large regidual

—~

%
effect, Partialllng out spbjects own score (0), however, from the

1

~ -~ correlation between satisfaction and the differende 'in scofes (0-0")
R
. reduces e correlation to an insignificant level., This suggests that
h RN

.
\Tﬁ\\\ mostly self-regulatory mechanisms are.affecting satisfaction in this

study. The above findings are consistent with the social learning -

¥

perspective (Bandura, 1977) that different sggsces of social comparison

' mechanisms and self—regui:§§ry chhanmsms play an influential role in

- -

¢

people's lives. _ .

C
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., Mean Allocation and Satisfaction Corrected for

Ed [}
Table l;
H ¢
. 4
&
Better
j -
LIVE
Worse
Yo

3

Satisfaction:

\_‘W o

A@iocation;

¢ . =~
SYMBOLIC f‘
¢
. Better ° { Worse
: T _ B
: 0 = 16.4 ] O = 10.7
|
N= 9.9 b, N o= 14.4
. ] _ .
0'=13.1 . - 0 = 7.5,
;. - ) ' *
Mean Alloc. = 51.6 : Mean Alloc. = 57.4-
Mean Satis. =- 6.6 | Mean Satis. = 6.1
n=15 I n=15
!
4
T3 = 13.3 : 5= 7.5
N = 9.9 | N =14.4 ,
_ ’ l "
O'= 16.4 ! 0'= 10.7
‘Mean Alloc. = 42.6 : Mean Alloc. = 52.9
Mean Satis. = [ Mean Satis. = 5.5
' n=15 [ n=1S5
W !
1
Analysis of Covariance; Covariate = Ss Feedback Score
Live Referent - F<l .
Symbolic Referent - F = 1,48 n.s.
Y Al Fi
Live Referent - F(1,55) = 3.78, p<.06 -
Symbolic Norm -~ F({1l,55) = 3.%5, p<.06 .
?
- ‘. N 'f
L
\ . 53
. {

i

Covariamnce with Feedback (Study. 1)

s

Mean Feedback Scorés of O,.Nonn, and 0'; and Subjects'

-

PPl
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Table 2:, Intercorrelations for Variables on Trial 1 (Stedy 1) . .
\ L' ’ . I3 . M - ./
: . FEEDBACK KnowI- | Expec- | Future Actual Satis~ | Allo- Deserv
| edge ' | tancy | {Expec-s | Expected | faction| cation | ingness
, . : of Score | tancy ' | Score” ~ '
“ 4 -0 [Nom(NJ| ~O'_ |{(0-0') |(O-N) | task Score | J ! ‘ .
. *
Feedback O — Z64e ;42 .75 .54de .56e - .17
Feedback Nom ~ |/ . =716 | ~.2la |-.24b  |-.23a - | )
Feedback O’ - |~.42e | .sDe ".3lc .30c -.25b
: ] . — v
Feedback (0-0') . ! .//—— .31lc ) .25b .29b .4% |
Feedback (O-N) / T ®.26b. | .23a .49 ’
[
Knowledge 'of Task . — .8%e .50e ~,26b ~.32¢C .2%b
Expectancy Score . ~ h - .56e ~.35d ~JQ  .34d N
. ~ t -
iture Expect. ) ’
ﬁ‘éioore _ N ® N — . .37e '
Actual-expected . ‘ g .
Score N Vs / - .23 .
= ; S = —+— -,
satisfaction ! y - - ’ .
Allocation ‘ ) S
Deservingness ) L . T _— }
h . * .‘\' . N
Mean Scores 11.93 | 12.17 11.9\3 .07 |-.23 6.20 11,2 6.05 1.77 6.15 51.17% 5.68%¢
— ; i <
Stardard Deviation |-4.28 | 3.92 | 4.28 13.62 |6.02 | .52 | 3.27 7| 1.3 5,48 2,05 |11.80 1.21
N = 60; a =-p<.05; b = p<.025;- ¢ = p<.0l; d = p<.005; e = p<.00L ' ‘ ¢
= ' . " . ' - ,
’ - N - - !
N ‘_.‘\) i . /- . )
- \ N ) 15’ , ‘ ‘ ],.\-2 - g ,
. /\ . " <— . - AR
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