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Résumé
{Estime de soi et attrait romanasque. )

Etudie 'nypothése que I'estime de soi des hommes et des fernmes doit modifier leur percep-
tion de la sympathie des autres pour eux et, par conséquent, leur sympathie pour les autres. Criti-
que les chercheurs qui ont admis que fes hommas et les fernmaes & auto-estime inégale percevront
correcterment te degré de sympathie qu’on leur porte. La réfiexion est poursuivie en se deman-
dant comment 'estime de soi devrail affecter la sympathie pour les autres selon qu'ils sont favo-
rabies ou défavorables. Présentation d'une série de modéles mathématiques pour prédire
1) comment I'estime de soi des sujets devrait affecter leur perception de la sympathie d’autrui ;
2} comment les vues des sujets sur la sympathie d'autrui peuvent attecter la sympathie des sujets
pour autrui et 3t en conséquance, comment I'auto-estime des sujets peut affecter leur sympathie
pour autrui.

Pour éprouver ces modéles, nous avons mené quatre expériences de laboratoire ou de terrain
gt nous avons été surpris de trouver que les suppositions naives des théoticiens antérieurs -
Statent, semble-t-il, correctes ot surtout gue ke meilleur pronostic de la perception par les sujets
de la sympathie que les autres leur portent é1ait 3 la mesure de ia sympathie réelle ou déclarde
d'autrui pour eux. Le meilieur pronostic de la sympathie d'un sujet pour autrui réside dans le
deyré de sympathie que les autres lui portent.

How highly people regard thermnselves is critical for understanding and predicting
how they will regard others and react to them. Psychoanalysts such as Adler (1926},
Horney (1939), and Fromm (1939) were the first to document the close connection
between self-esteern and receptivity to others. Recently, social psychologists have
systematically studied the relationship between self-esteem and feelings toward
others. For reviews, see Gergen (1971) and Rosenberg (1979).

In this paper we would like to propose a paradigm, which allows us to look at the
relationship between self-esteem and interpersonal attraction in a more step-by fas-
hion than was possible heretofore. This paradigm is meart to apply to ali
relationships-friendships, love affairs and marriages. Since almost all previous
ressarch has focused on casual relationships, however, in the following research, we
will atternpt to test our hypotheses in the most intense of encounters-intimata roman-
tic encounters,

{*) Les demandes de tirés-a-part doivent éire adressées & Elaine Hatfield, University of Hawaii at
Manca, Departrment of Psychology, 2430 Campus Road, Henolulu, Hawal 96822, U.S.A.



How should self-esteern affect social interaction ? In this paper we would like to
propose that seif-esteemn affects reactions to others in a number of interlocking way :

1. SELF-ESTEEM AND PERCEPTION

People’s self-esteem shouid affect their perception of how much they are liked by
others. In the early stages of relationship, it is difficult for people to assess whether or
not they are liked by new acquaintances or dates. (Walster [Hatfield], Aronson, Abra-
hams & Rottman, 1966). People’s perception of how much others like them should be
colored by their evaluations of themselves. (Berman, 1978 ; Heider, 1958 : Jones, &
Davis, 1965 ; Kelley, 1967 ; Mc Guire, 1968 ; Stroebe W., Eagly & Stroebe W., 1977).

Althotigh this statement seems obvious, until recently researchers ignored this pos-
sibility. For example, early researchers such as Dittes (1958) and Walster [Hatfield)
{1965}, interviewed high and low self-esteems subjects about their reactions to a per-
son who was accepting vs. rejecting. They assumed that all subjects would “cor-
rectly” perceive the experimental maniputation. They where merely interested in sub-
jects’ reactions. {They hypothesized that iow self-esteern subjects would be more
appreciative of acceptance and more resentful of rejection than were those with hig-
her self-esteem.)

Conversations with subjects in experiments of the Walster [Hatfield] (1970) type,
however, suggests that it is not safe to make such an assumption. There are many
anecdotal examples of how inferences may vary as a function of self-esteem. Walster
[Hatfieid], {1965 and 1970), made just this discovery. Even though the reseachers
tried to compose unambiguous messages of either liking or disliking, the messages
were interpreted in various ways by different subjects. For example, after being seve-
rely rejected, one man gave a knowing smile and commented, “You can always tell
when a girl is interested in you — she piays hard 1o get”. The converse was also true.
A few subjects could always manage to reinterpret the most positive of communica-
tions as evidencing subtle rejection, pity, or, if all else failed, a case of mistaken iden-
tity.

Based upon this anecdotal evidence, Jacobs, Berscheid and Walster [Hartfietd|
{1971} hypothesized that people’s perception of how miich they were liked would be a
joint function of 1} their own self-esteern, and 2) the liking the other expressed. This
prediction was diagrammed in Figure 1. These authors argued that only when ano-
ther's expression of liking was totally unambiguous — when the other axpressed
unambiguous love or unambiguous hatred for the subjects — would all subjects cor-
rectly perceive how much the other liked them. The more ambiguous the message,
the more it was expected that subjects” self-esteem would influence their perceptions
as to how much they were liked. The more ambiguous the message, the more the
high self-esteermn persons should exaggerate the other’s liking for them and the more
low seff-esteem persons should undrestimate the other's liking. Unfortunately,
Jacobs et al. reported no evidence to support this contention.

In sum, theoretical, anecdotal, and some empirical evidence exists to suggest that
low and high seff-esteem individuals vary in how much they perceive others like them,

2. SELF-ESTEEM AND LIKING

People’s self-esteem should affect their liking for others. For the sake of argument,
let us assume that Dittes’ {1959) and Walster's [Hatfield's] (1965) assumptions were
correct and that subjects of all self-esteem levels can correctly perceive how much
they are liked by others (i.e., let us assume that the Iiking subjects’ perceive = The
liking the confederate expresses.} How might we expect S5’ self-esteem to influence
their reactions to expressions of affection or hostility ?
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Two different theoretical approaches would lead us to predict that low and high
self-esteem persons should differ in how they react (o gvaluations from others. These
two theoretical approaches are self-esteem theory and self-consistency theory.

The self-esteem position begins with the assumption that individuals need to reach
and maintain a high level of self-worth. One potent source for this high self-worth is
social approval from others. According to Dittes (1959}, the lower a person’s self-
regard, the more he/she will crave social approval. Dittes” prediction follows directly
from social approval theory, i.e. the lower Ss’ self-esteem, the more the provider (of
approval) will be liked. Thus, according to the self-esteem argument, low self-esteem
individuals will react more positively to favorable evaluations and mare negatively to
unfavorable evaluations than will high self-esteem individuals. {See Figure 1)

ga" Liking tor O

.

0Os' Parcefved Liking for 5=

_ Righ Self Eateex

- - - Low Self Leteem

Figure 1. The effect of Subjects'self-esteem and Others’ perceived liking for Subjects’ on Subjects’ like for
Other.

Self-consistency theory also predicts that self-esteem will effect people's affective
reactions to evaluations. However, while self-esteem theory assumes a need for posi-
tive salf-attitudes, self-consistency theory assumes a need for consistent seli-
attitudes. Secord and Backman (1961) have discussed the effect of desire for consis-
tency on attraction : “An individual tends to increase his liking for others who behave
toward him in 2 congruent manner'” (P, 25). Thus, according to the self-consistency
argument, low self-esteem individuals will like those who evaluate them in a negative
way more than those who evaluate them in a positive way. Conversely, high self-
esteem individuals will like those who evaluate them in positive way. In the circums-
tances when an individual has low self-regard, self-esteem theory and self-
consistency theory yield different predictions.

Jones (1973) reviewed sixteen studies bearing on the contradictory predictions
from these two theories and concluded that the evidence tends to favor self-esteem
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theory over self-consistency theory. Of the sixteen investigations he reviewed, ten
supported self-esteern theory, and methodological and conceptual problems were
found for those remainjng studies supporting self-consistericy theory. In a more
recent review, Stroebe (1977) came to the same conclusion. For other discussion of
these two competing approaches, see : Shrauger (1975}, Shrauger and Lund (1975),
and Bowerman (1978).

More recently, there appears to be a growing consensus that the dilemma between
the two approaches may not be a meaningful one. Rosenberg (1979), for example,
states that the question of whether self-esteem or self-consistency is the more impor-
tant motive is not a meaningful question because it “depends on whether we are
speaking of the self as a whole or in terms of its specific components, or whether the
particular component is central or peripheral to the self-concept, and so on” p. 62).
MecFarlin and Blascovich (1981} argue that self-esteem theory and self-consistency
theory are not necessarily competing theories, if cognitive and affective reactions are
examined separately.

However, in summary of the empirical evidence to date, it weighs in favor of self-
esteem theory. Low self-aesteem individuals seem to be especiaily enthusiastic about
those who like them and especially hostile to those who reject them. High self-esteem
individuals’ reactions seem to be less volatile.

Cur hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 :

Seff-Esteem and Perception : People's self-esteem will affect their perception of
how much they are lked by others. Specifically, {in a dating situation} : Low self-
esteemn individuals will underestimate how much they are liked by dates while high
seff-esteern individuals will over-estimate how much they are liked. Such distortions
will be especially pronaunced when the date’s expression of liking or disliking for the
subjects is ambiguous.
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Figure 2. The Relationship between Subject’s self-esteem, and.Others’ exprassed liking
for Subjects, and Subjects’ perceptions of how much they are fiked.
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Hypothesis 2 :

Dittes (1959) proposed that low self-esteem people should be especially attracted to
those they perceive like them and especially hostile to those who they perceive do
not. (This relationship was depicted in Figure 1.}

We propose that : {a) Subjects’ self-esteem will effect their perceptions of how
much they are liked by O as depicted in Figure 2. {b) We agree with Dittes that Ss’
liking for Os = ——1———— x S¢’ perception of Os’ liking as depicted in Figure 1

Ssg’ Self-esteem

In Figure 3 we attempt to integrate these two predictions. We predict Ss' seif-
esteemn, O’'s expressed liking for Ss, and Ss’ liking O will be related as depicted in
Figure 3. That is : Low self-esteern individuals will have more volatile relations with
others than will high seif-esteem individuals. Low seff-esteem individuals should espe-
cially fike those who fike them and especially disfike those who do not. (Figure 3
depicts a model which integrates Figures 1 and 2.)
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Figure 3. The relationship between Subjects’ self-esteem, Others’ expressed liking for
the Subjects and Subjects’ resulting for the Other.

We designed and conducted four experiments to test validity of the preceding model.

EXPERIMENT 1
Method
Subjects

Subijects were 92 men, who applied for a free “Date Match Project’” at the University
of Wisconsin. At the time the men applied for the Project. they filled out an application
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form which was presumably to be use for matching purposes. In addition to two pages
of biographical questions, the application form included the Berger {1952} measure of
self-esteem. These self-esteem measures were labeled “For Reseach Purposes Only”,
and the men were assured that their scores on this test would not be used in selecting
their dates.

Thoses men scoring above the highest quartile or below the lowest quartile on the
Berger self-esteern measure were selected for the experiment. Under a separate cover,
these low and high self-esteem men were later sent a letter asking them to participate in
a “Communication Reseach Project.”

Procedurs

When each man arrived for a “Communication Study,' he was told that the “pur-
pose” of the experiment was to see how accurate people’s first impressions were. A
woman from the Date Match Project had been choosen as his partner for this study.
She had already formed an impression of him. Now we needed to find out how he felt
about Aer. He was asked to read her biographical information and listen to a taped inter-
view, in which she gave her first impression of him. Subjects were randomly assigned to
listen to one of four taped interviews. On all tapes, the woman was asked a series of
questions about her feelings for the subject. They included such things as : Generally
what do you think of this person ? What do you think about his political ideas 2 If you
were matched with this person on a blind date, how do you think it would go ? Do you
think this person would be interesting to talk to ? Would you like to meet his friends ?

Varying Expressed Liking

The liking the women expressed for the subject was systematically varied on the four
tapes. On one tape the woman’s evaluation of the subjects was totally favorable. (For
example, she replied that she was “really pretty impressed” with him.) A second tape
contained an ambiguous favorable evaluation. (For example, she continually expressed
how difficult it was to tell anything from “just this”. Would he be interesting to talk to ?
“I'd like to talk with him, | think. Why not ?"*) A third tape was ambiguous rejecting. For
example, on this tape — as on the ambiguously accepting tape — she complained that
it was difficult to make an evaluation based on “just this”. When asked if he wouid be
interesting to talk to, she replied, “*Ahh-it might be really good and it also might be a
waste of time.”) On the final tape the evaluation was totally negative. (The woman sta-
ted, “l guess I'd have to say I'm not too impressed by whoever this is.”) Pretesting indi-
cated that these tapes, which varied in content and tone, were seen as varying in both
ambiguity and favorability as we intended them to.
Dapendent Measures

After the subject read the woman's biography and heard the woman’s evatuation
of him, he was asked to complete a brief questionnaire. Two key items measured the
subject’s perception of how much he was fiked. These items were summed to form
an index of perceived liking.

Two other key items in the questionnaire measured the subject’s liking for the
womar. Again, these two items were summed to form an index of expressed attrac-
tion.

Results

Hypothesis 1

in hypothesis 1 we predicted that low self-esteem individuals would underestimate
how much they are liked by others while high self-esteem individuals would overesti-
mate how much they are liked. We expected such distortions to be especially pro-

-66-



Susan Sprecher, Elaine Hatfield

nounced when the expressed liking or disliking for the subject was ambiguous.. 'We
expected to secure both an A main effect {for Self-Esteem) and an A x Quadritic B
interaction {between the subject’s self-esteem and the woman's expressed liking).
This expectation, however, was not borne out. Low self-esteem individuals did not
differ from high self-esteam individuals in their perceptions of how much the woman
liked them.

Nor did the subject’s self-esteermn and the other's expressed liking interact as predic-

ted. (See Table 1.}

TABLE |

Experiment 1 : The impact of 8's Seif-Esteemn and O's Expressed Liking on S's Perception that
He is Liked and His Liking for Q.

Ss" Perception Ss'
Ss' 05’ of O’s Liking for
Sealf-Esteem Expressed Liking () Liking for Him(1) o

High + + (14) 13.50 11.93

High + (2 5.00 5.78

High - (12) 1.17 5.33

High - {9 - 15.78 - 1.67

Low + (12) 14.67 10.58

Low + {14) 6.07 7.9

Low - (12) . 333 1.08

Low - {10 - 14,30 - 3.00

(92)

(5.D.) (4.06) (5.79)
F-Tests
A {Ss Self-Esteem) a2 B
B (Q’s Exprassion of Liking} -578.26% 39.14***
Ax Quadratic B 3.29 . .07
A x Linear B 32
A + A x Linear B 34

*p <<.05
**n <01
p <.007 1 and 84 d.f.

{1} The higher the number, the more S perceives he is liked by the partner and the more § likes
the partner.

Hypothesis 2

In hypothesis 2 we predicted that low self-esteem individuals woukd have more
volatile relations with others than would high self-esteem individuals. We examined
thie hypothesie baged on two possible assumptions.

First, past experimenters have assumed that individuals of all self-esteem levels
woutd be able to correctly perceive how much their partners liked them. Given this
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assumption, they predicted that the subject’s self-esteemn and the other's expressed
liking for the subject would interact in influencing subsequent liking for the other as
indicated in Figure 1. They predicted an A x B {i.e., + +vs. +vs. —vs.— — ) interac-
tion between these variables. This contention was not supported in this experiment.

Second, we examined the hypothesis under our assumption that subject’s self-
esteemn would influence his perception of how much he was liked. Thus, we predicted
that the subject’s self-esteem, other’s expressed liking, and subject’s perception of
the other’s liking would interact in determining subject’s liking for other as indicated in
Figure 3. We predicted that we should secure a significant A main effect and an A x
Linear B interaction {i.e., + +vs. +vs. —vs. — —). This prediction, however, was
also not supported by the data. (Again, see Table 1 for these data.)

Additional Analyses

if individual differences in self-esteem were not found to be important in determi-
ning the subject’s perceptions as to how much they were liked, nor important in
determining how much the subject’s fiked the woman, what was important 7 The
answer is reality. The “naive” assumption of previous researchers that pecple,
regardless of their own self-esteem levels, will correctly perceive how much they are
liked, in retrospect seems not to be so naive after all. Subject’s perceptions of how
much they were liked were significantly affected by the other’s expressed liking. In
addition, subject’s liking for the other was influenced most by her expressed liking for
him.

EXPERIMENT 2
Method

Subjects

Subjects were 182 men and women from the University of Wisconsin who volun-
teered to participate in a computer matching experiment. Each participant filled out a
background information questionnaire. A section of the questionnaire included the
Rosenberg's [ 1965) self-esteem scale. Within a week or so of completing the ques-
tionnaire, the subfects were given the name of at Jeast one blind date. This part of the
study was then terminated.

Later in the year, those students who scored in the highest and lowest quartiles of
the seif-esteem scale were asked to volunteer for an experiment on the impact of eco-
logy on social refations. Almost afl subjects agreed to participate in the experiment,

Procedure -

Each subject was told he/she would be dating two members of the opposite sex.
Half of the subjects were assigned to meet two dates who possessed high self-
esteem ; half to meet two dates who possessed low self-esteem. This yieldeda 2 x 2
design, in which setf-esteem of the subject and seli-esteem of the dates were varied.
Ar appointment was then scheduled for the subject and his/her first date. The couple
was asked to meet at the Social Science building for the final instructions.

When the subjects reported for the get-acquainted date, the experimenter explai-
ned in more detail the purpose of the experiment. He said that he wanted to get about
how ecology might influence social relations. He explained that four different types of
environments (a bar near campus, a lake path, a quiet lounge in a campus building, or
the Rathskeller of the Union} had been chosen to examine the differential impact of
various environments on social relationship. A# subjects were then told that they had
been randomly assigned to interact in the environment of the Rathskeller. The experi-
menter gave them money to cover the expense they would incur on the coffee date.
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Befare leaving, each subject was given a guestionnaire and asked to complete it inde-
pendently after the 30-minute coffee break, and drop it in an intercampus mailbox.
After the subjects mailed in their questionnaires, the first half of the experiment was
compieted. Some days later they returned for a date with a second person. At that
time, the procedure described above was repeated.

Dependent Measures

imbedded in the “Social-Ecological Questionnaire” which the subjects filled out,
were a number of questions designed to determine how the subjects felt about one
another.

Subjects’ perception ot how much they were liked was assessed by two ftems.
Their responses on these items were summed to form an index of the subject’s esti-
mate of how much he/she liked.

Subjects’ liking for their dates was assessed by two items : The two items formed
an index of the suject’s expressed liking for the other. (The subject’s date’s actual

score on these two items served as the measure of the independent variable, Other’s
Liking.}

Results

TABLE 2A

The Impact of 8s’ Seif-Esteem, and Os” Self-Esteem on Ss’ Perception of Os’ Liking for S and
Ss' Subsequent Liking for 0.

Ss’ Liking for 0

Sg' Qs’ Diﬁerence. bet-  Extremity
Self-Esteem Self-Esteom (N) S¢’ Perceptions ween Ratings of
i of Dates Ratings
1and 2
Tendency to
Perception overestimate
of Os” Liking Os’ Liking
Males Ss
Low Low (23) 2.95 -.80 8.26 14.96
Low High (20} 5.20 1.87 7.80 15.40
High Low 21 7.42 2.1 7.67 13.76
High High {21) 642 2.89 9.62 14.76
female Ss
Low Low (25) 2.05 8.7 3.84 13.72
Low High 27 2.65 -6.00 8.26 14.93
High Low 20 8.13 -8.27 8.80 16.00
High High {25} C2.24 -2.29 8.64 14.40
{S.0.} (182) 8.38) {11.41) {6.00) {5.09)
F Tests
A (5's sex) 1.78 11.03 1 0.00
B {S's Self-Esteemn) 3.16 84 16 0.00
C {(O's Seif-Esteem) .75 313 02 15
B x Linear C 3.3 22 L] 85

1 and 174 d.f.
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TABLE 28

The impact of Ss” Self-Esteemn, and Os’ Expressed Liking on Ss’ Perception that They are Liked

and Their Liking for O.

Ss' First Date’s
Self-Esteern  Expressed Liking
Male Ss

High + +
High +
High -

High -
Low + +
Low +
Low -

Low --
{S.D.}

F-tests (Men only}

A (55" Seif-Esteem)
B {Date's Liking)

A x Linear B
A + Ax Linear B

F-Tests
Self-Esteem (A)

Female Ss
High + +
High +
High -
High -
Low ++
Low +
Low -
Low -

F-tests (WWomen only)
AfSs'Self-Esteem!
8 (Date's Liking}

A x Linear B

A + A x Linear B

(12}
(18}
(3}
(5}
{10
(10
{7
{8l

(73}

(12}
(7
(10
(7)
(13}
(13
(10)
{7
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S's Perception
of Liking
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ES=2EBURS
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3.50
343
2.00
-1.71
1.92
277

1.71

S's Liking for
First Date

4.00
1.83
2.67
4.00
4.40
4.90
3.43
3.88

(2.90)

234
7

34
2.54
d.f. = 1/65

3.50
457
1.40
-.57
2.38
4.62
2.20
2.14

"35.
6.45

2.92
1.60

df = 1and 71
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Hypothesis 1

In this experiment, self-esteem was measured by Rosenberg’ (1965} measure of
self-esteern {instead of manipulated). Although we predicted that high self-esteem
sujects would perceive that they were liked more than fow seif-esteem subjects
would, this was not so. Subjects’ self-esteem did not affect thdir perception of how
much their dates liked them. {See Table 2A.}

tn addition, when we look just at the tendency to ““overestimate’ in the perception
of liking, we find that high self-esteem subjects were not more likely than low self-
esteem subjects to overestimate how much they were liked. {See Tables 2A and 2B
for these data.)
Hypothesis 2

In the second hypothesis, we predicted that low self-esteem individuals would
especially like those who liked them and especially dislike those who did not. First, we
tested this hypothesis under the assumption traditionally taken by many experimen-
ters... the assumption that individuals of all self-esteem levels would be able to cor-
rectly perceive how much their partner liked them {see Figure 1}, This hypothesis was
not supported. Second, we tested the hypothesis under the assumption that sub-
jects’ self-esteem would affect their perception of how much they were liked (as
depicted in Figure 3). This was also not supported by the data.

Dr. David Jackson (Personal communication) suggested that in Experiment 2 there
is a third way to test our hypothesis that low self-esteermn individuals have especially
volatile relations whith others. Jackson argued that if low self-esteem individuals are
especially reactive to acceptance and especially hostile to rejection, low seif-esteem
couples should have more volatile relations than do high self-esteem couples. We tes-
ted Jackson's hypaothesis but the data provide no support for this ingenious hypothe-
sis. Low self-esteern subjects with low self-esteem partners do not differentiate more
between the two Os than do high self-esteem subjects with high seif-esteern partners.

We could also test Jackon's hypothesis by examining how extremely subjects rate
their dates (i.e., by determining how far from neutrality (0) their ratings were). This
second analysis also fails to support Jackson’s hypothesis. Low self-esteermn Ss do not
rate their low self-esteem partners more extremely than high seif-esteern subjects rate
thair high self-esteem partners.

Additional Analyses

Once again we find that self-esteer was not important in determining subjects’
perceptions as to how much they were liked. Nor was self-esteemn important in
influencing expressed liking for the other. Once again, what seemed to be important,
at least for females, was reality. Although men’s perceptions of their dates’ liking for
them was not affected by their date’s actual liking, women’s perceptions were reality
based. In addition, while men's liking for their partners was not influenced by their
partner’s liking for them, women's affective reactions were.

EXPERIMENT 3
Mathod
Subjects

Subjects were 200 male and female students at the University of Wisconsin who
signed up to participate in a ““Date Match Project”. As part of this project, the subject
fifled out a battery of tests. Included in this battery was Berger’s (1952} measure of
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seff-esteern. Those subjects who scored in the top third on this measure were labeled
as high in self-esteem, those scoring in the lower third were labeled low in self-
esteem.

Procedure.

Subjects were randomly assigned to date one another. The self-esteem levels of
both persons of the randomly matched couples were then compared.

When the men and women reported to receive the names of their computer dates,
they were given a Date Assessment questionnaire and asked to complete it immedia-
tely after returning from their first date. The experimenter explainted that this infor-
mation was needed to improve the dating service... he wanted to know which mat-
ches worked out and which didn't. Only those couples who returned this question- -
naire to us were included in the sample.

Dependent Measures

In the Date Assessment Questionnaire were four key items. The subjects’ percep-
tion of how much they were liked was assessed via one question. Subjects’ fiking for
their dates was assessed via three questions. Respondents’ scores on these three
items were summed to form an index of expressed affection.

Results
Hypothesis 1 i

In this study, self-esteem was measured by Berger’s { 1952) measure of self-esteem.
In this expriment, Hypothesis 1 received some minimal support. For female subjects,
self-esteem did seem to affect their estimates of how much their dates liked them.
The lower the women'’s self-esteem, the less they assumed they were liked. For male
subjects, however, self-esteem did not affect their perception of how much they were
liked.

We also examined the specific tendency for subjects to overestimate how much
they were liked, High self-esteem males were not more likely than other males to ove-
restimate how much they were liked. High self-esteern women were. The data thus
provide enly partial support for the notion that high self-esteern subjects are especially
likely to overestimate, low seif-esteem subjects to underestimate how much they are
liked by others.

Hypothasis 2

When we examined the impact of the subjects’ self-esteem and others’ expressed
liking for them on the subjects’ subsequent liking for other, we found that these varia-
bles did not interact as predicted in Figure 1. Low self-esteem subjects were not any
more likely to dislike those who disliked them and iike those who liked them than were
higher self-esteem individuals.

When we tested this hypothesis by including the variable of the subject’s perceived
fiking for the other, (Figure 3) the hypothesis was stili not confirmed. Low self-esteem
subjects were not any more likely to dislike those they perceived as disliking them
than were higher self-esteem subjects ; nor were they more likely to like those they
perceived as liking them than were those with higher self-esteem.

Finally, we attempted to determine whether or not there was any support for Jack-
son’s hypothesis that low self-esteem couples will have more volatile relations than
will high self-esteem couples. Three items were used to measure Ss’ liking for their
partners. Rating were converted to extremity score by the following formula :
llog, (X — M¥]. The score S received on the three items were summed. The higher
the resulting number, the more Ss varied from the norm in the extremity of their liking
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or disliking for their date. When we examine this index, we see that there is no evi-
dence that low self-esteem Ss have more violent reactions to their low esteem part-
ners, than high self-esteem Ss have to high self-esteem partners.

TABLE 3A
The Impact of Ss” Self-Esteemn, and 0s” Self-Esteern on the Extremity of S$'s Liking 0.
Ss’ Qs’ Extremity of Ss’
Self-Esteem Sealf-Esteem . {N) Liking for O*
Male Ss
Low Low (11) 4.91
Low High (15) 7.78
High Low 8 7.38
High High (9) 7.60
S.D. (5.03)
(43)
F-Tests
A {Men's S.E.) 74
B (Women's 5.E.} .92
AB Interaction 70
Female Ss
Low Low . {11) 573
Low High (8) 8.50
High Low (16) 2.78
High High (9} 8.27
{S.D.) (43) (4.68)
F-Tasts
A (Women's S.E.) 0.01
B {Men's S.E.) 1.19
AB Interaction k=)

* Calculated by the formula : log, (W - T, J2
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TABLE 3B

The Impact of S8’ Self-Esteemn, and Os’ Expressed Liking on Ss’ Perception that They Are Liked
and Their Liking for Q.

Ss' Self- Os’ Ss' Liking
Evatuation Expressed (N) Ss’ Perceptions for O
Liking
Perception of Tendency to
0s" Liking Overestimate
for them Os’ Liking (1}
Male S's
High + + {10 1.80 -.80 1.90
High + (16) 297 -.07 2.27
High - 4 3.00 .00 2.75
High - (2] 3.00 1.50 2.50
Med + + {9) 1.78 -78 2.22
Med + (18) 225 -25 2.00
Med - 6) 2.83 A7 2.83
Med -- {1} 4.00 00 4.00
Low + + (5} 1.80 -.BO 2.20
Low + {19} 2.37 -3.68 2.32
Low - {10 2.40 .60 2.20
Low - (3 3.00 1.00 3.00
100
S.D. (.82} (.81} (1.07)
F-Tests
i 11 .00 .06
Linear & 10.68 17.91 1.08
inear B
i 05 .00 32
A x Linear B 08 00 19
A + A x Linear B . .
1/88 d.f
Female S's
High + + 4 1.40 -.40 1.80
High + 7 2.00 00 1.69
High - {11) 2.38 81 2.23
High - {11} 3.00 2.00 2.50
Med + o+ (5) 1.90 -.90 2.10
Med + (1) 2.06 -.06 1.75
Med . {11) 2.75 .25 3.50
Med - 18) 2.40 220 2.60
Low + + {6) 1.83 -83 1.67
Low + {11) 2.55 -.5b 228
Low - (6} 3.20 -.20 2.40
Low - (9 2.67 2.00 1.67
S.D. 100 (.83} (.64 (.79}
F-Tests
Linear A 7.24 12.05 .44
Linear B 16.67 40.01 1.45
A x Lingar B 43 1.65 .84
A + A x Linear B 3.83 6.81 .64
1/88 d.f.

{1} The higher the number, the less Ss perceive the date likes them, the more they overestimate
the date's liking, and the lass they like the date.
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EXPERIMENT 4

Method
Subjects

Subjects were 376 men and 376 women who purchased tickets to a freshman
dance held at the University of Minnesota during ““Welcome Week.”

TABLE 4A

The Impact of Ss* Self-Esteem and Os' Self-Esteem on Ss' Perception of Og’ Liking for Them
and on the intensity of S8’ Subsequent Liking for 0.

Sg’
Self-Esteem

Males Ss
High
High
High
Med
Med
Med
Low
Low
Low

S.D.

F Tests
Linear A
Linear B
Linear A x B

Fermnale Ss
High
High
High
Med
Med
Med
Low
Low
Low

S5.D.

F-Tests
Linear A
Linear B
Linear A x B

Os’
Self-Esteem

High
Med
Lows
High
Med
Low
High
Med
Low

S’
Estimate of
{N) Os’ Liking
(41) 417
(39) 4.08
{31} 4.19
(35) 4.11
(37 4.08
(32 4.06
(57) 3.88
(37) 4.03
{24} 4.08
327 ( .67)
3.66
41
60
{41} 3.98
{35) 4.11
{61) 4.08
{39) 4.02
(37 4.03
(37 3.86
(31 39
(32} 4.00
{24} 4.04
—_—
327 (.63
.66
05
.00
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S5’ Tendency to

Underestimate intensity of
Os' Liking Ss’ Reaction

-2.95 - .24
-2.64 - .72
-3.45 -1.42
-2.57 -1.67
-2.89 - .72
-2.38 -1.74
-2.90 - .96
-3.32 - .10
-3.13 -1.66
(3.67) (3.05}

.05 .05

.13 2.26

.05 21

1 and 318 d.f.

-2.66 -1.34
-3.69 - .86
-2.22 -1.09
2.856 -1.07
-3.03 -1.27
-1.32 -1.51
-2.39 -1.44
-3.16 -2.15
-3.75 -1.11
(3.60) {2.99)

A7 1.40

.56 N

1.9 .M

1 and 318 d.f.



TABLE 4B
The Impact of 35" Self-Esteern, and Os’ Expressed Liking on Ss’ Liking for 0s.

Ss' Self- Os’ S's Perception Ss’ Liking
Evaluation Expressed {N} of O's Liking for 0
Liking
Male S's
High + + {32 4,16 4.03
High + (58) 4.22 4.00
High - (10 3.90 3.30
High -- (11) 3.90 3.64
Med + + (35) 4.26 3.74
Med + (B0 4.04 3.70
Med - (14) 3.92 4.21
Med ~- (5) 3.80 3.80
Low 4+ {25) 4.20 388
Low + 146} 4.06 4.04
Low - 128} 3.79 4.29
Low - {12} 3.58 3.75
S.D. {326) (.66} {1.14)
F-Tasts
Linear A 3.33 87
Linear B - 5.77 N
A x Linear B 1.90 1.24
Linear A + Linear AB 2.62 95
1 and 314 d.f.
Female S§'s
High ++ (35) 437 4.03
High + {58} 4.0 4.03
High - {22) 4.00 4.00
High -- {12) KXY 3.67
Med S+t (35} 4.1 3.97
Med + (49) 4.06 4.02
Med - (16} 3% 3.38
Med - {12} 3.33 4.00
Low ++ {17 4.29 3.94
Low + 49) 3.98 4.06
Low - (10} 4,00 3.70
Low - 11 3.55 4.00
S.D. (326) {.68) (1.09}
F-Tests
Linear A .40 .01
Linear B 20.10 06
A x Linear AB .38 .04
A x Linear B .37 .08
1 and 314 d.f.
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Procedure

Subjects began by filling out a questionnaire. Included in the questionnaire was the
Berger self-esteern scafe. Based upon their scores on this scale, subjects were labeled
as either low, medium, or high on self-esteem.

Two days after the subjects completed the questionnaire, they were randomly assi-
gned to a date by the experimenters. Of the 376 couples, 44 couples failed to appear
at the dance.

Dependent Measures. During the intermission at the dance, all couples were given
an evaluation questionnaire to complete. The intermission questionnaire assessed
subjects’ aftitudes toward one ancther. Subjects were 10 estimate how much their
dates seemed to fike them via a single question and how much the subjects fiked their
dates via four questions. The answers to these guestions were summed to form an
index of expressed affection.

Results
Hypothesis 1

Once again, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Low self-esteem and high self-
esteem subjects did not differ in how much they perceived they were liked by their
date. In comparing how much subjects were actually fiked by their date with how
much they perceived they were liked, there was a general modesty effect for subjects
of all self-esteem levels-subjects underestimated how much they were liked.

Low self-esteam subjects were not especially likely to underestimate how much they
were liked.

Hypothesis 2

We expected low self-esteem individuals 10 have especially volatile relations with
others. The evidence did not support our predication. First, we tested this hypothesis
under the assumption that there are no individual differences in ability to correctly
perceive how much one is liked by the other. We found that self-esteem and liking are
not related as depicted in Figure 1. Second, when we examined how Subjects’ self-
esteem, Other's expressed liking, and Subject’s perception of Other's liking interacted
in determining Subjects’s liking for the Other (as depicted in Figure 3}, we also did not
find support for the hypothesis. (See Table 4B.)

Nor is there support for Jackson's hypothesis that low self-esteem individuals will
have more volatile relations than do high self-esteem subjects. The extremity {either
positive or negative} of Ss’ liking for Os was assessed via four questions. These sco-
res were converted to extremity scores by the formula : {Log, (X — M3, These con-
verted scores were then summed to form an index of the extent to which Ss deviated
from the norm in their iiking or disliking for S. When we examine this index, we see
that jow self-esteem Ss with low self-esteem partners are not more prone to rate their
partners extremely that are high self-esteem Ss with high self-esteem partners.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

.The purpose of the set of experiments was to test two interrelated hypotheses.
First, we argued that low and high self-esteem individuals would differ in their percep-
tions of how rnuch they are liked. In particular, it was predicted that people’s percep-
tion of how much they were liked would be a joint function of their own self-esteem
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and the liking the other expressed. Overall, this hypothesis was not supported. In
general, there were no differences between low and high self-esteern persons in their
perceptions of how much they were fiked. There was some suggestive evidence,
however, that women's self-esteem may influence their perceptions {see Experiments
2 and 3). Contrary to our expectations, the biggest determinant of men and women's
perceptions of how much they were liked was “reality’” — how much they were
aciually liked by the other.

Second, we predicted that low and high self-esteemn individuals would differ int their
reactions to expressions of liking or disliking. We expected that low self-esteem indivi-
duats would especiatly like those who liked them and especially dislike those who did
not like them. This hypothesis also failed to be supported by the data. Subjects’ self-
esteem seemed to have no impact on how much they liked/disliked accepting or
rejecting others. Low self-esteemn subjects were not any more likely to dislike those
whao disliked them and like those who liked them, than were high seif-esteem sub-
jects. Once again, contrary to our expectations, the biggest determinant of the sub-
jects’ liking for the other zeemed 1o be the other’s actual liking for them. The more the
other actually liked them, the more subjects expressed affection.

How should we interpret these findings 7 Should we conclude that self-estesm
does riot have an effect on individuals’ perceptions of how much they are tiked ?
Additionally, is it possible that self-esteem has no effect on how individuals react to
others who either like or dislike them ?

Despite the fact that probably more research has been devoted to self-esteem than
to any other aspect of the self (Wylie, 1961, 1974, 1978 ; or Wells & Marwell, 1976} it
is still a little understood concept. In general, ways in which self-esteem influences
behavior are not fully understood. In investigating the effects of global self-esteem on
interpersonal behaviors and feelings, for example, the refationship among its various
components needs to be understood. As Rosenberg {1879) has stated, ... gtobal
attitude is the product of an enormously compiex synthesis of elements which goes
on in the individual's phenomenal figld. It is not simply the elements per se but their
refationship, weighting, and coimbination that is responsible for the final outcome”
{p. 21). In a recent study investigating the underlying dimensions of self-esteem, Fle-
ming and Watts (1980} found three factors to the general construct of self-esteem :
school ahilities, self-regard, and social confidence. Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton
(1976) have also discussed how general self-esteam can be separated into academic
and nonacademic components, with the latter further divided into physical, emotio-
nal, and social aspects. Before understanding how a person’s global self-esteem
affects his/her behavior, the salience of each of the separate components in determi-
ning the overall self-assessment may have to be considered. Alternatively, situational
self-esteem {in this case, self-esteem in the dating situation) may be more meaning-
fully predictive of behavior than the multidimensional construct of giobal seif-esteem.
Global self-esteem and situational self-esteem have been identified as two separate
components (Leonard & Weitz, 1971 ; Dipboye, 1977 ; Rosenberg, 1979} with diffe-
rential influences on various behaviors. This study consisted of four experiments desi-
gned to test the same hypotheses. Replication of a basic experimental design in
slightly different settings allows for the opportunity to see an experimental effect {(or
lack of an experimental effect) is reliable and stable (Cartsmith, Ellsworth & Aronson,
1976}. In these experiments, the effect of self-esteem was consistently found to be an
unimportant influence on how much the Subjects perceived they were liked or disli-
ked, and on how much affection they expressed for the Qther. The effect that was
found to be important and stable was that of "reality”.

Testing the same hypothesis in different experiments also facilitates greater sensiti-
vity to suggestive trends in the data that might be overlooked whan only one experi-
ment is conducted. Altough sex differences had not been predicted a priori, there was
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a suggestion in the experiments that included both genders {Experiment 1 was con-
ducted only with males} that self-esteem was slightly more important for females than
for males. For example, the only clear support received for either hypothesis was
found for Hypothesis 1 in Experiment 3 for females. In this experiment, the lower the
women's self-esteern, the less they assumed they were liked.

This finding that self-esteem may have a greater effect for females than for males
on their perception of whether thay are liked {Experiment 3) makes some sense when
it is considered that the source for self-esteem may differ for men and women. Above
we discussed how self-esteem appears to be a multidimensional construct consisting
of separate components. These separate components may be summed to arrive at a
total setf-regard in different ways for men and women in a way that reflects what is
important to them. Social abilities and social competence may have greater weignt for
females, while athletic or academic abilities may be more important for males. This
was suggested in resgarch by Berger (1968}, Rosenberg {198b), and Wiggins (1973).

If famale self-esteem is based more on interpersonal aspects than male self-estaem,
it would follow that self-esteem for females would be more predictive of behavior and
feelings in an interpersonal context than would self-esteem for males, Furthermore, if
the suggestive evidence from this study is compared with other research that has exa-
mined sex differences in the effect of seff-ssteem on various behaviors, this argument
is further substantiated. For example, in other studies it has been found that only for
males is self-esteem related to such behaviors as resistance to cheating and being
confident in performance situations (Eisen, 1972},

In sum, while our original hypotheses did not receive much support, we find this
lack of support interesting. Why wasn’t giobal self-esteam more important in this
context 7 And when it was found to be important, why only for females ? Only fur-
ther investigation will provide some answers,

{Recu septembre 1981)

Abstract

Studied the hypothesis that men and women's seli-esteem shoud affect their perception of
other’s liking for them, and consequently their liking for others. We criticize previous researchers
who have assumed that men and women of various self-esteern levels will corractly perceive how
much they are liked. We ge on to speculate as to how self-esteem should affect liking for accepting
and rejecting others. We present a series of mathematical models to predict {1} How Ss’ self-esteem
should affect their perception of O's liking ; 12} How Ss’ perceptions of Qs liking should affect Ss’
liking for O ; and (3) as a consequence, how Ss' self-esteem should affect their liking for O. To test
these models, we conducted four laboratory and naturalistic axperiments, To our surprise, we found
that previous theorists'naive assumptions appear to be correct | Overall, the best predictor of Ss' per-
ception of Os” liking for thern was how much Os’ actually liked them or said they liked them. The best
predictor of Ss' liking for another was how much the other liked them.
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