
is possible thJt U-shaped masking funetions 
manifest themselves over a limited range uf 

61 and that -6t = 0 must bc testcd to 
diselose tllem. Another differenee is that in 
Experiment 3 the target was presented at 
exposure levels weil above its absolute 
detection threshold: as in Experiment 2, 
the target exposure had sufficient 
luminance. duration, and contrast to be 
correctly identified about 8O'7c of the time 
when target and mask were exposed at 
-6t = 0 and. as ascertained by pilot work, 
could be reported 10O'7c of the time when 
exposed without a mask. On the other 
hand, Haber (1968) used a target exposure 
wh ich allowed the target to be reported 
correctly only 80% of the time when 
presented without an accompanying 
masking flash and could be said to be near 
threshold. The effect of simultaneous 
exposure of target and mask fields is to 
reduce the physical contrast of stimuli in 
either field. It is likely that the reduction 
in the target's physical contrast resulted in 
the poor performance of Haber's Os at 
-6t = 0, while in Experiment 3 the target's 
contrast at simultaneous exposure was 
sufficient to permit good recognition 
scores. 

A tentative conc\usion is indicated by 
this analysis. If a target is readily masked at 
--6t = O. by physical contrast reduction, it 
may be that whatever masking effects are 
operating at longer -6ts (say, 
- 20 < 6t < 0) will produce less profound 
effects. The end result will be an 
improvement in recognition at -61 values 
greater than zero when the target is 
difficult to recognize at simultaneous 
exposure, and a monotonie masking 
function will be manifest. It would seem, 
then, that a requirement for obtaining 
nonmonotonie, or U-shaFd, masking 
functions is that the target be above 
threshold in the absence of a mask and not 
be greatly susceptible to masking at 
-6t = O. 

The requirement that the target be 
above threshold and also be partially 
resistent to masking at -At = 0 in no way 
vitiates the assumptions of the 
luminance-summation model of masking. 
This model only stipulates that maximum 
masking is obtained at -6t = 0, without 
regard for the absolute level of masking 
obtained at -6t = O. I t may be that the 
limit beyond which luminance-summation 
explanations no longer hold can be defined 
by employing target exposures that are 
above threshold without a mask and only 
slightly susceptible to masking at -6t = O. 
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Self·esteem and balance with inlpersonal 
attitude objects 

W. PETER ARCHIBALD 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich. 48104 

Previous research demonstrates that cognitive-eonsistency predietions should take Ss' 
self--esteem into account, for what is eonsistent for those with positive self--esteem may be 
inconsistent for those with negative self--esteem. In most studies the attitude object is the 
S himself, so that liking for others with whom one agrees is balancing for all Ss. For Ss 
with negative self--esteem, however, liking for others with whom one disagrees should be 
balancing when the object of disagreement is an impersonal one. In the present 
experiment Ss differing in self--esteem were presented with three levels of 
agreement-disagreement over the war in Vietnam, with three different hypothetical 
others. Contrary to the hypothesis, a Self-Esteem by Agreement interaction was not 
obtained, the only strong and consistent effect being a main effect for agreement. The 
results are discussed in terms of the limited range of the self--esteem variable and the 
questionable validity of the hypo thesis. 

The results of several experiments 
demonstrate that cognitive-consistency 
predictions should take Ss' self--esteem into 
account, for what is consistent for those 
with positive self--esteem may be 
inconsistent for those with negative 
self--esteem. According to balance theory, 
for instance, the S who dislikes hirnself 
should like others who dislike hirn and 

dislike others who like him (Deutsch & 
Solomon, 1959; Jones & Schneider, 1968: 
Wiest, 1965), although results have not 
always supported this contention (Dickoff. 
1961; Jones, 1966;Walster, 1965). 

When the attitude object is the S 
himself. as in the above example. Iiking 
others with whom one agrees and disliking 
others with whom one disagrees should 
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produce balance for all 5s. When the 
attitude object is an impersonal object, 
however. liking others with whom one 
disagrees and disliking others with whom 
one agrees may very weil be balanced for 
the 5 with low or negative self-esteem. In 
addition to seeing negative objeets linked 
with himself, another negative cognitive 
entity, the S with low self-esteem may 
deduee from the disagreement that the 
other will dislike him (Aronson & Worehel, 
1966) and take this as further confirmation 
far his self-image. 

None of the above mentioned studies 
permi tatest of this hypo thesis. All except 
the Jones (1966) and the Jones & 
Schneider (1968) studies explicitly use the 
5 hirnself as the attitude object, while the 
latter studies do not allow one to decide 
whether the object is an impersonal one, 
the S himself, or both. In these studies Ss 
do not evaluate themselves direct]y; they 
evaluate their judgments of pain tings. 
Similarly, others do not evaluate 55 
direet1y; they evaluate a 55' judgment5, so 
that there could actually be agreement on 
the worth of a painting but disagreement 
on the judgmen tal abilities of the S. 
Finally, since Ss evaluate others' judgments 
and not others per se, they could think 
lowly of the others' jUdgmental abilities 
but still like them. The relative 
unimportance of artistic judgments for the 
average college sophomore may have 
increased the likelihood of these things 
occurring. 

Suggestive evidence for the hypothesis is 
eontained in a survey study by this author 
(in preparation), where the attitude object 
was the war in Vietnam. In that study the 
more uneertain respondents were of their 
own attitudes, the less likely they were to 
devalue the views of groups with whom 
they perceived disagreement. In the present 
study agreement is manipulated rather than 
left to 5s' memories, and self-esteem and 
liking for others are measured directly. 

PROCEDURE 
The Ss consisted of 38 students ofboth 

sexes in introductory psyehology and 
sociology courses at the University of 
Michigan. 

55 were asked by one E to fill out a 
self-esteem instrument. This instrument 
was a modification of Bills's (undated). It 
used the same format, but item content 
was alte red somewhat to acquire equal 
numbers of positive and negative adjectives 
and equal numhers relating to individual­
and other-oriented behavior. SpIit-half 
reliability coefficients were .79 and .81, 
respectively, for simple summation and 
discrepancy scores, and the latter scores 
correlated .62 with each other. 

Approximately 1)6 weeks later, a second 
E administered an "opinion" questionnaire 
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on the war in Vietnam. In it Ss werc asked 
which course they would likc thc Uni ted 
States 10 take in Vietnam. Thcy could 
choose one of four strategies, which were, 
in abbreviated form, "Rapid and 
immediate military escalation .. .," 
"Gradual military escalation ... ," 
"Gradual military de-escalation ... ," and 
"Rapid and immediate de-escalation ... " 

In the rest of the items, a11 Ss were asked 
to consider four hypothetical social 
situations involving themselves and another 
person whom they had met for the first 
time. In each of these situations, the 
hypothetical other was described as having 
one of the four different pOSitions on the 
Vietnam issue. This allowed for at least 
three levels of agreement for each S, since 
one other would agree with him, one 
would disagree one step in the opposite 
direction, and one would disagree two 
steps in the opposite direction. After 
learning each other's opinions, Ss were 
asked to assume that they would not be 
able to change the other's opinion, nor did 
the other expect to change the S's opinion. 
(This was intended to mIe out these means 
of reducing imbalance.) Ss were then asked 
to estimate, using 7-point bipolar seales, 
how much they would Iike the specific 
other, how much they would like to meet 
that other, and how much they would Iike 
the other as a feiend. 

At the end of the second session, the E 
provided a complete explanation of the 
experiment and discussed the reasons for 
the deception. No 5 had seen any 
connection between the two phases of the 
experimen t. 

RESUL TS AND DISCUSSION 
Self-esteem scores were split at the 

medians to permit analyses of variance. 
Since the results for a1l three measures of 
attraction toward others were similar, the 
three indices were comhined for the 
analyses presented here. The results are 
summarized in Table 1. Data were analyzed 
by two-way analyses of variance with 
replications. The results indicate significant 
main effects for agreement (p< .001 and 

Table 1 
Rated Attraetiveness of Others as a Function 

of Self-Esteem and Degree of 
Agreement·Disagreement 

High Self-Esteem 
Summation 
Discrepancy 

Low Self-Esteem 
Summation 
Discrcpancy 

Medium Strong 
Agree' Disagrec- Dis-
ment ment agreement 

7.8 
9.3 

8.2 
7.7 

11.3 12.8 
10.3 12.5 

10.2 12.9 
1 L1 13.4 

Note- The smaller the mean. the greater the 
attractiveness. 

p< .01), showing the standard balance 
effeet of liking those with whom one 
agrees more than those with whom one 
disagrees. There were no interactions 
bctween self-esteem and agreement, 
however. The only self-esteem effect is a 
main effect on the discrepancy measure, 
such that 5s low in self-esteem reacted 
more negatively to disagreement than did 
Ss high in self-esteem (p < .025). Since the 
two self-esteem measures were imperfectly 
correlated, a third analysis was performed 
using only 5s who scored high or low on 
both measures. This analysis, which 
reduced cell frequencies (rom 19 to 12, 
erased the self-esteem effect but otherwise 
did not affect the results. 

In this study, therefore, 5s low in 
self-estecm are not more Iikely than those 
high in self-esteem to prefer disagreement 
and not less Iikely to prefer agreement on 
impersonal objects. In fact, the opposite 
may be the case, if the one self-esteem 
effect is reliable. 

One difficulty with the design is the 
restricted range of the self-esteem scores: 
On the simple summation measure only 
one score was in the lower quarter of the 
pot en Hai range; on the discrepancy 
measure there were no scores below the 
theoretical midpoinL This suggests that the 
hypo thesis may not have received a fair 
test. In future research self-esteem should 
be manipulated or Ss should be selected to 
represent a wider range of self-esteem. 
Nevertheless, the results of the present 
experiment throw doubt on the validity of 
the hypothesis. 
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