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ABSTRACT 

Whether an individual's level of self-esteem is flexible has 

been a controversial issue for quite some time. Most of the litera

ture on this topic is theoretical in nature, with little emphasis on 

empirical studies. Two studies were conducted which attempted to 

enhance subjects' self-liking by utilizing self-rewarding behaviors. 

The tasks, which consisted of taking dimes or acknowledging successes, 

could imply self-liking from the perspective of self-perception 

theory. In addition, presence or absence of mirrors was used as a 

manipulation of level of self-focus, which has been shown to have 

interesting effects on the attribution process. 

Results suggested that low and high self-esteem subjects 

responded differently to both the type of task and presence of mirror 

manipulations. Though the original predictions were not supported, 

some complex, but intriguing, findings did occur. Implications of 

these findings are discussed. 

v  



INTRODUCTION 

Innumerable studies have focused upon how people's beliefs 

affect their perceptions of reality. These systems of belief are 

often referred to as schemata, which are described as knowledge 

structures which represent the external world and provide guidelines 

for the interpretation of incoming data (Markus, 1977; Vernon, 1955; 

Wegner and Vallacher, 1980). As these structures can significantly 

affect our perceptions of reality, they are powerful determinants of 

our experiences. Beliefs about the self have been called the self-

schema, and have been studied in terms of their effects on both 

encoding and retrieval of information (Markus, 1977; Rogers, Kuiper, 

and Kirker, 1977; Smith, 1984). 

Research involving the self-schema suggests that our beliefs 

about ourselves systematically alter our perceptions of the world, so 

as to maintain apparent consistency between our beliefs and incoming 

information. Thus, if one's beliefs about oneself are inaccurate, 

and the self-schema distorts information in a way that keeps it con

sistent with these inaccuracies, a distorted self-image and potential 

for behavioral deficits result, particularly if the individual has a 

negative or self-destructive self-image. .In such cases, it could 

be highly beneficial to develop methods whereby the self-schema might 

be changed, thus breaking a cycle of perpetuation of negative beliefs 

and behaviors. 

1  
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Much controversy exists as to whether the self-schema of an 

adult individual can be altered. Some research suggests that any 

changes brought about via therapy or even brainwashing are transitory 

at best, and that early training may set the course for life in terms 

of basic beliefs about the self (Swann and Hill, 1982; Swann and Read, 

1981). Another position views the self-schema as more plastic, with 

changes possible even in the laboratory (Brockner and Hulton, 1978; 

Swann and Read, 1931)- It has been suggested that these differences 

in opinion are due to observations obtained under different conditions 

(Swann and Hill, 1982). Laboratory settings rarely offer the subject 

an opportunity to dispute feedback given him or her, whereas the 

environment has no such restrictions. In the study by Swann and Hill 

(1982), subjects were given feedback inconsistent with their self-

images. For example, someone scoring low on a measure of self-esteem 

would be told that they were competent, intelligent or attractive. 

The researchers noted that subjects given such schema-inconsistent 

feedback tended to seek out feedback more consistent with their self-

images when given the opportunity to do so. A low self-esteem (LSE) 

individual might elicit rejection or disapproval to confirm their 

negative beliefs about themselves. A plausible explanation for this 

occurrence is that individuals seek consistency between their estab

lished beliefs and incoming information. 

Much research has dealt with the issue of consistency between 

cognition and its importance to the individual, beginning with the 

influential studies by Festinger (1957)- Festinger's conclusions are 

straightforward; people's behavior can have strong effects on their 
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reported attitudes and subsequent behaviors. Festinger believed that 

people became aroused when performing behaviors not consistent with 

their attitudes. He termed this arousal cognitive dissonance. Many 

studies have since given support to Festinger's theory (Cohen, 1962; 

Festinger and Carlsmith, 1959; Zanna and Cooper, 197*0. This state 

of arousal theoretically motivates people to reestablish consistency 

between cognitions by either adding new cognitions or altering exist

ing ones. This would become necessary whenever a behavior implied 

attitudes not previously a part of the individual's beliefs about self. 

However, this should be qualified, as these studies have also shown 

that dissonance seems to occur only if the person feels that they have 

freely engaged in the behaviors implying inconsjstency of cognitions. 

If an individual feels forced to perform counterattitudinal behaviors, 

they can simply attribute their actions to external causes, relieving 

them of the necessity to look for internal explanations. 

A similar process may result when individuals receive informa

tion inconsistent with their beliefs. Swann and Hill (1982) found that 

if subjects were caused to suspect that another did not agree with the 

subject's view of him/herself, the subject would actively seek feedback 

consistent with their self-referent beliefs from that person. Such 

schema-determined behavior could be particularly destructive if a per

son held negative beliefs about themselves, perpetuating a cycle of 

seeking negative feedback from the environment. It seems plausible 

that the subjects in this study preferred the comfort of consistent 

cognitions over the possibility of changing their self-views. An addi

tional finding of the Swann and Hill (1982) study was that subjects 



rated self-schema consistent feedback as more diagnostic, more true, 

and more compelling than information which may be equally or more 

accurate, but simply not in agreement with their self-referent beliefs. 

A situation results in which a person not only seeks information that 

can reestablish cognitive consistency for them, but also where such 

confirming information is given far more weight in their assessment 

of reality than may be warranted. 

Because of the ramifications to the lives of people with 

negative self-views, the processes involved in the formation and 

change of self-schemas is an important topic. A self-schema which 

selectively encodes and maintains an available negative aspect of the 

self is both pervasive and potentially debilitating to the low self-

esteem person (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973)- Various studies 

(Brockner, 1983; Brockner and Hulton, 1978; Shrauger, 1972) have 

shown the self-perpetuating nature of schemas, including self-schemas. 

This is accomplished by a process where attention is directed to 

confirming environmental stimuli, encoding of confirming information 

is facilitated, and retrieval of confirming data is eased. In addi

tion, schemata apparently operate in a way which maintains confirming 

or consistent information at a more consciously available level than 

non-confirming information (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973). Thus, 

schemata can aid us in terms of information processing, but have some 

inherent costs to accuracy (Taylor and Crocker, 1981; Wegner and 

Vallacher, 1980). Ultimately, the most beneficial schemata would be 

those that facilitate processing of information while allowing for 

adaptive, accurate perception of the environment and self. 



In attempts to alter people's views of themselves, most of 

the prior research has utilized variations of one basic method. The 

experimenter gave feedback to the subject, or told the subject how to 

feel. To the subject, this technique may have implied a form of 

coercion, which could have resulted in external attributions of self-

referent beliefs, and subsequently little change in the subjects' 

actual self-images. In addition, such methods may have also caused 

reactance to occur (Brehm, 1966). Reactance is simply an arousal 

state which motivates people to reaffirm their freedom to perform 

restricted behaviors, generally by performing the behavior. A subject 

in a study designed to improve self-esteem may feel that it is a 

freedom to view him/herself as he/she chooses. Thus, a person might 

strengthen negative beliefs about themselves simply to assure that 

they are free to believe about themselves as they desire, regardless 

of the consequences. With this in mind, the present studies attempted 

to use less direct methods for bringing about improvements in subjects' 

self-views. If information could be presented in a way that evoked 

neither reactance nor external attributions for behaviors, perhaps a 

greater opportunity for the subjects to alter their self-views would 

result. However, the self-schema is probably particularly difficult 

to change, because self-relevant information is processed more deeply, 

and is very likely more resistant to change (Rogers et al., 1977)-

Thus, the best method for altering the self-schema would be one which 

harnessed the powerful effects of behavior on attitudes with a 

minimum of coercive aspects. 



Self-perception theory (Bern, 197*0 satisfies these require

ments, as it states that people infer their attitudes much as observers 

would, by taking note of their behaviors. For example, people often 

decide how they feel about various issues by seeing themselves react 

to the issues. There is some experimental support for this theory 

(Bern, 197*»; Rogers et al., 1977) » but some have argued that it makes 

identical predictions to those of dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957)-

The major difference between these two theories is that dissonance 

theory proposes that altering cognitions to reestablish consistency 

amongst them is tension reducing, while self-perception theory views 

the inference of attitudes from behaviors as being a passive process 

based on observation of the self, without a drive state being 

involved. Theoretically, self-perception theory would predict that 

subjects inducted to perform behaviors implying self-liking, without 

salient external reasons for doing so, would infer at least some 

positive feelings about themselves. It could be argued that a sub

ject engaging in a behavior which could imply self-liking would arouse 

dissonance due to the c.ounterattitudinal nature of such a behavior if 

the subject had low self-esteem, and therefore require the reduction 

of this arousal. The predictions would be similar, in that a simple 

way to reduce the tension would be to change one's attitudes toward 

the self. 

However, this study is not concerned so much with which theory 

would cause attitudinal changes from behaviors implying self-liking. 

It has been suggested that both theories operate in attitude change, 

though perhaps under slightly different conditions (Fazio, Zanna, and 



Cooper, 1977). The Fazio et al. paper proposed that if behaviors were 

highly discrepant from those generally consistent with an individual's 

attitudes, probably cognitive dissonance would be the best explanation 

for the changes noted in attitude. Self-perception theory was con

sidered the best explanation for attitudinal shifts when the discrep

ancy between behavior and attitude is moderate or negligible. The 

point here is that by inducing individuals to freely choose to perform 

counterattitudinal, schema-inconsistent behaviors, one of these 

processes is likely to occur with the result of enhancing positive 

self-referent beliefs, which is of particular importance amongst the 

low self-esteem subjects. 

Another issue dealt with in these studies concerned self-

awareness. Under certain conditions, increased self-awareness can lead 

to more attitude change (Carver and Scheier, 1980; 1981). Self-

awareness can be increased by filming the subject, having an audience 

present, or by having a mirror present so that the subject must see 

his/her own image. Apparently, heightened self-awareness increases the 

saliency of certain aspects of the subject to him/herself. For example, 

Davies (1982) found that if self-awareness were increased following 

attitude change due to bogus feedback, but prior to discounting the 

feedback, attitude change in the direction of the feedback was more 

pronounced and resistant to change than when self-awareness was not 

increased at that time. The increased self-awareness apparently made 

the change more salient to the subject, thus "fixing" or strengthening 

it. However, if self-awareness was increased during the debriefing, 

attitude change was markedly reduced. The heightened self-awareness 



seemingly made the discounting of the feedback salient, thereby 

nullifying the effects of the feedback. If self-awareness was in

creased prior to the experimental feedback designed to cause attitu-

dinal change, little change resulted. A plausible explanation for 

this effect is that the increased self-awareness may have increased 

the salience of the subjects' prior attitudes and beliefs, rigidifying 

these belief systems. However, if self-awareness was increased during 

the performance of a counterattitudinal behavior, attitude change was 

increased. Heightened self-awareness perhaps made the counterattitu

dinal more salient, as well as the subjects themselves, thus resulting 

in stronger, more internal attributions for the behaviors. 

Both studies utilized mirrors to increase self-awareness 

during the performance of the tasks designed to imply self-liking. 

Theoretically, this should have increased the salience of these behav

iors as well as strengthening any attributions based on these behaviors. 

A possible inference derived from performing such behaviors is that 

the subjects liked themselves, which at least in the case of low self-

esteem individuals could be a marked improvement. 

A potential difficulty caused by increasing self-awareness is 

that increasing self-awareness can reduce suggestabi1ity, thus reducing 

attitude change (Gibbons, Carver, and Scheier, 1979; Scheier, Gibbons, 

and Carver, 1979). However, the studies that suggest this dealt more 

with increasing the salience of subjects' internal states resulting in 

the reduction of placebo effects, rather than increasing the salience 

of subjects' behavior. The present studies increased self-awareness 

with mirrors only during the performance of the tasks themselves, which 



hopefully strengthened Inferences based on behaviors being performed, 

while directing attention away from prior beliefs concerning the self. 

Because much of the literature has discussed the differential 

effects of self-relevant feedback on low self-esteem and high self-

esteem individuals (Brockner, 1983; Brockner and Hulton, 1978, Shrauger 

and Rosenberg, 1970), both the present studies used low and high self-

esteem individuals. The results of prior studies consistently show a 

pattern wherein low self-esteem individuals are relatively flexible in 

terms of reported self-esteem, and tend to be more affected by feedback 

in terms of attitudes and subsequent task performance. As could be pre

dicted from the discussion of schemata, low self-esteem people tend to 

accept negative feedback more readily than positive feedback, while 

high self-esteem individuals show the opposite pattern (Shrauger and 

Rosenberg, 1970). As low self-esteem people have been shown to be 

more flexible in terms of attitudes about themselves, a possible con

cern was the stabilization of any changes which might occur due to the 

experimental procedures. It was felt that the presence of a mirror 

during the performance of the tasks might help in this respect, leading 

to more stable, positive attitude changes. Since both studies used 

only positive feedback after the tasks, the direction of self-referent 

attitude change was expected to be unidirectionally positive as well. 

The reasoning behind both studies was straightforward. Though 

both studies had low and high self-esteem subjects, one of the primary 

goals was to assess what positive effects, if any, the tasks had upon 

subsequent measures of self-esteem amongst low self-esteem subjects. 

It was predicted that if the subjects felt they were engaging in the 
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tasks freely, they would infer that they had some positive affect for 

themselves. The mirrors were used for half the subjects in both 

studies to increase the salience of the tasks and strengthen internal 

attributions for performing the tasks (Davies, 1982). 

As previously discussed, these studies make no issue of 

whether predicted results would be due to processes involved in dis

sonance or self-perception theory. Rather, we considered which would 

be most likely to operate under various conditions. It has been sug

gested that self-perception theory accounts for attitude changes where 

little discrepancy exists between attitudes and behavior (Fazio et al., 

1977)« This follows from Bern (197*0. who felt that the process of 

self-perception was a passive one, without arousal reduction being a 

motive. Dissonance, however, does theoretically involve arousal and 

its reduction, which was supported by a study conducted by Zanna and 

Cooper (197*0. This study showed that if arousal is misattributed 

to causes other than performance of counterattitudinal behaviors, 

little attitude change resulted, it would be predicted that this _ 

arousal, or dissonance, would occur when the discrepancies between 

behaviors performed and attitudes held are relatively great. Thus, if 

low self-esteem subjects were to show improvement on post-task measures 

of self-esteem after performing the tasks, it could be interpreted 

within the theory of cognitive dissonance. If high self-esteem sub

jects showed the same changes, self-perception theory would be the best 

explanation. As both theories have a good deal of empirical support, 

it would not have been surprising to see changes in post-task measures 

of self-esteem for both low and high self-esteem subjects. 
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The first study tested the hypothesis that subjects who felt 

that they engaged freely in the self-rewarding tasks, particularly in 

the presence of a mirror, would show a pattern of higher post-task 

self-esteem scores. Because of the greater flexibility of self-image 

amongst the low self-esteem subjects, it was expected that they would 

exhibit this pattern most obviously. 

The second study tests the same hypothesis, but introduced a 

condition termed "success acknowledgment" which involved noting 

successes without monetary reward. In addition, the manipulation for 

"choice" used in Study I was discontinued because it seemed to have 

little effect. The studies were run very similarly otherwise, with 

mi Id adaptations. 



STUDY I 

Study I tested the prediction that subjects would show maximum 

post-task self-esteem scores when engaging in self-reward under high 

choice, mirror conditions; further, it was predicted that these dif

ferences in post-task self-esteem would be greatest amongst low self-

esteem individuals who have exhibited greater flexibility on measures 

of self-esteem, as well as attitudes in prior research. In addition, 

various questions concerning affective responses and perception of 

experimental procedures were asked. For the high self-esteem sub

jects, it was predicted that relatively little change in attitude 

would result, as they characteristically tend to be more rigid in 

terms of beliefs regarding the effects of experimental manipulations. 

Method 

Overview 

The design for this study was a 2 (high self-esteem vs. low 

self-esteem) by 2 (mirror vs. no mirror) by 2 (high choice vs. low 

choice) factorial design. Subjects were designated as either low or 

high self-esteem on the basis of scores obtained during a mass testing 

session used by researchers for premeasures. Subjects participated in 

groups of four. Each session was designated as either high or low 

self-esteem and either high or low choice in a randomized sequence. 

Of the four cubicles used for each session, two had large (31 X k') 

1 2  
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mirrors placed on the desks provided. Both mirrors were cluttered in 

a similar way and were set amongst various small pieces of equipment 

so as to appear to be part of another study. Subjects were first given 

a brief cover story about how the study would attempt to assess the 

effects of reward on task performance. The task was a set of 15 ana

grams designed for easy solution to assure relatively uniform high 

levels of performance. Upon solution of each anagram, subjects were 

instructed to remove one dime from a cup provided. After the basic 

explanation, subjects were left alone briefly with the confederates 

while the experimenter left to get the dimes. The confederates then 

delivered their statements designed to either highlight the free will 

aspects of participating in the self-reward procedure or to focus the 

subjects' attention on participation due to the experimenter's 

authority, creating the high and low choice conditions respectively. 

Upon returning to the room, the experimenter restated the 

instructions briefly and then told the subjects to proceed to the 

cubicles to work on the anagrams. The confederates behaved as if they 

were subjects until the debriefing in the hopes of minimizing sus

picions . 

When the subjects returned to the main room, they were immedi

ately given some forms under the pretense that some personality 

measures might be related to task performance. These forms contained 

post-task measures of self-esteem, as well as some manipulation check 

questions and measures of beliefs or feelings possibly affected by 

the tasks. 
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Subjects 

Ninety-four females from introductory psychology courses at 

The University of Arizona participated in this study as a means of 

obtaining extra credit points applicable to their course work. 

Eligibility was determined from scores designed to measure self-

esteem administered during a mass testing session at the beginning 

of the semester. The scale consisted of statements which subjects 

rated as either very or not at all characteristic of themselves, 

with both generally positive and negative statements (Eagly, 

1967). 

Procedure 

Subjects were contacted by phone prior to the experimental 

session for which they were scheduled. They were told they could 

receive extra" credit points in their psychology class by participating 

in a study involving an assessment of the relationship between task 

performance and reward. Subjects were told to meet the experimenter 

by the room to be used at a designated time. 

Upon arriving, the experimenter greeted the four subjects and 

two confederates, told them his name, and handed out consent forms. 

At this point, the experimenter presented the following script: 

"This is actually a very simple study. It has two parts, but I'll 

explain as we go along. We are looking at the effects of self-reward 

on performance. Self-reward is a process in which an individual gives 

herself a reward for engaging in a certain behavior. 
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In this study, I'm going to ask you to reward yourself every 

time you solve an anagram. The point will be to see if the self-

reward procedure affects performance. There will be two trials of 

anagrams, which are simply strings of letters that can be unscrambled 

to form words. The first trial of anagrams is already in each of 

these cubicles. Now listen carefully to the instructions. 

You will each choose a cubicle in which to complete the tasks. 

I will place some dimes in each cubicle and whenever you solve one of 

the anagrams, you are to take a dime immediately. Any money you take 

due to correct solutions is yours to keep. The anagrams should be 

somewhat challenging, and no one gets them all, so if you have diffi

culty with some of them, don't worry about it. Figure on working for 

about five minutes. Any questions? Okay, wait a minute while I get 

the money." 

The experimenter then went to an adjacent room, let himself in, 

and picked up six cups, each with 15 dimes. The experimenter paused a 

few seconds while one of the confederates said casually to the other: 

High choice condition. "This is an experiment I really want 

to do; afterall, I think people should reward themselves for success." 

Low choice condition. "Well, the experimenter says we should 

reward ourselves for successes; he's in charge, so I guess we should." 

The experimenter returned to the room and quickly placed a cup 

with dimes in it in each of the six cubicles. As he seated himself, he 

said: "Okay, I think we're ready now. Remember to give yourself a 

dime immediately after each solution of an anagram. The first trial of 

anagrams is already in the cubicles. Return to this room when you've 



done your best with it. Any questions? Oh yea, before I forget, these 

rooms are being used for other studies by other researchers, so please 

don't disturb any of the equipment you find in any of the cubicles. Go 

ahead and choose a cubicle to work in." As subjects returned to the 

main room, the experimenter said: "Before the next part of the study, 

I have some forms I'd like you to fill out. The first one is a person

ality measure to see if the effect of self-reward may vary depending 

on the individual's personality, then there are just a few questions 

concerning your impressions of the first trial of anagrams." After the 

subjects completed the self-esteem measure and manipulation check 

questions, they were thoroughly debriefed, given extra-credit receipts, 

and dismissed. 

Materials 

The materials necessary for this study consisted of two mirrors, 

each measuring three by four feet, anagram task cards, and a self-

esteem measure combined with manipulation check, belief, and affective 

measures. 

The task consisted of 15 anagrams, each printed on a separate 

card. This was intended to assure that the subjects would take a dime 

after each solution of an anagram, rather than simply counting success

ful solutions and taking the dimes all at once at the end of the task. 

The effects of taking 15 separate rewards could be very different from 

taking one relatively large reward. The anagrams were selected from 

previously used lists so that average performance on the task could be 

accurately estimated. 
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The post-task measure of self-esteem consisted of 33 randomly 

selected triads from the SVT test (Gergen, 1962). The test was adapted 

for this study to measure self-esteem. Each triad consists of three 

statements which are judged in terms of how characteristic they are of 

the subject. The subject was instructed to assign a total of ten 

points to three statements, weighting the more characteristic state

ments with higher numbers. The triads contain a statement of a posi

tive, negative, and neutral nature. By subtracting the points assigned 

the negative statements from those assigned the positive statements 

within each triad, a score was derived for each subject indicating how 

positive or negative their affect toward themselves was. Scores could 

hypothetically range from -330 to +330. The greater the score, the 

more points the subject had assigned the positive statements, relative 

to the negative statements, thus indicating a more positive self-

evaluation. 

The manipulation check questions were created to assess how 

much choice the subjects felt in engaging in the self-reward task, as 

well as looking at the attributions of the subjects for their behaviors 

on the tasks. Other measures attempted to assess affective influences 

on the subjects' responses. The manipulation check questions asked 

subjects about whether they really wanted to self-reward, how much 

choice they felt in doing so, if they did so only due to the experi

menter's authority, and how much pressure they felt to perform the 

self-reward procedure. Other questions asked subjects how much they 

enjoyed the anagrams task and self-reward, how satisfied they were with 

their performance, how much guilt they felt for self-rewarding, how 
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they felt about people rewarding themselves for positive behaviors, 

whether they would have preferred to not self-reward, whether they 

were interested in future experiments involving self-reward, how they 

felt self-reward affected their anagram task performance, and how well 

they expected to perform on the second trial of anagrams. 

Results 

A 2 (high self-esteem vs. low self-esteem) by 2 (low choice vs. 

high choice) by 2 (mirror vs. no mirror) analysis of covariance was 

performed on all dependent measures. Several predictions had been made 

based on prior research. First, it was predicted that: a) subjects' 

perceptions of choice in engaging in the self-rewarding tasks would be 

essential to their attributing the self-rewarding behaviors to positive 

beliefs about themselves; b) that the presence of a mirror would 

strengthen both attributions of internal causality, and" thus positive 

views of themselves; c) that high self-esteem subjects would be less 

flexible in their self-images, resulting in no significant differences 

for them on the post-task measure of self-esteem as a function of 

choice or presence of mirror; d) finally, that low self-esteem subjects 

in high choice/mirror conditions would have significantly higher post-

task self-esteem scores. Thus, the general prediction was a three-way 

interaction where the post-task measure of self-esteem would be highest 

(among low self-esteem subjects) when the subjects perceived that they 

had engaged in the self-rewarding tasks by their own choice, and when 

these tasks were performed in the presence of a mirror. A question 

designed to measure subjects' feelings of choice asked, "How much choice 
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did you feel in deciding whether or not to reward yourself?" (from 

1 = none at all to 21 = a great deal). The analysis of this measure 

showed no significant differences as a function of the choice manipu

lation. Other questions which were included to measure the subjects' 

perceptions of choice also failed to show significant differences as 

a function of the choice manipulation. As this manipulation had been 

considered essential to the subjects' attributional processes, the 

failure of this manipulation may have undermined other results. 

The predictions were that at least with low self-esteem sub

jects in the high choice/mirror condition, significantly higher post-

task measures of self-esteem would occur. However, for the predicted 

patterns to occur, it was necessary that subjects perceived choice 

while engaging in the tasks. This did not occur. Thus, it was not 

surprising that no significant differences in post-task self-esteem 

were demonstrated due either to choice or mirror manipulations. 

A question used to assess subjects' feelings of guilt due to 

engaging in the self-rewarding procedure asked, "To what extent did 

you feel guilty about rewarding yourself?" (from 1 = felt no guilt to 

21 = felt very guilty). The analysis of this measure yielded a main 

effect as a function of the mirror manipulation, F(1,86) = 4.02, 

p <.048, with means of 6.4 and 4.3 for mirror and no mirror respective

ly (higher scores indicated greater feelings of guilt). Apparently, 

the self-focus manipulation increased reported levels of guilt. There 

was also a significant main effect on the guilt measure as a function 

of self-esteem level, F(1,86) = 10.9, P <.002, with means of 7-04 and 

3.65 for low self-esteem and high self-esteem respectively. Thus, low 



self-esteem subjects reported more feelings of guilt for engaging in 

the self-rewarding procedure than did high self-esteem subjects, a 

result consistent with prior research concerning self-esteem. The 

explanation is simple, as high self-esteem individuals would find it 

more acceptable to reward themselves, while low self-esteem people 

tend, by definition, not to see themselves as "worthy." The signifi

cant main effect of the mirror manipulation on the guilt measure 

follows from two aspects of objective self-awareness research. The 

presence of the mirror may increase both awareness of one's own 

internal state, as well as increasing awareness of behaviors contrast

ing with the individual's internal standards. The possible result 

may be intensified feelings of .guilt and greater sensitivity to those 

feelings. 

Discussion 

Though the results did not support the original predictions 

concerning self-reward and its impact on self-esteem, there are 

several possible explanations for this within the context of the 

present study. The choice manipulation did not significantly affect 

the subjects' reported perceptions of choice, with a possible result 

that self-perceptive or dissonance processes were not engaged at all. 

Perhaps simply being given instructions by the experimenter removed 

what most subjects would perceive as free will when performing tasks. 

In addition, we cannot be certain that positive attributions about the 

self would be a natural result of engaging in the tasks used in this 

study. Therefore, future research would be of value in determining 
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how to manipulate choice as well as creating tasks which enhance sub

jects' positive feelings Sbout themselves. Study II attempts to 

consider these issues in greater depth. 

The main effect of self-esteem level on the guilt measure was 

predictable from both clinical descriptions of depression and research 

involving depressives. Low self-esteem and depressives are related 

in terms of their perceptions of life, because both seem to lack the 

defenses which high self-esteem and non-depressives use to maintain 

their relatively positive outlooks on life (Beck, I967)-

If one were to extend the implications of depressives and low 

self-esteem individuals' similarities, other research seems relevant. 

For instance, depressives have been found to be more sensitive to 

equity issues than non-depressives (Becker, 197^)* If this were true 

of low self-esteem individuals as well, it is possible that in the 

present study low self-esteem subjects felt that receiving a dime for 

simply solving an anagram was overpayment, and thus guilt inducing. 

However, it was not predicted that the presence of a. mirror 

would increase the subjects' reported feelings of guilt. Other research 

has shown that affective states are generally intensified by increasing 

self-awareness (Gibbons et al., 1979). Thus, the finding that subjects 

reported higher levels of guilt in the presence of a mirror was con

sistent with the prior studies. 

Study II attempted to determine what factors may have contri

buted to the reports of increased guilt in the presence of a mirror, 

as well as looking at possible reasons for the lack of significant 

differents in post-task self-esteem measures. A new condition, termed 



"success acknowledgment" was introduced to see if the monetary reward 

was preventing the positive attributional process predicted in Study I 

It was reasoned that if guilt due to self-reward was undermining the 

positive effects of the task, perhaps the success acknowledgment 

condition would allow subjects to make the positive changes in their 

self-views. Study II also strengthened the perception of choice for 

all subjects, in the hopes that self-perception/dissonance processes 

would result in the predicted patterns of post-task self-esteem scores 



STUDY II 

Method 

Overview 

The design for Study II was a 2 (high self-esteem vs. low self-

esteem) by 2 (self-reward vs. success acknowledgment) by 2 (mirror vs. 

no mirror) factorial. Subjects were designated as either high or low 

self-esteem on the basis of identical criteria to those used in the 

first study. Subjects participated in groups of four. As in Study 1, 

the type of session (self-reward vs. success acknowledgment) and level 

of self-esteem was randomly assigned. Also, as in Study 1, subjects 

chose one of four cubicles, two of which contained the same mirrors as 

before. 

Subjects were given the same cover story used in the first 

study, and virtually the same script, with two exceptions. In the 

success acknowledgment condition, the words "success acknowledge" were 

substituted as needed for the words "self-reward." The success 

acknowledgment condition was introduced to assess the effects of the 

monetary rewards used in the self-reward condition. As the subjects' 

reported feelings of guilt were high in Study 1, particularly amongst 

the low self-esteem subjects, it was felt that perhaps the monetary 

reward had lessened the potential positive impact of success on the 

anagram task. For this reason, a non-monetary reward, or noting of 



successes, was introduced. The tasks for the self-reward condition 

were the same as in the first study, but in the success acknowledgment 

condition subjects were instructed to mark a tally sheet after each 

solution of an anagram rather than take a dime. 

Subjects worked in cubicles as in the first study and were 

given the same post-task measures in addition to some new ones. 

Subjects 

Eighty-three undergraduate females from introductory psychology 

classes at The University of Arizona participated in this study. 

Eligibility was again determined on the basis of self-esteem scores 

obtained from a mass testing session at the beginning of the semester 

(Eagly, 1967)-

Procedure 

Subjects were scheduled by phone as in the first study, except 

that they were told that the study involved the assessment of the 

relationship between various procedures and task performance, rather 

than mentioning reward and task performance. The success acknowledg

ment procedure was introduced so a non-monetary reward could be com

pared with self-reward in terms of impact both on affective measures 

and post-task measures of self-esteem. 

The script remained the same with the exception of two changes. 

First, the words "success acknowledgment" were used in place of the 

words "self-reward" where appropriate in the success acknowledgment 

condition, as well as slight adaptations of a similar nature on some 

of the post-task measures of affect and manipulation check questions. 



Because no significant differences in perception of choice by subjects 

resulted as a function of the high/low choice manipulation in the 

first study, the manipulation of choice was eliminated. Instead, all 

subjects were effectively given a strengthened "high choice" treatment. 

This was done by having the experimenter emphatically ask the subjects 

if they minded at all engaging in the success acknowledgment/self-

reward condition after telling them that only half the sessions would 

be what the experimenter wished to run at that time. Also, at the 

time when the experimenter had placed the dimes in the cubicles in the 

self-reward condition, tally sheets were placed in the cubicles for 

the success acknowledgment condition. No other changes in procedure 

were made from those used in the first study. 

Materials 

The materials used in Study II were identical to those in the 

first study, with some minor additions. The anagram task cards for 

the success acknowledgment condition instructed subjects to mark their 

tally sheets upon solution of each anagram rather than to take a dime. 

Also, the post-task questions were adapted to the success acknowledg

ment condition as well by substituting the words "success acknowl

edgment" for the words "self-reward" where appropriate. 

Results 

All analyses for Study II utilized the premeasure for self-

esteem as a covariate. 

A 2 (low self-esteem vs. high self-esteem) by 2 (self-reward 

vs. success acknowledgment) by 2 (mirror vs. no mirror) analysis of 



covarlance was conducted on all dependent measures. Several pre

dictions had been made on the basis of prior research and were 

basically the same as for the first study. It was again predicted 

that: a) low self-esteem subjects would be less rigid in terms of 

their self-images, and would therefore be more likely to show signifi

cant differences in post-task dependent measures as a function of the 

experimental manipulations; b) that the presence of the mirror would 

both intensify self-referent attributions from task performance as 

well as intensifying affective states experienced in the presence of 

the mirror; c) that self-reward would increase post-task self-esteem 

scores in the low self-esteem subjects unless feelings of guilt under

mined the positive affect derived from successes; d) that if guilt were 

a major concern, perhaps the success acknowledgment/low self-esteem 

subjects would show the highest post-task self-esteem scores, particu

larly in the presence of a mirror; and finally, e) that if high self-

esteem subjects were to show significant differences in post-task 

self-esteem scores as a function of task type, self-reward would be 

more self-image enhancing to these subjects. 

It was also reasoned that self-reward would be more acceptable 

to the high self-esteem subjects, while success acknowledgment tasks 

would be acceptable to both high and low self-esteem subjects. Thus, 

the general prediction consisted of a three-way interaction in which 

post-task self-esteem scores would most likely be highest amongst the 

high self-esteem subjects in the self-reward condition when in the 

presence of a mirror, and highest amongst the low self-esteem subjects 



in the success acknowledgment condition when in the presence of .a 

mirror. 

A significant three-way interaction was found on the post-task 

measure of self-esteem, F(1,7^*) = 3-96, p <.05. The adjusted cell 

means are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Means for the post-task measure of self-esteem 

Low Self-•Esteem High Self-Esteem 

Success Self- Success Self-

Acknowledge Rewa rd Acknowledge Rewa rd 

M i r ro r 79- 9 a  95.3b  106.7a 88.9a 

No Mi rror 95.5b  88.2a S k .  la 104.3a 

Note: The post-task measure of self-esteem was computed by adding 

values assigned the 33 positive statements and then subtracting the 

values assigned the 33 negative statements. The means could range 

from +330 to -330. The means are adjusted for covariation with the 

premeasure of self-esteem. Pairwise means within each level of self-

esteem differ at the p <.05 level, one-tailed. 

Overall, the pattern of means does not support the original predic

tions, but includes some intriguing findings. As had been predicted 

for the first study, low self-esteem subjects who rewarded themselves 

had means for self-esteem of 95*3 and 88.9 for mirror and no mirror 

- conditions respectively, suggesting that increased self-focus may have 

enhanced feelings of self-liking due to the tasks. Contrary to the 

predictions for this study, pairwise t tests determined that amongst 



low self-esteem subjects !n the mirror condition, those who self-

rewarded had significantly higher post-task self-esteem scores 

compared to the low self-esteem subjects who performed the success 

acknowledge tasks, t(19) = 1-78, p <.05> No significant differences 

were found for high self-esteem subjects as a function of mirror or 

task manipulations. However, a nearly significant difference did 

occur with high self-esteem subjects in the mirror condition as a 

function of task type, but was in the opposite direction of predic

tions. Post-task self-esteem score means were 9^-06 and 10^.3 for 

success acknowledgment and self-reward respectively, t(21) = 1.49, 

n.s. Thus, both the mirror and task conditions had significant impact 

on post-task measures of self-esteem. Possible explanations will be 

discussed later. 

As in the first study, several questions were asked concerning 

perception of choice, feelings of guilt, etc. When asked how guilty 

they felt for self-rewarding/acknowledging successes (from 1 = felt no 

guilt to 21 = felt very guilty) subjects reported significantly higher 

levels of guilt for rewarding themselves as compared to acknowledging 

successes, F(1,7*0 = 5*99> P <.017» with means of 6.33 and 3-72 re

spectively for self-reward and success acknowledgment conditions. 

Subjects were also asked "to what extent did you reward your 

self/acknowledge successes because you felt pressured to do so?" 

(from 1 = not at all to 21 = entirely). The analysis yielded a signi

ficant main effect for the mirror manipulation, F(l,7^) = 5-0, 

p <.028, means of 11.3 and 8.05 for mirror and no mirror respectively. 

Perhaps the presence of a mirror motivated the subjects to self-present, 



or match-to-standard, which could have Increased their feelings of 

being pressured, regardless of the tasks involved. 

Subjects were asked "to what extent did you reward yourself/ 

acknowledge successes because you really wanted to7" (from 1 = not at 

all to 21 = entirely). The analysis of this measure showed a signifi

cant main effect of task type, F( 1,7*0 = 8.11, p <.006; means of 1A.5 

and 11.2 for success acknowledgment and self-reward respectively. In 

addition, a significant two-way interaction for the mirror and self-

esteem manipulations occurred, F( 1,7*0 = 6.52, p <.013- The adjusted 

cell means are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Means for the measure of really wanting to perform the tasks 

Low Self-Esteem High Self-Esteem 

Mirror 13.3a 12.5a 

No Mi rror 16.2a 9.5b 

Note: The means for this measure could range from +1 to +21. The 

means are adjusted for covariation with the premeasure of self-esteem. 

Pairwise means with different subscripts differ in a predictable 
direction at the p <.05 level, one-tailed. 

The pattern of means generally supports a hypothesis concern

ing self-esteem maintenance, as high self-esteem subjects reported 

significantly higher levels of wanting to reward themselves in the 

presence of a mirror. T tests showed this difference, t(18) = 1.76, 



p <.05- If the presence of the mirror actually rigidified high self-

esteem subjects' beliefs about themselves, they may have been more 

prone to report really wanting to pay themselves for successes, as 

this would be consistent with a positive self-view. Low self-esteem 

subjects showed a pattern consistent with self-esteem maintenance 

hypotheses as well, by no significant differences as a function of the 

mirror manipulation occurred. The pattern of means shows a trend 

where low self-esteem subjects reported higher levels of wanting to 

reward themselves/acknowledge successes in the no mirror condition. 

This wculd be the condition where they would theoretically be less 

rigid in their self-views, and therefore could be inconsistently posi

tive about themselves. 

Another question asked the subjects was "to what extent do you 

believe you deserved the reward/success acknowledgment?" (from 1 = not 

at all to 21 = a great deal). A significant main effect for task type 

occurred, F (1,7*0 = 12.79, P <.0006; means of 15-55 and 11.42 for 

success acknowledgment and self-reward conditions respectively. Sub

jects seemed more willing to report that they deserved noting successes 

than that they deserved a reward for their successes. Perhaps in a 

society where the work ethic is so pervasive, such a result is pre

dictable. 

When asked "how interested would you be in participating in 

future experiments involving self-reward/success acknowledgment?" 

(from 1 = not at all to 21 = very interested), a significant two-way 

interaction of self-esteem and task type resulted, F(l,7*0 = 6.85, 

p <,01. The adjusted cell means are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3- Means for the measure of interest in future research 

with same tasks 

Low Self-Esteem High Self-Esteem 

Self-Reward 15.6 16.9 

Success Acknowledge 18.5 15.1 

Note: The measure of interest in future research could range from 

+1 to +21. The means are adjusted for covariation with the pre-

measure of self-esteem. 

The pattern of means supports the prediction that high 

self-esteem subjects would be more interested in participating in self-

reward experiments while low self-esteem subjects would be more inter

ested in participating in studies involving success acknowledgment. 

This result would make sense within the self-esteem maintenance con

cept, where high self-esteem people would feel more deserving of 

rewards than would low self-esteem individuals. 

To measure subjects' confidence in their performance on the 

second trial of anagrams, they were asked "how well do you expect to 

do on the second trial of anagrams?" (from 1 = not at all well to 

21 = extremely well). A significant three-way interaction of task 

type, self-esteem, and mirror manipulations resulted, F(l,7^) = A.15, 

p <.0^5. Adjusted cell means are presented in Table k. 
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Table 4. Means for the measure of confidence for performance 

on the second trial 

Low Self-Esteem High Self-Esteem 

Success Self- Success Self-

Acknowledge Rewa rd Acknowledge Rewa rd 

Mi rror 13.9a 15.6a 14.8a 15.4a 

No Mi rror 17. lb 14.5a 14.5a 16.2a 

Note: The measure of confidence in performance on the second trial 

could range from +1 to +21. The means are adjusted for covariation 

with the premeasure of self-esteem. Pairwise means with the 

different subscripts differ at the p <.05 level, one-tailed. 

It was predicted that increasing self-focus would strengthen 

subjects' attributions of causality and internality during task 

performance. As both success acknowledgment and self-reward should 

lead to positive attributions, it had been predicted that subjects in 

the mirror conditions would expect to perform better than would sub

jects in the no mirror conditions. This did not occur, as t tests 

indicated significant differences only amongst low self-esteem sub

jects in the no mirror conditions as a function of task type, 

t(19) = 1.99, P <.05. Low self-esteem subjects expected to do sig

nificantly better when performing success acknowledgment tasks rather 

than after self-rewarding. Though not significantly different, high 

self-esteem subjects reported the reverse, expecting to perform better 

after self-reward. Thus, predictions were not supported for this 

measure. 



Finally, subjects were asked "how much choice did you feel in 

deciding whether or not to reward yourself/acknowledge successes?" 

(from 1 = none at all to 21 = a great deal). Analysis of this measure 

yielded a significant main effect for task type, F(l,7*») = 9-33, 

p <.0031; means of 12.65 and 8.5*» for success acknowledgment and self-

reward conditions respectively. Regardless of whether subjects were 

in mirror or no mirror conditions, low or high self-esteem categories, 

they reported feeling less choice in performing the self-rewarding 

tasks as compared to the success acknowledging tasks. These results 

tie in with the measure of guilt, where subjects reported more feelings 

of guilt when self-rewarding. Explanations will be discussed later. 

Discussion 

The results of Study II do not clearly support the original 

predictions that post-task self-esteem scores would be higher for 

low self-esteem subjects who perform self-rewarding tasks in the 

presence of a mirror, nor the prediction that high self-esteem sub

jects would be rigid in their self-views. The prediction that low 

self-esteem subjects would have higher post-task self-esteem scores 

when in the success acknowledgment condition was not supported 

either. However, the pattern of means was intriguing, as t tests 

showed significant differences in post-task self-esteem scores in 

the mirror condition as a function of task type. It had been pre

dicted that if guilt was a factor which weakened the positive effects 

of self-reward, then perhaps succes.s acknowledgment would be more 

acceptable, and thus more positive to the low self-esteem subjects. 



As low self-esteem subjects who self-rewarded in the presence of a 

mirror had higher post-task self-esteem scores than those who per

formed the success acknowledgment tasks, interpretation is difficult 

within the original theoretical framework. 

The significant three-way interaction which was found on the 

post-task measure of self-esteem was intriguing, but unclear in its 

implications. While high self-esteem subjects' scores followed a 

pattern wherein they reported high post-task self-esteem in the 

presence of a mirror if they performed the success acknowledgment 

tasks, the low self-esteem subjects' pattern was similar in the self-

reward condition. A possible explanation for this outcome is that 

low and high self-esteem individuals may experience guilt in different 

ways, or for different reasons. If the earlier mentioned similarities 

of low self-esteem people and depressives is a valid comparison, low 

and high self-esteem people may vary in their respective attributional 

styles (Klein, Pencil-Morse, and Seligman, 1976). High self-esteem 

subjects may have responded differently to the presence of mirrors, 

which prior research has shown may enhance affective responses and 

feelings of causality (Carver and Scheier, 1981). As low self-esteem 

subjects' post-task self-esteem scores are consistent with predictions 

from the first study concerning self-reward and the presence of a 

mirror, it is tempting to suggest that the mirror did indeed make the 

subjects' self-rewarding behaviors salient, which in turn enhanced 

feelings of self-liking. However, since this pattern was reversed 

amongst low self-esteem subjects in the success acknowledgment condi

tion, and high self-esteem subjects demonstrated the pattern wherein 



post-task self-esteem scores were higher in the presence of a mirror 

only for the success acknowledgment condition, it would seem that 

further research is needed to clarify just what factors are operating 

here. In general, it appears that the presence of a mirror was related 

to a polarizing effect for the post-task self-esteem scores as a func

tion of task type. Perhaps this was due to low self-esteem subjects 

being more accustomed to self-focus, therefore enhancing their post-

task self-esteem scores in the self-reward condition. It could be 

that high self-esteem subjects were somewhat disturbed, because of 

being unfami1iar with increased self-awareness, and therefore felt 

better about themselves when not self-rewarding in the presence of a 

mirror. In any case, further research would be needed to gain under

standing of these issues. 

Other measures yielded interesting results as well, as in the 

measure of guilt. Subjects reported experiencing significantly more 

guilt when involved in the self-reward condition as compared to the 

success acknowledgment condition. This would be expected, given that 

our society has a strong norm for earning that which we obtain. It 

could be that subjects felt a dime was excessive payment for merely 

solving an anagram, particularly since the anagram task was easy so 

as to assure uniform good performance. In addition, subjects were 

already aware that they would receive substantial extra credit points 

for participating in the study. Both factors may have contributed to 

feelings of positive inequity, which for a person receiving more than 

they deem reasonable can result in feelings of guilt. Thus, even 

though subjects might be expected to experience similar feelings in 



the success acknowledgment condition, these feelings would not be 

compounded with a monetary reward-

Related perhaps to the guilt measure was a question concerning 

how pressured the subjects felt to perform the tasks, with a main 

effect for the mirror manipulation. Subjects reported feeling more 

pressured in the presence of a mirror. This follows from prior re

search which noted that people sometimes will try to match to standard, 

or self-present, in the presence of a mirror. Perhaps the experiment

er's instructions seemed more salient when subjects were in the 

presence of a mirror because they perceived the instructions as a 

standard which they had to follow. 

It is interesting to note that these effects were particularly 

potent for the low self-esteem subjects, who may be more prone to be 

sensitive to environmental stimuli. Low self-esteem people may also 

have perceived greater pressure to perform these tasks due to feelings 

of lacking control in general, thus causing most events in their lives 

to be perceived as externally determined, and without choice. In 

either case, their feelings of being pressured were reported as 

stronger when self-rewarding, perhaps due to the greater sensitivity 

to equity which low self-esteem individuals may have (Becker, 197^). 

The question asking subjects how much they really wanted to reward 

themselves/acknowledge successes was asked primarily to check for con

sistency of response with the "pressure" question. It was predicted 

that certainly if subjects reported feeling highly pressured, they 

would not report really wanting to reward themselves/acknowledge 

successes. Though no main effect as a function of the mirror 



manipulation occurred here, the pattern of means shows a trend towards 

subjects wanting to self-reward/acknowledge successes less with the 

presence of a mirror. In addition, one might expect guilt to be 

related to this measure. The main effect for task type, where sub

jects reported wanting to acknowledge successes more than self-reward 

suggests that thiey were concerned about taking monetary rewards for 

anagram solutions. Though subjects reported less desire to reward 

themselves compared to their desires to acknowledge successes, 

subjects in the self-reward conditions reported the highest levels of 

guilt. Because the masure of how much choice subjects felt in per

forming the tasks showed a main effect for the task type, where less 

choice was felt_.for the self-reward task, an overall pattern begins to 

emerge. Subjects experienced the highest levels of guilt when self-

rewarding, a condition in which they also reported less wanting to 

perform the task, and where they reported the least choice in per

forming the task. Dissonance research would predict that individuals 

who felt little choice or desire to perform a certain behavior would 

not need to attribute their behaviors to internal dispositions 

(Festinger, 1957)- Under these conditions, subjects should not have 

experienced arousal, which in this case may have manifested itself 

as feelings of guilt. Yet, those who reported little choice or desire 

to perform the tasks reported the highest levels of guilt. Therefore, 

it could be suggested that subjects were engaging in defensive attri

butions, wherein they would have chosen to engage in the self-reward 

tasks, but would not want others to think they would want to do so. 



The theories of impression management (Schlenker, 1980) or self-

presentation (Goffman, 1959) discuss these concepts at great length. 

Returning to the issue of self-esteem maintenance, one may 

note an interesting implication from the pattern of means on the 

measure of how much subjects reported really wanting to reward 

themselves/acknowledge successes. Prior research concerning the self-

schema views the self-image as a structure which the individual is 

motivated to maintain (Markus, 1977)* This is probably due to the 

need for a secure foothold in the known, having a predictable exis

tence, which in turn keeps life more comfortable even at the expense 

of those who generally have negative self-views. Thus, regardless of 

whether the self-image was "good" or "bad," the individual would be 

motivated to keep it the same. Much of this process entails the 

manipulation of cognitions about the self so as to keep the cognitions 

generally consistent with the self-schema. A significant interaction 

of level of self-esteem and mirror manipulation supports prior re

search on self-esteem maintenance. As was previously mentioned, 

increasing self-awareness seems to increase the saliency of the self, 

both in terms of internal states and as an agent of causality, and 

perhaps even in terms of beliefs about the self. As would be pre

dicted, high self-esteem subjects claimed to really want to self-

reward in the presence of a mirror relative to the no mirror condition. 

Conversely, the low self-esteem subjects reported less desire to reward 

themselves in the presence of a mirror. Thus, both groups demonstrated 

patterns suggesting a desire to maintain consistent views of themselves. 

If an individual wishes to maintain their beliefs about themselves, a 



low self-esteem person might report that they did not want to give 

themselves any positive feedback such as either self-reward or success 

acknowledgment. This would not only deny themselves the feelings of 

focusing a success, but would also serve as a minor act of self-

punishment. On the other hand, high self-esteem subjects reported 

relatively higher wishes to perform the tasks in the presence of a 

mirror. As this would be more consistent with their self-views, the 

presence of a self-focusing stimulus could well intensify these 

motivations. 

More support for the concept of self-esteem maintenance came 

from a measure of subjects' reported interest in participation in 

future research involving self-reward/success acknowledgment. High 

self-esteem subjects predictably reported more interest in self-reward 

studies, while low self-esteem subjects were more interested in studies 

using success acknowledgment. High self-esteem subjects were perhaps 

more interested -in the monetary reward because they were not as con

cerned with equity, and because reward for them is more consistent 

with their self-views. However, the high self-esteem subjects did 

report feelings of guilt in the self-reward condition as being rela

tively higher, so perhaps we are observing a situation in which both 

low and high self-esteem subjects were concerned with impression 

management, but still report interests consistent with their self-

schemas. 

Subjects' expectations of performance on the second trial of 

anagrams was measured in part to check on the differences between low 

and high self-esteem individuals' confidence in their ability to 



perform in the future. The significant three-way interaction did not 

yield much insight into the issue of confidence, but was intriguing. 

First, the low self-esteem subjects tended to have higher expectations 

than did the high self-esteem individuals, but the differences are so 

minimal as to suggest random variation. Second, subjects who self-

rewarded themselves seemed to express greater confidence in terms of 

their expectations than did those who acknowledged their successes. 

Finally, subjects who performed the tasks in the presence of a mirror 

reported lower expectations than those in the no-mirror conditions. 

The expectations of the low self-esteem subjects being higher than 

those of the high self-esteem subjects is difficult to explain, but 

the task type effects may make some sense. 

Perhaps the taking of a dime required more attention than did 

the acknowledgment of successes, thus making the task more salient, 

and leading to more positive feelings about the self in terms of task 

performance. The mirror would have been expected to have similar 

effects, but did not seem to do so. Thus, more research would be 

needed to clarify what factors were in operation on this variable. 

Both studies found some interesting relationships between 

self-esteem, self-awareness, and behavior, but it is presently unclear 

what the findings imply. Extensions of this research would be of 

benefit to determine how these factors interact. 
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