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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to examine the
construct validity of an objective scale measuring
selfism {(Phares, 12980). 2lthough the psychometric
develoopment of items composing the scale has been
promising, there have been no construct validity
studies carried out prior to this investigation.

According to Phares, selfism can be viewed as
a cognitive variable set within Rotter's social learning
theory (Rotter, Chance, and Phares, 1972). As such,
selfism is conceived of as a generalized problem solving
expectancy {GEPS}.

The interest in creating an objective measure
cf selfism is related to at least two recent areas of
study encompassed by psychoanalytic and sociocultural
analyses. Within the psychoanalytic literature there has
been expressed a growing concern over the increased
number cof perscnality disorders with narcissism as the
presenting symptom. Sociocultural observations have
also made note of current trends which seem to glace an
inordinate amount of emphasis on the "self," as opposed

to an "other" orientation.



Psychologists, however, have not been prominent in
the investigation of narcissism (or self-orientations) as
a determinant of behavior. This may be due, in part, to
the difficulties in measurement. Withcut an objective
measure of selfism ccuched within an explicit theocretical
framework that could serve as a guide in conceptualizing
the construct, empirical investigations of the behavioral
concomitants of selfism have been impeded. By concept-—
ualizing éelfism as a generalized problem solving expect-
ancy, and by couching selfism within the framework of
social learning theory, the measurement problems which
have been associated with a psychoanalytical perspective
are expected to be diminished.

The unique contributions of this study lie in being
(1) one of the few empirical investigations of selfism,
per se, and (2) one of the first psychological investiga-
tions of selfism construed as a cognitive (i.e., problem

solving) wvariable.



Selfism from a Psychoanalytic Perspective

The best known psychocanalytic treatment of selfism
is to be found in Freud's writings on narcissism. Freud
conceptualized narcissism as being of two major types:
primary and seccndary (Freud, 1924). The term primary
narcissism was used to refer tc the original energy (likido)
embodied in the ego. This primary narcissism is somewhat
analogous tc Pilaget's concept of ego-centrism, where infants
are presumed to experience themselves as the center of the
universe.

According to Freud, as the infant develops, the
primal likidinal energy eventually is cathected to additicnal
objects other than the self. Vhen the narcissism that is
attached tc external cbjects is withdrawn and placed in
the service of the ego, thereby transforming object-~likidc
back intc ego-libido, secondary narcissism is said to occur.
Like other concepts in Freudian thecry, narcissism serves
motivational functions and not necessarily cognitive ones.

Freud's treatment cf narcissism emphasized it as a
developmental phenomenon more than as a primary diagnostic
category. Vhen he does treat it as a characterclogical
disoréder it is often within the context of being a present-
ing symptom cf ancther more sericus disorder, such as
dementia praeccx (Freud, 1924). Interestingly, much of

his writing on narcissism deals with the narcissisr of the



analyst rather than the patient. Ee viewed the secondary
narcissism of an analyst as potentially presenting major
obstacles in the way of objectively dealing with the
patient's needs (Freud, 1924; Eaton, Peterson, and Davis,
1976; Sharpe, 1950).

However, modern psychoanalysts have become concerned
with narcissism as an ever-increasing presenting symptom
(Kernberg, 1971 & 1974). 2According to many psychiatrists,
narcissism seems to have taken the place of the conversion
reacticns not uncommon during Freud's lifetime, yet rela-
tively rare tocday.

The symptomatology associated with a narcissistic,
or me-first orientation, include a grandicse sense of
self-importance or unigueness, insatiable needs £for atten-
tion and admiration, cool indifference or feelings of rage,
inferiority, shame, humiliaticn and emptiness. Inter-
perscnally, a narcissistic personality disorder is charact-

erized by at least two of the following:

1. entitlement: expectation of special favors withcut assuming
reciprocal responsibilities, e.g., surprise and anger that
pecple will not do what is wanted.

2. interpersonal exploitiveness: taking advantage cf others to
indulge own desires or for self-aggrandizement; disregard for
the personal integrity and rights of others.

3. relaticnships that characteristically alternate between the
extreres of overidealization and devaluation.

4. lack of empathy: inzbility to recognize hcw others feel, e.g.,
unable to appreciate the distress of somecne who is seriocusly
ill. {(cf., Diagnostic Criteria from the DSM-III, 1580, for
further descriptions of narcissism frem a psychoanalytic wview).



Selfism from a Cultural Perspective

Cultural observations over the last twc decades have
indicated a rising narcissistic tide within our scciety.
The expressicn, "Co your own thing" seems to many to
exemplify the 19€0s. Tom Wclfe dubbed the 1970s "The Me
Decade” (Rosen, 1977), Eichna recently accused medical
schools of lowering their standards by catering to a
"hedonistically cultured youth, centered on self" (Lasagna,
1381), and so on. The selfism irmplied by these phrases
is viewed by some (e.g., Lasch, 1976 & 1978; Marin, 197%;
Phares, 1979) to have grown out of a people's despair of
effecting positive sccial change and of their having little
hope of improving their own lot in life. In some ways,
blind faith and belief in our political, religious, and
social systems is harder than it has ever been, cdue, in
part, to the immediacy with which we receive infeormation
via the mass mediz.

The Vietnam War, Watercate, exposes on illegal CIA
activities, and the like, have all served to undermine the
ideals of patriotism. Statements that "God is dead", and an
increased awareness of inhumane practices throuchout the
world and throughout histeory have krought into gquesticn the
validity of bliné faith in a superior being. The prospect
of the earth's destructicn thrcough waste of essential

resources, pollution, and/or nuclear war have zll served to



undermine faith in a betier tomorrow.

In short, out of a not entirely unrealistic appraisal
of world events and a consequent lack of positive expecta-
ticns for our own or our children's future, there has arisen
an overconcern with Self and immediate gratification. The
obsession with our own immediate lives can be witnessed in
therapies such as est, Primal Scream, Rebirthing, etc.

{(the so-called California therapies). It can alsc be inferred
from the tremendous number of self-help books now on the
market, and from the number of consciousness-raising movements
in our society.

All of these things might normally be considered
positive aspects of our culture. The culturalists, however,
have been pointing out possible nz=gative consequences from
a desire to 'get back in touch with ourselves'. According
to Lasch (1976), "the trouble with the ccnsciousness move-
ment is not that it addresses trivial or unreal issues but
that it provides self-defeating solutions" (p. 10). Some
of the self-defeating solutions to which Lasch is making
reference are living for the moment, avoiding dependence
on others, and denying emotional wvulnerability. It is, as
culturalists tell us, the "deification of the isolated

self" (Marin, 1975).



Selfism from a Social Learning Theory Perspective

Social learning theory (SLT) proposes that people
have a great propensity for categorizing their world. We
categorize individuals, for instance, according to shared
characteristics such as sex, color, religion, age, and so
forth. We also categorize things according to the shared
problems which they appear to present and the solutions we
develop for meeting those problems. For instance, we may
classify events according to whether we believe ocurselves
to be in control of desired outcomes, or classify people
according to whether we believe they can be trusted (Rotter,
Chance, and Phares, 1972).

These means of classifying people and events are
described by the SLT construct of generalized problem solving

expectancies (GE_..}. According to this view, then, selfism

pPSs
becomes a generalized expectancy in which an individual has
come to believe that the best means of solving the wvarious
problems presented in life is to think of oneself (i.e., one's
own needs and desires) first.

Given such a "me-first" approach to life, there are
a2 number of generalized behavioral responses one might
anticipate -- some of which have already been suggested.
For example, individuals high in selfism are presumakly more

in touch with their own needs than the needs of others.

Therefore, one would not expect these persons to be very



empathic in their responses to other people's problems.
Nor does the engagement in behaviors which do not promise
any immediate or long range personal benefit(s) seem very
likely among persons who are high in selfism.

In addition, it is quite likely that selfistic’
persons project their own orientations onto others. That
is, selfism presumes a cognitive set in which the individual
in question is placing his or her own needs and desires
above those of other people. Given the assump*ticn that
persons project their own motives and rationales onto others,
it would be expected then that selfistic individuals wouléd
perceive seemingly altruistic behavicr in opportunistic
terms.

Stated another way, if we accept the assumption that
a dearth of peositive expectations leads to selfism, it wouléd
not be unexpected that selfistic people would interpret the
altruistic behavior of others in detached and/or cynical
ways. From a selfist's point of view, it is not that "I am

projecting my own selfistic motives onto others", but rather,

The obvious adjective form of "selfism"” is "selfish".
However, there is some hesitation in employing the word

due to the strong negative connotations associated with

it. Studies in selfism may, in fact, demonstrate bhehaviors
which are normally interpreted as being selfish. Never-
theless, the use of such value-ladened words is, in this
researcher’s opirion counter-productive to the pursuit of
unbiased research. "Selfistic" socunds more neutral aszd
therefore is the word which will be used throughout the
remainder of this paper.



"Because of my insight into the selfistic motives of others,
I can perceive the real reason for their seemingly altru-
istic behavior." other behaviors which might be associated
with selfism include a tendency to engage in self-reference,
and tendencies to become readily bored by material not

directly associated with the self.

Development of The Selfism Scale?

The development of a scale to measure selfism was
begun in late 197¢ by E. J. Phares. The desire was to
create an additive scale that would sample a wide range
of situations in order to develop a generalized measure
of selfism (GES}. While it was recognized that general-
ized measures tend to lose some predictive power when
applied to specific situations, a broader instrument was
thought to be desirable in order to permit the exploration
of a wider range of theoretical and practical implicatiocns
(Phares, 1979).

By the early part of 1980, a preliminary questicnnaire
was developed. The guestionnaire consisted of 100 items
which had been selected on the basis of their face validity
and apparent congruence with the presumed construct properties

of selfism. The items were presented in a Likert format

2The original title for this measure was the "Narcissism
Scale". However, due to the psychoanalytic implications of
the term "narcissism" this word was eventually discarded and
the present term of selfism substituted.
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with 5 categories cf response: (l)strongly agree, (2)mildly
agree, (3)agree and disagree equally, (4)mildly disagree,

and (5)strongly disagree. This questionnaire was administered
to 183 subjects, and the items were analyzed for internal
consistency.and for their relationship with social desir-
ability. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (M-C)
was ermployed for the latter purpose.

From this initial phase of analysis, 50 items were
found to be of sufficient psychometric promise to warrent
further investigation. Therefore, Phares developed an
additional 40 items and, with the items that had survived
the first series of analyses, created a 90-items question-
naire. This questionnaire was administered to subjects and,
again, items were analyzed for internal consisteqcy and for
social cdesirability.

Final item selection was based on three criteria.
These criteria were: (1) a significant correlation between
a given item and the total score with that item removed,

(2) a reascnable spread of scores over the five Likert cate-
gories for each item so as to insure the scale's ability

to differentiate among subjects, and (3) an absence of any
substantial relationship between a given item and the total
score cbtained from the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
Scale.

This second phase of the scale development (emploving
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the above three criteria) resulted in a pool of 2§ items.

To this pool were added 12 filler items (in corder to cbscure
somewhat the purpose of the guestionnaire) which resulted

in a final 40-item questionnaire.

In order to investigate some of the discriminant-
convergent validity properties of the scale, it was
administered on various occasions toc a number of individuals
in conjunction with a series of other scales. The scales

employed and the results obtained are listed in Table 1.

Table 1
Discriminant and convergent validity data on the Selfism Scale
THE SCALES (OFRRELATICN COEFFICIENT N SIG
M-C .10 92 ns
I-E -.05 92 ns
SSs .07 48 ns
GES -.09 g2 ns
ACT -+10 a5 ns
NPI .43 48 .004
KEY

M-C: Marlowe—Crowne Social Desirzbility Scale (Crowne & Marlocwe, 1960)
I-E: Internal-Fxternal Cocntrol Scale (Rotter, 1966)

SES: Sensation Seeking Scale (Zuckerman, 1964)

GES: Generalized Expectancy for Success Scale (Fibkel & Hale, 1978)
NPI: Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1979)

ACT: American College Testing (College entrance exams)

1

The low M=C correlation indicates the scale is rela-

tively free from social desirability effects. Eince no
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relationships were expected between the Selfism Scale
and I-E, ability (ACT), or confidence (GES), the lack
of significant correlations here is supportive of the
scale's discriminant validity.

The lack of a significant correlation with the
SSS was somewhat surprising due to the amount of relevant
literature suggesting that self-oriented individuals
tend to "live for the moment" and indulge in self-
gratifying experiences. Although it is too soon to
speculate, it may be that GES is related more to person-
centered opportunism than tc the more "thrill" types of
sensations suggested in the SSS (e.g., roller coaster
riding and speeding down the highway in one's car).

A moderate correlation with the NPI was expected
since this scale is also attempting to tap self-orientations.
However, the NPI was developed specifically in accordance
with a psychiatric definition (DSM III) of narcissisn
(American Psychiatric 2ssociation, 1980) and as such is
attempting to tap a more psychopathological dimension of
self-orientation. It will be remembered that GES represents
an attempt to treat selfism as a cognitive variable and not
as a need variable., Therefore, the correlation was not
expected to be especially large. But to the extent there
is some conceptual overlap, the moderate correlation is

reassuring.
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Also of interest in a further examination of the
Selfism Scale was its test-retest reliability. Approxi-
mately 300 undergraduates from an introductory psychology
course were pre-tested in their classroom setting. A period
of six to eight weeks was allowed to elapse and then these
students were invited to come to the psychology building
for an experimental session. Of the students who had been
pre-tested, and who had not already fulfilled their exper-
imental requirements, 92 appeared. The GEs Scale was
re-administered and a significant correlation of .61 was
obtained.

Despite the fact that this correlation is clearly
significant, the strength of the correlaticon was not as
high as anticipated. It is possible that the diﬁfering
conditions of testing served to lower the correlation. That
is, the first score was obtained in a large class of 300
students while the second score was obtained in a small
group setting. (The present experimenter noted at the time
that the classroom session was rather unwieldy). It should
alsc be mentioned that the retest sessions were held during
the final two weeks of the semester. It is possible that
the subjects were focusing more on getting ready for £final
examinations, finishing up term papers, etc., than on the
task at hand.

For this reason a second investigation into the scale's
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test~retest reliability was undertaken. Sukjects were given
an opportunity to sign up for an experiment which would
require them to return in four weeks for a second session.
Experimental credit was offered as an incentive ané, as a
consequence, 66 subjects chose to participate; All of the
experimental sessions were held in the same room and the sex
of the experimenter was counter-balanced across subjects.
The results of these procedures showed a reliability coef-
ficient cf .91 which strongly suggests that the scale is
capabkle of measuring a dimension across time.

Another area of interest was the determinaticn of
whether an individual's generalized responses to the Selfism
Scale could be predicted by other individuals who were
acquainted with the person in question. The implication is
that whatever it is that a scale is measuring, the verbal
responses made to a guestionnaire shculd be somehow repre-
sented in overt behavior. 1If this is the case, then people
who know each other well should be akle to predict with
some accuracy each other's responses.

To examine this dimension of the scale the following
study was conducted. A "contest" of sorts was held in
which individuals were invited to bring a friend to an
experimental session in order to test their predictive
skills. As an incentive to participate a $10.00 prize was

cffered to the pair of individuals who demonstrated the
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greatest predictive skill.

Subjects were run in groups of 10-20. All subjects
respended to the Selfism Scale in terms of their cwn
beliefs, and in terms cf what they believed their friend
would say. The order of filling out the gquestionnaire (i.e.,
as cneself and as one's friend) was counter-balanced over
subjects to avoid carry-over effects. The results of this
study showed a significant positive correlation between an
individual's self-report and a friend's prediction of that

report (r = .50).
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The Present Study

Overview

The major purpose of this study is the investiga-
tion of the construct validity of the Selfism Scale
developed by Phares (1979).

The behaviors to be examined in relation to the
scale inclucde empathic responses to perscns in need of help,
judgments made about the helping behavior of others, and
the helping behavior of the subjects themselves. 2lso
examined is the relationship between selfism and self-

reference.

Hypothesis I: Selfism and Judgments of Helpers. When

judging a helping situation in which the motive for the
helping behavior is ambiguous, high GEg subjects will perceive
the event with greater cynicism than will low GES subjects.
That is, @hey will attribute motives which are more reflec-
tive of opportunism than altruism and will perceive the actor
in less positive terms (e.g., less sincere, intelligent,

worthy, etc.) than will low GE subjects.

Hypothesis II: Selfism and Em?athic Reactions. In

judging an ambiguous situaticn in which an actor can be
perceived in need of help, high GES subjects will attrikute
more respensibility for the unfortunate circumstances to
+he actor in guestion than will low GES subjects, and other-

wise respond in a less empathic fashicn.
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Eypothesis III: Selfism and Self-Reference. When

given an opportunity to describe themselves, individuals
high in GEg would be expected to use more words, reflective
of greater self-reference, than individuals low in GE.
Similarly, individuals high in GES would be expected to

use a greater number of words in describing themselwves than

they would in descriking someone else.

Hypothesis IV: Selfism and Helping Behavior. If a

stranger requests the performance of some task (such as
filling out a boring guestionnaire and returning it), and
if there is no potential benefit to be derived for perform-
ing the task, selfists are less likely to comply with the
request than are non-selfists. Of the selfists who do
ccmply, it would be expected that a greater perioé of time
would elapse bhefore completion of the task than would ke

true for non-selfists.

Rationale

SLT proposes an inverse relationship between the
influence of generalized problem solving expectancies and
previous experience in the specific situation in the deter-
mination of behavior (Rotter, et al., 1972). For example,
if I have a generalized expectancy that people can be
trusted, but have had a lot of past experience in dealing
with insurance agents and havg found them to be the excepticn

to the rule, my future dealings with insurance agents will
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be more influenced by my past experience than by my gen-
eralized trust. Conversely, if I have had little or no
experience in dealing with insurance agents, I will be more
inclined to rely on my generalized expectancy that people,
including insurance agents, can be trusted.

Along the same lines, it can be stated that the more
ambiguously described a situvation is, the more pronounced
will be the effects cf individual differences in generalized
problem solving expectancies. This has, in fact, been
shown to be the case (Phares & Lamiell, 1975). For this
reason, the situations described to subjects will be
structured in an arbiguous way. This ambiguity should allow
subjects to potentially perceive actors in empathic sit-
uations as creating their own problems and actors in helping
situations as serving their own needs. The perceptions
derived from these situations should be related to the
individual problem solving expectancy of the subject.

Past reasearch has alsoc shown that in making judg-
ments about others, individuals tend to attribute their cwn
rationale for behaving in certain ways to cthers encaging
in the same behaviors (Phares & Wilson, 1972; Phares &
Lamiell, 1976). This process of attributing one's own
rationale onto others has ccme to be known as assimilative
projection, as cppcsed to defensive projection which has

less empirical suppert (Holmes, 1968; Holmes, 1978).
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With this in mind, and regardless of whether the
situation depicts an actor in need of help or an actor
administering help, selfists would be expected to react
more cynically than non-selfists. That 1is, 1if selfists
believe their own decisions in life are determined by self-
serving motives then they should project the same kinds
of self-serving motives onto cthers.

This rationale is similar, in part, to the raticnale
used in studies on locus of cecntrol (Phares & Wilson, 1972;
Phares & Lamiell, 1976) which demonstrated that internals
attribute more responsibility to victims than do externals.
It has also been found that internals attribute more
responsibility to themselves when cdetermining causality
for their own problems than externals attribute to themselves.

The rationale underlying the hypothesis that selfists
will use more words in describing themselves than non-selfists
is based on the assumption that the favorite topics of
conversation for selfists are themselves. Stated another
way, the assumption is that selfists have ready access to
their own needs, wants, beliefs, etc., because they are
constantly perceiving the world in terms of those needs,
wants, and what-have-you. Therefore, it should be much
easier for selfists to describe themselves than it would be
tc describe others -- or, in any case, more interesting and

hence a greater number of words is expected to be devoted
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to self-descriptions than other-descriptions.

Although a more accurate measure of self-reference
would be desirable -- e.g., amount of actual time spent on
reflection and/or number of specific pronouns used in
referring to the self -- such procedures were precluded by
the design of the experiment (see METHOD section). The
use of mean number of words is justified by the fact that
there is no reason to suppose that selfists are any more or
less verbose than non-selfists, and therefore any verbosity
which might be present can be assumed to be evenly dispersed
across both groups.

Finally, the rationale for expecting greater and
guicker compliance to requests by non-selfists than by
selfists is, perhaps, self-evident. 1If selfists describe
themselves as locking after their own needs first, then
there is little reason to expect these persons to expedi-
tiously engage in a behavior for which they’can derive no

obvious benefit.
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METHOD

Subjects

Approximately 300-400 introductory psychology
students were pre-tested on the Selfism Scale (see Appendix
VIII). From this pool of subjects, 120 students (60 m#les
and 60 females) were sent a letter reqguesting them to con-
tact the experimenter if they wanted to participate in an
experiment. In order to dissociate the actual study from
the pre-test situation subjects were told that the request
for their participation was based on a computerized random-
ization of student names (see Appendix I;.

Requests for subject participation were made accord-
'ing to whether they scored in either the upper or lower
quartile for the range of pre-test scores obtained and also
according tc sex. Therefore, groups were composed of an
equal number of high and low Selfism subjects, with each
group containing an egqual number of males and females., 2As
an incentive for participating, the subjects received
credit toward completion of their experimental regquirements.
These procedures resulted in 80 subjects being selected for
study.

The median Selfism score was 78.86 for females and
§0.90 for males. Lower gquartile scores ranged from 37-65
(M = 55,26) for females, and 42-70 (M = 60.98) for males.

-

Upper quartile scores had a range of 86-113 (M = 94.66) for
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females, and 90-126 (M = 97.27) for males.

Procedure

Subjects were run in groups of 10-20 at a time.
They were assembled in the subiject waiting area and led
en masse to a testing room. Before the start of the exper-
iment, subjects were told to remain in their seats for the
entire session. They were then given Informed Consent
Forms (see Appendix II), and experimental credit cards to
Fill onk.

Upon completion of the above, subjects were giwen
the experimental materials {(see Appendices III-VI). These
materials consisted of five brief descriptions of a situaticn
in which an individual was depicted as helping another
individual, and five brief descriptions in which the main
character could be viewed as in need of help. The order of
presentation was randomized prior to the session.

Helping Situations. Following each helping descrip-

tion the subjects were presented with four possible explan-
ations for the actor's behavior. Three of these explanatiocns
indicated self-serving motives (e.g., the actor is "buttering
up" the boss); a fourth explanation for the behavior suggested
an altruistic motive (e.g., the actor likes to help peorple
in distress).

Subjects were asked to indicate how much they agreed

or disagreed with each explanaticn according to the follow-



23

ing 7 point Likert format:

very much disagree
disagree

disagree somewhat

neither disagree nor agree
agree somewhat

agree

very much agree

R W B O PO N
11 T T |

Subjects also rated the actors on a series of adjec-
tives reflective of personality characteristics: sincere-
insincere, worthy=-unworthy, intelligent-unintelligent,
honest-dishonest, altruistic—obportunistic, and ambitious-
unambitious.

Finally, subjects were asked to respond (1-7) to
the following:

1. This person is deserving of praise to the
following extent

2. This person is self-sacrificing to the following
extent

3. This person is serving his or her own needs to
the following degree

4, I find myself feeling suspicious of this person's
mctives to the following degree

Empathy Situations. Following each description of

a situation in which scmecone was depicted as in need of
help, subjects again responded to a number of explanations
for the situation. The format was similar to that used in
the helping descriptions. However, the four explanations
did not necessarily indicate conscious motives on the part

of the actors. 1Instead, three explanations were indicative
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of personal responsibility and character traits which imply
self-victimization (e.g., the actor is masochistic), and
one explanation suggested the oppeosite (e.g., the actor is
just a victim of circumstance).

Subjects again rated the actors on the series of
personality characteristics referred to zbove. These
dimensions were codec to provide 1-7 point ratings for
each pair of adjectives, with higher numbers reflective of
more negative reactions, (i.e., reflective of cynicism).

Along the same lines of the format utilized in the
helping situations, subjects also responded (1-7) toc the
following:

l. This person is really deserving of help or
assistance to the following extent

2. This person is basically responsible for the
problem situation in which he or she is in to
the following extent

3. I can really feel the plight of this person
and his or her problem situation to the following
extent

4, I find myself being sympathetic to the following
degree

Following this, each behavior depicted in each of the ten
situations (five helping and five empathy) was presented
out of context to the subject and subjects were asked to
indicate how unlikely (1) or likely (7) it is that each
of the behaviors would cccur in real life.

The final materials contained in the experimental
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packet consisted of the self-reference portion of the
study. Subjects were asked to describe two real life sit-
uations: one in which they themselves had helped scmeone,
and one in which they had cbserved somecne else involved
in helping behavior. They were asked to describe not only
the actual behavior, but the reasons for the behavior as

well. The subjects were given a full sheet of paper for

each description and were told that they could use as
much or as little of the space as they deemed necessary
{see Appendix VI).

As previously mentioned, subjects were told at the
start of the session to remain in their seats for the
entire pericd. Besides avoiding the disruption that occurs
when people get up to leave at varying times, this instruc-
tion was necessary to avoid the possibility that the length
of some descriptions could be accouanted for by a desire to
leave the experiment and get on to other things rather
than by a tendency to engage in self-reference.

At 10 minutes before the end of the session (each
session consisted of a total of 80 minutes), the experi-~
menter announced that all materials would be collected
in five minutes. t the end of five minutes the subjects
then passed in their materials, while the experimenter
requested that they remain in_their seats for one last

item.
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The experimenter then passed out to each subiect a
self-addressed, unstamped envelope containing a 75-item
guestionnaire. The guesticnnaire consisted of relatively
innocuocus items that made no direct reference to the ind-
ividual who was filling it out (see ARppendix VII).

Subjects were asked to fill out the gquestionnaire

as a favor to the experimenter, with the added comment

that the sconer they were returned the easier it would be
for the experimenter to analyze the results, and that, in
any case, the experimenter needed tc have them returned
within two weeks. They were told that they could not
receive credit for completing and returning the question-
naire, but that their participation would be appreciated.
When questions arose as to the purpose of the questicnnaire,
the experimenter explained that she was collecting the

data for a firm in Topeka as a means of earning a little
extra money.

The return of this questionnaire, then, constituted
the dependent variable in an examination of the helping
behavior of selfistic persons. Compliance with the request
required completing the guestionnaire, of course. In
addition, compliance reguired that the subject either
spend 15 cents for a stamp and a walk to the mailbox, or
personally deliver it which regquired walking to the second

floor of the psychology building and placing the gquestion-
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naire in the experimenter's mailkox.

Design and Analysis

Each portion of the present study required separate
procedures. As such, each portion essentially constituted
a separate experiment and was therefore treated accordingly.

Helping-Empathy Situations. In the attribution

portion of the study, the design was a 2(selfism) X 2 ({sex)

analysis of variance. ANOVA was used to study the attri-
butions of subjects based on their agreement and disagree-
ment with behavioral explanations, the extent to which

they perceived the actors as worthy of praise, blame, etc.,
ané their adjective ratings of the actors. The dependent
variable in this portion of the study was the subjects'
cynicism score. Subjects received a total cynicism score
derived from computing all responses across both kinds of
situations, as well as a situational cynicism score derived
from computing all responses within each kind of situation.

Self-Reference. The design of the self-reference

portion of the study was a 2(selfism) X 2(sex) analysis of
variance. Difference scores were used to analyze the data
in such a way that (N words, self)-(N words, other) =
self-reference.

Subjects' Compliance. In regard to the final portion

of the study, in which subjects were asked +o fill out and
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return an innocucus guestionnaire to the experimenter, the
design was a 2 (selfism) X 2 (sex) ANOVA, with number of days
taken to return the guestionnaire as the dependent variable.
In addition, chi sgquare was used to determine whether any
differences existed between high and low selfists in

complying with the regquest.
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RESULTS

Helping and Empathy Situations

Each of the 10 situations described in the vignettes
{5 helping and 5 empathic) was followed by 14 items:

4 items related to the actor's motives, 6 items related to
the actor's personality characteristics, and 4 items related
to subjects' judgments regarding the actor's praiseworthiness,
blameworthiness, etc.

These 14 items (each rated on a 7 point. scale) per
story result in a total of 140 items across both kinds of
situations (70 items for helping situations ané 70 items
for empathic situations). Adding the responses to the 140
items served to provide each subject with a "total cynicism"
score. The mean total cynicism score for the two groups
revealed that, as expected, high selfists (M = 454.07) tended
to react with greater overall cynicism than did low selfists
(M = 417.35).

A 2(selfism) X 2(sex) analysis of variance performed
on the total cynicism scores resulted in a significant main
effect for selfism, F(1,76) = 7.16, p <.0l. There were no
sex differences found.

The next step in the analysis was to determine whether
the total cynicism observed across both helping and empathic
situations was equally representative of the responses made

within each situaticn tvpe. For purposes of this analysis,
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"situational cynicism" scores were computed for each subject

by adding the 70 responses made to each situation type.

Helping Situation. As expected, the mean scores

for each group revealed that high selfists were more cynical
than low selfists in their reactions to situations depicting
individuals who help others. The mean situational cynicism
score was 206.72 for high selfists and 179.30 for low
selfists.

A 2(selfism) X 2(sex) analysis of variance performed
on the situational cynicism score resulted in a significant
main effect for selfism; F(1,76) = 17.79, p<.00l. Rgain,
parallelling the results of the aforementioned total cyni-
cism analysis, there were no sex differences found.

Empathic Situation. The situational cynicism mean

for empathic stories was greater for high selfists (247.35)
than for low selfists (238.05). However, the difference
between these means was not found to be statistically sign-
ificant. These results indicate that the major portion of
the total cynicism effect is to be found in the responses

made to helping stories rather than in the empathic stories,

Analyses by Section Groups

Given that each story was followed by 14 items and
that these items consisted of 3 separate sections (i.e.,
actor's motive, actor's personality, and subjects' judgments),

it was possible that statistically significant differences
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'in cynicism between the groups did exist within empathic
stories, but that these differences were differentially
divided among the 3 sections of items. It was hoped that
the results of this analysis would be fruitful in providing
a clearer picture of the relationship between selfism and
the perception of people who help as compared to people

who need help. Therefore, let us consider the analyses
performed on each of these sections separately for help-
ing and empathy stories.

For the sake of convenience, these item sections
will be referred to as follows: the first 4 items per
story will constitute the motive section, the next 6 items
per story will constitute the personality section, and
the last 4 items per story will constitute the jgdgment
section. The sectional scores used in the analysis were
derived by adding the responses in each section across all
5 helping stories, and in each section across all 5 empa£hy
stories (see Appendix IV for further clarity).

Helping Situation. The 2 (selfism) X 2{(sex) analysis

of variance performed on item sections within helping sit-
uations showed high selfists to be consistently more
cynical in their reactions to helpers. The strength of
the effect, however, varied as a function of the specific
section addressed.

From weakest to strongest effect, greater cynicism
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was found among high selfists in response to: (1) the
personality section, F(l1,76) = 4.43, p <.05; (2) the judg-
ment section, F(1,76) = 12.18, P <.001; and (3) the motive

section, F(1,76) = 24.34, p <.001.

Empathy Situation. An analysis of variance performed

on the cynicism scores for the sections within empathy
situations resulted in a significant main effect for selfism
in the motive section, F(1,76) = 4.00, p< .05, indicating
that the tendency for high selfists to perceive a greater
number of ulterior motives holds across helping-empathy
situations. There were no sex differences found. Nor was
there anv main effect for selfism found in responses made

to either the personality or judgment sections.

It is interesting to note that the orly s%gnificant
effect found in analyses of empathic situations was in the
motive section. This corresponds to the strongest effect
found for the helping situations. This may indicate that
although the tendency for high selfists to perceive a
greater number of ulterior motives is at least somewhat
generalizable across helping and empathic situations it
does not necessarily follow that high selfists are egquating
the attribution of ulterior motives with something "bad"
about the actor. That is, the perception of ulterior
motives ameong high selfists does not preclude the possibi-

lity that high selfists are simultaneously perceiving the
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presence of altruistic motives as well. To examine this
possibility, the responses made to altruistic reasons (see
motive sections for helping) were analyzed in terms of
selfism level and sex of subject. No differences were
found.

The responses made to "victim of circumstance”
reasons for needing help (see motive sections for empathy)
were similarly analyzed and no differences between groups
were found. The implications of this finding will be

examined further in the Discussion Section.

Subjects' Compliance to a Request for Help. Also of int-

erest in this study was the relationship between selfism
and the helping behavior of the subjects themselves. It
will be recalled that subjects were given -a long, rather
boring questionnaire and asked to return it as a favor to
the experimenter. The guestionnaire was secretly coded
so that subjects would presume that their compliance or
noncompliance with the request was anonymous.

A chi sguare was performed to determine if low
selfists were more likely to engage in a helping behavior
for which they could derive no apparent benefit.

The guestionnaire was returned by 24 low selfists
and 19 high selfists. However, this difference did not
prove to be significant. A closer examination of the data

revealed that a significant effect might be shown if sex
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of subject is taken into account. Therefore another chi
square was performed on tne data with the population
divided in terms of sex of subjec£ within levels of selfism.
The results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Subject compliance with a request for help

COUNT
ROW PCT LOW LOW HIGH HIGH BOW
COL PCT SELFISM SELFISM SELFISM SELFISM TOTAL
TOT PCT FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE
8 16 9 10

18.6 37.2 20.9 3.5 43
COMPLY 40.0 20.0 45.0 50.0 53.8

10.0 20.0 11.2 12.5

i3 4 11 10

NO 32.4 10.8 29.7 27.0 37
COMPLY 60.0 20.0 55.0 50.0 46.3

15.0 5.0 13.7 12.5
COLUMN 20 20 20 ’ 20 80
TOTAL 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 100.0

¥ =17.79, p<.05

The results demonstrate that there is a significant
relationship between selfism and helping behavior. However,
as examination of the cells in Table 2 reveals, the effect
is due to the compliance on the part of low selfist males.
This suggests a possible confounding variable inveolving
subject-experimenter interactions among low selfism males,

or possibly among low selfism-females.
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The relationship between selfism and number of days
taken to comply with the request was also examined. The
mean number of days taken to comply was 8.47 for high
selfists and 5.96 for low selfists; the means are in the
expected direction, but not, however, significantly differ-
ent from one another. Ncr were there any sex by selfism

interactions present.

SELF REFZRENCE

In regard to the self-reference portion of the
study, in which subjects described themselves and others
in helping situations, no significant differences in number
of words used for their descriptions were found. 1In fact,
low selfists tended to use more words than high seifists in
describing themselves as well as in describing others.

The mean number of words used by low selfists to
describe themselves was 110.10, compared with 86.85 among
high selfists. The mean number of words used to describe
others was 105.20 for low selfists and 84.75 for high
selfists. Despite the lack of statistical significance,
the respective means may be indicative of a stronger help-
related orientation among low selfists than among high
selfists, This point will be pursued in the Discussion

Section.
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DISCUSSION

The results of this study suggest that, as expected,
high selfists do differ from low selfists in their percep-
tion of pecple who engage in helping behavior. High
selfists professed themselves to be more suspicious of the
actors, perceived the actors as serving ulterior motives,
and attributed less positive personality characteristics
than did low selfists.

Although there were few significant effects found
in responses made to empathic stories, the results do
suggest some differences between high and low selfists in
their perceptions of people who need help. Specifically,
once again, high selfists tended to attribute more ulter-
ior metives than did low selfists. They did not{ however,
show themselves to be any less sympathetic (judgment
section), nor any more critical in regard to personality
characteristics than low selfists.

Taken together, the above results suggest the
possibility that high and low selfists may base their judg-
ments of others on different sets of criteria. High
selfists may, in fact, be basing their judgments on a
somewhat "psychological" orientation, whereas low selfists
may be more inclined tc base their judgments on somewhat
"moralistic" grounds.

For instance, a finer analysis of responses revealed
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that even though high selfists perceive helpers as
basically serving their own needs as much as anyone
else's, they do not perceive such ulterior motivating
factors as precluding the presence of altruistic motives
as well. For low selfists, however, the perception of
altruistic motives does appear to preclude the perception
of helpers as simultaneously serving their own needs.

Support for the notion that high and low selfists
may differ in the criterion upon which they base judgments
comes from a further analysis of the judgment section.
This analysis revealed that even though high selfists
perceived the helpers as more self-serving, F(1,76) = 10.15,
P <-.001, and professed themselves to be more suspicious of
the actors' motives for helping, F(1,76) = 14.88, p <.001,
they were as willing as low selfists to acknowledge that
the helpers were deserving of praise ané that the helpers
were self-sacrificing as well.

The empathy results have demonstrated that hich
selfists were more inclined to perceive ulterior motives
as underlying the actor's trouble. However, an analysis
of positive motives alone (i.e., motives suggestive of a
victim-of-circumstance orientation) showed no difference
between the groups. Further, although there were rather
clear differences between the mean sectional responses of

the two groups in regard to hélping stories, the mean sec-
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tional responses to empathy stories were not only statist-
ically nonsignificant for the most part but in the case of
the personality and judgment sections were virtually

identical (see Figure 1).

Figure 1 .
A comparison of low and high selfist responses to sectional
items addressed to the actors' motives and personalities,
and the subjects' judgments about the actors.

High score = cynicism.
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More than a semantic play on words, the interpre-
tation that high and low selfists are wcrking from
different perceptual bases may have heuristic value, not
only in terms of future research but in a discussion of
the results (or lack thereof) found in responses made to
empathic stories.

If one construes hich selfists as basing judgments
on psychological criteria and low selfists as basing
judgments on moralistic criteria, the findings of this
study become clearer. To explicate, it is necessary to
define what is meant by moralistic and psychological per-
spectives. A moralistic perspective would influence one
to equate the deed with the person -- that is, good deed =
good person, and bad deed = bad person. 2 psychological
perspective, although not immune from the influential
effects of good and bad deeds, would nevertheless take
into consideration other possibilities in an overall eval-
uation of the person.

This view is similar in part to Kelly's construct
of level of cognitive awareness (1955), and to the notion
of cognitive complexity (Bieri, 1955) which grew out of
Kelly's theory cf personal constructs. According to this
view people form impressions of cthers by "...crdering
aspects of‘the other's appearance or behavior to one or

more constructs in the subject's interpersonal cognitive



system, and...inferring the presence of other attributes
in consequence of the relationships that exist among con-
structs in his cognitive system" (Crockett, 1965, p.48).

The relative complexity of a cognitive system is
based on the number ot constructs held by a given indivi-
dual and the degree to which these constructs are hier-
archically integrated. A person with low ccgnitive
cemplexity, then, is thought to have relatively few
constructs which are not hierarchically bonded to one
another in an integrative fashion. The consequence of
such a cognitive system would be the formation of impres-
sions based on a relatively few distinguishing character-
istics.

With respect to the present interpretation, a
psychological perspective may be indicative of a higher
level of cognitive complexity than would be afforded by a
moralistic perspective. This is to suggest that a psycho-
legically oriented person would not perceive the attribution
of altruistic and self-serving motives to the same person
in regard to the same bkehavior as being inherently contra-
dictory. From a moralistic perspective, hcwever, such a
dynamic interplay of good and bad would be perceived as
centradictory. The import attached by an individual to a
few personal constructs (e.g., gcod and bad) would promote

absolute judcments in disregard of other information which
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might be available.

It will be recalled that the situations presented
to subjects were of an ambiguous nature. Helping situations
contained elements suggestive of altruism as well as
opportunism. Empathy situations contained elements sug-
gestive of circumstantial as well as self-victimization.
The purpose of presenting the situations in an ambiguous
way was to force subjects to rely on generalized selfistic
expectations in the formulation of their judgments about
the actors. The results show that this ambiguous format
served its purpose since high selfists did tend to exhibit
overall reactions which were in accord with their general-
ized selfism. Nevertheless, an inherent possibility in an
ambiguous format is that persons who are more cognitively
complex will be more sensitive to the nuance of ambiguity
than will persons of lower cognitive complexity.

Specifically, low selfists respond less critically
to helpers than high selfists (good deed = good person).
High selfists perceive the helpers as being motivated by
altruistic intentions, and consider the helpers to be
worthy of praise and as self-sacrificing. At the same time,
they see the helpers as having ulterior motives, as self-
serving, and, in addition, profess themselves to ke
suspicious of the motivations involved (gocod deed = good

person + other factors).
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In regard to empathy stories, low selfists are no
longer less critical than high selfists (bad deed = bad
person). High selfists continue to perceive more ulterior
motives as a basis for the behavior, but agree with low
selfists in respect to all other dimensions.

In other words, it appears that for high selfists
the doing of a good deed dces not necessarily preclude the
presence of negative aspects relevant to the person involved.
Similarly, the doing of a bad deed (or finding oneself in
trouble) does not necessarily preclude the presence cf
positive aspects relevant tc the person involved. For
low selfists this same evaluative process does not appear
to hold. From the viewpoint of cognitive complexity, low
selfists may employ constructs of good and bad which over-
ride other evaluative censiderations.

Regarding a discussion of the helping behavior of
the subjects themselves, the results are unclear. Certainly
low selfistic males were more willing to help the experimenter
than other subjects, but the lack of a significant finding
among low selfistic females suggests a possible experimenter
effect. Whether this potentially confounding variable had
the effect of causing low selfist males to be more helpful
or low selfist females to be less helpful than might other-
wise have been the case is unclear. However, the fact that

high selfistic males did not comply with the request any
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more readily than did high or low selfistic females suggests
that the confound, if it exists, resides in an experimenter
effect with low selfist females rather than with low selfist
males.

The mean time taken by high and low seifists to help
(i.e., return the guestionnaire), although not statistically
significant, did suggest that low selfists will work more
guickly to comply with a request than will high selfists.

An unexpected finding which is relevant to the issue of
time taken by selfists to accomplish a task is also of
interest. It will be recalled that subjects who had scored
in the upper and lower guartile of pretest scores on the
Selfism Scale were sent a letter requesting their partici-
pation in an experiment. They were told that experimental
sessions would be available over the course of the next two
weeks, and to contact the experimenter if they wanted to
participate (see Appendix I).

The ratio of signing up for the experiment for low
and high selfists was 2:1 for the first two days after sub-
jects had received their notification. Given that experi-
mental participation is a reguirement for General Psychology
students, guickly signing up for this experiment cannot be
construed as an example of subjects "helping" an experiment.
However, the ratio of low to high selfist sign-up does

suggest that low selfists procrastinate less than high



selfists. With this in mind and in regard to the sampling
of helping behavior employed in this study, it is suggested
that high selfists are just as willing to do favors for
others as low selfists are. However, they may tend to be
more casual in the time they take to do it.

The final topics of relevance to this discussion
are the written descriptions of helping behavior provided
by the subjects. As mentioned previously, there were no
significant differences found in the number of words used
by high and low selfists to describe themselves and others
in helping situations. In fact, the direction of the results
was opposite to that expected, with low selfists using the
greater number of words to describe themselves. The original
expectation that high selfists would use the greater number
of words in their self-descriptions was based on the assump-
tion that the favorite topics of conversation for high
selfists are themselves. The assumption was not borne out
by the results.

It is conceivable that the experimental procedure
actually served to work against an examination of general-
ized self-reference tendencies among high selfists. That
is, if low selfists are more cognitively oriented toward
helping behaviors, then it makes sense that low selfists
would devote more words than high selfists in expounding

on the topic of helping. Therefore, the suggestion is that
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this part of the study may have been addressing the cog-
nitive orientation of subjects regarding helping behavior
and not tendencies to indulge in self-reference per se.

The experiment was nct designed to allow for an
objective evaluation of the gqualitative aspects of the
subjects' self and other descriptions. However, this exp-
erimenter did take note of two seeming differences between
the groups which are worthy of mention.

First, there were a few comments which were suggestive
of a lack of concern, or experience, with helping behavior.
In each case that this kind of comment was made, the subject
was a high selfist. Two of these comments were as follows:
"I don't generally help people I don't know" and "I don't
think that I have ever seen anybody help another person."

Second, in giving their reasons for helping (or their
perceived reasons for another's helping) a number of
subjects ﬁade references to religious doctrine. Most of the
persons making these references tended to be low selfists.
Such a qualitative finding may serve as added support for
the notion that low selfists are more inclined than high

selfists to base their judgments of others on moral grounds.
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The present study was proposed when little more
than some of the psychometric properties of the Selfism
Scale had been explored. For this reason, an attempt was
made to sample a broad range cof attributional and judg-
mental processes among selfists while confining the specific
focus to just a few behaviors. The following represents
a retrospective evaluation ot the prccedures emploved in
this study and their success, or lack thereof, in providing
insight into the scale's utility. In this regard, suggest-
ions for future directions in selfism research will also
be addressed.

Foremost in this post hoc evaluation is a concern
with the means by which subjects were chosen forAthe exper-
iment. Subject selection was based on pretest scores on
the Selfism Scale, with those individuals who had scored
in the upper and lower guartiles being requested to parti-
cipate. Approximately three weeks elapsed between the time
that subjects responded to the Seflism Scale and their
subsequent participation in the study. The time span between
the pretest and the actual experiment coupled with the fact
that the experiment was purposely dissociated from the
pretest session speaks well for the scale. It suggests
that the scale's predictive power carries across time and

that it is not unduly tapping "into momentary or highly
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transitory cognitions.

The sampling of subjects from the upper and lower
ends of the distribution was desirable because it allowed
an examination of the construct in its "purer" form. It
can be argued that the closer you get to the middle cf a
normal distribution The more error you are introducing into
subsequent analyses. That is, it is conceptually logical
to assume that those people who score relatively high or
low on a personality inventory are more representative of
the predictive potential of the particular construct under
consideration than are those people who tend to cluster
around the mean. However, it must also be recognized that
by focusing on the extremes of a distribution a large por-
tion of the population is being overlooked. For_this reason
the results observed in a study using only the upper and
lower guartile of a distribution may not be generalizable
across the entire population of scores.

In the present study it was concluded that low and
high selfists are relying on different sets of judgmental
criteria in the formulation of their impressions about
others. Had the middle portion of the population been
included the results may have suggested a different inter-
pretation, and this possibility should be kept in mind in
determining the course of future investigations of selfism.

Nevertheless, the information that was provided by
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using an upper and lower guartile split does have heuristic
value. . For instance, if the conclusion is correct that

low selfists are essentially equating the deed with the
person, then this scale could prove useful in distinguishing
those persons who are more influenced in their judgments

by situational criteria than by personality variables.

Take as an example the just world construct (Lerner, Miller,
and Holmes, 1976). It may be that low selfists are more
inclined than high selfists to employ this notion in their
decision making.

Another investigation suggested by the present
interpretation involves the area of memory. If it can be
assumed that people tend to remember those details of an
event which are consistent with their subsequent judgment,
then in recalling the specifics surrounding a helping
behavior a low selfist would be likely to have a better
memory for the positive aspects, as opposed to the negative
aspects of a helper. By contrast, a high selfist would
be likely to have good recall for those details suggestive
of a helper’s ulterior motives. It would not necessarily
be predicted, however, that a high selfist would remember
significantly fewer positive details than low selfists.

All-in-all, the procedures employed in this study
can be viewed as having been successful in addressing the

primary question concerning the cynicism of selfists. The
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use of ambiguous helping and empathy situations succeeded
in forcing subjects to rely on their generalized expecta-
tions regarding selfism, although this is more the case
with helping than with empathy situations.

Further, the use of a series of items addressincg
different kinds of attributions and judgments served to
discriminate those dimensicns which seem to have relevance
for selfists from those that do not. For instance, the
perception of ulterior motives appears to be a consistent,
distinguishing characteristic of high selfists, whereas
the denial of altruistic motives does not.

Apart from the primary issue of selfist cynicism,
the.procedures employed in this study fell short in their
ability to address two specific areas of interest. These
areas were concerned with the helping behavior of low
selfists, and a tendency to engage in self-reference among

high selfists.
Prior to the present study, central tendency measures

(i.e., means and medians) of total Selfsim scores were
examined and no differences between males and females were
found. Therefore, it was not deemed necessary to divide
experimental sessions according to sex, nor to counter-
balance the sex of the experimenter across subjects.
Eowever, in the examination of subjects' willingness to

help the experimenter the post hoc analysis suggests that
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this investigation would have benefitted from the use of
same and opposite-sex experimenters counterbalanced across
subjects.

A possible confound is also thought to have entered
into the examination of self-reference tendencies among
high selfists. In this instance it is suggested that the
topic of helping provided to subjects interferred with an
independent evaluation of self-reference. ILow selfists
may actually have been unwittingly encouraged to write
more than higﬁ selfists due to a higher degree of interest
and/or concern with helping. As a consequence, the assump-
tion that high selfists tend to engage in self-reference to
a greater extent than low selfists cannot be totally ruled
out.

An investigation of self-reference by means of
simply counting the number of words .used in a written
description was recognized before the start of the exper-
iment as being limited in the kinds of conclusions that
could be inferred from the results. EHowever, the desire
to sample as broad a range of behaviors as possible within
a limited time frame seemed to justify the inclusicn of
the self-reference portion in the larger context of the
investigation.

The topic of helping was provided to subjects for

two reasons. First, it obscured the real purpose of the
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writing task and made this portion of the study consistent
with other portions that also seemed to be dealing with
helping. Second, it was desirable to have subjects write on
helping for the purpose of a post hoc gualitative perusal
of their beliefs. As previously stated, little is known
about the construct validity of the Selfism Scale due to the
recency of its development. In that sense, gualitative eval-
uations .0f selfist behavior can prove quite useful in the
attempts to understand the implications of the construct.

Unfortunately, the instructions given to subjects
served to thwart a systematic gualitative and gquantitative
evaluation of the written responses. On the one hand, by
requiring subjects to write on a topic which may have had
more cognitive salience for one group than the other an
analysis of self-reference (as defined by the number of words
used in a description) was confounded with other factors.
On the other hand, by not requiring subjects to write their
descriptions according to a specific set of criteria, a
qualitative analysis becomes so highly generalized and
unsystematic as to be virtually useless.

A more exacting method for investigating self-reference
tendencies would be to run subjects separately andéd have
them provide verbal or written responses to some general
toplic. Using this method a guantitative measure using the

number of words employed by subjects as well as the number
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of spontaneous and specific references made to the self
could be determined. 1In the present study subjects were
instructed to write about themselves and about ancther.
Therefore, as would be expected, all self-descriptions
contained a lot of self-reference and all other-descriptions
contained very little.

The actual time spent by subjects in presenting
their beliefs could also prove to be a useful measure,
particularly if there were found to be a significant
positive correlation between the number of specific refer-
ences made to the self and the time taken to make the
descriptions.

A more exacting procedure for making gqualitative
evaluations of selfist beliefs would be to have subjects
verbalize on a topic such as helping accofding to a
specified set of criteria. For instance, subjects could
be asked to supply information on the importance given
the behavior in determining friendships, and how much
influence the behavior has in influencing cne's own sense
of worth. By utilizing a specific set of criteria a found-
ation is provided upon which a gualitative evaluation can
then be developed along particular lines of inguiry.
Withcut it, the gualitative evaluation is based solely on
the interpreter's intuition and, as such, is much more

subject to interpreter bias.
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SUMMARY

The results of this study are generally supportive
of the Selfism Scale as a viable predictor of individuals'
reactions to certain behaviors and is thus supportive of
the scale's construct validity. High selfists tend to
view helpers as more self-serving and tend to perceive more
ulterior motives for people's actions regardless of whether
the actions are positive (helping) or negative (in need of
help).

They do not, however, appear to equate the insti-
gating properties of an ulterior motive with any reason
for denying the praiseworthiness of the individual perform-
ing a helping behavior. Mor do they égquate such ulterior
motives with any reason for denying assistance fqr people
in need of help.

It was suggested that low selfists may tend to
equate the behavior in question with the person involved.
Such an equation would influence low selfists to be overly
generous in their praise of helpers and overly critical in
their judgments of people in need of help -- at least when
the situations presented are of an ambiguous nature.

Further, it was suggested that high and low selfists
may base their judgments of people on differing sets of
criteria. High selfists may be more "psychological" and

low selfists may be more "moradalistic"” in their respective
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orientations. This, in turn, was associated with the
notion of cognitive complexity. It is felt that this
interpretation of the results has heuristic value in
guiding future research on selfism, and some suggestions
for that research were made.

The remainder of this study's findings offered
few clear-cut conclusions. MNevertheless, it appears that
high selfists are as willing as low selfists (or as willing
as low selfist females) to help an experimenter, although
they may take a little longer to do it.

A guantitative analysis of the self-reference
portion of the study showed no significant differences
between the two groups. It is not known if this lack of
significance is due to a faulty assumption, or dqe to a
faulty experimental proéedure which precluded an independent
examination of self-reference tendencies. A more exacting
means for guantitatively assessing self-reference was
propcsed.

The study was not designed to offer gqualitative
interpretations of the subjects' descriptions. However, a
few casual observations were submitted, and a procedure that
would allow a more objective gqualitative evaluation was

suggested.
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Dear Student,

Your name has been randomly selected for participation
in an opinion survey. For participation in the study you
will receive 1.5 credits towards completion of yvour 2.0
experimental requirements.

I have arranged a series of meeting times over the
course of the next two weeks =-- hopefully one of these times
will be convenient for you. If not, we can try to arrange
another time.

To insure your spot in this study contact me soon --

preferably this week.

HOW TO CONTACT ME

l. Come to my office: 201B Anderson Hall; hours 9-3 T,TH,F

2. Call me at home: 776-5917 (after five is best on week days,
or in the morning on week-ends).

or

3. Call the psychology main office: 532-6850 and leave me a
message with your name, telephone number and best time
to call.

or
4. Give your teacher a note with the same information as
above and I will call you.
I'éd like to thank you in advance for your time and
attention to this matter. Do not "share" this notice. Only
those of you who have received this letter will be allowed

to participate.
Thanx again,

Nonny Zrkein

Nancy Erskine
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DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

Title of Experiment:

I UNDEPSTAND THAT I AM VOLUNTEERING TO ANSWER THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE, AND SHOULD I DECIDE NOT TO FILL IT OUT,

I WILL NOT BE PENALIZED IN ANY WAY.

Signed

Date
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NSTRUCTIONS

As psychologists we are interested in the reasons ﬁhy secple
behave as they do. Ffor instance, why does one person help znother
person in need? Obviously, the relaticnship between the cecple
and the circumstances involved have something to do with the
answer to that guestion. 3ut going beyond a3 stecific relationship
or a specific circumstance, in general why do peovle help each
other? Is it simply for the 'jov of giving' or are other factors
playing a role in how and why we nelp?

Another questicn of interest Is: Why do cteople find themselves
in need of help? In general, are we victims of circumstance, cr
do most of us scmehow cause our own problems?

These are very diZficul% cuesticns tc answer, and no single
answer can ever account for all kehavior or all pecple. Yeverthe-—
less, we can attempt to determine gemeral reascns Zor behavior.
Although i%& would be much easier for me to simply stats my own
beliefs on the mat:ter, as an empirical ressarcher my particular
opinion deesn't account for much. The analysis of manv peovle's
beliefs do however, and this is where vou ccme in..

On the following pages vou will be presented with brief
dascriptions of a number of situations. Follecwing =ach descriztion
vou will be asked to answer a2 number of statements about the people
in these situaticns. You will netice that the dascriptions lack
detailed characterizations. This has been done cn purocse Lo
avoid confusing a specific nmersonality "tyge" with a gereralized
motive that can relate to many tvres of people in many kinds of
situations.

Please answar each statement as objectively and honestly as
you can. Lo not answer in terms of how you wish the world would
be, but rather in terms of how vou believe the world is. Similarly,
do not answer in terms of what vou think is the "right" answer as
far as psychologists are concermed. 2svcholcgists den't know
anything mors about this than ycu do, and In that sense the only
right amswer is what vou perscnally believe.

Tiank you for your ccoperation. II vou have any guestions,
please feel frea to ask.
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John is a professor of sociology at a major umiversity. Last semestar as
he was compuring the grades for his class in sociological research cachniques,
he noticed that oce of his sctudeancs, Xaren, was aissiag an "A' by 3 poiacs.
de mew thac Xaren was applyiang for graduacte :training in 3ociology and, in
fact, he nad just mailed off a recommendation for her the day before. He
also kmew that this particular class in rasearch tachniques is geperally coa-
gidered an important one for graduace -applicancs o have dome well in. When
studencs terer to Johm as a c2acher, they gemerally say that te is a very good
leczurer, but very rigid inm his sctandards Zor axcellence. For lmastance, when
he says that a paper is due by Friday he zmeans iz, and will accepf Q0 2xcuses
for its beding lace. When John handed in kis grades Ior lasc samescar, Xaren

received an 'A' sven chough her grades computad oguc to a '3,

INDICATE HOW MUCH 70U AGREE QR DISAGREE WITH ZACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATDMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE TXPLANATICN TOR THE SITUATION 70U ZAVE JUST READ a30UT. CIRCLE
THE NUMBER WHICH MOST RETLECTS ITCUR BELIZF, USTIG THZ FOLLOWTNG SCaLz:

= very auch disagrsze
disagree somewhac

disagres

neicher disagree 10t agree
agree

igree somewhat

very auch agrae

B TR SO S
]

1. John gave Xaren an 'A' because despice his rigid sctandards he scill zlays
favoritism and Xaren has always been che taacher's pec.

1 — 2 = 3 = & = 35 == & = 7

2. John gave Xarem an 'a’' because he would hace to see scmeching like 3 liccle

i
points kesep somecne with Xarea's abilities out of che graduacs school of
her choice.

T o= B e % a4 ew § s B e

]

3. John gave Xaren an 'A' because they are paving an affaix.

1 wom 2 e 3 em ke mm 5§ e B w= T

4, Jobn gave Taren an 'A' because she came fo hls 9ffice and c¢ried and pleaded
uncil he finally gave ia.

-
!
W
|
¢}
l
)
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ann is a curse at Shore Memorial Hospital., She has recencly volunceered
for the "graveyard shifz" in che emerzency room. This shift is particularly
unpopular among MOST nurses because it requires them o work Irom 10 om <o 6
am of the following mormiag. It also hapoens £o be the time when some of che
more greuscme accidenc victims are brought in. Neverthelass, ion took the shifc
because eventually she wants o apply %o the Paramedics Degree Program ac the
bospital and she figures thac this amergency rcom axperisnce will provide her
with valuable traiming. One night when she wasn't working thers was a party
being given for all hospital personnel and she decided zo go. Zveryone ac cthe
sarty sesmed to De haviag the time of their life, except for Dr. Thomas. Dr.
Thomas. is kown as one of the bSes:t surgecus and one of the siyest izdividuals
this side of the Mississippi. Zverytime he zoes to a party he jusc scands at
the bar with his ayes downcast and doesn't speak for the 2ncice avening. AC
this party the same thing was happening. He was jusc standing by che dar,
looking at the floor. He made no =2fforts ta speak to anyone aven thougn Or.
Lachiman, the Paramedic's Dirsccsar, was standiag 2ot zore zhan a Zgot away, acd
also was noc talking to aoyone in garticular. Ann decided thac she would gzo

up and talk wich Dr. Thomas.

LVDICATE =20W MUCH YOU AGREZ OR JISAGREE WITH ZACH OF THE SOLLOWLIG STATDMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE EXPTANATION FOR THE SITUATION YQU HAVE "JUST READ ABQUT. IRCLE
THE NUMBER WHICH MOST REFLECTS TOCR BELIET, USTNG THEE FOLLOWTNG SCALZ:

= very zmuch disagree

= disagree

= disagree somewhat

= geither disagree nor agree
= agree somewhat

= agree

= yery Tuch agree

e B © LRV LR Sl P A b

1. Ann went up to speak with Dr. Thomas because it would puc her within a Zoot
of Dr. Lachman, with whom she really wancad teo talk ©o decause of dis para-
medic counectiouns.

1 - 2 = 3 = 4 = 3 = 5 —_ 7
2. Ann went up to Dr. Thomas becausa she hatas £o sae jeaple all alone and oot
having a good time when chay so 2asily could.

T = 2 e= ] = 4 == 5 e § =

2 7
3., Ann wanred to speak with DJr. Thomas because she is as insecure and afraid
of people 23 he is. Therefore, he sesemed like the sarast ona o Zo co.

— 21 = 3 = & = 3 e= & == 7

e

4. Aon went up co speak vith Dr. Thomas because she always fz2els superior around
adim.

-k
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311lis an agent Zor a large firm. Ee has dome very well in his job sincs
he entered the firm, and is coming up for promocion consideracion. If he gecs
oromoced he will be sarning more momey and will Ye taking an zore respomsibilirty
chan he has ever experienced. He has a seriss of reports wnich, iZ he zers
them in on time, can serve co cliach the position for him. He was reserviag che
week-end in his mind to pelish 9ff the raports so he could have them ia by
Mgnday; oo Tuesday che firm's execucives will be meeting to decide if he gets
the position. Afcar work om Friday, his wils reminded him tchat he had ;:5mised
to take their som on the annual camping ¢Tip, which is sponsorad =ach year 2y
the 3oy 3couts. She alsa remiznded nim thac lasc yezr he was unable to make it
because he had gottea cthe flu. Going on the week-2ad zrip will nean not gec-
ting the reports im om time. Yeverthelass, that night 3ill packed up their

camping gear so chey could leave Ifirsc thing in che morning as plaamed.

INDICATE =0W MUCH ¥YOU AGREZ OR DISAGREE WITH EACE 0QF THE FOLLOWING STATDENTS
AS & POSSIBLE EXFLANATION FOR TEE SITTATION 70U HAVE JUST READ ABOUT. CIRCLE
THE NUMBER WHICH MOST REFLECTS YOUR BELIEF, USTIG TEE FOLLOWLNG SCaLZ:

1l = very much disagree

= disagrse somewnat

disagree

neither disagrese nor agreze
agrze - <
agree somewhat

very much agree

~ O U s 1

owowonu

1. Bill has decided co ctake his son camping despitza the possible consequences
itz could have on gecting his promotion. If ne doesa'c go camplag he <ows
his wife will use iz against hin avery chance she gecs.

I = 2 == 3 == 4 == § == § == T

2. He has decided in favor of zoing camping because noching s zore Important
than che hapoiness of his Zamily.

] = 2 == 3 == 4 — 35 = & = 1T

3. He has decided to zo because he's a weakling who allows achers to comtzal
his lifa.
I - 2 - 3 = 4 == 3 = 5 = 7
4, Ha has decided to go because a part of h2im is afraid of all che added re-
spongibilicy zhac chis promocion would 3ring.

1 = 2 == 3 = 4 =5 =

(=1
~
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BETOW ARE A SERI=S OF ADJECTTIVES WEICH MIGT E S50 70 EsCr= MVECHE.
USE T=ESE ALUECTIVES T0 [ESCETEE BW YCOU rEmeQRLIY TEFCE T52 ZERSN WE
BRAVE JUST ZE=N TRIEING ABCUT.

Bmple: IS vou perceived shis terscon 2s slightly —osistive wou world place
vour checdkmark liks this:

BCSITIVE: : s 1 S : ) 2 NEGTTVE

(Mote that &= checkmarc is placed Zetiesn ths Sotmad lizes,)
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PERSON LIXE THEIS. INDICATE =QW Y TIND YOURSTLZ R2ZACTING T2 TEIS
PERSCN. BE QBS=ZCTIVE. (ASSTME ....AT L' MEZANS 1"'“ A VERY LIZTLE ZZTENT

AND THAT '7' MEANS TC A VZRY LARGEZ ZXTEINT.) CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE.
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3. This persen is sezving kis or her cwn zeeds =3 zhe lollowing Zegrze

3
4., I £ind mysell Zeeling suspicisus ¢ 4his persen's Tosives w0 the
fsllowing degrzss
-

1 i2 mmm ] mmm § e § == § === T
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Laura works in the promocicn department of Curtus & Franks Design, Inc.
Except for a minor squabble which she got inco wich the manager of her depar:-
meat over a particular advertising campaign, her standing ian the company is
quite good. She is creative and seems to have a lot of iasighc inco promocien
ceciniques. This aftsrnoon as she was taking dowm some prometion copies co
the art department, She happened to see a wallet in the cormer of an ampcy cor-
ridor. Laura picked it up and lookad inside whers she saw a2 greac deal of
zoney. She looked at che identificacion cards and found that che wallat be-
longed co the manager of her deparctmenc. She placed the wallsc onm fop of the
promocion copies which she was already carrying and continued on the arc de-
partmenc. Latar oo in cthac afzarnoon she caok the wallsc o the 2anager’'s of-

fice and recurmed i:z.

INDICATE HOW MUCH YOU AGREE COR DISAGREEZ WLiTH EACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATDMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE EXPLANATION FOR TEE SITUATION YOU EAVE JUST REZAD A30UT. CIRCLE
THE NUMBER WHICE MOST REFLECTS YOUR 3ELIZF, USING THE FOLLCOWING SCALZ:

very auch disagres

disagree somewnat

disagree

neither disagree aor agree
agree

agree somewhac

very auch agree e «

O L
L T ']

1. Laura recurmed the wallat because she figurad that it would put her back
into the nanager's good gracas.
L — i — 1 - & -—

= (4 7
& 3 -_— & — Fi

2. Laura returned the wallat because Jirst and foremost she is honest.

1 — 2 — 3 —= 4 — 5 = 5 — 1

3. Laura recurned the wallatc because she's a sucker.

—- 3 = 4 —= 53 = 5 —

[ ]

1 = 7

Laura recurned the wallec, buc only aftar she thought abouc it for a long
time. She was afraid somecune mighc Jave sesen her pick it up.

s

I - 2 = 3} = 4 =3 = f - 7



FETOW ARE A SERIES CF ARJECTIVES WEICT MIGT E 52D 70 (ZSCr=E SEQTE.

CSE TEEZSE ADSECCTVES T0 [ESCREE W 70U FERSQMALLY ZERT

FAVE JUST =E=N TALITNG AD

Exammle:

veur checicrark like this:

PCSITIVE: 3

If vou serceived this tersen as slich

e

e T==

gttty =esitive wou would slacs

HEGTITVE

SIDNE=TE:

INSINCTE

ONINTELL T,

. AT e
- e |

ALTFOISTIC!

OFRCRITISTIC

WORTEY . .

1 QVORTEY

DI==EST: :

:ENEST

AMBTITTCCS: ¥

WMRMBITTICTS

3ELCW .ART A NTGMBEZR QOF
PERSON LIXE TEIS. IND
PERSON. BE QBJECTIVE.

AND THAT '7' MEANS TC 3 VERY

REACT
ICATE

ICNS

ZCW

(ASSTME

LARGE

15

YCU TTND YOURSELT
TEAT 'l' MEANS TO A
EXTINT.) CIRCLE

This terson is Zeserving of araise

L= 2

3

|

This Tersen is seli-sacrifizing 4o

1o 2

3

4

This person is serving ais eor

Le—2

3

rar
——

TEAT ¥YOU MIGET ZAVE I RES2CNSE T
c

REXACTING TO BEZ

-~
~ S

2

Y=Y LITDTLE ZXTINT

p=rpa

TOOR FESPONZE

Lo the Zgllcowing axztent

o]

CwWTl

(V13

I find mysel?Z Zeelipng susticicus <2

2zllowing degrze
I =—-2

-

-

neads 2

e e
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Jerry is a student at a state universicy. This semestar he is caking a
course in philosophy under a professor who is reputed ta be a Iough grader.
It's a large class, and although there hasn't beea much time for any classroom
discussion to claar up some of che harder points bDeing zade in the lsctures,

3o far Jerry seems to be holding his owa. Ou his way to lunch ome day, he hap-—-
pened to see his professaor walking in che opposite diraccicm. Bis arofsssor
was burdened down with a projeccor, two Tesls of £ila, a brisrfcase, and 2

sheaf of papers. Jerry wacched him 25 he approached and was about o lac ain
pass 0oy. B3uc ac the last zomentc, Jerry decided zo ask iI he could be of any

assistance.

INDICATE 20W MUCH Y0U AGREZ QR DISAGREE WITH ZACH OF THE TOLLOWING STATIMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE =XPLANATION TCR THE SITUATION YOU HAVE JUST READ ABOUT. CIRCLZ
THE NUMBER WHICE MOST REFLICTS YOUR 3ELIZF, USING TEE FOLLOWING SCALZ:

very much disagrse
disagree somewhat

disagres

neicher disagree zor agrae
agrae

agree somewhat

vary much agree

= On U s W R
LI T N T

1. Jerry helps the profassor because he Zigures that chis will give him a good
opportunity to ask some of the quescions he has had oa his =ind.

I — 2 = 3 —= 4 = 5 —= § == 7

2

Jerry helps che professor becausa he's an 'operator' and wants to z2arm
3rowniz points.

1 = 2 — 3 = 4 = 5 = 5 == 7
3. Jerty helps che professor for a0 other raasgu than thac 2e is 2 aice ferson.
1 = 2 = 3 —= 4 = 3 a= 5 a= 7

JerTy helps the srofassor because he hates che =an and plans 2o "zceoi-
deantally-on=-purpose’ drop che projectar.

£
.

i s T e B emm H e § wmn G e 7
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BELOW 2RE A SZRTES CF ADJECTIVES WEICE ¥IGT ZE ST T0 [EsSCI=E£ SCMEQE.
CEmRDT’Cf’VES’DEE'?:?W"CCQO PERCEOVE T== FERSOM W
EAVE JUST =E= TALETNG ABCUT.

Example: vou gerceived this gersen as slightly —esitive wou wouwld olacs
vcuz-cheﬁkm=*k Tika this:

PCSITIVE: g 1 X y £ 2EGITE

(Mot= “hat the checdmark is placsd mexiesn tha Sokead Ilinag,)

SDI==E: s : 3 - ] % JTINSTNC=E

NLVELL G, % & . : : 3 D LI ENT

ALTROISTIC: * : s g ‘ z WFPCRIIISTIC

WORT=Y 1 : : : : : CTRTEY

CISECNEST: : 3 : g 2 H 1TBEREST

AMBITTOCS : : : : . ] : ARMETTTICTS

3ELOW ARZ A YUMBER OF RXTACTIONS THAT YOU MIGET ZAVT IN TSPONST T2 3
PERSON LIZZ TEIS. INDICATI Z0W YOU FIND YOQURSELT RZACTING T0 THIS
PERSON. 32 QBJECITZIVEI. {ASSUME TEAT 'L’ MEANS TO A TERY LIDTLIZ_ZXTEUT

AND TEAT '7' MEANS TO A VERY LARGEZ ZHTINT.) CIRCLZ YOUR RESPCHSE.

1. Thisg perscn is deserving of zSraise o the Zollowing exzans

T, i ) s T memm A mimem S mme § —m T
2. This perseon i3 salf-sacrificing 20 =2a fpllawiig asxtanz

I ewe 2 mmm § mmim s § mimce § e T

1, This zersen is serving 2is or her own needs 229 zhe Zsllowing degrea

1 === 2 === ] === § =om §

=4

3
4, I find myself Zeeling suspiciasus <£f this person's Totives o :Ze
Zallowing desgzze

1 ee=mi2 ma= 3 cmm § mm= T mma § ==
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Jane has been receiving welfars checks for 4 years. She was injured in an
auco accidenc and was noc eligible Zor woriman's compensacion. There is disa-
greementc among physicians about her preseant physical condition. She still com=
plains about severe dizziness and low Dack pains. She says chac she cam no
longer work as a beautician, as she used co, because the job requires 2er to
be on her feset all day making her dizzy. She ctried working as a sacretary, buc
said she had to quit becausa of the amount of back pain that resulted ITom sitc-
ting all day. The Welfare Office has sent Janme a3 notice saying chat Seczuse
of budget limitcacions and cutbacks her benmefits will have o be disconcinued
affeczive in 90 days. Jarme is upset and has zone back 2o her doctor co sae if
Re can intervene om der benalZ. 3he says chat she has sought suitable zmploy=-

zent for mouths, but canoot find a job because of ner health.

IDNDICATE BOW MUCE 70U AGREZ OR DISACREEZ WITH ZACH OF THE rOLLOWING STATEDMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE EXPLANATION FOR THE SITUATION YOU HAVE JUST READ a30UT. CIRCLE
THE YUMBER WHICH REFLZCTS YOUR BELIEF, USLNG TEE TOLLOWING SCALZ:

very zuch disagree
disagree somewhat
disagrse

aeither disagree nor agrae
agres

agree somewhat

very zuch agree

e e LU WTR o W SR e
owoWou oo

1. Jame is just plain lazy and doesn't want to work.

1 - 2 o, 1 - 4 - 5 -— 3 — 7

2., Jane would like to work, but can't Secause af che amount of pain she's ia.
1 - 2 - 3 —_ 4 _ 3 - & _ 7
3. Jane is like everybody else wno wants to take advantage of aur weliare
systam.
1 — 2 -— 3 -— O ) -— 5 -— 7

Jane is probadly jusc very zeurocic.

-~

1 — 2 — 3 — 4 = 5 = & —= 1
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HETCW ARE A SERIES CF ARJECTIVES WEICE MIGT BE USED TO C[ESCRI=E SCMECNE.
HAVE JUST SEEN TRALKING ABCUT.

Example: Ifycupa'cs_.\.edtmsnersmass;.ghﬂ.y:na tive vou would place
your checkmark liks this:

POSITIVE: e T X 4 . b NEGTIVE

(Note that the checkmark is placed between the Sotied lines.)

STN=RE: : § : 2 g : {INSINCSE
ONINTELLIGENT : : : : : : DITTEIIIGENT
ALTROISTIC: g : H : i £ CFPORTTNISTIC
WORTHY : 2 : 2 : : : :cﬁnm
DﬁSENEST: : : : : g H TENEST
AMBITTIOCS: z i : : H H ARMBITICOS
BEIOW ARE A NUMEER OF REACTIONS TEAT YOU MIGET HAVE IN FESPONSE TO A PEPSQN LIZEZ

THIS. DNDICATE 50W YCU IIND YROURSELF FERCTING TO THIS FERS(N. BE CRIECITVE.
(ASSCZE'mT'l'V@NETOR‘EI”MAM»NDMT'?'!‘EPNSIUA‘E’PI
IADGE DUTENT.) CIBCE YOUN FESDONMSE.

1. This perscn is really deserving of help or assistance to the Zollowing extent

{1 — 2 — 3 — 4 — 5§ — § — 7

2. People liks this are basically resprmsible Zor their cwn crohlars 2o the
following extent

3. I can really feel tha plight of this perscn to the follcwing extent

4. I find myself being sympathetic to the Snllowing extent

1 — 2 — 3 = 4 — 5 — § —-

-4
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Jim is 2 man of modest means. de works steadily and is generally liked by
friends and colleagues. Last week he met 3 girl to whom he was immediacaly ac-
racted. She, too, seemed to be actractad to him. Therefore, Jim asked her out
for a date and she accepted. On Friday chey went to cne of the Iinest rescau-
rants in town, where they dined on lobstar and French wine. Afcer dizmer they
went to an exclusive jazz club, which z1so happened o be fairly axpensive.
On Saturday they went out again. They decided to try anmother rascaurant which
they had boch heard about and which was suoposed o %e carTiiic. Ia fact ic
was carrific, although again somewhac a=xpensive. Dimmer was Zollowed by 2 aum—
ber of clubs where they dramk and danced until the small hours of the morning.
All in all ir was a great wesk-and and chey decided o do it again the zext
wesk-end. Jim woke up Sunday zorming {eeling hapov and resctaed and decidad zo
spend che zorning getting his bookkeeping in order. It was them thac Jim realized
he had spent so much money oo ~is daces with chis girl chac te used 3 substcan—
izl portion of the momey that he needed £o buy a sterso he very much wancad.
e spent, in facc, over $200.00 iz just cwo <4ays. The resulc is chat Jim can's

buy che scereo far at least anmother nouth or perhaps aven more.

INDICATE HOW MUCE YOU AGREE OR JISAGREEZ WITH ZACH OF THE TOLLOWING STATZMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE EXPLANATION FOR TEE SITUATION 70U HAVE JUST READ A30UT. CIRCLI
THE NUMBER WHICE REFLECTS YOUR 3ELIEF, USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE:

= very muci disagrze
disagree somewhaC
disagres

neither disagree 2or agrae
agree

agree somewhac

very much agree

O

[ I T ]

1. Jim spenc so ouch money because 1e’'s Io¢ insecure o rely on his owm jer-
gsonaliry to impress women.

’ - -

1 — 2 = 3 = 4 = 3 = & == 7

2. Jim is a generouc 2iad giviag person and that's why he spent so zuch zdoney.

{ e B e B et b w5 e & = T

3. Jim spent 3o much momey because ne's a jerk.

1 = 2 = 3 = 4% = 5 = & = 1

Jiz spenc so auch zomey hecause he's ilways txying o 'Muy” che love af
ochers.

=~
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BETOW ARE A SERIES (F ARSECTIVES WEICH MIGTT =E (S2D T0 [ESCT=f SCMEQME.
CSE THEESE ADJECTIVES TO [ESCRIEE FW YOU PERSONALLY FERCZIVE THE FERSQ WE
FAVE JUST ZEEN TALFING ABCUT.

Example: If you cerceived this perscn as slightly tositzive you would placs
your checlmark like this:
POSITIVE: i g X = ' 3 & NEGRTIVE

(Mote that the checkmark is placed betwesn the detted lines.)

SINC=RE: % .2 3 : : 3 {INSINCGE
ONDNTELLIGET: 2 DT IIGENT
ALTTOISTTIC: ; § H 3 : 3 {CPPORTNISTIC
WORTSY : g 3 : 3 £ : : NDT{E
DISECNEST : H t : 3 i g (HONEST
AMBITIOUS: y s : g 3 g NAMBTTTOCS

EFTOW ARE A NUMEER CF FEACTIONS TERT YOU MIGET HAVE IN FESPQNSE 70 A PEREQN LIXE
™IS, INDICATE B0W YOO FIND YCURSELF REACTING TC THIS P=RSN. EE CBIECTIVE.
(ASSUME THAT '1l' MEANS TO A VERY LITTIE TXTENT AND TEAT '7' MEMNS TO A VERY
LARE TImeNT.) CCRCT YCCR SESPCNEE.

1. Tis perscn is really desarving of help or assistance o the Sollowing extent

1] — 2 — 3 — 4 =— 5 — § — 7

2. Deople like this ars basically respensibls Jor their cwn troblars o e
following extent

1 -2 — 3 — 4 — 5 — § = 7

3. I can really feel the plight of this perscn to the follcwing extent

1 — 2 — 3 — 4 =— 5 =— § — 7

4. I £ind myself being symmathetic to the Zollowing extent

1] — 2 — 3 — 4 — 5 — § — 7
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Carolyn has been parried to her husband for 10 years. ZIxcept for occasion—
ally coming home drumk, her husband has been a zood provider and a good father
o their two 4<ids. Around 3 years ago, however, his occasional drunks began
to get mores Iraquent, and within the last twe years he has become verbally and
physically abusive tc his wifz when intoxicated. Yot long ago he came home
drunk and hit his wife so hard chac sne f2ll and Sroke her arz. While in che
hospital, Carolyn was visiced by her closesc ZIzisnd. This Zriend cried 2o
convince Carolynm co leave har husband, buc Carolyn ra2fusad. 3She told er Iriasnd
thac the vows she took said ""for bettzer or for warse', and thac, ia any case,
her ausband was so upset about what happened zhat he has promisad =3 za2t help

for his drinking problem.

INDICATE HOW MUCHE YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITI EACH OF THE FOLLOWLNG STATDMENTS
AS A POSSIBLE EXPLANATTION TOR THE SITUATION YOU EAVE JUST READ A30UT. CIRCLE
THE NUMBER WHICH REFLZCIS YOUR 3ELIZF, USDNG THE FOLLOWING SCALE:

L = very much disagree

= disagree

disagree somewnat

neicher disagree nor agree
agree somewhact

agree

very much agrae

-~ O Bl

1. If Carolyn didn't somenow want ta be abused she wouldn't stay.

R j - 4 = 5 —-= &8 == 7
2. Carolyn stays because she really laves her husband and believes in ais
uizimate goodness.
1 == 2 —= 3 == 4 = 5 —= 5 = 7
3. Carolyn would like to zo, but figures she hasa't got anycthing bectar o
go ca.
1 = 2 == 3 - 4 = 3 = 35 = 7
4, Carolyn is scaying, and w#ill zo doubc ccatinue ©3 3cay regardless of
the circumstances because she likass che. sympachy she gsts aftar ome af
their bouts.

ul
a
~1

L -_ 2 . 2 -— 4 —
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BELCW ARE A SERIES CF ADUECTIVES WHICH MIGRT ZE [SZD T0 [(ESCRIEE SCMECNE.
USE THESE ADCECTIVES T0 [ESCRISE HW YOU PERSQMALLY PERCETVE TEE FEPS(N WE
FAVE JUST ZEEN TALFING ABCUT.

Example:

your checikmark like this:

POSITIVE: 3 1 X 3 g

If you perceived this person as slightly —csitive veu would place

: : SNEGATIVE

(Nota that the checkmavk is placed hetween the Jot+ed linmes,)

SDNCRE: : z % : F: INSTNCERE
CNDTELLIGNT : i H H s ; DITELLIGENT
ALTRUISTIC: : g H H 1OFPORTINISTIC
WORTHY : 2 g g 2 ) GWDRI‘F.E'
DISENEST: 2 : : i ENEST
AMRTTIOCS:: = : = s HUNAMBTTTICTS
SETOW ARE A NUMEER OF EACTIONS TEAT YOU MIGET EAVE DN SESPQNSE T A PERSCN LIZE

THIS. INDICATE =W YCU FIND VOURSELF FEACTING TO THIS PERSN. EE CBSECTIVE.
(ASSTME THAT 'l' MEANS TO A VERY LITTIE EXTENT
IARCE ToENT.) RIS YCOUR FESPOVER.

1.

T™his parson is really deserving of help cr

I — 2 — 3 — 4 —

People lLike this are basically respensible 2

following extent

] — 2 — 3 — 4§ —

AND THAT '7' MEANS TO A VERY

U
(e}

I c=n really Seel the plight of this perscm =0 the Iolicwing extent

I — 2 — 3 — 4 — 5 =— 5 — 7
I find myself being symmathetic to the Iollowing extent

I — 2 — 3 — 4§ —

5 =— § — 7
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Bob is a 30 year old zan who had dropped our of high school when he was
16. He workad in a factory uncil two years ago, at which tize he was fired
for getting inco a fist fighc with the foreman. Since that cizme he has been co
unemployement compensacion. Feeling more ambitious than he Zz21t ac 14, he de-
cided to take a correspondance course, geC ais high school diploma, and apply
to college. He succaeded in gecting his high school diploma and he appliad zo
che local college. Howaver, the collsge rajecfed him. On the day that he zoc
his rejeccion aocice he dacided zo 2o out and gec drumk. Ze did so, and was se-
ginning cto feel a liczla bectar abour his Zutura prospects. However, whila
driving home he lost contzol of his car and smashed into the Iront of a score.
Now he stands in jeopardy sf lasiag his licenmse fov drunk driving, which will
make finding a job more difficulcr.

INDICATE HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITE EACH QF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
AS A POSSI3LE ZXPLANATION FOR THE SITUATION 70U HAVE JUST RZAD AZ0UT. CIRCLE
THE NUMBER WHICH REFLECTS YOUR 3ELIZT, USING TEE TOLLOWING 3CalZ:

very auch disagree
disagrse

disagree somewhat

neither disagrae aor agrae
agree somewhar

agree

very auch agree

SOy W
[ I T T}

1. Saciecy offered 3ob 2 chance and he 5lew it, so he'll just have to make the
best of it just like the vest of us. Sociecy doesa't owe him anyching.
1 — 2 it B e B et B veew B o= F

2. Zverybody makes a niscake once in a whila. B3ab is just 2 vicziam of circum-

stance.
T — 2 = 3 = 4 = 5 = 3 = 1
1. Bob is a bora loser.
I = 2 - ] = 4 = 3 -_ 5 == 7

4. IF 3ob was smart amough, ne would have been able o ~~ka 1t with ar wicacut
a formal sducacionm.

I — 2 == 3 = 4 =—

w
|

o
!

~4
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BELOW ARE A SERIES CF ADJECTIVES WEICH MIGT ZE (SED TO ESCEITE SCMEQNE.
CSE THESE ADJECTIVES TO [ESCRISE FW YOU PERSQELLY PERCEIVE THEE PERSN WE
FAVE JUST =E=N TALXKING ABCUT.

Example: If you perceived this cerson as siightly zesitive vou would place
vour checkmark like this:
POSITIVE: : ¢ X 3 . ] : _INEGATTVE

(Mots that the chackark is placed Zetween The dotted limes.)

SDNC=RE: : : 3 : : 5 {INSTNCEFE
DYTELLICGET . 3 : H ) g : INTELLIGENT
ALTROTISTIC: 3 2 $ t H 2 :CPPORTTNISTIC
WORTEY : : 3 S : £ 3 CIWRE.‘E’
DISECNEST': 2 ' 2 SXEST
AMBITICUS: 4 : : 3 . : (UNAMBTTTOCS

mmamwm&mmmm&rami&m&’mamm

TEIS. DNDICATE =0W YOU FIND YCURSELD RERCTING TO THEIS FERSN. E2E CRIECTIVE.
(ASSUME TERT 'l' MEANS TO A VERY LITTIE T{IENT AND THAT '7' MERNS TO A VERY
LARGE ITENT.) CIRCIE VOUR FESPCNSE.

-
I

1. This person is really deserving of help or assistance o the Ttllowing sxtent
]

I — 2 — 3 — 4 — 5 — —

2. Pecple like this are basiczlly respensible for their own srcblems o the
following ext=nt
1 — 2 = 3 — 4 — 3 — § — 7
3. I can really feel :he plight of this perscn to the Zollowing excent

! — 2 — 3 = 4§ - 3 — & — 7

4, I fincé myzelf being sympathetic o the pllowing sxtent
1 — 2 — 3 — ¢4 — 5 — § — 7
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Barbara is a studenar at a larze umiversity. She likes to work hard and
play hard, and many of her Iriends have commentad on the asctounding amount of
enerzy whe seems cCo possass. Last week-end she went o a bar with cwo of zer
girlfriends. They met some nice looking guys and had 2 loc of fun calxing and
dancing with them. Jusc befaore midnighc, however, her two girliriends said
they had to lasave. They had a test coming up and wantad 2o zec up 2arly the
next aoraing to study Sor it. They askad 3arbara if she wanced o zome, Sut
ste said no. She zontinued o talk acd <4ance wich the Zuys they had met z2arlisr
umtil around 1:30 in che zorning, ac which time she realized how very drunk she
was. At chis poinc 3arbara asked che dovs Lf chey would zive her a tida nome,
and zhe boys said zhat they would. Zowever, instaad of taking her home they
tock her =o ome of the bov's apartzentcs znd asked if she'd lika o come up Zor
one last drink. The guys had been so aice all avening that 3arbara decidad
one last drink would e just the thing to complete her svenizg. As it Zurded
out, however, the 3ovs had acher zhings in =mind. 3arbara was raped 2y =2ach

b0y in turnm, and as the ocher =wo lookad omn. Afterwards they ook her home.

DNDICATE 3OW MUCZE YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH ZACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATTMENIS
AS A POSSIBLE ZXPLANATION FOR THE SITUATICN YOU HAVE JUST READ A300T. CIRCLZ
TEE ¥UMBER WHICA REFLECTS Y0UR BELIZT, USTIIC THE FOLLOWING SCALE:

very auch disagrae
disagrese somewnac
disagree

aeither disagree agr agres
agree

agree somewhat

7Ry muci agree

R (VTR S PO [ I )
oo owomow

1. Barbara is a cruscing person who never believed that peoplas who had seemed
so nice could do this co her.
1 == 2 == 3 = 4 == 3 a= §5 == 7
i Sarbara got axacctly whac she had been asking for all aveninag.

1 — 2 _— 3 -— &4 _— 3 — 3 —_— 7

3. 3arbara is an asxhibitionisz and 2 flirt and snould 2ave xmowm what was
coming.

1 — 2 — 3 = &4 = 5 == 6 == 7

4. Barbara is an exampla of che many people in che world who Zon't use zood
judgmenc and almogc ask c3 be victimized.

I — 2 = 3 = 4 = 3 = 3 = 7
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SFTOW ARE A SERIES CF AUECTIVES WHICH MIGET EE [SED TO [ESCRIZE SCMECNE.
USE THESE ADUECTIVES TO [ESCRISE W YOU PERSOMALLY ZERCEIVE THZ FERSON WE
EAVE JUST EEEN TALXTNG AECOT.

Zx=mple: If you cerceived this pewscn as slightly ositive vou would place
your checimark like this:

POSITIVE: 2 HER:S : : : - MNEEATIVE

(Mota that the checkmark is placed betieen the dotiad lires.)

SINCERE: T s : : ¥ : INSTNCE
CNITELLIGETT - : : H : : : {INTELIIGNT
ALTRULSTIC: : 3 : : y % QFPCRTTNISTIC
WORTHY : 5 : : :ﬁum
m: : 3 : EONEST
AMETTIOUS: : i g H : e UNAMBITIOCS

WAEEAMGFEF}EIENS:WYCUNIGETEVEN?ESEQGE.IU.

A PERSQN LIFE
THIS., INDICMTE HEOW YOU FIND YOURSELEF REACTDNG TO TEIS FERSQY. 38 CASECTIVE.

(ASSTME TEAT 'l' MEANS TO A VERY LITTIE IXTENT AND TEAT '7' VEANS TO A VERY
LARCE DomeT.) ORI YOUR PEEPONEE. -

1. This person is really deserving of help or assistance to the folicwing sxtent

L — 2 — 3 — 4 — § — § — 7

2. People like this ars basically respemsibls Zor their cwn orcoblers o the
following extent

] =— 2 == 3 —— 4 — § — § — 7
3. I czm really fsel the plicht of this persen o the Inllowing extent
]l — 2 =— 3 — 4 =—— 5§ = § — 7

4. I fénd myself being sympatietic to the Sollowing extent

I — 2 == 3 — § — 5 — § —— 7
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3elow are a number of questions. Respond to =2ach in carms of how likely
it is that most people will behave in the ways indicatsd. To datermine your
response, rely on your own experiences with people and your own observations
in life. Use a 1-7 point scale, assuming that 'l' means very unlikely and

'7' means very likely.

GIVEN YOUR OWN IXPERIENCES AND OBSERVATIONS IN LIFE, HOW CNLIXELY (1) OR
LIXELY (7) IS IT THAT PEOPLE IN GENERAL WILL...

1-m
(1) ...gz0 out of cheir way cto help other people feel less lonely?
(2) ...return lost objects ta their owners?
(3) ...offer their aid rto péople carrying cumberscme objects?
(4) ...keep their word esven if in doiag so they could be cresating oproblams

for themselves?

(5) ...go against their own standards or belisfs io order to help someome
alse?
{6} ...take advantaga of welfare and relief syscems?

(7) ..."oversell" themselves in the early scages of a ralacionship?

{8) ...creatz and maintain their own unhealcthy relacionships?
(9) ...5e the major cause of ctheir own failures in life? -
(10) ."invite" their ownvictimizacion (through being Zoo Zrusting or

through stupidicy or whac-have-you)?
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PLEASE USE TEIS SPACE TQ DESCRIZE A REAL LITE SITUATION IN WEICE
¥0U YOURSELF HAVE HELPED SOMEONE IN NEED. DESCRIBE THE CIRCTMSTANCES
INVOLVED AND TEE REASCONS WHY YOU EELPED. USE AS MUCH OR AS LITTLE OF
TEE AVAILABLE SPACE AS YOU TEINK IS NECESSARY.
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PLEASE USE TEIS SPACE TO DESCRIBE A REAL LITE SITUATICON IN WHEICE
Y0U OBSERVED SOMECNE ZLSE HELPING ANCTEER IN NEED. DESCRIRE THE
CIRCUMSTANCES INVOLVED AND TEE REASONS WEY (AS FAR AS YOU ARE CCNCZRNED)
TEIS PERSCN EELPED. USE AS MUCE OR AS LITTLE OF TEE AVAILABLE SPACE AS
YOU THINK IS NECESSARY.
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POLICY SURVEY

INSTRUCTIONS: The statements which follow deal with a number of topics. We would
like you to respond to each of che scatements in terms of whether you believe that
it is true or false. In the space provided put 'T' to indicate true, and 'F' ro
indicate false. If you are neutral to the statement, put 'N' in the space provided.

6.
s
8.
9.
10.

11,
12,

13

If we put capable men into office, most of our social problems would be solwved.

There is nothing fundamentally wrong with our society; all we need to de is to
introduce a2 few raforms which will correct abuses and make some insctitutions
more humane.

The abolition of poverty in America is a tcechnical impossibilicy.

Our national health would suffer if physicians were made civil servants like the
public=school tsachers and placed on che govermmeat payroll.

Current sccial praccices are Iundamencally sound because they lead to the survival
of the fitrest.

Production for use and present day capitalism are incompatible systems.

No government has a right to experimentc with different social policies.

The largest possible amount of business comperition iIs necessary co national welfare.
More severe punishment ¢f criminals will reduce crime.

Public business entarprises are always inefiicient.

Fascism is essentially 2 means of saving capitalism by abolishing political democracy.

Transport service would deteriorace if all railroads were owned and managed by
the Federal government or ome of its agencies.

Consumers cooperacives are detrimental o a ¢ountrvy's posperity.

The United States Supreme Court should be deprived of its power to declare Acrs of
Congress unconsticutional.

War should be declared only after a popular referendum shows that a majority of
the nation's voters favor such a2 step.

Efficiency and responsibility in government would be promoted by the uniform
establishment of a one-chamber legislaturs.

The initiative, referendum, and recall are perversions of sound democratie procedure.

All schemes for economic betterment are bound to be wrecked by the fact that there
ig only a limited amount of money in the world.

No school-teacher in active service should be permircted cta be a candidate for
political orrice on any party ticket.

A common intermatiomal currency is desirable.
A classless society is desirable.
The aconomic future for youth in 19386 was brighcer than it ever was before.

Considering the present price level, no adult workman should be paid lass than
5400.00 monthly for his services if an adequare American standard of living is
to be soughec.

It is as difficult for a man of property to support basic social change as Zor
2 camel to go through cthe eye of a2 needls.

A classless society is passible.
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. All school-teachers should be hired and promoted according the the merit syscem.

As the aconomic crisis lengthens and deepens, society tends to divide intec two
mutually-opposed sections.

Free speech should be granted to everyone without exceptionm.

. All human and social progress is an illusiam.

Free speech should be granted to all except to opponants of Zree speech.

Three meals a day will always be the best general rule.

. We should celebrate Pasteur’s birthday rather than Washington's, as he has done

the world a greater service.

The propesal to change che presenc calendar to one having L3 months of 28 days
is unsound.

Zven in an ideal world chere should be proteczive tariffs.

In the Sunday School, chiefly the Bible should be taught.

Cat meat is ocut of the question for the human diec.

Conscience is an infallible guide.

Our universities should have as many research workers as teachers.

A commission form of government would not be desirable for the natien.
Skirts which do not come to the xnee should not be worn by grown women.

It is to be noped that men will imporave the comfart of their dress by abandoning
ar replacing che present necktie and collar.

Trial by jury has been, and always will be, che most effeccive way of securing
justice.

Qur spelling should be revised and simplified.

The average person needs eater caution maore than greater daring.
ge ¢ 24

. At the age of 21 people should have the privilege of changing their given names.

Freedom of teaching, that is, allowing teachers to teach what they think is the
truth, is necessary for real education.

It is not probable that wood ever will be converted into humanly 2dible Zood.

National boundariess may some day become as truly obliterated as scace lines have
become in the United Statas.

Qur present system of athletics in America is at fault ia thac it does not provide
for mass participation.
The A.B. degree should continue to raquire 4 and only 4 vears above high schoel.

Qur present system of law, based upon oucgrown conditions, should be raplaced by
a progressive system based upen the condicioms of our present order.

The age of six is the logical cime to start school.
Free Trade is =2conomically unsound.
Science will never be able to creace lifs.

In presidential campaigns, che nominee receiving the second greacest number af
votas should become zhe Vice-Presidenc..

Advercising is worthwhile Secause it increases purchasing power.

Historic herces should be 'debunked'.
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. The presidential term of office of four years is as it should be.

. Science should endeavor to discover and develop a harmless liquor, retaining

almost all the good features, but lacking the harmful ones, of alcoholic drinks.

. Criminals retard our moral pregress more than all other peaple combined.

It is not fitting that a stacue of Einstein should occupy a niche on church
grounds.

The Federal government should actempt o cut its annual speanding.
Labor unions should become stronger and have more influence generally.

It 1s up o government to make sure that everyome has a secure job and a good
standard of living.

. The reasomn that many advocate ""free encterprise” is because it will enable chem to

continue exploicing che workers.

I am against parts of the Medicare 3ill.

. The national budget should be balanced.

I belisve in a tax increase when it is justified.

. A system that has worked as well as capitalism has in this country Ior the last

150 years should not be changed now.

All banks and insurance companies should be run on a2 non-profit basis like the
schools.

. Much more energy should be expended in conserving what mankind does know, than

in discovering what it doesn’t know.
We should change our minds and policies progressively and constantly.
The local courts are somecimes unfair to the lictle mam.

The most rewarding organizations a person can belomg to are lecal organizations
serving local needs.

. Big cities may have their place, but when you get right down zo it, the local

community is the backbone of America.

THANK YOU FOR RESPONDING TO THIS QUESTIONMAIRE. PLEASE RETURN IT TO THE PERSON WHOSE
NAME APPEARS AT THE 30TTOM OF THIS PAGE.
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The %S Scale (Form 3)

Listed bSelow are 40 statements chat deal wich jersonal accizudes znd fsalings

apout a variaty of things. Obviousiy, chers ars no right or wrong aoswers -
only opinions. Read sach izem and then decide how 7ou Jarsonallw fael.

Mark your answer card accordiag to the followiag scheme:

=
uo

= Sgrougly agree

Mildly agres

Agree and disagra2e 2qually
= Mildly Z4isagree

= Seroagly disagrae

e T RS V]
'}

208 2axe any m3rks on thesa t2st sheecs.  Mark the answer cards snly.

The widespread izcarast in profassicnmal sports is jusc anocher a2xampie of
2scapisa. v

in times of shortages it is somecizmes zecsssary {or ome £2 2mzgage im a lictle

hoarding.
Thinking of yourself first is 2o sia in chis world today.
The prospect of becoming very close Co another persom worrias e a good Ji:t.

The really significanz concribuzions in che world nave very fraguantly been
made by people who were preoccupiad with chemselves.

Every older American deserves a guaranceed income o live in diznicy.

It is wmore importanc to live Ifar yourself rather tham Ior other peonle,
Parents, or Ior postarizty.

Organizaed religicus groups are oo comcerned with vaising funds zhese days.
r

I regard amyself as scmeone who laoks zizer ais/her personal intarascs.

The crouble wich getting tco close zo seople is thac they star:t making
emocional demands aa you.

Haviag children kaeps you Zrom 2cgaging in a lot ~F seli-fulfilling aczivizias.

Many of our production problems in this country are due to the Zact chac
workers 20 longer take pride im chair jobs.

It's best cc live for the presenc amd a0t T2 wWOrTy abcoul TomOTTIV.

Call iz selfishness i vou will, »uc iz zhis warld =zaday we all zave ¢
Look out Ior ourselves firsc.

Zducacion is oo job oriznced chese Zawys; chere is ot 2nough =2mpnasis 2a
basic a2ducatcion.

b
3]
I
0t

It ssems izpassible o izmagime :ha world -
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The NS5 Scals
(Fora 3) i, -
5 = Scrongiy agree
4 = Mildly agree
3 = Agree and disagree 2qually
2 = Mildly disagree
1 = Scrongly disagrae
17. 7ou can hardly overescimate zhe imporctance af selling yourseli iz zecting anead.
13. The difficulcy wich =zarriage is zhat it locks you iazo 3 relaciomship.
19. Movies =mphasiza sex and viclemca cso =uch.
20. If iz Zeels righr, iz is righe.
21. Breaks in life are nonsense. The real story is pursuing your self-incerescs
aggressively.
22. An individual's worth will ofcen pass unrascognized unless thac person chinks
of himself or herself firsc.
23. Consumers need a scrooger voice ia govermmencal affairs.
24, Gecting ahead in life depends zmainly on chinking of woursell Iirsc.
25. In general, couples should seek a divorce whea chey find the marriage iIs not
a fulfilling one.
26. Too ofcem, vocing means choosing detween the lessar of two avils.
27. Ia striviag to reach one's crue pozesatial, it is sometimes necessary co
worTy less about ocher peopla. - s
28. When choosing clothes I generally comsider style before =accers such as comrfort
or durasilicy.
29. I believe sveryone has cthe right to live any damn way they please.
30. Too many peopls have ziven up Teadiag to passively wacch TV.
31. OQwing monmey is noc so bad if ic’'s the only way cne cam live withoucr deprivicg
onesalf of che good lifa.
32. Noc =pough people live Zar che presenc.
33. I don':z see anything wrong with people spending a loc of time and afors on
cheir personal appearance.
34. Physical punishmernc is aecessary oo raise children groperly.
35. The Peacs Corps would be a zood idea if iz d4id zoc £elay one's gecting scarszed
along the road o a2 perscnal career.
J6. It simply does not pay to become sad 9r usset adouct Iriands, ioved omes,

or =vents that don': zurm out well.
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The NS Scale

(Fara 3) ==
53 = Strongly agree
4 = Mildly agrsa
3 = iAgres and disagrse aqually
2 = Mildly disagres
1 = Stromgly disagres

37. A defipira advantage of birch conzzal devices is chac

they
pleasure without the 2motional respeomsibilicias thac aizh

n
[s 3RS ]

38. Doccors seem o have Iorgoczen that =edicine iovolves htuzman ralacians and
Got just presctiscicns.

39. I believe thac some unidentifiiaed Ilying osbjeccs rave accually Hesn sent IfTom
cuter space I0 Jbserva our cultura Rers on 2arci.

40. In this world ome has zo look ocuct f{or cneself first because nobody elsa
will look out for you.
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ABSTRACT

Evicdence related tc the psychometric development and
reliability of The Selfism Scale (Phares, 1979) is reviewed,
ard an examination into the construct validity of the scale
is made. Specifically, the present investigation examines
the relationship between selfism andé four behaviors:

(a) cynical reactions to helpers, (b) cynical reacticns to
people in need of help, (c) tendencies to engage in self-
reference, and (d) the willingness of selfists to help another
in the absence of personal gain. The results indicate that
high and low selfists cdiffer in their perceptions of helpers
and people in need cof help. FEowever, for high selfists the
degree of cynicism appears to vary as a function of the kind

of situation addressed and the guality of the judoment made.
For low selfists the degree of cynicism appears to vary as a
function of the kind of situation addressed. It is suggested
that high and low selfists may ke formulating judgments of
others according to different sets of criteria. The possibility
that high selfists are more psvchologically oriented is dis-
cussed. The results concerning tendencies to engage in self-
reference and the willingness of selfists to help another are
not clear. The possible intrusion of confcunds in the analyses
is discussed and more independent means of addressing the areas
are suggested. Finally, the gquestion regarding the predictive
utility of the Selfism Scale is addressed and Zfuture avenues

of inguiry are proposed.



