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ABSTRACT ’

Festinger's ,(1954) theory of social comparison holds.
that in the absence of objective standards,. people use the attitudes .
or judgments of similar otherggto determine the correctness of their
own positions. More recent studies have suggested, however, that 5!
people often prefer dissimilar comparison targets. A study was o
undertaken to examine the' effect ‘of jsubjective versus objective
judgments on target choi¢el Undergraduates (N=103), divided into
groups on the «basis of their perceptual judgments on a minimal .groups
task, were asked to review the credentials of a college applicant and
predict his likelihdod of suceess. Subjects in the objective judgment
condition were told they had sufficient information to make judgments
while subjects in the subjective condition were instructed to base
judgments on personal opinions. Subjects were told that ingroup and
outgroup members had evaluated the same applicant as they, and werée
4sked to state their preference for comparing their judgments with N
ingroup and outgroup members. The manipulation of judgmental nature

was found to affect subjects'.comparison preferences. The results
revealed a strong preference for comparisongyith simila¥r others in

the subjective judgment condition, and for dissimilar others in the
.objective judgment condition. (NRB) ' .
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Festinger (1954) postulated thatsto validgte their
judgments, iﬁdividual compare- themselves with similar
others. +This lexpecfation is not- always supported;' ’
sometimes, people seek very different comparison
tarﬁets. qu study demonstrgtes that ths nature of.the
judgment‘influences COmoarisﬁn‘choice: subjects seek

\ .

similar comparison targets with subjective judgments,

&,

s

but dissimilar n@hers with objective judgments.- The“

}

relationship of this finding to ref‘kant research is

discmpsed.
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 Ar dissimilar others agreed or disagreéd with the

. .
~a belief wax at igsue, agreement from a dissimilar other

value 1is the distinction Kelly makes between subjective

- - . N ’ - .

. R v N \ (Y
Festinger 8 (1954)@theory of sogial compariaon T

-holda that in the absence of objective stdhdardé people -

use the att%tudee ér juydgments bf,similar-others to ¥

®

determine the correctness of their own positions..
4

The research of Goetheiﬁ & Nelson (1973),‘anQ Fazio )
t b
(}979), indicates that people oftentimés prefer

dissimilar comparison targets, -

L]

Goethels & Nelson's (1973) study examined

L%

Judgmen'tal confidence as a function of.whethet§similar

sﬁjbgcts.judgmenty and whether a belief or value was at
issue. A belief was defined by Goethels and Nelson as a

"potentially verifiable-assertion about the.atbributes

" \

of an entity"; whereas a value was viewed as "an . © .

4

assertion about the goodness or badness of an entity or L.

a dtate of affairs.". Goethels & Nelson found that when |, *
v )

\

increased judgmental confidence more than agreement from

-

a similar other. However, when a,value was at issue,

agreement from a similar other was more influential.
. \ T . Q

Relating to' the distinction'between belief and : .

and objedtive judgments. When viewing fﬁb causation of

one's own and other's judgment, Kelly s (1967, 1973)

¥
attribution model proposes that a person can attribute

D~ H
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" ] Z'.' > ’ . ) -~
r +his/her: judgment to either thejr.own idiosyncratic or \ /

biaging characteris}tcs, or to the compelling stimulus

;W ) * qgglities of the entity being percgivéﬁ. As Kelly f; [

1.
motes" the two attribution cagegories can*be viewed as

&

- v . a .

subjective and objeltive Judgments.
\ - . \J .
While various Bpeoretical sStatements have been
- ) i)
-developed to account f L. target choice, all appear

relevant to a distinction notéd recently by\Q}son, _ {

PR Ellis, & Zanna (1983), who fqund that subjects were more ’
| “interested in %onsensus information when making ' ';, .':;.:A
objective, versus,éubjéctive, judgments. ‘ o
Based‘on these findiﬁgs, we mightgexpgct_gubjectsn ‘ fi?%
\ to conform with'Festinger{s hypothesis‘whén making >, - ’ifi_._
subjective judgments; ‘when the,nét%;e'of the judgmeqtf )
. is'objective, hdwbver, subjects may be less likely to ‘\ '°. '

. . l' . - -
prefer)similar targets--indeed, they might prefer .
‘ : - - g . . ’ @
dissimilar tatg%ts,'to help validate their objective «  ~ )

-

" judgment (rather'thgn bolster their SUbjéctive bélief).

In ;rder to examine the effétt of subjeétive vs. )
ijecti;; judgments on‘target‘choice, the following
procedure was employed, JbB introductory psychology

; students served asg su§3ects.“ The‘.were told that their | *!f;
{ prirmcipal task wgs to re;iew the Eredentials of, a ‘ -
} :college applicant and predict his_like}ihood of swuccess. : '_lJ o

v

- # . - . B
Before bgg%nning, subjects completed a minimal groups - : .




L N ' ) . ' -
% -/ l“ _ . . _ ) .

3 ] B}
. .

¢ N;; task (Howard & Rothbart, 1980) that ostensibly d¥vided . . :
\ - ’ - *
them into two distinct Broups on e Kasis‘bf their o a0

T A bpercepteal judgmepts.  All subJects were then given a .. .
; - 'A_ . ' i '- . -

description of the applicant‘" In order to enhagee

objective judgments; half of the subjects in each of the
”

> ¢wo minimal groups were told that they had a sufficient
- amount of information to make”an objective judgment

about the candidate, while the subjects in the . : .

subjective Judgment condition were told that owing to =a
lack of information, they would have to base their

-

judgments on personal opinions | All evaluated! the"

applicant on a number of scales Such_as creativity,

notivation, etcs, and also wrote a detailed evaluation
! v - " o
of his potential. o : )

- L— - .
.The subjects were then told that in and outgroup

~ \

members had evaluated the very same applicant as they.
N . . ' . .
. \\ ' . : . - [ !

\ -
- - They were then asked to state their preference for ' .
. .

comparingftheif Jjudgments with in'and outgroup members.
Manipulation chechs on the effectnof the géouos
.treatment were'coileeted. .
RESULTS: Analysis_of‘varianceJindicated tha£~
subiects were Strodgly.,-fluen?ed by the,gmoups' \
’ Lteatment. %#Eroup members were'seen as @ore similar,

better, etc._ In addition, the“manibuiationtof - ‘{

. . \ . . -
judgmental” nature was found to affect subjetrts' ey

fp .
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: ) * .




-

T

-judgment/conclusion?"_' : ] v

nature of judgmentécomparison'choice relationship £ In
- . ' v ' P ek

comparison. Repe tedsmea ures analysis, of variance
P Raj \ ’ L

-~ -
A ’

comparison'prefe'ences. Repeated measures anal sis of
) y

>

r /
variange revealed a strong pref;Tence fof comparison

¢ ’

with similar others in the au?ﬁective judgment ', s

condition, and for dissimilar othets {in the objective

judgment condition, F(l 99 )= 54 14 < Q001. 1In addition,
P

all assumed that ingroup membefs felt as they did about
¥ ' --_ N -’,

the applicant : o ~ N

a
o

I would now like to briefly comment on the results

of a study recently completed which examined motives for

4 at

the differential comparison preference iy “the studi
“»cijl ' ki

previously described: .
Mettee & Smith (1977), and Fazio (1979): 4
distinguished between two motives for social comparigon:

construction and validation. Qonstruction involves

gaining more information about the objett/issue of /

‘-judgment e.g., "does someone else kpow something'about

\
the .issue Qtat I don t?" Vali@htion refefg to seeking

upport for judgment )g., "did I- process the

-
-~ ¢

nformation propeﬁﬂy»and come \to a correct .

.

; ¢ 4
Thfs’seCOnd stﬁdy waelsimilar in procedure to the

ul\

MY 3

one previously described, and reﬁPlts replicated the'

»

addition,'measures were obtained -on subjects motive for -

. e
-~
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validation motive as 1ess
kS
construqtioh motive., In a&dition, a aignificant

>~ hn BEL

4
*’ = '..“\ LS
A

interaction WaSOfound betweenﬁpartne& choice and motive
Subjécts displayed a alightly stronger

for comparison.
construction (as compared ‘to- validation) motive when a

“

similar partner’ was choaen, whiie a much stronger

construction motive was.displayed when choosing a

dissimilar partner.
The results demonstrate that

CONCLUSIONS:
preference for comparisqn others is affected by the

i

subjective/objective nature of the judgment

N

Apparently, when objective judgments are made,
diss milar other® are useful for providing a different

¥

viewpoint and new information, while similar others help
N /
This finding is consistent

' bolster subjective beliefs.
with Festinger s "theqgry in that simi}ar others were ’

useful when objective means for judgment validation were

g his theory by displaying a
<%

unavailable, whTie extendin
eful for

.
— condition under which dissimilar others are us

comparison (that condition being objective’ judgments)

This finding is useful in that it might help to

integrate previous theory and research focused on"a
ifry. Ihat issue

central i1gsue of social comparison th
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'beih&,§conc¢pts which accoupt for shifts in the chofcé

- -

of similar or dissimilar comparison persons.« The data

presented, sugge%t that the subjective/objective RS

judgment dimension appears to be one such concept.
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Task Characteristice and Target Choice iﬁiSOCial Comparison
Daniel W. Gorenflo and William D. Crano, Texas A&M University
Mean Preference ratings for Comparison with Similar and
Dissimilar Others as a function of Judgment Type.

-

[

GROUP
DISSIMILAR

3.60-

~

2.39

W

4
SIMILAR -
SUBJEGTIVE 2.28%
TYPE OF JUDGMENT .,
" OBJECTIVE 3.61
A . y"‘
*Note: Lower numbers rlpresent greater preference for
,comparison _ . '
: »

Graphic display of interaction between Judgment Type and-
Group Membership on Mean Preference ratings for Similar and .

Dissimilar Others,
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