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Abstract: People define themselves in terms of their relationship partners and they incorporate their partners into their self-
concepts. Consequently, partner enhancement—viewing one’s partner in excessively positive terms—might constitute an in-
direct form of self-enhancement when feelings of self-worth are threatened. To test this hypothesis, the authors gave participants
evaluative feedback (e.g., success and failure) and then asked them to appraise themselves, their current (or most recent) rela-
tionship partner and (in Study 2) most other people. The authors found that low self-esteem participants, but not high self-esteem
participants, responded to failure by exaggerating the virtues of their romantic partners. These findings highlight the flexibility of
self-enhancement strategies and provide further evidence that low self-esteem people pursue indirect forms of self-enhancement

in their efforts to blunt the adverse impact of adverse feedback.
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In an episode from the classic television show, Candid
Camera, Pennsylvania motorists approaching the Delaware
state line confront a sign announcing that Delaware is
closed for the day. “Hmmm,” one resourceful driver
responds, “is Jersey open?”

In many ways, self-enhancement processes operate like a
resourceful motorist. People are driven to protect, maintain,
and promote their feelings of self-worth, and they travel a vari-
ety of routes to reach their destination (Steele, 1988). For
example, after experiencing failure at an achievement task,
they might question the validity of the test or dismiss its impor-
tance, attribute failure to factors other than their ability, or
remind themselves that they have many other fine qualities
(Brown, 2007). These routes are largely interchangeable,
endowing individuals with a good deal of flexibility in their
pursuit of self-enhancement (Tesser, 2001).

Indirect Routes to Self-Enhancement

Self-enhancement processes operate with such fungibility that
they do not even need to explicitly involve oneself. Instead, as
William James noted many years ago, individuals can counter
personal threats to self-worth by embellishing the virtues of
their ancestors, friends, or colleagues. These extracorporeal
selves, as James (1890) called them, enhance self-worth indir-
ectly: It makes people feel good about themselves to be associ-
ated with others who are somehow exemplary or meritorious,
and individuals call these associations to mind or exaggerate
their value when their feelings of self-worth are threatened.

Research on Basking in Reflected Glory (BIRGing) pro-
vides one example of this indirect form of self-enhancement
(Cialdini et al., 1976). In one study, university students were
more likely to use the pronoun “we” when relating the details
of a football game their team had won than when describing a
game their team had lost, and this tendency was especially
strong when self-worth had recently been threatened. Insofar
as individuals have played no direct role in attaining the out-
come for which they are assuming credit, BIRGing represents
an indirect form of self-enhancement, with individuals attempt-
ing to align themselves with successful others (and/or distance
themselves from unsuccessful others; see also Cialdini &
Richardson, 1980; Snyder, Lassegard, & Ford, 1986).

The Present Research

The present research was initiated to test two hypotheses: (a)
individuals use their relationship partners to counter threats to
self-worth and (b) this indirect form of self-enhancement is more
characteristic of low self-esteem people than of high self-esteem
people. With respect to our first hypothesis, numerous lines of
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research have shown that relationship partners are part of an
individual’s extracorporeal self. This assumption forms the
heart of Aron and Aron’s (1997) self-expansion theory and fig-
ures prominently in research on the relational self (Andersen &
Chen, 2002), relationship enhancement processes (e.g., Murray,
Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998), and social inclusion
(Slotter, Gardner, & Finkel, 2010).

There is also evidence that people use their relationship part-
ners to enhance their feelings of self-worth. First, there is a gen-
eral tendency for people to believe their personal relationships
and relationship partners are “better than average” (Fletcher &
Kerr, 2010; Gagné & Lydon, 2004). In addition, close, positive
relationships function as self-affirmational resources, reducing
stress and defensiveness (Kumashiro & Sedikides, 2005; Miku-
lincer & Shaver, 2003; Murray, Bellavia, Feeney, Holmes, &
Rose, 2001). Finally, people frequently turn to their loved ones
during times of turmoil and uncertainty, in part because their
relationship partners build their self-confidence and promote
their feelings of self-worth (Katz, Beach, & Anderson, 1996).

In sum, prior research supports our first hypothesis that peo-
ple will enhance their relationship partners when their own
feelings of self-worth are threatened. With respect to our sec-
ond hypothesis, previous research suggests that indirect forms
of self-enhancement of this type are especially characteristic of
low self-esteem people. To illustrate, Brown, Collins, and
Schmidt (1988, Study 2) gave participants success or failure
feedback before asking them to rate the quality of a task they
had personally helped complete or the quality of a task fellow
group members had completed. Whereas high self-esteem par-
ticipants responded to failure by lauding their own work, low
self-esteem participants responded to failure by lauding the
creativity of their fellow group members, not themselves (see
also, Brown, Novick, Lord, & Richards, 1992).

Why do low self-esteem people enhance their self-worth
indirectly rather than directly proclaiming their excellence? The
most likely explanation is that direct forms of self-enhancement
fall outside their “latitude of acceptance” (in the words of Sherif
& Hovland, 1961). Even though people are motivated to feel
good about themselves, they must satisfy this need in ways that
are believable (to oneself) and defensible (to others) (Brown,
1993a, 1993b, 2007; Brown & Gallagher, 1992; Schlenker,
1975; Sedikides & Strube, 1997). By hitching their wagon to the
accomplishments of others, low self-esteem people can enhance
their feelings of self-worth without exposing themselves to per-
sonal disappointment or public humiliation.

Study |

Study 1 provided an initial test of our hypotheses. Before eval-
uating themselves and a relationship partner on a variety of trait
adjectives, some participants were given negative feedback
regarding their performance at an intellectual task. (Partici-
pants in the control condition were not given negative feed-
back.) We anticipated that low self-esteem participants would
respond to negative feedback by appraising their relationship
partners in overly positive terms.

Method
Participants

Sixty-eight undergraduates (36 females and 32 males) attend-
ing the University of Washington (UW) participated in
exchange for extra credit in lower division psychology
courses." All had completed the Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-
Esteem scale at an earlier time. The mean age of the sample
was 19.69 (SD = 3.74); 43% of the participants identified
themselves as Asian Americans, 41% of the participants iden-
tified themselves as European Americans, and the remaining
participants were of other racial groups or mixed. Three addi-
tional participants failed to complete all of the experimental
materials and their data were discarded.

Materials and Procedure

At the start of the experiment, each participant was greeted and
led into a small room equipped with a computer. The experi-
menter then left participants alone, instructing them to indicate
when they were through. Thereafter, all instructions and mate-
rials were presented on the computer, assuring participants of
privacy during the remainder of the experiment.

Experimental manipulations. At this point, participants were
randomly assigned to one of the two conditions: A control con-
dition or a failure condition. Participants assigned to the control
condition began completing the dependent variables (described
below), whereas those assigned to the failure condition learned
they would be taking a test that measured an important cogni-
tive ability, called integrative orientation. Integrative orienta-
tion was described as the ability to find creative and unusual
solutions to problems and was linked to success in various
aspects of life. The ability was (allegedly) measured using the
remote associates test. With this task, participants are shown
three words (e.g., car—swimming—cue) and asked to find a
fourth word that relates to the other three (pool). Working inter-
actively with the computer, participants completed three sam-
ple problems to ensure that they understood how the
problems were solved.

The experimental task was then administered. All partici-
pants who took the test received a set of difficult problems. (Dif-
ficulty was based on published norms and prior research.) When
the allotted time for working on the test had expired, the com-
puter paused for several seconds and informed the participants
that they had scored in the bottom 23% of all UW students.

At the end of the experiment, all participants (including
those in the control condition) evaluated themselves and their
current (or most recent) relationship partner on eight traits
(attractive, competent, good-looking, interesting, honest, kind,
responsible, and warm), using 5-point Likert-type scales (1 =
not at all; 5 = very much).? The traits were presented in a ran-
dom order, and the two targets were counterbalanced across
conditions. When they had finished making their ratings, parti-
cipants informed the experimenter and they were debriefed,
thanked, and excused.
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Results and Discussion
Preliminary analyses. Gender did not qualify any of the
hypotheses we tested and is ignored in all analyses.

Main analyses. After averaging the traits for each target (self
or relationship partner), we analyzed the scores using a mixed-
design regression model, with one between-subjects predictor
(experimental condition: —1 = control, 1 = failure), one
repeated measure (Target [self vs. relationship partner]), and
one continuous predictor (self-esteem, centered around its
mean). Interactions were assessed by calculating cross-
product terms between all of the variables.’

We anticipated that low self-esteem participants would
respond to a threat to self-worth by glorifying the virtues of their
relationship partners. Formally, this prediction translates into a
three-way (Condition x Target x Self-Esteem) interaction. The
hypothesized interaction was significant, F(1, 64) = 5.77, p <
.025, npz = .08, and Figure 1, which displays predicted values
for participants scoring 1 SD above and below the mean on
self-esteem, shows strong support for our experimental predic-
tions. Follow-up analyses confirmed that the simple Condition
x Target interaction was significant among low self-esteem par-
ticipants, F(1, 64) =4.93,p<.05,1,”> = .07, but not among high
self-esteem participants, F(1, 64) = 1.51, ns, and that, among
low self-esteem participants, self-ratings did not differ across
conditions (¢ < 1), but relationship partners were evaluated more
favorably among those in the failure condition than among those
in the control condition, #(64) = 2.89, p <.01, npz =.12.

Comparisons within target conditions are also of interest. A
main effect of self-esteem was the only significant predictor of
self-ratings, F(1, 64) = 27.34, p < .001, npz = .30. Across
experimental conditions, high self-esteem participants evalu-
ated themselves more favorably (M = 4.25) than did low
self-esteem participants (M = 3.74). This pattern also charac-
terized ratings of romantic partners, F(1, 64) = 17.23, p <
.001, np2 = .21 (Ms = 4.16 and 3.51, for high self-esteem and
low self-esteem participants, respectively), but was qualified
by a Condition x Self-Esteem interaction, F(1, 64) = 5.46,
p < .025, n pz = .08. The interaction reflects the fact that
self-esteem differences were more pronounced in the control
condition, #(64) = 4.12, p <.001, npz = .21, than in the failure
condition, #(64) = 1.47, ns.

Summary. Previous research has shown that people deal with
threats to self-worth in a variety of largely interchangeable
ways (Tesser, 2001). In Study 1, we tested whether low self-
esteem participants cope with threats to self-worth by enhancing
the virtues of their current (or most recent) romantic partner.
The data supported our experimental predictions. In comparison
with a control condition, failure led low self-esteem participants
(but not high self-esteem participants) to appraise their romantic
partners in highly favorable terms.

Study 2

Although we believe the data from Study 1 support our predic-
tions, we acknowledge some potential limitations. First,
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Figure |. Appraisals of self and romantic partners as a function of
experimental condition and self-esteem: Study |. (Displayed values are
the predicted scores for participants scoring | SD above and below
the mean in self-esteem.)

because only participants in the failure condition worked on
an experimental task before evaluating themselves and their
relationship partners, it is possible that the mere act of working
on a task, rather than failure itself, drove our effect. To examine
this possibility, we conducted a second study in which all par-
ticipants worked on an experimental task and all received
experimental feedback (either positive or negative).

In a related vein, we provided no evidence that participants
in the failure condition evaluated their performance poorly.
Perhaps, high self-esteem participants were less convinced they
had failed than were low self-esteem participants. If so, this
might explain why they did not feel a need to counteract a
threat to self-worth by enhancing their relationship partner.
To address this issue, we asked all the participants in Study 2
to evaluate their test performance.
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Finally, it is important to show that the positive appraisals
low self-esteem participants made of their relationship partner
following failure do not extend to people in general. After all, if
low self-esteem people think everyone else is especially won-
derful after they have failed, their evaluations would indicate
self-effacement rather than self-enhancement. To assess this
potentiality, we asked participants in Study 2 to evaluate most
other people, in addition to rating themselves and their relation-
ship partner.

Method
Participants

One hundred and two UW undergraduates (65 females and
37 males) participated in exchange for extra credit in lower
division psychology courses. All were drawn from a larger
pool of students who had completed the Rosenberg’s
(1965) Self-Esteem scale at an earlier time. The mean age
of the sample was 19.63 (SD = 3.84); 40% of the partici-
pants identified themselves as Asian Americans, 43% of the
participants identified themselves as European Americans,
and the remaining participants were of other racial groups
or mixed. Four additional participants failed to complete
all of the experimental materials and their data were
discarded.

Materials and Procedure

With only a few exceptions, the materials and procedures for
this experiment were the same as in Study 1.

First, the control condition in Study 1 was replaced by a pos-
itive feedback (success) condition in Study 2. Participants ran-
domly assigned to experience success were given a set of easy
RAT problems and were told when they had finished that they
had scored in the top 87% of all UW students who had taken the
test. Participants randomly assigned to experience failure were
given the same problems used in Study 1 and again received
feedback that they had scored in the bottom 23% of UW
students.

After receiving their test feedback, all participants evaluated
their test performance on a 9-point Likert-type scale (1 = very
poor; 9 = excellent). Finally, all participants rated themselves,
most other people, and their current (or most recent) relation-
ship partner on the same adjectives used in Study 1. As before,
the adjectives were presented in a random order within each
rating task, and target order was counterbalanced across
participants.

Results and Discussion

As in Study 1, gender did not qualify any of the findings to be
reported below, and will not be discussed further.

Preliminary analyses. We conducted a multiple regression
analysis on participants’ evaluations of their test performance,
using experimental condition (—1 = success; 1 = failure) and

self-esteem (centered around its mean) as predictors. A
cross-product term was entered to model the interaction. The
only effect to achieve significance was the main effect of task
performance, F(1, 98) = 142.22, p <.001, npz =.59. Indepen-
dent of their self-esteem level, participants who received suc-
cess feedback judged their performance more favorably (M =
6.00) than did those who received failure feedback (M = 2.35).

Main analyses. After averaging the descriptors within each
target condition, we analyzed the scores using a mixed-
design regression analysis, with experimental condition as a
between-subjects variable, target as a repeated measure, and
mean-centered self-esteem as a continuous predictor.

Several lower-order effects reached significance. First, a
main effect of target, F(2, 98) = 116.41, p < .001, np2 = .54,
revealed that evaluations of oneself (M = 3.89) and one’s rela-
tionship partner (M = 3.85) were more favorable than were
evaluations of most other people (M = 3.02). This effect,
known as the better than average effect, has been documented
extensively elsewhere (Alicke, 1985; Brown, in press). The
Target x Self-Esteem interaction also achieved significance,
F(2, 98) = 3.46, p < .05, npz = .03. Consistent with prior
research (Brown, 1986; Kobayashi & Brown, 2003), the target
effect was stronger among high self-esteem participants, F(2,
98) = 64.64, p < .001, npz = .40, than among low self-
esteem participants, F(2, 94) = 53.68, p < .001, npz = .35.

Of greater relevance to the present research is the presence
of a higher-order, Feedback x Target x Self-Esteem interac-
tion, F(2, 98) = 5.61, p < .005, 1,,> = .05. Follow-up analyses
comparing partner ratings against ratings of self and most other
people showed a significant Feedback x Target x Self-Esteem
interaction contrast, F(1, 98) = 7.42, p < .01, npz =.074
Figure 2 presents the predicted values for participants scoring
1 SD above and below the mean on self-esteem. As can be seen,
mirroring the results from Study 1, the Feedback x Target
interaction was significant when self-esteem was low, F(2,
94) = 4.28, p <.025, npz = .04, but not when self-esteem was
high (p > .15), and a more focused interaction contrast compar-
ing ratings of partner versus self and others revealed a significant
simple effect for low self-esteem participants, F(1,98) =5.95,p<
025, pz =.06, but not for high self-esteem participants (p > .15).
Additional analyses confirmed that, among low self-esteem par-
ticipants, ratings of relationship partners were greater following
failure than following success, #94) = 3.24, p < .005, np2 =
.10, whereas ratings of self and most other people did not differ
across the two feedback conditions (both ps >.20). Furthermore,
among low self-esteem participants, the tendency to view one’s
partner more favorably than one views most other people was
stronger following failure, #(94) = 7.31,p <.001, n p2 = .41, than
following success, #(94) = 4.99, p <.001, npz =.20.

Comparisons within each target condition are also informa-
tive. The only significant effect for self-ratings and for ratings
of most other people was a main effect of self-esteem (both ps <
.05); in contrast, the only significant effect for romantic part-
ners was the predicted Feedback x Self-Esteem interaction,
F(1,94) = 12.04, p < .001, n,* = .11.
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Figure 2. Appraisals of self, romantic partners, and most other peo-
ple as a function of experimental condition and self-esteem: Study 2.
(Displayed values are the predicted scores for participants scoring |
SD above and below the mean in self-esteem.)

General Discussion

People frequently define themselves in terms of their relationship
partners (e.g., I want to be Bobby’s girl) and incorporate their
romantic partners into their self-concept (Andersen & Chen,
2002; Aron & Aron, 1997; Slotter et al., 2010). In this article,
we tested whether some individuals use their relationship partners
to offset threats to self-worth. We found that they did. In both
studies, low self-esteem participants responded to failure by exag-
gerating the worth of their current (or most recent) relationship
partner. This effect did not extend to self-evaluations or evalua-
tions of “most other people,” and was found when failure was
compared to success and a control condition. These findings sug-
gest that partner enhancement is undertaken to offset the impact
of a negative, personal experience.

Our results appear inconsistent with previous evidence that
low self-esteem people are less likely than high self-esteem
people to use their romantic relationships as a self-
affirmational resource (e.g., Murray et al., 2001; Murray
et al., 1998). Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, and Ellsworth
(1998; Study 4) gave participants success, failure, or no feed-
back on the same experimental test used in the present research.
All participants were then asked questions about their current
romantic relationship. Among other things, the results showed
that low self-esteem participants responded to failure by doubt-
ing their partner’s commitment toward them and by denigrating
their partner’s qualities. This pattern contrasts with our findings
(see also Murray et al., 2001).

Differences in the two research procedures might explain
this inconsistency. Unlike the present research, participants in
Murray’s research reflected on their partner’s love for them
before rating their partner’s qualities. Low self-esteem people
generally feel less loved and valued by their partners than
do high self-esteem people, and these insecurities are heigh-
tened when self-worth is threatened (Murray, Griffin, Rose,
& Bellavia, 2006). Quite possibly, activating these percep-
tions in low self-esteem people led them to appraise their part-
ner less positively. Had the participants been given the
opportunity to first evaluate their partner, they might have
shown the pattern we reported in this article. Future research
should examine this possibility.

Relationship factors might also explain why our findings
diverge from Murray’s. Murray et al. (1998) studied only par-
ticipants who had been in a relatively long-term dating relation-
ship (approximately 18 months on average); we did not select
participants for relationship length, and even included those
who were no longer in a current relationship. Conceivably,
these differences could explain why our low self-esteem
participants responded to failure with elevated ratings of a
romantic partner. Future research should also examine this
possibility.

We should also note a point of convergence between the two
research projects. As did Murray, Bellavia, Feeney, Holmes,
and Rose (2001), we found that high self-esteem participants
generally evaluated their relationship partners more favorably
than did low self-esteem participants. There are at least two
possible explanations for this finding. First, high self-esteem
people may be able to attract “better” relationship partners
than low self-esteem people. Alternatively (or additionally),
people might use their own self-evaluations as an evaluative
base when judging others (Dunning, 1993; Gramzow &
Gaertner, 2005).

Neither of the preceding explanations can explain the more
dynamic aspects of our data, however. For low self-esteem par-
ticipants, we found that partner evaluations rose following a
threat to self-worth. These shifting appraisals bespeak of a fluid
process in which individuals adjust their evaluations to protect
or maintain their feelings of self-worth (Brown, Dutton, &
Cook, 2001). Lacking confidence in their own abilities to offset
threats to self-worth, low self-esteem people seek refuge in the
accomplishments of their intimates and associates, thereby
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satisfying their self-enhancement needs without setting
themselves up for personal disappointment and shame.

The indirect manner in which low self-esteem people coun-
tered a blow to self-worth underscores that self-enhancement
maneuvers must be believable in order to be effective (Brown,
1993a; Brown et al., 1988; Brown & Gallagher, 1992; Schlen-
ker, 1985; Sedikides & Strube, 1997). Although blowing one’s
own horn might be more expedient, if one doubts one’s ability
to defend grandiose self-assessments against scrutiny then
direct self-aggrandizement poses an additional threat to self-
worth rather than a strategy for restoring it. By exaggerating the
worth of their relationship partners, low self-esteem people cir-
cumvent the risks that attend more direct forms of self-
enhancement.

If exalting the virtues of their relationship partners allowed
low self-esteem people to fend off threatening self-relevant
feedback and preserve their momentary feelings of self-
worth, why did not high self-esteem participants do this as
well? Although ceiling effects might be implicated, we suspect
the high self-esteem participants simply did not feel the need to
engage in indirect forms of self-enhancement. In previous
research, we have shown that high self-esteem people are less
bothered by negative feedback than are low self-esteem people
(Brown, 2007, 2010; Brown & Dutton, 1995; Brown & Mar-
shall, 2001, 2006). If their feelings of self-worth were not suf-
ficiently threatened by the negative feedback they received, our
high self-esteem participants might not have felt the need to
bolster them by extolling their partner’s virtues. Future
research should assess this possibility.

The effects we observed are consistent with other research
showing self-esteem differences in self-enhancement pro-
cesses. For example, Tice and associates have argued that low
self-esteem people adopt a prevention focus that emphasizes
self-protection, whereas high self-esteem people embrace a
promotion focus that emphasizes self-enhancement (Baumeis-
ter, Tice, & Hutton, 1989; Tice, 1991). Our findings fit well
with this framework, adding that low self-esteem people do
engage in indirect forms of self-enhancement (i.e., partner
glorification).

Our findings also share similarities with research by
Heatherton and Vohs (2000; Vohs & Heatherton, 2001). In a
series of studies, these investigators found that self-
threatening feedback led low self-esteem participants to exhibit
heightened concerns with social inclusion and greater likabil-
ity. Our findings extend this research by showing that low
self-esteem people are also more benevolent toward their
romantic partners when their self-worth has recently been
threatened.

Future research should examine whether partner enhance-
ment actually offsets the pain of a negative, personal outcome.
Although self-aggrandizing social comparisons have been
shown to promote feelings of self-worth (Brown, 1986, 2007,
in press), we did not provide any direct evidence that this
occurred in the present research. One way to test this assump-
tion would be to use partner evaluations as a self-affirmational
resource. If people who are given a chance to evaluate their

partner favorably are less defensive than are those who are not
given the opportunity, we would have evidence that partner
enhancement provides self-protective benefits (Kumashiro &
Sedikides, 2005; Sherman & Cohen, 2006).

Assuming such evidence is found, partner enhancement
would join other behaviors that have been shown to promote
feelings of self-worth. The list of such behaviors is already
long, confirming that self-enhancement is pursued in a great
variety of generally substitutable ways (e.g., Tesser, 2001).
Much as an accomplished motorist skillfully adjusts the wheel
to remain on course, so, too, do people deftly adjust their per-
ceptions to protect, maintain, and restore their feelings of self-
worth; sometimes, it seems, they even rely on their passengers
to take the wheel.
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Notes

1. For two reasons, we did not preselect participants on the basis of
whether they were or had ever been in a romantic relationship:
(a) pilot data indicated that over 90% of the participants in a com-
parable sample indicated that they were now or had previously
been involved in a romantic relationship and (b) the present series
of studies was part of a larger investigation of self-enhancement
processes among high self-esteem and low self-esteem people, and
we wanted to retain as large a sample as possible. Finally, partici-
pants were informed at the start of the experiment that they could
omit answering questions that did not pertain to them, and the data
were discarded from participants who did so.

2. Preliminary analyses indicated that the effects to be reported in this
article were not specific to any of the eight traits we assessed. Con-
sequently, we collapsed across the traits in the analyses we report.
Readers wishing to see the analyses separated by trait can contact
the first author.

3. Mixed-design regression models, which involve a combination of
between-subjects and within-subjects factors, can be implemented
in statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS) using the gen-
eralized linear model (GLM) function. The following syntax was
used for Study 1: GLM PARTNER SELF BY CONDITION WITH
MEANROSE/WSFACT TARGET 2/DESIGN CONDITION
MEANROSE CONDITION*MEANROSE/PRINT ETASQ.

4. The GLM function in SPSS is also well suited for performing spe-
cific contrasts. In Study 2, we used the following syntax to calcu-
late main effect terms and a specific interaction contrast comparing
Partner ratings against ratings of self and most other people. GLM
PARTNER SELF OTHERS BY FEEDBACK WITH MEAN-
ROSE/WSFACT TARGET 3/DESIGN FEEDBACK MEANROSE
FEEDBACK*MEANROSE/LMATRIX  FEEDBACK*MEAN-
ROSE -1 I/MMATRIX PARTNER -2 SELF 1 OTHERS 1.
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