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ABSTRACT

"." - Contextual Influences ‘on Sélf—Schema Activation:
Facilitated Processing of Positive Self-Rdferent
Information by Individuals in an Ego-Involving Situation

'
i

Andrew Howell . - -

‘Research has revealed affect as an important

A

‘determinant of self-schema activatfon. For example, a

failure experience which induces a negative affect state

will also lead to negative Self—scheha activation, as \<;

reflected in enhanced processing of negative selfsrelevant _

“information. .OQur hypothesis was that positive self-schema
. M )

activation may occur independent of positive affect for

individuals' placed in an ego-involving situation. Such

-

A}
activation may reflect processes of .self-verification aimed

i

at maintaining.a stable,,positivef self-image. Subjects’ -

were randomly assigned to either a test-anticipation or a

~

no-test group. A manipula;ion check and. an rassessment of -

subjects' affect followed. . Next, all subjects completed the
depth-of-processing.task,, rating 48 adjectives according to

phonemic,, semantic, or selereferent.cue guestions.

,//’/

{pcidental recall of the trait adjectives was then
assessed.. Next, subjects made favorability and -

self-descriptiveness ratings for each adjective, allowing

the determination of anAidiographid'self-reference'value for-

X, .

each word. Results”ifdicated that test-anticipation
subjects appraised their situation as more Qifficult
. | .J _" ) e
iii

v
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relative to control subjec&s, while they did not differ from
controls on affect. A Analyses on subjects' recall indicated

that test-anticipation subjects reé%lled words of more

positive self-reference than did no-test sub’uect':s. This -~ -

\

differencé was found'qﬁly at the self-referent processing

level, suggesting that tgst~§nt{cipati6n subjects had acgive
a positive self-schema,, A~significant effect for level Bf
lproceésing was also obéained,\aé in earlier studies.' This‘
pattern of fiaainés is discussed in terms of the influence
of ego-involvement on soc{al information proceééiﬁg, and

possible mediators of this effect such as the operatibn of

dominant response patterns resulting from motivational

¥
-

arousal.
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Contextual Influepces on Self-Schema Activétjon:

5 e

N :

Facilitated Processing of Positive Self-Referent
Information by Individua®s in an Ego-Involving Sitthion

v .

People possess a wealth of information.about .

N '

themselves. Each can repoxt many past behaviors éndbgeneral

‘ .

dispositions. 1In addition, people have many feelings and

attitudes about themselves. Self-knowledge is acquired

thfoug

ensures the uniqueness of their self-conceptions.

N —

h\si:erience, and the diversity of peoples' experience

A

2 'S
The self-concept has been dg¢fined by Rosenberg (1979)

as "the totality of the individual's thoughts and feelings
1 4 -

having

-~ ' .

reference to himself as an object" (p. 7). An

important aspect of the self-concept, as definqé by

gﬁﬁosenberg /(1979), is that it is available to conscious

awareness. The self%*concept is amenable to description and

thus can be described verbally to others. Inéividual

differences %n self-concept and the

q
implications of those

S PY
.

differences for. the procesgﬁng'of personal information have

r

©— been studied by a number of investigators. For example,

—_— r

McGhire qu colleagues (e.g., McGuire & McGuire, 1982) have

investigatéd the cdntents‘of the self-concept by obtaining

f

responsés to the query, "Tell us aboutfyourself." [This

open-ended probe has been shown to elicit responses

representing the range and,relative prominence .of different

categofies of qontent if the self-concept. A different °

erchniqué used to assess individual differehces in content

of the

ey

self-concept was employed by Markus and‘colleagdgs

K °

1

Ay

“a -
L

.
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--‘ Y . - V
- - - ‘a-
(Markus, 1977; Markus, Crane, Berstein, & Siladi, 1982).

14

Thesg invé%tigétors acquired importance and

0y

< ©

self-descriptiveness rftings for a number of attributes from

"
3

their subjects, s as independence. Extreme
° -
self-descriptiyeness ratings on personally important

»

® dimensions jdentifz critical differences in self—concept-in
the apéroach adoptéd by Markus and\colleégues. -y
. éertain aspects of the self may not be,évailable'to
self-rdport. ‘The self is phgt bedy of information” a person
. has accumulated wh{ch has personal relevance. The seif also
-

4

includes mental processes such as Sselective attention,

.

-—

encoding, and retrieval. Such processes are not explicitly
) Q

identified in self-concept.- Markus anmd colleagues (Markus,

1977; Markus et'al.,‘&982) have assessed such processés as

an additional means of examiﬁing the self. GSpecifically,

_ they have shown \that information cofisistent with an
individual's self-concept ‘is ﬁudged as.%o its

L_desc;:iptiveness more’quickiy and retrieved from memory more-

efficiently than is information inconsistent with the

self-concept. -

The work of'Markqs’and.colleagues has indicated that

there exists a congruency between'self—report.of one's self-

" [ . \ o
concept and cognitive processes relevant to the selﬁ. Such

& relationship supports the notion that both the content of

4
the self as articulated in self-concept ‘and the self as

r

" cognitiye process require attention by investigators if the

— ) . - ’ b =

2¢®

S
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sulf 15 to be fd&ly understood. Thus, a comp;ehensiﬁe”

understanding of an individual's self would comprise an

-

analysis of “that information which 1s part of the
V\ L

individual-'s self-concept and of the mechanisms by which .

previously stored self-relevant information can influence .
. i 4 ' .

the processing of incoming self-relevant material.

" Theorists héve écknowledgea these mﬁltiple funcﬁions of

——

the self by viewing the self as a cognitive structure that
organizes, modifies, and integrates the processing of self-

relevant information (Epstein, 1973; Kelly, 1955; Sarbin,

R

¢l968). Most recently, the concept of schema as derived from

‘Qcodhltlve psychology has been used to méige the duality of

s

the self as content and -pracess 1nto a single concept
. , d

(Greenwald & Pratkaniéa +984) . fh& term schema has been

ysed by cognitive psychologists to refer to a collection of
structured knowledée (see Alba § Hasher, 1983, for a
b L]

.review). According to Neisser (1976), schemata are the

Ve

central cognitive units in 'the human information processing
‘A i A

-
4

system. Sghemata are viewed as memory structures of

~

o . . \
conceptually related elements that guide the processing of
information. They are active in the categorization,

- ' .

1nterpretati6h,’and comprehension of social events and

[

behavior. Finally, schemata simplify the processing of

otherwilse overwRalming i;%brma;ion, and can "fill in the

gaps“ when such information is l&cking. In other words, a

schemaé asﬁ‘n.organization and ‘integration of past

- L



»

knowledge, wlll be used fn'interprebing input.

N

-

Self-schemata are "cognitive gégeralizations ab%pt‘the
( ’ . - .

self, derived from past experience, that organize and guide

the processing of self-related information™ (Markus, 1977

p.63). The self-schema is thus an organization of sel%-

-
[}

. ' ‘ ’ . 0 ‘.
relevant 1nformation that determines how environmental .
. ,y N

] ’ -
information is processed, ang which stored i1nformation is
! -, ——

retrieved. The schema concept captures both the "comtent of
4

2 . .
the self as9well as those properties of the self involved in

cognitive process. The notion of self-schema subsumes that

- Y “

of the self-concept in that the“contenx of the:self—SChema‘

3

"is identified-by means of verbal report of the self-toncept.

."“

. The 'self-schema also incorporates the self as cognitive
égéi;ve-processing

process in terms of its function in the se

- .

of self-relevant information.’ - /

-

“

The schema concept applied to the self makes the
connectiQn between self and memory explitit, although this

connection 1s not new. The self has often beeh tied to

\
’ Sy

memory (Gréenwaid, 1980; Greenwald & Prqtkanis,\1984f
Markus, 1980). The self-schema is a memgryfftructure.
Self—séhema&a can be thOUght of in terms\;f sgmantic network
theories of long:term memory (e.g.,:Anderson, 1976). In
such a representation, the stguctune andloiganization of

il

schemata pertaining to the self are delineated in terms qf:-

cognitive'networks af associated conceﬁts and descriptive ~—

. . o ° v N . ]
propositions.’ Previous , self-related information and events

2 -

-



} 3
that have been encoded into memory -are represented by these

Q
. . —— o
. N
-propositions. The self-schema is one of many schemata that
-
an 1ndividual's memorial system may contain. An individual .,
Q
L

may also have, for example, a mother-schema or a best

friend-schema. Each schema contains information about its
subject matter, and each schéma processes information.
relative to i1ts domain.

The methodg}ogy employed in studying self-schema

—

»

activity and measurement are derived from this view of the

<

self=schema as a memory structure. Behavioral indicants of
self-schema operation are memory for personally relevant
inforﬁatlggL_and reaction time for making self-
descriptiveness ratings. There is enhanced retrieval when

the information processed is consistent with the content of

-l

the self-schema. The enhanced accessibility of rettrieved -

Iy v

information is thought ‘to reflect the degree to which that
information was encoded. Information is most readily

retrieved when the elaboration it recei%ed at the encoding
e ) b ‘
- M . . ¢ . 3 . . 2
stage 1s rich (i.e., when the incoming information is fully

-

incorporéted into the pre-existing knowledge structure).:

Reaction time also provides an indication of self-schema

.

content and activity in that decisions concerning the self-

e ] v

descriptiveness of information can be made faster when the

material is similé:»t0°that répresentéd in the self-schema._

' ¥
The Depth-of-Processing Methodology

-

An experimental method for exploring the effects of

\.‘,

.‘:‘i
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self-schemata on information érocessind is based on the
depthfof—processing task. This ;ethodology was originally
developed by Craik and colléagues as'@ means tosstudy the -
structure and function of human memory {[Cermak & Craik,

1978; Craik & Lockhart, 1972; Craik & Tulving, 1975). %he

task, also termed the leveis-of-processing or ) -

-

e 4

a

degree-of-elaboration task, is based on the spppositvon tHat - .

information(processing may take place on a variety of .

levels. Each level represents a cognitive structure or
netwaork composed of .a number of associations or pathways
linking different information units. In accord with o

~ . . ) .
semantic network theory, when informatign is_processed at
one of these levels, it is linked with the previously stored
asgociations at that level. The strength of a memory trace

is considered to be a function of the:degree‘of semantfc

involvement. The extedsivepess of the pre-existing

-

- L4
knowlédge structure with which the incoming material is
integrated determines.semantic involvement (Craik &

Lockhart, 1972). Those cognitive levels having more

elaporate pathways allow incoming information to be

subjected to more extensive analysis, Subsequently, such

infdrmation is more likely to be encoded in memory, and ‘is
thus more ‘available for later recall. '
- )

. In th§ laboratory, processing levels are examined'Qy

préviding snbjegfs with different orienting task questions

for different stimulus words. The~qrién§ihg’questions'may

. N . ' . S ‘

- , {



of the word tQ—be determined before a response can be made.

P .

t

» * o -
involve decisions regarding the. structural, phonemic, or
4 - ‘ . -

semantic characteristics of the words. Incidental recall )

N o

LT ?‘ . . 'e [
for the_,stimulus words provides a measure of depth of aQ)

[ f \

processing, with increased recall indicatipg .deeper

[

v

pracessing, For' example, a subject might be asked to o

respond to the guestion "Rhymes. with softball?" for the word
"friendly". The adjective "friendly™ would be encoded at
the phonemic level of .précessing. As such encoding is

thought to ieprggent a relatively shallow leyvel of

progessing, subsequent incidental recal]l of this adjecti¥e

"would indicate poor retention relative'to words which

receive more elaborate processing. Another sﬁbjéct might be
asked to respond to the question "Means the same as
amiable?" for the same word. For this second subject, thé

adjecti§e "friendly! would be encoded _at the relatiQely'déep
N .'—f M - . '
semantic level of progfssing,~one which requires the meaning
: r

%

Fa¢ilitated recall of this adjective by the second subject
would»refieét this deepér level of processing. B
«'The depth~of-processing paradigm was adopted and

extended by Rogers, Kuiper, and kifker-(l977) ta study the
nature and function of an individual's self-schema. These

i
|

authors constructed a novel orienting task question, one

that would implicate the:.self in' the.processing of

.. " \ s .
information. Thus, in addition to phonemic and semantic- cue °

qdestfons,_subjects procesé adjectives with reference to the
. ] - . .

o
Ve
L4

' . [ 7
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example, Ba

-
'

e

gquestion "Describes you?" If the sell is represented in'3

memory in terms of an elaboratg set of associations ‘based on

prior experience and knowledge, one may expect, in

comparison to words processed with respect to phonemic or

semantic questions, enhanced recall for words processed with

-

.respect to the self-referent cue questjon. The aanntage of

self-referent processing ovex phonemic or semantic-

& - "~ ’ " EY
processing woulll emerge because of the deeper and more
¥

complex self-structure that it accessés.

The depth-of-processing model of memorial structure ahd-
function has been criticized on conceptual grounds. For

ley (1978) has argued~th@t the model has not

nd Ellis (1979), for example, posit that
- AY

cognitive effort might account for the differential recall
' - -

frequency assdciated—with different levels -of processing.
Perhaps most importantly, “no index of levels of processing

independent of its very effect in memory has been

- E ',, .".‘-
forwarded. Thus, the only objective criterion for the

‘depth-of-processing is its effect upon memori.(Baddeley,

1978; Eysenck, 1978).
Notwithstanding its limitations as a model of memory

and possible alternative explanations for the obgained

n

effect, theidepthéof-processiﬁg.parad{gm,has:been~widely ‘

Y -

8
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N L]
+ . -

employed as a method of assessing the relationship between

IS n

eqéoding and retrieval of information. _Furihermore, such

é{ -use of the péradigm-has not been restricted to cognitive

v

psychology, thé\fi?ld-by which %he model was first

\ ! ‘ :
¢ introduced, The paradigm has been readily adopted by -

[}

investigatots work%}g in both social and clinical.psychology

as a means of examining particular types of cognitive

1,

processing activity. It has proven successful in

identifying differences in cognitive processing that reflect

: N I3 3 ~
individual differences, situational manipulations, and

-

manipulations of afféctiie state. The depth—of—proéessing

o

v

methodology allows the experimenter to control for duration

of subjects' exposure to stimulus materials, §ermitting'the
. b N Fd
evaluation of recall which is not confounded by differential

_dJrations of study. The assessment of recall as an index of

t
[l
i

"+ the- content of a subject's’ self-structure circumvents,

motivational biases involved in self-presentation. - Concerns
. L . o
” N - - . 3
with_social desixability and self-esteem motives bias self-

report. - . \ - | A

’ \

In ‘the initial investidation designed to assess the

mnemonic effects 'of self-referent processing, Rogers et =~

’ . ~
&l. (1977) examined recall, of trait adjectives under /
‘\ Al
different conditions of stddy.-’Subjec;s listened to an s

7

- R .

auditorily presented list of 48 trait adjectives. Forlééch

.

adjective, subjects indicated either whether the word: was
\ . ‘ ' .
: ‘presented in small or .capital letters (structural), whether-

. Y . v »
- bl N
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.the word/éﬁymed with another word (phonemic), whéther the

word Z?ant the ‘same as or opposite of another word

- {sema tléx, or whether the word described them (self-
- Y . .

.

‘re erent). Subjects responded either yes' or no to each

qﬁestion.’ Incidental recall dfjtheﬁtrait adjectiv®s was

w/then assesged. The results indicated that those adjectives

4

which were processed with reference to the self were better
| . .

- N
recalled than those words processed with regard to their .

structural, phonemic, or semantic properties. Furthermore,
. 9 . .
! 4

- of words which received self-referent processing, self-
descr1pt1ve words were recalled to a greater degree than

were words not cons1dered self- descr1pt1ve. Thus, although

the self- S&hema fac111;ated recall for both deybrlptlve and

~nondescriptive self-referent words, those words that were

Py

consistent with .the subjects' self-schema were éssociated
. with superier'tecallu ‘It;agpeerSchat self-referent
judgments are mediated by a structure of kﬁoWledge pbout"the

. . . . £
«self that contains the summarized andslnkegtateg past

information.abbut the self. . .'. - -
« " o) - .

Subsequent research by Roasts and associates (Kuiper & .

quers, 1979; Rogers, Kuiper, & Roge;s, 1979; .Rogers,

Régefs, &, Kuipér, 1979) was conducted in order to_furtﬁer

-explicate the role of the self in social information - <
: ) - e
processing. For example, evidence that the self is a

cognltlve structure was obtained by Rogers, Ku1per, and

~

‘e

Rogers (1979), who showed thet the t1me requlred to make

[ ~ '
. . -
‘ .

10 . ) ' , .
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8 ’ Tred-comparison judgments of degree of self-refererrce of

.
°

‘‘ttwo adjectives :is a linear function of the,degree to’' which ,

» . 3

the two adjectives had previously reteived similar ratings

"of self-reference. Adjectide'pairs which had previously

\ - received similar self-referent ratings .required longer ) :

decision latencies when the subject was asked to judgélwhich -y

‘ .'
-
»

of the two aojectives.waslmoét self-descriptive,
. " In a series of studies, Kuiper and Rogers (1979) sought’
further evidence for viewing the self as a cognitive '

ade both self-referent (describes
- o .
-referadnt (e.g., describes experiwmenter?)

schema. Subjects

you?) and otHhe
\ » -’

ratings of

Fait adjegtives, in order to tést the hypothesis .
. i - ) > -
that the superiodNrecall for the self-reference task was due

" to the {ovolvement'of a person as the referent and that any

N

C . rating task involving a .person‘would produce superior

, ) . recall. The findings indicated that.self—referent

processing facilitates'recall‘of per6onal adjectives to a

greater degree than does o&her referent proce551ng, but only
s - = °f 5, - .,’ . ‘ .
< .1f gn unknown or relativer unknown othek is usea T

A
- - . -
f \

C i Differences between self— and &ther referent processing were

> ‘ .

. not appprent when a fam111ar other was employed.

Presum ly, a cognitive strulcture of the familiar other
exis“d which faoilitaﬁed enicoding and subseqoent recall.
OSimiiar reeults have been ob ained by{Keenan.aod'Bailletl
L («1280} and by Bower and Gilligan (1979):

) , , S - o ', .
,, . 4 . Two further lines of evidence which support the



jnvolvement oﬁva‘highly efficient and orgdniged self-schema
.in,seijreferent'ptoéessing resulted from the investigation
. e . ' . . * LAY

Py Kuiper and Rogers (1979). ,Rirst, self-referént words

which had received a "yes" rating were regalled to a greater
. 4 o

éeéree.thﬁn those wHich had recéived a "no" rating,
. ) \ )
suggesting that.inﬁqr%ation which is congruent with an

, : : o ! ‘"r/" .
activated schema will be associated with superior recall

(Rogers et al., 1977).. _Secohd, self-referent decisions were

. J\, ' . e - *
faster than other-yveferént decisions, and those

. ~ . .
'self-referent words which were processed qiickly were most

¢

‘likely to be recaLle@Y ,Presumably, self-referent, words

.which did describe the subject and were processed relatively
4 \ g

~

.‘f‘ -

quickly, weré cpngrﬁent with the individual's cognitive
;eprésengé}ibn of ;he,self. Iy contrasg( words processed
wi&h regafd to an unfamiliar dther which had longer - ‘
proée;sing-tiTes were more’likely to be recalled. Only

other-referent words which received longer processing times
‘weke gssimjlated‘into memory, a finding wﬁjch is-consistent

P & <, o .
with the nbtion that elaborated material is more readily

)
by

retrieved from memory. Elaboration appears to be_a major .

detefminant of.memory in the absence of a well-articulated’ ”(

) A N

N A
schema. . / .
The work of Markus and colleagues {(Markus, 1977, 1980; .

Markus & Sentis, 1982) hés also revealgg that self-relevant

information may be répresented’ in memory by means of a

schema. Markus®(1977) Has studied individuals schematic of
~



£ ' S

aschematic on a particular personality dimension (e.g.,
& f

———

\ . dependence vs independence),. Schematics are those,

‘ﬁb, . B individuals who habitually;categorize and code their

‘ : behavior along such a dimension, while aschematics lack a
: : 5
well-structured body of knowledge relevant.to the domain.

The degree to which schematic individuals evidence

2

facilitated processing of schema-relevant material as

compared to people who are aschematic for that dimension is

cnb
taken to indicate the presence of a well-differéntiated
'Y - . . B
memory representation of such material. More specifically,

. Markus-’ (1977) has asserted that if a person has. a
well-developed self-schema’in a particular domain, evidence
-»'for such a structure would reveal that (1) memofy should be’

best for information relevant to the partifulaf domain, and -

’

(20 informatign about the self in the bartiqular domain
.should be processed relatiyely'quicklyi The work by Roéers
and colleagues reporfed ébove (RQgers et al., 1977; Kuiper &
Régérs, 1979) as well as work by Markus (1977).has addressed
the first of these assertiohs. . '

In a series of ‘studies addressinb the second;9§ thése

two criteria, Markus (1977) Qlassifiedrsubjects on the basis
£ : co .
- of self-reported descriptiveness and impartance ratings into
. s

4

those who ™ere schematic for a particular trait and those

~

' who were aschematic with respect to that pe;sonalﬂt?‘ Cy
) dimension. The performance of these two groups was then

compared on a number of’éoghitive tasks. For example,

LY B . »
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people with schemata about independence and dependence were
. 5 7
compared with individuals. who were aschematic with resgect

to this domain on a, taskorequiring subjects to respond "me"

or "not me" to a set of adjectives, some of which were

o k.

associated with 1ndependence,j;nd some of which wete

* . J"a:; ) '\

associated with dependence. The responses and response

tatencies were recorded for each subject. .Schematics .——
* [«
endorsed more schema-consistent: adjectives and required less
1

time to make theirliudgments_than they required for those
adjectives that 'were inconsistent with their schemata.
Aschemaeics di& not évidence a sy6tematic difference in
processing time for adjectives relevant and those not
relevant to the domain in gquestion.

s
,Similar. results to those of Markus (1977) have been

° L]

.

obtained when indigiduals schematic and aschematic for .

creativity, body weight, and gender are compared on

cognitive tasks requiring the processing of schematrelevant

£ -

material (Markus, 1977; Markus &‘Sentis,.i982). The
response latency results obtained by Markus éﬁﬁ colleagques

clearly corroborate results bbtained by Kuiper and Rogers

(1979) . . :

N

Research by Rogers anq‘colleagues and by Markus and
r
colleagues has served to dellneate the functlon of ¢he self

as &.schema in processing personal information. The
AN

approaches adopted by t¥ese two researchers differ in that

Rogers designates the self as a superoxdinate 5chema, while

—_— - ~
Ls

. \‘4 14 ‘l- . '\:

»
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Markus argues for self-schemata in several focal domains.

For Markus, the unidtn of these domain-specific self-schemata
defines the self (Markus et al., 1982). These differing

conceptualizations of ,the self-struct‘!e are not necessarily

\

incompatible. ' In the studies conducted by Markus, qgne could

o !
assume that a significant,and prominent aspect ©of i

4 1 ’
individuals' superordinate self-schema was-being assessed.:

Similarly,  Rogers' findings, although indicating a general

advantage for informatdon processed with respect to the

3

self, may be a result of the activation of numerous

/ \
self-schemata, each of which facilitates recall -for

particular self-descriptive words. .« -

£

-— &
Content of the Self-Schema
2

<

Although Markus has investigated the content of domain- |
specific sélf-schemata, the composition of individuals'
superordinate self-schemataghas received little empirical.

» '
attention. 1In particular, the degree to which individuals!’

superordinate self-schemata are primarily positive or
. . O, )
tnegative in content has not.been of focal interest. For
'

examp}g, although Rogers et al. (1977) indicated superior
‘recall for self-referent rated words, the“positiyity or

o . ™~ .- '
negativity of these words was not determined. For the most
part, evidence for the favorability of gndivfduals'
self-schemata ‘has accrued indirectly, through cliniral

studies addressing the processing of self-relevant

’ . /
'informatﬁon by depressed individuals as compared to
- [ N .
by . ‘ .

15
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nondepressed individuals. Such studiés‘have generally
[

revealed that nondepressed individuals': self-schemata are
l

h t

primarily comprised of positive content, while self-schemata
of depgéssed individuals are primarily comprised of neéative
content. The contenk of both nondep;essed and depressed
individuals' self-schemata has thus been found to be
consistent with their chronic affective states. However,
the 1ni£ial investigation of nondepressed and depressed
individuals' self-schema proce551ng'failed to demonstrate
Such a parallel relationship between affect and self-schema
‘coﬁtent. Davis (1979) employed the depth-of-processing

// paradigm to investigate self-reference in'clinically

' ‘;depressed patieﬁts.- Depressed’' and nondepressed sgbjects

made self-referent and semantic decisions for 48 adjectives

of nondepres§ed content (e.g.,  extravagant, awful,

successful). éggéqped recall for self-lreferent decisions ‘Jy

was found only for nobdepressed individuals, prompting Davis

(1979) to conclude tqi} a self-schema is not an active agent

-

. ~
Derry and Kuiper (1981) reinterpreted the findings of

in the encoding of pe'sonal information \in depression.

. Davis (1979ﬁ in terms of the content-specificity of the
self-schemat% of depressives. These authors posited that
the appropriate test for schema-based processing in S
depressives woyld be a test that used adjectives with

< > . ‘ .
depressed content. Evidénce for a depressive.self-schema

v

@ . resulted when clinically depressed patients, nondepressed

- 16 -
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psychiatrye patients, and normal nondepressed individuals
N '
rated 60 previously notmed depressed and nondepressed,
- . ) ‘
personal adjectives for structural, semantic, and

<:?lf-r§ferent attri?uteb; Oon subsequent’incidental reqfll,
de;;essed individuals showed recall superiority only for

N ;

depressgd adjectives }eceiying a self-reference yes rating.
The two nondepressed gfougg; on the othe; hand, each

revealed higher self-referent, yes recall for nondepressed

content, @hen compared with depressives. The self-schema,

‘ie L] I . IS

it would appear, facilitates recall only when the content of

the processed information. is consistent with that already

s \

comprising the self-structure. This is consistent with the

[

results obtained by Rogers et.al. (1977). e @

A subsequent Etydy‘revealed that mildly depressed
. \J ~

individuals fail to recall a preponderance of either

- N ¢

ﬁegative or poé?tive self-referent adjectives (Kuiper &

McDonald, 1982). The proce§§ing of self-referent material

by mildly depressed college gtudents was compared with that
v .

of snondepressed subjects. On {he incidental recall
- -
folloying the depth-of-processing task, the mildly depressed

A groupwwas found to recall both positive and negativeewords

L

)
which received a sglf-refe;ent yes rating. The self-schema
for mildly depressed indi&iduals thﬁg appeared to be in a
Y ' -
state of transition, suggesting that such a psychdlogical

state may be marked by a period of uncertainty or ambiguity

. surrounding one's view of self. Normal subjects, in

¢

:
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\

contrast, evidenced the operation of-a ﬁositive
3

self-schema, Onge again, the waés recalled by normal

indivié%als tended to be self-descriptive, favorable

\_chdractéristics suggesting that nondepressed individuals

have active a positive self-schema when personally relevant

. . . . 4 M
information is being processed. .

These resdlt§ have been replicated in a recent study by
Hammen, Myklowitz, and Dyck (1986). The performance of two
sampies of nondepressed and depresseé individuals were
compared on a number of cognitive and behavioral Easksf\
including the\depth—of-processinthask. The latter included
the list of 60 depressea and nondepressed content adjectives
deriv?d by Derry and Kuiper (1981)i Fog\falﬁ of the words, .
squects_made self-referent decisions, while the remaining
words received struct;ral (Is this word long?) dec;siqns.'
At the end of the task, §ar£icipants were unexpectedly asked.
to recall and write down as many of’ the words as they could

—— t

remember during a 4-minute period. Results virtually-
identical to thoge outlined above for ﬁondepressed subjects
were obtained.” Specifically, for nondepressednsubjects in
both samples, recall of positive self-reference words was
signifiéantly{greater than of. negative trait words. The

nondepressed subjects showed a robust qonfent-specific

recall effect for positive co%tent. Conversely, mildly

P
)

depressed individuals evidenced a mixed-content self-schema,

recalling eyual numbers of ppsitive-aﬁd negative

-

18
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sclf-descriptive words, while moderately depressed )
indiyiduals displayed a neggfivelcontent self-schema, but
only for one of the samples. The second sample of

Al .

moderately depressed individuals did .not recall pr 1mar11y

- negative self-descriptive words, recalling instead equal ,

numbers of positive and negative seif—descriptors.
b -

Context, Affect, and Self-Schema Activation

~

The content—specqfic self-schema model of Kuiper and

colleagues {(Derry &‘ﬁuiper, 1981; Kuiper & MacDonald, 1982)

assumes that normal individuals have developed a positive

¢

self-schema which facilitates the processing of congruent
information., An alternative interpretation whieh em;h%sizes
contextual influence rather than intra-individual stability
has, been advanced by Ingram and co%feaéues (Ingram, 1984{
Ingram, Smith, & Brehm, 1983) as weli as by Nasby (1986).

¢

Ingram and Nasby have suggested that nondep:essed

individuals articulate and elaborate a variety of °

context-specific self-schemata. Thus, an 1ndlv1dua1'may, in~
. ) ‘ . .

a particularly happy situation, have active a . oo

"self-when-elated" memorial structure. Alternatively, in a

sombre occasion, the same individual .may have manifest a

‘representation of the self” characteriged as

>

"self-when-depressed.” A eimilar:idea has been forwarded by
Kihlstrom® (1981) wha stated that "it is possible that the: -

self is not a monolithic cognitive structure but that there
—- . , C L .

~

are many 'selves', and thus many self-schemata, N
/4 4 . ) - .
»

*
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corresponding to different roles or social situationg,
N

represented in ‘the cognitive-system" (p. 136).

Evidence for the notion of context-specific

.
P

self-schemata was obtained by manipulatingrSMécésS and

¢

failure feedback on a bogus social -perception task which

preceded a depth-of-processing task (Ingram et al., 1983).

.

Followipg the receipt of either success oy failure feedback,
" nondepressed and depressed subjects'completed an affect
questionnaire, and then made stpuctural,ﬂéﬂonemic, semantic, ,

.~and self-referent ratEnQS'for 48 trait adjectives. An

inpidental racail'pf the—adjectives followed. Finally,in

"
s

) &® A « i/ l' . * 4 N '
order to assess the idiographic self-reference value of each,

'
.

of the trait words used in theé depth\of-processing task,
w0 . -
_subjects rated each word as to its favorability and to its

: - . 7 .
- descriptiveness in regard to self. The favorability and

aescriptiveness.ratihgs for each word were multiplied,

resulting in a subject-specific self-rgaarence value for ’
ea&h word. Results. indicatéed that nondepressed subjects who

.

received success feedback experienced more positive affect

and recalled adjectives of more positive~se1f-réference~ﬁﬁan .
" did those who were given failure feedback. The’ﬁigfebence_j

"~ in recall was-evident only for those words which had been ' .

S . -

;p;ocessed with respect to the self., Nondepressgd subjects

o

thus appeared to have active a positive self-schema

.
L] i )

. “subsequent to the receipt of success feedback. Neither s

. ~

success nor failure feedback influenced the sybhsequent . - .-
) EE - - 1

. v FN -
’ .
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encoding and recall of adjectives which were not processed
with relevance. to the self. Thﬁs( differential'recall of
“positive and negative words as a function of feédback was
specific to -that infcrmation that had received seIfifeferent
;xocessing, and.did'not generxalize éo processing that did
not involve the self. Finally, depressed individuals failed

to showxdlfferential recall at the self-referent level as a

function of the previous feedback manipulation. Presumably,

LR

the negative self-scﬁema that-was active for depressed
individuals was so entrenched as to be unresponsice to fhe‘
feedbacy ﬁaaipulation. "The persistent negativity of ‘recall
i in the depression groyp is also suggested by the fa¢ct that
the feeéback manipﬁiation did not influence the affect of
‘these .subjects. The‘results«obtained by Ingram et al. -
(1983) perrainang re‘the effecﬁs of manipulation of saccess
‘and failure on information processing by nohdepreSSed
. individuals have been replicated by Hul%,hvan Treuren, :
Ashford,@?ropsom, and Andrus (1956).
v A subsequent study by Ingram (1984) sought to

investlgate the effects of affect and performance feedback

., ~.favorability on the cognitive proce551ng of personally

K

.'Vreievant:information. Subjects,. who were all nondepressed, .

were first exposed to a manipulation of "success or failure.
+ - i
A thl%d group received no such 1nfbrmat10n. The affective

v 0

state of subjects in each group was then assessed Next, =

3

suh;ects were gi%en either favoxable or,unfavorable bogus

a

-



-

r

personality feedback for which incidental ;pcalﬁ was

assessed. Results indicated that subjects who.first
. A

received a failure experience and .then unfavorable feedback

"

recalled more of the feedback than .subjects in the sdébes$
and control groups who had received the same unfavorable

feedback. A failure experience,.which was associated with

an increase in negative affect, appeared to prime

k4

individuals to most effectively process_congruenﬁﬁ negatfve,

self-relevant feedback. However, no comparable differences

-

Lere found for subjects exposed to the success manipulation, .
a finding which likely results ,from the marginal increase in

positive affect for subﬁects receiving the success’ ' '

manipulation over those in the control gqroup. -

~ . i - -

';nQram and colleagues (Ingram, 1984; Ingram et al.}
7 . - \

1983) posit that manipulations of success and failure
influence affect which, in turn, fnfluence selg—schema f///"

activation. - While this may be the case, these studi€s do

not allow a distinction to be drawn between)the influence Of
dffect' and the influence of contexts which are associated

.with certain affective states. Cognitive priming, for

example, could be responsible for the . 'congruency obtained ©

& .
between ‘manipulation of success and failure and activa€?on
of self-schemata. Cognitive primingais the proceés whereby

cognitions elicited by an emotion-producing event

semantically cue other items in memory that are associated

with’ them. Such prdcesses may not require affect,as a

“
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mgdiating variable.
3

v’ Manipulations of success and failure *are not necessary
for affect-reléted sel¥-schema activation to occur. A
recent study investigated the effect of positive, negative,

and neutral-affect induction on the encoding of depressed

and nondepressed content adjecti&es'by\nondepressed.

iddividuals (Nasby, 1986). Subjects were first induced into
a'positive, negative, of—neutfel affective state by means of
the velten (1968) technique. While experiencing the induced

affective states, subjects made se‘f-referent (Does - the
. ' - )

following qdjective describe youé) and other-referent (Does

the following adjective describe youir mother?) ratings.for

the 60 depressed and nondeptressed content adjectives
employed,py Derry .and” Kuiper (1981). ‘A filler task ensued

in order to aliow encoding affect to wane. Finally, while

all subjects were ekper1enc1ng a neutral/;ffectlve state,
1nc1dental recall for the 60 adject1ves was assessed The
results indicated theﬁ subjects who experienged positive
affect during’encoding recalled more dqndepressed content

.personal .adjectjves that described the self than sdbjectSn

who experienced neutral affect. Conversely, subjects’ who

. B
- .
. ke |3

experienced negative affect during edcoding recalled more

depressed conten%'pefsonal.edjectives that deseribed the

.y [

self}than subjects who experienced'neutral affect. These

.

results remained when d1f zrential endorsemént ratés of

L}
depressed and nongepresse ntent adjectives by positixe,
Voo o

V. 23



b

o

negative, and neutral affect subjecté were statistically
controlled byl means of covariance analyses. Finally, ' ’

. /
subjects' affect at e%céding had no ,effect upon’ subsequent

recall of gther-referent words. °‘Thus, selective encoding of

information about the other, whether congruent or -
incongruent with current affect, did not occur, Once again,
selegtive encoding only emprged'from recall of trait

adjectives that had required self-reference. 1In sum,

-

9 .
affective states appear to seléctively bias the encoding of
self-referent information in that happy affiect is associated

with positive self-schema activation whereas sad affect is

"

associated with negative self-schema activation. A study by
3 . .

Bradley, and Mathews (1983) yielded viétuélly ident}kal

results to those of Nasby 4{1986) when sijecté experiencing
naturally ocdhrriég depressed apd non—depressed mood sStates
recalled worés which had previously been rated for self- or,

other-reference. o

-

Finally, previous research not employing the depth-of-

processing methodoiogy has documentéd that nondepressed

¥ ’

individuals will selectively attend more to positive or to '

pegative Self-relevant information depending upon the . 1

~ *

current situation. ~ The receipt of success_feéﬁback\
- » N

following an intel}idénce_tept led, subjects to selectively

- i 3 » £l ‘ 1] .
attend more to positive personal information than did

I3

subjebts‘yho received negative or no feedback (Mischel, _

., ) = :
Ebbesen, & Zeiss, 1973). It may be that such attentional

¢
~ s

N
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P
selectivity was mediated by a positive self-structure that

a

was associated with the receipt of success feedback.
Subjects who received failure feedback selectively attended
to more negative personal information than did success

feedback subjects, but did not differ from no-feedback

subjects.

[ M

R@’previously indjcated, research suggests that there

often exists a cofisistent relation between cu;rqnt affective
stéte or situational context‘and sglf—schgma acEivati&n.
The consistency between affective state and gflf—schemd
aétivatidh is supported byqzesearch'revieWeé above with
fespgct to the content-specificity of ndédepressed and
deéresged indfviduals' self-schemata. Nondepressed
individuals' self—schema%a are primarily positive in

content, while depressed ‘individuals' self-schemata are' |

primérily negative in content. Research conducted by

7]

investigators who posit that individuals havé numerous

o

éontéxt—specif&c self-schemata Has also documented such

. \‘ K
congruency effects. N

i

. 5
Thus, partiéular situations and affective states may

' selectively activate positive dr negative networks of

concepts about the self. Nondepressed and depressed

individuals may differ not with respect to the content of

their respective self-schemata, but rather with respect to
i /! .

which of a number of context-specific schemata is active to

- process congruent self-relevant information. Note that this

1 -
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For example, an individual's self-schema for independence

o ’ S

.‘\-‘ - “( N
. .-

notdon of multiple self-schemata is similar to that of
4 . N
. . : /
Markus (1977) in that no superordinate knowledge structure

- - !

is posited to represent all self-relevant informatioﬁ. The
congeption of Markus (1977)'afgues for multiple
cdptent—specific self-schemata, gach of which organizes

information about a personally important domain. 1Ingram and

rd
Nasby, on the other hand, argue for multiple

context-specific éélf-§chemata, each of‘which’organizes

information pertinent to a self which is tied to a

particular situation or affective state. Perhaps particular »

content-specific self-schemata may be associated with

- . . . CoS
particular affective stages and particular social contexts.

; 9

may be closely related with feelings of competénce and may

also be associated with situations in which independence

»

plays an important role.

Situational. . Context and Actjvation of Self-Schemata
. 4 . - - d
Manipulation of affective state, either through the

receiét’bf success or failure feedback (e.g., Ingram, 1984;

A A

, ) . - /
Ingram et al., 1983), or “through a direct induction of
affect (e.g., Nasby, 1986), is an. important determinant of
self-schema activation. 1In addition, the partic%lar self-

schema which is activated is that which is congrueht with

L3 >

B . /
the affective state. For. example, to the extent that an

individual is experiencing positive affect, there 'seems to
. /
‘ [

. I . . s e .
be concomitant activation of a-positive self-schema.

N .8
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Conversely, a dysphoric individual would likely have active

N N b ©
a negative self-schema. Self-schemata incongruent with

current affect are likely represented in memoryﬂfor this

person, but his or her current affective state precludes the

’

activation of such structures. Thus, the relationship

/

beiween current affect and self-schema activation has been
shown to be one of congruency. The situation influences

which cognitive structure is active and past research has
) .

" indicated that a self-structure congruent’with the situation

is that which is made a?tive.

> It bas been suggested that context may be a major
factor: in activating. one self-schema rather Fhag another
(Fiske & Taylor, 1984). Few studies\have investigated the
igfluence of contextual factors on schéma activation outside
of the affective realm, however. The provision of a i
positive or negativé_experience has been shown tohéfféct ¢ ’

subsequent self-schema activation in nondepressed

individuals. Beyond this context, however, differential

<

activation of positive or negative aspects of the self has

not beéé'explorgd. In particular, little wofk.has accrued
which demonstrates that different self—schem;ta can be
aétivafed as a function of differing énvironmental
situations. fhis lacuna is surprising given’the likelihPod

that individuals selectively activate and attend to portions

-

of thgir sglf-knowledge agcordin§ to their current

. . . /
environment: As Showers and Cantor ¢{1985) have stated,
A )

’ 27 - . ,
\ .

s



: <

"Perhaps the ultimate example of the responsiveness of an

individual to situations is the flexibility with which he
- Vg

'

attends to, alters, or ignores aspects of his self-concept.

To some degree, an individual constructs his current <

t
i

se}¥f-concept from the features of his total self-knoqudge
that are most useful or informative in the present

situation" (p. 293). ' y
.,
The degree to which certain aspects of one's
self-structure are attended to rather than others may be

. . A /. . . .
paftlcularly evidemnt in those situations which smight be

. ¢
called ego-involving. The term ego-involving has been used .

t

to describe the role of self in behavior directed towards

imﬁorp§nt/goals (Greenwald, 1982). Used here in a .

' (-]

descriptive fashion, ego-involving refers to tasks which

provide a basis for self-evaluation. The degree to which a

N .

given task }s self-evaluative will vary according to the
’ /

. L A W
,degree of importance the task holds for a given individual. ’

 For exam@le, students usually place great iﬁportanbe on

their intellectual.achievement. Students will likely become

{

‘ B . V'
highly ego-involved when engaged in any task that reflééts
. ’ /

be ego-involving for such individuals, as would a social

exchangé which revolved around academic achievement. ,

Another determinant of ego=involvement may be the extent to

which a given activity pertains to an/individual's social

9 a — ——

role. An examination may be a salient situation for most



~ . . ) .

college studefts that would réadf&y elicit ego-involvement,

-

since successful performance on such a task would be an

event central to their student social role. <3

Because they implicate the self, ego-involving

¢ ¢

situwations may serve to activate self-schemata. Just as
’ ‘

affect and the receipt of success or failure feedback can

activate;self—schemata, certain aspects of our self-

structure may be made active according to the degree to

which one is engaged in ‘an ego-involving task. This latter
° L4
situation may result in self-schema activation which is not
L4

consistent with the immediate environment, but rather is

°

"consistent ‘with the individual's self-view. For éxample, an

individual who values greatly his or her indepqndeﬁce is
likely to have active a gelf-representation which is
consistent with this self-conception in situations where. ~

independence\is focal, even if the situation is in conflict

P

with this view. Likewise, an examination situation may, for
college students, serve to elicit a self-schema which is:}
In -

congruent with their self-view of being good students.

LY

this latter situation, an activated positive self-schema may

be incongruent with'spme reactions to the environmental
’ N

context, suchlas feelings oq threat, but would be consistent
with most students' conceptions of themselves as
intelligent, competent individuals.

Ego-involving situations may elicit sel f-knowledge

which is congruent with an individual's self-view as a means
‘ .. . \ s
L]
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of self-verification. Self-verification processes are those
-which allow people to sustain their self-conceptions (Swann,
1983). Research demonstrates that people are motivated to ~

maintain consistent cbnteé{ions of themselves. Self-

-

verification processes operate primarily when a person's

‘ -

'}elf—conceptris thréétenedﬂ and tﬁis is likely to occur in
ego-involv?ng1sitgations. Epr'éxaﬁplg, a person who
perceives him{ or herself.as unfriendly will tend to self-
yerif} this conception when they are perceived by others as
f;iéﬁély (Swann & Read, 1981Db). )This may involve .the
presentaxioﬁ of behavior which i§ consistent with thé self-

view of unfriendliness, even though such behavior is perhaps

inconsistent with that suggested by the environmental

N o . N . .( . a
context. . The process of self-verification has also been

shown to involve attentional and memorial factors. Swann

. -

and Read (198la), for example, have demonstrated that
individuals seek social feedback| that confirms their self-
conceptions and that they regardl self-confirmatory

information as highly informative and aiagnostic. A second

series of "studies by tﬁesg:same authors has indicated that

»



“

By enabling people to create a social reality that
verifies and confirms their self-conceptions, self-
vegifiédtion processes ensure tﬂ% predictability and
consistency of the social environment (Swann, 1983). When
environmental information is predictah’e and.consistent with
.peoples' expectations, their self;concepts remain stable.
The,pfodess of self-verification,th&s involves a selectivity
by‘qhich certain self-relevant informatién is attended to,
while other éelf—relgvant information, such ;s that which is
more damaéing to the‘self—concept; is ignored or reacted
against. There has been some suggestion that sel f-schema®
activation may serve such self-verifying purposes (Nisﬁett é 5

" Ross, 1980). 1Individuals may mobilize positive seXkf- \

schemata in order to maintain prediction and 'consistency

S

with regard to their eif;rbnments.
To summarize, self<schema activation may be. a process
L

of sglf—&erification. Such action will ensure that an
. -~ ' . N
imdividual's self-view is preserved. Tasks which provide a
S . . )
+basis for, self-evaluation may be most likely to elicit self-

v

. verification processes. Indiyiduals may, in the face of an._

ego-involving task; 'selectively process. pesitive Salf—' ‘

relevant information as a result of self-schema gctivation.

The current study examined self-schema activation as a

[y

function of involvement 'in a .self-evaluative task. Subjects

anticipating a difficult test of créaxive,intelligence and

’

'Ehose not anticipating such a test were compared on & index.

¢
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, of information procegsing, the depth-of—proéessing task. 1t
was hypothesized that subjécts anticipating é/difficult test
would recall words of higher positive self-reference value
"than would subjects not anticipatiné‘such a task. However,
these differences on recall should ;nly acche'for those
words processed with referenée to the self. The érocessipg
of information that does not involQb*fﬁg/;elf should bst be
affected by the differing situations. The depth-of-
processing task allows the examination of diffgrences
between éxpe;imental conditions on informatio érocessed
with respect to the self and that which is nof- Posit'i've
self-referent recall by test anticipation subjects would
indicate’that such subjectslhad actived a éositive'self—

schema with which to piocesd'self-relevant information,

Such self-schema activity is considered to ‘serve the goal of

(S v

“

self-verification.
An\elabqrate cover story was employed so that ﬁbjects

would not be aware of the true nature of tﬂe study.

Specifically, it was essential that subjects not be aware ~— =~

' ) /
that the true purpose of the study was ‘to investigate how”

o - -~

test anticipation would influence information processing.

To* this effect, the dg th—qﬁ—processing"task was presented .
-~ as a task beripherél to the main -purpose of the study, The

study was purportedly invesfigating the'relaﬁiongﬁip between

right brain hemisphere activation and performance on a test

of creative intelligence, while the depth-of-processing, task

32, \ . ! ' .

w




-,
L] L m

would serve to reduce any activation of,thé left brain
hemisphere. Some subjects completed thé aepth;of—prqceséing
task while awaiting a difficult test of creative
intelligence whilé others completed the depth-of—prbcésaing

task in the absence of test anticipation.
N\ v -

In order to determine differencegain self-schema
) N ) .
content between, test anticipation subjects and those not

anticipating a test, subjects rated how favorable and. self-
descriptive were each of the adjectives used in the.depth- .
of-processing task. These favorability and descriptiveness
ratings ensured that the idiographic positivity or
negativity of words recalled could be determined. People

)
differ in their conceptians of what constjitutes a positive

P

self-image. The extént to which a given trait is valued

will vary acréss individuals. Obtaining <-idiographic ratings

0

‘of the adjectives also leads to the éxpectation that, for

all subjects, the favorability and descriptiveness value of
¥

words should influence the recali of self-referent wordg\“
more than words thch do not receive self-referent pro-

cessing. Of recalled words, those processed with respect to

A

"the self should have higher positive ratings on these

_dimensions than those whiph’received processing at other

levels. - -

+ -

Several additional measures were also obtained. A

manipulation dheck was devised in order to ensure that

N . -

_ subjects ‘anticipating the intelligence test construed their

33
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sltuation as more difficult and involving than those not
(o . o , '
expecting to complete such a-task. Vatious emoti%nal states
3 . . C . - -
were also assessed, some presumed to be related to subjects'

* ~

current situation and some corsidered stable. Subjects’

+

burrent\iiﬁect was assessed to determine if‘affect differed

L

‘ 0 o - . . 1] » »
as a function of experimental condition and if subjects’

affect wads related to their activated self-schemata.,

PRI
-~

studies have indicated that ‘the test anticipation

subjects' affective state relat1ve to sub]ectﬁ‘not

- ‘ . N
anticipating‘the test (Conway & Howell, l987), Thus,,
'dlfferences in recall were expected as a function of ego—

1nvo¢vement in tne absence of any d1fferences in atfect. A

from each

)
ety may relate

measure of chronic test anxiety was obt
subject in order to assess whether tes
to self-schema activation. Previous research .on suéh:e‘
relatlon has been equ1voca1 (Mueiler & Thompson, 1984).
Flhall;, subjects' chronic depression ?gbels were assessed.

This latter measure could thus be taken into account when

subjects' recall was assessed, as research indicates that

depression can influence the recall of self-relevant @.\‘
» information (e.g., Derry & Kuiper, 1981). . <
¢ ~.
. Al
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\ M\eth_éd )
.‘ Subjécts .
Subjects were 119 Champlaln %rllege students, 71 female
and 46 malel, who volunteered to participate in the study
du;ing classrtime. gpree of the sessions involved students.
énrolled'ln a research mééhods course, while the fourth
session 1nvolved studeﬁﬁs in a course of abnormal

N R Y
psychology. Ages ranged from 17 to 21 years, with a mean of

o

' \.'17-‘30" l s
. \ ! . = N - N ’
Procedure -
~‘Overview. The stu#ly purportedly concerned the. . °

relationship between brain activation and Ereativity. Half

» of the subjgcts would be required to take a test of creative
O

intelligence, while the remalnlng part1c1pants would not be

*
required to take such a test. Follow1ng a random a551gnment

~

of subjects to either the take—test or the no-tesé control

condition, subjeéis were asked to sign, if they chose, an
LN

-informed consent form. This form was subsequently‘éollected.
and kept separate from all other maFeéials. A mo;e‘éetailed'
desCription of the test of creative intelligence,was then
redd to all subjects, after which subjects compieted the
appralsal,quest}onna1re, followed by the mood assessmenti
‘Next, all subjééts completed the'depth~of-proc$ssing task. .
jThe experimenter read the task instructions to the subject;,

-

) . )

’

»

lrwo subjects neglected to indicate the;r gender on the

experimental materials.- . - ,
. . Q\
[ 4
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-2 (éctivation vs no activation) X 2 (creative task vs no

3
Y . .

who followed along with their own copies. Following the

task, incidenfal recall of words heard during thg tésk‘wés

“assessed. Subjects were then debriefed. Following the

débrieé!ng, four additional measures were obtained from each

subject. Subjects made favorability and descriptiveness

~

ratings for each ofi the adjectives used in the °
depth-of-processing task. All subjects then completed the

Achievement Anxiety Test (Alpert & Habér, 1960), as well as

the Beck Depression rnventdry (Beck, Ward, Mendelidh, Mock,
& Erbaugh, 1961). Followingythe completion of these

post-debriefing measures, subjects'were thanked for their
' ' . ‘\'-
participatfon and dismissed.

Materials

~

Introduction. Subjects each received a copy of the ~
introduction;_;he experimenter then read this introduction
aloud. The introduction presénted a cover story, whidh

stated that the study.involved examining the relationship

N

between brain activatidn and creativity (see Appendix A).

?he'putpose of the study, according to the cover story, was

to examine how activation of the right brain hemisphere

prior to performing a creative task would affect peoples
. \ . ¢ -

task performaﬁce. The cover story presénted .the study as a

1

creative task) experimental design. Some participants would

und€fgo right hemisphgre'activation and some would not,

"Music of "complex and interwoven themes"™ was to be employed

-‘ " . ' o * . ' [
36
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’ N o .
in order tc induce’ right hemisphere activation in the

-/

'~ -

! ~ - . O e L] 1] .

activation’ conditions. 1In addition, some participants in
Lal C

- . i e

each of the activation-and ne-activation conditions engaged

s . ! R o, . . -
- in a creative task and some did not. The inclusion of each.

of these four experimental conditions presumablf allowed

comparians to be madé-between all'groups of partfcipants'on
some questionnaires that all participants would complete.
To p;ovide a context for the depth-of—pr9cessing task, OAe
final aspect of the cover story informed subjects that only
the direct effects of music on c;eativity were.of ipterest
’ in the present study. Thus, to control for indirect music
éffects (e.g., engaging in V;SUal imagery réiated go the
musib), pattic{bants in the activation conditions
concentrated on something else while théy listened to music.
'\\\aThaE is,; -in the music condition, while people listened tﬁ,
* music they also worked on a task that didn't involve
activation of‘ghe right bréin hem&sphere.‘ "Standard
'judgmént tgéks" {actually the depth-of-processirg task) were
being uggd to control for indirect music effecté;' To keep

«\conditions the .same except for theé music and test taking, '

the cover story informed subjects that all participants in

v

the\study'were—to complete the standard judgmentwtéské.

Finally, the "standard judgment tasks! were describsa. :
These tasks involved the rating of adjectives according to
different questions. Presumably, such tasks had been shown

to incregse activity in the left brain hemisphere, with

Sy

2
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v1rtﬁally no effects on the rlght hemlsphere. . v

“+ The cover story continued by informing subjects that
their class had been assigned to the no-music conditions, !
whereas othep classes listened to music in order to activate

their right brain hemispheres. -Next, subjects were informed
" that some of them would complkete a test of creative

v

. intelligencé. It was explained that half of the

participants would be randomly assigned to take the test,

while the otger‘half would ngt fake the test but would
. - .
simply fill out some other questionnaires.

| A ficf}tious test of creative igtelligence,\the Cross ‘é:
Analogies Test (CAT), was then introduced. Subjects were
told that the test was becoming very widely used in'the last.
few years. Presumably, personnel staff, professional
schools, governmental agencies, and prlvate organlzatlons

Cj;ad begun to make use of the test. The reason for its wide T

use was & general agreement that creative intelligence is

fe s

v

one ©of the most important*cahponents of intellectual

LY

aBility. Finaily, subjects were told that performance
feedback would be glven to those who had been assrqped to
take the test 1mmedlate1y followang the testlng perloa

Each sub]ect would ‘be given their own score and the averaqe

score of people in the class.

i

- The final ,page of the introduction handout also ’ "

1

included the random aesignmenf to either the take-test or -

-

the nof;est condition. Thus, half of the introductions

4

0
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included the statement, "You have been assigned to write the

’

CAT test. You will be writing the test", while the other

half stated, "You have been assigned to not write the CAT

-~

test. You will not be writing the test." / .
- Subjects then completed an informed consent form prior
to,being read a- detailed description of the CAT test. This

consent form was immediately collected by the experimenter
¢

in order to ensure the anonymity and confidentiality of all /

subsequent responses.
5

p Description eof the CAT test. The test of creative

intelligence was described to all subjects, in order &to make

the study more true to life for those people taking, the
test, "since people ggnerally know what a test is about
before takihg it," and "to ieep things constant for

everybody" (see Appeﬁaix B). A

The Cross Analogies Test was described as a written-

test involving the identification of analogies. ‘Eaéh item

\r

of the test consisted of a pair of related words. The pa&rﬁ

L)

is fol%owed'by five other pairs of words. To answer each

item, a person selects the pair out of the five possible

answers, that best represents a relation similar t¢ the one
expressed in the original pair. It was gmphasi;ed that the

test. was not a measure,of vocabulary, but rather that it .
measured creative abi}ities;—that is, the ability to

cohceptualize abstract relationships.

'éubjects were then provided with what were.presumably

4

\
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the first two.ipemsmof the test. Each subject received a
copy of the two items. qfhese questions were provided as
ekamples, and people would skip tﬁem when taking the test.
%o%h exaﬁp}es were read aloud by the experimenter, whe glso
- indicated the correct answer to each analogy. The two
gxample itéyh were extremely difficult. Thelexperimenter

!

theé collected "the example sheet from each subject.

Dependent Measures

Manipulation check. A questionnaire was devised for

4

‘the purpose, of assessing subjects' thoughts and feelings

regérding the tasks they were anticipating in the present
\(x

- study ﬁsee Appendfx C). This questionnaire thus served as a

\

manipulatfga\check of whether subjects expecting to take a

test construed their situation as difficult and involving,

@

. relative to .control subjects. To minimize suspicion as to
+ - » /

“ «the true nature of the study, the questionnaire &as
\ N

presénted &s a "general questiaonnaire that is always used in

a ney study in the Psychology Departmentf; it did not make

explicit reference to any of the features of the cqrrent

study, and it was/of a differeét print color than all other

questionnaires.*® Subjects were asked how difficult they

s hy .
construed thir tasks, how" important it was for them to do
N D . ’ IS j -
well, how enjoyable they thought their tasks would be, how

[

)

enfoyébLe they found participating ih studies where they
2 might learn about themselves, the degree t¢ which the study

related tp/issues of importanceyfo them, and whether or _not

”
G
h}
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/
they thought they might leatn something about themsélves by
hd .

-

participating in the study. For.each of these dimensions,

subjects indicated their response on a 9-point scale with

endpoints labelled 1 (not at all) and 9 (very much).

1

Currenkt affect. An affect questionnaire was devised to

_assess subjects' present aﬁ‘pctive state (see Appehdix D).

Adjectives were drawn from the Profile of Mood States, '

»

/ . .
developed by. McNair, Lorr, and Droppleman (1971). Items _—

were selected to represent variou§ affective states o

previous¥y identified by factor analysis (Lorr, McNair, &
/

Fisher, 1982), In the selection, a.preference was given to
those adjectives which also appear in the State-Trait

: . &
Anxiéty'Inyentory (Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970) orx

in the Multiple Affect Adject{ve_Checklist (Zuckerman,
M
Lubin, Vogel, & Qalerius, 1964). In total, 32 gdjectives

~ T §

were culled, 18 of positive valence (e.g., pleased,
refreshed, efficient) and 14 of negative valence (e.g.,
anxious, angry,-helpless). Fgr each adjeétive, subjects
indicated the degree to which th% word described their
present feelings by\circling a numBér on a 9-point scalepx

with endpoints labelled 1 (not at’all) and 9 (extremély).

Depth-of-processing task%and‘iﬁcidental recall. This

[

.task required all subjects to judge 48 adjectives, presented

, 7 ”
at 5 sec. interyals on audiq—tape.(sge Appendix E). " The

recording was” four minutes long. Adjectives werfe selected

(4

frém lists employed by Ingram et al. (1983) and Rogers et

_ ‘6

!

’ . / “

bl
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‘worried.

al. (1977). Of "the 48 adjectivés, 27 were of positive
valence and 21 wefe of negative valence. The number of
positive words useds is in Yine with previous research
employing this tﬁsk with non-depressive populations (e.g.,
Rogers et al., 1977). Examples of positive adjedtiwes
included are brilliant, capable, and friendly. Examples of

negative adjectives included are unkind, fqrgetful, ahd’

/

f
]

Subjects each received a copy of the task instructions.

Eacﬁ subject was also provided with an adjective rating

- . sheet compriséd of 48 rating questions. Thete was one

question for each adjective on the ‘recording. Questions
' [

'were numbered to match the’ numbers that preceded each word

-

on the recording.

The experimenter read the instructions aloud. The task
requiPements were first outlined. Next, the four types of,
rating questions were described: Rhymes with 2y
(coqrespondiﬂg to the‘phonemic level of processing), Meang

I4

the same\as [opposite of] ? (semantic level),, Describes

»

you? (self-referent level), and You like to feel? This

-

4

latter rating question requires subjects to make affective.

*

N

self-referent judgments; that is, ’judgments pertaining -te

subjects‘ desired affect1ve Ftate.

Follow1ng thg descrlptlon of the ratlng qUest{ons,

nstructlons for the'depth -of- proce551ng task continued as’ .

)
follows: "Llsten\for the number on the tape, rea?/the

\

. 1
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question with the same number, anq then answer the,question
for the word you hear. :One word will be read every five .
seconds. This should allow you plenty of time to answer
each question. Please do not skip any.words." . \\
Four lists of rating questions were constructed such

that each adjective was rated with equal frequency on each

of the four rating guestions across subjects.. Thus, bxk

~
presenting eath rating question' once every four rating
: ‘ ~ o8
questions, each adjective was rat under each rating
question across ljists. ’
? - _

To ensure an equal number of yes and no responses on
the phonemic and semantic tasks, the four lists were
¢ounterbalanced for yes and no responses. Therefore, a

total of eight rating task lists were required in order for
‘

each word to be rated by each question across subjects with

equal frequency as well as/to ensure that yes and no
Y N

N ’ \
responses were counterbalanced for the phonemgi/énd semantic

questions. The self-referent tasks could not be

»
>

. ,
counterbalanced for yes and no responses as such responses

—

are based on subjects' self-descriptions.

.

Following fthe 48 rating trials, subjects were given

three minutes to "write down on the back of your éuestioh
sheet 'all the words you can remember/from the tépe

recording." Spelling and the order in which‘reca11ed words
were written were gpec%fically Ge-emphasized. 1In order to}

- control for ‘primacy and recency effects in recall, the

.
’ * N, ¢
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initial and final four adjectives heard on the tape were

excluded from all subsequent sco%}ng.

i

Begause " th® affective self-referent rating question is

2 noggel, \and because it ié not clear what differential
predictions ébu;d be made  to distinguish tﬂis level of
processing with the (Describes you?) sglf-referent gquestion,

" the Like to feel? question'wgs not included in the analyses

reported here. Thus, three processing levels (phonemic,

/’A\\\gemantic, and se}f-referent) which have been used .
. v . 4 ,
xtensively in previois deptﬁ-of*processing research were Of

PR ~

interest in the present study.
W

A 4
Favorability and descriptiveness ratings. Subjects

\ . .
were asked to rate each of éhe 48 adjecpives ‘that were

o

prQ§entedoin the depth;of-prdcgssing.task along two

dimensions (see Appendix'F). Subjects first "judged e;ch

word according to its favorability on a 7-point scale with
f,éndpoints labellég -3 (very negative) and 3 (vexy

posit@ve);' Next, subjfcts judged each word accoraing to how
o
accurately. it described them on a’ 7-point Scale with

°endpoints labelled -3 “(very untrue) and 3'(very true).

—

AchieGement Aﬁxiety Test (AAT). This measure includes

[

two scales: a facilitating anxiety scale of nine ifems and

A

a éebilitéting'anxiety scale of ten items (see Appendix G).
’Th; chilitating and debilitating scales measure anxiety

that-tends to‘help an individual do better on examinatigns_
. . ‘and anxiety that hinders perfdrmance in testing situations,

N - A
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.Appendix H). Scores on this instrument can range from 0" to

’
[ 4

respectively (Alpert & Haber, 1960). Acceptable levels of

rpliability have been reported for both scales by Alpert and

" Haber (1960), who have also shown a significant correlation

1 . , ..
between the debilitating anxiety scale and another measure

of test anxiety, the Test Anxiety Scale (Mandler & Sarason,‘

b ]

1952) «

An- example of an item comprising the fébilitating
'.- -
anxiety scale is "I work.most effectively under pressure, as

~

. ' -~
. when the task is very important," while an item found on the

L
debilitating anxiety scale is "The pore,/ important the

[ -

examination, the less well I seem to do." Subjects answer

- . , .
‘each question on a 5-point scale, indicating the degrge to

s .
which the item applies to them. Subjects' responses to

items within each scale are summed and averaged to yield g’
score for each scale. On each scale, larger numbers 6

represent greater levels of anxiéty‘(i.e.,mgreater : "
faciligating or debilitating anxiety).:“

5 s

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI). The BDI is a 2l-item

~ ~
self-report instrument designed to measure the cognitive,
affective, motivatidnal,_fnd subjective physiological
manifestations of depression (%éck et al., 196}; see
' ; . ot R .
63, with acceptable levels of reliability being repj;ted.by

several investigators (Beck et al.; 1961; Beck &
- . . &

Beamesderfer, 1974) . Further work indicates that the BDI iso

a valid measure for use with college or university .

A »
. oo L ) o
. N 45° - . ’
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populations (Bumberry, Oliver,.& McClure, 1978; Lips & ﬂb,

1985). . ‘ \ ‘

¢

D

The BDI consists of ‘21 groups of statements, each group

‘/
g

. 5
referring to a symptom characteristic of depressed people.
Within the groups, one statement is neutral with réspect to

the symptom (e.g., "I* do not feel sad"), followed by three

-

to five other statements that are ordered by fncreasi;g
severity (e.g., "I"am blue or sad all the time and I/can't

snap out of it", "I am so sad or un%appy that it is quite.
. - ‘

painful", ™I am so sad ot unhappy that I can't stand it").
After readjng instructions asking them to "indicate those
statements that describe how wou feel about yourself," .

subjects selected the one statehent from each of the groups

"
— -

of statements that best described themselves by circling the
number (e.g., 0, 1, 2 or 3) corrgsponding to that statement.

The circled numbers are summed across groups of statements

in order to determine an individual's total BDI score. High

-
-

. C o . <
BDI scores.indicate _high levels of. depression.

- . .



Results

-

Individual Difference Measures .

Initial analyses for possible—gender differences were

~

conducted on the individual differenca’measures.' Men and
women did not significantly”differ‘on.measures of depression
and debilitating anxiety, while men (M = 2.72, SD =..42)

reported a greater degree of facilitating anxiety than women

(M%= 2.47, SD = .50; t(116) = 2.58, p < .02).2 No
significant Agpticipation x Gender interactions emerged for

any of the individual difference measures. Thus, gender was

»

not included as an additional fagtor in the following
) h]

A

analyses. e

No differences-between take-test and no-test subjects
\ ) .

- o

were found- for depression, facilitaﬁing anxiety, and
. B
debilitating anxiety. Depressjon among take-test subjects

(M = 10.15, SD = 7.38) and no-test subjects (M = 12.30, SD =
M SD 2! ] M SD
7.11) did not significantly differ, 5(1}57*= -1.68, p >

.11. "Similarly, take-test subjects Kﬁ = 5.62, SDh = .44) did

+ not differ from no-test subjects (M = 2.51, SD = ,51) on
factlitating anxiety, £(117) = 1.23, p > .22. Finally, no
differenceg emerged on debilité%ing anxiety between
take-test (M = 2.88, SD = .64) and ng-test suqﬁects (M =

v

3b00' S_]D' = ‘-52; 1:_(116) = ’1-05,:E>F029)0

' v

2p11 statistical tests in the Resulﬁé section are two-
tailed. :

L}
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Manipulation Check ) o

Thé manipulation check served to assess whether
take-test subjects construed their anticipated upcoming

1

tasks differéntly from no-test subiects."Initial‘analyses

———

revealed that no gender differences emerged on the:
individual items or on- the errall manipulation check

index. 1In additfion, no significant Antdcipation x Gender
interactions emerged for any of these variables. Gender is.
thus excluded from the analyses reported below on the

manipulation check items. )

. Because all of the manipulation check items were- °
significanfly, positiwely, intercorre}ated, a Hoéelling's T2
test’wéslperformea to cdmpare the two groups on the
composite manipulation check index. Take-test subject%
considered their upcoming tasks as more involving;and
difficuit than no-test subjectgf'§(6,112) = "2.85, p < .01.
Three of Fhe individual gmnibulation check items revealed

significant differences between take-test and no-test

:Asubjects. Take-test subjects (M = 3.04, SD = 1.67) felt

" -

that the§ would learn more about themselves in the study
than did no-test subjects (M = 4.33, SD = 1.64; t(117) = -

. 2.43, p < .02). In addition, take-test subjects (M = 4.39,

'§2‘: 1.79), felative\to no-test subjects (M = 3.65, SD =

2.06) believed tﬁat what they had been asked to do in the >

stud7€gsi3;ed‘m6re to issues of importance to them, t(117) =

1.94%, p é .05. Finally, take-test subjects (M =.2.85, SD =

48
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1.79) found'their upcoming tasks more difficult than 4did

no-test subjects (M = 1.83, SD = 1.24;- t(117)

.001). : < .

Affect . 3 ’ -
e Structure analyses were conducted on the

by all subjects for the 32 affect adjectives.

affect adjectives except tired were first subjected to a

log10 transformati

¢

skéw. An initial principal factors analysis (PFA) indicated

four mu tf%ariate outliers (i.e., those subjects havin
. ; g

= 3.61, p <

ratings made

All negative

) -
on to correct for significant positive

excessiye Mahalanobis distances; in this case, outliers were

those subjects with a :K}d.f. value > 1.67), while a
subsequent PFA with these four outliers removed, indicated

one additional outlier. With all five outliers excluded, a

L]

pnihcipal components analysis (PCA) was conducted in order

F 4

fo determine the probable number and natufe of the

factors were indicated for‘PCA using qpttell's‘(1978) scree

underlying affect factors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). Four

test. A PFA on the same data identified *four factors having

‘eigenvalues greater than 1, and a scree test suggested
limiting the rotation to four-factors. Finally, limiting

the PFA to four factors produced a residual correlation

, , (9
matrix with 92% of the entries being less than .10. Thus,

A

adjectives was once adain -suggested.

> -the presence of four affect factors amongst the .32 affect

v

¢

Using orthogonal rotation and limiting the PFA analysis
. . - . >

49
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to four factors yieldéd.affect factors that together

accounted forl76.6%‘pf the variance in the affect adjective

"ratings: The adjectives which loaded above .5 on’ these

factors are (see (able 1): (a) Well-being: efficient,

satisfied, relaxed, agreeable, calm, happy, combosedy

peaceful, helFful, and alert; (b) Dysphoria: miserable,
~ \
discouraged, sad, unworthy, annoyed, guilty, and lonely; (c)

Vigor: refreshed, energetic, lively, and the nedatively

2Lt © . .
loaded adjectiyve #ired; and (d) Anxiety: anxious, nervous,

and helpless. Loadings of‘§hese adjectives on'their

.
4 -

respective factors are’presented in Table 1. Factor scores

¥
-

were estimated by averaging responses to adjectives that
loaded highly on the same factor, with larger numbers

representing greater intepsity gf the affective state (e.q.,

more wellybeing or more anxiety). When deriving the .

factors, log transformed ratings were firsttmuthplied'by
8.3836 and the result incremented by one to maintain the

range of the original 9-point scale. 1In all, 24 of the 32

ddjectives were ﬁncluded in the folur affect factors. Those

»

adjectives that did not load highly on.any of the four
factors: were restless, bewildered: pleased, confused,

desparate, angry, listless, and uneasy.

Initial analyses conducted for possible gender

" differences on affect indicated that men and women did not

s '

differ on any of the affect factors, and no gender

‘ A\
differences emerged on an overall affect measure derived by

e
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Table 1

Factors, variables, and

.
¥

.

variable Ioaaingsfiesulting from PFA

on affect adjectives.
v Factor One: Well-being
Variable :
¢ Efficlent ,
Satisfied
. Relaxed
‘Agreeable
Calm
Happy
Composed
Peaceful
Helpful
‘Alert

.

Variance accounted

Factor Two: 'Dysphoria
. Variable
Miserable
Discouraged
Sad”’
unwor ghy
-+ °"Annoyed

—————-?-_Jhu41¥w‘ *

- Lonely’
Variance accounted

»Factor Threge:
Variable
Refreshed
Energetic
Lively
Tired

Vigor

/

V§ri3nce accounted for by Factor Three:

Factor Four: Anxiety
" Variable ‘
Anxious
Nervous
v. Helpless

¢ !

Loading

. 719 ‘

.634

«.605

.600

. 586

.576

\‘ ‘ + 561

.530

- .511
.500 -

N

for by‘Factor One: 40.7%

Loading
.701
. ‘ .688
o ’ ‘. .683 _—
2 _ .663 ¥
.592 *
.53 : ’
- .506 . : -

for by Factor Two: 19.8% .

Loading

127

.649 -
. .619 ! .
-.541 '

10.2% °

Loadin ’
.585
; .571
. ) ‘ .527
\

vdriance accounted for by Factor Four: 5.9%

\

-

Total.variance’ accounted for: 76.6%

~\.

[ ]
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summing each subject's positive affect factor scores and
subtracting from this sum scores from the two negative

affect factors. No significant Anti}ipation X Gender

interactions were found for any of the affect factors or for

.

the overall affect index. Gender was not included as a
. . Ed s B 7

f?ctog in analyses 65 variéhce'reported below.
There were no sighificgnt mean differences Qgtween
take-test and no-test subjects for any of the four affect
factors. Take-test and no-test ;ubjects, respectivelyh did
not differ on viaor (M = 4.50, SD = 1.69'and §_= é.ll, SD =
1.76; t(114) = 1.22, p > .22), well-being (M = 5,29, SQ.=
1.37 and M ‘

i

4.98, SD = 1.25; t(114) = 1.25, p > .21),

i}
i

anx1ety (M 3.84, SD

1.66 &nd Qf- 3.87, SD = 1.95; t(114).

- o7, E > .94), or dysphoria (M = 2.61, 5D = 1.43-and M =

3.03, SD = 1.77; t(114)y = -1.43, p™> .15). An overall
=5l LA L P

¥

affect index was computed for each subjecf'by sumﬁing scores
for the two positive affect scales, and subtractlng from the,

resultlng value the scores from the two negatlve affect*
ey

scales. A comparison between take-test (M = 3.34, SD =

’

4.08) and no-test subjects (M = 2:19, $D = 4.60) indicated

that the two groups did not significantly differign this

overall index of affect, t(117) = 1.44, 'p > .15.

Rechll ‘ . .

i
.

-:As the major dependent variéble, subjécts' recall of
) T ) -
trait adjectives fbllowdng the depth-of-processing task was

coded ‘in a number of ways. For each of thgnfollowing

52
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"positive self-reference).

- . ‘/
analyses, gender was added as an additional factor. No

gender differences emerged on any of .the recall indices, nor

t

8id‘any Anticiéation x Gender interactions result. Gender
was not included as a factor in the analyses of variafice

reported below,
The principle approacb adopted for .analysing recalliwas
the idiographic method empioyed»by Ingram et &1l. (1983). A
measure of the favorability 6f’self-reference that each .
adjective represented was obtained for gach subject. For
each subject, a self-referené; score was compfgéd for each
of the 40 adjectives Sy multiplying the trait's favorability
rating by its descriptiveness rating. Thus’, ' an adjective‘?
rated as favorable ana self-descriptive obtained a positi§é
self-reference value.. An ggfgﬁorable characteriétic not

considered descriptive would also obtain a positive

self-reference value. Alternaéively,&an adjective.rated as

. . favorable and not self-descriptive obtainad a negative

self-reference value, as did’an unfavorable characteristic
5 . . >
considered to be self-descriptive. Bas the favorébility and
N K
descriptiveness ratings were made on scales with endpoints :

g

LY ! v
~ ~% (very negative or very untrue) and 3" (very positive or

very true), the resulting self-reference scores range from

-9 (strongly negative self-reference) to 9 (§tiongly

~

A A ‘

Once the self-reference value of each word was

-

determined for each subject, the self-}efetence valaesigor
: o . r

A
3
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. g - S
all adjectives were ave;aged for each subject. This mean
self-reference rating would serve as a covariate in iater/
arlalyses. That ie, to eosure-that differences in the
self-reference'of recalled adjectives were not due .to
differences in the overall ratings of all edjectives,
subjects' mean self-reference rating would be staé?stieally
coot;olled by means 'of a EOVariate analysie.
The pfinciple dependent measure of recall consisted of

/
7

/ .
the average self-reference ind
* -
each orienting task. A s
e

determined for those words recalled by each subject on the

»

for words recalled within
- “
f-reference index was thus

incidental recall task for;each processing level. TRhis was

determined bz'averaglng the self-reference score for, eaci\

-

word recalled within each levél of processing (1.e.,

1

phonemic,'seﬁantic, and self—referent). The mean of "this

v

self-reference index for recalled words across all subjects
4 /

fwas 2.05°(sD = 2.11). This mean value, based on a scale

ranging from -9 to 9, represents slightly positive

o

self-reference.

.

A 2 (take-test vs no-test) X 3 (processing level) mixed

- il 3 L}
ana1y51s of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the average

g

self: referent indices for recalled words 3 rTests A? ,

_

. normality, homogsneity of variance, and sphericity revealed

r. N
3Two subjects, one from each conditiong fa11ed o
complete the favorab111ty and self- descrlptlveness I;EQngs
of "the adjectlveé'used in the depth-of-processing task.
Their data were excluded from this analysis.
o
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that these assumptions were not violated. Results inditated

.
e

—— " . a significgnt main'effect fos condition, F(1,/115) = 11.03, p
< .001, such that take-test subjects recalled adjectives of

greater”self-reference value (M = 2.67, SD = 2.26) than
o ’ Fd

those recalled by noqfesé sibjects (M = 1.42, SD = 1.76).
4
6 The results of the analysis are represented in Figure 1.
Tukey post-hoc tests identified the éroces§ing‘levels that

. . significantly differed between take-test and no-test
~ . ' :
’ subjects on, the self-reference value of recalled words. We

®

giéectéd\that differences would be found only at the
self-refefent level of processing, since only this level }s
expééted to be sensitive to the positivity or negativity of -
. an ipdi&fduaLs' currently activ? self-schéma. As expected,
take-test subjec;; (M = 3.28, SD = 3.27) recalled words. of
’ . mére poéitive'self- efgrence value that had recéiveﬁ

self-referent proce éing than did np-test subjééts (M =

Na

1.84, SD'= 3.36), p < .05. A marginal .difference was also

! -
. found for those recalled words which had been prodessed at

the. semantic level, however. Thué, take-test subjects (M =
‘ Y .,
: 2.75, SD = 3.29) recalled semantic words of more positive

value than ro-test subjeéts (M = 1.51, SD = 3.31), p < .06.
Those recalled words proceésed at the phonemic level also,
o 3 -

tended to be more positive fpr take-test subjeq@s (M =1.97,.

. 7
SD = 2.93) than for no-test subjects (M = .91, SD = 1.74), p
~ . g '
< .09.

A main effect for level of processing also emerged,

1

bt
-
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Take-test condition

(n=59)
- No-test condition ' B
(n=58)
3.50 X
. . \ S
N E . \
L 3.00 -
F
| /
R 2.50 ,
E
F .
. E 2.00
R w
E ! i
/ N 1.50 !
: Cc
) 3 i 1.00
S A J
C. .
o) .50 S ) )
R - 5
. E - [
.
' § Phonemic /. Semantic Self- -
- ) 7 Referent
. LEVEL OF PROCESSING ,
G? /Q 3, , . iy
Figure 1. Mean self-reference scores of recalled words for
. take-test amd no-test_subjects as a fungtion of pgocessing
level. . > .
Note: Higher self-qeférence scores denote words of greéte[
" ‘ positive self-reference. ; ‘ -
LY /
- “\A
: * L
\. 7
/
Ve . _
/ p - : .
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F(2,230) = 4.89, p < .01. A Scheffé post-hoc test indicated

that the self-reference of recalled words was. greater at the

'

self-referent processing level (M = 2.57, SD = 3.38) than at
0

ﬁ Ly LY
the average of the phonemic (M = 1.44, SD = 2.46) and

ggmanti& M= 2,13, SD = 3.35)-processing levels, p < .05.
Thus,*asaexpected, those recalled yordsﬂwhich had been

processed with reference to the self had higher self-

L

reference values than did those recalled words which had

only received processing with regard to rhyme or meahing.

~
E A

At the self-referent processing level,pthose words which
recéived high 'self-reference values (i.e., those words which
were Qo_sitiyely.se@eferent)- were more available in memory

than those which h lower self-reference values. Finally,
»

i

na Anticipatién X Processing Level interaction emerged.

A similar analysis on the average self-réference index
> t-
—

-

for words recaf\gd at each level was conducted with

~

subjects' mean self-referent scores for all adjectives

included as the covariate. The mean value of- this covariate
rd

ééross all subjects was 2.69 (SD = 1»39),\whicﬂ reflects .

the overall positivity of all the adjectives used in the
- &
depth-of-processing task. A differencé emerged when

take-test Fébjects‘(% = 2.94, §2 = 1747),Wére compared with
no-test subjects (M g 2.39,'SD = 1.32) on the mean C
selY-reference'scoE? ?or ali-ad'ectivef, 5(115) = 2.12, p <
.05.’ Thus, take-test subjects rated the 40 adjectives aéb

= —_— =

-

more bos&tivel selff;eferent, on avyrage, than did no-~test

! 3
-
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subjects. This mean self-reference score was employed as a

covariate to control for the differences in reference

favorability ratings that were present between take-test and

° &
no-test subjects. The 2 (take-test vs no-test) X 3

(processing level) mixed énalysis of covariance (ANCOVA),
with normality, homogeneity of variance, and sphericity
assumptions upheid,’yielded\virtually idantical results as

the ANOVA presented above.d

A sdgnificant effect for‘éondition emerged, F(1,114) =
6.62, p < .02! ingicating again that take:test subjects‘(n =
2.42, SD = 2.26) recalléd adjectives having a more positive
seyf-reference %aiue than dig no-éest subjects (M = 1.68, SD
.= 1.76). The resﬁlts of the analysis are represented in'
Figure 2. Tukey's post-hoc tests were conducted on the
>

- adjusted means in order to delineate the processing levels

at whoch take-test and no-test subjects' recall differed.

At the self-referent processing level, take-test subjects (M

= 3.04, SD = 3.27) recalled adjectives of more positive
yalue than did no-test sdbjects (§_='2310, sb = 3.36), p <

.06. Significant differences were not obtained between

take-test subjects (M = 1.72, SD = 2.93 and M = 2.50, SD

i

“3.29) .and np-test subjects’ (M = 1.16, SD = 1.74 and M
. f - ..
+1.78, SD = [3.31) for either the phonemic or semantic

processing!levels, respectively, ps > .1l. Thus, the
' .l ‘ .
- '/ ) * ) '
40nce adain, the data of two subjects, one from:each
condition, were excluded from thi® analysis because 6f
missing favorability and self-descriptiveness ratings.

l -

| oo | :
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LEVEL OF PROCESSING b
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Figure 2. Adjusted mean self-reference scores of recalled
words for take~test and no-test subjects as a function of
proce551ng ‘level. Means are adjusted for subjects' average
.self-reference ratxng of all adjectives. ’

Note: Higher self reference scores denote words of greater
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[n]

inclu;ionfof subjects' overall rating of the 40 adjectives =

as a covariate resulted in significant-differences being

3 )

obtained between take-test and no-test subjects only at the

o

self-referent level of processing.
t . a

© Because it is not affected by the between-groups

covariate, the levels of processing repeated measures effect

k] ¥ o

for this analysis remained identical to that presented

\k.—

LM

above, as did the Scheffé“post—hoc comparisonﬁhbetween the

repeated measures depth—onpfocqssing levels. Finally, no
1 ° ‘

Anticipation x Processing Level interactiion emerged.

[%

A,sepghd approach used for analysihg subjects' gfcall
B S . - N
of words following the depth-of=processing task was to code
. . ‘ 4
each word as to its positivity or negativity. The r.umber of ‘

positive and negative words recalled by subjects was
‘nl . 1 i

“ -determined in order to address an alternative interpretation
N

-u »

9
of -the self—refeggnce findings described above. Recall of*

words having high self-refetence value by take-test subjects

ﬁay be due to take-test subjegts;recallfn@ words of more

+

positive valence than no-test subjects. Indeed, most

positive words are considered qeth sélf—descriptive and

favorable by most individuals and wi{l thus have high

' ’ ¥ El ) .
self-reference values. \

-
-

The positivity or negftivity of each word was
determined by the author. Subsequent ratidqﬁ by two -

graduate studénts indicated 100% reliability\for

—
‘ 3

classification of the words as positive or negative. For

L4
’ : ? -
0 -
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"c¢ach ;ubject, the numbér of positive words'¥eéa11ed withim
each processing level was calculateé. Across processing
levels, the mean number of pogitive words recalled by
subjﬁctsﬁin both cdonditions was .79 (SD = .52). ﬁikewisé,
the number of negative words Eecalled for each subject

within each processing 1 1 was calculated. Across

processingelevels, - the meah number of negative words
*

-recalled by subjects in both éonditions~was .49 (SD = .34).

-~
. The results aré presented for positive and negative words

separately.

A 2 (take-test vs no-test) X 3 (proceésing level) mixed

”

ANOVA was conducted,on the number of'pé7it{ve words

B '

\recalled. .Normality, Bomogeneity of éariance, and |

sphericity assumptions were not violated. The, analysis

revealed a significant main effect for condition, E(1,116)

9.36, p < .002, such that take-test subjects (M = .94) --

-

recalled a greater number of "positive words than did no-test

4

subfects“(§_= .65). The results of thé analysis are
repreéented in Figure 3. Tukey post-hoc tests indicated

that the main effect for condition was due solely to the

effect found at the semantic level of processing. At this
[ 22NN

level, take-test subjec S‘(Q_='l:10, Sb = }.05) fe&alled a
gréater number of ‘positive words than did noztest subjects
'(g = .55, 8D = .68), p.< .01l. "Differences were not found

at either the phonemic or gelf—referént processing levels

between take-test (M = 52, SD-= .75 and M =.1.00, SD = .95)

N s
+ 2
.
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Figure 3. Mean number of positive words recalled by ‘take-
test and no-test subjects as a ‘function of processing level.
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and. no-test subjects (M = .38, SD = a%2 and M = 1;03, SD =
1.07), respectlvely, ps.> .10.

A ma1P effect for lbvels of processing algo emerged,

5(2,232) = 19.35, p < :001. _A Scheffe post-hoc contrast on

,this‘repeated measures effect indicated that a higher number

of positive words processed at the self-referent level (M =
] ., Vi —

. /
1.12, SD = 1.00) were recalled than at the remaining two

¢

processing levels (M = .45, SD-= .69 and M = .83, SD = .93

compared to semant?¥c

-
’
%

for phonemic and semantic - processing levels, resgfctively),

p < .05. Again, self-referent processing appears to have

increased the avaizhbility of certain adjectives, when
or phonemic processing. fThe activation

and operation of a self-schema appears to have facilitated

v
[}

recall for those words receiving seif-referent'pr0cessing.~
No .Anticipation x Processing Level interaction emerged.

A2 (take-test vs no-test) X 3 (processing level) mixed

- ) \ -
ANOVA was also conducted on the number of negative words:

recalled within each processing level. Nofhality,‘

homogeneity of variance, -and sphericity assumptions were

upheld. This analysis .failed to indicate a significant

condition main effect, with take-test (M = .50, SD = .37)

.
-

and’no—tést"squects (M = .47, SD = .31) not différing with

respect to the number of negative words rgcalled/ F(l1l,116) =

.10, ns. The results of the”analysis are regre;énted in

- t

Figure 4. A levels of processing e%fect was obtained,

F(2,232) = 10.28, p < .0001. A Scheffé contrast between the

v
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self-referent (M =,.65, SD = .72) and both Fhe phénemic M =
.27, SD = .50) and semantic (M = .55, SD = .69) processing

~

levels again indicated facilitated récal% for material ,
processed with respect to the seIf,‘R < .05. No
Antf@ipation X Processing Level interaction emerged.

Because differences emerged between take-~-test and

AN
‘no-test subjects on the self-reference indices_and’on the
. . < .
number of positive words recalled, it is possible that the
. '\:‘ . L
recall of words having‘'a high self-reference valué by
) ‘:V -

take-test subjects relative to no-test subjects simply P

~//;?;flects recall differences for positive word recall. Words

of high self-reference value also tend to ‘be of positive

?:

valence. 1In order to determine whether thé effect on the
sélf-reference yalue of recalled words was independent of

differences obtained on the recall of positive words, a 2
3 - ' ° LY
(take~test vs no-test) X 3 (processing level) ANCOVA was .

~Q

performed on the self-referent indices of recalled words,
with the covariate being the number of positive words

recalled. The covariate varied as a function og processing.
L} hJ

level; for example, the number of poéitive words recalled
- . )
which had'been semantically processed was statistically

controlled when differences between take:éest and noftést
suﬁjects were coﬁputgd on the self-reference value of words
processed‘with respect to meaning. Similar covariates were
included for the self—reference'valué of phonemic and

self-referent- recalled words. This analysis yielded
.Q . . +

65 _ -
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Virtdally identical results to the ANOVA on the

self-reference value of recalled words, as presented

!

previously. Most signfizcantly; the condition main effect

remained, F(1,113) = 6.48, p <'.02, with post-hoc tests
indicating ;hat the effect was preéent at the self-referent
processing level. ,Thué, the effect éf the number of -
‘positive°words recalled did not exert a significaﬁt impact
oh the self—referéncé valué‘qf‘gecalled words. o
Finallxx analyses fo}.éll of the recall indices

described above were conducted controlling for the

individual difference measures of depression, facilitating

14 — — -

anxiety, ?nd debititating anxiety. Subjects' affect, as
indicated by their scorés on each of the four affect

factérsﬁ was also included as a covariate. Th; results of
tﬂese.covariaﬁé anilysés on the self-;eference of:r9callgd
words, ané on,thé‘nﬁmber of poéitive and negative words
recalled were v{rtually identical to the corresponding
analyseé which equuded'these‘covariatés. -Overgil, as\none
of the additional cdvariates'reached significange, these
ANCOVAs converge on the conclusion ghat_néither'individuar
diffeéerences ﬁor affect exerted sigﬁif?sgnt impact on recall’

for the pfésent sample of subjects.

Y >
-
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‘ ' Discussion ‘
/
Thie results of the present study indicqté that context,
in the- form of test anticipation, can influence the
activation of individuals' selﬁ—schemata. Employing *
ié%ogréphic‘indices of the pérsonal favorability of words

used in the depth-of-processing task, it was determined that

subjects anticipating a test recalled words which were more

L4

] positively self-referent than those recalled by subjects not

anticipating such a tejt.\ Furthermore, differences in
. \

reqfll were obtained most clearly for those words processed
with relevance to the self. Subjects anticipating and those
*not anticipating a difficult test did not significantly

differ on recall for words which received phonemic or

~éaemanticﬂ€ncoding on the depth-of-processiqé task.

Conversely, a difference was obtained for words receiving
. {
self-referent processing, indicating a greater degree of

positive self~referent recall for subjects exppcting a test
! - t

\ -
relative to control subjects. 'The %nticipation of a

difficult, ego-involving task 'seems to have served to
activate a self-structure which facilitated the processing
of positively self-referent material. That the context of

test anticipation was salient to participants in the present

study was evident from the more extreme ratings of task _

. difficulty, task importance,‘and task self-relevance made by

test aﬁticipation subjects relative to those subjects ‘not

anticipating a difficult test. Such task appraisal
; H £ N -
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vigor.

’

diffe;ences accrued in the absence of differences %etwéen

1

the two gro%Ps on the affect factor scores. Subjects

anticipa;ing'and those not anticipating a test experienced

similar levels of anxiety, well-being? dysphoria, and

»

¢

Internal analyses on the self-reference value of
recalaed words were conducted in orqer to determine whether
the findings of the present study were consistant with the

. et

type of recall associated with self-schema activation. =

N )

Previous research has indicated that self-schemata .
! s

facilitate the recall of both descriptive and non-

descriptive self-relevant informatid;; ‘For words processed

with respect to the self, separate analys%s were conducted

o
I3

for words receiving "yesh ratings and words receiving "no"
ratings. The results indicated that test anticipation
gubjects recalled words of more positive self-reference
relative ﬁo’éontrel subjects,; and this recall consisted
equally of words tha;xhad g;eviously recei&ed "ves" and "no"
ratings. Thus, test anticiéatiom subjeéte recalleﬁ words of
high self-reference value,lregerdless of whether the'words
actually describea them or‘dat. A second analysis éxamined,,
favarab111ty and descrlptlveness values separately for
recalled words. ' For words wh1ch had been processed with
reference to the self and had received a "yes" raﬁlng, tgst

-~

ant1c1pat10n subjects recall!g‘those which bhad received

'hlgher favorability ratings than did subjects not

. -
. . . ¢ .
% . '
P
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anticipating a subsequent difficult task. No differences

emerged between test anticipation and control subjects on
! ‘ . /
the self-descriptiveness ratings of recalled words. 1In

addition, no differences emerged between test anticipation

and control subjects on either the favorablllty or

descr1pt1veness values of words rece1v1ng Mo" ratings. It
would appear that test anticipation subjects processed "yes"
rated words which they found highly favorable to a“greater

extent than did control subjects. The Pdiosyncratic

€ LN

favbrab111ty of the words led these subjects to recall them

to. a greater extent than did subjects not in such a
. - - . ; a

situation.

! Differences bétween subjects anticipating a -test and

‘

those not anticipating a test were also obtained on.the

. favorability and self-descriptivengss ratings of the words
) - 3 o 7
used in the depth ofaproce551ng task. Overall, ‘test

"

gnt1¢1pat10n subjegts rated the words as more personally

favorable and descriptive relative to control subjects.

»

~This finding might suggest that thosé subjects who

LTI

anticipated tﬁe‘iest were continuing to have agtlve a

" positive self-structure even subsequent to debriefing, the
-time at which these ratidgs were obtained. Most
importantly, howeveng'differences in recall still obtajined
when groups were equated "for the favofability and |

descriptjveness ratings. That is, subjects anticipating a

I . s
test retrieved from memory qprds which were more positively

L
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-descriptiveness when .analyzing recall. The increased

s

" self- referent than d1i control subjects, notw1thstand1ng >

their 1n1t1a11y h}gher ratlngs of these words. Once again,
such f1ndqngs‘wou1d\§uggest that test anticipation subjects

had active a more positive self-schema with which to process

the adjectives relative to those subjects not.anticipating

.

such a task.

<
-

Overall, the self—reference value of words recalled /

differed as a function of 'the processing which the words

&

received. Recalled words which had received self-referent

. - \ .
processing had higher self-reference values than d&d

. recalled words processed With respect to rhyme or-fidaning.

-

This. suggests that the self-reference value of words useqyih
the depth-of-processing task/was.important in influencing
the recall of word® which had prev1ously recelved self-
referent proce551ng Such flndlngs were obtained by Iegram

et al. (1983),.who also made use of subjects' idiographic
ratings of each adjective's favorability and self~
self-reference value of words receiving self-_referent
eneoding in the. current study suggests that all subjects had

active rela%ively positive self-schemata which served to

:

facilitate the processing of congruent information.

Finally, analyees conducted on the self-reference value
of recalled words also revealed that the individual

difference measures of facilitating and debilitating

anxiety, as well“as depression, did )not exert any .

70 ‘



?way that, led to their focusing on words of higher

self-reference value, even though their affective state d\id'

~semantic words,/recalfed by take-test subjects and their

. a/ 4
. ¥

signi(‘icant impact on recall scores, Furthermore, subjects'

reca®l waé not dependent upon their current affective
state. Nevertheless, the self-reference value 6f n:ecall)d
words did differ as a function of experimental condition.

I3 » (] /f
Test anticipation subjects construed their upcoming task 1n

Y

N,
A3

not systematically differ from that of control subjects.
Some~additional means of examining n;_cail were also

presented. In particular, recalled.words were'analyzed

according to nomothetic ratings of positivity or negativity.

f]

Test anticipation subjects recalled a greater number of &

positive words than did subjects not anticipating a test,

but th.is difference was £8und solely at the semantic level
. /

of processing. *This finding suggestslﬁthat a sel f-reference

I'd

set during exposure is not necessary for context to exert an
L4

influence on recall of trait words, The situation of test-
anticipation led those subjects to effectively process /

positive words when such words were processed with respect

¢ <

to their meaning. Such a finding suggesté that processes

Ty

other than positive self-schema activation are occurring

which nevertheless led test anticipation subjects to focus

o

on positive adjectives. One such process is indicated by

th/e correlation obtained between the number of positive

P

anxiety, 5(,6],)‘ = .33, p < .01. THe more ‘test anticipation

71 -
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eubjects felt anxious, the more they recalled positive
Asemantic 'werds. This association, significan‘tly‘differept
“Eromlethat obtained by "no-test subjects (r(58) =v.93, r_'g,;_ =
1.98,/9_ < .05), indicates that test ‘anticipation subjects
may have been regulating their anxiety by recalling poﬁive
semantic words. Finally, the analysie on number of positive
words recalled demonstrated the adyantege of self-referent
pr.;ocessing over less elabc‘>rate forms of encoding. A greater
number of positive words were recalled that had received

sel f-referent processing when compared to those that

. o i :
received nonsel f-referent processing. .

.

’

The number of ne\é&ati\ie.ywords. recalled by subjects did
not‘di;‘.fer as a function of test anticipation.” However, a
larger number Qf neéative words processed with réspect to
the ’éel\f were recalled tifan .wele negative words processed

with respect to rhyme or meaning, the‘reby réeplicating *the

[} . Vd “

levels-of-processing effect.

. a )
P

Because tBst anticipation subjects differed from those
subjectts not anticipating such a task on the number of
f)c}sitive words recailed, an additionai analysis on the self-
reference value of recalled words was conducted controlllng «
4 for positive word recall. The results of this analy51s

'indicated that test anticipation subjecé}‘" enhanced recall
of words having high positive eel f-reference values -relative
©ote subjects not anticipating a test was ggt due to an

I . ’
indlsgﬁl,gnate recall of p051t1ve words. .Test ant1c1pat10n



o - <
. k\\ SUb]FCtS, rather than recalllng ‘a preponderance of—pOS1t1ve

wo¢ds in general, tead recalled Wwgrds. wh1ch they

lthemselges found tively ,sel'f-referent. Thls flndﬁng
o T /\\ujsuggests at. test anticipation subjects' recall was
' “xe

g influfnced,Py positive self-schemata activation to a greater
Rl ) ' ; A '
M l dégre‘ thgn was.that of. subjects not anticipating such a
R “ o ) S a ~
"task. The 1ndlv1dual difference measures and mood falled to

emerge as’ 51gn1f1cant coqarlates for these additional

analyses of subjects' recall. Recall was not associated
- A4
" with current affect, depression, or facilitating and

? : . n ] .

. debilitating test anxiety. . \ .

v ol AP B Qvérall, finaings clearlxvin support of the notion that
¢ o :

' te%t antlcupatlon may lead to p051t1ve self schema

[ ]

' actlvatlon were" found for the analysis that employed
“ : 1dgbgraph1c indicants of the’self—refemence.p051t1v1ty of

- . -

"the %&a}t words. When subject—specific“favorahility and ;‘-'

-
A -
-~

S e deScriptideness ratingé were employed to assdss trait
0 . [ 3
;"\
) p6§1t1v1ty, clear dlfferences emerged between subjects ) .

k 0 -ant1c1pat1hg and thos\\hotmant1c1pat1ng a dlﬁficult test.

+ o . Test ant1c1pat10n subjécts recalled words of more peérsonally

‘favoraple quallty that had been processed ylth a

~

o . self- reference set. Such a flndlng suggests that these

8 I
subjects 'had actlve a self-;chema which was more pos1t1ve :
fa '

\ o <. ‘(‘than t rof control subjects,. Presumably, -p051t1v‘§‘ l ‘ '\

. 2’ \

‘actiiation decurred as ‘a result of the tohtext

v
[



of personal information.

“

»
Facilitated recall of words having high self-reference

4

Fl

]

valuesipy test anticipation subjects relative to stfbjects

not anticipating such a task has been construed -as

reflecting differences in self-schema activation for

subjects within each group. Recent research, however, has

* ¥

gyestioned whether a i}ructure of knowledge about the self
needs to be implicated in intenbreting certain results
obtained using the depth-of-processing methodology. In

particular, it has been shown that. self-referent (Describes

-

¢you?) processing facilitates recall not because #f the more

elaborate encoding it provides, but rather because it serves

as anigfganizational aid (Klein & Kihlétroh, 1986) .
) . 't
*Self-referent processing groups words into those that ak\&\

desctlpt1ve of -the 1nd1v1dua1 and those that are not. Such

n

proce551ng thqs results in enhanced recall of words when
cpmpared with phonemic or semanticrencoding, for example,

~

which do not provide similar basis’fér,organization.

It remains upcléa;, howevér, why test énticipatiqn §
subjects in the current study.better organized, and’ thus,
}shé@ed facilitated recall férn wordi,pf high selfﬁxeférence
valué relative to cént;or subjects. If the baé}s for

enbanced recall of self-referent material lies ip the

3
-

Qrganizaﬁion provided by the Describes you? questibnf there

-us ‘no reason to e;pq&t proce551ng dlfferences to emerge as 3

function of s1tuat10na1 dlfferenceé in add1t1on,

’
) .
f > '
. . N
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differencgs, such as differences in self-schema activation,

Sl [ 4
» Finally,- self-referent processing within the

- intelligent, compitent college students by sélect&vely

k)

previously demonstrated differences in self-referent
processing associated with individual differences (e.q.,
depieésion) and'differences in social context (e.g.,
ménipulationé of soccess and failure) would not have been
expected~ifvcon£faéting groups are equafﬁy able to erganize
self-referent information into descriptive and
non-descriptive categories. These demonstfated
self-reference effects, and those of the current study,

]

appear to require -an explanation that is tied to ‘group

[

”

oeokh—oféprocessing methodology has been shown to reflect

chronic .individual differences in self-focus (Hull, van
. N . . ) . .
Treuren, Ashford, Propsom, & Andrqs, 1986). The ecologioal .

- . 4

validity of the self-schema as éosé%sod using the

depth~of-processirg methodology is thus supported. 4
Activatjon’oﬁ a positive sélf;échema byvtest

anthTba;ion.subjects in the current study is cons?roeé as a ) =

process directed at self-verification. Test anticipation
L ‘ “

. subjects were verifying their self-conceptions of being

1

3 . ‘ ¢ ;
attending ,to sel’f-enhancing information about themselves .
during the depth-of—proééssing task.. A positive self-schema

is thought to have mediated such selebtive.attention“for.y_.

these subjects. Activated self-schemata influyenced the
e - Lo

A}

‘attentional brocesséé thfouéh which subjects processéd only . .

L3 .
[
s
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.particular types of self-relevant information.

It may be that ego-involving situations elicit inreas%d

- feedback. It may be that selective attention to positive

}"

‘which ﬁs»elicitedlby e&%-involyement. éome recent

‘arousal associated with _the thieaté'!ng stimuli had an __Hl . \

attention to positive aspects of the self. That is, benign
reactions to the self might be a common consequtnce of

involvement in a self-relevant task. Mischel et al. (1973), . .
- " o N t N N
for example, have deéemonstrated such benign self—reactloni;ln
- A 3 ' - '
subjects who received success feedback with regard to their

performance on‘'an intelligenéiéﬁest. Success feedback

subjects attended more to positive'persona} informgt:%n'than

did failure feedback subjects or subjects who received no

self-rélevant material will occur even pridr to any feedback
. v
regarding success on the self-relévant task. Such attention

to positive aspects of the self may be a dominant response."
- (

theorizing and empirical investigation subports this
contention. X . g\k ;
Paulhus and Levitt (1987) have demonstrated incredsed

endorsement of positive self-relevant information in

individuals ekposéd to threatening stimuli. These < /
investigators .found that the nuniber of positive traits f

-«

claimed to ﬁe sel f-descriptive: by Eubjects incﬁgased when |

threateninghgtimuli were #tesented as distractor word : N

’

,Simultaneously with. the adjectives. It was argued th

* ’ ! N
energizing effect on behavior (Paulhus & Levitt, 1987). The
N ) .

\}
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ex.,

arousal facilitates dominant, .or high probability,

1

responses. This response;potenéiation effect means that
- >, ' 3 . Q" N [ -~
socially desirable responding is increased, since the latter

behaviors are believed to be dominant for most individuals.

A}

The study by Paulhus aﬁd Lévitﬁ’(l987) indicates that an
egotistic style of informatign.processing results as a
responsé to a general category of éhreageniné events. In
the current study, th? thredt of a difficult test may have
increased test anﬁicipatign subjects' @fousal which
facilitated egotisticdl or self-enhancing information
processing during the éepthfof—processing‘tagk. Tﬁese

subjects thus récalled words of more positive self-reference

value as part of the process of Qesirable social responding..

A second recent investigation also suggests that

s

érousal may med{ate.ddminant resSonding such as the
activation of positive self-gchemata.for test anticipaﬁiéﬁ
subjects in the present study. Hill, Fultz, and Binet
(1985) posited that the anticipation of a difficult t?sﬁ’
.produces'a high level of motivational arousal. ' This »
motivationgl energization cgh be qdderstopd as.an attempt to
prepare for the ubcoming‘task. The,hiqh arousa} faci1itates

dominant r%éponses such as the iéarning of incideﬂtal
materials that,are.easy‘toilearq. Hill ét al. (1985)
demonstrated enhanced incidental 1éarning of familiar ? R
relstive to unfamiliar n;;;s when subjects anticipated ;i'*

. 4

- 4 L .
"difficult task. This motivational energization process
- N .
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hight have led test ant&cipation subjects in tdhe ‘present,
study to recal)] positively self:referent words if it.;an be
assu;ed that such words are easier to learn than words of -
less positive sglf—reference. This appears- to be a

reasonable aassumption since self-descriptive words are

N

retrieved more easily from memory than are words not °’
.

considered’self-ﬁescriptive (e.g., Rogers et al., 1977).

-

The assértion that test. anticipation subjects in the

4

present study evidenced pésitive self-schema activity as a
result of an atousal-elicited dominant respohsg potentiatién
requires that tHese sﬁbjects alse must have exgeriencéd
eﬂhanéed arouéal. AS no measure éf arousal Was.obt;ined,in
the current study, it cannot Se determined whether
differences in arousal mediated differences in self—scheﬁa

activation. However, the factor analysis on the affect

v

questionnaire items did yield a factor relevant to arousal

(§:é., the factor labelled vigor), and tﬁere is evidence
that sélffreporteé affect measures do correspond to measures
-of bhysiological respon;e (Wriéht, 1984)1 Subjects in the
two experimental conditions of tﬁ§\present study did‘hot

" evidence d&fferences‘bn this affect factor score. Such a «

S
-finding suggests that differences in arousal were not

present between test anticipation and conpxol,subjec?s and
that such an affective state did not mediate positivé self-
schema activation by test anticipation subjects as a

dominant response.
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The present study successfully demonstrated context- .
spec1f1¢ sel f-schema actlvatlon. We might query whether the
negatlve’self schemata of depressed individuals would be
responsive to  ‘such contexts; Depre551ves' superordlnate
self- schemgzgﬁare believed to be content- spec1f1c, stable
aspects of the depressive condition (e.g., Derry & kuiper,
1?81). 'Such a self-structure may not be sensitive Fo

- 1 .
changes in environmental context. Indeed, at least one

study has indicated ‘that depressed {ndividpals are

~

unresponsive to manipu}a&ions.of success and failure, a
mManipulation which did activate positive and negative ;self-.
schemata,-respectively, in pondepressed individuals‘{Ingram
et al., 1983). It would appear that depressed individuals
do not respond to situational changes whlch_mrght otherw1se
have actlvated a self-structure different from that of a
negative self-schema. This lack of response may in%ﬁiélly
have triggered, and may presently be ma1nta1n1ng, their
~depressed conditlon.‘ On the other’ hand, it 1sealso possible
that depressed individuals fail to aétivete a positive »
self-schema due'to processes of self-verification.

Depressed individuals may self—verify their negative self-
conceptions by attending to neéati&e personal information
‘;nd ignoring positive self-referent material. This process
would serve to enhancs prediction and control of the ‘

env1ronment. By remalnlng 1mperv1ous to’ changes in the

social 51tuat10n, depressed 5nd1v1duals can maintain thelr
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negative self-conceptions and avoid the threat assqc;ated .
with self-concept inconsistency. The cufrent study included
chronic depression in the analyses conducted on subjects"

recall. Depréssion was not found to be a signi€icant

covariate in thege analyse;, which suggests that.depression
‘was unrelated to self-schema activation. Tegt anticipation
subjects with high and loy depression scores alike appeared
to have‘active positive self-schemata. Future reseérch is
needed to more closely\pddregs the effects ;f\gepressiongn

A

context-specific self-schema activation. .

» Future studies migbt also further pursue sglf—scﬁg%a
activation for nondepressed individuals in ego-inyof?fng
"situations. First, the degree‘to which the anticipated task
must be difficult and iﬁyolving cqg}d be pursued. This
might be addressed by varying the anticipated task along
these dimensions. It may be that—pﬁéitive seyf-schema
~activation will not feSUl£ when the anticipatedztask is
relatively easy or when it is not relevant to the
individual's self-concept. Altérnatively, perhaps even the
simplest and least Selfifélevant of.tasks would serve'ﬂo
elicit posftivé self-structure activation. Secqnd,
alternative indicators of positive self—;chema activatiop
could be investigated for the test anticipation situation
$urrently employed. One such measure which has proven
useful in assessing self;schemé activation}has been that of

rating time (e.g., MacDonald & Kuiper,,IQFS).‘ Subjects with

. //
80 -



an activated positive self-schema should respond nﬁre
qu1ck1y ta positively self- referent 1nformat10n reiatlve to
other/1nformaqlon. Measures of. ratlng time which correspond
to measures of self-referent recall would provrde congerging
evidence for the results of tne present study. Finally, in
order to more fully understand the_processes observed in the
present studynone could’assess subjects' beliefs about the
determinantslof’their recall. Self-schema -activityland,
more generally, selective attention to self-relevant
stimuli{ is construed as an automatic‘process (e.g.,‘Bargn,f
1982; ﬁacDonalq & Kuiper, 1985). Test .anticipation subjects

are thus presumably unaware of their differential rewall of

positive self-referent words and could not report the

reasons for such recall. The ability of subjects to

accurately report the determinants of their recall would.
- ‘ '

suggest a volitional process which could not readily be, -

.explained by self-schema activity. .

'

8l .
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Appendix A

Introduction of Study fpor Experimental and Contyol Subjects

In thisystudy, we are interested in better
understanding .the relption between brain activation and

creaﬁ%vity. Creative thinking seems to originate in a

particular area of the brain. The brain has two

’

hemispheres, and some researchers have argued and provided
evidence that creative thought occurs primarily }n the rightl
brain hemisphere. There ié, however, controversy in this
aréé of research. 1It is unclear what kind of activation
occurs in the right hemisphere, and whether i£ always occurs
in the right hemisphere. Nevertheless, when people are
askeq to engage in problem-solving tasks that‘reguire
creative thought, brain-activity generally increases ih
regio;s of‘the right hemisphere. It is reasonable tq aééume~
that creative thought is localized for most people ‘in the
right brain hemisphere. ﬂ

We have beenxstudying the factors that influence the
activity level of ?he right brain hemisphere. Our &ain
purpose is to examin& how activation of the right hemisphere
just before_engagiﬁg in a task that demands creativity
affects people's performance on the task. We have used
.various gtimuli to activate participant's rigﬁt brain
hemispheres, including specific visual displays. 1In t@is

.
sthdy} we are using music. Some people will listen for a



set period of time to a piece of music that has relatively

complex and interwoven themes. We have found that listening

to this music increases activity in the right brain

.

;hemisphere. Since we have ,identified .this music effect on

brain activation in earljger research, we are not measuring

o e . ",
people's brain activation in this study.,
In this study, classes are 'randomly assigned to either
listen to music, or not to listen to music® This'class will

not listen to music. o "

Now, it order to examine the effect of brain activation

on creative performance, some participants in this study are
. !

asked to complete a test that measures creative .

idtelligehce. Other people are not asked to complete this

N
Y

test. Weé will be randomly assdigning half of you to-take the .

test of credtive intelligence, while the other half will

. not. The reason we assign some people to not write the test

is.s0 we can assess the effects of music,oh some
questionpaiteé that "all participants in the stydy are asked

to comp}eﬁé.' People in the'musit condition and all of 'you ,

here will be asked.to fill out these questionndires. +Again,

o

half of youﬁwill_ﬁe randomly assigned to take-the test, half

of you will not take the tést,.and all of yoﬁ will £ill out
LAY ' ) 4 !

some other questionnaires. In‘ these other questionnaires

» -

you are simply asked for your opinion on a number of.

’ ) v o . -
issues. So- these other questionnaireés are not tests.
) N * . . ¥
\\ . l\ . by ‘ s !
‘Half of you will be *taking the test of creative
A . ) h .

.
~ —
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rintelligénce. The test that measures creative intelligence

is called the Cross Analogies Test, or CAT for short. It

1]

has been in use for- a number of years.. Reéently, it has

~

become very impértant:to understand performance on this test
because it is becoming very widely used. 1It-is being used
by persbnnel staff '‘who &creen job applicants, as wéll'as‘gﬁ'

.proféssioﬁal schools to select their appiicants. It is also.

" being used within various governmental agencies and private

organizations when decisions are made concerning staff

Y

promotions. This_ﬁest of créati&e intelligence is being
used on such a iarge scale Becau;e there is general
agreément in the professional community that creative
intelliggvcé is one of Qhe most important components of
intellectuall\ability. In line with Concordia Uhi;érsit§

regﬁlations, we will give .performance feedback for the CAT

-

test to those who take it, immediately following the 'testing

—-ete ¢

period. Those who take the test will get their own score"

"and the average score. of people in the class.

-

Let me summarize the &tudy. There are four
conditions. Half of the participants in ‘this study listen
to music, half will nox.' This class will not listen to

music, ‘whereas Uthe; classes will. 'Half oq the people in

this class will write the CAT test.,- The other half will not

write the CAT test and will only fill out some opinion

guestionnaires. : .
. . % : o .

-

There is one more aspect to this %tudy.g I this study,
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we want to only assess the direct gffecés qf music on’
creativity:. We aqn't want peopL$ fé engage in.visual
imagery related to the music while they listen xo/musig,
because this in itself may stimulate their right ‘ .

Y «

hemiséheres. To control for indirect effects, we have

péople concentrate on something else while they listen to

)

music. So, in the music conaftion, while people are

- , ;
listek}ng to music, ‘they also work on a non-creative task

4

that' doesn't involve activation of the right brain

\

hemisphere.
To control £fer indirect music effects in this study,

aré using standard judgment tasks that are often used in

we

laboratory research. The tasks al;'invol§e rating adjec-

tives according to 'different questions. These 5udgment'

tasks have been shown to increase activity in the Yeft brain

hemisphere, with virtual}y no effects on the right

hemisphere. Thus, they will prevent indirect music effects,
tl . .k .

and will not activate the right hemisphere.

p——

‘Because we want all conditidns to be the same, except

1 -

for thegnusfc and for faking the test as opbosed to not

complete the standard judgment tasks. ’Half of you will

write the CAT intelligence test, but everybody in thiﬁ room
» K .

" will complete the standard judgment tasks.

YOU HAVE BEEN ASSIGNED TO NOT WRITE THE CAT TEST

B}

YOU WILL NOT BE WRITING"THE INTELLIGENCE TEST

- -
.~ - N \
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</\ , Appendix B T

"Description of- the Cross Analogies Test J

L] *
1 o

. o . . ' . ’ .
As a standard part offtbexénocedure,.l'll now describe

- -

thé CAT test and give you a few examples. This is to\maké

.

our study more true to life for peoﬁle tak}ng the test, |,
-7 . \ - "\

because,peoplemgenerajly know what a test is about before ,

- . they actually ‘take it. I also describe it for people who

. .

won't take the test £9‘Be consistent With everyone.

The éroSSNAnalogies Téét is a written test th;p
consistgs of .identifying analogies.' Each Etem inuéﬁé te§E
‘consists of a pair of words that are related to each other’
in some way. For exg&pie, apple and seed. ‘The’paif‘is’

L folloyeé Sy five otherspairs btlwords, such as rock-cliff or

~ yarn-sweater.' When taking\ the test a persoq‘has)to’select

-
the pair out of the five possféie answers that best |

’

expresses a relationsWip similar td the oné expressed in the

original pair.. Af first glance, you might get the

' impression that one or more answers are-corre?t. However,
if you take the test you should think about the ané%ogy
g ’

carefully, and select Ehe_best:answef. "The best answer. is

-

the one sthat ‘fits besf with the first pair. ‘Or‘a khe test, -

, people only get pdints for correct answvers, and there is

. only one correct answer for each analogy. The words used in
° . ' ’ ]

the test are familiar words, so the “test -is not-a measure, of

Y -vocabulary. Rather, it measures creative abilities; ‘that -
. .. ° - . r ' ' ” -

94 2 T L :



is,ythe ab111ty to conceptuallze abstract relafxonshxps.

N 1’

Let .§ go over the f1rst two 1tems of the test. hPeople

will skip them when taking thevtest. In the first one, thf

a

palr of words that “are related to each other is: vaccup and

matter. When~tak1ng the test, a person would have to select

.

t

- one of the gpxt five palrs that best expressgs a .

relatlonﬁhlp similar to the.one between vacuum, and matter. T
[ ‘ : )

. . . U
The five pairg"are: universe-=stars, divorce-spouse,
- . N )
-’

perfectich-fablt,'Vacaqcy—applicant; and quorum—éotes. The .
-agéﬁér is the' tﬁird paif: 'perfeeticn;faalt. “I1q the ;econd
example, "the palr of words bhat- are related to(each othgr
is: :plaglarlze,and copy. The f1ve palrs to chgee from are:

’

smuggle convey, cheat 1m1tate, steal- embezzle, k111—

o . d
-

annihilate, ag\ forge ;ssue. The answer is the flrst.paiiz

'

smuggle and-‘convey. Hopeiully you'now have a petkerwidea,of

what the test is a?o'{t." ' . . :
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‘ Manipulation Check
- I&,::' -
Department of ﬁsychology -- Concordia University
Y ) Paiﬁic1ﬁant Questionpalre Form C .
N iy \\
) ) » N N —
Because a new procedure is being used i1n canductij this study, we

‘wohld like you to answer some general questions. ThesBsguestions are about

-

how you perceive the different aspects of the study. ‘
Answer each gquestion by circling the number on the scale that best
represents how you feel. &ﬁgr respon8es are anonymous and confidential.
For example, ~, "

DO YOU FEEL HUNGRY?

1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9.
not at a somewhat quite very
all ” little a-bit much -
L
¢’

1. Do you feel you might learn something about yourself 1n this study?

——

1 - ‘2 3 4 . 6 - 7

. B 9

not at - a somewiat gquite ¢ very
all little ;T a bat much
2. Doés what you have been asked to do in th'i study rPlate to issues that
are of importance to you? © o - ) ) ‘
1 2 3 .4 - 5 6, xn M7 8 9
not at . a, somewhat ‘guite | very o
all little . a bt - _much

\\ 3
. . %
3. Do you enjoy participating. in studies where you learn more about your own
skills and characteristics? ' - . . °
1 2 3 4§ 7 s 6 7 - 8 9
not at % a somewhat guite very
all little ' a bit much \

»

4. How enjoyabie do“you find what you have been asked to do 1in this study?
, e -

-

1 -2 3 -4 5 6 T 8 .9 ,
not at ) a somewhat quite . very
all "’ 17/ttle . a bit much

<



N

o~

4
5. Overall, how difficult do you find what you have been asked to do in this
stody?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 . 9
not at a somewhat quite very
all little ! a bit " much

6. How personally important is it for you to do well on your tasks in this
study?

v B
1 2 3 4 S 6 —7- 8 9
" hot at a somewhat quite’ . very-"
: all little . a bit much -
B
N ’
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Appendix D

Affect Assessment
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Appendix D L ’ >
v Affect Assessment ' —
Ll ~

'wé“woﬁld‘like you to indicate how you are now feeling

at this very moment. "please indicate your present feelings

by Circiing a number on each.of the scales. The sgales are

like this one: 4

L1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not.at all a little moderately quite extremely

~

Beside each scale‘t there is a word that describes.
' ’ s

certain feelings., For each word, decide the degree to which

1

the word describes your pfeseﬁt feelings. To answer, circle
the appropriate number on the scale.

For example, if the word beside a scale was "hungry"

%

}

Y
«ight of the'scale. If you did not feel hungry you would

and you felt hungry,_K?u would circle a number toward the
circle a number toward the left of the scale.
Please be frank. Your reépdnses'hilf"remain anonymous

and confidential. Please turn to the next page and begin.



I NOW FEEL.-..
ANNOYED

1 2
not at all a

GUILTY

1 2

‘not ata4all a

RESTLESS

-
1 2

not q; all a

CONEUSED.

1 2
-not at all a
PLEASED-

1 2
not at all a

DISCOURAGED

: 1 2

not at all a
COMPOSED

1 -2
not at all a

LISTLESS:

Ce - , i ) 2
not at all a

ALERT

’ 1 2
not at all a

SAD

1 2 -
-not at’all”, a

little

3.
little

.3
little

little

little

'3
litt{g

3
litttle

-

3

little

&

moderat y
or

- ‘
5 6 7
moderately quite
5 ° 6 7.
moderately gquite
-5 6 - 7
, moderately _quite
5. 6 7
moderately  -quibte °
5 6 7

-

5 6 77
moderately - quite

5 6 7
mo«derately guite

5 6 7
moderately ‘quite

i

5 “ 6 7
moderately quite

, 5 6 7
moderately - quite

8 9

extremely
3
8 9

extremely

-

8 9
. extremely

8 9
extremely
?

8 9

qui tey, %sy extremely

8 9
.exgremely
8 9

. ‘extrtmely

8 9/

extremely
8 9 ‘

%}tremely
8- 9

eﬁtremely



1 NOW FEEL...
UNWORTHY

1 2
not at all

RELAXED

1 2
notfatyall

AGREEABLE

1 2
ndt at all

TIRED

1 2
not at all

UNEASY

1 2"
not at all

MISERABLE

3 2
not at all

HAPPY

P

1 2
not at all

EFFICIENT -

1 2"

not ‘at all
CALM

1 2
not at all

LONELY

1 2
not at glI

)2
L .
° 3 4 5. 6 7
a little moderately quite.
3 4 5 6 7
a little moderately ‘quite
' [
3 4 5 6 7
a,little moderately quite
3 4 5 6 7
a little moderately quite
3 4 5 6 7 .
a little moderately quite ~
‘. -
3 4. 5 6 7
a little moderately
] j//
N 7
a little -" moderately quite
b v
3. 4 5 6 7
a little moderately guite
s * - 'l .
o3 4 5 6 7
a little moderately quite
3 4 5 6. 7
a little, modertately quite
102

8

8

8

o

9
extremely

9

) extremely

-

9
extremely

5

Aextremeli-

A

9
extremely

‘.

9

e
quite - //’¥gx£{emé1y‘f

-

9
extremely

2,
extremely
L

L
13

9 .
extremely

9
extremely



I NOW FEEL...

DESPARATE

v 1 2 3
not at all a little
LIVELY ,
1 2 -¥F
not at all a little
ANGRY
-1 2 3
not at all a little
NERVOUS
1 2 3

not at all a little

ANXIOUS
1, 2 3
*not-at all a little
BEWILDERED
-1 2 3
not at all -a little
ENERGETIC
1 2 3

not at all a little

HELPFUL® P

.

I © 2 3
not at- all a little
SATISEIED
1 2 "3

not at all a little

-

HELPLESS ~

%

. 1 2 3

+ not at all a little

moderately

moderately .

moderately

-m%derate}y

moderately

moderately

moderately - quite.

. ﬁoderately

moderately ~ ‘quite

moderately-

9

-extremely

9 .
extrempgly

9
extremely

- Q /

9
extremely

9
.extremely

9
extremely

Y.

9
extremely

.9/
extremely

9
‘extremely

o

9
-extremely

N L 4
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I NOW FEEL...
L PEACEFUL
1 -2 3

. N not at all a little

" REFRESHED

»

1 2 3

. not at all _a little
"&’t' 9 \

. \
L]
’
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.
'
-
i)
Y
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e
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4
f 1
p
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N
%
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N -
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%
r
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1
A \ ° &
t
3 A

s .

i

-
moderately

p
5
moderately

6,

6

quite

7

. quite

g

8

L’

8

" extremedy .

13

A

9.
[N

\9 o
.extremely
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“Appendix E .
~‘Depth—of-Piocess{gggTask Instructions and Rating Sheets )
: - g L
| &
s, ¥ Standard Judgmént Task \

In this task,.you will hear 48 words on a tape
recording. Befére each word, you will hear a number. On
.the following page is a question sheet with 48 questlons,
one for each word.

The task is to read a question, listen for the -
corresponding word on the tape, and then answer the question
according to the word you hear. The questions you will see
on the following page are as follows: ,

.

Rhymes with . ? ' Answer the question y e
according to whether the word on the tape rhymes

with, or does not thyme with the word on the ques- -

tion sheet. For example, I

Rhymes with pear? . ) . ,

1f. you heard the word BEAR you would answer Yes.

'1f you -heard the word APPLE, you would answer Noq.
— 1Y ) K ‘

Means the same as . %  Answer the .
question according to whether the word on the tape
generally means the same as fhe word on the ques-

tion sheet. For example, . "

Means the same as grad? ) 4 , ‘//-

1f you heard the word HAPPY, you.would answer Yes. /

1f you heard the word SAD, you would answer No. . / \
"Means the opposite of ?  Answer //

the question according “to whether the word on the _/‘

tgpe generally means the opposite of the word on. . /’-

the answer sheet. For example, o .
. Méans the op¢Ssite of glad? : ' J/

If you heard the word SAD,' you would answer Yes. s
1f you hedrd the word, HAPPY,you would answer No, ‘¢

v e
Describes. you ? This refers to how you describe.
yourself; if the word on the tape generally de'scribes
you, answer Yes; if the word generally doesn t
descrlbe you, answer No. ) .-

- You llke to feel? This refers to how yéu would like to

. feel at this very moment. If the word on the tape .
describes how you would; like to feel at this very
moment, answer Yes. If the word does not describe how
you would llke to feel at this very moment, ‘answer No.'

Each questlon 1s numbered. qu ‘question number 1,

106



listen for word 1, For question number 2, listen for word
2, and so on. ' Each question can be answered by, circling'

" -either Y for Yes or N for No beside each question.

¥ _ This is what you do for each\questlon. Listen for the |
number on the tape, read the .question with the same number,
and then answer the questipn. for the word you hear. One .
word will be read every 5 séconds. This_ should allow you
plenty of time to- answer each questlon. Please do not . skip
any words. : il - S

[

Y * . N 3

Y107
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1. Rhymes wrth elephanté
2. You like to feel2

°

3. Desciribes yqu?

- »

. .
4. Same as cruel?
i

5. You like to feel?

6. Opposite of incompetent?

-
-
]

7. Describes you? i '

es\with catch? .

Rhymes \with pléyful?
Rhymes with playful?
Same, as kindly?

You like to feel?
e ..
Describes you?

17. Describes you?

@

* 'y
Opposite cof insecure?

You like ta feel? .

>

hymes with table?

\"l

. 21. Rhymes'with table?
Same as stupid?
You, like to feel?

Describes you?.

a 4

o

i -
X4

YES

B U S

<

-

I S

-.c, ‘
k

. ' YES N

25. Desdcribes you? Y N
26, Opposite'éé sad? ‘Y N
27.-Rhymes with happy?’ _Y N
28.x§ou like to‘fee1?~ Y ‘N
.291 Describes you?. ‘ Y N
30. You, like té feel? :Y N
31. Same as truthful? 4Y N
32, Rhymes Qi;ﬁ room? Y N
33, S%me‘és'unfocused? .Y N
34. Yod like to feél? ‘Y, N
Ny ‘ . .
35. Describes th? Ca Y N
36. Rhymes with disposed? ¥ N
37. Describes iou? Y N
38,r0pﬁqsitb‘of tense? Y N

39. Rhymes' with kitchen? Y N

- 40. You like to feel? Y N

.

41} opposite of withdrawn? Y N

42. Describes yoy?

/ - Y N
43. You like to feel? Y N
44; Rhymes wi&h herd? ,Y N
45, Describes you? . Y *N
46. You like to feel? = — y N
47, ﬁhymeé with book? - v n

48. Same as uhattentive? ‘Y N

.t

B
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\ - YES 'NO ) YES
) N 1:. ,Rhymes. w1 th' throwl? - Y N 1 2'.';, 'Describes you? - Y
2. Y?u 'lik'e.té) feel? . Y N >26. Same as sad? - Y
. 3. Describes you? - Y N 27.'Rhymes with catch? Y
C 4. Opp‘osi;:e'of c-niel?" Yy n '28" You like to feel?u y
5. You like to feel? Y N 29. Descri);)es you? Y
6. Same as incorr}petgpt"? Y N. 30. You like to feel? Ty
. - - '7.‘ Qe's.cribés you? Y N 31. Oppasite o{ ;truthﬁul'? b
‘ e, Rhymes with find? | Y N 32, Rhymes with willfull? ¥
., Y " 9. Same as ni‘ce? o f( Y N 33. Opposite of 'unfocu.sed?‘\y .
o kS v.1\0‘._ Descr 1beés. you? Y. N*. 34. You li"ke to feel? Y
"*1ls You like to feel? Y N 35. Describes.you? iy
. ' %2. Rl:xyn{e-s with softballal Y N, 36. Rhymes with Kitchen? Y
. '13.s Rh;mes with myst‘ifigg’:> Y N \ 37. Describes you? ' Y
) N 1'4. Opposite of kindly? Y N - 38. same as tense? Y
i .o ‘ 15. You like tlo',feel? Y N 39. Rhym;es with competen‘,;? Y
" .1~6.*Desi:rib‘es you? Y N ’ 40.4~You like to feel? Y
. 417, Descgﬂifoes‘ you? - e Y N 41, Same as withdrawn? Y
~ 18. Same as insecure? Y N 42. Describes you? oy
' . 19. You like to feel? Y N 43. You like to feel? *
v ¢ 20. Rhymes with tablez?’ Y N 44. Rhymes w‘ith book? Y
.. N 21. Rhyme§ with.t_'rivial? Y N 45. “Despribes y‘o'u? ‘ Y
‘ 22. Oppositve of stupid? 'Y’ N 5'6}. You like to fee‘l? . Y
! v 23, You like to feel? .Y N  47. Rhymes with meek? ¥
24.. DESCI'ib;eS yc;u? _,_ Y N ’ 48.0p1:;osite of un'atte;\ti-ve?Y .
. | . - ' - ’ i
L ‘
' . “ 109. '
1 . ' . N .
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‘ 13.‘

“17.

]

T 24.

A
\

‘}.-Same as stupid?

-

2. Rhymes with shirt?

3. You like to feel?

4. Qescéfbes you?
5. RHymes with catch?

6. Describes you? —

"7. You like to feel?

8. 6pposite of calm?
9. Describes you?

N\
10+ You-like to feel?

’

~11. Rhymes with throw?

12. Same as absenpminded?

Opposite of absorbed?

14. .Describes you?

15. Rhymes with softball?

16. You like to feel?

You like to feel?

18. Describes you?’

19. Rhymes with savorly?

20. Opposite of concerned?

‘21. Opposite of downcast?.
22.¢5es;ribes you?
:23. Rhymes with table?

You like to feel?

KooK ok R K

]

24

N A

110

. fo

' -P YES
. \_@ ’
N 25. You 1139 to feel? Y
N- 26. Describes you? Y
N 27. Same as cheerful? Y
N 28. Rhymes with homeless? ¥
N 29. You like to feel? Y
N . 30. Rhymes with kiichen? Y
N ' 31. Describes you? Y
N 32. Same as untrained? Y
N 33. Describes you? Y
N 34, Rhymes with methodical?y
N 35. You like_gp feel? LY
N ¥ 36. Saae as restrained?‘ Y
N 37. You like to feel? Y
N } 38, Describes yéu? ‘Y
* 39. Opposite of assured? Y

N 40. Rﬁymﬁs.with book? Y.
N .41..Describes you? Sy
N ' 42, You }ike'to feel? Y
N . 43. Rhymeg with taxedé Y
N 44. Same as unconfident? Y
N ¢ 45: You like to fee}? Y
N 46.. Rhymes with spell? Y
ﬁ , 47. Oppositéxéf*;opefull Y
N 48. Describes you? Y

NO



-

10.

11.

12.
.
13.
14,
15.
l6.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

‘22,

23 ¢

24.

Opposite of stUpiéﬁiL/

Rhymeé with book?

You like to feel?

Describes you?

Rhymes with unmistakable? Y

Describes you?
You like to feel?
Same as calm?
Desgribes you?

You like to feel?

Rhymes with kitchen?

Opposite of absentminded?y

Same 'as absorbed?’
o

Describes ydu?

Rhymes with national?

You like ?o”feél?
You like to feel?
Déscribes you?
Rhymei with FhroQ@
Same as concerMed?
Sahe as downcast?

Describes you?

/
Rhymes with suggestive? ¥

You like to feel?

s

11

=5
* YES -.NO
Y N

Y N

Y N
Y N

N

Y~ N

Y N

Y N

Y N

Y N
Y N°

N

Y N

Y N

Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
.Y N
AN Y N
¥ N
Y N

U
N

Y N

- _ N
?
- »
. YES
<%
25. You likg to feel? Y
26. Describes-yOué Y
%1~ Opposiie-of cheerful? Yy :
28. éhymes w;;h plén? Y
29. You like to feel? Y
30. Rhymes with excited? Y
31: Descr;bes you? . Y
32. Opposite of'uﬁ;raféfaé.i
33, Describes you? Y
34, Rhymes with catch? Y
35. You' like to féel? ’ Y
.36 Oppqsiée o?;rgs:;ained?Y
37: You like to feei?‘ Y
38._Describes yoU% i ’ . Y
39.'Samé as assured? ) Y
40. RhyTES‘with\skull? Y
hl.'Déscribé; youg ) Y
42. You like to feel? ¥
43. Rhymes with desk? ) Y -

44.0pposite'of unconfident?y
L]

45. You like to feel? Yo

46. Rhymes with unBaunted? Y.

.47, Same Fs hopeful? Y
. S 48. Describes yoﬁ} -~ B {

NO

N®

N

N



10.
J1.
12.

13.

14.

3-5.
16.

17.
18.
19,
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.

&

. YES
Describes you? ﬂ Y
dpPOS]te of gleepy? Y’
Rhymes with cure? Y
You like to feel? Y
Same as hated? Y
You like to feel? Y
Rhymes with Kitchen? Y
Describes you? Y
You like to feel? ° Y
Rhymes Yith socialLized? Y
Same. as down? Y
Describes §ou? Y
Describes you? ;
You like to feei? Y
Opposite zi_lggical? Y
Rhypes with table? Y
Rhymes with un;ventful? Y
You }ike to feel? Y
Same as amiable? Y
Describes you? Y
Describes you? Y
You like to fedl? Y
Opposite of ‘distractable?y
Rhymes with catch? Y

b

Z 2 Z2 2 zZ

et

' 4

. . YES

25. ngmes with dgnse? Y
' 26. You like to feel? Y
27. Describes you? Y
28. Same as useful? Y
29. Rhymes with book?: ¥
30. Opposite :0f unsure? ‘Y
31. You iige té_feel? Y
32. Descriles you? Y
33. You like to feel? Y
+34. Same ;s’rational? . Y
35. Rhymes ,with only? Y
,36. Describes you? Y
37. Rhymes with softball? Y
38. Yom like to feel? ¥
39. Describes you? Y
40. Opposite of smart? Y
41. You like to feel? Y
42. Rhymes with scurried? Y
43? Oppositeh;f calmé &

RS -

44. Describes you? Y
45. Rhyhes with desk? . Y
— 46. Same as shunned? ’wY
47. Describes you; R
48. You like. to feel? Y

NO



&

1. Describes you?

2. Same as sleepy?

3. Rhymes with g:%k?
4. You like to feel?
5. Opposite of hated?
6. You like to feel?
7. Rhymes with stable?
8. Describes you?

9. You lgke to feel?
10. Rhymes with catc¢h?
11. Opposite‘of down?

12. Describés you?,

13. Describes you?

14, You likejto feel?

15. Sanme as

. Y
16. Rhymes wijth light?

17. Rhymes with kitchen?
18. You like to feel?

19. Opposite of amiable?
20. Describes you? |
21. Describes you?

227 ¥ou like to feel? .
23, Same as diséractabie?

24. Rhymes with dreaded?’

YES

113

NO

YiES
25. Rhymes with door? Y
26. You ;ike to feel? Y
27. Desctibes you? Y
28. Opposite of useful? Y
29. Rhymes with deéug%ivé? Y
30. Samg as unsure? Y
31. You like }6 teel? Y
32. Describes rou? . ;
33. You like to feel?i.' Y.

34. Opposite of raticnal? Y
35. Rhymes* with softball? Y

36. Desciribes you? Y

37. Rhymes with dormant? Y

38. You like to feg}?v Y
39. Describes you? Y
40. Same aé smart? = Y
41. You like to feel?’ Y
42. Rhymes with seat? . Y
43, Same as calm? Y
44. Describes you? Y
45. Rhymes rith eatery? Y.

46, Opposite of ShUand?u Y
47. Describes you? Y

48. You like to feel? Y

NO
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10.
11.
12.

13.

-14.

15.
l16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
2le
22.
23.

24.

Desctibes you?

Same a; sleepy?

Rhymes with book?

You like to feel?

Opposite of hgted?

You like to f?el?

Rhymes with staHlé?

Describes you?

You like to feel?
Rhymes w11h catch?
Oppbslée of down?
Descglbes you?
Descgﬁges fou?

You like to fegl?

~ N

Same &s logical?
Rhymes wékh light?
Rhymes with kitc%en?
You like to feel?
Oppogi;;\bf amiable?
Describes you?
Describes you?

You Yike to feel?
Same -as distractablé}

Rhymes with dreaded?

YES NO
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N

Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y AN

N
Y N

YN
¥ N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

33

‘34.

35.
36.

37.

. 38,

39.

40.

41.

42.

43 .

44,
45,
46.
45.

48.

‘Describes you?
.

Rhymes with door?
You like to feel?
Describes you?

Opposite of useful?

Rhymes with deductive?

Same as unsure?
You like to feel?

Describes you?

.. You 'like to feel?

dpposite of rational?

.

Rhymes with softball?
Descrlbes.you? )
Rhymes with dormant?
You 1i£e to feel?
Describes you?
Same as smart?
You like to feel?
Rhymes with seat?
Same-as calm?
Descrfibes you?
Rhymeé with eate{y?
Oppo;ite of shunned?

.

You-like*to feel?

NG



-1. You like to feel?

2. Describes you?

3. Same as vulnerable?
4. Rhymes with bind?
5. Descglbes you? ’

6. Rhymes with person?

7. Opposite of qualified?

8..You like to’eel?
"\\

9. Rhymes with bing?

10. Opposite 6f messy?

11. Describes you?

12. You like to feel?

13. You.like to feel?

14. Rhymes with door? :
15. Describes you?

16. Same as stupid?
17.\bpposite of prosperoug?
18. Rhymes with dominant?
19. Describes.you?

20. You like to feel?

21. You like to feel?

2£. Rhymes with kitchen?
23. Describes you?. s

24. Same as intolerant?

YES -

115

NO

N 25,
N 26.
N 27.
N 28
N 29.
N 30.
N 3.
N 32.
N 33.
N- " 34,

~ﬂ\\ | 35.

N 36.
N 37.
N 38.
N 39.
N 40.
N 41,
N 42,
N > 43,
N 44.
N s,
N 46.
N 47.
N 48.

YIS
Same as anxious? Y

Rhymes with compressced?y

You like to feel? Y
Describes you? Y
Opposite of lazy? Y
Describes you? Y

Rhymes with softball? Y
You f?ke to feel? Y
Rhymes with contracted?y
Describeg you? Y
Opposite of<popular? Y
You like to feel? Y

Same as able bodied? Y

Rhymes with table? Y
You like to feel? Yy
Describes you? - Y

RhymesAwith tractable? Y
Opposite of rushed? = Y

Describes you?

Y
You like_to fﬁj:; Y

Same as calm? Y
Describes; you? Y
You like to feel? Y
Rhymes with name? Ly
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11.

12.

134
4.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23,
24.

You like to feel?
Describes you?

Opposite of vulnerable?

Rhymes with kitchen?
4 -

. Describes you?

Rhymes with tgagtable?
Spme‘as’qualified?

You like to feel?
Rhymes with door?
Same as messy?
Describes you?

You like to feel?

you like to feel?
Rhymes with mule? a'
Describes you?
Opposite of stupid?
Same as prouperous?
Rhymes with table?
Describes you?

You like to feel?
You like to feel?
Rhymes with acguitted?-
DeSeribes you? .

’ K
Opposite of intolerant?

YES

116

NO

N ~-

25.
2.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.

Oppos1te of anx10us°
Rhymes with softbaLl?
You like-to feel?
Describes you?

Same as lazy?
Describes you?
Rhymes with ear?

You like to feel?
Rhymes~with book?
Descrihes you?

Séme as popular?

4§
You like to feel?

YES

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

37.0pposite of able bodied?y

38.
39.
40.
41.

427

43.
44.
45,

46.

47.

48.

Rhymeg with light?
You like to feel?
Describes you?

Rhymes with ordinary?
Saﬁe as rushed?
Describes ybu?

-

You like to feel?

Opposite of calm?
Describes you?ﬂ
You like to feel? ’

Rhymes with servant?

. L4
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Appendix F o
., Favorablity and Descriptiveness Rating Sheets

INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate each of the following words according to how

. favorable 'you find them. We would like you to use the
following scale: .
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3.
very ° gquite slightly neutral - slightly quite very
negative negative negative ° ‘positive positive positive

For each word, circle one number on the scale to indicate how favorable you find
‘that wérd, Your responses are anonymous and confidential.

.
3

brilliant -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 "tense 3.2 0 1 2 3 .
alert -3 -2 -1 01 2 48 depressed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
insecure -3 -2-1 0 1 2 3 ~  happy -3 -2.-1-0 1 2 3
unk ind -3 -2-1 0 1 2 3 i useless -3-2-1 0 1 2 3
3likab1ej -3-2-1 0 1 2 3 J productive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
capgﬁlé =3 -2 001 2 3 , .queéided 43-72‘;1 0 v 2 3
able -3 -2-1 0 1 2 3 sincere s3-2-1 0 1 2 3
nervous -3 -2-1 0 1 2 3 skillful + =3 «2 -1 0 1 2 3
king - 320 6 1.2 3 distratted 3-2-1 0 172 3
organized -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -  illogical -3-2-1 0 1 23
C1ow -3-2-1 0 1 2 3~ “lonely 3-2-1 0 1 2 3
forget}ul -3 -2 -1 0 1,2 3 composed -3 -2 -1 .0 £ 2 3
preoccupied -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 .3 ) competent '-3 -2 -1 0 1° 2 .3
cruel 324 001 2 3 Luptight §-2-1 0 1 2.3
rational | -3 -2 -1 °0 ‘1 2 3 . sel'f-confident-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
‘ L - o<
bright -3 -2 rl“ 0 '§;{2 3 ey 1-3-2-1 0 1 2 3
. sugcessful -3 -2 -1 o““ﬁ';2? 3. sqciable “3-2-1 0 1 2 3
confident =3.-2 -1 0 1 2 3 o hurried  "--3-2-1 0 1 2 3
) ’,‘ N N : - - o ..
- ' ' r '



]
friendly -3
worried -3
jovial -3

sharp-witted -3
attentive -3

cool-headed -3

\.

= .

g

relaxed -3 -2,;1,
self-assured -3 -2 -1
; ~ o
jittery -3 -2 -1
unwanted -3 -2 _1.
bleak -3 -2 %1
‘observant -3 -2 Al
"G
h
. ’ -
. ) .
u\!'« k\\,.‘.,
. \\X- '
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LL‘ *
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INSTRUCTIONS: “Please rate each of the following words according to, how

' accurately they describe you. . We would like you to, use the ' ‘
following scale: . . .
-3 . -2 -1 N 1 2 3 DN .
very quite slightly not slightly quite very
untrue untrve, = untrue sure true true .true

Fdx'each word, circle one number on the .scale to. 1nd1cate how the word descrlbes
" you., Your responses are anonymous ‘ and confidential.

-

brilliant -3 -2-1 0 1 2 ‘tense -3 «2 -1 0 1 2 3 s

alert 23 -2%51 0 1 2 S " depressed -3-2%v1%0 1 2 3 ;

insecure ‘-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 happy . -3 -2 1012 3

unki;d.u © 232221 0 1+2 3 ' useless = -~»-2-1 0 1 2 3 \

likable 5 -3 -2 -1 0 173 .3 ‘ " productive -3-2-1.0 1 2 3

capable ~3,-2-1 0 1 2 3. undecided’ -3-2-1 0.1"2 3 N:
able . . -3 -2-140 1 2 3 " sincére. |, -3-2-1 0 1 2 3

nervous L f3.2-1°06 1 2 3 skillful ~ -3-2-1 0 1 2 3 ' .

king = " -3 -2-1 0 1 ‘2 3 °  _Jaistracted -3 .2 -1 0 12 3 .

or;anized -3,-2+-1-0 1 2 3° - 'jllogical -3 -2 -1 “6f 1 2 3

low~l : -3 -2-1.0 1 2 3 : -lonely RS -1 01 2 3

forgetful = -3 20 12 3, | composed 3-2-1 0 1 2 3 b

preoccupied -3i:2~;1 0,1 2 3 ~ Gompetent -3-2-1"0 12 3 .
“éruel =3 -2-1 01 2 3 ©uptight . -3 -2-1.0 1 2 3

rag%oﬁal§ o3 21 0 1,2 3 . self-confident:3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 _

bright. -3 -2-1 0 172 3 ' 'éull . -3 -2 =1 O‘fl 2 3 i
-_pucces§fuln' -3 -2 -1 JOo 1 2 3 | sociable . f? -2-1 0 1 2 3

‘confideént -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 hurried . -3 -2 :i o1 2 3 ’

friendly . -3 2-1 01 2 3 }éﬁgged -3:-2>-; 0 1 2 a
wotried | g3 -2 -1 k£:>1ﬁ 2 3 . self-assured -3-2-1 0 1 2 3 -
Jovial’ -3 -2-1 0 1 2" 3 " jittery <3 -2 -1  o 1.2 3 :
- - - oo - . )
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sharp-witted -3 -2 -1 0 1

attentive

cool-headed
. , .
’
N
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. =
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2
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2

S

-3 -2-1 0 1 2

o
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unwanted
bleak -

observant

-3

-3

-3
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-2
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Appendix G
Achievement Anxiety Test
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Appendix G -0 .

Achievement Anxieé;\Tést‘ -

This questionnaire will help us better understand the

‘results of our study, because people with different

persona11t1es may teact dlfferently to the situation you
were in. . '

AN

»

. Please fjll it out. It is anonymous and confidential.
Don't put your name on it. ‘ :

’

1. During exams or testsy, I block on questions tb which 1
know the answers, even though I might remember them as soon
as the.-exam is over.

i~

1 2 3 4 5 "\
always sometimes never

\ ?

2. 1In courses in which the total grade is based mainly on
one exam, I seem to do better than other people.

AY . L]
% . »

1 2 3 4 . 5
/ never . somatimes always

3. When I start a test, nothing is able to distract me.

1 2 . 3 4 S
always sometimes never-s
.4, When I am poorly prepared for an exam Or test, I get

upset, and do less well than even my restricted knowledge
should allow.. . b . .

5 o=

12 3 4 |
never - sometimes . always

-5. While I may (or may not) be mervous ‘before tak1ng an

' exam, once 'l start, I seem to forget to’ be nervous.

= -1 2 - . 3 .4 5
always sometimes never

6. I find that my m1nd gaes blank at the beglnning of an
exam, and it takes me a few mlnuteé before 1 can function.

"1 2 3 . 4 5 ‘
always . sometimes © never

vy
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7. 1 rk most effectively -under pressure, as when the
task is very important.

1 2 3 4 5
always . sometimes never

§

8. In-a course where I have been doing poo;ly, my fear of

-+ a~bad 'grade cuts down my efficiency.

o1 2 3 4 5
never sometimes always

9. I look f&ward to exams.:-

1 2 3 s s
never sometimes " always

9

10. 1 enjey taking a difficult exam more than an easy one.

1 2 3 :4 5
always « sometimes never

11. Nervousness whlle taking dq exam or test hinders me
from doing well. .
"1 2 3 4 5
always sometimes nevgr

12. I find myself readlng«exam quest1ons without .
understanding them, and must go back over them so that -
they will make sense.

1 2 3 4 . 5.
never _sometimes always

13. The more important the examination,. the less well I
seem to do. : : ;

B
- -
[ i P B
‘

1 2. 3 4 5
always sometimes never

] ,oN .

14. Although "cramming" under pre-examination tension is
not effective for most people, I find that if the need .
arises, I can learn material 1mmed1ately before an exam,
even under considerable pressure, and successfully retain it
to use on the. exam, -

1 . 2 3 4§ 5

- +., always . . sometihes never
. e _ ‘
4 S
//
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15.

Nervolusness whileftaking a test helps me do better.

1 .2 -3 4 5
never sometimes always
16. . Time ‘pressure on an‘exam causes me to do worse than the
rest of the group under similar’ conditions. ]
1 2 .3 4 5 ¢ !
always sometimes never
17. The more important the exam or test, the better I seem
to do. %
1 2. 3 4 5 ~ .
--this_is true this is this is not
» Q .
of me sometimes trwue true of me .
of me

I am so tired about worrying .about an exam, that I find

18.
I almost @Pn't care how well I do by the time'I start the

test.

<

1 2 37 4 5
sometimes _always

never
When I don't do well on a diffictlt item at -the

19.
beginning of an exam, it tends to upset me 5o that I block
on even easy questions later on.

' i \

1 2 3 4 5
always

never sometimes

125 , N
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Beck Depgession Inventory . .
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Appendix H

I
Beck Depression Inventory

’

\ B Scale
) &

In this questionnaire we would like you to read a number’
of statements and ‘to indicate those that describe how you
feel about yourself. The statements are presented in groups
(Group A, B, C, etc...). For each group circle the number
in front of the one statement that best represents how you
feel about yourself. So, circle one statement 'in group A,
one in group B, and so on. Please be honest. Your
responses will be anonymous and confidgntial.

A. O ‘I do not feel sad.
\) 1 I feel blue or sad. .
2a I am blue or sad all the time and I can't snap out
of it. :
, 2b 1 am so sad or unhappy that it is quité painful,
- 3 I am so sad or_ unhappy that I can't stand it.
€

B. O I am not particularly pessimistic or discouraged
about the future.
la I feel discouraged about the future.
2a I feel I have nothing to look forward to.’
* 2b I feel that I won't ever get over my troubles.
3 1 feel-that the future is hopeless and that things
cannot improve. ’

cC. O 1 do not feel like a failure. -

1 1 feel I have failed more than the aveYage person.

2a I feel I have accomplished very little that is
womthwhile or that means anything.

2b As I look back on my life all I can see is a lot of
failures. . ,

3. 1 feel I am a complete failure as a person (parent’
husband, wife) . :

am not particularly dissatisfied.
feel bored most of the time.

don't enjoy things_the way I used to. |
don't get satisfac®ion.out of anything any more.
am dissatisfied with everything, )

A

-
U
L B B e I e B ]

/

E. -0 I don't feel partis»;axly guilty.
127 )
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1 1 feel bad or unworthy a good part of the time.
2a 1 feel gquite guilty. ¢
2b I feel bad or unworthy practlcally all the time’ now.
3 1 feel as though I am very bad or worit}ess.
~ _ _ ~
F. O I don't feel I am being punished. ©
1 I have a feellng that something bad may happen to
me.
2 1 feel I am being punished or will be punished.
3a 1 feel I deserve to be -punished.
3b I want to be punished.
G. O I don't feel disappointed in myself.
la I am disappointed in myself.
l1b I don't like myself,
2 1 am disgusted with myself.
3 1 hate myself.
H. O I don't feel I am worse than anybody elise.
2 I am critical of myself for my weaknessesﬁor
mistakes. o
2 I blame myself for my faults. b
3 I blame myself for everything bad that happens. 4
I. O I don't have any thoughts of harming myself.
1l I have thoughts of harming myself but I would not
carry them out.
2a I feel I would be better off dead.’
2b I feel my family would be better off if I were dead.
3a I have definite plans abdéut committing suicide.
3b I would kill myself if I could.
J. O I don't cry any more than.usual.
1l I cry more now than.I used to. : Y
2 I feel irritated all the time.
3 I used to be able to ‘cry but now I can't cry at all
even though I wahnht to. ‘ o
O I am no more irritated now than I ever am.
1l I get annoyed ora1rr1tated more easily than I used
S to. .
2 I feel irritated all the time. '
3 I don't get irritated at all at, the things that used

to irritate me.
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L. O I haVe not lost interest in other pecple. »
1 1 am less interested in other people now than 1 used’
. to be.
2 1 have lost most of my//nterest 1‘762%er people and
have little feeling for them.
3 1 have lost all my interest in other people and
don't care about them at all.
M. O 1 make decisions about as well as ever.
1 I try to put off making decisions.
2 1 have great difficulty in making decisions.
3 I can't make decisions at all anymore.
N. O I don't feel I look any worse than I used to.
1" I am worried that I am- looking old or unattractive.
2 I feel that there are permanent changes in, my
appearance and they make me look unattractlve. *
3 I feel that I am ugly~or repulsive laoking. . 6/
0. 0 I can work about as well as before. Y
la It takes extra effort to get started at doing
something.
lb I don't work as well as I used to.
2 1 have to push myself very hard to do anythxng.
3 I ¢an't do any work at all.
P. 0 I can sleep as well as usual.
1 1 wake up more tired in the mofning than I used’ to.
2 I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it
hard to get back to sleep.
3 I wake up early every day a “can't get more than 5
hours sleep.
A h _ -
h
Q. 0 I don't get any more tired than usual.
1 I get tired more easily than I used to. N
2 I get tired from doing .anything.
3 I get too tired to do anything. /f
1 . . " .
R. 0 My-appetite is no worse than usual.
1 g§\gbpetite is not as good as it used to be. <
2 y appetite is much worse. now. “ &«
3 I have no appetite at al]l any more. — "“
S. 0 1I.haven't. lost much weight, if any, lately. N
1 I

.

have lost more than 5 pounds.

129
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I have lost more than 10 pounds.
1 have lost more than 15 pounds.

T. O I am no more concerned about my health thangusulal.
1 I am ¢oncerned about aches and pains OR upset
stomach OR constipation.
2 1 am so concerned with how I feel or what I feel
that it's hard to think of much else.
3 I am completely absorbed in what 1 feel.
U. O I have not noticed any recent change in my interest
- in sex.
1 Iam less interested in séx than I used to be.
2 I am much less interested in sex now. ‘
3 1 have lost interest in sex completely.

he ]



