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Zusammenfassung

Menschen zeigen viele den Selbstwert schiitzende Verhaltensstrategien, um negative
Implikationen fir ihnen wichtige Fahigkeiten und Eigenschaften abzuwenden. Die
vorliegende Arbeit untersuchte eine dieser Strategien, die des Self-handicapping, unter
genauer Betrachtung der mit diesem Verhalten assoziierten kognitiven Prozesse.

Self-handicapping setzt die Antizipation eines moglichen Versagens sowie das
Schaffen eines Hindernisses auf dem Weg zum Erfolg in einer wichtigen Aufgabe (z.B.
Ubungsentzug oder die Wahl einer ablenkungsreichen Situation) voraus. Dieses Hindernis
kann spéter, falls notig, als Entschuldigung eingesetzt werden. Self-handicapping beinhaltet
daher notwendigerweise ein gewisses Mal3 an Voraussicht, um eine solche Entschuldigung
bereits vor der eigentlichen Leistungssituation zu etablieren. Gedanken, die man sich vor dem
Eintreten einer Situation tUber deren Ausgang macht (,,prefactual thoughts®), spielen hierbei
eine entscheidende Rolle, da sie bei der Identifizierung méglicher Hindernisse helfen.

Im Besonderen wurde vorgeschlagen, dass Personen, die ihre Gedanken auf magliche
negative Ausgange einer Leistungssituation vor deren Eintreten richten, im Vergleich zu
Personen, die ihre Gedanken auf mdgliche positive Ausgange richten, vermehrtes Self-
handicapping zeigen. Die Ergebnisse der vorliegenden Studien bestétigen diese Annahme,
indem sie zeigen, dass Versuchsteilnehmer, die instruiert waren, sich Gedanken uber negative
Ausgange einer Leistungssituation vorzustellen, im Folgenden mehr Ubungsentzug an den
Tag legten, als diejenigen Versuchsteilnehmer, die instruiert waren, sich Gedanken Uber
positive Ausgange einer Leistungssituation vorzustellen.

Zusatzlich wurde vorgeschlagen, dass das Auftreten von Self-handicapping aufgrund
der Gedanken, die sich Personen vor dem Eintreten wichtiger Situationen machen,
Konsequenzen fir die darauf folgende Leistung hat. Die Daten der vorliegenden Studien
unterstiitzen diese Vermutung teilweise.

Diese Arbeit enthalt drei Laborstudien sowie eine Feldstudie, in welchen die
genannten Fragen adressiert werden. Die Ergebnisse werden weiterhin im Hinblick auf
maogliche Erweiterungen der Forschung im Bereich des Self-handicapping, sowie im Bereich
der Einflussnahme antizipatorischer Gedanken auf zukinftiges Verhalten, diskutiert.

Zuletzt werden die Umsténde, unter denen Strategien wie die des Self-handicapping
eingesetzt werden, identifiziert, sowie Perspektiven moglicher zukunftiger Forschung

aufgezeigt.
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Abstract

People exhibit a variety of self-protective behavioral strategies to shield themselves
from negative implications about their valued abilities and personality attributes. The present
research examined one such self-protective strategy, self-handicapping, focusing on the
cognitive processes associated with this behavior.

Self-handicapping involves the anticipation of a possible failure and the precautionary
creation of obstacles to success (e.g., practice withdrawal or choice of a distracting
environment) to use as an excuse if necessary. Self-handicapping evidently necessitates a
certain amount of forethought to establish an excuse prior to the performance, for which
prefactual thought plays a crucial role in identifying potential handicaps. Four studies
investigated the causal role of prefactuals (i.e., thoughts about possible future outcomes) in
self-handicapping.

It was specifically proposed that individuals who focused on prefactuals identifying
ways their performance could be worse (i.e., downward) would subsequently engage in more
self-handicapping behavior, compared to those focusing on prefactuals identifying ways their
performance could be better (i.e., upward). Findings supported the predictions by indicating
that those participants induced to consider downward prefactual thoughts subsequently
showed more practice withdrawal and selection of a distracting environment before an
important exam than did those induced to consider upward prefactual thoughts.

In addition, it was proposed that the effects of prefactual thought resulting in self-
handicapping are consequential in that they negatively influence performance. Evidence is
provided that partially supports this notion.

The present work entails studies conducted both in the laboratory as well as one field
study that address these issues. The results are discussed in terms of extensions to work on
self-handicapping and its possible underlying mechanisms, as well as prefactual thinking
more generally.

Lastly, the circumstances under which strategies such as self-handicapping can be
triggered are identified, ways of how it can be prevented are suggested, and new perspectives
for future research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Man is not the sum of what he has already, but rather the sum of what he
does not yet have, of what he could have.
-- Jean-Paul Sartre (1940)

People often think about things that have not yet actually happened. Our imagination,
as Jean-Paul Sartre pointed out some six decades ago, defines us even though it envisions
things that have not yet come to be. That is because it prepares us for what is to come.
Imagination can play wild tricks on us of course, but can also help us prepare for the
situations that we are to be in, act upon, or to which we must respond. However simple or
trivial the proposition that imagination is a part of us may seem, it has sparked some
important lines of research that set out to illuminate the antecedents and consequences, as well
as processes, associated with thinking about the future, half a century after it was first
mentioned (e.g. Bandura, 1977, 1978; Heckhausen, 1991; James, 1890; Oettingen, 1996;
Peterson et al., 1988; Sanna & Chang, 2006; Scheier & Carver, 1992; Taylor, 1983; Taylor &
Brown, 1988, 1994).

Thinking about what is to come, whether in the form of aspirations or dreads, can be
related to certain life-events, portraying the future a certain way. Whereas this can be
accomplished by mere fantasies (e.g., imagining oneself in a certain situation without
necessarily imagining the process of getting there), it can also be more strategic (e.g., in the
form of preparatory thinking), which implies the incorporation of a strategy or a plan to
prepare for the upcoming situation. It can also be triggered by dispositions people have (e.g.
being generally optimistic or pessimistic about something), or be induced by a particular
situation in which people may find themselves. Imagining oneself in a situation that is
important to one’s future in some way — like living through a severe illness and regaining
one’s strength in life, or simply taking an important test to apply for one’s most wished-for
job — highlights the issues that arise from questions like this: What can we do in the weeks,
days, hours, and minutes before a critical situation (i.e. a medical exam or a test) occurs? In
this vein, a broad array of research in different contexts has found an advantage for positive
and optimistic thinking about the future, in that it seems to have beneficial effects on
motivation, coping and performance, whereas pessimistic thinking tends to have more
negative consequences (Bandura, 1977; Heckhausen, 1991, Oettingen, 1996; Peterson et al.,

1988; Taylor & Pham, 1999). Not only does positive thinking seem to enhance motivation, it
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has also been shown to play an extremely helpful role whenever individuals are faced with
special challenges or threatening events. These thoughts supply individuals with a sense of
personal control and remind them of, or directly activate, resources that help them cope with
the situation. For example, it has been shown that positive thinking and optimism helped
breast cancer patients regain strength and mental health, suggesting that these thoughts may
serve a very important, protective psychological function (Taylor, 1983; Taylor et al. 1984,
1998, 2000, 2003). Moreover, patients infected with HIV or suffering from AIDS have been
shown to be better off when they have a positive sense of self and an optimistic, even
unrealistically optimistic, view of the future. In this way, they manage to cope with the
intensely stressful situation better, not only because these positive beliefs provide a buffer
against the reality of the advancing illness, but also because this protective psychological
mechanism results in more resilient physical resources and therefore physiological protection
as well (Reed et al., 1994, 1999). Thus, the beneficial effects of positive thought can even go
so far as to help in situations of severe illness.

Similar findings have been confirmed in other domains as well. Positive preparatory
thoughts provide a self-regulatory advantage through the anticipation of how one will control
and direct actions. Such domains include mental practice with athletes (e.g., Neideffer, 1976;
Singer, 1972), using mental imagery and simulation to improve performance (e.g., Feltz &
Landers, 1983), or cognitive behavior therapy interventions (e.g., Marlatt & Gordon, 1985).
For example, having alcoholics imagine situations in which they may get an opportunity to
drink and subsequently rehearse how they can avoid giving in to the temptation can improve
recovery (Marlatt & Gordon, 1985; for a summary, see Taylor & Pham, 1996).

However, positive thoughts do not always seem to benefit us in our pursuit of certain
goals. Some experimental evidence actually seems to suggest the opposite, that positive task-
related thoughts or mental images of success result in worse performance (Goodhard, 1986;
Spencer & Norem, 1996), or that the exact nature of the thoughts about the future makes a
critical difference. For example, it is crucial whether one only fantasizes about the desired
outcome or also considers actual expectations and judgments of how likely a desired future is
(Oettingen & Mayer, 2001). Recent work by Sanna (1996) demonstrates that how people
think about the future depends on certain dispositional tendencies. Specifically, people with
negative expectations, despite their negative outlook for upcoming performances, engage in
more positive preparatory thinking before the task than do those with more positive
expectations, which in turn helps them perform better. Examining the notion of preparatory
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thinking even further, research by McCrea (2002) suggests that an individual’s desire to
protect the self can lead to thinking about ways to undermine one’s performance in order to
distance oneself psychologically from a possible failure and mentally prepare for creating an

excuse to be used later.

The present work aims to familiarize the reader with the above mentioned research,
discussing in detail one important type of mental simulation, prefactual thought. The work
examines how this process relates to self-handicapping behavior and provides an empirical
basis for analyzing the cognitive processes associated with such behavior, as well as potential
interventions to influence subsequent self-handicapping behavior.

It will therefore first provide a summary of the existing literature on mental simulation
and preparatory thinking, as well as, within this framework, describe and explore the
counterintuitive phenomenon of self-handicapping and the cognitive processes associated
with this strategic, anticipatory, self-protective behavior. Secondly, it will describe and
discuss four empirical studies conducted on the subject, including the background and the
process of how these experiments were conducted. It will thereby provide insight as to how
cognitive processes may impact peoples’ decisions on how to prepare for an upcoming
performance, as well as under which circumstances they choose to engage in the upcoming
performance. Lastly, some strategies of how to approach and prevent behaviors such as self-

handicapping, as well as new perspectives for future research, are suggested.
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1. Prefactual Thought and Mental Simulation — The Power of Imagination

Past research indicates that people are optimistic about the likelihood that they will
attain positive future outcomes. For example, most people believe that the present is better
than the past and that the future will be better still (Albert, 1977; Greenwald, 1980; Langer,
1975). This kind of temporal comparison occurs, according to Albert (1977), because people
tend to compare the present self with an idealized future self when planning future events.
The idealized self entails what the individual hopes to, and believes to be able to, accomplish.
Obviously, this is rooted in understanding the outcomes people have achieved and the aim to
improve and be better prepared for similar events in the future. In order to explore how these
improvements might be implemented in the future, people engage in processes such as mental
simulation of possible future scenarios (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982).

1.1 Mental Simulation defined

Kahneman and Tversky (1982) formulated the simulation heuristic, suggesting that
people mentally simulate alternative worlds as a basis of their decisions and actions.
Specifically, this heuristic involves the simulation of possible futures or pasts with the goal of
determining the likelihood of an event by assessing how easy it is to picture mentally. The
term “mental simulation” itself, according to Taylor and Pham (2006) refers to “the imitative
representation of the process of an event or a series of events.” Thus, it involves both the
cognitive construction of hypothetical scenarios and the reconstruction (and possible
alteration) of real events. The fact that mental simulation forms a model of reality means that
it occurs at the same concrete level as real behavior and is therefore relevant for activities
involving the planning of future behavior. For example, an important feature of mentally
simulated outcomes is that they subsequently appear more likely to actually occur, as
demonstrated in a number of experimental studies (for a review see Johnson & Sherman,
1990). They further have a concrete bearing on what people may act upon (e.g. Gregory, et
al., 1982; Hirt & Sherman, 1985), and in fact increase the likelihood of people doing so
(Gregory, et al. 1982; Sherman, 1980).

A vast literature examining effects of mental simulation has evolved over the past
decade in the domain of counterfactual thinking. Counterfactual thinking involves thinking
about outcomes contrary to the facts. Thus, counterfactuals identify how an outcome could
have been different, and usually take the form of conditional statements including an
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antecedent (“If I had only...”) and a consequent (“I would be so much happier”). Imagining
alternatives to reality is a very ubiquitous phenomenon that has been shown to have important
consequences for affect and behavior (Roese & Olson, 1995). Interest in this topic has led to
an enormous increase in research in this domain in recent years. The term counterfactual is
used in the literature to date to describe thoughts about alternative versions of past or present
outcomes (Roese & Olson, 1996; for exceptions, see Hoch, 1985; Johnson & Sherman, 1990).
Another approach to examining the effects of mental simulation is to investigate thoughts
people generate about the future. How do people think about an upcoming event or task? How
do they prepare? These important questions have been examined from different perspectives
by a number of researchers, who have identified different types of mental simulations. These

will be described in the following section.

1.1.1 Types of Mental Simulations

Previous research by Taylor and Pham (1996) on mental simulation of the future has
distinguished between three types: “outcome simulation,” “process simulation,” and “process-
outcome simulation”, the last being a combination of the first and second types.

Outcome simulation involves focusing on the desired goal, envisioning its fulfillment
and thereby helping bring it about. Process simulation, on the other hand, involves focusing
on the actual sequence of events or behaviors leading up to the outcome. This approach
informs us how we can go about the task, making the mental simulation more of a mental
practice run. Lastly, “process-outcome simulation” combines both previously described
strategies, and was initially expected to outperform each individual strategy by themselves.
However, empirical evidence collected by Taylor and Pham (1996) suggests that process
simulation yields the best results, because it fosters effective preparatory action in participants
the most. Although both process and outcome simulation have been shown to improve task
performance, only process simulation appeared to improve planning.

In addition to these studies, the literature on mental simulation with regards to positive
fantasies has distinguished mental contrasting from fantasizing (e.g. Oettingen, 1996, 1999,
Oettingen & Thorpe, 2006). Fantasies refer to mental images such as daydreams. They are
less closely linked to the concrete features of reality and the associated processes of bringing
something into existence. This is because they tend to avoid the acknowledgement of factual
information, resulting in indulgence of the mere image of the future and consuming the
positive aspects of some wished for (i.e. successful) situation (Oettingen & Thorpe, 2006).
However, a different kind of optimistic thinking described by the authors is that of positive
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expectations, entailing the experience of a need to act and the appropriate detailing of an
action plan. Introducing the self-regulation strategy of mental contrasting, the authors describe
a way of freeing fantasies from their purely enjoyable contents, which in turn leads to more
frequent and successful goal realization. This kind of mental activity involves contrasting the
wished-for future against the present reality that stands in the way of realizing it by
identifying objective problems that impede accomplishing the desired future state. The steps
involved in this kind of mental simulation leading up to a positively imagined situation can be
described as related to Taylor and Pham’s (1996) process simulation, and have similar effects
such as improved performance (Oettingen, 1996; Oettingen & Thorpe, 2006).

Another type of cognitive activity even more similar in nature to the previously
described process simulation is “prefactual thinking”. Especially relevant to the present work
is Sanna’s (1996) implementation of prefactual thought and his use of it as a simulation
strategy to influence expectancies and predictions, with further consequences for motivation,
affect, and performance. Because the concept of prefactual thinking is a particularly important
and dominant feature of the studies presented in this work, a more detailed definition and

description will be given in the following section.

1.2 Prefactual Thinking — Simulations before the Fact

Prefactuals can be described as mental simulations before the fact that can influence
expectancies and predictions (Sanna, 1996). Usually, people engage in such thinking
whenever they prepare for an important, upcoming event (e.g., a test or an exam). How can |
do well? What can go wrong? How will I be able to influence the outcome? What will it feel
like, once | know the outcome? All of these things one might consider, with a greater
likelihood, the more proximal the important upcoming performance is. As it approaches, these
thoughts give people the opportunity to prepare for the event and mentally simulate answers
to these important questions (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982). As such, mental simulations are
fundamental self-regulatory processes that involve the rehearsal of future events, as well as
the monitoring of the present and reflection on and coping with the past (Wells & Gavanski,
1989; Taylor & Pham, 2006).

1.2.1 Prefactuals defined

One approach to thinking about the future is the previously described distinction
between two forms of optimistic thinking made by Oettingen and Thorpe (2006), who suggest
that expectations can lead to different outcomes than fantasies. In another approach by Sanna
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(1996, 1998), however, the term “prefactual” is used to refer to imagination, before the fact,
of alternative possible outcomes (“alternative pre-outcome predictions”), also see McConnell
et al. (2000). There is some recent work using the term prefactual to describe anticipating a
counterfactual in the future, or regret aversion (Gleicher et al., 1995). An example of this type
of thought would be “If I chose not to close an insurance contract and lose all my belongings,
I will really wish that | had decided for the insurance”. However, the term prefactual is used
here to mean a simulation made before the fact that indicates an action or event having
consequences for the outcome. In this sense, prefactual thinking is very similar to the
previously described process simulation as defined by Taylor and Pham (2006), as it involves
focusing on the actual sequence of events or the process that is leading up to the outcome.
Thus, prefactual thoughts generally take the form of “If | do X, then Y will happen.” People
presumably use prefactual thinking, for example in the achievement context (Sanna, 1996), in
order to determine the behaviors and choices they can make to help bring about a desired
outcome, or to avoid things that would prevent a desired outcome. In this way, prefactuals
minimize the possibility of an outcome that would lead to regret in the future (McCrea, 2002;
Zeelenberg, et al., 1996). Borrowing from Roese and Olson (1993b), Sanna (1996)
distinguishes between upward and downward prefactuals. Upward prefactuals describe how
events can have a very positive outcome or how one might succeed, while downward
prefactuals describe how events can have a very negative outcome or how one might fail. For
the present discussion, this distinction will be used to shed some light on how mental
preparation strategies as such influence preparatory behavior.

In order to give a more detailed overview of the antecedents and consequences of

future directed thought, the following section will now summarize the research in this domain.

1.3 Antecedents and Consequences of Thinking about the Future
1.3.1 Antecedents of Thinking about the Future

Most of the work on mental simulation of events and their underlying cognitive and
motivational processes has been conducted in the domain of counterfactual thoughts about the
past or present (e.g. see Markman et al., 1993; Sherman & McConnell, 1995), rather than
what is still to come. However, similar to the notion of mentally simulating past events, it has
been shown to be a similarly ubiquitous, mundane cognitive activity to imagine different
possible future alternatives of an event. The next sections will therefore focus on the possible

antecedents and consequences of thinking about the future.
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Antecedents of such thinking include forthcoming challenging events and the
associated anticipation of stressful events in the future. Although evidence examining the
antecedents of prefactual thinking is limited, research to date has identified variables such as
evaluative threat that trigger these thoughts. Given that research on prefactual thinking was
mostly derived from work on counterfactual thinking, one domain in which individuals may
actually employ a strategy involving preparing a counterfactual thought in advance, in essence
making it a prefactual thought, is self-handicapping (Sherman & McConnell, 1995). As
Sherman and McConnell (1995) suggest, certain individuals may preconstruct or plan their
excuses for a potential failure in advance, in order to have something to relieve them of

personal responsibility for a poor performance.

Shepperd and colleagues (2006) looked at dispositional optimism and argued that
people will sometimes surrender their optimism for a less favorable outlook (see also
Shepperd et al., 1996). The authors specifically proposed that this happens under
circumstances that challenge peoples’ positive thoughts about the future in some way. In that
vein, several situational circumstances may trigger a reduction in optimism. Examples of such
circumstances include the proximity of performance and feedback, the importance of the
outcome, the ease with which people can imagine negative outcomes, the controllability of the
outcome, the person’s level of self-esteem, and whether people posses competing motives to
maintain optimistic predictions (for an overview, see Shepperd et al., 2006). One explanation
is that people reduce their optimism under such circumstances as a response to new
information they acquire about the future over time, on which they base their judgments.
Another complementary explanation is that they attempt to brace for possible bad news. In
this manner, people avoid disappointment in that they make sure that the outcome does not
fall short of their expectations. Although most of the factors determining a rather optimistic
vs. pessimistic outlook described by Shepperd et al. (2006) are situational, there also is
evidence of dispositional factors influencing these tendencies.

Norem and Smith (2006) describe this for the case of defensive pessimism, which is a
strategy for those who feel anxious and experience a lack of control in situations when there is
something they want to or have to achieve. Defensive pessimists therefore set negative
expectations and spend considerable time and energy elaborating on how things could go
wrong. Interestingly, although such a pessimistic outlook is often related to poorer outcomes,
defensive pessimists usually show a history of success, performing as well as their optimistic
counterparts do and actually benefiting from reflecting over their goals, whereas the opposite
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is true for optimists (Norem & Cantor, 1986b; Norem & Illingworth, 1993; Norem & Smith,
2006). This may seem illogical at first, as most of us imagine that fear and anxiety are
associated with disrupting our progress towards a goal by impeding our strategies,
concentration and ultimately, success. However, in the case of defensive pessimists, the
mental simulations, as well as negative mood, actually help them reflect on effective ways to
act (Elliot & Church, 2003; Norem & Cantor, 1986b; Norem & Illingworth, 2004; Showers,
1992; Showers & Ruben, 1990).

Mental simulation of the future helps us imagine and therefore better prepare and cope
with what there is to come (Taylor & Pham, 1996). Therefore, thoughts about the future also
have an influence on our subsequent behavior. Some of the consequences that arise from

different kinds of thoughts about the future are presented in the next section.

1.3.2 Consequences of Thinking about the Future

Several studies have addressed the different consequences mental simulations of
possible alternative future worlds can have on behavior. Research to date has for example
described several benefits of this self-regulatory tool for performance and motivation (for
reviews, see Bandura, 1997; Scheier & Carver, 1992; Peterson & Bossio, 1991; Taylor, 1989;
Taylor & Brown, 1988, 1994; Taylor & Pham, 1996, 1999). Positive thinking about the future
has been reliably shown to not only enhance motivation in the context of pursuing a goal, but
also to yield beneficial results in domains such as emotion, health, and coping, to increase
persistence when facing difficulties, to improve problem solving and creativity, to reduce fear
of failure, to increase prosocial and caring behavior, and to result in higher standards and
aspirations (for a summary, see Oettingen, 1996).

Further, Taylor and Brown (1988) describe how positive thoughts have effects on
performance such that it improves due to heightened motivation and increased persistence at
the task. For instance, Taylor and Pham (1996) conducted a study in an academic setting with
first year college students who had approximately one week to prepare for their first
upcoming midterm examinations. The authors had the students undergo a training involving
process simulation. Participants were instructed to simulate and envision the process of (in
this case) studying for the exam in such a way that it would lead to a positive outcome. They
were asked to imagine themselves, for example, turning off music in their room, sitting down,
and going through the material in need of being studied. After this training, they were asked
to practice for five minutes, and finally left alone with their studying for the remaining days
until the exam. In line with previous findings, process simulation helped the students’
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motivation as well as their final performance on the exam: they worried less and studied more
before the exam, and performed significantly better on the exam than did control participants
(Taylor & Pham, 1996).

Importantly, not all forms of positive thinking about the future seem to actually
improve future results. For example, Baumeister (1989) argues that overly positive illusions
(“illusions of unique invulnerability” as he calls them) lead to dangerous consequences such
as unsafe behavior and decision making (also see Hoch, 1985). He therefore suggests staying
within an “optimal margin of illusion”, a quantity of illusory optimism that he considers
beneficial without the associated risks (Baumeister, 1989).

More recent research on effects of expectations vs. fantasies by Oettingen and Mayer
(2001) suggests an explanation to disentangle the seemingly contradictory findings of reduced
vs. stronger performance after positive thinking about the future. Although the authors show
that positive expectations (i.e., judging a desired future as likely) resulted in more effort as
well as a better performance in a variety of domains, positive fantasies (i.e., experiencing
one’s mental images about a desired future positively) triggered less effort and worse
performance. The underlying theory is that positive beliefs about the future (i.e., expectations)
consider past facts in order to give a best estimate of how future events will play out. They
therefore provide a viable basis for strong behavioral investment. Positive images about the
future (i.e., fantasies) on the other hand, euphemize future occurrences without taking into
consideration past performance or the necessity to act toward attaining the goal of
successfully mastering the future situation, and therefore fail to provide a solid basis for
acting (James, W., 1890; Oettingen & Mayer, 2001; Oettingen, 1996, 2000; Oettingen, Pak &
Schnetter, 2001; Oettingen & Thorpe, 2006).

A number of researchers have proposed that people plan for possible adverse
consequences of their own behavior by anticipating regret for future outcomes (e.g. Bell,
1982, 1985; Gilovich & Medvec, 1995a, 1995b; Gleicher et al., 1995; Loomes & Sudgen,
1982). Gilovich and Medvec (1995a) discuss how subjectively construed, or
phenomenologically experienced, conditions are in a sense the most powerful determinants of
whether a person anticipates satisfaction or regret. In other words, our reactions are largely
based on our subjective assessment of the situation. We determine our satisfaction with an
outcome not only by comparing it to those of other individuals, but also by comparing it to

our expectations and to what we imagine to be alternative outcomes that might have been
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(Atkinson, 1965; Feather, 1967, 1969; Festinger, 1954; Kahneman & D. Miller, 1986; Roese
& Olson, 1993a, 1993b; for a review, see Gilovich & Medvec, 1995b).

Several studies have observed that the mental construction of an alternative outcome
after the fact influenced affective responses to the event, such as regret and blame (Kahneman
& Miller, 1986; Kahneman & Tversky, 1982; Landman, 1987; Miller & Taylor, 1995).
Oftentimes, people were also able to anticipate emotions like these. Miller and Taylor (1995),
for example, describe a number of studies in which participants based their decisions in a
blackjack game on their experience of anticipated regret.

More recent work by Boninger et al. (1994) has also shown that focusing on the future
after a negative outcome and thinking about how it could have been prevented results in an
amelioration of negative affect, most likely due to taking a perspective of considering how to
facilitate a more adaptive behavioral choice in the future. Two experiments have shown that
dispositional tendencies to think about future consequences of current behavior (i.e., shifting
one’s perspective from thinking about “what might have been” to thinking about “what may
be) alleviated the experience of regret and self-blame (Boninger et al., 1994). As described,
most research in this domain so far has been conducted on the construct of counterfactual
thinking, which identifies alternative outcomes to actual outcomes after the fact (Roese &
Olson, 1993b; Gleicher et al., 1995).

However, asking people to imagine what the future may look like in the future (i.e.,
simulate how one future outcome will compare to an alternative future outcome) can actually
guide their subsequent approach to the task at hand (Boninger et al., 1994).

Further, the interesting idea that people pre-construct alternative worlds in order to
avert potential negative, undesirable feelings in the future has been examined in work by
Sanna (1996) with regards to defensive pessimism and optimism. Although simulating
alternative outcomes, both before and after an event, seems to be a ubiquitous human
tendency, Sanna (1996) describes individual differences in prefactual thinking (also see Hoch,
1985; Sherman et al., 1981). He specifically focused on defensive pessimists vs. optimists and
could show that these people differ in their generation of prefactual thoughts when dealing
with an evaluatively threatening situation such as an upcoming course exam. He demonstrated
that defensive pessimists more frequently generated upward prefactual thoughts compared to
optimists. Further, this spontaneous upward prefactual thinking not only helped defensive
pessimists plan their preparatory behavior for an upcoming performance (either an
introductory psychology test in the classroom, or an anagram test in the laboratory), compared
to the group of optimists. Optimists, in fact, did not engage in much prefactual thinking at all,
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and both upward and downward thoughts turned out to be disadvantageous for them, in that
their performance suffered and they were less satisfied with the outcome compared to when
they did not generate prefactual thoughts. Instead of engaging in much prefactual thinking,
optimists actually focused on the positive aspects of the obtained outcome after the fact by
generating more downward counterfactuals. Interestingly, Sanna’s (1996) studies seem to be
the only ones utilizing a direct manipulation of upward vs. downward prefactual thought. By
inducing individuals to consider prefactual thoughts in line with or against their natural
tendencies, he could show how they vary in their reaction to changes of their default
anticipatory thought pattern, as well as illustrate how important mental simulations are for the
planning of future behavior and performance.

Even more recent work by McCrea (2002) could show similar effects in the domain of
self-handicapping, discussing how this behavior is indeed associated with not only certain
tendencies of minimizing anticipated regret, but also a specific type of prefactual thinking.
Specifically, studies by McCrea (2002) demonstrated that dispositional as well as situationally
induced motives to self-handicap influenced prefactual thinking such that the direction of the
prefactual thoughts depended on these variables. For example, men high in the tendency to
self-handicap reported more downward prefactuals than did women and those low in the
tendency to self-handicap (McCrea, 2002). In these studies, however, prefactual thoughts
were measured rather than manipulated. The results will be described in detail in chapter 3.

Similar to Sanna’s (1996) and McCrea’s (2002) approach, the present work is
concerned with an attempt to examine differences in strategies between different individual
tendencies, as well as different situational circumstances, and their effects on subsequent

behavior and performance.

1.4 Summary

People imagine possible scenarios of future events (i.e., prefactuals, see Roese &
Olson, 1993b; Sanna, 1996) or alternative outcomes of past or present events (i.e.,
counterfactuals, see Roese & Olson, 1995) in order to predict future situations and understand
them. Although there are different temporal perspectives within this framework, both of these
strategies are examples of mental simulation (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982), which is often
described as a fundamental self-regulatory process (Taylor & Pham, 1996). Several authors
have drawn distinctions between different kinds of mental simulations: Taylor and Pham
(1996) describe process vs. outcome simulations, whereas Oettingen and Thorpe (2006) focus
on the distinction between fantasies vs. expectations. Although ample literature exists
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concerning counterfactuals (for an overview, see Roese & Olson, 1995), prefactual thought
has received relatively little research attention. Notable exceptions however are studies by
Sanna (1996), exploring how dispositional difference in defensive pessimism vs. optimism
influence the generation of prefactual thoughts, and McCrea (2002), who analyzed the
cognitive underpinnings of self-handicapping by assessing participants’ prefactual thoughts

prior to engaging in the behavior.

In order to characterize self-handicapping behavior before giving a more detailed
analysis of the present work, the following chapter will first describe the literature and

empirical evidence concerning self-handicapping to date.
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2. Self-handicapping — Planning to Fail?

2.1 Self-handicapping defined

Self-handicapping is a strategy in which people construct obstacles to success, so that
if failure occurs, it is attributed to the impediment rather than to important personal
characteristics such as ability or intelligence. Berglas and Jones (1978) first introduced the
concept of self-handicapping to the literature, describing two studies in a performance setting.
Participants could choose to use (actually bogus) drugs as self-handicaps. They were invited
to the lab and told by the experimenter that they would be taking two 20-question tests taken
from two nationally used aptitude tests supposedly designed to discriminate the “uppermost
levels of intellectual potential” (Berglas & Jones, 1978, p. 408). Although this evaluative
threat was intended to trigger self-protective behaviors, the authors further increased the level
of uncertainty inherent in the situation by giving participants success feedback after the first
test, with half of the participants having taken a test composed of readily soluble problems,
and the other half of participants having taken a test composed of entirely unsolvable
problems. The noncontingent success feedback given in the condition containing the
unsolvable items constituted the main manipulation of the experiment. Although participants
had been amply rewarded, the situation left them deeply uncertain about whether the reward
was justified, because they did not in fact know the answers to the problems. They were then
offered the choice between a performance-facilitating and a performance-inhibiting drug
before taking the second test. Thus, they had an opportunity to adopt an external obstacle,
which they could later claim was responsible for their potentially poor performance on the
subsequent test. Both pills offered to participants were in fact placebos, and the choice of drug
was the main dependent measure. Results of this study indicate that the participants,
consistent with the assumption of an individual’s desire to protect his or her self-worth in a
situation of evaluative threat, chose the performance debilitating drug in the non-contingent
success feedback condition as a handicap in order to have an excuse for a possible failure in
advance. Putting these findings in perspective, they confirm the notion of “self-handicapping
behavior” as described by Berglas and Jones (1978).

Berglas and Jones (1978) note that self-handicapping is essentially a behavioral
tendency involving the creation of obstacles to one’s own performance (also see Kolditz &
Arkin, 1982). Despite its seemingly (and in some cases actually) self-damaging aspect, it has

been shown to be sensible under certain circumstances, particularly in order to control
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attributions about one’s reasons for failure. In this way, people arrange the performance
environment to influence subsequent ability attributions and thereby protect their image of
self-competence in the event of poor performance. Self-handicapping more specifically takes
full advantage of the attributional principles of discounting and augmentation, which Kelley
(1971) added to his theory of attribution a few years after its first introduction (see Feick &
Rhodewalt, 1997; Rhodewalt, et al., 1991). The discounting principle states that an outcome,
when associated with more than one plausible cause, leads to a weakening of any one of the
causes compared to if it stood alone. The augmenting principle states that a causal attribution
to a particular cause is strengthened even more when the outcome was achieved despite the
presence of inhibiting influences (Kelley, 1971; for a review, see Higgins et al., 1990). In the
case of self-handicapping, the obstacle is viewed as an inhibitory factor towards successful
performance, leading to a discounting of ability attributions after a failure. There is ambiguity
about the cause of failure because of the handicap. Self-handicapping can therefore be
categorized as a self-protective behavior that involves the anticipatory creation of an excuse
for a failure. The handicap can also be viewed as an additional challenge that, when mastered,
leads to augmenting ability attributions (Jones & Berglas, 1978; Snyder, 1990).

Mettee (1971) explored how people sometimes deliberately choose failure over
success to avoid raising unfulfillable expectations for future performance. In referring to this
work, Berglas and Jones (1978) formulated their notion of self-handicapping as follows: “Our
present reasoning is that self-handicapping strategists do not primarily set out to insure
failure; they are willing to accept (probable) failure if it can be explained away and if
(possible) success will have augmented value for self-esteem”.

2.1.1 Self-handicapping from a historical perspective

Going back to the historical roots of psychological science, one can find early
theorizing of what in today’s terminology could very well be described as self-handicapping
behavior. Adler (1914) for example identifies “seeking distance through construction of
obstacles” as a safeguarding strategy, when people feel threatened in their subjective self or

self-ideal by the situation. According to Adler, safeguarding in this context means that

“The patient’s self-esteem is protected in his own judgment, and usually
also his prestige in the estimation of others. If the decision falls against him,
he can refer to his difficulties and to the proof of his illness which he has

himself constructed. If he remains victorious, what could he not have done if
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he were well, when, as a sick man, he achieved so much — one handed, so to
speak” (in Adler, 1914, p. 73).

Here, Adler foresees much of the research that was to be conducted on the subject of
self-handicapping in the decades to follow. He addresses the major issues such as self-
handicapping being triggered by a threat to one’s self-esteem, but also by the fear of failure in
the presence of others, and therefore also involving an impression management concern. He
further addresses the attributional ambiguity resulting from the behavior which makes it so
useful to the self-handicapper. Even a more recent development in current attempts to
disentangle the different antecedents of the behavior is mentioned by Adler, writing about the
possibility of protecting vs. enhancing one’s sense of self.

A related idea, almost defining what the science of social psychology was about, was
proposed by Fritz Heider half a century ago (Heider, 1944, 1958). His work on person
perception and attributional processes provided a framework for examining the likelihood of
making dispositional attributions, as well as ascriptions of responsibility, in actor-observer
situations.

Around the same time, however, another major perspective for thinking about the
meaning of human behavior evolved in the social psychological tradition: Goffman’s (1959)
impression management approach. With his “dramaturgical approach”, he focused on the use
of certain impression management tactics, showing their influence on interpersonal
relationships. Actors achieve their goals by manipulating others’ responses via self-
presentational strategies. Goffman (1959) describes interactions between people as
“performances” that are shared by the environment (and importantly by the audience) and that
are in line with the aspired self-presentational goals. There are several self-presentational
strategies he describes in his work, ranging from flattery (ingratiation), to bragging (self-
promotion) or threatening (intimidation). He emphasizes the importance of our appraisal of
how others perceive the self, and how people incorporate this knowledge about others’
perceptions into their own behavior. Interestingly, Heider (1958) formulates this very nicely

in his book on the psychology of interpersonal relations. He writes:

“In order to reach a better understanding of these processes, it will be
helpful to study the ideas one ordinarily has about the conditions and effects

of another person’s perceptions. These ideas are the basis of our actions
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and cognitions in regard to the perception of other people, though they are
seldom made explicit.” (Fritz Heider, 1958)

Approximately a decade later, with emergence of the first normative theories of
attribution (Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967), impression management concerns came to be
more widely seen as important, because they were identified as serving important functions
such as social approval, self-esteem, and interpersonal control. Completing the picture of
these processes mutually influencing and determining one another, it was soon recognized
that for people to be able to achieve their goals via means of self-presentation, they had to be
quite capable of adopting other peoples’ perspectives, simply in order to understand and
predict reactions of their audience (e.g. Weinstein, 1968; for a summary, see Higgins, et al.,
1990). Exactly these concerns about attributions and impression management are the
theoretical fundament of self-handicapping behavior.

Another important construct conceptually related to self-handicapping, is what
Atkinson (1964), referring to his theory of achievement motivation (see McClelland et al.,
1953, for a review), describes as the need for achievement (“n Achievement”). A thematic
apperceptive measure of this construct, developed on the basis of the Thematic Apperception
Test (TAT; Murray, 1943), defines individual differences in strength of achievement motive,
which in turn can be linked to performance outcomes. Atkinson (1964) describes vividly how,
for the motive to achieve to be activated, individuals must feel a certain level of responsibility
for the outcome (e.g., by making the results explicitly and publicly known). Also, he
emphasizes how some degree of risk concerning the possibility of success must be involved in
order for achievement motivation to be aroused. He adds that, in addition to the general
disposition to seek success, its counterpart cannot be overlooked: The disposition to avoid
failure, characterized as a capacity for reacting with shame and embarrassment when the
outcome of performance is failure (Atkinson, 1964). According to the theory, people are
negatively motivated to perform an act which might lead to failure, whereas they are
positively motivated when there is an expectancy of success, which produces an interest and
active pursuit of the task. Both motivations taken together define the resulting motive to
achieve (i.e., how much effort is put forth on the task). However, the avoidant or inhibitory
tendency is strongest when the task at hand appears to be a realistic challenge, that is, when
the expectancy of success and failure are near equal in strength. Whenever it is salient to
someone that his or her performance will be evaluated at an intermediate level of difficulty,
which is most threatening to the individual due to the high diagnosticity of the task and the
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fact that failure is a distinct possibility, the result is anxiety and a tendency to withdraw from
the situation (Atkinson, 1964). In the same line of reasoning, Atkinson (1964) predicts that if
people high in motivation to avoid failure had a choice of which difficulty level to work on,
they would choose to attempt either a very easy or a very difficult task. In this way, those high
in fear of failure avoid accurate and diagnostic information about their own ability, including
the unwanted potential information of not being very able at the task.

Relevant to current directions in the self-handicapping literature is the fact that self-
handicappers seem to follow this pattern and ambiguate accurate information about their
abilities (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Jones & Berglas, 1978). Although there is a strong body of
evidence showing that people like being provided with accurate information about how well
they did, particularly in the ability domain (Atkinson, 1957; Weiner, 1985; Weiner et al.,
1971, 1972; Trope, 1975; Trope & Brickman, 1975, for a summary, see Berglas & Jones,
1978), there are cases in which people do not seek such informational accuracy (e.g.
McClelland, 1961; Sachs, 1982).

These theoretical perspectives served as a precursor to Berglas and Jones’ (1978) first
experiments on the antecedent and consequences of self-handicapping behavior. All of these

issues will be addressed in more detail in the next section.

2.1.2 Self-handicapping from a contemporary perspective

According to self-worth theory (Covington & Omelich, 1979), effort often is a
“double-edged sword” in the context of school achievement. Although effort is usually
encouraged in school, many students actually avoid putting forth too much of it in order to
avoid the implication that they have low ability after a failure. Putting this claim to an
empirical test, Covington and Omelich (1979) indeed found that students reacted with strong
negative affect to failure feedback under conditions of high relative to low effort, supposing
that having tried hard when confronted with a diagnostic task actually is indicative of their
ability. When the students studied less, however, shame was reduced and failure in turn
reflected less on ability. In addition, those same students taking a teacher’s perspective
responded to the failure of hypothetical students with attributions to low ability and strong
negative affect only when the hypothetical student had put forth high effort. Had the students
studied less, shame was reduced and failure in turn reflected less on ability. Interestingly, the
same condition evoking such protective attributions was the one under which participants,
when in the role of the teachers, punished their hypothetical students most severely after
failure (Covington & Omelich, 1979).
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Considering these consequences, it is clear why individuals would attempt to self-
handicap in order to reduce these attributions to ability following a failure. More specifically,
self-handicappers take full advantage of the attributional principles stated by Kelley (1971) in
that they discount ability attributions following failure or augment attributions following

SUCCess.

While attribution theories describe how self-handicapping functions, a more detailed
analysis of the motivational constructs associated with self-handicapping (and defensive
pessimism) was recently presented by Elliot and Church (2003). The authors propose a model
of the motivational correlates of self-handicapping and defensive pessimism, addressing why
people engage in these kinds of behaviors. Elliot and colleagues (Elliot & Church, 1997,
Elliot & Harackiwicz, 1996; Elliot & Sheldon, 1997, 1998; Elliot & Thrash, 2002, 2004) have
identified three constructs as important in explaining approach and avoidance motivation in
achievement behavior:

The first important set of constructs are two domain-specific achievement motives
“need for achievement” and “fear of failure”, which, directly derived from Atkinson (1957,
1964), are determined by affective sensitivity. Those high in need for achievement experience
a great deal of pride upon success, whereas those high in fear of failure conversely experience
a great amount of shame upon failure. These motives are considered particularly important,
because they influence certain types of self-regulatory tools such as specific behaviors (e.g.
self-handicapping or defensive pessimism) that individuals adopt in achievement settings. The
types of self-regulatory behaviors develop over time on a socialization-based route, that is, by
learning over time when they are useful (Elliot & Church, 2003).

Secondly, the authors suggest two domain-general dispositions labeled approach and
avoidance temperaments, producing a vigilance for, reactivity to, and behavioral
predisposition toward either positive or negative valenced stimuli. It is suggested that the
basis for this distinction is a broad neurobiological sensitivity to positive or negative stimuli
across the neuraxis, which points to a more “hard-wired”, physiological contribution (Elliot &
Church, 2003).

Thirdly, they conceptualize achievement goals as concrete cognitive representations
that focus on a particular type of competence. These goals come in three forms (Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996; also see Elliot, 1999): two approach goals (mastery vs. performance) and
one (performance-) avoidance goal. Whereas mastery goals focus on improving one’s skills
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and are usually linked to high levels of intrinsic motivation and strong persistence,
performance goals are merely concerned with the specific performance attainment by
exhibiting a high degree of effort and an “absorption” by the task, as well as an attempt to
avoid indications of normative incompetence in the case of performance-avoidance (Elliot &
Church, 2003). Whereas people who have strong mastery goals to learn something in order to
improve their ability, performance goals are guided by a desire to perform well on one
specific task, which is usually achieved with high effort and devoting one’s full attention to
the task.

Three studies conducted by the authors reveal the different motivational constructs
associated with individual differences in defensive pessimism and in self-handicapping.
Whereas defensive pessimism was shown to be predicted by an avoidance motive (i.e., fear of
failure) and avoidance temperament, it was neither related to approach temperament nor to an
approach motive (i.e., need for achievement). Of more immediate concern to the present
work, however, are the results pertaining to self-handicapping. Here, the authors could also
show a positive relationship to fear of failure and avoidance temperament, and in addition, a
negative relationship to need for achievement. Tendency to self-handicap positively predicted
performance-approach and performance-avoidance, but negatively predicted mastery goals.
Looking at achievement motives and temperament, the results reveal that self-handicappers
are solidly grounded in avoidance motivation, as shown by a significant relationship with fear
of failure, as well as avoidance temperament (Elliot & Church, 2003). Although it may seem
counterintuitive to think of self-handicappers as people who obstruct their own successes by
intentionally placing obstacles in the way of their performance, it makes sense to look at this
phenomenon from a broader perspective: as indicated by the absence of a positive relationship
with mastery goals, self-handicappers may fail on a specific task at which success is
dispensable in light of the threat, as long as failure on a global dimension such as general
competence or intelligence is virtually eliminated by the adept creation of attributional
ambiguity.

Importantly, these findings speak to self-handicapping being not only defined by the
presence of a strong avoidance motivation, in that people try to avoid being potentially
exposed as incompetent, but also by the absence of an approach motivation, shedding light on
why it seems that self-handicappers are able to sacrifice success in order to avoid failure. That
this may produce a vicious cycle of repeated failure and long-term negative results (see
Covington, 2000; Zuckerman et al., 1998) may not be clear to the self-handicapper. This issue
will be addressed in more detail in section 2.1.5.
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2.1.3 Types of Self-handicapping across different domains

Leary and Sheppard (1986) examined the literature on self-handicapping and made a
useful distinction between two types of self-handicapping behaviors: Whereas a number of
researchers have examined specific behaviors that can be used as self-handicaps, others have
considered verbal claims about factors beyond one’s control and not manifested in observable
behavior (also see Hirt, et al., 1991). The present summary will make use of this distinction
first discussing a number of behavioral handicaps, and then discussing examples of claimed
handicaps.

Evidence of behavioral self-handicapping strategies was first obtained by Berglas and
Jones (1978), describing the use of drugs or alcohol (also see Gibbons & Gaeddert, 1984;
Higgins & Harris, 1988; Isleib, et al., 1988; Tucker, et al., 1981), followed by a number of
studies investigating reduced effort (Hirt, et al., 1991; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1983;
Rhodewalt, et al., 1984), procrastination (Ferrari, 1992), as well as selecting a nondiagnostic
performance setting such as a distracting environment (Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986;
Shepperd & Arkin, 1989a, 1989b) as self-handicaps.

Several studies by Smith et al. (1982; see also Smith et al., 1983; Snyder et al., 1985),
expanded the definition of self-handicapping, making room for another form of self-
handicapping. In contrast to the original Berglas and Jones (1978; Jones & Berglas, 1978)
studies of drug and alcohol use, these authors did not administer a noncontingent success
manipulation (i.e., success feedback after being exposed to insolvable problems) followed by
an opportunity to select a performance-enhancing vs. performance-debilitating drug before
retesting their performance, but rather simply exposed their participants to a set of highly
difficult problems (see Smith et al., 1982). They then measured self-reported psychological
symptoms that could serve a self-protective function by providing an alternative explanation
for potential failure in evaluative situations. However, this was hypothesized to be true only in
those cases in which the symptom was a viable explanation for poor performance.
Specifically, their studies confirm that highly test-anxious subjects report anxiety symptoms
in a pattern that reflected strategic presentation of symptoms. Whereas participants resorted to
a behavioral form of self-handicapping if robbed of the opportunity to use anxiety symptoms
as an excuse, they tended to prefer the reporting of symptoms when they could. Some
researchers have therefore argued (Berglas, 1985; for a summary, see Higgins et al., 1990)
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that anxious subjects attempted to excuse an anticipated failure by employing a claimed or
simply reported excuse, rather than using a more proactive approach to self-handicapping.
Snyder et al. (1983), for example, describe how excuses in general, and self-handicaps in
particular, can take a verbalized form or be manifested in a physical form, i.e., are observable
(see also Snyder, 1989; Snyder & Higgins, 1988; Weiner et al., 1987). Arkin and
Baumgardner (1985), in a summary of the literature, assign the labels “acquired” or “claimed”
handicaps to clarify this distinction. Examples of claimed self-handicaps include reporting test
anxiety (Greenberg, et al., 1985; Smith, et al., 1982), hypochondriacal complaints (Smith, et
al., 1983), a history of traumatic life events (DeGree & Snyder, 1985), shyness (Snyder, et al.,
1985), being in a bad mood (Baumgardner, et al., 1985), depression (Weary & Williams,
1990), or even not intending to try hard (Rhodewalt & Fairfield, 1991).

In terms of domains in which self-handicapping behavior tends to occur, the domain of
academic achievement is probably the most salient and well-investigated in the literature (see
Higgins et al., 1990). However, there are a number of other domains in which individuals
have been shown to self-handicap. A growing literature for example examines self-
handicapping preceding an important sports event (Bailis, 2001; Elliot et al., 2006: Greenless
et al., 2006; Kuczka & Treasure, 2005; Martin & Brawley, 1999; Prapavessis et al., 2003;
Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Ryska & Yin, 1998). Also, self-handicapping has been shown to occur

prior to social interactions (Arkin & Baumgardner, 1985b).

A description of the antecedent factors triggering self-handicapping and consequences

of the behavior are given in the next section.

2.2 Antecedents and Consequences of Self-handicapping Behavior
2.2.1 Antecedents of self-handicapping behavior

Berglas and Jones (1978) argue that self-handicapping is triggered by threats to self-
esteem. This claim is derived from their speculation that this behavioral tendency reflects a
basic uncertainty about one’s competence. The suspicion is that, for the self-handicapper,
successes and failures both take place, but are always accompanied by a high degree of
uncertainty concerning the underlying reason for the performance outcome. “Was | just
(un)lucky, did someone make the task easier/ harder than it should have been, or was | really
(not) able to solve the task?” These are questions a person who is uncertain of being able to
repeat or sustain a successful performance would ask, whereas people certain of their abilities
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would not be in doubt over why they succeeded or failed. With this threat posed to their self-
evaluations, self-handicappers use their ingenious strategy to ensure they can preserve their
overall self-esteem, as has been shown by a number of studies (Rhodewalt & Hill, 1995;
Rhodewalt et al., 1991; but see Isleib et al., 1988).

Empirical evidence for this notion was first obtained in the initial studies by Berglas
and Jones (1978), in which the authors employed the previously mentioned manipulation of
noncontigent success feedback as a situational variable in order to trigger self-handicapping
behavior. Further, Shepperd and Arkin (1989a, 1989b) could show that increased task-
importance increased the likelihood of self-handicapping by posing an evaluative threat to

participants.

Although self-handicapping is clearly motivated by the desire to protect self-esteem,
there is a second line of research providing another explanation for why self-handicapping
might be employed in certain situations but not in others. Kolditz and Arkin (1982), for
example, conducted a study in which subjects had to work on soluble or insoluble problems
before expecting a second test, choosing between a performance hindering or facilitating drug
before the test. As predicted, participants who had received the insoluble items as a first test
picked the debilitating drug more often. However, this only happened under conditions with
self-presentational relevance, that is, when it was known to participants that the experimenter
would not only be present, but would also have access to their score later on (Kolditz &
Arkin, 1982). This finding suggests that impression management concerns may motivate self-
handicapping as a way to efficiently regulate self-presentation.

This claim finds further support in the evidence that self-handicapping emerges
strongly under conditions of public scrutiny or simply when the outcome of a performance
will become publicly known (e.g. Baumeister, 1984; Baumgardner, 1991; Baumgardner et al.,
1985; Hirt, et al., 2000; Kolditz & Arkin, 1982; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). Baumgardner and
colleagues (1985) for example found that participants who had previously failed under private
conditions and believed that negative mood would serve as a handicap for a future
performance reported more negative mood than those in the control condition. However,
when the participants’ failure was made public, claims of negative mood were attenuated.
They therefore suggest that the impression-management utility of self-handicapping was
removed by revealing low ability, rendering the behavior pointless and making any claimed
handicap in the future appear rather dubious. However, a public success is a precursor for
self-handicapping in that it triggers the concern of losing face the next time around.
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Also, Shepperd and Arkin (1989) investigated the relationship between self-
handicapping and public self-consciousness, which is a chronic attentiveness to the self
particularly in matters related to competence and others’ evaluations. They could show that
individuals high in public self-consciousness self-handicapped more than individuals low in
public self-consciousness. Also supporting the impression management explanation of self-
handicapping, public self-focus (i.e. creating a real or imagined audience by, for example,
placing participants in front of a TV camera) has been shown to increase uncertainty and
concern in the same way as increasing the threat of an impending evaluation, resulting in

more self-handicapping behavior (Hirt et al., 2000).

Interestingly, some research also points to situations that may actually prevent people
from wanting to engage in self-handicapping. For example, explicitly being offered a
handicap will potentially render the handicap useless, because making use of it would be
actively capitalizing on others’ suggestions rather than being impaired in one’s performance
(cf. Snyder, 1985). That is, when the potential excuse is made too salient, it disrupts the
illusion that it was a valid reason for failure and rather seems like an attempt to hide a
possible lack of ability, a thought that the self-handicapper must dread (for a review, see
Higgins, et al., 1990). Also, the presence of substantial incentives (e.g. monetary rewards) tied
to succeeding at a certain task appears to reduce the tendency to self-handicap (Greenberg et
al., 1985).

Although it has not yet been determined what the precise etiology of the tendency to
engage in self-handicapping is, several researchers have speculated that individuals vary
dispositionally in how likely they are to engage in self-handicapping behaviors. Over the
years, a number of factors have been considered as predictors of the use of self-handicapping,
such as test anxiety, social shyness, and hypochondriasis (Snyder et al., 1983; for a review,
see Higgins et al., 1990). However, these differences usually are predictive of the situations,
that are of great importance to the individual or involve public scrutiny, in which self-
handicaps will be used. The chronic use of self-handicaps, on the other hand, has been
presumed to take place as well. Jones and Rhodewalt (1982) first attempted to ask participants
directly to report their self-handicapping behaviors and motivations in an initial version of the
Self-handicapping Scale (SHS). Preferences for the use of certain strategies and the chronic
use of symptom reports as self-handicaps gave some indication that individual differences in
self-handicapping exist. Although scale development started in the late 1970s with an initial
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set of items, over the course of a few years the authors continuously modified the scale to
reduce the overlap with self-esteem and expanded it to include additional domains of self-
handicapping (Rhodewalt, 1990). The final scale has been shown to predict both behavioral
and claimed self-handicaps (e.g. Rhodewalt, 1984; Rhodewalt & Fairfield, 1991; Rhodewalt
et al., 1984).

Importantly, gender differences have been found in the use of behavioral self-
handicapping, such that men engage in behavioral strategies of self-handicapping much more
frequently than women. Both men and women are willing to claim the existence of self-
handicaps (Hirt et al., 1991, 2000; Rhodewalt, 1990). Reasons for this gender difference have
been ascribed by several researchers to a difference in the perceptions of how important effort
is relative to ability. Hirt and colleagues (2003), referring to a meta-analysis of studies on
observer attributions for women and men by Swim and Sanna (1996), suggest that female
targets may actually not be able to draw on the attributional benefits of the strategy to the
same extent as can men. This is because perceivers of women who withdraw effort and
subsequently fail tend to make attributions to a lack of ability rather than lack of effort. For
men, however, those who withdraw effort are generally given the benefit of the doubt as to
what caused their subsequent failure (for a summary, see Hirt et al., 2003).

In addition to attribution differences, another related gender difference is that women
are likely to view individuals engaging in self-handicapping negatively, believing that
withdrawal of effort is an unacceptable behavior (Hirt et al., 2003). There is evidence that
people generally provide less favorable feedback to targets claiming low effort or drug
impairment when asked to communicate evaluations to the target (Rhodewalt et al., 1995).
However, based on the importance women seem to place on effort (see Swim & Sanna, 1996),
it is conceivable that women especially may not be able to maintain perceptions of
competence under the circumstances of being confronted with an active, self-sabotaging form
of behavioral self-handicapping (Hirt et al., 2003; McCrea et al., 2006).

Furthermore, there has been some evidence pointing to the fact that individual
differences in self-esteem have an influence on the likelihood of self-handicapping. However,
the results on this issue are mixed, with some evidence pointing towards high self-esteem
individuals being more likely to engage in a variety of self-protective behaviors (Taylor &
Brown, 1988), including self-handicapping (McCrea, 2002; McCrea & Hirt, 2001). This
appears to be in line with the previously mentioned claim that a self-handicapper’s aim is to
protect a generally positive self-image that is held with a certain amount of uncertainty, just as
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it is the case for individuals high in both self-esteem and self-handicapping (Harris & Snyder,
1986; McCrea, 2002).

Tice (1991), on the other hand, found evidence suggesting that both high and low self-
esteem individuals will engage in self-handicapping behavior, but for different reasons. She
found that, whereas the low self-esteem participants self-handicapped to protect against the
esteem-threatening implications of failure as previously described for so many cases, high
self-esteem participants’ attributional statements indicated that they engage in self-
handicapping in order to enhance success by augmenting their ability-attributions (Tice,
1991).

2.2.2 Consequences of self-handicapping behavior

First and foremost, it is clear that the strategy of self-handicapping is an effective one
in terms of protecting self-esteem. That is, those who self-handicap are indeed able to
maintain their self-esteem after failure due to creating the desired attributional ambiguity.
Attributions to the self-handicap are increased after a failure, and thereby result in discounting
ability-attributions (Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997; McCrea, 2002; McCrea & Hirt, 2001;
Rhodewalt et al., 1991), offering protection or even enhancement of self-esteem.

Several studies to date have shown these effects (e.g. Harris & Snyder, 1986; also see
McFarland & Ross, 1982; McFarland & Miller, 1994), and support Adler’s (1914) reasoning
reflected in his statement quoted earlier. Furthermore, McCrea and Hirt (2001) show that self-
handicappers reported reduced effort and more stress prior to an important exam in an
introductory psychology class, subsequently performed worse on the exam, and made reduced
ability-attributions after failure compared to their low self-handicapping counterparts.
Moreover, the results indicated that the benefits for global self-esteem that self-handicappers
demonstrated were mediated by changes in specific ability beliefs (McCrea & Hirt, 2001).
Thus, successfully executed self-handicapping is dependent on whether a failure is attributed

to the handicap rather than to ability.

Ideally, engaging in behaviors ahead of time that will allow the generation of self-
protective thoughts after the fact permits self-handicappers to maintain self-esteem even in the
face of a poor performance. However, there is an important caveat to this seemingly clever
strategy: Although the use of self-esteem protection seems beneficial at first glance, it is
important to note that the activities themselves (e.g., taking drugs, not practicing, staying up
too late) that self-handicappers engage in will, assuming they are directly related to
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performance, most likely lead to impairment of their performance (Hirt & McCrea, 2002;
McCrea, 2002; Snyder, 1990; Zuckerman et al., 1998). Although there are a number of studies
that found no performance detriments as a result of self-handicapping (e.g., Greenberg et al.,
1985; Harris & Snyder, 1986), or even showing evidence of performance benefits (e.g.,
Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; also see Frankel & Snyder, 1978;
Snyder et al., 1981), a self-handicap directly related to performance will in all likelihood
result in performance liabilities. Most of the studies showing performance benefits after self-
handicapping behavior actually examine claimed self-handicaps (e.g., Greenberg et al., 1985;
Leary & Shepperd, 1986; Smith et al., 1982), whereas those demonstrating performance
detriments of self-handicapping usually involve behavioral self-handicaps. Thus, even if the
self-handicapper does not experience lowered self-esteem after failing because he drank,
withdrew effort, or sought a distracting environment (e.g., listening to music) before or during
the task at hand, his performance in all likelihood would have been better without the chosen
self-handicap. For example, Zuckerman and colleagues (1998) could show that high self-
handicappers performed less well academically and showed poorer adjustment over time.
These effects were partly mediated by poor study habits. Furthermore, these consequences in
turn led to higher self-handicapping over time. This was assessed in two studies examining
the dispositional tendency to self-handicap, as well as several adjustment measures of coping.
Overall, the results suggest that high self-handicappers do not cope well and do not perform
well academically. The authors therefore suggest a vicious cycle in which self-handicapping

and poor adjustment reinforce one another (Zuckerman, et al., 1998).

2.3 Summary

Self-handicapping involves claiming or creating obstacles to one’s own success prior
to an important upcoming performance (Jones & Berglas, 1978). Self-handicappers thereby
formulate excuses for anticipated poor performance, shifting blame away from a lack of
ability and towards an obstacle they themselves created (Arkin & Baumgardner, 1985). The
underlying motivation to self-handicap has been found to be rooted in the desire to protect a
cherished self-image of competence, attempting to convince both the self and others that the
handicap is the reason for a potential failure (see Snyder, 1990, for a review). The strategy is
thereby motivated by a fear of failure and negatively related to need for achievement. Self-
handicapping is predicted by both performance-avoidance and performance-approach goals

and negatively related to mastery goals (Elliot & Church, 2003).



Introduction 34

A number of researchers have proposed distinguishing between two forms of self-
handicapping: behavioral and self-reported self-handicapping (e.g. Leary & Shepperd, 1986,
see Arkin & Baumgardner, 1985 for a review). The distinction involves whether the handicap
is an observable behavior, such as the above mentioned examples, or simply self-reported or
“incorporated” into the self, for example, claiming to be ill (e.g., Smith et al., 1983), socially
anxious (e.g., Snyder et al., 1985), test anxious (Smith et al., 1982), in a bad mood
(Baumgardner et al., 1985), or a victim of traumatic life events (DeGree & Snyder, 1985).

Self-handicapping can take a variety of different forms, including drug ingestion or
alcohol use (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Gibbons & Gaeddert, 1984; Isleib et al., 1988), effort
withdrawal (Baumeister, Hamilton, & Tice, 1985; Hirt et al., 1991; Pyszczynski & Greenberg,
1983), or placing oneself in a distracting environment (Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986).

Research to date has examined a number of antecedents moderating self-handicapping,
including non-contingent success feedback (Berglas & Jones, 1978), task importance (e.g.,
Shepperd & Arkin, 1989), gender (e.g., Hirt et al., 1991, 2000), self-esteem (Tice, 1991),
public self-consciousness (Shepperd and Arkin, 1989), or public self-focus (Hirt et al., 2000).

Finally, the consequences of self-handicapping have not yet been conclusively
explored. Clearly, self-handicapping serves the desired effect of ambiguating unwanted ability
attributions after a bad performance, and therefore buffers self-esteem from experiences of
failure (e.g. Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1991). However,
initial evidence suggests that self-handicapping may not only become habitual over time for
certain individuals, but also hurt performance in the long run (e.g., Zuckerman et al., 1998).

Although the conditions that produce self-handicapping are fairly well explored,
relatively little is known about the cognitive processes underlying the behavior. Some initial
evidence by McCrea (2002) suggests that self-handicappers are likely to strategically focus
their prefactual thought on conditions that could hinder their performance (downward
prefactuals, see Sanna, 1996). The present research sought to examine whether self-
handicapping can be induced or neutralized by instructing participants to mentally simulate
processes leading up to a positive or negative outcome. Specifically, the effects of generating
upward or downward prefactual thoughts on self-handicapping were examined. These issues
will be discussed in the next chapter.
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3. Cognitive Structures Associated with Self-handicapping Behavior

3.1 Previous Findings

Despite the considerable amount of literature on self-handicapping behavior published
to date, noticeably few studies have looked at the cognitive underpinnings of the strategy.
That is, what is the cognitive process accompanying the execution of a self-handicapping
behavior? How does the decision to engage in self-handicapping behavior happen in the first
place?

As previously discussed, self-handicapping is essentially employed in situations that
threaten self-esteem and in which future performance is uncertain (Berglas & Jones, 1978),
and seems to be a strategy that relies on mental simulation for successful execution. The goal
of self-handicapping, according to McCrea (2002), is to strategically minimize regret after a
failure by reducing attributions to a lack of ability (see also Sherman & McConnell, 1995).
Because self-handicappers engage in counterproductive behaviors before the event, they
basically evoke thoughts and reasons that make their failure attributable to an external cause
(Kelley, 1971). This cause, in turn, is subsequently used as an excuse (Sherman &
McConnell, 1995). For example, one could think “If I had studied the night before the exam
instead of going out drinking, then I would have passed”.

Self-handicapping is likely to require a certain amount of anticipatory thinking about
what could be used as an excuse later on (Snyder, 1990). Because of this temporal aspect of
the behavior, it becomes clear that self-handicappers essentially anticipate likely failure
attributions ahead of time in order to prepare these in the present and to effectively be able to
use them for the purpose of self-protection. Thus, self-handicapping importantly entails the
notion of planning the excuse ahead of time (McCrea, 2002). McCrea (2002) assumes a
mental simulation process allowing the self-handicapper to judge the likely outcome of the
performance (also see Kahneman & Tversky, 1982), and subsequently plan the most effective
excuse to divert ability attributions in the case of failure. Self-handicappers should therefore
focus their pre-performance thoughts on a possible failure, specifically by generating
downward prefactual thoughts that identify performance undermining factors.

In several studies, McCrea (2002) addressed the question of whether and how
individuals use mental simulation strategies in order to prepare for an upcoming performance,

and specifically how high self-handicapping participants differ in their strategy from
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participants low in the tendency to self-handicap. The author suggests that self-handicappers
may in fact use prefactual thinking in a dysfunctional manner in that they use it to identify
possible ways to fail at a task. Specifically, they should generate more downward prefactual
thoughts. If they then behaved in ways consistent with these thoughts, they could create
excuses for a poor performance in advance (cf. Sherman & McConnell, 1995). McCrea
(2002) therefore argues that prefactual thoughts may serve to help individuals plan their pre-
performance behavior in either functional (i.e., thinking about ways to improve) or
dysfunctional (i.e., thinking about ways to do poorly and protect self-esteem) ways. In a first
study, he therefore assessed whether self-handicappers form more downward prefactual
thoughts before they enter the performance situation, and whether their subsequent pre-
performance behavior is consistent with those thoughts. The study design was based on a
previous study by Hirt et al. (2000). Participants came to the lab and completed the Self-
handicapping Scale (SHS; Rhodewalt, 1999) and Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem scale,
supposedly as part a different study. They were told that they would be taking a newly
designed intelligence test. The experimenter went over one relatively easy sample item of the
test to ensure that participants understood the task at hand, and then asked the participant to
attempt a relatively difficult item. Adapting Berglas and Jones’ (1978) non-contingent success
manipulation, McCrea (2002) attempted to make participants feel uncertain about their ability
to perform well on the exam by telling participants they had gotten the difficult item correct
regardless of their answer (cf. Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 2000). Following the initial
instructions, participants were then familiarized with the test and told that it was susceptible to
biases when a person did not have sufficient practice with the items. This was done to ensure
that the withdrawal of effort during the practice session could be used as a viable self-
handicap (cf. Hirt et al., 1991). After these instructions, participants were randomly assigned
to one of two self-focus conditions, public self-focus or no focus. Participants in the public
self-focus condition were placed in front of a camera and told that they would be observed by
the experimenter through a video monitor. After that, half of the participants were randomly
assigned to receive prefactual instructions, asking participants to write out their “What if...?”-
or “If only...”-thoughts that came to mind when thinking about the upcoming performance.
Specifically, they were to list things that might happen right before or during the test,
including things they might do themselves, that could make their test score better or worse
(McCrea, 2002).

Results of the study confirmed the main hypothesis of self-handicappers focusing
upon a possible failure in their prefactual thinking. Men motivated to self-handicap due to the
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presence of public self-focus generated more downward thoughts about the test outcome
compared to those not motivated to engage in self-handicapping. McCrea (2002) argues that
these findings lend support to the idea that individuals use downward prefactual thoughts to
identify possible self-handicaps. Further confirming this notion, he describes additional
evidence that shows how downward prefactual thoughts predicted increased speed of
practicing. Rushing through the practice exam was considered a viable behavioral self-
handicap, because it displays a lack of task engagement. Thus, those individuals who were
likely to self-handicap and therefore made more downward prefactuals were also shown to
subsequently display self-handicapping behavior predicted by just these thoughts.

McCrea (2002) could show this to be true in the above mentioned laboratory study, as
well as in a field study examining the effects of prefactual thoughts formulated by college
students directly prior to an important exam. Again, he found that the prefactual thoughts
participants formulated were correlated with the subsequent behavior, in this case the
reporting of study intentions. Participants making more downward prefactual thoughts
reported lower study intentions (such as note-taking or class attendance) than those who
formulated more upward prefactual thoughts. In the broader context of the literature on
mental simulation, and prefactual and counterfactual thought in particular, this research
therefore provides first evidence of prefactual thoughts leading to less desirable behaviors
such as self-handicapping. Although previous research has mostly focused on the
functionality of (mostly counterfactual) thoughts in the context of mental simulation, the
present research attempts to expand on McCrea’s (2002) findings to show how manipulating
prefactual thought can induce people to engage in self-handicapping behavior and/or reduce
the tendency to do so. In contrast to McCrea’s (2002) work examining the correlational
relationship between prefactual thought and self-handicapping, the present work investigates
the causal relationship between these two factors. An overview of the present studies is given

in the next section.

3.2 The Present Research

The present research examines the role of prefactual thinking in self-handicapping.
Despite all the research that has been published on the topic of self-handicapping, very little
has focused on obtaining evidence of the cognitive mechanisms by which this anticipated
behavior is planned or structured. In other words, except for McCrea’s (2002) work on
prefactual thoughts and self-handicapping, no studies to date present data that clarify the
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cognitive processes associated with this strategy. The aim of the present studies is therefore to
shed some light on the causal relationship of such cognitive processes on subsequent self-

handicapping behavior.

Self-handicapping, while it affords several attributional benefits for the individual, is
not generally considered adaptive behavior because it can lead to impaired performance.
Whereas it seems like a very natural behavior to make excuses following a poor performance,
self-handicapping has the unique feature of involving excuse-making prior to the actual
evaluative situation. Thus, self-handicapping seems to involve a strategic component. That is,
something allows self-handicappers to actually plan a viable excuse ahead of time. In order to
be able to do that, McCrea (2002) has argued that self-handicappers may consider in advance
how a self-handicap may affect the upcoming performance by mentally simulating a variety
of possible factors that could be used as excuses later on. Prefactual thought is therefore
proposed to play a crucial role in preparing for performances, not only in regards to the
functional aspects such as considering how to prepare well, but also in regards to the more
dysfunctional aspects such as planning a self-handicap. For example, self-handicappers may
use these thoughts to identify ways to hinder performance and thereby distance themselves
psychologically from anticipated failures.

The present studies were therefore designed to further examine the influence of
prefactual thoughts on subsequent self-handicapping behavior. It is proposed that self-
handicappers likely use prefactual thoughts in planning their behavior, and therefore behave
in @ manner consistent with those prefactual thoughts, in order to create possible handicaps
they can effectively use as a readily available excuse for a potential failure. Although research
by McCrea (2002) confirmed that concern over failure induces downward prefactual thinking
in individuals likely to self-handicap, there is presently no evidence for a causal relationship
between prefactual thinking and self-handicapping behavior. The present studies therefore
manipulated prefactual thinking in participants via a mental simulation task, with a
subsequent measurement of self-handicapping behavior.

Further, the notion of self-handicapping acting as an impediment to the individual’s
subsequent performance is examined more closely. Although previous findings have shown
how self-handicapping can serve the maintenance of the person’s self-esteem, it has also been
shown to impair performance and hurt self-handicappers academic success in the long run
(Hirt & McCrea, 2002; Snyder, 1990; Zuckerman et al., 1998). To date, the evidence on
performance effects in general in the domain of self-handicapping is mixed (e.g. Harris &
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Snyder, 1986; Greenberg et al., 1985; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986). Although some of these
researchers have found no performance effects of self-handicapping (Greenberg et al., 1985;
Harris & Snyder, 1986), others have even found an improvement of performance on the
subsequent task (e.g. Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986). However, in light
of the negative long-term effects described by Zuckerman et al. (1998), it is worthwhile to
explore the conditions under which self-handicapping impairs performance more closely.
Further, McCrea’s (2002) studies, which are closest to the present research in terms of the
paradigm and experimental design, demonstrated that performance can be impaired through
self-handicapping. Following these results, it was predicted that performance would suffer
after participants engaged in self-handicapping behavior in the present studies, at least when it
involved practice. Furthermore, the issue of whether self-handicapping can be alleviated by
inducing people to consider upward prefactual thoughts is explored.

From a mental simulation perspective, the induction of participants with certain
prefactual thoughts concerning their preparation for an upcoming important academic

performance leads to the following predictions:

1. Participants placed in conditions that increase the likelihood of self-
handicapping and induced to consider downward prefactual thoughts
focusing on events and behaviors that would make failure more likely should

engage in more subsequent self-handicapping behavior.

2. Participants placed in conditions that increase the likelihood of self-
handicapping and induced to consider upward prefactual thoughts focusing
on events and behaviors that would make success more likely should engage

in little or no subsequent self-handicapping behavior.

3. Performance should show suffer among those participants who engaged in

self-handicapping behavior, at least when practice withdrawal is involved.
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EXPERIMENTS

4. Study 1: Prefactual Thought and Effort Withdrawal prior to an Intelligence Test

4.1 Overview

The purpose of Study 1 was to test whether prefactual thought direction would
moderate self-handicapping behavior. Specifically, it was proposed that participants induced
to consider downward prefactual thoughts would use these thoughts to identify possible ways
to fail at a task and therefore be more inclined to engage in self-handicapping, whereas
participants induced to consider upward prefactual thoughts would not show this kind of
behavior and instead prepare by practicing appropriately.

McCrea (2002) found that individuals likely to self-handicap displayed more
downward prefactual thinking than individuals not likely to self-handicap. In his studies,
individuals high in dispositional self-handicapping or induced to self-handicap with a
situational manipulation of public self-focus engaged in relatively more downward prefactual
thinking, which also predicted reduced practice intentions in one study and actual effort in a
second study (McCrea, 2002). One explanation for this finding is that self-handicappers think
about ways to do poorly in order to be able to formulate an excuse in advance (see also
Sherman & McConnell, 1995) and thereby protect their fragile sense of self-esteem.
Individuals not engaging in self-handicapping, on the other hand, mentally simulated
behaviors that would help them improve, therefore helping them to be more functional in their
pre-performance behavior. In addition to these findings, however, the data by McCrea (2002)
also lend support to the idea that self-handicappers actually use their downward mental
simulations to identify possible future excuses, because the prefactual thoughts these
individuals formed actually predicted behavior. For example, self-handicapping in the form of
increased speed of practicing among test takers was predicted by the preceding downward
prefactual thoughts in the case of the self-handicappers (McCrea, 2002).

The purpose of Study 1 was to expand on these correlational results by testing whether
the link between downward prefactual thoughts and self-handicapping behavior is a causal
one. It was predicted that manipulating the direction of the considered prefactual thoughts
would affect subsequent self-handicapping behavior, specifically, the amount of practice

behavior.
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In order to test this assumption, the study design from McCrea (2002) was adapted by
inviting students to participate in an experiment, in which they were told that they would be
taking an important culture-free intelligence test. In order to create a viable handicap,
participants were given the option to practice as much or as little as they liked. The amount of
practice effort put forth by the participants represented the measure of self-handicapping.
Participants were told that practice was important for the validity of the test, however, they
could choose not to practice. A non-contingent success manipulation was administered within
the sample items in order to induce a certain amount of uncertainty about participants’ ability
(see Berglas & Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 2000). Following the non-
contingent success feedback, participants could choose the amount of practice problems they

wanted to complete. Finally, after some additional questionnaires, they took the actual test.

Prior research has shown a gender difference in self-handicapping, such that
particularly men engage in more behavioral self-handicapping, whereas women do not (see
Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2004; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1990). Although
such differences were also observed in the studies by McCrea (2002), this was likely a result
of the prefactual thoughts in those studies being self-generated. Therefore, an effect of gender
should not occur when participants are presented with a predetermined set of upward and
downward prefactual thoughts. In other words, when the direction of prefactual thoughts is
manipulated, they should have a more general effect on subsequent behavior, because any
differences in form or content that may have existed due to self-generating the thoughts
should be eliminated. In line with this reasoning, it was predicted that a general effect of

prefactual direction would emerge.

McCrea (2002) also demonstrated that participants sped up during the practice test,
using this strategy as a self-handicap. Further, higher practice speed then predicted lower
exam performance on the actual test. Despite a mixed literature on the topic of performance
detriments due to self-handicapping (for example Zuckerman, et al., 1998; but see Greenberg
et al., 1985; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986),
this suggests that self-handicapping as a result of downward prefactual thinking may increase
the chances of a poor subsequent performance. Therefore, in addition to examining the effects
of prefactual thought direction on practice behavior, it was also examined whether these

thoughts would influence participants’ performance on the administered intelligence test, and
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whether this effect would be explained by differences in practice effort or increased anxiety.

The following specific predictions were made:

4.2 Predictions

Consistent with McCrea (2002), it was predicted that the non-contingent success
feedback coupled with the important academic test situation participants were placed into
would create an environment triggering self-handicapping behavior. However, given these
precursors, self-handicapping behavior was predicted to occur only in the condition in which
participants were induced to consider downward prefactual thoughts (see also, McCrea,
2002). Based on McCrea’s (2002) findings, it was furthermore expected that participants’
performance on the test would be influenced by whether they would show self-handicapping
behavior or not. Participants’ downward prefactual thinking should therefore increase the
chances of a poor subsequent performance.

Therefore, it is specifically hypothesized that

1. Individuals induced to consider downward prefactual thoughts immediately
before the practice exam should display more self-handicapping behavior by
withdrawing effort than participants induced to consider upward prefactual

thoughts.

2. Individuals engaging in self-handicapping behavior by withdrawing effort
prior to the test are expected to perform worse on the actual test compared to

those not engaging in self-handicapping prior to the test.

4.3 Method
4.3.1 Participants and Design

Participants were 82 (33 male and 49 female) University of Konstanz students in an
introductory psychology course. They either received course credit or 5€ (app. $6) for
participation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: the upward
prefactual condition or the downward prefactual condition. The design was therefore a 2 cell
(thought induction: upward prefactual vs. downward prefactual) between subjects design with
gender, self-handicapping and self-esteem individual differences allowed to vary. Individual
differences in self-handicapping (SHS; Rhodewalt, 1990), effort beliefs (Worker scale;

McCrea et al., 2006), as well as self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965), were assessed prior to the test.
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4.3.2 Materials and Procedure

Participants came to the laboratory and completed a prescreening packet including the
SHS (Rhodewalt, 1990), the Worker scale (McCrea et al., 2006), and Rosenberg’s (1965)
Self-esteem scale (see Appendix C, p. 150). They were led to believe that this part of the
study was an independent survey conducted by a colleague at another university.

In order to measure self-handicapping behavior, participants were presented with a
computer program that administered part of the Culture-Fair Intelligence Test (CFIT; Cattell
& Cattell, 1961). They received verbal instructions by the experimenter stating that
participants would be taking this newly developed nonverbal test of intelligence, and that the
researchers were trying to learn more about differences in performance in different
populations, and therefore required participants from the University of Konstanz to participate
for comparison reasons. Participants were also told that they would have to mentally simulate
a thought scenario before taking the test. All other instructions were given to participants
individually on the computer screen, displayed using a specifically designed program which
guided them through the different instruction screens by asking them to click “Next” or
“Back” on the bottom of the screen (see Appendix D, p. 154).

The experimenter, blind to the different experimental conditions, randomly assigned
participants to one of the two prefactual conditions. Participants read further instructions for
the test on the computer screen. These instructions made clear to participants that
performance differences between cultural groups that are found on traditional intelligence
tests are not found on the CFIT, but that the test is susceptible to bias due to a lack of practice.
Specifically, participants were told that prior research had shown that an adequate amount of
practice ensured the validity and accuracy of the test, but that a lack of practice could lead to a
lower score than what the person’s actual intelligence suggested. These instructions were
given in order to establish lack of practice effort as a viable self-handicap. They read as

follows (translated from German, see Appendix E, p. 157):

Although the Culture-fair test is a good measure of intelligence, there
is one factor by which it is negatively affected: the amount of practice
a person has had with these kinds of problems strongly impacts the test
score. This way, a person who practices very little tends to receive a
test score that is significantly below their true level of intelligence.

These people who have had little practice have higher intelligence than
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their score on the test would indicate. This way, the test loses its

validity.

Because of the test being so biased regarding practice effort, we will
record the amount of practice you will put forth before taking the test.
You will be presented with as many as 20 practice items. A recent
study by the University of Trier has shown that 20 items are enough
practice to make the test a valid measure of intelligence. However, the
amount of practice problems you decide to work on is up to you. You
can nonetheless, as we described earlier, stop the practice test at any

point in time by clicking on the button that says “end practice test”.

The computer program then presented participants with five sample items (see
Appendix E, p. 158-160) including a demonstration of the correct solution after each of the
first two items to ensure that participants understood the test instructions. For the remaining
three relatively difficult items, however, participants were told that they were correct on the
first and the third item, but that they were incorrect on the second item, regardless of their true
answer. Considering that these items were chosen to be particularly difficult, the feedback
was quite positive, with this part of the experiment constituting the non-contingent success
feedback.

Following the example items, participants completed three manipulation check
questions to ensure that they paid careful attention to the instructions and understood the
consequences of practice for the test. All three questions assessed whether participants
understood the supposed importance of practice for the validity of the test by asking whether
practice was described as important, how many practice items led to a valid test result and
how practice withdrawal would influence the test result. The questions were answered on a 1
(not at all) to 5 (extremely) scale, and followed by the correct answer.

After the manipulation checks, participants completed one of two different thought
scenario tasks depending on the experimental condition. The procedure for this manipulation
was adapted from Sanna (1996), using thoughts taken from responses participants gave in a
study by McCrea (2002). The thoughts covered a mix of different content categories,
including two thoughts about practice, two thoughts about motivation, two thoughts about
stress, two thoughts about attention, and two thoughts about understanding the exam. This

was done to make the manipulation less obvious and to reduce experimental demand
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concerns. The only explanation participants were given for this part of the experiment was
that the researchers were also interested in how well test-takers can imagine certain thought
scenarios.

In the upward prefactual condition, participants had to read 10 sentences, presented
one after the other on the center of the computer screen for 30 seconds each. All of them were
thoughts describing how performance could be better due to certain activities or
circumstances. Participants were instructed to imagine each of the presented thoughts as
vividly as possible and relate the thought to their own performance. The thoughts included
sentences like “If I complete all the practice problems, I might do better on the test”, or “If I
concentrate, I might get a higher score on the test”.

Participants in the downward prefactual condition were also presented with ten
thoughts in the same format. However, these thoughts described how performance could turn
out worse due to certain activities or circumstances. The manipulation therefore included
sentences such as “If I don’t complete all the practice problems, I might do worse on the test”,
or “If I don’t concentrate, I will get a lower score on the test”. Again, the prefactual thought
induction took five minutes.

Following this manipulation, all participants were given the practice exam, consisting
of 20 practice items (see Appendix E, p. 163-169). They entered their answers directly into
the computer by clicking on one of five buttons on the computer screen. Participants were
asked before every item if they wanted to continue or quit practice and move on to the actual
test. This ensured that participants could skip out of the practice test at any point in time,
practicing from as little as a zero to as many as twenty problems total, in order to create a self-
handicap if they felt inclined to do so. Participants did not receive any feedback on the
practice items. The computer recorded the number of practice items completed and the time
spent on the practice items.

After the practice exam, a computerized version of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory
(STAI) questionnaire (Spielberger, 1983) was administered. Participants completed the
twenty-item measure using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much) for
each item (see Appendix E, p. 170-171).

Participants next completed the actual test, consisting of twenty items taken from the
CFIT by Cattell and Cattell (1961), see Appendix E (p. 171-177). Finally, participants
answered nineteen post-test mood questions (adapted from McFarland & Ross, 1982, see
Appendix E, p. 177-178), as well twelve items assessing state self-esteem (see Appendix E, p.
178-179), and five manipulation checks (see Appendix E, p. 180) to ensure that they paid
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close attention to experimental instructions regarding practice and the Culture-fair intelligence
test. The first manipulation check item concerning the practice instructions asked “Was
practice described as helpful for the CFIT?”. The second and third manipulation check items
asked how helpful they thought practice was for most people and for them personally. The
degree to which participants thought that they should have practiced more was assessed with
the fourth manipulation check item, while the fifth item asked participants how valid they
thought the test was. Participants answered all mood, state self-esteem, and manipulation
check items on a scale from one (not at all) to five (very much), see Appendix E, p. 180.

Lastly, participants were debriefed, thanked, and dismissed.

4.4 Results
4.4.1 Overview

Table 1.1 presents the correlations among the pre-experiment measures. Initial
analyses including the SHS (Rhodewalt, 1990) as a continuous predictor revealed no
significant differences between those high and low in self-handicapping. Therefore, this
variable was dropped from the analyses. Because the two key dependent measures, practice
time (M = 6.67, SD = 4.65 minutes) and the number of practice items (M = 13.89, SD = 7.53),
were highly correlated (» = 0.73, p < .001), they were standardized and summed to create a
practice index (a = .81).

A univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test the effects of the

prefactual manipulation and gender on this effort index.

4.4.2 Manipulation Checks

All five manipulation checks were assessed on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very
much). A 2 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA was conducted on each of them. For the item
assessing whether participants remembered the practice instructions correctly, gender was a
significant predictor, F (1, 66) = 5.53, p < 0.05, such that women remembered that practice
was helpful slightly better (M = 4.77) than did men (M = 4.50). All participants, however, did
remember the instructions correctly. There was no condition effect, ' (1, 66) = 0.03, p = 0.86,
ns, nor a two-way interaction of gender by condition, F (1, 66) = 0.03, p = 0.86, ns. Also,
there were no effects of condition, gender, or the interaction of these two factors on the item
assessing to what degree participants thought practice was in fact helpful for most people, all

Fs (1, 66)<2.18, ps > 0.05, with an overall mean of M = 3.90.
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Table 1.1. Correlations between pre-experiment measures and dependent variables in Study 1'

Mood | Mood _ Perfor-
SHS WS RSE STAI Practice
(pos) (neg) mance
SHS -
WS - 50%* -
RSE - 47** .07 ——-
STAI - 40%* .13 S58** -—
Mood
-.12 .04 24* 35** -—
(pos)
Mood
42** -.02 - 57** - 75%* -22% ——-
(neg)
Practice | .25%%* -.01 -.06 -.17 .02 .09 -
Perfor-
.01 -27% 13 12 -.05 - 20% .09 -
mance
Mean 58.14 19.67 38.23 60.27 28.38 14.28 0.00 16.91
SD 10.84 5.72 7.82 9.73 431 4.87 0.93 1.33
Cron-
.65 78 .87 .54 .69 .85 .81 33
bach’s a

Note: * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** correlation is significant at
the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 82, except for correlations between Rosenberg Self-esteem and

all other variables (N = 80).

No effects emerged on the item assessing whether participants thought that practice

was helpful for them personally (overall mean of M = 1.17), all Fs (1, 66) <3.56, ps > 0.05%,

! For a detailed key to the labels in Table 1.1 refer to Appendix A, p. 148
2 Albeit no significant effects of condition or gender on manipulation check 3 were found, there was however a
trend, F' (1, 66) = 3.56; p = 0.06, such that female participants thought practice to be less helpful (M = 1.09) than

male participants (M = 1.31).
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the item assessing whether participants thought that they should have practiced more
(overall mean of M =2.14), all Fs (1, 66) < 2.69, ps > 0.05, or the item assessing participants’
thoughts on whether they thought that the CFIT was a valid test of intelligence (overall mean
of M=2.93), all Fs (1, 66) <2.35, ps > 0.05.

4.4.3 Overall Practice Behavior

A 2 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA on the practice index revealed an effect of
prefactual condition, F' (1, 66) = 4.26, p < .05. As expected, participants in the downward
prefactual condition (M = -0.13) practiced significantly less than those in the upward
prefactual condition (M = 0.27), see Figure 1.1. There were no effects of gender, F (1, 66) =
0.30; p = 0.56, ns, nor a condition by gender interaction, F' (1, 66) = 0.96, p = 0.33, ns.

Prefactual Thought Effect on Practice
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Downward PF Upward PF

Prefactual Thought Maninulation

Figure 1.1. Condition effect on practice effort. Higher numbers indicate more practice.

4.4.4 Anxiety

The items of the State-Trait Anxiety measure were summed to create a single measure
(i.e. calm [reversed], secure [reversed], strained, distressed, relaxed [reversed], agitated,
afraid, rested [reversed], concerned, good [reversed], self-assured [reversed], nervous, fidgety,

tense, laid-back [reversed], content [reversed], worried, overstrung, happy [reversed], cheery
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[reversed]), with a reliability of a = .54. A 2 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA on the
resulting scores of the State-Trait Anxiety measure with condition and gender as categorical
predictor variables, however, revealed no significant effects, all F's (1, 78) < 0.95, ps > 0.33;

ns.

4.4.5 Mood and State Self-esteem

The items of the mood measure were summed up to establish two separate mood
scores, one consisting of the positively valenced items (Mood pos) and one consisting of the
negatively valenced items (Mood neg). The items of the positive mood measure (i.e.,
interested, excited, optimistic, enthusiastic, inspired, determined, active, pleased, delighted,
satisfied, hopeful) had good reliability (a = .69). The items of the negative mood measure
(i.e., upset, disappointed, scared, helpless, discouraged, insecure, nervous, afraid, worried,
panic, pessimistic, fearful), also had good reliability (« = .85). A 2 (condition) x 2 (gender)
ANOVA on the positive and negative mood measures with condition and gender as
categorical predictor variables revealed no significant effects, all Fs (1, 78) < 3.05, ps > 0.09;
ns’.

Responses to the state self-esteem items (i.e., proud, competent, confident, smart,
resourceful, effective, efficient, inadequate [reversed], incompetent [reversed], dumb
[reversed], worthless [reversed], ashamed [reversed]) were also summed to create a single
measure of resultant state self-esteem. This combined scale had good reliability (o = .89). A 2
(condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA on the state self-esteem measures with condition and gender
as categorical predictor variables revealed no significant effects, all Fs (1, 78) < 3.19, ps >

0.08; ns*.

4.4.6 Performance

To examine effects on performance, a 2 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANCOVA on number
correct on the exam, controlling the percent of items solved correctly during the practice test
and time spent on the actual exam, was conducted. Individuals performing better on the
practice exam also performed better on the actual exam, F (1, 64) = 5.64, p < .05. There was

also a significant prefactual condition effect such that individuals in the downward prefactual

3 There was a marginally significant trend of gender to predict positive mood, F' (1, 78) = 3.05, p = 0.09, such
that male participants indicated slightly higher positive mood (M = 29.36) than female participants did (M =
27.71). There were no gender differences, however, on the negative mood items.

* There was a marginally significant trend of gender to predict state self-esteem, F (1, 78) =3.19, p = 0.08, such
that male participants indicated slightly higher state self-esteem (M = 47.18) than female participants did (M =
44.43).
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condition performed significantly worse (M = 16.56) than those in the upward prefactual
condition (M = 17.33), F (1, 64) = 4.93, p < .05, see Figure 1.2. There was no effect of
gender, F' (1, 64) = 0.50, p = 0.48, ns, nor a condition by gender interaction, ¥ (1, 64) = 0.00,
p=0.95, ns.

A regression analysis was then conducted to examine whether the effect of prefactual
direction was mediated by practice effort (Akin & West, 1991; Cohen & Cohen, 1983). The
model included prefactual condition, percent correct on the practice exam, and the time spent
on the actual exam as predictors in an initial step, followed by the practice index as a second
step. Percent correct on the practice test (= .279, t =2.42, p < .05) and the prefactual
condition effect (f=.259, t=2.19, p <.05) were significant predictors. The practice index (¢
<.20, p > .84, ns) and the time spent on the exam did not predict performance (¢ < -.22, p >

.83, ns). Thus, practice effort did not mediate the prefactual effect on performance.

Prefactual Thought Effect on Performance
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Figure 1.2. Condition effect on performance. Higher numbers indicate better scores.

4.5 Discussion
To examine whether the induction of upward vs. downward prefactual thought would
have effects on subsequent practice behavior, the following predictions for Study 1 were

made:
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Individuals who were induced to consider downward prefactual thoughts prior to the
practice exam would practice less (i.e., display self-handicapping behavior) than individuals
who were induced to consider upward prefactual thoughts, in order to prepare an excuse for a
potentially poor subsequent performance on the test. Further, it was suggested that these
thoughts would influence participants’ tendency to self-handicap, which would further
influence performance such that individuals receiving the downward prefactual thought
manipulation would score lower on the subsequent intelligence test than those receiving the
upward prefactual thought manipulation. The results of the present study supported these

predictions.

4.5.1 Prefactual Thought Direction

Study 1 showed that individuals exposed to downward prefactual thoughts indeed
practiced less than individuals exposed to upward prefactual thoughts. These findings parallel
the results from McCrea (2002), which showed a link between downward prefactual thoughts
and self-handicapping, and suggest that these thoughts are not simply descriptions of intended
behavior, but that they actually influence future behavior. The results of Study 1 also
demonstrate that the effects of prefactual thought direction are not necessarily limited to those
likely to self-handicap. General effects of prefactual thought on behavior have also been
shown by other researchers (Sanna, 1996, 1998; Taylor & Pham, 1996, 1999). McCrea (2002)
could further show that prefactual thought direction when measured had an effect on study
intentions and subsequent behavior for those likely to self-handicap. The present research
expands this finding in that it suggests that anyone considering downward prefactual thoughts
should be more likely to self-handicap. In this context, these findings lend support to the
notion that downward prefactual thoughts identify possible self-handicaps.

In contrast to McCrea’s (2002) studies in which only those motivated to self-handicap
showed self-handicapping behavior, effects of prefactual condition were not moderated by
individual differences in the present study. However, in McCrea’s (2002) studies, the
prefactual thoughts were self-generated rather than presented by the computer, which led to
much more variance in the content of the thoughts. Thus, the controlled nature of exposure to
thoughts in the present study may have eliminated these individual differences, making the
effects stronger and more general as a result. The present results suggest that whereas self-
handicapping motivations increase the generation of downward prefactual thoughts, once
made, these thoughts can in turn induce the respective behavior and have negative

consequences such as impaired performance.
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Overall, these results further support the contention that prefactual thoughts likely play
an important, causal role in the self-handicapping process. While Sanna (1996) focused on
defensive pessimism and optimism, the present studies expand these findings to the case of
self-handicapping. They provide additional evidence for people’s ability to anticipate and
therefore cognitively prepare for certain events by contemplating ways that they could
sabotage their own performance, which in turn causes the actual behavior. Although Taylor
and Pham (1996, 1999) could show the benefits of thinking about how to improve a future
outcome in that their participants’ motivation and performance improved, their research did
not focus on negative thinking about the future. The present results are therefore an extension
of the literature in this regard. Specifically, they show that thinking about how to build an
effective impediment to the task at hand can weaken subsequent performance. Furthermore,
they show that, compared to Taylor and Pham’s (1996) elaborate induction of process
simulation involving having participants imagining every single step they must go through to
achieve their goal, the positive influence of upward preparatory thinking can take effect with
the much simpler, less time-consuming prefactual manipulation demonstrated in the present
study.

One concern critics could voice is that, because people were instructed to consider
previously selected prefactual thoughts rather than to spontaneously form them on their own,
the results may not generalize to everyday situations. McCrea (2002) addressed the issue of
whether behavior differs when people are asked to list their prefactual thoughts compared to
when people were not asked to explicitly report their thoughts. Because the two groups
yielded similar results in his studies, the author inferred that the resulting behavior predicted
by prefactual thinking was not simply an artifact of the thought generation task. In this vein,
the obtained evidence of self-handicapping behavior should generalize to more everyday

situations as well.

4.5.2 Performance

Concerning actual performance, an effect of prefactual thought direction emerged such
that participants in the downward prefactual thought condition performed significantly worse
than those in the upward prefactual thought condition. Interestingly, this effect of prefactual
thought direction on subsequent test performance did not appear to be mediated by differences
in practice behavior or anxiety.

One possible explanation for this result is that individuals exposed to downward
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prefactual thoughts may have simply withdrawn their motivation from the exam. Thus, it may
have been task withdrawal that caused both reduced effort and poor performance. This finding
does conflict somewhat with that of Sanna (1996; 1998), who reported that the performance
consequences of prefactual thought direction depended on the default preparatory strategy of
the individual. Perhaps in cases in which a stronger motivation to self-handicap was present
(e.g., under conditions of public self-focus), benefits of upward prefactual thinking for

performance would be reduced. This question will be addressed by Study 2.

4.5.3 Conclusion

More generally, Study 1 demonstrated how one building block of a planned behavior
such as self-handicapping is the thought process preceding it. Theorists have long claimed
that self-handicapping is in fact anticipatory, implying that individuals, at some level, plan
their self-handicapping strategies (Higgins & Berglas, 1990; Snyder, 1990). However, an
examination of the self-handicapping literature shows that, although we know much about the
determinants of self-handicapping motivations, we know very little about how these
motivations are turned into action. The present study demonstrates how prefactual thinking
can translate motivation to self-handicap into behavior. The findings therefore complement
past research on how individuals’ spontaneous focus of their thoughts in a certain direction
before an upcoming important performance predicts subsequent behavior (McCrea, 2002).

Study 2 was conducted to examine these effects in a more threatening situation,
specifically in the presence of a public self-focus manipulation, and added two control
conditions to examine whether people were in fact acting in response to the instruction that

practice was important for the test.
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5. Study 2: Prefactual Thought and Effort Withdrawal prior to a Math Test
- a Conceptual Replication of Study 1

5.1 Overview

The purpose of Study 2 was to conceptually replicate Study 1 in testing whether
inducing people to consider downward prefactual thoughts will result in increased self-
handicapping behavior. In addition to comparing the effects of downward prefactual thoughts
to those of upward prefactual thoughts, Study 2 also incorporated two different control
conditions. The first control condition involved the same practice instructions, but no specific
prefactual induction. Participants were instead instructed to list their own thoughts. This
condition is referred to as the thought-listing control condition. Further, a second control
condition was designed to test the effect of the practice instruction. In both the prefactual
conditions and in the thought-listing control condition participants were told that practice was
extremely important for the test score to be valid. This was done in order to provide
participants with a viable self-handicapping opportunity. The second control condition, on the
other hand, included instructions detailing how the test was designed such that practice had no
influence on the test results whatsoever. It is therefore from now on referred to as the
“practice does not matter” control condition.

Study 2 used a slightly different procedure than Study 1 in that it employed a math test
instead of the CFIT. Similar to the previous instructions, however, the test was described as a
newly developed, highly diagnostic and accurate test predicting future professional success
and ability, and the non-contingent success feedback procedure participants received for the
sample items was retained (see Berglas & Jones, 1978). In this manner, the evaluative threat
of the test was established in a similar manner as in Study 1. However, in an attempt to make
the effects on self-handicapping even stronger so that differences between the four conditions
would be clearly visible, participants were placed into a situation of public self-focus. Public
self-focus likewise increases uncertainty and concern about the performance, posing an even
stronger evaluative threat to participants (Hirt et al., 2000; McCrea, 2002).

The reason for using the math test instead of the CFIT, as well as adding the public
self-focus manipulation to the scenario, was to provide a more evaluatively threatening
situation, resulting in an even more stressful situation for participants. This should then
produce an even greater need for self-protection and therefore increase the overall likelihood

of an emergence of self-handicapping behavior.
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In addition to the practice index as a measure of behavioral self-handicapping, a stress
measure was added to the paradigm, examining the effects of the experimental conditions on
claimed self-handicapping. Snyder et al. (1983), for example, proposed that self-handicaps
can take the form of a claim that is not manifested in a physical form (i.e., observable). Arkin
and Baumgardner (1985), in a summary of the literature, assign the labels “acquired” or
“claimed” handicaps to clarify this distinction. A number of examples of claimed self-
handicaps have been identified in the literature (e.g. test anxiety, shyness, etc.), including one
of them employing the claim of allegedly being stressed (Hirt et al., 1991). It was expected
that stress claims would intensify for participants in the downward prefactual condition, if
used in addition to (or potentially even substituting for) practice withdrawal, whereas the
indicated stress levels should be lower in the other experimental conditions.

Overall, Study 2 was designed to examine the influence of prefactual thinking on
behavioral and claimed self-handicapping, as well as subsequent performance. The specific

predictions are described in the following section.

5.2 Predictions

Participants in the downward prefactual thought condition were predicted to use these
thoughts to identify possible ways to impair their performance and therefore be more prone to
self-handicapping behavior. This was expected to result in participants practicing less and
claiming more stress in this particular condition. On the other hand, participants induced with
upward prefactual thoughts were predicted to use these thoughts to identify possible ways to
improve their performance and therefore in turn be less likely to engage in behavioral and
claimed self-handicapping behavior (see also McCrea, 2002). Furthermore, practice levels
among participants in the thought-listing control condition, who simply listed their own
thoughts instead of considering specific upward or downward prefactual thought scenarios,
should lie in between the upward and the downward prefactual thought conditions.
Participants in the “practice does not matter” control condition, who listed their thoughts after
receiving instructions detailing how practice was not influential for their subsequent test
performance, were expected to show the least amount of practice effort.

As in Study 1, gender differences in practice behavior as documented in the literature
(see Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2004; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1990) were
not expected, simply because prefactual thinking was experimentally manipulated instead of
measured. The only exception was expected to be found in the thought-listing control

condition. Due to the self-generated nature of the thoughts in this condition, the natural
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gender difference concerning self-handicapping behavior was expected to emerge. The
random allocation of participants, however, should balance any differences in downward vs.
upward prefactual thinking and therefore cause an overall average amount of practice
behavior in this group. The “practice does not matter” control condition, on the other hand,
should serve as a no self-handicap baseline condition. No gender differences in practice effort
or claimed self-handicapping were expected to emerge in this condition.

In an experimental setting, Study 1 supported the finding of McCrea (2002) that
downward prefactual thoughts resulted in worse performance. This also was again examined

in Study 2.

In summary, the predictions for Study 2 were that

1. Individuals instructed that practice was not important for the test were
expected not to practice. They were therefore expected to display the lowest

practice scores of all four conditions.

2. Individuals presented with downward prefactual thoughts immediately
before being given an opportunity to self-handicap would do so by
withdrawing practice effort to the level of those individuals in the “practice

does not matter” control condition.

3. Individuals presented with upward prefactual thoughts immediately before
being given the opportunity to self-handicap would self-handicap less by
practicing adequately for the upcoming test. Relative to the other conditions,

these individuals should practice the most.

4. Individuals simply asked to list their thoughts before the practice test are
expected to display an average amount of practice. They are expected to
practice more than participants in the downward prefactual and the “practice
does not matter” control condition, but not as much as participants in the
upward prefactual condition. In this condition, gender differences were also
expected such that male participants would engage in more self-

handicapping (i.e., practice withdrawal) than female participants.
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5. Further, effects of prefactual thought on claimed stress were expected to
emerge. Downward prefactual thinking should lead to heightened claims of
stress, while upward prefactual thinking was expected to result in less

claimed stress.

6. Finally, it was expected that effects of prefactual thought on performance
would emerge. Practice withdrawal due to downward prefactual thinking
should adversely affect performance, while upward prefactual thinking was
expected to increase practice behavior and have a positive effect on

performance.

5.3 Method
5.3.1 Participants and Design

Participants were 105 (49 male and 56 female) University of Konstanz students in an
introductory psychology course. They received either course credit or 5€ (app. $6) for their
participation in the experiment. Upon entering the lab, they were randomly assigned to one of
four conditions: the upward prefactual condition, the downward prefactual condition, the
thought-listing control condition, or the “practice does not matter” control condition. The
design was therefore a 4 cell (upward prefactual vs. downward prefactual vs. thought-listing
control vs. “practice does not matter” control) between subjects design with gender, self-
handicapping (SHS; Rhodewalt, 1990), Rosenberg’s self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965) and
individual differences in effort beliefs (Worker scale; McCrea et al., 2006) allowed to vary.

5.3.2 Materials and Procedure

As in Study 1, participants first completed the prescreening packet including the SHS
(Rhodewalt, 1990), Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-esteem scale, and the Worker scale (McCrea et
al., 2006) (see Appendix H, p. 183-185). However, in order to ensure that participants were
less likely to link the prescreening questionnaire to the actual study, participants were told that
the questionnaire was part of a second, unrelated study by different researchers and they were
only allowed to participate in the actual study at least two weeks after having filled out the
prescreening questionnaire.

In the experimental session, participants were again presented with an especially
designed computer program very similar to that of Study 1 (Appendix I, p. 186-188). In the
present study, participants were instructed to take a math test named TMT (“Trier Math



Experiments — Study 2 58

Test”), which in fact was a selection of math items taken from the IST 2000 (“Intelligent
Struktur Test 2000”) by Amthauer et al. (2000), see Appendix J, p. 189 ff.. As in previous
studies, participants were told that the purpose of the study was to examine how well the
student population did on a test diagnosing their math ability, as well as how certain thought
scenarios would relate to the test.

Before they received more detailed instructions for the math test, however,
participants were told that they would be observed through a video monitor by the
experimenter for the remainder of the study. They were told that previous research had shown
how observation improves peoples’ accuracy and honesty in answering questions. They were
seated in front of the camera, which was clearly visible next to the computer monitor, and the
experimenter demonstrated to them that the camera was working. They were also told that the
results of the test were kept confidential, however, that the experimenter would know their
score.

After the manipulation of public self-focus, participants received more detailed
instructions about the math test. They were told that the TMT was designed to measure math
ability, and that the questions measured not only mathematical knowledge, but also the ability
to solve problems in general. Therefore, the questions were described as being solvable not
just with pure calculations, but rather with logical thinking and drawing reasoned conclusions
from new combinations of existing mathematical rules and knowledge. They were further told
that because of this, even though the test assessed basic math ability, it had been shown that
people who received a higher score on the TMT also possess a higher ability to think logically
and find new solutions for complicated questions. These people were then described as
supposedly also being more successful professionally concerning occupations requiring
logical reasoning ability, such as in economics, information technology, as well as for police
work, scientific work in general, or similar professions. The test was lastly described as often
even being part of general intelligence tests.

Participants were then given a number of sample items for each of the three types of
questions they were going to be asked during the test. While the first three examples (one for
each type of question) were given along with the correct solutions, the second set of three
examples comprised the non-contingent success feedback. All participants therefore received
the feedback “Correct!” on items 1 and 3, and “False!” on item 2, regardless of their true
answer (see Appendix J, p. 190-191).

After the non-contingent success manipulation, participants were randomly assigned

to one of the four experimental conditions. In all conditions, they were instructed that the
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present study was designed to find out how well participants could imagine certain thought
scenarios. Following these instructions, participants in the upward and downward prefactual
thought conditions were asked to vividly imagine the ten sentences presented on the computer
screen for 30 seconds each for a total of 5 minutes, whereas participants in the two control
conditions were given a few examples of the format of prefactual thoughts (“If X, then Y will
happen”) and asked to write down their own thoughts of this type for a period of 5 minutes
total (Appendix J, p. 192-196).

Participants in the upward and downward prefactual conditions, as well as those in the
thought-listing control condition, next received instructions concerning the role of practice
effort on performance on the TFT. These instructions were adapted from Study 1 and aimed at
establishing lack of practice effort as a viable self-handicap (Appendix J, p. 197). They were
therefore told that prior research indicated that practice ensured the accuracy of the TMT, but
that a lack of adequate practice can result in a score that is lower than warranted by the
person’s actual intelligence. It was explained that participants would have the opportunity to
complete 20 practice items in order to adequately prepare and thereby make the test a valid
measure of their math ability. However, they were also told that they were free to choose how
much they wanted to practice, and that they would be able to quit the practice test at any point
by skipping directly to the end of the test. This option was offered after each practice item.
Participants in the “practice does not matter” control condition simply read that the amount of
practice before the TMT had been shown to have no influence on the test score (Appendix J,
p. 197). In fact, the instructions stated that participants who did practice actually received a
test score that resembled the one they would have also received as a result of not having
practiced. The test was therefore described as being extremely accurate, independent of the
amount of practice test takers put forth. To justify giving participants 20 practice items and
the opportunity to skip out of the practice test at any point, participants were told that this
procedure was a standardized administration of the test as suggested by the developers of the
test at the University of Trier. All participants then proceeded to take the practice test (see
Appendix J, p. 198-201).

After the practice test, a measure assessing stressful life events (adapted from the
“Daily Hassles Scale” by Kanner et al., 1981) was administered to participants in order to
examine whether they would also claim circumstances that could impair their actual test
performance. Participants completed the thirty-one items using a four-point scale ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much) for each item (see Appendix J, p. 202-205).

Participants next completed the actual test, consisting of twenty items taken from the
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IST 2000 (Amthauer, 2000), Appendix J, p. 205-207, and subsequently rated nineteen items
assessing mood (adapted from McFarland & Ross, 1982, see Appendix J, p. 207-209), as well
twelve items assessing state self-esteem (see Appendix J, p. 209-210). Finally, participants
answered the same five manipulation checks previously assessed in Study 1 to ensure that
they had paid close attention to the experimental instructions regarding practice and the TMT
(see Appendix J, p. 210-211). The first manipulation check item concerned the practice
instructions and asked “Was practice described as helpful for the TMT?”. The second and
third items asked participants how helpful they thought practice was for most people and for
them personally. The fourth item assessed the degree to which participants thought that they
should have practiced more, while the fifth item asked participants how valid they thought the
TMT to be. Lastly, participants were debriefed, thanked, and dismissed.

5.4 Results
5.4.1 Overview

Table 2.1 indicates the correlations with the other pre-experiment measures. A
regression analysis with Self-handicapping (SHS, Rhodewalt, 1990) as a continuous predictor,
as well as gender and condition (with dummy codings setting the thought-listing and practice
is not important control condition to zero) was conducted as suggested by Aiken and West

(1991). The model was as follows:

1. Step = Self-handicapping, gender, & condition
2. Step = 2-way interactions of self-handicapping, gender, & condition

3. Step = 3-way interactions of self-handicapping, gender & condition

Because no two-way or three-way interaction effects emerged in the initial analyses,
self-handicapping was dropped from the analyses. Concerning the main independent
variables, a regression analysis was conducted to test the effect of experimental condition and
gender on the main dependent variable, practice effort. All continuous variables were mean
centered before being entered into the regression equation. Because the two key dependent
measures practice time (M = 7.61, SD = 5.87 minutes) and the number of practice items (M =
11.84, SD = 7.30) were highly correlated (» = 0.84, p < .001), they were standardized and

summed to create a practice index (a = .91).
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5.4.2 Manipulation Checks

All five manipulation checks were assessed on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very
much). A 4 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA was conducted on each of the five manipulation
checks. The first item (““Was practice described as helpful for the test?”’) as expected revealed
a highly significant condition effect, F' (1, 97) = 9.45, p < 0.01. A post-hoc Ryan test
confirmed that the “practice does not matter” control condition (M = 2.42) was significantly
different from all three “practice matters” conditions (upward prefactual thought condition, M
= 3.96; downward prefactual thought condition, M = 3.96; thought-listing control condition,
M = 3.92). There were no effects of gender and no significant interaction effects on this item,
all s (1,97)<1.57, ps > 0.05.

For manipulation check 5 (“Do you think the TMT was a valid test?”), the analysis
revealed no significant main effects, F's (1, 97) = 2.13, ps > 0.15, ns. However, a significant
condition by gender interaction, F' (1, 97) =2.84, p < 0.05, was obtained.

Manipulation checks 2, 3, and 4 asked participants how helpful they thought practice
was for most people (overall M = 3.69), how helpful it was for them personally (overall M =
3.20), and whether they thought that they should have practiced more (overall M = 2.10).
None of them revealed significant main effects or interactions, all Fs (1, 97) <2.18, ps > 0.14,
ns.

Simple-effect analyses using a t-test of gender within the upward prefactual thought
condition, t (27) = 5.70, p < 0.01, showed that men thought that the test was more valid (M =
3.73) than did women (M = 2.50). None of the other groups differed significantly from any

other one.

5.4.3 Overall Practice Behavior

The significant main effects were assessed again using a 4 (condition) x 2 (gender)
ANOVA with condition and gender as independent variables on practice behavior as the
dependent variable. Although the condition x gender interaction, F (1, 97) = 0.39, p = 0.76,
ns, and gender, F' (1, 97) = 0.41, p = 0.52, ns, effects did not reach significance, a main effect
of condition was significant, ' (1, 97) =4.42, p <0.01, see Figure 2.1.

Post-hoc Ryan tests revealed that the three practice matters conditions did not differ
from each other and yielded higher effort than the “practice does not matter” control condition

(Table 2.2).
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Table 2.1. Correlations between pre-experiment measures and dependent variables in Study 2

Mood | Mood Perfor-
SHS WS RSE | Stress SSE | Practice
(pos) | (neg) mance

SHS -

WS [ -53%F | .

RSE -39%% | 14 ---

Stress 28%* -07 | -31%** -

Mood

-.14 .07 .13 -.09 -
(pos)
Mood

27F% | - 19% | - 31%*k | 57** -.14 ——-
(neg)
SSE -.16 24% | 31F*k | 28¥*k | S56%*F | _4]** -
Practice -.17 .07 .03 .03 .03 -.13 -.16 ——-
Perfor-

-.03 .09 .02 .02 35%* | _20% | -.39%* -.06 —
mance

Mean 57.25 | 22.05 | 37.61 | 81.02 | 25.60 | 15.17 | 41.71 0.00 16.21

SD 10.91 5.74 7.88 14.08 | 5.31 5.62 6.74 1.92 2.88
Cron-

.66 .74 .88 .87 .76 .86 .88 91 72
bach’s a

Note: * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** correlation is significant at
the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 105.

' For a detailed key to the labels in Table 2.1 refer to Appendix A, p. 148
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Table 2.2. Post-hoc analysis of condition predicting practice effort.

Upward Downward Thought- | “Practice does not
Prefactual Prepfactual listing matter”
Practice Mean with
Difference Index 0.26, 0.73, 0.01, -1.04,

Note: Means with different subscripts differed at p < 0.05.

Condition Effect on Practice
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Downward PF  Upward PF Control 1 Control 2

Figure 2.1. Condition effect on practice effort. Higher numbers indicate more practice.

5.4.4 Stress measures

The relationship between condition and gender on stress scores was assessed using a 4
(condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA. The analyses revealed no significant effects, all F's (1, 97)
<1.82, ps>0.15, ns.

5.4.5 Mood measures
The relationship between condition and gender on positive and negative mood
measure was assessed using a 4 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA. The analyses revealed no

significant effects, all F's (1, 97) < 1.85, ps > 0.14, ns.
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5.4.6 Performance

The relationship between condition and gender on the scores of the actual test was
assessed using a 4 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA. No significant effects were obtained, all
Fs (1,97)<2.57, ps > 0.06, ns".

5.5 Discussion

Study 2 was an attempt to conceptually replicate and extend Study 1, examining
whether the induction of upward vs. downward prefactual thought compared to a thought-
listing control condition, and a “practice does not matter” control condition had an influence
on subsequent practice behavior. The following predictions were tested by the experimental
design:

Participants in the “practice does not matter” control condition were expected to
practice the least. Individuals who were induced to consider downward prefactual thoughts
before being given an opportunity withdraw effort before an important test, as demonstrated
in Study 1, would practice less than individuals induced to consider upward prefactual
thoughts. In fact, individuals in the downward prefactual condition were expected to practice
approximately the same amount of items on the practice test as those in the “practice does not
matter” control condition. Participants in the thought-listing control condition were expected
to show a medium amount of practice. The results of the present study only partially

supported these predictions.

5.5.1 Effects of the Experimental Conditions

Although Study 1 showed that individuals exposed to downward prefactual thoughts
indeed practiced less than individuals exposed to upward prefactual thoughts, these effects did
not emerge in Study 2. In fact, no differences were found between the upward prefactual
thought condition, the downward prefactual thought condition, and the thought-listing control
condition, while all three conditions were significantly different from the “practice does not
matter” control condition.

Given that the result does not support our predictions, the most parsimonious

description of these findings may be that our notion of describing practice as important vs. not

? There was a marginally significant condition effect (F (1, 97) =2.57, p = 0.06, ns) such that participants in the
upward prefactual thought condition performed worse (M = 14.78) than all three other conditions (downward
prefactual thought condition, M = 16.70; thought-listing control condition, M = 16.60; “practice does not matter”
condition, M = 16.81) on the test. There was also a marginally significant trend (£ (1, 97) = 3.51, p = 0.06, ns) of
women performing slightly worse (M = 15.68) than men (M = 16.82) on the test.



Experiments — Study 2 65

important actually yielded the expected differences, whereas the prefactual thought
manipulation simply had no effect. This may be due to several different factors.

First of all, the prefactual thought manipulation may not have been strong enough to
overcome the desire of participants to practice and prepare well for the test due to the
immense evaluative threat created with math as the test topic and public self-focus to enhance
evaluative threat even more. Self-handicapping as a self-protective strategy is only considered
when abilities of which participants are really uncertain are assessed. Perhaps because our
participant pool was limited to college students, this was not the case. While the math test
appeared to be generally threatening to participants, several students commented on being
relatively certain of their math abilities during the final debriefing session. Comments such as
“I knew that I had to look at the practice problems because I hadn’t calculated math questions
like these in a while and I had get back into the mindset of doing math” or “I was never good
at math, so I at least had to know how the test looked like” were not uncommon.

Secondly, the order of the manipulation in Study 2 was administered in a fashion that
may have been detrimental to its effects: Whereas participants in Study 1 received the thought
manipulation after receiving the instructions on how practice relates to the test performance,
participants in Study 2 only saw these instructions after they had already gone through the
mental simulation exercise. Therefore, the effects of practice withdrawal may have been
undermined, because it may not have been clear to participants that low practice could serve
as a handicap due to it being extremely important for a valid test score. The “importance of
practice”-instruction manipulation showed the expected pattern such that participants in the
“practice does not matter” condition practiced significantly less than all other conditions

instructed to believe that practice was extremely important.

5.5.2 Performance

Concerning performance on the actual test, the lack of differences between the four
groups receiving different prefactual thought instructions may easily be interpreted as a result
of the lack of practice differences among at least three of the four groups. However, these
groups did practice more than those in the “practice does not matter” control condition, yet
their performance was not better as a result. Alternatively, this result may simply be due to the
fact that the items taken from the IST 2000 (Amthauer, 2000) are in fact not influenced by
practice. In fact, there is no overall correlation between practice and performance (r = -.06),

see Table 2.1.
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5.5.3 Conclusion

Study 2 demonstrated that the instructions of practice being important for the test
indeed influenced practice behavior. Therefore, it is sensible to keep the practice matters
instruction constant in future studies. However, the use of the TMT rather than the CFIT
seems to have eliminated the practice withdrawal effects. Although it is not entirely clear why
these tests have such different impacts on participants practice behavior, the present
demonstration suggests that self-handicapping is more easily obtained using the CFIT. A
second possible explanation of the results is that the placement of the practice instructions

after the thought manipulation did not allow individuals to identify a possible self-handicap.

Study 3 therefore reverted to using the CFIT and administering the instructions on the
handicap prior to the thought induction. In addition to these modifications, Study 3 was
designed to assess situationally induced differences in self-handicapping, instead of relying on
dispositional measures of self-handicapping tendencies with the SHS (Rhodewalt, 1990).
Because the scale did not reveal any differences in Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 was modified
such that a manipulation of feedback was implemented. A pretest was conducted, in which
half of the participants received non-contingent success feedback, whereas the other half of
participants received contingent success feedback. Participants in both conditions received the
same score, but those in the contingent success condition completed an easier test than did
those in the non-contingent success condition. This manipulation was expected to trigger
differences in self-handicapping behavior. Study 3 itself examined the effects of the prefactual

thought manipulation in conjunction with the feedback manipulation taken from the pretest.
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6. Study 3 (Pretest): Non-contingent Success Feedback Predicting Music Choice as
a Self-handicap prior to an Intelligence Test

6.1 Overview

The pretest for Study 3 set out to develop a paradigm in which individuals could self-
handicap by listening to distracting music. Specifically, because the effects of non-contingent
success feedback have been shown to induce self-handicapping, this manipulation was used to
examine whether individuals would choose more distracting music when feeling uncertain
about their upcoming performance. The manipulation was adapted from studies by Berglas
and Jones (1978). These authors proposed that people uncertain of their ability to perform a
certain task would tend to choose a performance context that offered an opportunity to
externalize failure, that is, create a self-handicap by introducing an impediment that reduces
the probability of a successful performance. In their first demonstration of self-handicapping
behavior, the authors asked male and female introductory psychology students to take two
parallel forms of a difficult intellectual performance test. Subjects were advised that prior to
the second of the two tests, they would ingest one of two drugs in order to experimentally test
the effects of these drugs on performance. One of the drugs was subsequently described to
participants as performance-facilitating, whereas the second drug supposedly impaired
performance. Both drugs were in fact placebos, however, the choice participants made was
the main dependent measure. In order to induce the uncertainty that Berglas and Jones (1978)
assumed to be responsible for self-handicapping, the authors included an experimental
manipulation they refer to as “non-contingent success feedback”. This means that they held
participants’ success at the first task constant, but manipulated their confidence that they
could replicate this successful performance via the difficulty of the test items. Specifically, the
test was arranged such that participants scored between 70 and 80 percent correct. However,
those participants given non-contingent success feedback completed difficult or insoluble
items and were provided with false feedback, whereas those given contingent success
feedback completed easy items. Participants given non-contingent success were therefore
expected to attribute their success more to luck than to ability and to self-handicap more on a
subsequent test. Berglas and Jones’ (1978) results supported these assumptions.

In line with this result, the present work proposes that participants receiving non-
contingent success feedback after a first test would feel more uncertain and pressured to

perform well again because they are unsure whether their initial success was in fact due to
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ability or simply luck. In this way, the uncertainty about their abilities that individuals
experience in performance contexts was recreated, offering participants an opportunity to
externalize failure by creating a self-handicap.

In Berglas and Jones’ (1978) classic study, participants were offered a performance
debilitating drug as the impediment. Due to ethical considerations, invasive measures such as
having participants ingest something (even if it was a placebo) were avoided by using a
different dependent measure. Specifically, a handicap of music choice was adapted from a
study by Rhodewalt and Davison (1986). Participants given noncontingent feedback were
predicted to show a heightened tendency to engage in self-handicapping behavior,
operationalized as choosing performance hindering music (see also Shepperd & Arkin, 1989).
For the music to be plausible as a self-handicap, a cover story was created. Adapted from
Rhodewalt and Davison (1986), participants were told that the present study was interested in
determining the effects of music on intellectual ability. Similar to the presently used
paradigm, the authors, after a first test, gave participants the choice of selecting the type of
music they would listen to while taking a second test. The participants’ music selection
constituted the measure of self-handicapping. In a similar paradigm, Shepperd and Arkin
(1989) investigated the differences between public and private self-handicapping. The
researchers had participants come to the lab and sit down at a table on which a cassette
recorder and a tray holding five cassettes had been placed. The cassettes were arrayed from
right to left, and marked beginning with one cassette with two red labels, one with one red
label, followed by one with no label, one with one green label, and one with two green labels.
Participants were told that, on the basis of pilot research, the music on the cassette marked
with a red label was likely to inhibit performance on the upcoming test, while the music on
the cassette marked with a green label was likely to enhance performance. The unmarked
cassette was described as documented neither to enhance nor to obstruct test performance, but
to have been included for comparison purposes (i.e., to provide a control against which the
remaining tapes could be compared). In reality, the same music had been recorded on all
cassettes (Shepperd & Arkin, 1989).

Participants in the present study were told that they would take two similar
intelligence tests, one after the other. The first was to take place in a quiet environment, the
second one with music playing while they worked on the questions. The results of Test 1 and
Test 2 would supposedly be compared to identify whether music had any effects on test
performance. Because participants were to choose which category of music they would like to

listen to (ranging from supposedly very helpful to supposedly very hindering music), they
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were able to select a viable self-handicap. Deciding to choose the hindering music could serve
as a potential future excuse in case they failed to perform as well on the second test as they
had on the first one. Despite the labeling of the music as helpful or hindering for performance,
participants in fact listened to the same music regardless of their choice. The preceding non-
contingent success feedback manipulation was introduced to increase the likelihood of self-

handicapping behavior.

Although gender differences were not expected to emerge in the previous two studies
because the motivation to self-handicap was not directly manipulated, prior research has
shown a gender difference in studies inducing such behavior through situational
manipulations (for examples, see Berglas & Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al.,
1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2003; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1990). Specifically, men
engage in more behavioral self-handicapping than do women. Because the choice of music is
a clear example of a behavioral self-handicap, a gender difference was expected to emerge in
music selection. More specifically, men were expected to display behavioral self-
handicapping behavior (i.e. to choose more hindering music) in the non-contingent success
feedback condition, whereas no such difference or the opposite effect was expected to emerge

for women.

In Study 1, significant differences in performance depending on prefactual condition
were also predicted and found. For this pretest, however, because music was not expected to
actually have a performance boosting or impairing influence, no performance differences

were expected to emerge on the second test.

Based on this reasoning, the predictions for the pretest were the following ones:

6.2 Predictions

Consistent with Berglas and Jones’ (1978) results, it was predicted that the non-
contingent success manipulation would result in participants’, particularly men, choosing to
self-handicap by listening to more hindering instead of helpful music during the second test.

It was specifically predicted that:
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1. male participants receiving non-contingent success feedback, compared to
those receiving contingent success feedback, would choose to listen to more

hindering music during the second test, while

2. female participants receiving non-contingent success feedback were not
expected to differ from those receiving contingent success feedback, or
perhaps even decide to help their performance by choosing to listen to more

helpful music during the second test.

6.3 Method
6.3.1 Participants and Design

Participants were 56 (22 male and 34 female) University of Konstanz students
recruited through posters and flyers on campus. One participant was excluded from the
analyses because she guessed the exact purpose of the study. All analyses were conducted
with the remaining 55 participants'. They either received course credit or 5€ (app. $6) for
participation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: the contingent
success feedback condition or the non-contingent success feedback condition. The design was
therefore a 2 cell (contingent vs. non-contingent success feedback) between subjects design
with gender allowed to vary. Individual differences in self-handicapping, effort beliefs, and
self-esteem were assessed prior to the test using the self-handicapping scale (SHS; Rhodewalt,
1990), the Worker scale (McCrea, et al., 2006) and Rosenberg’s Self-esteem Scale (1965),
respectively (see Appendix H, p. 183-185).

6.3.2 Materials and Procedure

Upon coming to the lab, participants received verbal instructions from the
experimenter stating that the study they were about to enter involved the examination of a
new intelligence test. As in Study 1, they were told that this was a newly developed nonverbal
test of intelligence, supposedly measuring differences in performance and predicting a
number of desirable traits such as the ability to solve complex problems or logical reasoning,
as well as future professional success. Furthermore, they were told that they were actually
about to take two tests that were very similar in nature and meant to measure the same ability,
but that the aim of the study was to investigate the influence of music on performance

(Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). The experimenter then showed

' Analyses that included the one excluded participant, however, revealed the same pattern of results as reported.
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participants into the cubicle and instructed them to put on the headphones with which they
would be listening to the music later on. Participants were told that they should wear the
headphones at all times, even for the first test during which they would not be hearing any
music. This was supposedly done in order to hold all situational variables between the first
and second test (except for the music itself) constant. The experimenter then randomly
assigned participants to one of the two experimental conditions and started the computer
program for them. Similar to Study 1, participants were presented with a computer program
that administered part of the Culture-Fair Intelligence Test and all other instructions (CFIT;
Cattell & Cattell, 1961), e.g., see Appendix D, p. 154-156.

On the computer screen, participants first read additional instructions for the test,
detailing how it supposedly is a very reliable and predictive test, and were again told that Test
1 and Test 2 measured the same abilities. The instructions therefore mentioned explicitly that
the result of Test 1 was not expected to differ from Text 2, unless a helpful or hindering type
of music was chosen for Test 2. It was further said that the only underlying factor influencing
the difference in scores between Test 1 and Test 2 was the music, creating a viable self-
handicap for participants.

The computer program then presented participants with a sample item (see Appendix
L, p. 214) and a demonstration of the correct solution. Immediately following these
instructions, participants began working on Test 1 (see Appendix L, p. 216-227), consisting of
fifteen problems taken from the CFIT (Cattel & Cattel, 1961), each of them followed by a
question of how certain they were in giving their answer, using a ten-point scale ranging from
10 to 100 percent. Participants in the contingent success feedback condition received 15 items
that were relatively easy to solve (see Appendix L, p. 216-220). As feedback, they received
their true score, which was in no case lower than 13 correctly solved items out of 15. They
were also told that their score was in the 10™ percentile of all participants (see Appendix L, p.
221).

Participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition received 15 extremely
difficult items to solve (see Appendix L, p. 222-226). In order to induce uncertainty about
their ability, they were subsequently (irrespective of their actual score) told that they had
solved 13 out of 15 items correctly and therefore scored in the 10" percentile of all
participants (see Appendix L, p. 227). Thus, participants solving the relatively easy problems
were expected to feel confident in their answers and achieve a high score, whereas
participants solving the relatively hard problems were expected to feel less confident about

their answers and actually not be able to solve a number of items.
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After receiving feedback to Test 1, all participants were given further instructions
concerning the choice of music to which they would listen during the second test (see
Appendix L, p. 228-232). In order to make music a believable and plausible self-handicap

participants read the following:

“Previous research has shown that different kinds of music can
influence performance on tests such that they can help or hurt
performance (in some cases very strongly so). There are consistent and
reliable findings as to what kinds of music are helpful vs. hindering for
performance. We leave it up to you what kind of music you would like
to listen to during your second test, since we are interested in both, the
effects of helpful and the effects of hindering music, this being one of
the first studies on this topic at the University of Konstanz. Please
indicate on the next screen what kind of music you would like to listen

to while working on the test.”

The next screen asked them to indicate on a five-point scale whether they would like
to listen to “very helpful” music (1) or “very hindering” music (5) with the midpoint of the
scale being “neutral” (3) music (adapted from Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). Participants next
completed the second test, consisting of twenty items again taken from the CFIT (Cattell &
Cattell, 1961). During the test (see Appendix L, p. 233-238), all participants listened to a
piece of classical music, which was in fact held constant across conditions and music choice.
The music had been pretested to be easily categorized as helpful or hindering, and was, in
fact, rated as not very disturbing during a test situation. Participants finally answered eight
manipulation check items to ensure that they had paid close attention to the experimental
instructions regarding the test and the music choice. Participants responded to the first
manipulation check, asking them what kind of music they listened to during the test, by
checking one of three answers (helpful, hindering, or neutral). The second and third
manipulation checks (“To what extent do you think that the music helped you personally in
regards to your test performance?” and “To what extent do you think that the music hindered
you personally in regards to your test performance?”’) were assessed on a scale from one (not
at all) to five (very much). The fourth manipulation check item assessed whether participants
regretted their music choice (“To what degree do you wish that you had picked a different

music?”’) on a scale from one (not at all) to five (very much). “How uncertain did you feel
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after Test 1 (without music)?” was the fifth manipulation check, assessed on a scale from one
(not at all uncertain) to five (extremely uncertain). Finally, the sixth manipulation check
(“How important was it for you to perform well on this test?”’) was assessed on a scale from
one (not at all important) to five (very important), and the seventh manipulation check (“How
well do you think you did?”’) was assessed on a scale from one (not at all good) to five (very
good). For original materials, see Appendix L, p. 238-239.

After participants informed the experimenter that they were done with the last item of
the computer program, they were led out of their cubicle into an interview room, where the
experimenter first asked if they had any questions. However, before being debriefed,
participants were asked if they would be willing to fill out an additional questionnaire for a
colleague, who was supposedly just finishing up her dissertation work and needed only a few
more participants for her last study. This was in fact the same questionnaire administered as a
pre-screening in Study 1 and 2, assessing self-handicapping, worker scale, and self-esteem
scores. Participants were told that it would only take a few minutes to complete and in fact all
participants did fill out the questionnaire. Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked, and

dismissed.

6.4 Results
6.4.1 Overview

Initial analyses including the SHS, the Worker scale, and Rosenberg’s (1965) self-
esteem scale as continuous predictors revealed no effects on music choice. Therefore, these
variables were not included in further analyses. Table 3.1 indicates the correlations between

the dependent and individual difference measures.

6.4.2 Manipulation Checks

To examine effects of the non-contingent success manipulation on performance, a 2
(non-contingent vs. contingent success feedback condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA was
conducted on the scores of Test 1. As expected, the analyses revealed a significant main-
effect of condition, F (1, 51) = 89.21, p < 0.01, such that participants in the non-contingent
success feedback condition actually performed worse (M = 10.56) than participants in the
contingent success feedback condition (M = 14.43), see Figure 3.1.

Unexpectedly, analyses also revealed a main-effect of gender, F (1, 51) = 5.96, p <
0.05, such that male participants performed slightly better (M = 13.55) than female

participants (M = 11.85). However, there was no significant two-way interaction, F (1, 51) =
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0.34, p = 0.56, ns. The scores of male participants (M = 11.38) and female participants (M =
10.21) were therefore equivalent and both lower than the given success feedback score of 13

points in the non-contingent success feedback condition.

Table 3.1. Correlations between individual difference measures and dependent variables in

Study 3 (Pretest)’

SHS WS RSE Music Performance
SHS ---
WS - 50%* ---
RSE - 46%* -.07 ---
Music -.04 -.11 A2 ---
Performance -.05 -.13 -.08 .04 -
Mean 59.80 21.85 36.60 2.76 16.20
SD 10.27 5.84 8.35 1.54 1.82
Cronbach’s a .58 72 .89 --- 34

Note: * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** correlation is significant at
the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 55.

After each item during Test 1, participants had to indicate how confident they felt
concerning their answer. A 2 (non-contingent vs. contingent success feedback condition) x 2
(gender) ANOVA on these confidence rating was conducted. Prior to the analyses, the
confidence ratings were recoded to range from 1 (not at all confident) to 10 (very confident).
As expected, participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition felt significantly
less confident (M = 7.15) than those in the contingent success feedback condition (M = 9.44),
F (1,51)=92.46, p <0.05. Analyses further revealed a gender main-effect, F (1, 51) =5.55, p
< 0.05, such that female participants felt slightly less confident (M = 7.92) compared to male
participants (M = 8.92). There was no condition by gender interaction effect, F (1, 51) = 0.54,
p=0.82, ns.

? For a detailed key to the labels in Table 3.1 refer to Appendix A, p. 148
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Condition Effect on Score Test 1

Performance

CSFB NCSFB

Figure 3.1. Main effect of success feedback condition on performance in Test 1.
Higher numbers indicate better scores.

Further, effects on all eight manipulation checks were assessed using 2 (condition) x 2
(gender) ANOVAs. The analyses revealed the expected significant condition effect for the
manipulation check asking participants how uncertain they felt after Test 1. As predicted,
participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition felt more uncertain (M = 2.37)
than did those in the contingent success feedback condition (M = 1.54), F (1, 51) = 5.65, p <
0.05. The manipulation check assessing how participants thought they had done on the test
revealed a significant main effect of gender such that female participants thought that they
had performed slightly worse (M = 3.18) than did male participants (M = 3.68), F (1, 51) =
6.71, p < 0.05. Lastly, a significant two-way interaction of condition x gender, F (1, 51) =
6.81, p <0.05, emerged on the manipulation check assessing the perceived validity of the test.
However, simple effects tests revealed no significant differences, F (1, 31) = 1.39, p = 0.25,
ns, between the females in the non-contingent success feedback condition (M = 3.32) and
females in the contingent success feedback condition (M = 2.93). For the males, a simple
effects test revealed a significant difference, F (1, 20) = 6.54, p < 0.05, between those in the
non-contingent success feedback condition (M = 2.50) and those in the contingent success
feedback condition (M = 3.43). No other significant effects of the condition or gender

variables on either of the manipulation checks emerged, all Fs < 1.82, ps > 0.18, ns.
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6.4.3 Music Choice

A 2 (condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA on music choice revealed a significant
interaction effect of feedback condition by gender, F (1, 51) = 5.30, p < .05. As expected,
male participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition chose to listen to more
hindering music (M = 3.75) compared to men in the contingent success feedback condition (M
= 3.00), whereas the opposite was true for female participants. Women chose more helpful
music in the non-contingent success feedback condition (M = 3.07) compared to women in
the contingent success feedback condition (M = 1.95), see Figure 3.2.

A simple effects test for participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition
only revealed that male participants indeed chose to listen to significantly more hindering
music than females did, F (1, 25) = 10.77, p < 0.01. There was no significant difference
between male and female participants in the contingent success feedback condition, F (1, 26)
=0.02, p=0.90, ns.

Further, a simple effects test for males only, F (1, 20) = 1.00, p = 0.33, ns, did not
yield significance. A simple effects test for females only, however, revealed a significant
difference between those in the contingent success feedback condition and those in the non-

contingent success feedback condition, F (1, 31) = 6.60, p < 0.05.

Condition x Gender Interaction on Music Choice

.\ —o— CSFB
)
\. —m— NCSFB
2

Males Females

Music Choice

Figure 3.2. Condition by gender two-way interaction on music choice. Higher
numbers indicate more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering music), lower numbers
indicate more helpful music (1 = extremely helpful music), the midpoint indicates neutral
music choice (3 = neutral).



Experiments — Study 3 (Pretest) 77

6.4.4 Performance

To examine effects on performance, a 2 (non-contingent vs. contingent success
feedback condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA was conducted on the scores of Test 2. As
expected, results for performance on Test 2 revealed no significant differences of success
feedback condition, F (1, 51) = 1.35, p = 0.25, ns. However, a gender main effect emerged
again, F (1, 51) = 5.19, p < 0.05, such that male participants performed slightly better (M =
16.82) than female participants (M = 15.79). There was no significant effect of the gender by
condition interaction, F (1, 51) =0.35, p =0.56, ns.

6.5 Discussion

The pretest for Study 3 was conducted to show the effects of a non-contingent success
feedback manipulation on subsequent self-handicapping behavior in the form of selecting
performance-hindering music. The following predictions were tested by the experimental
design:

Individuals who received manipulated positive feedback after an initial difficult test
(i.e. non-contingent success feedback) were expected to subsequently engage in self-
handicapping behavior by choosing more hindering music to listen to during a second test,
relative to those receiving success feedback after an easy initial test (i.e., contingent success
feedback). However, this effect was expected to emerge only for men, whereas no difference
in the selection of more helpful music was expected for women. The results of the present

study supported these predictions.

6.5.1 Non-contingent Success Feedback and its Influence on Music Choice as a Self-handicap

The pretest showed that individuals exposed to non-contingent success feedback after
an important test of intellectual competence subsequently felt less confident about their
performance and engaged in more self-handicapping behavior for a second test by choosing to
create an environment that clearly reduced their chances of performing well. This finding
conceptually replicates Berglas and Jones’ (1978) first empirical evidence of self-
handicapping behavior following a non-contingent success feedback manipulation.
Participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition, as expected, experienced a
higher degree of uncertainty in their answers to the fifteen questions in Test 1 than did those
in the contingent success feedback condition. Given that the questions in the non-contingent
success feedback condition were harder than those in the contingent success feedback

condition, this effect was expected and desired.
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Self-handicapping for the second test was measured by asking them to indicate their
choice of music (Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). Rhodewalt and
Davison (1986), using a music choice paradigm comparing contingent vs. non-contingent
success and failure feedback as well, replicated Berglas and Jones’ (1978) findings, showing
that male participants in the non-contingent success feedback in particular chose the more
debilitating music. The present study confirms this notion by revealing that participants self-
handicapped more when they had received non-contingent success feedback by selecting
more performance-hindering music. Consistent with previous results, this self-protective
behavior was again limited to men. Female participants chose to listen to more helpful music
in the non-contingent success feedback condition compared to the contingent success
feedback condition, presumably to use the music to give their score an additional boost.
Further, male participants chose to listen to more hindering music compared to female
participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition, thereby leaving observers with
the option of attributing a bad performance to the hindering music — fitting the classic self-
handicapping pattern.

Gender differences in the domain of behavioral self-handicapping have been found
and discussed previously by several researchers (see Berglas & Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder,
1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2003; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; McCrea et al., 2006;
Rhodewalt, 1990; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). Potential
underlying causes for this gender difference have been proposed by Hirt et al. (2003), who
discuss how attributions that individuals make regarding their own and others’ performances
differ among men and women. For example, the attribution literature suggests that women do
not receive the same attributions for their performances as do men (for a summary, see Swim
& Sanna, 1996). Confirming this, previous research has shown that teachers attribute poor
performance by girls to a stable cause such as lack of ability, but poor performance of boys to
unstable causes such as lack of effort (Dweck et al., 1978). Hirt et al. (2003) therefore argued
that women may not derive the same benefits from behavioral self-handicapping as do men,
which would explain why they tend to not engage in the behavior. In contrast to men, who are
given the benefit of the doubt when withdrawing effort or creating obstacle to their
performance, the failure of women is still attributed to low ability. Hirt et al. (2003)
demonstrated that female participants were much more critical of self-handicapping behavior
and suspected the target person was less motivated or lacked discipline and self-control (Hirt
et al., 2003). The researchers therefore concluded that female participants viewed self-

handicapping behavior as unacceptable. This conclusion was further supported by recent work
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on differences in effort beliefs by McCrea and colleagues (2006), who established an
individual differences measure (the Worker scale) to investigate this notion further (McCrea

et al., 20006).

6.5.2 Performance

Concerning performance on the first test, an effect of condition was found in the
expected direction such that participants in the non-contingent success feedback condition
performed worse than participants in the contingent success feedback condition. This finding
indicates that the manipulation was effective, namely that the test items in the non-contingent
success feedback condition were more difficult for participants to solve than those in the
contingent success feedback condition.

No performance differences were observed on Test 2, lending credibility to our
assumption that the music did not actually have any influence on performance.

Across both Test 1 and 2, however, gender differences in performance emerged such
that female participants performed slightly worse than did male participants. This difference
was also reflected in a main effect of gender on the final manipulation check rating of how
well participants thought they had performed, indicating that women also thought that they
had performed worse than did men. Although it is not entirely clear why these gender
differences in performance emerged, the most parsimonious explanation is that men have a
slight advantage in the domain of spatial abilities. Although gender differences in spatial
visualization tasks, involving analysis of complex visual forms, are weak or nonexistent (Linn
& Peterson, 1985; Voyer et al., 1995), studies in the field of developmental psychology have
shown that differences in spatial abilities, especially concerning mental rotation tasks, emerge
between girls and boys during middle childhood and persist throughout the life span (Kerns &
Berenbaum, 1991). This may pertain to the present research in so far as the items presented
were taken from the matrices part of the Culture-Fair Intelligence Test by Cattell and Cattell
(1961), which specifically involves identifying how certain objects change according to a
certain pattern, this pattern being rotation of the object in more than one of the cases. Because
there were no interaction effects of gender with condition on performance, these results are

not discussed further.
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6.5.3 Conclusion

This pretest set out to test the effects of a non-contingent success feedback
manipulation, adapted from Berglas and Jones (1978), on self-handicapping behavior in an
academic performance setting. The key question was whether manipulating the contingency
of success feedback would influence the tendency to subsequently self-handicap by choosing
to listen to more performance-hindering music during a second test. Berglas and Jones (1978)
argue that the unanticipated and incomprehensible nature of the non-contingent success
feedback they gave participants led them to feel more uncertain. This reasoning is quite
similar to Seligman’s (1975) findings on learned helplessness due to non-contingent reward
histories, in that people receive ample rewards, yet are not able to use them to boost their
competence image because they do not offer unambiguous information about their skills.
There is always the alternative explanation of simply having had luck that can account for the
preceding success. Previous research has also shown that this heightened uncertainty is of
increased importance when people are in evaluative settings, particularly those testing an
important intellectual capability (e.g., Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989).
The pretest for Study 3 replicates these previous findings, showing that uncertainty due to an
evaluatively threatening situation can in fact lead people to prefer to avoid diagnostic
information about their ability, as first proposed by Jones and Berglas, 1978 (see also Berglas
& Jones,1978).

The results support our predictions fully in that men engaged in self-handicapping
behavior when made to feel uncertain due to the non-contingent success feedback
manipulation. The assumption is that men thought of the impairing music as a valid excuse
for a potential failure on the second test. Women, however, presumably viewing the choice of
hindering music as an unacceptable type of excuse for a potential failure, choose to listen to
more helpful music during the second test, even when made to feel uncertain by the non-
contingent success feedback manipulation. In the contingent success feedback condition, both
men and women showed no tendency to choose either helpful or hindering music, with mean
choice levels approaching the midpoint of the scale (i.e., a choice of neutral music).

This pretest confirmed the experimental design as suitable for investigating further
questions concerning situationally-triggered self-handicapping behavior. Study 3 therefore set
out to test the prefactual thought manipulation described in Studies 1 and 2 in conjunction

with the manipulation of success feedback contingency.
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7. Study 3: Prefactual Thought and Music Choice as a Self-handicap

7.1 Overview

Whereas the pretest for Study 3 set out to establish the non-contingent success
feedback paradigm as a viable method to induce self-handicapping, the present study was
conducted to demonstrate how mental simulation, specifically prefactual thoughts, plays a
crucial role in this behavior. While the circumstances construed in the test situation can lead
people to feel uncertain and search for ways to reduce the evaluative threat posed to them by
the test, this study investigated how manipulating people’s prefactual thoughts influenced
their subsequent behavior choice.

The aim of the study was specifically to test whether prefactual thought direction
would moderate self-handicapping behavior. It was proposed that participants induced to
consider downward prefactual thoughts (i.e., thoughts about possible worse outcomes) would
use these thoughts to identify possible ways to fail at the task and therefore be more inclined
to subsequently engage in self-handicapping. Participants induced to consider upward
prefactual thoughts (i.e., thoughts about possible better outcomes), on the other hand, would
not show this kind of behavior and instead prepare by choosing non-distracting music. This
notion was derived from studies by McCrea (2002), who found that individuals likely to self-
handicap displayed more downward prefactual thinking than individuals not likely to self-
handicap, which in turn predicted reduced practice intentions. Individuals not engaging in
self-handicapping, on the other hand, mentally simulated behaviors that would help them
improve, therefore helping them to be more functional in their pre-performance behavior.

Furthermore, the motivation to self-handicap was manipulated experimentally with the
presentation of contingent vs. non-contingent success feedback (Berglas & Jones, 1978). This
means that success at the first task was experienced by all participants. However, half of the
participants were given an easy first test. The other half of participants received a hard test
and therefore experienced an imminent feeling of doubt about their ability to solve these
items. Although participants in this second condition were not confident as to whether they
were able to solve the preceding test items, the feedback they were given was just as positive
as the feedback participants who had worked on the easy first test received (i.e., non-
contingent). Because these participants experience uncertainty and the pressure to perform

well again, they were expected to show a heightened tendency to engage in self-handicapping.
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Participants choice of music in the contingent success feedback condition therefore served as
a baseline in which participants had no motivation to self-handicap.

In Study 3, a cover story was created telling participants that the experiment was
interested in the effects of music on test performance. They were told that they would take
two similar intelligence tests following one another, with one of them administered while they
would be listening to music. This way, the effects of music on performance were supposedly
investigated. Participants chose the category of music they would like to listen to (ranging
from very helpful to very hindering music), providing them with a readily available
opportunity to engage in self-handicapping behavior by deciding to choose the hindering
music.

The purpose of Study 3 was to test whether the link between downward prefactual
thoughts and self-handicapping behavior is a causal one. It was predicted that manipulating
the direction of the considered prefactual thoughts would affect subsequent self-handicapping
behavior, specifically, the choice of music. In order to replicate the basic prefactual effect
shown in Study 1, the present experiment was expanded to involve four experimental
conditions, including the basic contingent vs. non-contingent success feedback manipulation
(paralleling the previously described pretest), as well as two additional non-contingent
success feedback conditions supplemented with either the upward or downward prefactual
thought manipulation as described in Study 1. The general aim of Study 3 therefore was to
replicate the findings of Study 1 in the context of situationally manipulated self-handicapping
behavior. As in the pretest, gender differences were expected to appear such that men in
particular would engage in behavioral self-handicapping, while no such effects were expected

to emerge for the women.

The specific predictions for Study 3 were the following:

7.2 Predictions

Consistent with the pretest results, it was predicted that non-contingent success would
likely result in increased self-handicapping behavior by participants’ choosing to listen to
hindering instead of helpful music during the second test. Furthermore, it was predicted that
downward prefactual thoughts would strengthen the effect of the non-contingent success
feedback manipulation, because participants would be much better able to identify the self-
handicap of hindering music and therefore more likely to select it. Upward prefactual

thoughts, on the other hand were expected to reduce these effects. Based on past research
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(Berglas & Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2004;
McCrea & Hirt, 2001; McCrea et al., 2006; Rhodewalt, 1990; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986;
Shepperd & Arkin, 1989), as well as on the initial results obtained by the pretest, these effects

were expected to happen for men only.

It was specifically predicted that male participants

1. who received non-contingent success feedback and no prefactual
manipulation would choose to listen to more hindering music during the

second test, compared to those receiving contingent success feedback.

2. manipulated to consider downward prefactual thoughts would listen to more
hindering music during the second test compared to those receiving non-

contingent success feedback alone.

3. in the upward prefactual thought condition would not differ in music choice

compared to those receiving contingent success feedback.

4. in the upward prefactual thought condition with non-contingent success
feedback and those in the contingent success feedback condition would
perform better than those in the downward prefactual thought condition and

those in the non-contingent success feedback control condition.

7.3 Method
7.3.1 Participants and Design

Participants were 165 (79 male and 86 female) University of Konstanz students,
recruited through posters and flyers on campus. They either received course credit or 5€ (app.
$6) for participation. Participants were randomly assigned to either receive contingent success
feedback or non-contingent success feedback. Participants receiving non-contingent success
feedback were randomly assigned to either a control condition, or induced to consider upward
or downward prefactual thoughts.

The design was therefore a 4 cell (contingent success feedback vs. non-contingent
success feedback vs. non-contingent success feedback with downward prefactual thoughts vs.

non-contingent success feedback with upward prefactual thoughts) between subjects design
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with gender allowed to vary. The Self-handicapping scale (SHS; Rhodewalt, 1990), the
Worker scale (McCrea, et al., 2006) and Rosenberg’s Self-esteem Scale (1965) were

administered prior to the test.

7.3.2 Materials and Procedure

The procedure was based on the design of the pretest and again presented on
computer, see Appendix D, p. 154-156. Participants were again told they would be taking part
in the Culture-Fair Intelligence Test (CFIT; Cattell & Cattell, 1961). As in the pretest,
participants were invited to the lab and received verbal instructions by the experimenter,
stating that the experiment they were about to enter involved the examination of a new
intelligence test. They were told that the test was a newly developed, nonverbal test of
intelligence, supposedly measuring differences in performance predicting a number of
desirable traits such as the ability to solve complex problems or logical reasoning, as well as
future professional success. They were then given a description of the procedure of the study,
providing the cover story for the self-handicap by telling participants that they would be
listening to either performance facilitating or performance impairing music.

The experimenter therefore showed participants into their cubicle. After sitting down
in front of the computer screen, the experimenter instructed them to put on the headphones
with which they would later be listening to the music. As in the pretest, participants were told
that they should be wearing the headphones at all times in order to hold all situational
variables except the music constant during the first and second test sessions.

The experimenter then randomly assigned participants to one of the four experimental
conditions and started the computer program. All other instructions were given to participants
individually over the computer screen, displayed through a computer program (e.g., see
Appendix L, p. 213-240).

On the computer screen, participants initially read further instructions for the test,
detailing how it supposedly is a very reliable and predictive test, and were again told that Test
1 and Test 2 really did measure the same kind of intelligence. The instructions therefore
mentioned explicitly that the result of Test 1 was not expected to differ from that of Test 2,
unless a helpful or hindering type of music was chosen for the second test. It was explained
that the only underlying factor that should influence the difference in scores between Test 1
and Test 2 was the choice of music, thereby creating a viable self-handicap for participants.
They were then presented with a sample item (see Appendix L, p. 214) including the correct

solution. Immediately following these instructions, participants began working on Test 1,



Experiments — Study 3 85

consisting of fifteen problems taken from the CFIT (Cattel & Cattel, 1961), each of them
followed by a question on how certain they were in giving their answer. Participants in the
contingent success feedback condition received fifteen items that were relatively easy to
solve, whereas participants in the three non-contingent success feedback conditions received
fifteen extremely difficult items to complete. Participants solving the relatively easy problems
were expected to feel confident in their answers and get a high score, whereas participants
working on the relatively hard problems were expected to feel less confident about their
answers and get a lower score. Participants in the contingent success feedback condition
received their true score, which was in no case lower than 13 out of 15 and was described to
be in the 10" percentile of all participants. Participants in the non-contingent success feedback
condition (irrespective of their actual score) were also told that they had solved 13 out of 15
items correctly and scored in the 10" percentile of all participants.

After completing Test 1, participants in the contingent success feedback control and
the non-contingent success feedback control condition were given further instructions
concerning the second test and the upcoming music choice. Participants in non-contingent
success feedback and downward prefactual thought condition, as well as those in the non-
contingent success feedback and upward prefactual thought condition, first received some
information about the presentation of the prefactual thoughts. In addition to the information
about comparing their performance on the two tests, they were told that the study also
examined how well people can imagine certain situations by simulating them mentally. The
instructions for the prefactual manipulation were parallel to those used in Study 1 (also see
McCrea, 2002; Sanna, 1996), explaining to participants that they would be presented with ten
different thought scenarios that they were to imagine as realistically and vividly as possible.
The ten thoughts participants read during the five minute long manipulation were adapted
from Studies 1 and 2, however, the thoughts were changed such that they matched the music
context of this study. The thoughts covered a mix of content categories. They included two
thoughts about the music that participants were about to listen to during the test, two about
motivation, two about stress, two about attention, and two about understanding the exam. This
was done to make the manipulation less obvious and to reduce experimental demand
concerns. In the upward prefactual thought condition, participants read ten sentences,
presented one after the other in the center of the computer screen for 30 seconds each.
Upward prefactual thoughts generally contain information about how one can do better or
succeed at an upcoming task. The scenarios therefore included sentences like “If I listen to

helpful music, I might do better on the test”, or “If I concentrate, I might get a higher score on
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the test”. Participants in the downward prefactual thought condition were presented with
sentences in the same format. However, since downward prefactual thoughts generally
contain information about how one could do worse or fail at an upcoming task, these thoughts
consisted of sentences such as e.g. “If I listen to hindering music, I might do worse on the
test”, or “If I don’t concentrate, I will get a lower score on the test”. Participants were given
no further information about this part of the experiment.

All participants then went on to choose the music they would listen to during the
second exam on a scale ranging from 1 (very helpful) to 5 (very hindering) with 3 being the
midpoint of the scale (neutral). In order to make music a believable and plausible self-
handicap, participants read that previous research had shown effects of different kinds of
music influencing performance on intelligence tests.

Participants next completed the second test, consisting of twenty items again taken
from the CFIT by Cattell and Cattell (1961), during which they all listened to the same piece
of classical music previously used in the pretest. The piece was supposedly the music they
had chosen, however, in reality was the same across conditions and music choice. Participants
finally answered eight manipulation check items to ensure that they paid close attention to the
experimental instructions regarding the test and the music choice. The first manipulation
check assessed what kind of music they listened to during the test, participants had to answer
by checking one of three answers (helpful, hindering, or neutral). The second and third
manipulation checks (“To what extent do you think that the music helped you personally in
regards to your test performance?” and “To what extent do you think that the music hindered
you personally in regards to your test performance?’’) were assessed on a scale from one (not
at all) to five (very much). The fourth item assessed whether participants regretted their music
choice (“To what degree do you wish that you had picked a different music?”) on a scale from
one (not at all) to five (very much). Further, participants were asked “How uncertain did you
feel after Test 1 (without music)?”, assessed on a scale from one (not at all uncertain) to five
(extremely uncertain). Finally, the sixth manipulation check (“How important was it for you
to perform well on this test?”’) was assessed on a scale from one (not at all important) to five
(very important), while the seventh manipulation check (“How well do you think you did?”)
was assessed on a scale from one (not at all good) to five (very good). For original materials
see Appendix L, p. 238-239.

Participants were then asked to fill out a questionnaire assessing dispositional
tendencies of self-handicapping, effort beliefs, and self-esteem, which was ostensibly part of

another study by a colleague. Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked and dismissed.
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7.4 Results
7.4.1 Overview

Table 3.2 indicates the correlations with other dependent and independent measures.
Regressions of the SHS, the Worker scale, and Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem scale as
continuous predictors on the choice of music revealed a significant difference between high
and low self-handicapping individuals such that high self-handicappers picked less helpful
music than those low in the tendency to self-handicap (f =.204,t=2.66, p < 0.01).

Table 3.2. Correlations between post-experimental measures and the main dependent

variables in Study 3°

SHS WS RSE Music Performance
SHS -
WS -36%* —
RSE - 43%* .20 -
Music 20%* -.22%* -.02 ---
Performance .04 -.06 .14 11 -
Mean 59.36 21.13 36.72 2.67 16.51
SD 12.35 6.13 8.32 1.55 2.52
Cronbach’s a 36" 77 .88 -—- -

Note: * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** correlation is significant at
the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 165.

? For a detailed key to the labels in Table 3.2 refer to Appendix A, p. 148

* Reliability increased to o = .64 when one item was omitted from the analysis. The item was “Someday I might
“get it all together”. Several reasons may be responsible for this item being not representative of the scale, one of
them being that it may have suffered from a poor translation (Eines Tages werde ich schon “alles auf die Reihe

kriegen”).
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Also, those viewing effort more positively chose more helpful music than those viewing effort
more negatively (B = -.224, t = 2.94, p < 0.01). Self-esteem did not predict music choice
significantly (B = -.022, t=-0.29, p > 0.05)’.

7.4.2 Manipulation Checks

A 4 (contingent success feedback vs. non-contingent success feedback vs. non-
contingent success feedback and downward prefactual thoughts vs. non-contingent success
feedback and upward prefactual thoughts condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA on the confidence
ratings was conducted. Prior to the analyses, the confidence ratings were again recoded to
range from 1 (not at all confident) to 10 (very confident). As expected, participants in the non-
contingent success feedback conditions felt significantly less confident (Mought-listing = 7.37,
Maownward = 7.12, Mypwara = 7.06) than participants in the contingent success feedback
condition (M = 9.41), F (1, 157) = 42.90, p < 0.01. A post-hoc Ryan test indicates that the
contingent success feedback condition was different from all three non-contingent success

conditions, see Table 3.3.

Table 3.3. Post-hoc analysis of condition predicting confidence.

Contingent Non-Contingent NCSFB + NCSFB +
Success FB Success FB Downward PF Upward PF
Confidence
Rating 941, 7.37 7.124 7.06y

Note: Means with different subscripts differed at p < 0.05.

This analysis also revealed a gender main-effect, F (1, 157) = 12.30, p < 0.01, such
that female participants felt less confident (M = 7.45) compared to male participants (M =
8.09). There was no condition by gender interaction effect, F (1, 157) = 1.50, p > 0.05.

To check the effects of the non-contingent success feedback manipulation on

performance, a 4 (contingent vs. non-contingent vs. downward prefactual and non-contingent

> Regressing self-esteem as an additional predictor with condition and gender on the choice of music reveals a
significant 3-way-interaction (§ =.266, t =2.04, p < 0.05). The plots of this effect can be found in Figure 3.3a
and Figure 3.3b in Appendix M, p. 241, however, are not further discussed here since they do not pertain
directly to the main research question.
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vs. upward prefactual and non-contingent success feedback condition) x 2 (gender) ANOVA
was conducted on the scores of Test 1. As expected, the analyses revealed a significant main-
effect of condition, F (1, 157) = 37.10, p < 0.01, such that participants in the contingent
success feedback condition performed better (M = 13.69) than those in the non-contingent
success feedback conditions (Minought-listing = 10.47, Maownward = 10.31, Mypwara = 10.00). A
post-hoc Ryan’s test indicated that the contingent success feedback condition was different
from all three non-contingent success feedback conditions, see Table 3.4. There were no

effects of gender and no interaction of condition by gender, both Fs (1, 157) < 1.05, ps > 0.37.

Table 3.4. Post-hoc analysis of condition predicting performance in Test 1.

Contingent Non-Contingent NCSFB + NCSFB +
Success FB Success FB Downward PF Upward PF
Performance
Test 1 13.69, 10.47y 10.31 10.00y

Note: Means with different subscripts differed at p < 0.05.

Effects on all eight manipulation checks were assessed using 4 (condition) x 2
(gender) ANOVAs. The expected condition effect on the item asking participants whether
they thought that the music was helpful for them personally was significant, F (1, 157) = 2.93,
p < 0.05 . Post-hoc Ryan tests revealed that participants in the non-contingent success
feedback condition with downward prefactuals (M = 2.67,) thought the music was more
helpful than did those in the non-contingent success feedback condition with upward
prefactuals (M = 2.05,) and the contingent success feedback condition (M = 2.05;,), and
tended to do so more than those in the non-contingent success feedback control condition (M
=2.214). There were no effects of gender, F (1, 157) = 0.80, p = 0.37, ns, or the condition by
gender interaction, F (1, 157) = 0.85, p=0.47, ns.

As expected, participants in the three non-contingent success feedback conditions
reported feeling more uncertain after Test 1 compared to participants in the contingent success
feedback condition, F (1, 157) = 2.85, p < 0.05. According to a post-hoc Ryan test, the mean
for the contingent success feedback condition (M = 1.67,) was significantly different from the
mean of the non-contingent success feedback control condition (M = 2.30y), and the other two
non-contingent success feedback conditions with downward prefactuals (M = 2.19,,) and with

upward prefactuals (M = 2.16,,) lying in between. There were no significant differences by
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gender, F (1, 157) = 0.76, p = 0.39, ns, or the condition by gender interaction, F (1, 157) =
0.42, p=0.74, ns.

Also, the item concerning subjective performance revealed a significant gender effect,
F (1, 157) = 4.08, p < 0.05, such that female participants (M = 3.52) thought they had done
slightly worse than male participants thought they did (M = 3.75). There were no effects of
condition, F (1, 157) = .08, p = .97, ns, nor the condition by gender interaction, F (1, 157) =
1.24, p=.30, ns.

There were no effects of condition, gender, or the interaction term, all Fs (1, 157) <
1.48, ps > 0.22, ns, on the item assessing whether people thought that the music was
impairing for them personally (overall M = 2.50), nor for the item assessing whether
participants felt as if they should have picked different music, overall M = 2.22, all Fs (1,
157) < 1.53, ps > 0.21. The item asking participants how important it was for them to do well
did also not reveal any significant differences, all Fs (1, 157) < 0.29, ps > 0.59, ns, overall
mean M = 3.65. Finally, the manipulation check assessing the perceived validity of the test
did not reveal any effects of condition, gender, or the interaction term, Fs (1, 157) <.74, ps >

.53, ns), overall mean M = 3.20.

7.4.3 Music Choice

A 4 (condition) x 2 (gender) One-way ANOVA® on the choice of music was
conducted. The overall ANOVA did not yield a significant effect, F (1, 157) = .88, p = .52,
ns. Therefore, planned contrasts testing our specific predictions concerning experimental
condition and gender were conducted, including eight groups (i.e., all possible combinations

of the condition factor and gender), see Table 3.5.

As expected, this contrast was significant, t (157) = 2.22, p < 0.05. Male participants in the
non-contingent success feedback condition with downward prefactual thoughts chose to listen
to more hindering music (M = 3.47) compared to participants in the contingent success
feedback condition (M = 2.57), the non-contingent success feedback control condition (M =
2.57) and the non-contingent success feedback with upward prefactual thought condition (M =
2.44), see Figure 3.5a. For the women, no such effects emerged (Mcondition 1 = 2.67, Mcondition 2
=2.50, Mcondition 3 = 2.70, Mcondition 4 = 2.50)", see Figure 3.5b.

% Regression analyses including SHS scores revealed a marginally significant 3-way interaction of self-
handicapping x condition x gender (f = 0.15,t=1.92, p = 0.06). Plots can be found in Figure 3.4a and Figure
3.4b in Appendix N, p. 242.

7 Conducting the same analysis on the four condition groups instead of eight condition x gender groups reveals
the same basic pattern of effects at a marginal significance level (t (157) =-1,70, p = 0.09).
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Table 3.5. Planned contrast on music choice in Study 3

Gender Female Male
Condition NCSFB + | NCSFB + NCSFB + | NCSFB +
CSFB | NCSFB CSFB | NCSFB
DWPF UPPF DWPF UPPF
Contrast 0 0 0 0 -1 0 2 -1

Note: CSFB = Contingent success feedback, NCSFB = Non-contingent success feedback,
DWPF = Downward prefactual thought manipulation, UPPF = Upward prefactual thought
manipulation.

7.4.4 Performance

To examine effects on performance, we conducted a 4 (contingent success feedback
vs. non-contingent success feedback vs. non-contingent success feedback and downward
prefactual thoughts vs. non-contingent contingent success feedback and upward prefactual
thoughts) x 2 (gender) ANOVA on the scores of Test 2. There were no significant differences
by feedback condition or gender on performance on the second test, all Fs (1, 157) <2.44, ps
>0.07".

7.5 Discussion

Study 3 was conducted to replicate the prefactual manipulation effects from Study 1
with a different type of self-handicap, additionally looking at the effects of manipulated non-
contingent success feedback. Similar predictions as in Study 1 were made for the effects of
the prefactual thought manipulation, incorporating the expected effects of non-contingent
success feedback. The predictions probed by the experimental design were therefore the
following:

Participants who received non-contingent success feedback along with a downward
prefactual thought manipulation were expected to subsequently engage in self-handicapping

behavior the most by choosing more performance-hindering music. However, drawing on the

¥ The data revealed a trend (F = 2.44, p = 0.07) of condition affecting performance. However, a post hoc test
using the Ryan test statistic does not indicate any differences between the four groups. Furthermore, controlling
for Test 1 performance within the non-contingent success conditions did not reveal any significant effects (all Fs
(1, 116) < 1.84, ps > 0.05, ns). The results will therefore not be discussed further.
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Condition Effect on Music Choice
(Men Only)

Music Choice
(9V]
L

CSFB NCSFB  NCSFB+ NCSFB +
DW PF UP PF

Figure 3.5a. Condition effect on music choice for men only. Higher numbers indicate
more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering music), lower numbers indicate more helpful
music (1 = extremely helpful music), the midpoint indicates neutral music choice (3 =
neutral).

Condition Effect on Music Choice
(Women Only)

Music Choice

CSFB NCSFB  NCSFB+ NCSFB +
DW PF UP PF

Figure 3.5b. Music choice by condition for women only. Higher numbers indicate
more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering music), lower numbers indicate more helpful
music (1 = extremely helpful music), the midpoint indicates neutral music choice (3 =
neutral).
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results of the pretest for Study 3, this effect was expected to emerge only for men. For
participants who received contingent success feedback and for those receiving non-contingent
success feedback along with the upward prefactual thought manipulation we expected no
subsequent self-handicapping behavior to occur. The non-contingent success feedback control
condition was expected to show a medium amount of self-handicapping behavior. The results

of the present study partly supported these predictions.

7.5.1 The effects of Non-contingent Success Feedback and Directed Prefactual Thinking on
Music Choice as a Self-handicap

Study 3 showed that individuals exposed to non-contingent success feedback after an
important test of intellectual competence subsequently felt less confident about their
performance after giving their answers to the 15 questions constituting Test 1. This result
replicates our findings from the pretest and demonstrates the effectiveness of this
manipulation. In contrast to the differences in self-handicapping behavior between the two
feedback conditions found in the pretest, there was no difference between the contingent and
non-contingent success feedback conditions in Study 3. However, a planned contrast testing
the difference in music choice among men according to our specific predictions revealed the
predicted effects of prefactual thought. Male participants in the non-contingent success
feedback condition with downward prefactual thoughts engaged in more self-handicapping
behavior. In contrast, the non-contingent success feedback with upward prefactual thoughts
did not result in self-handicapping. As expected, participants in this condition selected the
more helpful music at approximately the same level as in those in the contingent success
feedback condition did.

It is not entirely clear why the non-contingent success feedback control condition
yielded the same result as the contingent success feedback condition, because participants in
this condition were expected to show somewhat heightened scores of music choice, indicating
a tendency to self-handicap. The expected performance differences on Test 1 emerged,
indicating that the manipulation of test difficulty was effective. In addition, participants were
less certain about their answers in the non-contingent success feedback conditions.

Surprisingly, the success feedback manipulation did not have the same consequences
for behavior as in the pretest. One explanation for this could be that not enough participants
took part for the effects to emerge. This explanation is unlikely, however, given that there was

a minimum of 38 participants per cell in the present study, compared to the pretest, where the
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cells had a minimum of only 28 participants. Another explanation for the lack of a difference
between the contingent success feedback condition and the non-contingent success feedback
control condition could be that participants did not follow instructions. However, this is
unlikely because the paradigm used in the present study was exactly the same as in the pretest.
Furthermore, the manipulation checks indicate that participants understood and followed the
instructions well. This suggests that the non-contingent success feedback by itself in this case
simply was not sufficient to induce the effects of self-handicapping (for a more detailed
discussion, see section 7.5.2).

Another possible explanation for the lack of the non-contingent success feedback
effect in this particular study may be that the sample was not representative of the average
student population in that participants were recruited to participate in a test. They were not
explicitly told that they would be taking an extremely important intelligence test until after
they had come to the lab. However, it seems plausible that the most egregious self-
handicappers did not participate in the study, simply because they may not elect to participate
in these kinds of studies. This bias towards making the sample overall slightly less inclined to
engage in self-handicapping behavior may have biased the manipulation such that an
induction of self-handicapping behavior was exacerbated in this particular sample. However,
this again is unlikely because participants were recruited in the same way in the present study

as in the pretest

However, as expected, male participants in the downward prefactual thought condition
seem to have made use of the thoughts they were given in order to plan their self-
handicapping strategy. The gender differences were not surprising, as they had been evident
in the pretest and in past literature (see Berglas & Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et
al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2004; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1990; Shepperd & Arkin,
1989). As previously suggested, they possibly resulted from different attributions individuals
made regarding their own and others’ effort. Hirt et al. (2003), for example, argue that men
are more positively evaluated when withdrawing effort than are women, rendering behavioral

self-handicapping less useful for them.

The causal effects of prefactual thoughts on self-handicapping behavior, however,
have until now not been shown. The present findings parallel the results from McCrea (2002),
as well as those obtained in Study 1, providing evidence for a causal link between downward

prefactual thinking and self-handicapping. This is particularly interesting because self-
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handicapping seems to rely on the thoughts people formulate before the performance.
Prefactual thoughts apparently provide the crucial link between experiencing an evaluative
threat and the execution of a self-handicapping strategy. The present work is the first evidence

showing that prefactual thought actually causes subsequent self-handicapping behavior.

7.5.2 Performance

Consistent with our predictions, our manipulation check confirmed that manipulating
the test people take to be more difficult actually lead to weaker performance. Participants also
indicated that they felt more uncertain about their answers as expected. As in the pretest,
however, Test 2 did not reveal any differences in performance due to gender or condition.
This does not seem very surprising because all participants listened to the same piece of
music, which could therefore not have had an influence. Furthermore, despite the instructions
to participants claiming that the music would impair their performance, a pretest had
determined that the music played during Test 2 in the present study was not perceived as
hindering. Therefore, the present findings suggest that self-handicapping behavior may not
necessarily lead to poor performance.

This does, however, raise the question why the prefactual manipulation in this case did
not have an effect independent of the self-handicap as it did in Study 1 (where the handicap
was practice withdrawal). One possible explanation could be that taking a difficult first test
prepared individuals adequately in their expectations as to what would be next, which may in
turn have facilitated coping with the test, overriding effects of the experimentally manipulated
prefactual thoughts.

However, because this issue not only remains unclear within the present work, but also
has been reflected by the inconsistent findings in the literature on the effects of self-
handicapping (Greenberg et al., 1985; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt & McCrea, 2002; McCrea,
2002; Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; Zuckerman et al., 1998; for a
review, see Snyder, 1990), future research will need to examine more closely what the

underlying mechanisms for performance improvement or degradation are.

7.5.3 Conclusion

The findings from Study 3 lend support to the notion that downward prefactual
thoughts cause the emergence of self-handicapping behavior in situations posing an evaluative
threat. Individuals are likely to use downward prefactual thoughts to identify possible

handicaps, in the present case, the choice of an impairing music to listen to during an
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important intelligence test. The fact that this kind of self-handicapping was specific to male
participants in the downward prefactual thought condition suggests that this behavior is
strategic. More generally, the present study demonstrates how evaluatively threatening
conditions can in fact lead people to avoid diagnostic information about their ability and
rather protect their self-esteem by establishing obstacles to their performance. Study 3
demonstrates that one important step of a planned behavior like self-handicapping is the
thought process preceding it.

Overall, support was found for the predictions. Male participants induced with
downward prefactual thoughts were found to engage in more behavioral self-handicapping,
while participants induced with upward prefactual thought did not. Study 4, a field study,
examined the relationship between prefactual thinking and study behavior and performance in
the school context in order to examine these same cognitive processes in a more naturalistic

setting.
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8. Study 4: Prefactual Thought and Studying Behavior prior to an important Exam
—a Field Study

8.1 Overview

Studies 1 and 3 demonstrated that prefactual thinking can have a direct effect on
subsequent self-handicapping behavior. Specifically, downward prefactual thinking before an
important intelligence test led to practice withdrawal (Study 1) and the selection of distracting
music (Study 3). Both of these studies were conducted in the laboratory, using experimental
procedures explicitly instructing participants to formulate very specific thoughts and
subsequently performing a very specific behavior. In order to broaden the scope of this work,
Study 4 set out to provide evidence for these processes in a more naturalistic setting.

Previous research in this domain has found that individuals use prefactual thoughts to
identify more functional ways to prepare for the future (e.g. Boninger, et al., 1994; Sanna,
1996; Taylor & Pham, 1996, 1999). In addition to this, McCrea (2002) conducted research in
the field similar to the present study, demonstrating that self-handicappers use downward
prefactual thoughts in a rather dysfunctional manner to identify possible self-handicaps (see
also Sherman & McConnell, 1995). Specifically, McCrea (2002) found that self-
handicappers, as predicted, spontaneously made more downward prefactuals. Further, he
could show that these downward prefactual thoughts predicted behavior intentions. Thus, a
link between downward prefactual thinking and lowered study intentions had been
established, but the causality of this link was not determined. The purpose of the present study
was to manipulate prefactual thought so that it can be determined whether this type of mental
simulation can influence naturally occurring self-handicapping behavior.

In order to keep the methods of Study 4 as similar to those of the previous studies as
possible, it was also conducted in an academic context, exploring how prefactual thinking
influenced preparation for and success on a math exam among high school students. The
students were prescreened using the SHS (Rhodewalt, 1990), the Rosenberg Self-esteem scale
(Rosenberg, 1965), and the Worker scale (McCrea, et al., 2006) several weeks before the
math exam. Participants then received questionnaires asking them to list their thoughts one
week prior to the upcoming exam (see also McCrea, 2002). This questionnaire also included
our experimental manipulation, which will be described in more detail below. A measure of
reported studying behavior was assessed immediately prior to the exam, while the exam

grades were later obtained from the teachers.
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The purpose of Study 4 was to test whether prompting students to formulate upward
prefactual thoughts would result in less self-handicapping behavior. Due to ethical concerns,
none of the students were asked to formulate downward prefactual thoughts. Instead, the
students were randomly assigned to either a control prefactual thought condition or an upward
prefactual thought condition. Participants in the control prefactual thought condition were not
instructed to formulate their thoughts in any particular direction (i.e., they could freely
generate upward and downward thoughts), whereas participants in the upward prefactual
thought condition were specifically asked to formulate thoughts about anything that might
help them perform well on the math test. Due to the naturally strong evaluative threat inherent
to a math exam, it was proposed that participants high on the self-handicapping scale in the
control prefactual thought condition would use these thoughts to identify possible ways to fail
at the task and therefore be more inclined to subsequently engage in self-handicapping by
withdrawing study effort, whereas participants induced to formulate upward prefactual
thoughts would show this kind of behavior less and instead demonstrate an appropriate
amount of studying behavior. As previously documented, this was expected to happen
primarily for the male students.

In order to test these assumptions, participants were recruited from a high school in
New York. A number of questionnaires were distributed to students of the classes 8 through

12 at different points in time. Based on previous findings, our predictions were as follows:

8.2 Predictions

The predictions differed slightly from those previously made for the laboratory
studies. While predictions for Studies 1-3 were based on the relatively powerful direct
manipulation of prefactual thoughts in a controlled experimental situation, Study 4 was one of
the few field studies in this domain. Whereas the laboratory studies described in the previous
chapters focused mainly on effects of experimentally induced self-handicapping, this field
study was, not least because of practical reasons, more interested in naturally occurring self-
handicapping differences between individuals. While no actual self-handicapping
manipulation took place, the situation was chosen to be one in which self-handicapping
behavior was likely to occur. Participants’ behavior was assessed before they had to take a
math exam, an activity important to them and associated with an evaluative threat. Self-
handicapping should naturally occur under these circumstances for those who are by

disposition prone to the behavior. Therefore, individual differences in self-handicapping were
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expected to have an effect in this particular study. Consistent with previous findings, female
students were not expected to show the effects.

In line with past research by McCrea (2002), it was predicted that male students, in
particular those high in the tendency to self-handicap, would naturally show a tendency to
withdraw study effort during the days immediately preceding an important math exam.
McCrea (2002) demonstrated this effect in a classroom study investigating the prefactual
thoughts participants formulated shortly before taking an important exam. He found that high
self-handicapping men generated relatively more downward prefactuals. Further, measures of
intended effort revealed that those participants who formulated more downward prefactual
thoughts reported lower intended study effort. However, self-handicapping did not lead to
poorer performance in this particular study.

Drawing on results of the previous laboratory studies, the prefactual manipulation was
expected to have an effect on reported study effort, such that prompting participants to form
upward prefactual thoughts would lead them to engage in more preparatory behavior
compared to those in the control prefactual condition.

It was therefore specifically predicted that

1. male participants high in dispositional self-handicapping would report
studying less prior to an important math exam compared to those low in
dispositional self-handicapping, whereas no such differences were expected

in reported study effort for the women.

2. participants in the upward prefactual thought condition would report greater
intended study effort prior to the math exam compared to those in the control

prefactual thought condition.

3. participants in the control prefactual thought condition would show a self-
handicapping effect such that individuals high in the tendency to self-
handicap, in particular men, would formulate more downward prefactual
thoughts and subsequently report less intended study effort compared to

those low in the tendency to self-handicap.

Given the mixed evidence on the subject of performance after self-handicapping, no

specific predictions were made concerning participants’ performance on the math exam. The
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literature on this subject gives reason to assume that both a weakening and a strengthening of
subsequent test performance could occur. For example, McCrea and Hirt (2001) conducted a
classroom study investigating the role of ability judgments in self-handicapping and found
that high self-handicapping individuals scored almost a full letter grade lower on the exam
than did low self-handicapping individuals (see also Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997). Hence, one
possible outcome for the present study could be that high self-handicapping individuals
perform worse on the math exam than those low in the tendency to self-handicap.

On the other hand, a number of researchers have found no effects of self-handicapping
on performance (e.g., Greenberg et al., 1985; Harris & Snyder, 1986; McCrea, 2002) or even
positive effects such that performance improved (e.g., Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt &
Davison, 1986; also see Frankel & Snyder, 1978). Frankel and Snyder (1978), for example,
found that participants who were led to believe that they would be working on highly difficult
anagrams after working on a number of unsolvable problems subsequently did better than if
they thought they would receive anagrams of medium difficulty. They propose that
participants made use of the opportunity to redeem themselves by succeeding on a difficult
task. Given that participants in the present study were eager to achieve a high grade on their
math exam, and potentially redeem themselves by outperforming their previous grade, they
might actually do better.

In light of the mixed evidence regarding this issue, and in particular considering that
McCrea’s (2002) classroom study, which was probably most similar to the presently
described one, did not find any effects of prefactual thought on subsequent performance,
exploratory analyses were conducted to examine whether the data would support any of the

above mentioned findings.

8.3 Method
8.3.1 Participants and Design

Participants were 61 (34 male and 27 female) high school students at the German
School New York in the US, participating in the study voluntarily and without compensation.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions: the control or the
upward prefactual thought condition. The design was therefore a 2 cell (control vs. upward
prefactual thought) between subjects design with self-handicapping and gender allowed to
vary. Individual differences in self-handicapping, effort beliefs, and self-esteem were assessed
prior to the test using the self-handicapping scale (SHS; Rhodewalt, 1990), the Worker scale
(McCrea et al., 2006) and Rosenberg’s Self-esteem Scale (1965), respectively.
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8.3.2 Materials and Procedure

Study 4 involved three sessions occurring before the exam. Exam grades were, upon
consent by the students, obtained from the teachers later.

The first session occurred approximately 4 weeks before the math exam. The second
session occurred approximately 3 days before the math exam, while the third one occurred
immediately preceding the math exam.

Session 1. Participants were asked to fill out an initial prescreening questionnaire
containing the SHS (Rhodewalt, 1990), the Worker scale (McCrea, et al., 2006), and the Self-
esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965), as well as demographic items such as age and gender, and a
personal identifying code. Students received elaborate instructions on how their answers were
anonymous and kept confidential so they could be sure that the teachers would not be
influenced by them. All questionnaires the students completed were therefore placed in
envelopes and sealed before given back to the teacher.

Session 2. During this session, participants received a short prefactual questionnaire
(see Appendix Q, p. 248 and Appendix R, p. 249) at the beginning of class, asking them to list
thoughts they had about the upcoming math exam. They were asked to write down 5-6 of their
thoughts. This number was chosen after consultation with the teachers and other students who
did not subsequently participate in the study, in order to find a number of thoughts that would
have effects without overwhelming participants and would not be biased by perceived
difficulty or ease of retrieval (Schwartz et al., 1991). Embedded in the prefactual
questionnaires was the experimental manipulation. Half of the students were in the control

prefactual thought condition and therefore asked to do the following:

On this page, we ask you to please write down 5-6 of your thoughts
that come to your mind when thinking about the math exam coming up
three days from now. Please come up with thoughts that can be
expressed in a very specific format: they should always be “If...,
then...”-sentences, and contain whatever you think about the test. One

of your thoughts could for example look like this:

“If the test looks like it always does, then it will contain questions that

are written out” (see Appendix Q, p. 248).
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The other half of the students were in the upward prefactual thought condition and
therefore received the same instructions, except that they were requested to write thoughts
that “contain information on how you could do well or better”. They then received the
following statement as an example: “If I think about the problems thoroughly, I will do better
on the exam” (see Appendix R, p. 249). Again, it was emphasized with great importance to
students that none of the teachers would be able to see their answers, and the questionnaires
were again placed in envelopes and sealed by the students themselves. Students were told not
to copy from the students sitting next to them, that we were merely interested in their
thoughts, and that there were no right or wrong answers. The personal identifying code was
used to match the prefactual questionnaire to the prescreening data.

Session 3. This session took place immediately before the important math exam.
Participants received a short questionnaire assessing their study behavior of the past days (see
Appendix S, p. 250). The questionnaire specifically asked how many hours they had studied
in total. Further, several filler items were also assessed (i.e. how many days ago they had
started and stopped to study for the math exam and at what time during the day they had
studied). However, the main dependent variable for the present analyses focused on the
reported study time. Again, the personal identifying code was assessed to match the
questionnaire to the previous two questionnaires, and it was made certain that the teachers
never saw the completed questionnaires by having students seal their questionnaires
themselves in separate envelopes.

After the math exam, a personal code for each student was generated by the
experimenter drawing on the student files provided by the school to make the data
anonymous. Also, the students’ previous math grades were recorded from the files. As a
performance measure, grades of the math exam key to this project were obtained from the
math teachers and matched to the students’ previous records. All exam scores grades were

graded or recoded to match a point system from 0 (failed) to 15 (excellent)'.

" If graded with numerical grads (1+ to 6), grades were recoded into the point system from 0 (= 6) to 15 (= 1+).
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Initial correlational analyses including the SHS (Rhodewalt, 1990), the Worker scale

(McCrea, et al., 2006), and Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem scale, along with study effort and

performance, are depicted in Table 4.1:

Table 4.1. Correlations between pre-experimental measures and the main dependent variable

in Study 4°
SHS WS RSE Study time | Performance
SHS ---
WS - 59%* -
RSE -.28* -.23 ---
Study time .037 24 -.10 ---
Performance -.33* 20% .02 -25 -
Mean 59.46 21.51 35.36 7.55 8.81
SD 9.34 6.56 8.52 6.13 3.55
Cronbach’s a 57 .79 .90 -—- ---

Note: * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** correlation is significant at
the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 61.

Regression analyses were conducted to make full use of variance in the continuous
variables. All continuous predictor variables were mean centered (Aiken & West, 1991). The
data was effects coded, as suggested by Aiken and West (1991) for regression analyses
involving more than one categorical variable. In order to reduce error variance, the grade of
the previous math test was entered into the model as a covariate, serving as an indicator of

previous performance.

? For a detailed key to the labels in Table 4.1 refer to Appendix A, p. 148
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The regression model was as follows:

1. Step 1 = last grade

2. Step 2 = SHS Score, Condition, and Gender

3. Step 3 = 2-way interactions of SHS, Condition, and Gender
4. Step 4 = 3-way interaction of SHS, Condition, and Gender

Following the recommendation of Judd and Kenny (1981), non-significant interaction
terms were trimmed from the model in a step-down procedure (see also Feick & Rhodewalt,
1997). All reported effects were therefore taken from the reduced models and the non-
significant interaction terms were not reported. For the categorical variables, effects coding
was used, and significant interactions were tested using simple-slopes tests conducted at one

standard deviation above and below the mean (Aiken & West, 1991).

8.4.2 Manipulation Checks

In order to make sure that the students followed the thought-listing instructions, the
number of upward and downward prefactual thoughts they formulated was counted. Thereby,
thoughts describing how things can go well (e.g. “If the questions on the test are not as hard
as they were on the last one, I will do better”’) were counted as upward prefactuals. Thoughts
containing information about how things may go worse (e.g. “If I don’t understand the
questions, I will perform badly on the test”) were counted as downward prefactuals. A
regression analysis according to the model mentioned above was conducted to test the effects
of condition and gender on the number of upward prefactual thoughts and the number of

downward prefactual thoughts.

The analyses revealed a significant difference in the number of upward prefactual
thoughts between the two experimental conditions (p = .288, t = 2.37, p < .05), such that
participants in the upward prefactual thought condition indeed formulated more upward
prefactuals than did participants in the control prefactual thought condition.

Furthermore, a main effect of self-handicapping (B = -.399, t = -2.99, p < .01)
indicated that high self-handicappers generated significantly less upward prefactuals than
individuals low in the tendency to self-handicap.

There were no effects of gender (B =.103, t = 0.91, p = .37, ns) or the covariate “last
grade” (B =.160,t=1.18, p=.26, ns).
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Analyses were also conducted on the number of downward prefactual thoughts
participants generated. Results indicated that those in the upward prefactual thought condition
formulated fewer downward prefactual thoughts than did those in the control prefactual
thought condition ( =-.264,t=-2.17, p <.05).

Furthermore, a significant main effect of self-handicapping emerged such that those
high in the tendency to self-handicap formulated more downward prefactual thoughts than
those low in the tendency to self-handicap (f =.268, t =2.00, p =.05).

Finally, a significant main effect of the covariate “last grade” emerged, in that
participants who had a lower grade in the previous math exam formulated more downward
prefactual thoughts than those who had a higher grade in the previous math exam (f = -.298, t
=-2.18, p <.05).

There was no significant effect of gender (B = .023, t = 0.20, p = .84, ns) on the

number of downward prefactual thoughts.

In order to examine the overall thought generation of participants and therefore avoid
missing any additional differences (e.g. participants could differ in terms of their ratio of
upward versus downward prefactual thoughts), the two scores were integrated to single
measure. In this way, it was examined whether the effects were in fact due to participants
formulating more upward than downward prefactuals in the upward prefactual thought
condition. The single measure was obtained by subtracting the number of downward
prefactual thoughts from the number of upward prefactual thoughts.

Indeed, individuals in the upward prefactual thought condition generated more upward
prefactuals relative to the number of downward prefactuals than did those in the control
prefactual thought condition (f =.297, t=2.52, p <.05), see Figure 4.1.

Furthermore, a main effect of self-handicapping (B =-.370, t =-2.85, p <.01) revealed
that those high in the tendency to self-handicap generated relatively more downward
prefactuals than did those low in the tendency to self-handicap.

The covariate “last grade”, indicating the students’ performance on the previous math
exam, was a marginally significant predictor of the prefactual score (B = .231,t=1.75,p =
.09), such that participants who had previously performed well generated relatively more
upward prefactuals than did those who did not perform as well. There was no significant

effect of gender (B =.055, t=0.50, p = .62, ns).
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Self-handicapping and Condition
Main Effects on Prefactual Score

5
3
S 4
g 3 "
fa) g ) —o— HSH
=T 9 ./
N —— LSH
2 1 /O
3
&L 0
a o
-1

Control PF Upward PF

Figure 4.1. Self-handicapping main effect and gender main effect on prefactual
difference score. Higher numbers indicate relatively more upward prefactual thoughts
(subtracting the number of downward prefactual thoughts from the number of upward
prefactual thoughts).

8.4.3 Study Behavior

As a measure of study behavior, the number of hours participants claimed to have
studied was examined. This measure seemed to be the most direct assessment of how much
effort the students exerted in terms of preparation for the exam. Looking at the number of
hours participants indicated to have studied for the math exam, analyses revealed a significant
2-way interaction of gender by self-handicapping (B = .244, t = 2.00, p = .05), see Figure 4.2.

The decrease in reported study effort between male participants high in the tendency
to self-handicap compared to male participants low in the tendency to self-handicap did not
yield significance (simple slope = -.181, t = -1.55, p = .13, ns). Also, the increase in study
effort between female participants high in the tendency to self-handicap compared to female
participants low in the tendency to self-handicap was not statistically significant (simple slope
=.102, t = 0.79, p = .44, ns). Put differently, among the low self-handicapping participants,
male and female students reported having studied approximately the same number of hours
for the upcoming math exam (simple slope = 1.35,t=0.64, p= .53, ns).

However, as expected, among the high self-handicapping participants, male
participants reported having studied significantly less than female participants (simple slope =

6.64, t=3.07, p < 0.01).
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Self-handicapping x Gender Interaction on Study hours
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Figure 4.2. Self-handicapping by gender two-way interaction on the reported number
of hours studied for the upcoming math exam. Higher numbers indicate more reported hours
studied.

Analyses further revealed a marginally significant main effect of condition ( = -.239,
t=1.83, p =.07), indicating that students in the control prefactual thought condition reported
having studied less than those in the upward prefactual thought condition, see Figure 4.3.

Finally, a significant effect of the factor “last grade” emerged, such that participants
who did well on the previous exam reported to have studied less than those who had

previously done not so well (f =-.350, t =-2.40, p <.05).

8.4.4 Performance

Analyses of performance on the relevant math exam revealed a marginally significant
3-way interaction of self-handicapping of condition by gender (B =-.171, t =-1.97, p = .05),
indicating different patterns of performance for male vs. female students (see Figures 4.4a
and 4.4b).

Simple slopes analyses indicate that male students low in the tendency to self-
handicap assigned to the control prefactual thought condition did not differ in their
performance compared to the upward prefactual thought condition (simple slope = -.128, t = -
1.06, p = .29, ns). The same was true for male participants high in the tendency to self-
handicap (simple slope = 1.225, t=-1.04, p = .30, ns), see Figure 4.4a.
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Main Effect of Condition on Reported Study hours
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Figure 4.3. Main effect of condition on the reported number of hours studied for the
upcoming math exam. Higher numbers indicate more reported hours studied.

Further, the difference between male students low in the tendency to self-handicap
compared to those high in the tendency to self-handicap in the control prefactual thought
condition (simple slope = -.007, t = -1.26, p = .90, ns) was not significant, however, in the
upward prefactual thought condition, those high in the tendency to self-handicap tended to do
slightly worse than those low in the tendency to self-handicap (simple slope = .127,t=1.67, p
=.10), as indicated by the marginally significant simple slope (Figure 4.4a).

Among female students, a crossover pattern emerged. However, none of the individual
simple slopes reached significance. Comparing female students low in the tendency to self-
handicap in the upward prefactual thought condition to those in the control prefactual thought
condition revealed no difference (simple slope = .730, t = 0.57, p = .57, ns). Also, among
those high in self-handicapping, participants in the control prefactual thought condition did
not differ significantly from those in the upward prefactual thought condition in their
performance on the test (simple slope =-1.621, t=-1.28, p = .21, ns), see Figure 4.4b.

Furthermore, comparing female participants high in the tendency to self-handicap to
those low in the tendency to self-handicap within the control prefactual thought condition did

not reveal a significant difference (simple slope = 0.066, t = 1.00, p = .32, nS). The same was
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true for female participants in the upward prefactual thought condition (simple slope = -0.060,

=--0.81, p=.43, ns).

SH x Condition x Gender Interaction on Math Grades
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Figure 4.4a. Three-way interaction of Self-handicapping, condition, and gender on
math exam grade for male students only. Higher numbers indicate better grades.
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Figure 4.4b. Three-way interaction of Self-handicapping, condition, and gender on
math exam grade for female students only. Higher numbers indicate better grades.
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The covariate “last grade” was a significant predictor of performance on the present
math exam (B = .837, t = 8.27, p < 0.01), such that participants who did better on the last

exam also did better on the present one.

8.5 Discussion

Study 4 was conducted to show the effects of a prefactual thought manipulation on
subsequent self-handicapping behavior. The following predictions were probed by the
experimental design:

It was predicted that male students, and in particular those high in the tendency to self-
handicap, would naturally show a tendency to withdraw study effort during the days
immediately preceding an important math exam compared to those low in the tendency to
self-handicap.

It was also expected that the prefactual manipulation would influence students’
subsequent studying behavior such that participants in the upward prefactual thought
condition would study significantly more than those in the control prefactual thought
condition. For the female participants, no difference in study effort between the low and high
self-handicapping individuals was expected. However, they were predicted to show the
general condition effect by studying more in the upward prefactual thought condition
compared to the control prefactual thought condition.

Also, participants in the control prefactual thought condition were expected to show
the basic self-handicapping effect such that individuals high in the tendency to self-handicap,
in particular men, would formulate more downward prefactual thoughts, and subsequently
report less study effort prior to the math exam, compared to those low in the tendency to selt-
handicap.

Although no strong predictions about the students’ performance were made in either
direction, exploratory analyses on their math exam grades were conducted in order to find out
whether the present data would replicate our previous findings.

The results of Study 4 partially matched the predicted results.

8.5.1 Reported Study Behavior

The results of Study 4 provide support for the prediction that male participants high in
the tendency to self-handicap would report increased effort withdrawal, whereas female
participants also high in the tendency to self-handicap would report putting forth slightly more

effort, compared to both male and female students low in the tendency to self-handicap. This
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result again confirms the widely found gender differences in the domain of behavioral self-
handicapping, which have been discussed previously by several researchers (see Berglas &
Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000, 2004; McCrea, 2002;
McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1990; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). Potential underlying
causes for this gender difference have been proposed by Hirt et al. (2003), demonstrating how
performance attributions differ robustly among men and women. The authors therefore argue
that women may not expect to derive the same benefits from behavioral self-handicapping as
do men, because they are held responsible for a failure, no matter if an obstacle was in place
or not. As a result, they do not engage in this behavior.

Study 4 showed more generally that exposing individuals to an upward prefactual
thought manipulation before an important math exam subsequently influenced their reported
study behavior. Previous research has shown that individuals use prefactual thoughts to
identify ways to prepare for future events (e.g. Boninger et al., 1994; McCrea, 2002; Sanna,
1996; Taylor & Pham, 1996, 1999). McCrea (2002) additionally showed that people not only
seem to identify more functional ways to prepare, but also that individuals prone to self-
handicapping use the same strategy to identify obstacles they could use as self-handicaps.
Although McCrea (2002) could show that participants’ spontaneously formed prefactual
thoughts predicted subsequent practice effort, the causal relationship between these variables
remained unclear. The present work therefore examined the causal relationship between
manipulating prefactual thought direction and subsequent behavior. Specifically, it was
predicted that manipulating participants in a way that they formulated more upward prefactual
thoughts would result in less self-handicapping behavior. As hypothesized, students in the
upward prefactual thought condition formulated more upward and less downward prefactuals
than those in the control prefactual thought condition, resulting in a tendency to report having
studied more for the upcoming math exam. The findings of the present study supported the
predictions further in that participants in the upward prefactual thought condition tended to
report having studied more for the exam compared to those in the control prefactual thought
condition. Importantly, these results held for all participants, even the high self-handicapping
men.

This nicely complements the result of Study 1, in that it not only supports the
assumptions of prefactual thought having a causal influence on self-handicapping behavior,
but furthermore shows how naturally occurring self-handicapping behavior can actually be
reduced or eliminated by inducing participants to formulate upward prefactual thoughts before

engaging in the relevant behavior.
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8.5.1 Prefactual Thoughts

As expected, participants in the control prefactual thought condition showed the basic
self-handicapping effect such that individuals high in the tendency to self-handicap
formulated more downward prefactual thoughts than those low in the tendency to self-
handicap. This finding supports previous research by McCrea (2002), who found that high
self-handicappers, compared to low self-handicappers, formulated more downward

prefactuals, which in turn predicted less reported study effort prior to an important test.

8.5.3 Performance

Concerning actual performance, the notion that self-handicapping can have
detrimental effects for performance was not supported. The effects of performance were
mixed. Self-handicapping male participants for example seem to have benefited from the
upward prefactual thought manipulation. This might have been the case because generating
upward prefactual thoughts prior to the exam made them less anxious and therefore able to
perform better.

On the other hand, it is also not entirely clear why the low self-handicapping men
tended to perform worse in the upward prefactual thought condition compared to the control
prefactual thought condition. A potential explanation may be that by consciously reflecting
over things that could both hurt and help their performance these individuals were taken out
of their usual preparatory thought pattern. Sanna (1996) finds similar effects in his studies on
defensive pessimism and optimism. His results suggest that defensive pessimists engaging in
upward prefactual thinking performed better, whereas optimists actually performed worse
under these circumstances. Thus, focusing the thoughts of individuals on more adaptive
behaviors may not always lead to improved performance. Rather, these thoughts may disrupt
the individuals preferred method of coping with the evaluatively threatening situation. In the
present case, for example, it is possible that the removal of downward prefactual thoughts
resulted in the low self-handicapping participants’ relaxing and no longer being aware of the
potentially performance impairing factors. However, this should be subject to further
research, since these assumptions are mere speculation and cannot be substantiated by the
present data.

In the case of the female participants, the pattern shows that the low self-handicappers
tended to perform better in the upward prefactual condition. However, the opposite was true

for the high self-handicappers. Again, it is not entirely clear why this happened.
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One way to explain this finding is that those students who studied a lot were
potentially in need of more studying and therefore generally performed worse at math than
those who did not put as much study effort forth, because they are generally better at math.
Although the students’ grade on the previous math exam was controlled for, this may not have
entirely removed individual differences in math ability within our sample. Potentially, the low
self-handicapping students simply did not do as well because they are generally not
particularly good at math and therefore performed worse despite the higher amount of study
effort they put forth.

More generally, it seems to be the case that men and women reacted differently to the
prefactual thought manipulation. While it is not entirely clear why these effects emerged, it
may be the case that the prefactual thoughts participants formulated were perceived
differently among male and female students such that for male participants high in self-
handicapping, the group identified by previous research to be most prone to self-handicapping
behavior in general, the manipulation was actually helpful in overcoming their anxiety. This
in turn may have reduced their desire to engage in self-handicapping behavior. For female
participants, on the other hand, the manipulation may have done the opposite in that high self-
handicappers paradoxically became more anxious because of the manipulation (maybe
because being asked to write down how things may go well reminded them of what things
may go wrong as well), and subsequently performed worse. In line with this reasoning, the
low self-handicapping female participants may not have been made to feel anxious as easily
by their own prefactual thoughts and therefore performed better. Future research, however,
needs to explore the effects of self-handicapping on performance, with particular attention to
the difference between male and female participants, more closely.

A more general possible explanation is that there were several differences in the
design of the present study compared to Study 1, in which performance effects were obtained.
In the present study, reported study effort was measured rather than actual exam preparation.
It is possible that the reported study effort was distorted due to impression management
concerns. The study was conducted in a school, inside the very classroom the students were
expected to put forth effort. Participants may have been worried about only writing down
downward prefactual thoughts, particularly because the questionnaire was administered by the
instructor. For these reasons, self-handicappers may have been reluctant to focus entirely on
their maladaptive strategy (also see McCrea, 2002). However, these kinds of self-reported
handicaps, because they are less observable and only indirectly related to performance, may

not be as effective in protecting self-esteem as behavioral self-handicaps (see McCrea & Hirt,
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2001).

Past research has shown that prefactual thought can influence behavior intentions and
actual behavior (see also Boninger et al., 1994; Hetts et al., 2000; McConnell et al, 2000;
McCrea, 2002; Sanna, 1996; Taylor & Pham, 1996, 1999). However, reported study
intentions may be less directly related to performance than actual behavior and therefore
predict it less reliably. Moreover, it could even be the case that reported study effort was used
as a claim of a behavioral self-handicap that did not translate into actual behavior (see
McCrea & Hirt, 2001 for a similar discussion). Thus, the prefactual thought manipulation may
have affected these reports, but not actual behavior.

Future research should examine these questions in more detail by assessing the actual
ability level prior to the study, as well as actual study effort instead of reported study effort,

using a similar paradigm as the one employed in the present study.

8.5.4 Conclusion

The present study was conducted to show effects of prefactual thought on studying
behavior in a more naturalistic setting by examining high school students’ study behavior
before an important math exam. It was proposed that mental simulation can play a vital role in
self-handicapping behavior because it may help anticipate potential self-handicaps and
therefore influence the decision to apply the strategy. The results from the current study
partially support previous findings from laboratory studies, such that high self-handicapping
males reported a withdrawal of study effort compared to their low self-handicapping
counterparts. Furthermore, the upward prefactual thought manipulation tended to increase
reported study effort, providing first evidence of prefactual thoughts actually being capable of
reducing or eliminating self-handicapping behavior.

In addition to these findings, mixed evidence concerning participants’ subsequent
performance was obtained. Although the upward prefactual thought manipulation somewhat
helped the high self-handicapping male students, it failed to do so for the low self-
handicapping males. For the female students, the pattern reversed, such that performance was
somewhat higher for female low self-handicappers in the upward prefactual condition
compared to the control prefactual condition, while the performance of female high self-
handicappers was slightly lower in the upward prefactual condition. Future research will need

to examine more extensively the links between self-handicapping and performance.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

9. The present research

9.1 Overview

The present work examined how one important type of mental simulation, prefactual
thought, relates to self-handicapping. Four studies provide an empirical basis for analyzing
the cognitive processes associated with this behavior.

As was pointed out in the introduction, people often think about things that have not
yet actually happened. One of the main reasons for thinking about the future is that it prepares
us for what is to come (e.g. Bandura, 1977, 1978; Heckhausen, 1991; James, 1890; Oettingen,
1996; Peterson et al., 1988; Scheier & Carver, 1992; Taylor, 1983; Taylor & Brown, 1988,
1994). The present work specifically proposed that downward prefactual thought is involved
in the anticipatory strategy of self-handicapping (for an overview, see Arkin & Oleson, 1998).
The term self-handicapping refers to an individual’s attempt to reduce a threat to self-esteem
by actively seeking or creating inhibitory conditions that interfere with performance and, thus,
provide a persuasive causal explanation for potential failure. The obstacles may therefore
interfere with performance, but also allow the person to discount responsibility for failure (or
even augment credit in the case of an unexpected success). Previous research by McCrea
(2002) has shown that individuals likely to self-handicap (due to disposition or situational
manipulations), formed more downward prefactual thoughts preceding an important exam.
Because self-handicapping involves a certain degree of planning of the excuse in advance, it
is assumed that these individuals used downward prefactual thoughts to consider likely
outcomes of future events as well as the consequences of their possible actions. As a result,
they further help the self-handicapper to identify potential handicaps. It was therefore
specifically predicted that a manipulation of the direction of prefactual thought would

moderate self-handicapping behavior.

The present work examined the consequences of self-handicapping behavior on
subsequent performance. Although several researchers have attempted to resolve this issue,
the studies to date have not yet fully explored the question. Although self-handicapping may
be beneficial in protecting self-esteem, one would imagine it should impair subsequent
performance, if it in fact function as a real “handicap” to one’s performance. Although this
effect of decreased performance has been shown by several researchers to date (Hirt &
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McCrea, 2002; McCrea, 2002; Snyder, 1990; Zuckerman et al., 1998), there are a number of
studies that found no performance detriments as a result of self-handicapping (e.g., Greenberg
et al., 1985; Harris & Snyder, 1986), or even evidence of performance benefits (e.g.,
Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; also see Frankel & Snyder, 1978). A
possible explanation for performance benefits of self-handicapping was proposed by Snyder
(1990), who argued that by lessening the impact of poor performance on self-evaluation, self-
handicapping allows the person to focus on the task and not on potentially distracting self-
relevant cues. However, Rhodewalt (1990) reported a substantial relation (r = -.43) between
high SHS scores and underachievement. Furthermore, Zuckerman and colleagues (1998) have
argued that, although performance on a specific task may be improved by self-handicapping,
it is difficult to see how long-term achievement and well-being would not be affected.
Consistent with this view, they found individuals high in dispositional self-handicapping
reported higher usage of coping strategies associated with withdrawal and negative self-focus,
performed less well academically, and scored lower on several adjustment-related variables
(Zuckerman et al., 1998). The present work examined both the influence of situationally
induced self-handicapping behavior, as well as the dispositional tendency to self-handicap, on

subsequent test performance.

Overall, the present research was motivated by the following questions: How does the
decision to engage in self-handicapping behavior happen? Are the prefactual thoughts
rendered prior to a self-handicapping episode causally related to the subsequent behavior?
What are the consequences of such behavior for performance?

9.2 Findings

The present set of studies sought to examine the effects of manipulating the direction
of prefactual thought for self-handicapping. Three laboratory studies did so by inducing
individuals to consider a pre-arranged set of 10 prefactual thoughts and subsequently
examining self-handicapping behavior. The field study induced participants to form either
upward prefactuals or list whichever prefactual thoughts came to mind. The type of handicap
tested also varied across the studies, with Studies 1, 2, and 4 examining effort withdrawal and
Study 3 and the pretest examining choice of hindering music. The results largely supported
the proposed role of prefactual thoughts in self-handicapping. Participants placed in
conditions that increased the likelihood of self-handicapping (i.e., evaluatively threatening
situation, public-self-focus, and/or non-contingent success feedback) and induced to consider
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downward prefactual thoughts (i.e., thoughts focusing on events and behaviors that made
failure salient) subsequently engaged in more self-handicapping behavior than did participants
not placed in conditions that increased the likelihood of self-handicapping or induced to
consider upward prefactual thoughts (i.e., thoughts focusing on events and behaviors that
made success salient). Thus, inducing people to consider downward prefactual thoughts led
participants to identify and plan their self-handicapping strategies and subsequently engage in

increased self-handicapping behavior.

Study 1 specifically demonstrated that the thought process preceding self-
handicapping is a determining factor of the behavior. Although it had been assumed that self-
handicapping is in fact an anticipatory, planned behavior (Higgins & Berglas, 1990; Snyder,
1990), a demonstration of the cognitive processes causally affecting such planning did not
exist prior to this research. In Study 1, participants induced to consider downward prefactual
thoughts engaged in more self-handicapping by withdrawing practice during the subsequent

practice test. Furthermore, they showed diminished performance on the actual test.

Study 2 failed to replicate the results of Study 1, most likely due to several paradigm
changes. Specifically, a math test was administered in order to increase the evaluative threat
of the test situation in trying to increase the amount of self-handicapping displayed by the
participants. Also, a stress measure was introduced to the paradigm, assessing claimed self-
handicapping. This may have increased the evaluative threat to an extent that the prefactual
thought manipulation was not able to overcome. Further, selecting math ability may have
decreased the chances of finding an effect due to participants’ rather certain appraisal of their
math ability. In order for self-handicapping effects to emerge, people have to be relatively
uncertain about the assessed ability. Furthermore, the instructions on how practice related to
test performance were given after the mental simulation in this particular study. This may
have also been detrimental to the effects, because participants may not have realized that
practice was a viable self-handicap when they received the prefactual thought manipulation.

A condition was added in this study, in which practice was introduced as unimportant
for the test. Although the expected behavioral or claimed self-handicapping did not occur, the
results of Study 2 demonstrated that the instructions of practice being important for the test
indeed influenced practice behavior. Participants instructed that practice was extremely
important for the test practiced more than those instructed that practice did not make a
difference for performance on the subsequent test.
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In a conceptual replication of Study 1, Study 3 incorporated a different, situationally
induced self-handicap, the choice of helpful vs. hindering music following contingent vs. non-
contingent success feedback. First, a pretest demonstrated how the situational manipulation of
non-contingent success feedback led people to choose performance impairing music to listen
to while taking an important intelligence test. Furthermore, the main study replicated Study 1

in showing that downward prefactual thoughts caused self-handicapping behavior to emerge.

Finally, Study 4 examined the relationship between prefactual thinking and study
behavior as well as performance in a school context. Two groups of high school students were
instructed either to formulate just any prefactual thoughts (control condition) or to specifically
generate upward prefactual thoughts (experimental condition) prior to an important math
exam. This was done in order to examine these same cognitive processes in a more
naturalistic setting. The results largely supported previous findings, such that high self-
handicapping males reported withdrawing study effort compared to their low self-
handicapping counterparts and women (for example, see McCrea, 2002). Further, the finding
that dispositional self-handicapping led to more downward prefactual thinking also replicated
past work by McCrea (2002). Finally, the upward prefactual manipulation tended to increase
study effort.

Effects on performance were mixed. Thus, future research will need to examine more
extensively the links between self-handicapping and performance. This issue will therefore be

addressed in more detail in Chapter 10.
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10. Limitations and Future Directions

10.1 Limitations

The present studies provide convincing support that prefactual thoughts can causally
determine subsequent self-handicapping behavior. However, several limitations apply to the
interpretation of these data.

Although studies 1 and 3 demonstrated an emergence of self-handicapping behavior
due to the downward prefactual thought manipulation, an effect of upward prefactual thoughts
eliminating self-handicapping behavior, compared to a control prefactual thought condition,
was not shown. This was the case because these studies either did not contain an equivalent
control prefactual thought condition (Study 1), or because the self-handicapping effects did
not emerge in the control conditions (Studies 2 and 3). In fact, only Study 4 was able to
demonstrate the reduction of self-handicapping behavior comparing an upward prefactual
thought condition to a control prefactual thought condition. Future research should therefore
examine these effects again.

Furthermore, there are some more general limitations that apply to the present work.
First, these studies were solely based on student populations. Studies 1 through 3 recruited all
participants from the university campus, giving reason to believe that a relatively strong
academic achievement motive was present. This may not be a disadvantage, as the kind of
self-handicapping behavior the present studies set out to examine was primarily concerned
with academic achievement (i.e., performance on an important intelligence or math test).
However, it is not clear if these results generalize to other populations or domains. A growing
literature, for example, has started to examine the antecedents and consequences of self-
handicapping behavior in sports (Bailis, 2001; Elliot et al., 2006: Greenless et al., 2006;
Kuczka & Treasure, 2005; Martin & Brawley, 1999; Prapavessis et al., 2003; Rhodewalt et
al., 1984; Ryska & Yin, 1998). It remains to be tested whether prefactual thinking can actually
induce self-handicapping behavior if it is concerned with, for example, a physical activity.

One strength of the present research is that it addressed two different types of self-
handicaps, practice withdrawal and the choice of hindering music. It may, however, be
interesting to examine other self-handicaps (i.e., intentions to take drugs, choice of a task too
difficult to master, etc.) as well, in order to examine differences and similarities of different

types of self-handicaps. Future research should address these questions in more detail.
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Furthermore, the present research examined only very specific, performance-directed
prefactual thoughts. While this was an appropriate measure for the purpose of the present
study aims, the results cannot speak to the issue of upward vs. downward prefactual thinking
in self-handicapping behavior in other domains. For example, it may be the case that other
activities are driven by different underlying cognitive mechanisms. For example, in sports,
upward prefactual thoughts may vary in their effectiveness depending on their specificity.
That is, when they specifically concern the actual physical process or motion sequence, they
may actually be hindering performance due to the implicit, automatized nature of the activity.
Verbalizing certain kinds of behaviors that are potentially built on non-conscious cognitive
processes may actually impair performance in certain domains (e.g. Dijksterhuis, 2004;
Wilson & Schooler, 1991). This may also be true for sports or other physical activities that
require a large amount of practice in particular. It may occur simply because conscious
thought about the activities, or the extraordinary attention paid to them, disturbs their
successful execution. An underlying reason for this could be that these kinds of prefactual
thoughts require cognitive resources, which may reduce capacity for the execution of the
actual task. Future research should therefore examine whether a direct manipulation of
prefactual thought content and content specificity makes a difference in peoples’ reactions to
them, as well as in the resulting behavior (see also section 9.2.1).

Another limitation to the present laboratory studies may be the perceived importance
of the test administered to the students. Although it was made certain to introduce the test as
an important test predicting several desirable future outcomes (e.g. professional and personal
success, etc.), students may not have experienced it in the same way as they would have
experienced a real-life test. Manipulation checks indicated that participants perceived the tests
as important. However, they may have thought of intelligence as being important to their self-
concept, yet still may not have sensed the immediate threat of the tests used in the present
studies due to their knowledge of the experiments not having any actual academic or
professional consequences. Knowing that the test would be relatively short and non-
consequential, the students may have reacted differently than they would have if faced with an
actual test.
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10.2 Future Directions
10.2.1 Research on Prefactual Thought

Prefactual thinking is a relatively new concept in the social psychological literature,
offering many possibilities and contexts for future research. Sanna (1996) investigated the
effects of prefactual thinking in the domain of defensive pessimism and optimism, whereas
McCrea (2002) set the stage for the present work by examining prefactual thoughts associated
with self-handicapping behavior (also see Sherman & McConnell, 1995). With a number of
similar mental simulation strategies proposed by other researchers (e.g. Taylor & Pham, 1996,
1999; Oettingen, 1996; Oettingen & Thorpe, 2006), it would be interesting to compare these
different types of mental simulations directly. For example, one could design an experiment to
compare Taylor and Pham’s (1996, 1999) process simulation approach to Oettingen’s (1996)
mental contrasting approach and the presently investigated prefactual thoughts. This could be
done not only in the context of self-handicapping behavior, but also in different contexts, such
as, for example, facilitating goal pursuit.

Furthermore, in order to make the effects of prefactual thoughts on behavior stronger,
they could be furnished with implementation intentions (e.g., Gollwitzer, 1999).
Implementation intentions are if-then-plans that specify when, where and how a goal will be
transformed into action. They generally take the form of “If situation X arises, then I will
perform behavior Y”, and are therefore closely related in their structure to prefactual thoughts.

It is important, however, to distinguish implementation intentions from prefactual
thoughts. Whereas prefactual thoughts merely exemplify different possible future outcomes of
a situation without necessarily considering a specific goal, implementation intentions specify
a goal-relevant situation-behavior link, triggering the desired behavior through cues emerging
in the critical situation.

It is also important to distinguish implementation intentions from mere goal intentions.
Goal intentions simply specify a desired outcome (“I intend to reach X”). Whereas goal
intentions identify end-states that the individual wants to attain, implementation intentions
refer to the actual realization of the goal intention by creating a strong commitment to respond
to a specified critical situation in a planned goal-directed manner. Therefore, if the goal
intention is weak, or the superordinate goal not activated, implementation intentions do not
have the desired effects (Orbell, et al., 1997; Sheeran, et al., 2005). If, however, the goal is
strong and activated, as should be the case in an important academic situation, an

implementation intention can create a strong mental link between the specified critical
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situation (the if-part) and the intended behavior (the then-part). This way, the mental
representation of the critical situation becomes activated and highly accessible, allowing the
person to be more effective in detecting and recalling goal relevant stimuli, as well as to
sustain a readiness to attend to the critical situation. These benefits are achieved by delegating
control of the specified, goal-directed behavior to cues of the critical situation, which in turn
allows for an automatic initiation of the desired action (e.g., Brandstatter et al., 2001;
Gollwitzer et al., 2005; Sheeran et al., 2005). Future research should address these findings by
examining possible advantages of implementation intentions relative to prefactual thoughts
with a focus on behavioral modification (e.g. to alter behaviors like self-handicapping). For
example, experimental studies could examine whether giving participants an implementation
intention (versus a goal intention or no goal) in addition to an important, practice related

prefactual thought would result in stronger effects on self-handicapping behavior.

Also, the idea of non-conscious prefactual thinking warrants some attention in future
research. Research on self-handicapping as a strategy to protect self-esteem, for example,
suggests that individuals engaging in this type of behavior either severely deceive themselves
when making use of the strategy, or do so without caring at all about the damage done to the
subsequent performance. This, however, seems unlikely in light of the fact that these
individuals usually find the tasks for which they engage in self-handicapping important.
Therefore, another likely possibility is that self-handicappers employ this kind of strategy
non-consciously. This may be the case because the behavior is well learned and rehearsed
over time, as well as successful in what it intends to achieve for the self-handicapper. Future

research should therefore investigate this question.

Lastly, the notion that prefactual thoughts seem to have an influence independent of
the activity they describe (e.g., in Study 1, upward prefactual thoughts improved performance
independent of improving practice behavior) warrants future research investigating the
underlying process here. Taylor and Pham (1996) found support for these effects when they
examined the benefits of process simulation before an important performance: Process
simulation resulted in individuals® making of a plan for effective studying, which was then
enacted and in turn affected exam performance. However, the authors could further show that
although the effect of process simulation on performance was reduced when enhanced study
time was statistically controlled, it remained marginally significant. This suggests that while
increased study time generally produced better performance on the exam, the process
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simulation may have had beneficial effects in addition to increased amount of studying.
Taylor and Pham (1999) therefore argue that, participants in this condition may have reduced
distractions in their environment while they studied and thus stayed focused on the material
better than participants in the other conditions. A similar process potentially took place in
Study 1, leading to beneficial effects of the upward prefactual thought manipulation,
independent of the increase in practice behavior it triggered. These, among other questions,

should be addressed in future studies.

10.2.2 Altering Self-handicapping Behavior

In order to provide stronger evidence of the role of prefactual thinking in the decision
to self-handicap, future research should examine more closely under which conditions self-
handicapping can be alleviated. Specifically, the present work suggests that prefactual
thinking helps individuals in planning potential excuses. Therefore, the implication is that
individuals can, under circumstances that warrant the use of self-handicapping behavior,
reduce or eliminate this tendency by engaging in upward prefactual thinking. Because the
present research has shown the ability of prefactual thoughts to determine behavior, the
question of whether self-handicapping could be reduced or eliminated if individuals were
merely induced to think about ways they could succeed merits further research. The present
work hints at these effects by demonstrating how upward prefactual thoughts do not lead to
subsequent self-handicapping behavior. For example, in Studies 1 and 3, participants in the
upward prefactual condition engage in significantly less self-handicapping behavior compared
to those in the downward prefactual conditions. In Study 4, self-handicapping behavior could
even be reduced compared to a control prefactual thought condition.

However, further evidence should be obtained that clarifies the factors involved in
overturning self-handicapping behavior. For example, an experimental study similar to Study
3 could be conducted, showing that upward prefactual thoughts reduce self-handicapping
behavior not only compared to a downward prefactual thought condition, but also compared
to a self-handicapping control condition.

Further, as a consequence of the beneficial influence of upward prefactual thought on
preparatory behavior such as studying for an important exam, one might expect individuals to
prepare more adequately and therefore perform better. Although the present work attempted
to show these effects, the data did not allow us to fully determine whether upward prefactual
thoughts really eliminated self-handicapping behavior and helped performance, or whether
downward prefactual thoughts merely increased it. Future research should therefore address
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this question to provide more conclusive evidence. Again, an experiment similar to Study 3
should examine these issues by comparing upward and downward prefactual thought

conditions to a self-handicapping control condition.

One reason why it may not be easy to change self-handicapping individuals’ thoughts
in a way that initiates beneficial behavior is that inducing them to consider upward prefactual
thoughts may actually result in more detriments, such as anxiety, because they cannot pursue
their preferred prefactual strategy. Sanna (1996) for example could show that defensive
pessimists preferred to consider ways to succeed, whereas for optimists did not. Moreover, he
could show that when individuals were not able to engage in their preferred prefactual
strategy performance suffered and they were less satisfied (Sanna, 1996). If similar processes
take place in the case of self-handicapping, changing self-handicappers’ thoughts may not
lead to more adaptive behaviors or improved performance and satisfaction. Rather, the
upward thoughts may disrupt the individual’s preferred mode of thinking and therefore result
in negative reactions. For example, if a self-handicapper is prevented from identifying
potential excuses, he may become extremely anxious and therefore suffer performance

decrements.

Another reason why it may not be easy to change the patterns of thought among
dispositional self-handicappers is that these cognitive processes may have become automatic.
The reasoning here is that activities that people consistently engage in over time and repeat
over and over again, become automatic (e.g. see Bargh, 1996). One implication of this
possibility would be that people possibly find out about the attributional benefits of this self-
protective strategy early on during childhood and consolidate the tendency to engage in the
behavior over the years. The etiology of self-handicapping behavior, however, has not fully
been explored. Future research should therefore explore how these dispositions evolve from a
more developmental perspective. This may also shed light on the widely found gender

differences in self-handicapping.

Furthermore, previous research on self-handicapping also suggests that individuals
engaging in this type of behavior do so for two major reasons: self-esteem protection (see
Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Murray & Warden, 1992; Rhodewalt &
Hill, 1995; Rhodewalt et al. 1991; Synder & Smith, 1982) and impression management (e.g.
see Arkin, 1980, 1981; Arkin & Baumgardner, 1985; Arkin et al., 1979, 1980; Baumeister &
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Scher, 1988; Baumeister et al., 1985,1989; Kolditz & Arkin, 1982; Leary, 1986; Luginbuhl &
Palmer, 1991). One may wonder how self-handicappers manage to protect their own
cherished view of themselves by knowingly obstructing their own performances, and in turn
using the created obstacles as excuses for potential failure. Although the strategy ambiguates
otherwise detrimental ability attributions, it seems as if it should be clear to the self-
handicapper that this is a self-created excuse. While the mechanism seems logical from an
impression management point of view, additional assumptions are required in order to make a
self-esteem maintenance approach a sensible alternative explanation. On the one hand, it was
proposed that individuals act in accordance with their pre-performance thoughts. On the other
hand, there is a body of research demonstrating that self-handicapping is effective in terms of
protecting attributions to ability, self-esteem, and specific self-conceptions of ability
following a poor performance (Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt
& Hill, 1995; Rhodewalt et al. 1991). How is it that self-handicappers come to believe these
excuses for their performance when they appear to have been intentionally created? Does this
imply that self-handicappers are engaging in self-deception?

Two possible answers to this question are suggested: First, it may be the case that
certain forms of self-handicapping, particularly behavioral handicaps such as reduced effort,
are perceived to be harmful to performance regardless of their intentionality. Thus, it may not
matter that the student knows that he intentionally did not study, because the mere lack of
studying still is a justifiable explanation for a poor performance. Past research shows that at
least observers are more critical of self-handicapping behavior when it appears to be
intentional (Baumgardner & Levy, 1988; Hirt et al., 2003), although this may be different for
attributions for one’s own performance.

Second, it is possible that the outlined prefactual thinking process occurs at a more
automatic level. As previously described, there is indeed reason to believe that individuals
chronically prone to self-handicap (such as those scoring high on the SHS) would generate
such thoughts automatically. Examining the current literature on automatic goal pursuit (e.g.,
see Gollwitzer & Bargh, 1996), it seems entirely possible that among dispositional self-
handicappers the cognitive processes involved in identifying possible handicaps may have
become automatic and therefore function outside of conscious awareness. Presumably,
processes become automatic if they are well learned and rehearsed over time, as well as
successful in what they intend to achieve. Because dispositional self-handicappers repeatedly
make use of their strategy, they should experience the kind of repeated execution of the
behavior that would make these thought processes automatic. If this is true, it would imply
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that there is a dissociation between the thought process prior to self-handicapping and the
excusing attribution process that occurs after the outcome is known. Examples of such
dissociations between motive and behavior have been documented in recent research by
Wegner and colleagues (Wegner, Fuller, & Sparrow, 2003) and form a basic explanation for
how apparently self-deceptive processes can occur (Baumeister, 1996; Gur & Sackheim,
1979; Snyder & Higgins, 1988). Future research should therefore examine how increased
awareness of these thoughts might impact the effectiveness of self-handicapping in protecting
self-esteem from failure, as well as investigate the consequences of making the self-
handicapper more aware of their strategy. A possible result of this manipulation could be for

the self-handicapper to switch to a different self-protective strategy.

10.2.3 The Influence of Self-handicapping on subsequent Performance

In line with the literature on this topic (e.g. Greenberg et al., 1985; Harris & Snyder,
1986; Hirt & McCrea, 2002; McCrea, 2002; Rhodewalt et al., 1984; Rhodewalt & Davison,
1986; Snyder, 1990; Zuckerman et al., 1998), the results of the present studies are also mixed
with regard to the influence of self-handicapping on subsequent performance. Specifically,
self-handicapping can impair subsequent performance, but has also been shown to improve it
at times (see Snyder, 1990). There are several possible theories underlying the diverging
predictions. The relationship between self-handicapping and performance is most likely
determined by a number of factors. Performance should suffer to the extent that the chosen
self-handicap actually has a direct effect on it. However, if the self-handicap has not been
shown to have any discernable effects on the kind of performance that is being evaluated,
performance detriments should not appear. In addition, there is the issue of concern about the
test. Engaging in self-handicapping may actually help individuals who feel anxious about the
evaluatively threatening situation and want to protect their self-esteem in order to reduce
concern about the exam and thereby improve performance.

Future research should therefore examine the influence of self-handicapping on
performance independent of the direct effect of the handicap on performance. The present
work for example reveals that participants in the downward prefactual condition in Study 1
did engage in more self-handicapping than those in the upward prefactual condition, and
subsequently performed worse on an intelligence test. Interestingly, however, this
performance detriment was independent of practice effort. It may therefore be the case that
specific prefactual thoughts trigger self-handicapping behavior, but also have a direct effect
on performance themselves as well. Effects of this kind may be due to general positive or
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negative expectations people adopt during the process of mentally simulating the upcoming
task. For example, people might experience a heightened sense of self-efficacy after
formulating upward prefactual thoughts concerning the upcoming performance. This may
have a general, positive effect on the subsequent behavior, independent of any specific
preparatory behavior.

10.2.4 Exploring possible Influences on Gender Differences in Self-handicapping

Although many people may not engage in self-handicapping to maintain self-esteem,
most people make excuses that lessen the negative implications of their performance for self-
esteem and public impressions. In the words of Albert Camus (1956): “Each of us insists on
being innocent at all cost, even if he has to accuse the whole human race and heaven itself.”
The self-handicapper is certainly guilty of accusing the obstacle, which he himself created, of
being responsible for an ambiguously attributable poor performance.

Camus actually also touched on another notion interesting to current research in the
domain of gender differences in ability attributions. He continues the above mentioned
statement by writing: “You won't delight a man by complimenting him on the efforts by
which he has become intelligent or generous. On the other hand, he will beam if you admire
his natural generosity”. This statement potentially reflects upon the notion that men do not
place as much value on effort as women do, as shown by work by McCrea and colleagues
(2006). The researchers examined differences in effort beliefs and suggest that women may
not self-handicap for reasons of integrity. Whereas women think of effort as a virtue, men do
not seem to value effort as much as women. In contrast, they rather think of effort as an
expendable commodity one can, but does not have to, make use of. Thus, although Camus
was probably not aiming at pointing out gender differences here, a sensible complement to
Camus’ statement might be “You may delight a woman by complimenting her on the efforts
by which she has become intelligent or generous, although she would probably also beam if
you admired her natural generosity”. Although there is some evidence that these effort beliefs
are involved in the apparent gender differences in self-handicapping, future research should
more specifically address issues of effort beliefs and their bearing on prefactual thought,
which in turn can account for self-handicapping behavior. For example, prefactual thoughts
generated by participants preparing for a difficult exam could be coded according to gender,
so that one could compare the statements with regard to whether they contain more or less
effort-related ideas. Further, it should then be examined how these differences influence

subsequent behavior, including performance.
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11. Conclusion

Taken together, the present work demonstrates that, along with their role in effective
goal pursuit, prefactual thoughts can be involved in self-protective behaviors such as self-
handicapping. In particular, they provide a unique tool for gaining insight into the thought
processes underlying the self-handicapping strategy. Whereas previous research has focused
on the patterns of prefactual thought in self-handicappers, the present work demonstrates how
prefactual thoughts can causally determine self-handicapping behavior. In addition, whereas
most of the previous research on mental simulation processes has examined the functional
aspects of prefactual thoughts, this work provides evidence that these kinds of mental
processes can also cause dysfunctional behavior (see also Sherman & McConnell, 1995;
McCrea, 2002). This not only provides a new perspective on the mechanisms underlying the
self-handicapping strategy, but also suggests new ideas as to how self-handicapping behavior
can be reduced. Furthermore, although the present work provides insight into the causal role
of prefactual thought in self-handicapping behavior, continuing to examine these cognitive
processes may also further our understanding of the several unsettled issues concerning the
antecedents and consequences of self-handicapping behavior examined in this work. Future
studies using the presently introduced framework could examine more closely whether self-
handicapping in fact serves a self-protection goal and therefore involves self-deception. Also,
future research should address the question of how exactly self-handicappers manage to
anticipate their handicaps ahead of time more closely.

Finally, the present research demonstrates that inducing people to consider certain
prefactual thoughts not only influences their subsequent tendency to engage in self-
handicapping, but can also affect resulting test performance. Ways of further examining the
determining factors of whether performance is improved or impaired by self-handicapping

behavior are proposed.
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Key to labels in Tables 1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 3.2 and 4.2
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SHS Self-handicapping Scale
WS Worker Scale
RSE Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale
STAI State Trait Anxiety Inventory
Mood (pos) | Items assessing positive mood (adapted from McFarland & Ross, 1982)
Mood (neg) | Items assessing negative mood (adapted from McFarland & Ross, 1982)
Practice Practice index (practice time and number of practice items combined)
Performance | Test performance on the second Intelligence or Math test.
Stress Measure of stressful life events (from the “Daily Hassles Scale”)
SSE 12-item State self-esteem measure
Music Choice of helpful vs. hindering music to listen to during the second test
Study time | Number of hours students reported to have studied for the math exam
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APPENDIX B

Study 1: Consent form (in German)

EINVERSTANDNISERKLARUNG ZUR TEILNAHME AN EINEM
SOZIALPSYCHOLOGISCHEN EXPERIMENT

Titel: Kulturfreier Intelligenztest

Forschungsleiter: Aneka Flamm

Ich stimme meiner Teilnahme an diesem Experiment, durchgefuhrt von Aneka Flamm und
ihren Mitarbeitern an der Universitat Konstanz, zu.

Der Versuchsleiter hat mich tber den Zweck der Studie, ihren Ablauf und ihre Dauer in
Kenntnis gesetzt. Ich verstehe den mdglichen Nutzen meiner Teilnahme.

Ich weil3, dass eine Nichtteilnahme keinerlei negative Konsequenzen fur mich haben wird.
Falls ich einer Teilnahme zustimme, kann ich das Experiment dennoch jederzeit
problemlos abbrechen.

Ich hatte die Gelegenheit, Fragen zu stellen und Antworten zu bekommen. Ich kann die
Forschungsleiterin unter 07531-882617 erreichen. Auch beziglich Fragen zu meinen
Rechten als Versuchsteilnehmer kann ich mich unter dieser Telefonnummer informieren.

Ich habe dieses Formular gelesen oder es mir vorlesen lassen. Ich unterschreibe es
ohne Zwang und freiwillig.

Name des Teilnehmers:

Datum: Unterschrift:

(Teilnehmer)

Unterschrift:
(Forschungsleiter oder sein/ihr Beauftragter)
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APPENDIX C

Study 1: Prescreening questionnaire (in German)

Psychologisches Institut Prof. Dr. Gabriele Oettingen
Universitat Hamburg Projekt Personlichkeitsmuster

Fragebogen zu Personlichkeitsmustern

Bitte geben Sie an zu welchem Grad Sie jeder der folgenden Aussagen zustimmen, indem Sie
eine Zahl auf die Linie vor der Aussage schreiben. Antworten Sie bitte entsprechend Ihrer
Auffassung darlber, was fur ein Typ von Person Sie meistens zu sein glauben. Verwenden
Sie dabei die folgende Skala:

0 = stimmt Uberhaupt nicht
1 = stimmt nicht

2 = stimmt nicht ganz

3 = stimmt teilweise

4 = stimmt

5 = stimmt voll und ganz

1. Wenn ich etwas falsch mache, dann ist mein erster Impuls die Umstande daftr
verantwortlich zu machen.

2. Ich neige dazu, in meinem Studium nur so hart wie nétig zu arbeiten.
3. Ich schiebe Dinge oft bis zum letzten Moment vor mir her.

4. Ich neige dazu, mich fur alle méglichen Prifungen oder Leistungstests
ubertrieben vorzubereiten.

5. Ich glaube, dass ich 6fter als die meisten anderen Leute nicht ganz in Form bin.

6. Ich versuche immer, mein Bestes zu geben, egal worum es geht.

7. Ich arbeite hart um bei allem was ich tue erfolgreich zu sein.

8. Bevor ich mich fir einen Kurs eintrage, oder mich mit einer wichtigen Aufgabe
beschéftige, sorge ich dafir, dass ich die nétigen VVorbereitungen treffe, oder die
entsprechenden Voraussetzungen mitbringe.

9. Ich neige dazu, vor einer Priifung oder Auffiihrung angstlich zu werden.

10. Wenn ich versuche zu lesen, werde ich leicht durch Gerdusche oder meine
eigenen kreativen Gedanken abgelenkt.
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Psychologisches Institut Prof. Dr. Gabriele Oettingen
Universitat Hamburg Projekt Personlichkeitsmuster

11. Ich treibe mich selbst voran, um im Studium gute Leistungen zu erbringen.

12. Ich versuche nicht allzu sehr an konkurrenzbetonten Aktivitaten beteiligt zu
sein, damit es nicht zu schmerzhaft ist, wenn ich verliere oder schlecht
abschneide.

13. Ich wirde lieber dafiir respektiert werden, dass ich mein Bestes gebe, als flr
mein Potential bewundert zu werden.

14. Es kommt oft vor, dass ich Dinge nicht tue, die ich tun sollte.
15. Ich wirde viel besser abschneiden, wenn ich mich mehr anstrengen wirde.

16. Ich bevorzuge die kleinen Freuden in der Gegenwart gegendiber den groReren
Freuden in der ungewissen Zukunft.

17. Im Allgemeinen hasse ich es, in einem Zustand zu sein, der nicht meiner
,» Topform* entspricht.

18. Eines Tages werde ich vielleicht schon alles ,,auf die Reihe kriegen®.

19. Manchmal geniesse ich es fur ein oder zwei Tage etwas krank zu sein, weil es
einem den Druck nimmt.

20. Ich kénnte viel besser sein, wirde ich meine Geflihle nicht dazwischen kommen
lassen.

21. Wenn ich in etwas schlecht bin, troste ich mich oft damit, dass ich gut in
anderen Dingen bin.

22. Ich gebe zu, dass ich versucht bin es zu rational zu erklaren, wenn ich die
Erwartungen anderer nicht erfullen kann.

23. Oft denke ich, dass ich mehr Pech habe in Sport, Kartenspielen oder anderen
MaRen von Talent.

24. Ich versuche mich fur jeden Kurs den ich nehme so gut es geht anzustrengen.

25. Oft denke ich dariber nach, wie es sein wird, wenn ich in einer akademischen
Situation schlecht abschneide.

26. Ich wiirde lieber keine Drogen nehmen, die meine Fahigkeit klar zu denken und
das Richtige zu tun storen wiirden.

27. Oft versuche ich herauszufinden wie wahrscheinlich es ist, dass ich sehr gut in
einer akademischen Situation abschneide.
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28. Ich nehme mehr Essen und Trinken zu mir als gut fur mich ist.

29. Ich denke oft dariber nach, was ich machen wiirde, wenn ich im Studium
schlecht abschneiden wiirde.

30. Wenn etwas Wichtiges ansteht, wie eine Klausur oder ein Vorstellungsgespréch,
versuche ich in der Nacht zuvor soviel Schlaf wie méglich zu bekommen.

31. Ich lasse emotionale Probleme in einem Bereich meines Lebens nie andere
Dinge in meinem Leben beeinflussen.

32. Wenn ich nervés dariiber werde, ob ich gut sein werde, schneide ich am Ende
besser ab.

33. Ich bin stolz darauf hart zu arbeiten.

34. Ich begegne akademischen situationen normalerweise mit positiven
Erwartungen daruber, wie ich abschneiden werde.

35. Manchmal bin ich so frustriert, dass selbst einfache Aufgaben schwierig werden.

36. Meine Noten sind das Ergebnis von Anstrengung und harter Arbeit.

37. Alles in allem bin ich mit mir selbst zufrieden.

38. Hin und wieder denke ich, dass ich gar nichts tauge.

39. Ich besitze eine Reihe guter Eigenschaften.

40. Ich kann vieles genauso gut wie die meisten anderen Menschen auch.

41. Ich furchte, es gibt nicht viel, worauf ich stolz sein kann.

42. Ich fiihle mich von Zeit zu Zeit richtig nutzlos.

43. Ich halte mich flr einen wertvollen Menschen, jedenfalls bin ich nicht weniger
wertvoll als andere auch.

_____ 44, Ich wiinschte, ich kdnnte vor mir selbst mehr Achtung haben.
__ 45, Alles in allem neige ich dazu, mich fiir einen Versager zu halten.
__46. Ich habe eine positive Einstellung zu mir selbst gefunden.
__47.Es st wichtig, dass ich in allem was ich tue erfolgreich bin.

48. Es hat seine Vorteile zu versagen.
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49. Ich kann es nicht akzeptieren zu versagen.

50. Ich glaube, dass es in manchen Situationen wichtig ist, dass ich nicht erfolgreich
bin.

____51. Manchmal fiihle ich mich wohler, wenn ich verliere oder schlecht abschneide.
_____ 52, Fir mich ist es nicht unbedingt immer das Beste erfolgreich zu sein.

____53. In manchen Situationen ist es glaube ich besser, dass ich versage.

_____ 54, Ich bemiihe mich immer erfolgreich zu sein.

55. Wenn ich mit einer wichtigen Aufgabe beschaftigt bin, denke ich meistens an
schlechte Dinge, die passieren konnen (z.B. Versagen), und nicht an gute.

56. Versagen zu vermeiden hat fir mich einen groReren emotionalen Einfluss (z.B.
Erleichterung) als Erfolg zu erreichen (z.B. Freude oder Stolz).

57. Meistens flihle mich unsicher, was meine Fahigkeiten angeht.

58. Manchmal frage ich mich, ob ich in der Lage bin bei wichtigen Téatigkeiten
erfolgreich zu sein.

59. Oft wiinsche ich mir, dass ich mir sicherer wére was meine Starken und
Schwaéchen angeht.

60. Wenn ich eine wichtige Tatigkeit beginne, bin ich mir meiner Fahigkeiten
normalerweise sicher.

61. Manchmal habe ich das Gefiihl nicht zu wissen, warum ich erfolgreich war.

62. Wenn ich mit einer wichtigen Tatigkeit beginne, bin ich normalerweise
zuversichtlich, dass das erwartete Ergebnis auch eintritt.
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APPENDIX D

Studies 1 and 3: Sample screenshots of the computer program (in German)

Lieber Teilnehmer, liebe Teilnehmerin,

zunachst erstmal recht herzlichen Dank, dass Sie sich daflr bereit erklart
haben, bei dieser Studie mitzumachen. Auf den nachsten paar Seiten wird
Ihnen erklart, wie der Intelligenztest, den Sie in Kiirze bearbeiten werden,
funktioniert. Falls Sie in dieser Zeit Fragen haben, oder es Probleme mit dem
Computer geben sollte, so wenden Sie sich bitte an den Versuchsleiter.

Um auf die nachste Seite zu kommen, klicken Sie bitte unten auf "Weiter". Falls
Sie wahrend der Instruktionen etwas von einer der vorherigen Seite nachlesen
mochen, so kdnnen Sie auf "Zuriick” klicken. Wahrend des Tests wird es diese
Funktion nicht mehr geben.

Weiter »

Notes. Sample instruction screen (welcoming participants).

Schauen Sie die drei Bildchen auf der linken Seite an und versuchen Sie ein

Muster zu erkennen. Welches Bildchen fuhrt die Reihe fort? Geben Sie hier
bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

N I I e I

Nr. 1 Nr.2 Nr.3 Nr.4 Nr.5

Notes. Sample instruction screen (sample item).
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~

Die richtige Loésung zu diesem Beispiel lautet, Bildchen Nr. 1. Dieses ist das
einzige Bildchen, dass das Muster des langer werdenden Balkens fortfthrt.

Weiter »

Notes. Sample instruction screen (answer to sample item).

Ubungsaufgabe 1:

|« |/ Te| jo o |lO l@

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

N I B e I

Nr. 1 Nr.2 Nr.3 Nr.4 Nr.5

Notes. Sample practice test item.



Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie U__bungsaufgabe Nr. 2 bearbeiten mdchten
("Weiter") oder ob Sie den Ubungstest beenden méchten ("Ubungstest
beenden").

J Weiter

J Ubungstest beenden

Notes. Sample practice test screen (continue or quit practice test).

Testaufgabe 1:
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

N I I e I

Nr. 1 Nr.2 Nr.3 Nr.4 Nr.5

Notes. Sample test item.
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APPENDIX E

Study 1: Script of the computer program screen by screen (in German)

Lieber Teilnehmer, liebe Teilnehmerin,

zunachst erstmal recht herzlichen Dank, dass Sie sich dafiir bereit erklart haben bei dieser
Studie mitzumachen. Auf den n&chsten paar Seiten wird erklart, wie der Intelligenztest, den
Sie in Kirze bearbeiten werden, funktioniert. Falls Sie in dieser Zeit Fragen haben, oder es
Probleme mit dem Computer geben sollte, so wenden Sie sich bitte an den Versuchsleiter.

Um auf die ndchste Seite zu kommen, klicken Sie bitte unten auf "Weiter". Falls Sie wahrend
der Instruktionen etwas von einer vorherigen Seite nachlesen méchten, so kénnen Sie auf
"Zuruck™ klicken. Wéhrend des Tests wird es diese Funktion jedoch nicht mehr geben.

Da es bereits einige Studien zur Erfassung des Intelligenz-Niveaus von Studenten gibt,
beinhaltet diese Studie zusatzlich zur Erfassung der {iblichen Daten noch einige andere
Fragen. Zunachst mochten wir Sie jedoch bitten, die folgenden Fragen zu beantworten, damit
wir einige statistische Werte zu unserer Stichprobe erhalten.

Selbstverstandlich kdnnen Sie davon ausgehen, dass Ihre Daten stets streng anonym behandelt
und nicht an Dritte weitergegeben werden. Klicken Sie jetzt bitte rechts unten auf "Weiter".

Bitte geben Sie hier Ihr Geschlecht an, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Knopf klicken:

Antwort: weiblich O mannlich O

Bitte geben Sie hier lhre Altersgruppe an, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Knopf klicken:

Antwort: 16-200 21-2503 26-300 31-350 36-400 ber403

Vielen Dank! Der so genannte "Kulturfreie Intelligenz-Test (KFIT)", den Sie in Kiirze
bearbeiten werden, wurde in den letzten Jahren entwickelt, um Probleme, die gewdhnliche
Intelligenztests mit sich bringen, zu beheben. Die vorliegende Studie untersucht sowohl
statistische Daten des Tests, als auch Personlichkeitsunterschiede, und welchen Einfluss diese
auf den Test haben.

Man geht davon aus, dass der KFIT die wahre, intellektuelle Fahigkeit einer Person erfasst.
So haben friihere Studien bereits zeigen kdnnen, dass die Ergebnisse des KFIT stark mit dem
Notendurchschnitt im Studium bzw. zukiinftigem Berufserfolg zusammenhéngen. Es konnte
auch gezeigt werden, dass der Test ungleich anderer Intelligenztests wirklich unbeeinflusst ist
von anderen Faktoren, z.B. dem kulturellen Hintergrund.

Der KFIT ist demnach ein sehr valides MaR von Intelligenz.
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Es gibt jedoch einen Faktor, der den KFIT negativ beeinflusst: Das MaR an Ubung hat starke
Auswirkungen auf das Testergebnis. So bekommen Personen, die extrem wenig tiben meist
ein Testergebnis, das weit unter ihrem eigentlichen Intelligenzniveau liegt. Sie sind also
eigentlich intelligenter, als es der Test angibt. Der Test verliert seine Validitat.

Aufgrund der Tatsache, dass Ubung diesen Test stark beeinflusst, werden wir also erfassen,
wie viel Ubung Sie in diesen Test investieren. Sie werden 20 Ubungsaufgaben zur Verfligung
haben. Eine Studie von der Universitat Trier (2002) hat gezeigt, dass diese Menge an
Ubungsaufgaben (20 Stiick) ausreichende Vorbereitung bietet, um den Test valide zu machen.

Wie viel Sie uben bleibt jedoch Ihnen tberlassen. Sie konnen selbstverstandlich gerne wie
bereits beschrieben trotzdem jederzeit (also auch vorzeitig) mit dem Ubungstest aufhéren,
indem Sie angeben, dass Sie den Ubungstest beenden mochten.

Die Tatsache, dass es sich um einen so genannten "kulturfreien” Intelligenztest, heilt, dass
der Test ohne sprachliche Komponenten durchfuhrbar ist. Jede Aufgabe besteht aus 4
Bildchen, von denen nur 3 dargestellt sind. Ihre Aufgabe ist es, ein Muster zu erkennen, und
aus einer Auswahl von 5 Losungsbildchen das passende 4. Bildchen zu der Reihe
herauszusuchen.

Auf den nachsten Seiten finden Sie Beispiele. Beachten Sie: Das Muster der Verdnderung
(z.B. Balkenlange in Beispiel 1) wird nur durch ein Bildchen korrekt fortgefiihrt. Fir die
ersten 2 Beispiele wird die Losung genauer erklart, fir Beispiele 3,4 und 5 wird Ihnen
gezeigt, ob Sie richtig oder falsch geantwortet haben.

1 2 3 4 5

Schauen Sie die drei Bildchen auf der linken Seite an und versuchen Sie ein Muster zu
erkennen. Welches Bildchen fiihrt die Reihe fort? Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des
Ldsungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Die richtige Lésung zu diesem Beispiel lautet, Bildchen Nr. 1. Dieses ist das einzige
Bildchen, das das Muster des langer werdenden Balkens fortfuhrt.
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1 2 3 4 5

OOW | OO0

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Die richtige Losung zu diesem Beispiel lautet Bildchen Nr. 3. Dieses ist das einzige Bildchen,
das das Muster des sich verschiebenden Kreuzchen korrekt fortsetzt, da es sich immer 3
Seiten des Oktagons weiter nach links (entgegen des Uhrzeigersinns) bewegt.

DD BB D DD

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Richtig!

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.13 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Falsch!
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1 2 3 4 5
r——=-71
| 1 - -e
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Richtig!

Damit wir sehen kdnnen, dass Sie die Beschreibung des Tests gut verstanden haben,
beantworten Sie uns bitte die folgenden kurzen Fragen:

1. Wie wichtig ist Ubung, damit der vorliegende Test ein valides MaR von Intelligenz
ist?

Die Antwort hier lautet, dass Ubung extrem wichtig fur die Validitat des Tests ist, da er
ansonsten Ihr Intelligenzniveau unterschatzen konnte.

2. Wieviele Ubungsaufgaben muss man ungefahr absolvieren, damit der Test valide ist?

Die Antwort hier lautet, dass die Empfehlung laut einer Studie der Uni Trier einen Test mit
ca. 20 Ubungsfragen vorschlagt.

3. Wenn Sie nicht alle zur Verfiigung stehenden Ubungsfragen beantworten, wird der
Test ein niedrigeres oder ein hoheres im Vergleich zum wirklichen Intelligenzniveau
herausfinden?

Die Antwort hier lautet, dass der Test Ihr Intelligenzniveau als zu niedrig verkennen kénnte,
wenn zuvor nicht genug Ubung aufgewendet wurde.




Appendix 161

Wie bereits zu Beginn angekindigt, méchten wir jetzt noch einige andere Daten erheben,
bevor Sie den Ubungstest bzw. den eigentlichen Test bearbeiten werden.

Es geht darum, herauszufinden, wie gut sich Testteilnehmer bestimmte Gedankenszenarien
vorstellen kdnnen. Es wird Ihnen daftir auf den ndchsten 10 Seiten jeweils ein Satz
prasentiert, der ein solches Szenario beschreibt. Stellen Sie sich diesen Gedanken bitte fiir 30
Sekunden lebhaft vor. Lesen Sie sich den Satz dafur wiederholend immer und immer wieder
selbst im Stillen vor. Nach 30 Sekunden geht das Programm automatisch zum nachsten
Gedanken uber.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Wenn ich den Ubungstest komplett durcharbeite, kénnte es sein, dass ich besser abschneiden
werde.

Wenn ich mich wéhrend des Tests konzentriere, werde ich vermutlich gut abschneiden.

Verstehe ich die abstrakten Konzepte, die hinter dem Test stehen, dann werde ich besser
abschneiden.

Wenn ich mein Bestes gebe, schneide ich vermutlich eher gut ab.

Entspanne ich mich, so schneide ich besser ab.

Wenn ich mich nicht durch Gerédusche ablenken lasse, werde ich besser abschneiden.

Wenn ich mehr Aufgaben im Ubungstest bearbeite, konnte es sein, dass ich besser
abschneide.

Wenn ich nicht nervos werde und nicht zu schnell antworte, kdnnte ich dadurch besser
abschneiden.

Wenn ich die Art der Frage, die mir gestellt wird, verstehe, werde ich besser abschneiden.

Wenn ich den Test ernst nehme, wird mein Ergebnis besser sein.

Vielen Dank! Klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um zum Ubungstest zu
gelangen.
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Wie bereits zu Beginn angekindigt, méchten wir jetzt noch einige andere Daten erheben,
bevor Sie den Ubungstest bzw. den eigentlichen Test bearbeiten werden.

Es geht darum, herauszufinden, wie gut sich Testteilnehmer bestimmte Gedankenszenarien
vorstellen kdnnen. Es wird Ihnen daftir auf den ndchsten 10 Seiten jeweils ein Satz
prasentiert, der ein solches Szenario beschreibt. Stellen Sie sich diesen Gedanken bitte fiir 30
Sekunden lebhaft vor. Lesen Sie sich den Satz dafur wiederholend immer und immer wieder
selbst im Stillen vor. Nach 30 Sekunden geht das Programm automatisch zum nachsten
Gedanken uber.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Wenn ich den Ubungstest nicht komplett durcharbeite, kénnte es sein, dass ich schlecht
abschneiden werde.

Wenn ich mich wahrend des Tests nicht konzentriere, werde ich vermutlich schlecht
abschneiden.

Verstehe ich die abstrakten Konzepte, die hinter dem Test stehen nicht, dann werde ich
schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich nicht mein Bestes gebe, schneide ich vermutlich eher schlecht ab.

Entspanne ich mich nicht, so schneide ich schlechter ab.

Wenn ich mich durch Gerausche ablenken lasse, werde ich schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich weniger Aufgaben im Ubungstest bearbeite, konnte es sein, dass ich schlechter
abschneide.

Wenn ich nervds werde und zu schnell antworte, kdnnte ich dadurch schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich die Art der Frage, die mir gestellt wird, nicht verstehe, werde ich schlechter
abschneiden.

Wenn ich den Test nicht ernst nehme, wird mein Ergebnis schlechter sein.

Vielen Dank! Klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um zum Ubungstest zu
gelangen.
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Nachdem Sie nun den ersten Teil der Studie bearbeitet haben, findet an dieser Stelle der
Ubungstest statt. Im Ubungstest, wie auch im echten Test, wird Ihnen auf jeder Seite eine
Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten kdnnen. Beachten Sie jedoch, dass es sowohl im
Ubungstest, als auch im echten Test keine Moglichkeit gibt, zu einer vorangegangenen Seite
zuriick zu gehen.

Sie kénnen den Ubungstest jederzeit beenden, wenn Sie mit dem echten Test anfangen
wollen. Wenn Sie sich daflr entscheiden, friiher aufzuhdren, so klicken Sie einfach nach der
entsprechenden Ubungsaufgabe auf den Knopf, der mit "Ubungstest beenden™ beschriftet ist.
Insgesamt gibt es 20 Ubungsaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Ubungstest beendet haben, stellen wir
Ihnen ein paar kurze Fragen, und lassen Sie dann sofort mit dem echten Test beginnen.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, kénnen Sie nun mit dem Ubungstest beginnen. Klicken Sie dazu bitte
unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Ubungsaufgabe 1:

|- [ To] 1o

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

2 5 4 5

 liolliolie|10][ e

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 2 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 2:

1 2 3 4 5

o-l| |lo=| |=lo| ! | 0| ||=0||0—| |ol-||-0l

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 3 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).
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Ubungsaufgabe 3:

1 2 3 4 5

Oam| z000 mBA

laml alm mla Dam lalC

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 4 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe 4:

LN

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 5 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 5:

@O & @ 90 e

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 6 bearbeiten mdchten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).
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Ubungsaufgabe 6:

1 2 3 4 5

& 2 ¢ @ S P 90

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 7 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe 7:
o 1 2 3 4 5
. \ : : OO o X X t
RIS - R M N A P

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 8 bearbeiten mdchten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 8:

1 2 5] 4 5

AV AV V

VANIRVAIVAN

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 9 bearbeiten mdchten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).
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Ubungsaufgabe 9:
1 2 3 4 5

LR @ QYR e

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 10 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe 10:
1 2 3 4
r——=-71
Y || % ' 0 || % ||Po 0 0
O 1 | Q o~ o (=4
o S ||28]|° °lL €

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 11 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 11:

/ o ail"d

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 12 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).
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Ubungsaufgabe 12:

1 2 3 4 5

IR

K@) |9

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 13 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe 13:
1 2 3 4 5
r——=-71
X . = + 3
- ) + || | o + < r 8
- o) + | | ] + = ~ 3}
e o o I r—4 by = £ o

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 14 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 14:

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 15 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).
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Ubungsaufgabe 15:

e DO

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 16 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe 16:
1 2 3 4 5

VI /ZIlz 0 |~INTHIIN T

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 17 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 17:

1 2 4

XY

= 7|l

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 18 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).
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Ubungsaufgabe 18:
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 19 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe 19:
1 2 3 4 5
L] B » [
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 20 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe 20:
1 2 3 4 5
r——=-71
| 1 6 o
| |

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Vielen Dank! Klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um ein paar kurze Fragen zu
beantworten.
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Beantworten Sie bitte die folgenden Fragen, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Antwortknopf
Klicken:

1. Ich bin ruhig. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
2. Ich fihle mich geborgen. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
3. Ich fiihle mich angespannt. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
4. Ich bin bekimmert. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr O3
5. Ich bin gel6st. Nicht O EinWenig 3O Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
6. Ich bin aufgeregt. Nicht O Ein Wenig O Ziemlich3 Sehr 3

7. Ich bin besorgt,

dass etwas schief gehen konnte. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr O3
8. Ich fiihle mich ausgeruht. Nicht O EinWenig 3O Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
9. Ich bin beruhigt. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
10. Ich fuhle mich wohl. Nicht O EinWenig @ Ziemlich3 Sehrd
11. Ich fihle mich selbstsicher. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr O3
12. Ich bin nervos. Nicht O EinWenig 3O Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
13. Ich bin zappelig. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3

14. Ich bin verkrampft. Nicht O EinWenig @ Ziemlich@d Sehrd
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15. Ich bin entspannt. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
16. Ich bin zufrieden. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlichd Sehr O
17. Ich bin besorgt. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr O
18. Ich bin Oberreizt. Nicht @ EinWenig 3O Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
19. Ich bin froh. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3
20. Ich bin vergnugt. Nicht O EinWenig 3 Ziemlich3 Sehr 3

Vielen Dank!

Sie kdnnen nun jederzeit mit der Bearbeitung des Tests beginnen. Klicken Sie bitte unten

rechts auf "Weiter", um den Test zu starten.
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An dieser Stelle findet nun der Test statt. Wie im Ubungstest wird Ihnen auf jeder Seite eine
Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten konnen. Wie zuvor gibt es keine Mdglichkeit gibt, zu
einer vorangegangenen Seite zuriick zu gehen.

Insgesamt gibt es 20 Testaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Test beendet haben, stellen wir Thnen nur
noch ein paar kurze Fragen, bevor sie fertig sind.

Falls Sie noch Fragen haben, so fragen Sie den Versuchsleiter bitte jetzt. Ansonsten beginnen
Sie jetzt bitte mit dem Test, indem Sie unten rechts auf "Weiter" klicken.

Testaufgabe 1:

ol ellel ¢ |1llell | —

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Testaufgabe 2:

»
ade
| ]

L

ess » sone .

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Testaufgabe 3:

1 2 5] 4 5

0|0 |© 0 |©|@®

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53
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Testaufgabe 4:
1 2 3 4 5
r-=—=-71
(N o adln Alld|le || D] N
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 5:
1 2 3 4 L3}

Oadg: @ Od | @d

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Testaufgabe 6:

1 2 3 4 5

=<l | [AllV ||~

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.203 Nr.303 Nr.40 Nr.50

Testaufgabe 7:

NIVIS IR dIdve

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 8:

3 g}?”m ) “.'I
o |

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Testaufgabe 9:

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.53

Testaufgabe 10:

1 2 3 4 5

ollo||@©| | |o/|0 e 0 o

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.203 Nr.303 Nr.40 Nr.50

Testaufgabe 11:

el B | s

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 12:

8

@

&

2

€

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort:

Nr.10

Nr.20

Nr.3 03

Nr.40

Nr.503

Testaufgabe 13:

/\

N\

A

1

2

3

/AN

VAN
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A

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 0 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 14:
S 1 2 3 4 5
Sel|21]ms 0 |ae|[en|[Aq|]10]|<S

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort:

Nr.10

Nr.203

Nr.303

Nr.40

Nr.50

Testaufgabe 15:

\e

Ve

Ve

1

2

3

Ve

Ve

W

I

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort:

Nr.10

Nr.20

Nr.33

Nr.40

Nr.503
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Testaufgabe 16:
1 2 4 5
r-=—=-71
A | = | 0| (W || A A | L
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 17:
1 2 4 L3}
r——=-71
Q Lo [+ ! | o a Q
: | v ]
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 18:
1 2 4 5
|
I] O | | E [
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 19:
1 2 4 5
|
| | |l s ||O 4 O]
. OS0! | g || Ad||& ™M
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 20:
1 2 3 4 5
r-=—=-71
AR O i N JAN N
I;I b AARNY : ! LAY “%\ L4 Q\ A

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Vielen Dank! Sie haben es geschafft!
Bitte klicken Sie nun bitte noch unten rechts auf "Weiter" um ein paar kurze Fragen zu
beantworten, und um zu erfahren, wie Sie Ihr Testergebnis bekommen kénnen.

Sie werden auf den néchsten Seiten Worter sehen, die Gefiihlszustdnde beschreiben.
Bitte lesen Sie jedes Wort durch, und geben dann die Antwort darunter an. Geben Sie an, wie
stark Sie den jeweiligen Zustand im Moment fiihlen.

Skala:

1 = sehr wenig oder Gberhaupt nicht
2 = ein bisschen

3 = massig

4 = ziemlich

5 = sehr stark

1. interessiert

2. bekiimmert

3. aufgeregt

4. aufgebracht

5. stark

6. schuldig

7. verangstigt
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8. feindselig

9. enthusiastisch

10. reizbar

11. geistesgegenwartig

12. beschamt

13. inspiriert

14. nervos

15. entschlossen

16. aufmerksam

17. Gberspannt

18. aktiv

19. besorgt

20. stolz

21. kompetent

22. selbstbewusst

23. schlau
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24,

einfallsreich

25.

effektiv

26.

effizient

217.

unpassend

28.

inkompetent

29.

dumm

30.

wertlos

31.

beschamt
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Vielen Dank. Auf dieser Seite mdchten wir Sie noch bitten, sich an die Gedankenszenarien zu
erinnern, die sie sich zu einem friiheren Zeitpunkt in diesem Experiment vorstellen sollten.
Schreiben Sie bitte all diejenigen Satze, an die sie sich noch erinnern in dieses Fenster: (open
ended)

Beantworten Sie nun bitte noch die letzten 5 Fragen, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden
Antwortknopf klicken

1. Erinnern Sie sich bitte an die Instruktionen, die Ihnen zu Beginn dieses Experiments
gegeben wurden: Wurde Ubung als hilfreich fiir den Test beschrieben?
(1 = Uberhaupt nicht hilfreich, 5 = extrem hilfreich)

2. Zu welchem Grad stimmen Sie der Aussage zu, dass Ubung vor dem Test fiir die
meisten Leute hilfreich ist? (1 = stimmt Gberhaupt nicht, 5 = stimmt ganz genau)

3. Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass Ubung fiir Sie personlich hilfreich fiir den Test
war? (1 = Uberhaupt nicht hilfreich, 5 = extrem hilfreich)

4. Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass Sie hatten mehr tiben sollen?
(1 = Uberhaupt nicht, 5 = sehr stark)

5. Glauben Sie, dass der Kulturfreie Intelligenztest ein valider Test fur Intelligenz ist?
(1 = Uberhaupt nicht, 5 = stimmt genau)

Vielen Dank!

Sie sind nun mit der Bearbeitung des Experiments fertig. Falls Sie daran interessiert sind, lhr
Ergebnis des Intelligenztests zu erfahren, so schreiben Sie bitte mit dem Betreff
"Intelligenztest™ an die folgende Email-Adresse:

aneka.flamm@uni-konstanz.de

Bitte haben Sie dafiir Verstandnis, dass die Auswertung erst nach dem Abschluss des
kompletten Experiments stattfinden wird, und daher 3-4 Wochen in Anspruch nehmen kann.

Vielen Dank fir Ihre Teilnahme. Klicken Sie bitte ein letztes Mal unten rechts auf "Weiter"
und informieren Sie lIhren Versuchsleiter, dass das Experiment zu Ende ist.
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APPENDIX F

Study 1: Funneled Debriefing (in German)

Subject-ID#

Trichter-Aufklarung exp_dissl

Versuchsleiter: Bitte mindlich nach Beendigung des Experiments durchfihren!

“Ich werde Dir jetzt ein paar Fragen darlber stellen, was Du tber das Experiment denkst.*

1. Was denkst Du war der Zweck des Experiments, oder was wurde versucht
herauszufinden?

2. War irgendetwas an dem Experiment seltsam, oder gab es irgendetwas, wortiber Du
dich gewundert hast?

3. a) Denkst Du, dass es bei der (zweiten) Aufgabe wirklich um Intelligenz ging?

b) Falls nicht, worum ging es Deiner Meinung nach?

Sonstige Bemerkungen:
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APPENDIX G

Study 2: Consent form (in German)

EINVERSTANDNISERKLARUNG ZUR TEILNAHME AN EINEM
SOZIALPSYCHOLOGISCHEN EXPERIMENT

Titel: Trierer Mathematik Test (TMT)

Forschungsleiter: Aneka Flamm

Ich stimme meiner Teilnahme an diesem Experiment, durchgefuhrt von Aneka Flamm und
ihren Mitarbeitern an der Universitat Konstanz, zu.

Der Versuchsleiter hat mich tber den Zweck der Studie, ihren Ablauf und ihre Dauer in
Kenntnis gesetzt. Ich verstehe den mdglichen Nutzen meiner Teilnahme.

Ich weil3, dass eine Nichtteilnahme keinerlei negative Konsequenzen fur mich haben wird.
Falls ich einer Teilnahme zustimme, kann ich das Experiment dennoch jederzeit
problemlos abbrechen.

Ich hatte die Gelegenheit, Fragen zu stellen und Antworten zu bekommen. Ich kann die
Forschungsleiterin unter 07531-882617 erreichen. Auch beziglich Fragen zu meinen
Rechten als Versuchsteilnehmer kann ich mich unter dieser Telefonnummer informieren.

Ich habe dieses Formular gelesen oder es mir vorlesen lassen. Ich unterschreibe es
ohne Zwang und freiwillig.

Name des Teilnehmers:

Datum: Unterschrift:

(Teilnehmer)

Unterschrift:
(Forschungsleiter oder sein/ihr Beauftragter)
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APPENDIX H

Study 2 + 3: Prescreening questionnaire (in German, date was adjusted for Study 3)

Fachbereich Psychologie Lehrstuhlbefragung
Universitat Konstanz Wintersemester 2004/2005

Lehrstuhlbefragung Fachbereich Psychologie

Bitte geben Sie an zu welchem Grad Sie jeder der folgenden Aussagen zustimmen, indem Sie
eine Zahl auf die Linie vor der Aussage schreiben. Antworten Sie bitte entsprechend Ihrer
Auffassung darlber, was fur ein Typ von Person Sie meistens zu sein glauben. Verwenden
Sie dabei die folgende Skala:

0 = stimmt Uberhaupt nicht
1 = stimmt nicht

2 = stimmt nicht ganz

3 = stimmt teilweise

4 = stimmt

5 = stimmt voll und ganz

1. Wenn ich etwas falsch mache, dann ist mein erster Impuls die Umstande daftr
verantwortlich zu machen.

2. Ich neige dazu, in meinem Studium nur so hart wie notig zu arbeiten.

3. Ich schiebe Dinge oft bis zum letzten Moment vor mir her.

4. Ich neige dazu, mich fur alle méglichen Prifungen oder Leistungstests
Ubertrieben vorzubereiten.

5. Ich glaube, dass ich 6fter als die meisten anderen Leute nicht ganz in Form bin.

6. Ich versuche immer, mein Bestes zu geben, egal worum es geht.

7. Ich arbeite hart um bei allem was ich tue erfolgreich zu sein.

8. Bevor ich mich fir einen Kurs eintrage, oder mich mit einer wichtigen Aufgabe
beschéftige, sorge ich dafir, dass ich die nétigen VVorbereitungen treffe, oder die
entsprechenden Voraussetzungen mitbringe.

9. Ich neige dazu, vor einer Priifung oder Auffiihrung angstlich zu werden.

10. Wenn ich versuche zu lesen, werde ich leicht durch Gerdusche oder meine
eigenen kreativen Gedanken abgelenkt.
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Fachbereich Psychologie Lehrstuhlbefragung
Universitat Konstanz Wintersemester 2004/2005

11. Ich treibe mich selbst voran, um im Studium gute Leistungen zu erbringen.

12. Ich versuche nicht allzu sehr an konkurrenzbetonten Aktivitaten beteiligt zu
sein, damit es nicht zu schmerzhaft ist, wenn ich verliere oder schlecht
abschneide.

13. Ich wirde lieber dafiir respektiert werden, dass ich mein Bestes gebe, als flr
mein Potential bewundert zu werden.

14. Es kommt oft vor, dass ich Dinge nicht tue, die ich tun sollte.
15. Ich wirde viel besser abschneiden, wenn ich mich mehr anstrengen wirde.

16. Ich bevorzuge die kleinen Freuden in der Gegenwart gegendiber den groReren
Freuden in der ungewissen Zukunft.

17. Im Allgemeinen hasse ich es, in einem Zustand zu sein, der nicht meiner
,» Topform* entspricht.

18. Eines Tages werde ich vielleicht schon alles ,,auf die Reihe kriegen®.

19. Manchmal geniele ich es fur ein oder zwei Tage etwas krank zu sein, weil es
einem den Druck nimmt.

20. Ich kénnte viel besser sein, wirde ich meine Geflihle nicht dazwischen kommen
lassen.

21. Wenn ich in etwas schlecht bin, troste ich mich oft damit, dass ich gut in
anderen Dingen bin.

22. Ich gebe zu, dass ich versucht bin es zu rational zu erklaren, wenn ich die
Erwartungen anderer nicht erfullen kann.

23. Oft denke ich, dass ich mehr Pech habe in Sport, Kartenspielen oder anderen
MaRen von Talent.

24. Ich versuche mich fur jeden Kurs den ich nehme so gut es geht anzustrengen.

25. Ich wiirde lieber keine Drogen nehmen, die meine Féhigkeit klar zu denken und
das Richtige zu tun stéren wirden.

26. Ich nehme mehr Essen und Trinken zu mir als gut fur mich ist.

27. Wenn etwas Wichtiges ansteht, wie eine Klausur oder ein Vorstellungsgesprach,
versuche ich in der Nacht zuvor soviel Schlaf wie mdglich zu bekommen.

28. Ich lasse emotionale Probleme in einem Bereich meines Lebens nie andere
Dinge in meinem Leben beeinflussen.
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Fachbereich Psychologie Lehrstuhlbefragung
Universitat Konstanz Wintersemester 2004/2005

29. Wenn ich nervos dariiber werde, ob ich gut sein werde, schneide ich am Ende
besser ab.

30. Ich bin stolz darauf hart zu arbeiten.

31. Manchmal bin ich so frustriert, dass selbst einfache Aufgaben schwierig werden.

32. Meine Noten sind das Ergebnis von Anstrengung und harter Arbeit.

33. Alles in allem bin ich mit mir selbst zufrieden.

34. Hin und wieder denke ich, dass ich gar nichts tauge.

35. Ich besitze eine Reihe guter Eigenschaften.

36. Ich kann vieles genauso gut wie die meisten anderen Menschen auch.

37. Ich furchte, es gibt nicht viel, worauf ich stolz sein kann.

38. Ich fuhle mich von Zeit zu Zeit richtig nutzlos.

39. Ich halte mich flr einen wertvollen Menschen, jedenfalls bin ich nicht weniger
wertvoll als andere auch.

__40. Ich winschte, ich kdnnte vor mir selbst mehr Achtung haben.
____ 41, Alles in allem neige ich dazu, mich fiir einen Versager zu halten.
_____ 42, Ich habe eine positive Einstellung zu mir selbst gefunden.

__ 43, Es st wichtig, dass ich in allem was ich tue erfolgreich bin.
_____ 44, Ich bin stolz darauf vor anderen zuzugeben, wie hart ich arbeite.
Bitte geben Sie Ihr Alter an:

Bitte geben Sie Ihr Geschlechtan: W__ = M
Bitte geben Sie Ihr Hochschulsemester an:

Um Ihre Daten anonym speichern zu kdnnen, bitten wir Sie nun, Ihren individuellen Code
anzugeben, damit wir Daten aus eventuellen Folgeerhebungen zuordnen kénnen:

Code: 1. Buchstabe Vorname
1. Buchstabe Nachname
GeburtsTAG
GeburtsMONAT
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APPENDIX I

Study 2: Sample screenshots of the computer program (in German)

Lieber Teilnehmer, liebe Teilnehmerin,

zunachst erstmal recht herzlichen Dank, dass Sie sich dazu bereit erklart
haben, bei dieser Studie mitzumachen. Auf den nachsten paar Seiten wird
Ihnen der Test erklart, den Sie in Kiirze bearbeiten werden. Falls Sie in dieser
Zeit Fragen haben, oder es Probleme mit dem Computer geben sollte, so
wenden Sie sich bitte an den Versuchsleiter.

Um auf die nachste Seite zu kommen, klicken Sie bitte unten auf "Weiter".

Notes. Sample instruction screen (welcoming participants).

Beispiel 1:
24681012 14 7

In dieser Reihe ist jede Zahl um 2 gréRer als die vorherige. Die Losung dieser
Aufgabe lautet daher 16.

Notes. Sample instruction screen (sample item with answer and explanation).



1 2
B*T75+60* s =

Appendix

Notes. Sample practice test item.

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie L"_J_bungsaufgabe Nr. 1 bearbeiten machten
("Weiter") oder ob Sie den Ubungstest beenden méchten ("Ubungstest
beenden").

J Weiter

J Ubungstest beenden

Notes. Sample practice test screen (continue or quit practice test).

187
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Was ergibt folgende Berechnung?

Notes. Sample test item.

Sie sind nun mit der Bearbeitung des Experiments fertig. Nochmals vielen
Dank!

Falls Sie daran interessiert sind, lhr Testergebnis zu erfahren, so emailen Sie
bitte mit dem Betreff "TMT" an die folgende Email-Adresse:

aneka.flamm@uni-konstanz.de

Bitte haben Sie dafiir Verstandnis, dass die Auswertung erst nach dem
Abschluss der kompletten Studie stattfinden wird, und daher einige Wochen
bis Monate in Anspruch nehmen kann.

Vielen Dank fur lhre Teilnahme. Klicken Sie bitte ein letztes Mal unten rechts
auf "Weiter" und informieren Sie Ihren Versuchsleiter, dass das Experiment zu
Ende ist.

Notes. Sample instruction screen (thanking participants).
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APPENDIX J

Study 2: Script of the computer program screen by screen (in German)

Lieber Teilnehmer, liebe Teilnehmerin,

zunachst erstmal recht herzlichen Dank, dass Sie sich dafiir bereit erklart haben bei dieser
Studie mitzumachen. Auf den n&chsten paar Seiten wird Ihnen der Test erklart, den Sie in
Kirze bearbeiten werden. Falls Sie in dieser Zeit Fragen haben, oder es Probleme mit dem
Computer geben sollte, so wenden Sie sich bitte an den Versuchsleiter.

Um auf die nachste Seite zu kommen, klicken Sie bitte unten auf "Weiter".

In diesem Experiment untersuchen wir Mathematik-Leistung und wie diese mit bestimmten
psychologischen Faktoren und mit bestimmten Gedanken im Zusammenhang steht. Wahrend
des Experiments werden Sie daher mehrere Priifungsaufgaben bearbeiten, sowie Fragen zu
Ihrem psychologischen Zustand und Ihrem Personlichkeitstyp beantworten. Auerdem
werden wir Sie bitten, sich mit einigen diesen Test betreffenden Gedanken zu beschaftigen.

Selbstverstandlich kénnen Sie davon ausgehen, dass Ihre Daten vertraulich behandelt werden.
Klicken Sie jetzt bitte rechts unten auf "Weiter".

Fruhere Forschungsergebnisse haben gezeigt, dass Menschen genauer und ehrlicher
antworten, wenn sie beobachtet werden. Deshalb haben wir vor Ihnen eine Videokamera im
Raum installiert und der Versuchsleiter wird Sie wéhrend der Sitzung beobachten. Sie werden
jedoch zu keinem Zeitpunkt aufgenommen, der Versuchsleiter wird Sie lediglich beobachten.

Des Weiteren wird der Versuchsleiter von Ihrem Abschneiden in diesen Aufgaben wissen, die
Ergebnisse jedoch vertraulich behandeln. Der Versuchsleiter wird Ihnen nun zeigen, dass die
Kamera an ist und funktioniert.

An dieser Stelle wird dem Teilnehmer vom Versuchsleiter die Kamerafunktion vorgefuhrt und
erklart, dass zwar keinerlei Aufnahmen gemacht werden, der Versuchleiter selbst den
Teilnehmer jedoch wahrend der gesamten Bearbeitungszeit beobachten wird.

Bitte geben Sie hier Ihr Geschlecht an, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Knopf klicken:

Bitte geben Sie hier lhre Altersgruppe an, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Knopf klicken:
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Vielen Dank! Wir werden lhnen nun die Prifungsaufgaben fir die Studie erklaren. Unser
Hauptinteresse liegt wie gesagt in der Bestimmung Ihrer mathematischen Fahigkeiten; dazu
verwenden wir einen bewahrten Mathematik-Test, den so genannten Trierer Mathematik-Test
(TMT). Die Aufgaben messen nicht nur mathematisches Wissen, sondern auch die Féhigkeit,
Problemldsungen zu finden. Oft kann man die Aufgaben mit Hilfe von logischem Denken in
Kombination mit mathematischen Regeln ldsen.

Frihere Studien konnten zeigen, dass Menschen, die im Trierer Mathematik Test (TMT) eine
hohe Punktzahl erreichen, in der Regel ein groReres mathematisches Wissen haben, und die
Fahigkeit besitzen, die Regeln der Logik anzuwenden und sich Musterlésungen flr
komplizierte Aufgaben anzueignen.

Diese Menschen sind in der Regel auch erfolgreicher in Berufen, in denen mathematische
Fahigkeiten unverzichtbar sind, wie etwa Rechnungswesen, Betriebswirtschaft und
Informationstechnik, sowie in solchen Berufen, in denen logisches Schlussfolgern und
Problemltsen gefragt sind, wie z.B. Polizeiarbeit oder in der Wissenschaft, speziell den
Naturwissenschaften wie etwa der Physik, Chemie, Biologie, Psychologie und Mathematik.

Es ist daher nicht Gberraschend, dass diese Aufgabentypen oft auch in allgemeineren
Intelligenztests vorkommen, da diese Art von mathematischen und logischen Fahigkeiten fur
viele Lebensbereiche wichtig ist.

Im Trierer Mathematik Test werden Sie drei verschiedene Arten von Aufgaben zu bearbeiten
haben. Sie werden daher auf den né&chsten Seiten zundchst fir jeden Aufgabentyp einige
Beispiele sehen bzw. rechnen kdnnen.

Beim ersten Aufgabentyp wird lhnen eine Zahlenreihe vorgegeben, die nach einer bestimmten
Regel aufgebaut ist. Jede Reihe lasst sich nach dieser Regel fortsetzen. Sie sollen in jeder
Reihe die n&chstfolgende Zahl finden. Die Aufgaben sind entsprechend dem angefiihrten
Beispiel zu l6sen.

Beispiel 1:
24681012147

In dieser Reihe ist jede folgende Zahl um 2 groRer als die vorgehende. Die Losung dieser
Aufgabe lautet 16.

Beim zweiten Aufgabentyp sollen die Zahlen auf der linken Seite der Gleichung so verbunden
werden, dass das hinter dem Gleichheitszeichen stehende Ergebnis erhalten wird.
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Beispiel 2:
6?72?23=5

Das Ergebnis dieser Aufgabe lautet:
6 +2-3=5

Beim dritten Aufgabentyp sind die folgenden Rechenaufgaben entsprechend dem angefiihrten
Beispiel zu l6sen.

Beispiel 3:
60 - 10 = A

Das Ergebnis dieser Aufgabe lautet:
A =50

Nun konnen Sie selbst einige Beispiele zur Probe rechnen. Bitte geben Sie Ihre Antwort unten
ein:

23611 18 27 38 ?
Antwort:

Richtig!

412 7 15 ? 7 = 61

Antwort: A*:0 B:*0O c:+0 D+:3
Falsch!

20 3/ _ — )

@+ 6_T T=? Antwort:

Richtig!
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Upward Prefactual manipulation

Wie bereits zu Beginn angekindigt, méchten wir jetzt noch einige andere Daten erheben,
bevor Sie den Ubungstest bzw. den eigentlichen Test bearbeiten werden.

Es geht darum, herauszufinden, wie gut sich Testteilnehmer bestimmte Gedankenszenarien
vorstellen konnen. Es wird Ihnen daftr auf den nachsten 10 Seiten jeweils ein Satz
prasentiert, der ein solches Szenario beschreibt. Stellen Sie sich diesen Gedanken bitte fiir 30
Sekunden lebhaft vor. Lesen Sie sich den Satz daftr wiederholend immer und immer wieder
selbst im Stillen vor. Nach 30 Sekunden geht das Programm automatisch zum néchsten
Gedanken uber.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Wenn ich den Ubungstest komplett durcharbeite, kdnnte es sein, dass ich besser abschneiden
werde.

Wenn ich mich wahrend des Tests konzentriere, werde ich vermutlich gut abschneiden.

Verstehe ich die abstrakten Konzepte, die hinter dem Test stehen, dann werde ich besser
abschneiden.

Wenn ich mein Bestes gebe, schneide ich vermutlich eher gut ab.

Entspanne ich mich, so schneide ich besser ab.

Wenn ich mich nicht durch Gerausche ablenken lasse, werde ich besser abschneiden.

Wenn ich mehr Aufgaben im Ubungstest bearbeite, kénnte es sein, dass ich besser
abschneide.

Wenn ich nicht nervos werde und nicht zu schnell antworte, kdnnte ich dadurch besser
abschneiden.

Wenn ich die Art der Frage, die mir gestellt wird, verstehe, werde ich besser abschneiden.

Wenn ich den Test ernst nehme, wird mein Ergebnis besser sein.
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Vielen Dank! Klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um zum Ubungstest zu
gelangen.
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Downward Prefactual manipulation

Wie bereits zu Beginn angekindigt, méchten wir jetzt noch einige andere Daten erheben,
bevor Sie den Ubungstest bzw. den eigentlichen Test bearbeiten werden.

Es geht darum, herauszufinden, wie gut sich Testteilnehmer bestimmte Gedankenszenarien
vorstellen konnen. Es wird Ihnen daftr auf den nachsten 10 Seiten jeweils ein Satz
prasentiert, der ein solches Szenario beschreibt. Stellen Sie sich diesen Gedanken bitte fiir 30
Sekunden lebhaft vor. Lesen Sie sich den Satz daftr wiederholend immer und immer wieder
selbst im Stillen vor. Nach 30 Sekunden geht das Programm automatisch zum néchsten
Gedanken uber.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Wenn ich den Ubungstest nicht komplett durcharbeite, konnte es sein, dass ich schlecht
abschneiden werde.

Wenn ich mich wahrend des Tests nicht konzentriere, werde ich vermutlich schlecht
abschneiden.

Verstehe ich die abstrakten Konzepte, die hinter dem Test stehen nicht, dann werde ich
schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich nicht mein Bestes gebe, schneide ich vermutlich eher schlecht ab.

Entspanne ich mich nicht, so schneide ich schlechter ab.

Wenn ich mich durch Geréausche ablenken lasse, werde ich schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich weniger Aufgaben im Ubungstest bearbeite, kénnte es sein, dass ich schlechter
abschneide.

Wenn ich nervds werde und zu schnell antworte, kdnnte ich dadurch schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich die Art der Frage, die mir gestellt wird, nicht verstehe, werde ich schlechter
abschneiden.

Wenn ich den Test nicht ernst nehme, wird mein Ergebnis schlechter sein.




Appendix 195

Vielen Dank! Klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um zum Ubungstest zu
gelangen.
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Practice does not matter group and Control group (no manipulation):

Wie bereits zu Beginn angekindigt, méchten wir jetzt noch einige andere Daten erheben,
bevor Sie den Ubungstest bzw. den eigentlichen Test bearbeiten werden.

Es geht darum, herauszufinden, wie gut sich Testteilnehmer bestimmte Gedankenszenarien
vorstellen konnen. Es wird Ihnen daftr auf der ndchsten Seite daher die Maoglichkeit gegeben,
Ihre Gedanken, die Sie zum Ubungstest und zum eigentlichen Test haben, aufzuschreiben.
Bitte gehen Sie dabei speziell auf die Dinge ein, die lhre Leistung steigern oder
beeintrachtigen kénnten. Formulieren Sie die Satze am besten in der folgenden Art und
Weise:

"Wenn ich X tun werde/ nicht tun werde, dann werde ich beim Test besser/ schlechter
abschneiden".

"Wenn X eintritt/ nicht eintritt, dann werde ich beim Test besser/ schlechter abschneiden™.
"Wenn mir X widerfahrt/ nicht widerfahrt, dann werde ich beim Test besser/ schlechter
abschneiden”.

Sie haben 5 Minuten zum Aufschreiben Ihrer Gedanken. Sobald diese abgelaufen sind, wird
der Computer automatisch zum Ubungstest weiterschalten.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Schreiben Sie in das Késtchen bitte Ihre Gedanken auf. Fangen Sie bitte jeden neuen
Gedanken in einer neuen Zeile an. Sie haben insgesamt 5 Minuten Zeit.

Vielen Dank! Ihre Eingaben sind gespeichert. Klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter"
um zum Ubungstest zu gelangen.
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Conditions 1, 2 and 3 now received the following paragraph:

Noch ein wichtiger Hinweis: Es gibt einen Faktor, der den TMT negativ beeinflusst, und zwar
hat das MaR an Ubung starke Auswirkungen auf das Testergebnis. So bekommen Personen,
die extrem wenig Ubung haben meist ein Testergebnis, das weit unter ihren eigentlichen
Fahigkeiten liegt. Sie sind also eigentlich besser, als es der Test angibt. Der Test verliert also
seine Validitat.

Aufgrund der Tatsache, dass Ubung diesen Test stark beeinflusst, werden wir also unter
anderem erfassen, wie viel Ubung Sie in diesen Test investieren. Sie werden 20
Ubungsaufgaben zur Verfiigung haben. Eine Studie der Universitit Trier (2002) hat gezeigt,
dass diese Menge an Ubungsaufgaben (20 Stiick) ausreichende Vorbereitung bietet, um den
Test valide zu machen.

Wie viel Sie tben bleibt jedoch Ihnen tberlassen. Sie kénnen selbstverstandlich gerne wie
bereits beschrieben trotzdem jederzeit (also auch vorzeitig) mit dem Ubungstest aufhéren,
indem Sie angeben, dass Sie den Ubungstest beenden mochten.

Condition 4 now received the following paragraph:

Noch ein wichtiger Hinweis: Es konnte gezeigt werden, dass das MaB an Ubung den TMT
nicht beeinflusst, es hat so gut wie keine Auswirkungen auf das Testergebnis. So bekommen
Personen, die extrem wenig Ubung haben meist ein Testergebnis, das demjenigen entspricht,
dass Sie mit viel Ubung bekommen héatten und ihren Fahigkeiten entspricht. Der Test kann
dies also sehr akkurat messen und ist in seinen Resultaten von hoher Validitét.

Wir werden lhnen aus Grinden der standardisierten Testdurchfiihrung dennoch die
Moglichkeit anbieten, einen Ubungstest zu absolvieren und werden also erfassen, wie viel
Ubung Sie in diesen Test investieren. Sie werden 20 Ubungsaufgaben zur Verfiigung haben.
Eine Studie der Universitat Trier (2002) hat diesen Ubungstest bereits verwendet, und wir
ubernehmen ihn mit der gleichen Anzahl und Art von Ubungsaufgaben (20 Stiick).

Wie viel Sie uben bleibt Ihnen tberlassen. Sie kénnen selbstverstandlich gerne jederzeit (also
auch vorzeitig) mit dem Ubungstest aufhéren, indem Sie anklicken, dass Sie den Ubungstest
beenden mochten.
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Nun noch ein paar Informationen zum Ubungstest: Im Ubungstest, wie auch im echten Test,
wird Ihnen auf jeder Seite eine Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten konnen. Beachten Sie,
dass es sowohl im Ubungstest, als auch im echten Test keine Mdglichkeit gibt, zu einer
vorangegangenen Seite zurtick zu gehen.

Sie konnen den Ubungstest jederzeit beenden, wenn Sie mit dem echten Test anfangen
wollen. Wenn Sie sich daflr entscheiden, friiher aufzuhdren, so klicken Sie einfach nach der
entsprechenden Ubungsaufgabe auf den Knopf, der mit "Ubungstest beenden™ beschriftet ist.
Insgesamt gibt es 20 Ubungsaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Ubungstest beendet haben, stellen wir
Ihnen einige Fragen, und lassen Sie dann mit dem echten Test beginnen.

Wenn Sie bereit sind, konnen Sie nun mit dem Ubungstest beginnen. Klicken Sie dazu bitte
unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 1 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 1: 50-30=

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 2 bearbeiten mdchten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 2: %*75+6O"‘23 =

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 3 bearbeiten mdchten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 3: 12*18=P*4 P=? Antwort:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 4bearbeiten mochten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 4: 2%44*96 =
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Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 5 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 5: 35 39 42 21 25 28 14 ? Antwort:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 6 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 6: 136816 18 36 ? Antwort:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 7 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 7: 2361118 27 38 ? Antwort:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 8 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 8: 14 28?3 =66

Antwort: +*0d *+0 ++3 ** M

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 9 bearbeiten mdchten (“Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 9: 12 757?15 = 45

Antwort: ** M -*0 *-0 +*0d

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 10 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 10: 412 2 15?2 7 = 61

Antwort: *:3d *0 '+ 3 +:0
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Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 11 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 11: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung: 3*10%+2*102+4*10 =

Antwort: 3243 3,240 30240 3 3240

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 12 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 12: Wie grofB ist das Volumen eines Quaders mit einer Lange von 4
cm, einer H6he von 5 cm und einer Breite von 3 cm?

Antwort: 122cm®d 60ecm®0d 30ecm®0d 17cm®Od

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_f_gabe Nr. 13 bearbeiten mochten ("Weiter") oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden machten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

V5 x
100 545

Antwort: 0,250 100 O 50 2,20

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 13:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsau_fgabe Nr. 14 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 14: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung? (V2 —/3)2

Antwort: 50 \/EEI 5—\/€EI 5—2*\/€EI

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 15 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 15: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung? 27*3="7

Antwort: 810 670 860 933
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Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 16 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 16: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung? 17* 3

Antwort: 340 510 580 720

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 17 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 17: 2361118 27 38 °? Antwort:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 18 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 18: 55 57 60 20 10 12 15 ? Antwort:

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 19 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden”).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 19: 7684 ? 6123 ? 4 =1565

Antwort: -+ 0 +-0 ++3 --0d

Bitte geben Sie an, ob Sie Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 20 bearbeiten méchten ("Weiter™) oder ob Sie
den Ubungstest beenden mochten ("Ubungstest beenden™).

Ubungsaufgabe Nr. 20: 69 ? 12 ? 144 = 225

Antwort: --0d ++3 +*0d *+0
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Der Ubungstest ist nun beendet. In Kiirze werden Sie nun den echten TMT bearbeiten. Zuvor
maochten wir Thnen jedoch noch einige Informationen geben, und Sie bitten, einige kurze
Fragen zu beantworten. Ein Nachteil des TMT ist, dass er durch seine Abhédngigkeit von der
Reaktionszeit und der somit erforderlichen Konzentration, leicht von dem Stress und der
Ablenkung, die eine Person gerade erlebt, beeinflusst werden kann.

Diejenigen, die also gerade mehr Alltagsstress und kleinere Probleme in ihren Leben haben,
konnen abgelenkt sein und deshalb nicht so gut abschneiden wie sie es normalerweise tun
wirden. Anders gesagt, ein zur Zeit erhohtes Stresslevel kann Ihre Punktzahl im Test
verringern und daher den Test zu einem weniger validen Mal3 Ihrer wahren mathematischen
Fahigkeiten machen.

Deshalb bitten wir Sie, einen Fragebogen dartber auszuftllen, wie viel Stress Sie in Ihrem
Leben momentan ausgesetzt sind. Bitte antworten Sie wahrheitsgemal? und denken Sie daran,
dass der Versuchsleiter Sie fiir den Rest des Experiments beobachten wird.

Unter Stress versteht man Reizungen, die von kleineren Argernissen bis zu relativ starkem
Druck, Problemen oder Schwierigkeiten reichen. Sie kdnnen selten oder haufig auftreten.

Bitte Uberlegen Sie fur jede Frage, ob Sie diese Art von Stress oder kleinen Problemen in den
letzten paar Wochen erlebt haben. Wenn ja, geben Sie an, wie schwerwiegend Sie diesen
Stress erlebt haben und benutzen Sie dafir die Skala von 1 (etwas) bis 3 (sehr stark). Wenn
Sie diesen Stress in den letzten paar Wochen nicht erlebt haben, dann wéhlen Sie bitte die 0.

Schwierigkeiten mit den Mitbewohner(n)  Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas 0 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O

Sorgen uber die Zukunft Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Zu viel Arbeit Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas 0 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Zu viele Termine Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Finanzielle Sorgen Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Probleme mit dem Rauchen Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas 0 Mittelstark O Sehr stark O

Alkoholprobleme Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas 03 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O




Appendix 203

Energielosigkeit Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Probleme mit den Eltern Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas 0 Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Sorgen Uber akademische Leistungen Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas 0 Mittelstark 03 Sehr stark O
Einsamkeit Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Schlafstérungen Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Drogenmissbrauch Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 03 Sehr stark O
Schwierige Nachbarn Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas (3 Mittelstark 3 Sehr stark O
Sorge uber die korperliche Erscheinung  Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas 03 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Probleme mit dem Partner Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Krankheit in der Familie Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark 0
Probleme mit dem Gesetz Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas 0 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Probleme mit den Mitarbeitern Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark 3 Sehr stark O
Schwierigkeiten zu entspannen Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Probleme mit Freunden Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark 0
Krankheit oder Verletzung Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Sexuelle Probleme Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 3 Sehr stark O
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Sorge Uber das eigene Gewicht Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark 03 Sehr stark O
Bedauern Uber getroffene Entscheidungen Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Freunde oder Verwandte zu weit entfernt  Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Nicht gentigend Schlaf Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Zuviel Verantwortung Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark 03 Sehr stark O
Sorge Uber bevorstehende Fristen Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Probleme mit dem Arbeitgeber Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Lé&sterei oder Tratsch Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Zu viele Unterbrechungen bei verschiedenen Téatigkeiten

Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O

Sorge, hohe Standards nicht erfiillen zu kénnen

Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O

Mittelstark O

Sehr stark O

Larm Uberhaupt nicht O Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Probleme bei der Entscheidungsfindung  Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Sorge Uber die eigene Gesundheit Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Sorge Uber Klausuren Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas 03 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Zu viel zu tun Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 3 Sehr stark O
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Arbeitsunzufriedenheit Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas 0 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Sorge Uber innere Konflikte Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Nicht genug Zeit fiir Unterhaltung Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark O Sehr stark O
Mobilitatsprobleme Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas 0 Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O
Vorbereitung auf die Festtage Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O

Bedrohung durch zu hohe Kriminalitat Uberhaupt nicht 3 Etwas O Mittelstark 0 Sehr stark O

Nicht genug Geld fir die Schule / Universitat

Uberhaupt nicht 0 Etwas O Mittelstark 0  Sehr stark O
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An dieser Stelle findet nun der Test statt. Wie im Ubungstest wird Ihnen auf jeder Seite eine
Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten konnen. Wie zuvor gibt es keine Moglichkeit, zu einer
vorangegangenen Seite zurtick zu gehen.

Insgesamt gibt es 20 Testaufgaben.

Falls Sie noch Fragen haben, so fragen Sie den Versuchsleiter bitte jetzt. Ansonsten beginnen
Sie jetzt bitte mit dem Test, indem Sie unten rechts auf "Weiter" klicken.

Testaufgabe Nr. 1: 8*123=" Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 2: 60*25/50=" Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 3: 4V8=64  v=2? Antwort:
VA 3
Testaufgabe Nr. 4: — = Z=7? Antwort:
12 0,06
15
Testaufgabe Nr. 5: A =7 Antwort:

Moo

Testaufgabe Nr. 6: 2581114 17 20 ? Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 7: 9 12 16 20 25 30 36 ? Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 8: 11 8 24 27 9 6 18 ? Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 9: 15 6 18 10 30 23 69 ? Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 10: 13 15 18 14 19 25 18 ? Antwort:
Testaufgabe Nr. 11: 121 ? 10 ? 8 =888

Antwort: -*0 *-0 +*3d *+0
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Testaufgabe Nr. 12: 68 ? 32 ? 4 =25

Antwort: -: 0 -0 +:0 *:0
Testaufgabe Nr. 13: 273 ? 129 ? 12 =132

Antwort: -0 --0 +:0 -3
Testaufgabe Nr. 14: 2216 ? 1006 ? 2 =605

Antwort: .0 --0 -0 -:3d
Testaufgabe Nr. 15: 9?27?14 =177

Antwort: **0 *+0 +*0 +:0

Testaufgabe Nr. 16: Welches Ergebnis ist die richtige Losung fur die folgende Aufgabe?

4+7

— ="
8+3

Antwort: 00O nichtl6sbar O 10 -10

Testaufgabe Nr. 17:  Welches Ergebnis ist die richtige Losung fur die folgende Aufgabe?

=7
9*0
Antwort: 003 nicht lésbar O 540 90
Testaufgabe Nr. 18: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung?
ﬂ + E =7
5

Antwort: 310 0 % 0 %o 0 % 0
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Testaufgabe Nr. 19: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung?
3°=7
Antwort: 810 180 7290 2430
Testaufgabe Nr. 20: Was ergibt folgende Berechnung?
3%=2
Antwort: 003 nichtlosbar O 10 -10

Vielen Dank! Sie haben es geschafft!

Bitte klicken Sie nun bitte noch unten rechts auf "Weiter" um ein paar kurze Fragen zu
beantworten, und um zu erfahren, wie Sie Ihr Testergebnis bekommen kdnnen.

Sie werden auf den nachsten Seiten Worter sehen, die Gefiihlszustande beschreiben.
Bitte lesen Sie jedes Wort durch, und geben dann die Antwort darunter an. Geben Sie an, wie

stark Sie den jeweiligen Zustand im Moment fiihlen.

1. interessiert Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 3 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
2. bekiimmert Sehr wenig o. Uberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 3 MaRig 3 Ziemlich O Stark O
3. aufgeregt Sehr wenig o. Gberhaupt nicht O Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
4. aufgebracht Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 0 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
5. stark Sehr wenig o. tberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig 3 Ziemlich O Stark 3
6. schuldig Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich 3 Stark O
7. verangstigt Sehr wenig o. Uberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig 3 Ziemlich O Stark 3
8. feindselig Sehr wenig o. iberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen @ MaRig O Ziemlich 3 Stark 0
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9. enthusiastisch Sehr wenig o. iberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich 3 Stark O
10. reizbar Sehr wenig o. liberhaupt nicht O Ein bisschen O MaRig d Ziemlich3 Stark 3
11. geistesgegenwartig

Sehr wenig o. Uberhaupt nicht O Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O

12. beschamt Sehr wenig o. Giberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich 3 Stark O
13. inspiriert Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich 3 Stark O
14. nervos Sehr wenig o. tberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen @ MaRig d Ziemlich O Stark O
15. entschlossen Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht @ Ein bisschen 0 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
16. aufmerksam Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 3 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
17. Gberspannt Sehr wenig o. iiberhaupt nicht 0 Ein bisschen 3 MaRig 3 Ziemlich 3 Stark O
18. aktiv Sehr wenig o. iberhaupt nicht O Ein bisschen O MaRig d Ziemlich3 Stark 3
19. besorgt Sehr wenig o. tberhaupt nicht 0 Ein bisschen 0 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
20. stolz Sehr wenig o. iiberhaupt nicht O Ein bisschen 3 MaRig 3 Ziemlich 3 Stark O
21. kompetent Sehr wenig o. iiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 3 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
22. selbstbewusst Sehr wenig o. iberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 0 MaRig 3 Ziemlich 3 Stark O
23. schlau Sehr wenig o. iberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich 3 Stark O
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24. einfallsreich Sehr wenig o. iberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 0 MaRig 3 Ziemlich 3 Stark O
25. effektiv Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 0 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
26. effizient Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
27. unpassend Sehr wenig o. iiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 3 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
28. inkompetent Sehr wenig o. Uberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
29. dumm Sehr wenig o. Uberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRkig 3 Ziemlich O Stark 3
30. wertlos Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen 0 MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O
31. beschamt Sehr wenig o. tiberhaupt nicht 3 Ein bisschen O MaRig O Ziemlich O Stark O

Vielen Dank. Auf dieser Seite mochten wir Sie noch bitten, sich an die Gedankenszenarien zu
erinnern, die sie sich zu einem friiheren Zeitpunkt in diesem Experiment vorstellen sollten.
Schreiben Sie bitte alle Satze, an die sie sich noch erinnern in dieses Fenster:

Beantworten Sie nun bitte noch die letzten 5 Fragen, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden
Antwortknopf klicken:

1. Erinnern Sie sich bitte an die Instruktionen, die Ihnen zu Beginn dieses Experiments
gegeben wurden: Wurde Ubung als hilfreich fur den Test beschrieben?

Antwort: uberhauptnicht O O O O O extrem hilfreich

2. Zu welchem Grad stimmen Sie der Aussage zu, dass Ubung vor dem Test fiir die meisten
Leute hilfreich ist?

Antwort: stimmt Gberhauptnicht O O O O O stimmtganz genau
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3. Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass Ubung fiir Sie persénlich hilfreich fiir den Test war?

Antwort: Uberhaupt nicht hilffreich O O O O O extrem hilfreich

4. Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass Sie mehr hatten tben sollen?

Antwort: uberhauptnicht O O O O O sehrstark

5. Glauben Sie, dass der Trierer Mathematik Test ein valider Test ist?

Antwort: Uberhauptnichnt O O O O O stimmtgenau

Vielen Dank! Zum Schluss mochten wir Sie bitten, in dem Kasten unten kurz aufzuschreiben,
was lhrer Meinung nach der Inhalt bzw. das Ziel des Experiments war.

Fur diese Art von Forschung ist es extrem wichtig, dass die Teilnehmer nicht vorher bereits
den wahren Inhalt und Grund fiir das Experiment kennen, da sie sonst nicht mehr naturlich
reagieren, und durch eventuelle Voreingenommenheit Ergebnisse verfalschen kdnnen. Daher
maochten wir Sie eindringlich bitten, dieses Projekt so valide wie mdglich zu machen, indem
Sie niemandem (wirklich niemandem!) von dem wahren Hintergrund des Experiments
erzéhlen.

Vielen Dank fir Ihre Hilfel

Vielen Dank fir Ihre Teilnahme. Klicken Sie bitte ein letztes Mal unten rechts auf "Weiter"
und informieren Sie lIhren Versuchsleiter, dass das Experiment zu Ende ist.




Appendix 212

APPENDIX K

Study 2: Funneled Debriefing (in German)

Subject-ID#

Trichter-Aufklarung exp_diss2

Versuchsleiter: Bitte mindlich nach Beendigung des Experiments durchfihren!

“Ich werde Dir jetzt ein paar Fragen darlber stellen, was Du tber das Experiment denkst.*

1. Was denkst Du war der Zweck des Experiments, oder was wurde versucht
herauszufinden?

2. War irgendetwas an dem Experiment seltsam, oder gab es irgendetwas, wortiber Du
dich gewundert hast?

3. a) Denkst Du, dass es bei den Aufgaben wirklich um Mathematikleistung ging?

b) Falls nicht, worum ging es Deiner Meinung nach?

Sonstige Bemerkungen:
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APPENDIX L

Study 3: Script of the computer program screen by screen (in German)

Lieber Teilnehmer, liebe Teilnehmerin,

zunachst erstmal recht herzlichen Dank, dass Sie sich dafiir bereit erklart haben bei dieser

Studie mitzumachen. Auf den n&chsten paar Seiten wird Ihnen ein Test erklart, den Sie in

Kirze bearbeiten werden. Falls Sie in dieser Zeit Fragen haben, oder es Probleme mit dem
Computer geben sollte, so wenden Sie sich bitte an den Versuchsleiter.

Um auf die nachste Seite zu kommen, klicken Sie bitte rechts unten auf "Weiter".

In dieser Studie untersuchen wir die Leistung unserer Teilnehmer in einem Intelligenztest,
und wie diese mit bestimmten externen Faktoren, wie z.B. Musik, im Zusammenhang steht.
Wahrend des Tests werden Sie daher nicht nur mehrere Aufgaben bearbeiten, sondern
zusétzlich dabei Musik horen.

Selbstverstandlich kdnnen Sie davon ausgehen, dass Ihre Daten vertraulich behandelt werden.
Lesen Sie die folgenden Instruktionsseiten bitte sorgfaltig und genau, Sie werden spater auf
das Verstandnis der Instruktionen gepruft. Klicken Sie jetzt bitte rechts unten auf "Weiter".

Die bisherige Forschung zeigt, dass Menschen, die im vorliegenden Kulturfreien
Intelligenztest eine hohe Punktzahl erreichen, in der Regel ein hoheres Mal3 an Intelligenz
besitzen, und die F&higkeit haben, die Regeln der Logik anzuwenden und sich
Musterldsungen flr komplizierte Aufgaben anzueignen.

Diese Menschen sind in der Regel auch erfolgreicher im Beruf und geben selbst eine héhere
Zufriedenheit mit Ihrem Lebenserfolg an.

Der Kulturfreie Intelligenztest wurde in den letzten Jahren gezielt so entwickelt, dass
Probleme, die gewohnliche Intelligenztests mit sich bringen (z.B. kulturelle Unterschiede),
nicht auftreten. Man geht davon aus, dass er die wahre, intellektuelle Fahigkeit einer Person
erfasst. So haben friihere Studien bereits zeigen kénnen, dass die Ergebnisse des Tests stark
mit dem Notendurchschnitt im Studium bzw. dem zukinftigem Berufserfolg
zusammenhangen. Ebenfalls ist zu vermuten, dass lhre Leistung im ersten Testteil (ohne
Musik) der Leistung im zweiten Testteil (mit Musik) relativ &hnlich sein wird, da es sich um
den gleichen Aufgabentyp handeln wird. Das Augenmerk liegt hier lediglich auf dem
zusétzlichen Einfluss der Musik.

Es konnte ebenfalls gezeigt werden, dass der Test ungleich anderer Intelligenztests tatsachlich
unbeeinflusst ist von anderen Faktoren, wie z.B. dem kulturellen Hintergrund. Der Kulturfreie
Intelligenztest ist demnach ein sehr valides MaR von Intelligenz.
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Wir werden lhnen nun, bevor es gleich losgeht, die eigentlichen Testaufgaben etwas
ausfihrlicher erklaren. Die Aufgaben messen nicht nur logisches Denkvermdgen, sondern
auch Problemldsefahigkeit. Oft kann man die Aufgaben mit Hilfe von Nachdenken Uber die
Beziehungen zwischen den vorgegebenen Bildern in Kombination mit mathematischen oder
logischen Regeln lésen.

Die Tatsache, dass es sich um einen so genannten "kulturfreien” Intelligenztest handelt, bringt
es mit sich, dass der Test ohne sprachliche Komponenten durchfiihrbar ist. Jede Aufgabe
besteht aus 4 Bildchen, von denen nur 3 dargestellt sind. Ihre Aufgabe ist es, ein Muster zu
erkennen, und aus einer Auswahl von 5 Lésungsbildchen das passende 4. Bildchen zu der
Reihe herauszusuchen.

Auf der n&chsten Seite finden Sie ein Beispiel. Beachten Sie: Das Muster der Veranderung (in
diesem Beispiel Balkenlange) wird nur durch eines der Ldsungsbildchen korrekt fortgefuhrt.
Fur das Beispiel wird die Lésung genauer erklart, danach erfolgt der erste Test. Spater erfolgt
dann der zweite Test, in dem Sie zusatzlich Musik héren werden.

Bevor wir mit dem ersten Test beginnen, mdchten wir Sie noch darum bitten, zwei kurze,
formale Angaben zu machen: Bitte geben Sie hier Ihr Geschlecht an, indem Sie auf den
entsprechenden Knopf klicken:

Antwort: weiblich O mannlich O

Bitte geben Sie hier lhre Altersgruppe an, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Knopf klicken:
Antwort: 16-200 21-253 26-30030 31-350 36-403 (iber403

Vielen Dank!

Nun zundchst ein Beispiel:
1 2 5 4 5

Schauen Sie die drei Bildchen auf der linken Seite an und versuchen Sie ein Muster zu
erkennen. Welches Bildchen fiihrt die Reihe fort? Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des
Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.203 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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1 2 3 4 5
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Die richtige Losung zu diesem Beispiel lautet Bildchen Nr. 1. Dieses ist das einzige Bildchen,
das das Muster des langer werdenden Balkens fortfuhrt.

Im Folgenden werden Sie weitere Aufgaben gezeigt bekommen, und nach deren Bearbeitung
Ihr Ergebnis gesagt bekommen. Sollten Sie an dieser Stelle noch Fragen haben, so wenden
Sie sich bitte an Ihren Versuchsleiter.
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Condition 1 now received the following practice test:

1 2 3 4 5

ellellgll © 1lllellll

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
1 2 3 4 5
|
. o0 ese | : ese '.. E eone ..'.
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100

(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)

1 2 3 4 5
r——=-71
o |l© O

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?

(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100

(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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1 2 3 4 5
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

= | <) B> <

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)

?ﬁ

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100

(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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1 2
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100

(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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1 2 3 4 5
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
1 2 3 4 5
r——=-71
™ \ : | (. 4 X X )
el | I A O A =B M N P K
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
1 2 3 4 5
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Vielen Dank! Ihr Ergebnis in diesem ersten Test lautet: <totalscore> von 15 Punkten
Dieses Ergebnis befindet sich in den

Oberen 10 %

aller bisherigen Teilnehmer.

Da der Kulturfreie Intelligenztest ein sehr valider und replizierbarer Test ist, wird das

Ergebnis im zweiten Test vermutlich &hnlich ausfallen. Bitte klicken Sie unten rechts auf
"Weiter" um fortzufahren.

Bevor es mit dem zweiten Teil losgeht, nun noch einige kurze Erklarungen zur Musik, die es
Ihnen ermdglichen sollen, eine Art der Musik auszuwahlen. Sie werden dann den zweiten
Test bearbeiten, der aus den gleichen Aufgabentypen besteht, wie der erste, wéhrend Sie die
Musik horen. Die Musik wird mit Beginn der ersten Aufgabe erténen.

Frihere Forschungsergebnisse haben gezeigt, dass verschiedene Arten von Musik fir die
Test-Leistung (zum Teil erheblich) forderlich oder hinderlich wirken kdnnen. Es gibt
verléssliche Ergebnisse dazu, welche Art von Musik forderlich und welche hinderlich wirkt.
Wir stellen Ihnen frei, welche Art von Musik Sie héren méchten, da wir sowohl testen
maochten, wie sich leistungshemmende Musik auswirkt, als auch, wie sich leistungsférdernde
Musik auswirkt, denn dies ist eine der ersten Studien zu diesem Thema hier an der Universitat
Konstanz. Bitte geben Sie auf der néchsten Seite an, welche der verschiedenen Arten von
Musik Sie wéhrend der Bearbeitung des Tests gerne horen mochten.

Welche Art von Musik méchten Sie wahrend der Bearbeitung der Testaufgaben gerne héren?

Antwort: Nr. 1 3 sehr leistungsférdernd
Nr.2 3 leicht leistungsfordernd
Nr. 3 3 neutral
Nr. 4 O leicht leistungshemmend
Nr. 5 3 sehr leistungshemmend

Auf den folgenden Seiten findet nun der Test statt. Wie im ersten Test wird Ihnen auf jeder
Seite eine Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten kénnen. Wie zuvor gibt es keine Mdglichkeit,
zu einer vorangegangenen Seite zuriick zu gehen.

Insgesamt gibt es 20 Testaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Test beendet haben, stellen wir Thnen nur
noch ein paar kurze Fragen, bevor Sie fertig sind.

Falls Sie noch Fragen haben, so fragen Sie den Versuchsleiter bitte jetzt. Ansonsten beginnen
Sie jetzt bitte mit dem Test, indem Sie unten rechts auf "Weiter" klicken.
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Conditions 2, 3, & 4 now received the following practice test:

1 2 5 4 5
r——=-71
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 03 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

A

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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1 2 3 4 5
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
2 3 4 5
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
1 2 3 4 5
r-=—=-71
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)




Appendix 224

2o | |&][o]e|ale

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

&~

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
1 2 3 4 5
|
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
1 2 3 4 5
r-=—=-71
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)
10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.503

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)

1 2 3 4 5
r-=—=-71
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 03 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.503

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganzsicher)
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Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 03 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50

Wie sicher sind Sie sich, dass Ihre Antwort die richtige ist?
(Angabe in %)

10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 90 | 100
(sehrunsicher) | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | % | (ganz sicher)
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Vielen Dank! Ihr Ergebnis in diesem ersten Test lautet: 13 von 15 Punkten
Dieses Ergebnis befindet sich in den

Oberen 10 -%

aller bisherigen Teilnehmer.

Da der Kulturfreie Intelligenztest ein sehr valider und replizierbarer Test ist, wird das

Ergebnis im zweiten Test vermutlich &hnlich ausfallen. Bitte klicken Sie unten rechts auf
"Weiter" um fortzufahren.
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Condition 2 now received the following instructions:

Bevor es mit dem zweiten Teil losgeht, nun noch einige kurze Erklarungen zur Musik, die es
Ihnen ermdglichen sollen, eine Art der Musik auszuwahlen. Sie werden dann den zweiten
Test bearbeiten, der aus den gleichen Aufgabentypen besteht, wie der erste, wéhrend Sie die
Musik horen. Die Musik wird mit Beginn der ersten Aufgabe erténen.

Frihere Forschungsergebnisse haben gezeigt, dass verschiedene Arten von Musik flr die
Test-Leistung (zum Teil erheblich) forderlich oder hinderlich wirken kénnen. Es gibt
verléssliche Ergebnisse dazu, welche Art von Musik forderlich und welche hinderlich wirkt.
Wir stellen Ihnen frei, welche Art von Musik Sie héren mochten, da wir sowohl testen
mdchten, wie sich leistungshemmende Musik auswirkt, als auch, wie sich leistungsfordernde
Musik auswirkt, denn dies ist eine der ersten Studien zu diesem Thema hier an der Universitat
Konstanz. Bitte geben Sie auf der néchsten Seite an, welche der verschiedenen Arten von
Musik Sie wahrend der Bearbeitung des Tests gerne hdren mochten.

Welche Art von Musik méchten Sie wahrend der Bearbeitung der Testaufgaben gerne héren?

Antwort: Nr. 1 O sehr leistungsférdernd
Nr. 2 O leicht leistungsfordernd
Nr. 33 neutral
Nr.4 O leicht leistungshemmend
Nr.5 3 sehr leistungshemmend

Auf den folgenden Seiten findet nun der Test statt. Wie im ersten Test wird Ihnen auf jeder
Seite eine Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten kénnen. Wie zuvor gibt es keine Mdglichkeit,
zu einer vorangegangenen Seite zuriick zu gehen.

Insgesamt gibt es 20 Testaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Test beendet haben, stellen wir Thnen nur
noch ein paar kurze Fragen, bevor Sie fertig sind.

Falls Sie noch Fragen haben, so fragen Sie den Versuchsleiter bitte jetzt. Ansonsten beginnen
Sie jetzt bitte mit dem Test, indem Sie unten rechts auf "Weiter" klicken.
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Condition 3 (downward prefactual induction) now received the following instructions:

In wenigen Minuten werden Sie fur den zweiten Teil des Tests weitere Aufgaben, und nach
deren Bearbeitung Ihr Ergebnis, gezeigt bekommen. Zuvor méchten wir Sie noch kurz bitten,
sich fur funf Minuten auf die folgenden Seiten zu konzentrieren, da wir zuséatzlich an einer
weiteren psychologischen Variable interessiert sind, ndmlich daran wie gut Sie sich
bestimmte Gedankenszenarien vorstellen kdnnen. Es wird Ihnen daflr auf den nichsten 10
Seiten jeweils ein Satz présentiert, der ein solches Szenario beschreibt. Stellen Sie sich diesen
Gedanken bitte fur 30 Sekunden lebhaft vor. Lesen Sie sich den Satz dafiir wiederholend
immer und immer wieder selbst im Stillen vor. Nach 30 Sekunden geht das Programm
automatisch zum né&chsten Gedanken uber. Sie brauchen also fir die nachsten 5 Minuten
keine Taste zu driicken oder Antwort zu geben. Bitte konzentrieren Sie sich nur wie
beschrieben auf die Aussagen, die Ihnen gezeigt werden.

Sollten Sie an dieser Stelle noch Fragen haben, so wenden Sie sich bitte an lhren
Versuchsleiter. Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um zu
beginnen.

Wenn ich nicht mein Bestes gebe, schneide ich vermutlich eher schlecht ab.

Wenn ich mich wahrend des Tests nicht konzentriere, werde ich vermutlich schlecht
abschneiden.

Verstehe ich die abstrakten Konzepte, die hinter dem Test stehen nicht, dann werde ich
schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich nachher die extrem leistungshemmende Musik wéhle, kdnnte es sein, dass ich im
Test schlechter abschneiden werde.

Entspanne ich mich nicht, so schneide ich schlechter ab.

Wenn ich mich durch andere Gedanken ablenken lasse, werde ich schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich nachher stérende Musik hore, kénnte es sein, dass ich schlechter abschneide.

Wenn ich nervds werde und zu schnell antworte, kénnte ich dadurch schlechter abschneiden.

Wenn ich die Art der Frage, die mir gestellt wird, nicht verstehe, werde ich schlechter
abschneiden.
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Wenn ich den Test nicht ernst nehme, wird mein Ergebnis schlechter sein.

Vielen Dank! In Kiirze werden Sie nun Ihre Musik auswahlen und mit dem Test beginnen.
Klicken Sie dafir bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Frihere Forschungsergebnisse haben gezeigt, dass verschiedene Arten von Musik flr die
Test-Leistung (zum Teil erheblich) forderlich oder hinderlich wirken kénnen. Es gibt
verléssliche Ergebnisse dazu, welche Art von Musik forderlich und welche hinderlich wirkt.
Wir stellen Ihnen frei, welche Art von Musik Sie héren mochten, da wir sowohl testen
mdochten, wie sich leistungshemmende Musik auswirkt, als auch, wie sich leistungsfordernde
Musik auswirkt, denn dies ist eine der ersten Studien zu diesem Thema hier an der Universitat
Konstanz. Bitte geben Sie auf der néchsten Seite an, welche der verschiedenen Arten von
Musik Sie wéhrend der Bearbeitung des Tests gerne hdren mochten.

Welche Art von Musik méchten Sie wahrend der Bearbeitung der Testaufgaben gerne héren?

Antwort: Nr. 1 O sehr leistungsférdernd
Nr. 2 O leicht leistungsfordernd
Nr. 303 neutral
Nr.4 3 leicht leistungshemmend
Nr.5 3 sehr leistungshemmend

Auf den folgenden Seiten findet nun der Test statt. Wie im ersten Test wird Ihnen auf jeder
Seite eine Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten kénnen. Wie zuvor gibt es keine Mdglichkeit,
zu einer vorangegangenen Seite zuriick zu gehen.

Insgesamt gibt es 20 Testaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Test beendet haben, stellen wir Thnen nur
noch ein paar kurze Fragen, bevor Sie fertig sind.

Falls Sie noch Fragen haben, so fragen Sie den Versuchsleiter bitte jetzt. Ansonsten beginnen
Sie jetzt bitte mit dem Test, indem Sie unten rechts auf "Weiter" klicken.
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Condition 3 (upward prefactual induction) now received the following instructions:

In wenigen Minuten werden Sie fur den zweiten Teil des Tests weitere Aufgaben, und nach
deren Bearbeitung Ihr Ergebnis, gezeigt bekommen. Zuvor méchten wir Sie noch kurz bitten,
sich fur funf Minuten auf die folgenden Seiten zu konzentrieren, da wir zuséatzlich an einer
weiteren psychologischen Variable interessiert sind, ndmlich daran wie gut Sie sich
bestimmte Gedankenszenarien vorstellen kdnnen. Es wird Ihnen daflr auf den nichsten 10
Seiten jeweils ein Satz présentiert, der ein solches Szenario beschreibt. Stellen Sie sich diesen
Gedanken bitte fur 30 Sekunden lebhaft vor. Lesen Sie sich den Satz dafiir wiederholend
immer und immer wieder selbst im Stillen vor. Nach 30 Sekunden geht das Programm
automatisch zum né&chsten Gedanken uber. Sie brauchen also fir die nachsten 5 Minuten
keine Taste zu driicken oder Antwort zu geben. Bitte konzentrieren Sie sich nur wie
beschrieben auf die Aussagen, die Ihnen gezeigt werden.

Sollten Sie an dieser Stelle noch Fragen haben, so wenden Sie sich bitte an lhren
Versuchsleiter. Wenn Sie bereit sind, so klicken Sie nun bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter" um zu
beginnen.

Wenn ich mein Bestes gebe, schneide ich vermutlich eher gut ab.

Wenn ich mich wéhrend des Tests konzentriere, werde ich vermutlich gut abschneiden.

Verstehe ich die abstrakten Konzepte, die hinter dem Test stehen, dann werde ich besser
abschneiden.

Wenn ich nachher die extrem leistungsfordernde Musik wahle, kdnnte es sein, dass ich im
Test besser abschneiden werde.

Entspanne ich mich, so schneide ich besser ab.

Wenn ich mich nicht durch andere Gedanken ablenken lasse, werde ich besser abschneiden.

Wenn ich nachher hilfreiche Musik hore, kdnnte es sein, dass ich besser abschneide.

Wenn ich nicht nervos werde und nicht zu schnell antworte, kdnnte ich dadurch besser
abschneiden.

Wenn ich die Art der Frage, die mir gestellt wird, verstehe, werde ich besser abschneiden.
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Wenn ich den Test ernst nehme, wird mein Ergebnis besser sein.

Vielen Dank! In Kiirze werden Sie nun Ihre Musik auswahlen und mit dem Test beginnen.
Klicken Sie dafir bitte unten rechts auf "Weiter".

Frihere Forschungsergebnisse haben gezeigt, dass verschiedene Arten von Musik flr die
Test-Leistung (zum Teil erheblich) forderlich oder hinderlich wirken kénnen. Es gibt
verléssliche Ergebnisse dazu, welche Art von Musik forderlich und welche hinderlich wirkt.
Wir stellen Ihnen frei, welche Art von Musik Sie héren mochten, da wir sowohl testen
mdochten, wie sich leistungshemmende Musik auswirkt, als auch, wie sich leistungsfordernde
Musik auswirkt, denn dies ist eine der ersten Studien zu diesem Thema hier an der Universitat
Konstanz. Bitte geben Sie auf der néchsten Seite an, welche der verschiedenen Arten von
Musik Sie wéhrend der Bearbeitung des Tests gerne hdren mochten.

Welche Art von Musik méchten Sie wahrend der Bearbeitung der Testaufgaben gerne héren?

Antwort: Nr. 1 O sehr leistungsférdernd
Nr. 2 O leicht leistungsfordernd
Nr. 303 neutral
Nr.4 3 leicht leistungshemmend
Nr.5 3 sehr leistungshemmend

Auf den folgenden Seiten findet nun der Test statt. Wie im ersten Test wird Ihnen auf jeder
Seite eine Aufgabe gestellt, die Sie bearbeiten kénnen. Wie zuvor gibt es keine Mdglichkeit,
zu einer vorangegangenen Seite zuriick zu gehen.

Insgesamt gibt es 20 Testaufgaben. Sobald Sie den Test beendet haben, stellen wir Thnen nur
noch ein paar kurze Fragen, bevor Sie fertig sind.

Falls Sie noch Fragen haben, so fragen Sie den Versuchsleiter bitte jetzt. Ansonsten beginnen
Sie jetzt bitte mit dem Test, indem Sie unten rechts auf "Weiter" klicken.
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An dieser Stelle sollten Sie die Musik horen. Bitte stellen Sie sich die Lautstérke so ein, dass
es Ihnen nicht zu laut ist, Sie die Musik aber noch gut héren kdnnen. Klicken Sie unten rechts
auf Weiter, um mit der ersten Aufgabe zu beginnen.

Viel Erfolg!

Testaufgabe 1:

¥

?

I

1

|

2| I

Ao

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Lésungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 2:
1 2 3 4 L3}
r——=-71
: | Y = o
- LA e | \ ese LN : tone o'
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 3:
1 2 3 4 L3}
|
| 1
o |l© - |©

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort:

Nr.103

Nr.2 3

Nr.33

Nr.4 3

Nr.53
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Testaufgabe 4:
1 2 3 4
r——=-71
| 1
ollo|® | |©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 5:
1 2 3 4

7

7

I

|

e | I

/D

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 0 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 6:
1 2 3 4
|
| 1 - 'Y
. oo ese | : ese '.. . esve

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 7:
1 2 5 4
r—==—=-71
olle|® | |©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 8:
1 2 3 4
r——=-71
| 1
ollo|® | |©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 9:
1 2 3 4

7

7

I

|

e | I

/D

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 0 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 10:
1 2 3 4
|
| 1 - 'Y
. oo ese | : ese '.. . esve

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 11:
1 2 5 4
r—==—=-71
°|l© | ©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 12:
1 2 3 4
r——=-71
| 1
ollo|® | |©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 13:
1 2 3 4

7

7

I

|

e | I

/D

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.503
Testaufgabe 14:
1 2 3 4
-7 71
| | - 'Y
. oo ese | : ese '.. . esve

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 15:
1 2 5 4
r—==—=-71
°|l© | ©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 16:
1 2 3 4
r——=-71
| 1
ollo|® | |©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 17:
1 2 3 4

7

7

I

|

e | I

/D

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.2 0 Nr.30 Nr.4 0 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 18:
1 2 3 4
|
| 1 - 'Y
. oo ese | : ese '.. . esve

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
Testaufgabe 19:
1 2 5 4
r—==—=-71
°|l© | ©
Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:
Antwort: Nr.10 Nr.20 Nr.30 Nr.40 Nr.50
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Testaufgabe 20:

°cllo@: | |©0/© @

Geben Sie hier bitte die Nummer des Losungsbildchens ein:

Antwort: Nr.103 Nr.2 3 Nr.33 Nr.4 3 Nr.503

Vielen Dank, Sie haben es geschafft!
Bitte klicken Sie nun noch unten rechts auf "Weiter" um ein paar kurze Fragen zu
beantworten, und um zu erfahren, wie Sie Ihr Testergebnis bekommen konnen.

Beantworten Sie die letzten paar Fragen, indem Sie auf den entsprechenden Antwortknopf
Klicken:

1 (von 8). Erinnern Sie sich bitte an den Anfang dieser Studie: Haben Sie Musik ausgewdhlt,
die als hilfreich, hinderlich, oder neutral fiir die Leistung im Test beschrieben wurde?

Antwort: 3 hilfreich
3 hinderlich
O neutral

2 (von 8). Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass die Musik fir Sie personlich hilfreich fir Ihre
Testleistung war?

Antwort: uberhaupt nicht hilfreich O O O O O extrem hilfreich

3 (von 8). Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass die Musik fur Sie personlich hinderlich fur Ihre
Testleistung war?

Antwort: Uberhaupt nicht hinderlich O O O O O extrem hinderlich

4 (von 8). Zu welchem Grad wiinschen Sie sich, dass Sie eine andere Musik ausgewéhlt
héatten?

Antwort: uberhauptnicht O O O O O sehrstark
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5 (von 8). Wie unsicher haben Sie sich nach dem ersten Test (ohne Musik) gefuhlt?

Antwort: uberhaupt nichtunsicher O O @O O O sehrunsicher

6 (von 8). Wie wichtig war es lhnen, bei diesem Test gut abzuschneiden?

Antwort: uberhaupt nichtwichtig O O O O O sehrwichtig

7 (von 8). Wie glauben Sie, abgeschnitten zu haben?

Antwort: uberhauptnichtgut O O O O O sehrgut

8 (von 8). Zu welchem Grad glauben Sie, dass der Kulturfreie Intelligenztest ein valides Maf
ist?

Antwort: uberhauptnicnt O O O O O sehrstark

Zu guter Letzt mochten wir Sie bitten, uns noch kurz aufzuschreiben, was Sie sich tber die
Studie wéhrend der Beantwortung unserer Fragen fur Gedanken gemacht haben. Beantworten
Sie dafur bitte die unten folgenden Fragen:

Was glauben Sie, war der Zweck des Experiments, oder: Was haben wir versucht
herauszufinden?

War irgendetwas an der Studie seltsam, oder gab es irgendetwas, was Sie gewundert hat?

Ging es bei dem Test Ihrer Meinung nach tatsachlich um Intelligenz? Falls nein, worum ging
es Ihrer Meinung nach?
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Vielen Dank!

Sie haben es nun endgultig geschafft. Falls Sie daran interessiert sind, Ihr Ergebnis zu
erfahren, so emailen Sie bitte mit dem Betreff "Intelligenztest” an die folgende Email-
Adresse:

aneka.flamm@uni-konstanz.de

Bitte haben Sie dafiir Verstandnis, dass die Auswertung erst nach dem Abschluss des
kompletten Experiments stattfinden wird, und daher 3-4 Monate in Anspruch nehmen kann.

Vielen Dank fir Ihre Teilnahme. Klicken Sie bitte ein letztes Mal unten rechts auf "Weiter"
und informieren Sie Ihren Versuchsleiter, dass Sie fertig sind. Auf Wiedersehen!
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APPENDIX M

Study 3: Significant 3-way Interaction on Music Choice

3-way Interaction of Self-Esteem,
Condition, and Gender on Music Choice
MEN

N
ﬁ<.<7 \ —m— HSE

Music Choice
w

CSFB NCSFB DWPF+ NCSFB  UPPF+ NCSFB

Figure 3.3a. Three-way interaction of Self-esteem, condition, and gender on music choice,
men only. Higher numbers indicate more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering music),
lower numbers indicate more helpful music (1 = extremely helpful music), the midpoint
indicates neutral music choice (3 = neutral).

3-way Interaction of Self-Esteem,
Condition, and Gender on Music Choice
WOMEN

——LSE
—— HSE

Music Choice
w

2 \<>/

CSFB NCSFB DWPF+ NCSFB  UPPF + NCSFB

Figure 3.3b. Three-way interaction of Self-esteem, condition, and gender on music choice,
women only. Higher numbers indicate more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering
music), lower numbers indicate more helpful music (1 = extremely helpful music), the
midpoint indicates neutral music choice (3 = neutral).
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Study 3: Marginally Significant 3-way Interaction on Music Choice

3-way Interaction of Self-Handicapping,
Condition, and Gender on Music Choice

MEN

R

Music Choice
w

—o—LSH
—m— HSH

CSFB  NCSFB DWPF+NCSFB UPPF+ NCSFB

Figure 3.4a. Three-way interaction of Self-handicapping, condition, and gender on music
choice, men only. Higher numbers indicate more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering
music), lower numbers indicate more helpful music (1 = extremely helpful music), the

midpoint indicates neutral music choice (3 = neutral).

3-way Interaction of Self-Handicapping,
Condition, and Gender on Music Choice

WOMEN

PN

Music Choice
w

S o

R —

CSFB NCSFB DWPF+NCSFB UPPF+ NCSFB

—o—LSH
—m— HSH

Figure 3.4b. Three-way interaction of Self-handicapping, condition, and gender on music
choice, women only. Higher numbers indicate more hindering music (5 = extremely hindering
music), lower numbers indicate more helpful music (1 = extremely helpful music), the

midpoint indicates neutral music choice (3 = neutral).
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APPENDIX O

Study 4: Consent form (in German)

Universitat Konstanz
Sektion Naturwissenschaften

Fachbereich Psychologie
o Sozialpsychologie und Motivation e

--------- s~ Aneka Flamm, M.A.
| Universitatsstrafie 10

Telefax: +49 7531 883286
Ll Telefon: +49 7531 882877
Universitat Konstanz et Telefon (USA): 1-646-223-0679
Postfach D39- 78457 Konstanz E-Mail: aneka.flamm@uni-konstanz.de

An die Eltern der Schuler

der German School New York
in White Plains

(Klassen 10-13)

New York, den 21.0ktober 2005
Liebe Eltern der Schiler der Klassen 10-13,

im Rahmen eines Forschungsprojektes an der Universitat Konstanz méchten wir, Ingrid Polz
(Studienberatung der German School New York) und Aneka Flamm (Mitarbeiterin am Lehrstuhl
Sozialpsychologie und Motivation der Universitat Konstanz) eine Studie an der German School New
York in White Plains durchfiihren. Da Ihr(e) Kind(er) derzeit eine der hierfur relevanten Klassenstufen
besucht/besuchen, mdéchten wir Sie hiermit um Ihr schriftliches Einverstandnis zu ihrer Teilnahme
bitten. Die Schiller werden im Rahmen der Studie gebeten, einen Fragebogen auszufllen, der u.a.
Informationen zum Lernverhalten, ihren personlichen Leistungseinschatzungen, etc. erfasst. Zusétzlich
werden wir die Schiler dann wenige Tage vor einer von uns ausgewéhlten Klausur bitten, sich flr
wenige Minuten mit einigen von uns ausgewahlten Themen gedanklich zu befassen. Durch Erfassung
der spéateren Leistung, die wir anhand der Noten erfahren werden, méchten wir herausfinden, ob
unsere MalRnahme einen positiven Einfluss auf das Lernverhalten hatte.

Selbstversténdlich werden alle von uns erhobenen Daten hochst vertraulich behandelt und
anonymisiert gespeichert. Zu gegebener Zeit informieren wir Sie gerne Uber die Ergebnisse der Studie,
und waren lhnen dariiber hinaus flr eine zuklnftige Zusammenarbeit sehr dankbar.

Da es in unserem Fach oft sehr schwierig ist, objektive Daten zu erfassen, méchten wir Sie bitten,
Ihren Kindern so wenig wie mdéglich tber den Inhalt der Studie mitzuteilen. Je mehr Informationen im
Vorhinein an die Schiler weitergegeben wird, desto groRer ist die Gefahr einer Verfélschung der
Ergebnisse.

Wir hoffen auf lhr Interesse und lhre Zusammenarbeit, und nicht zuletzt auf Ihr Einverstandnis, das
wir Sie auf dem Formular, dass Sie im Anhang dieses Briefes finden werden, mit Ihrer Unterschrift zu
bestatigen bitten.

Vielen Dank und mit freundlichen Grifien,

Ingrid Polz und Aneka Flamm

Universitat Konstanz e Sozialpsychologie und Motivation ® Aneka Flamm, M.A.. ® Postfach D39 e D-78457 Konstanz e Deutschland
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Universitat Konstanz

Sektion Naturwissenschaften

Fachbereich Psychologie
e Sozialpsychologie und Motivation e

--------- - Aneka Flamm, M.A.
| UniversitatsstraRe 10

Telefax: +49 7531 883286

Telefon: +49 7531 882617
Universitat Konstanz R ' B Telefon (USA): 1-646-223-0679
Postfach D39+ 78457 Konstanz E-Mail: aneka.flamm@uni-konstanz.de

EINVERSTANDNISERKLARUNG ZUR TEILNAHME AN EINER
SOZIALPSYCHOLOGISCHEN STUDIE IM SCHULKONTEXT

Titel: Beeinflussung von Lernmotivation durch Gedankenszenarien

Forschungsleiter: Prof. Dr. Sean M. McCrea und Aneka Flamm (M.A.), Universitit Konstanz

Mit meiner Unterschrift auf diesem Formular stimme ich einer Teilnahme meiner Tochter/ meines
Sohnes an dieser Studie, durchgefuihrt von Aneka Flamm (Universitidt Konstanz) und Frau Polz
(Studienberaterin White Plains), zu.

Ich weil3, dass eine Nichtteilnahme meiner Tochter/ meines Sohnes keinerlei negative Konsequenzen
hat. Selbst bei einer Zustimmung zur Teilnahme, kann er/ sie diese jederzeit problemlos abbrechen.

Ich weil3, dass ich die Gelegenheit habe, Fragen zu stellen und Antworten zu bekommen. Dazu kann

ich Frau Aneka Flamm, Leiterin der Untersuchung, telefonisch unter 1-646-223-0679 oder per Email

unter aneka.flamm@uni-konstanz.de erreichen. Auch bezuglich Fragen zu den Rechten von
Teilnehmern

dieser Studie kann ich mich unter dieser Telefonnummer/ Emailadresse informieren.

Ich habe dieses Formular gelesen oder es mir vorlesen lassen. Ich unterschreibe es
ohne Zwang und freiwillig.

Name der/des Schilerin/Schulers:

Name des Elternteils:

Datum: Unterschrift:

(Elternteil)

Universitat Konstanz e Sozialpsychologie und Motivation ® Aneka Flamm, M.A.. ® Postfach D39 e D-78457 Konstanz e Deutschland
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APPENDIX S

Study 4: Prescreening questionnaire (in German)

Aneka Flamm, Fachbereich Psychologie Deutsche Schule New York, White Plains
Universitat Konstanz Untersuchung Winter 2005/2006

Fragebogen zur Untersuchung der Universitat Konstanz
an der Deutschen Schule New York in White Plains

Bitte gib auf den folgenden Seiten an, zu welchem Grad Du jeder der Aussagen zustimmst, indem Du
eine Zahl auf die Linie vor der Aussage schreibst. Antworte bitte so, dass Du glaubst, die Antwort
beschreibt Deine Personlichkeit. Verwende dabei bitte die folgende Skala:

0 = stimmt tberhaupt nicht
1 = stimmt nicht

2 = stimmt nicht ganz

3 = stimmt teilweise

4 = stimmt

5 = stimmt voll und ganz

1. Wenn ich etwas falsch mache, dann ist mein erster Impuls die Umstande daftr
verantwortlich zu machen.

2. Ich neige dazu, in der Schule nur so hart wie notig zu arbeiten.
3. Ich schiebe Dinge oft bis zum letzten Moment vor mir her.

4. Ich neige dazu, mich fir alle méglichen Klausuren oder Tests
ubertrieben vorzubereiten.

5. Ich glaube, dass ich ofter als die meisten meiner Mitschuler nicht ganz in Form
bin.

6. Ich versuche immer, mein Bestes zu geben, egal worum es geht.

7. Ich arbeite hart, um bei allem was ich tue erfolgreich zu sein.

8. Bevor ich mich fir einen Kurs eintrage, oder mich mit einer wichtigen Aufgabe
beschaftige, sorge ich daftr, dass ich die nétigen VVorbereitungen treffe, oder die
entsprechenden Voraussetzungen mitbringe.

9. Ich neige dazu, vor einer Klausur oder Auffiihrung dngstlich zu werden.

10. Wenn ich versuche zu lesen, werde ich leicht durch Gerdausche oder meine
eigenen kreativen Gedanken abgelenkt.

11. Ich treibe mich selbst voran, um in der Schule gute Leistungen zu erbringen.
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Aneka Flamm, Fachbereich Psychologie Deutsche Schule New York, White Plains
Universitat Konstanz Untersuchung Winter 2005/2006

12. Ich versuche nicht allzu sehr an konkurrenzbetonten Aktivitaten beteiligt zu
sein, damit es nicht zu schmerzhaft ist, wenn ich verliere oder schlecht
abschneide.

13. Ich wirde lieber dafir respektiert werden, dass ich mein Bestes gebe, als fur
mein Potential bewundert zu werden.

14. Es kommt oft vor, dass ich Dinge nicht tue, die ich tun sollte.
15. Ich wirde viel besser abschneiden, wenn ich mich mehr anstrengen wirde.

16. Ich bevorzuge die kleinen Freuden in der Gegenwart gegentber den grof3eren
Freuden in der ungewissen Zukunft.

__17.Im Allgemeinen hasse ich es, in einem Zustand zu sein, der nicht meiner
,» ropform* entspricht.

18. Eines Tages werde ich vielleicht schon alles ,,auf die Reihe kriegen*.

19. Manchmal genief3e ich es flr ein oder zwei Tage etwas krank zu sein, weil es
einem den Druck nimmt.

20. Ich kdnnte viel besser sein, wirde ich meine Gefiihle nicht dazwischen kommen
lassen.

21. Wenn ich in etwas schlecht bin, tréste ich mich oft damit, dass ich gut in
anderen Dingen bin.

22. Ich gebe zu, dass ich versucht bin es zu rational zu erkléren, wenn ich die
Erwartungen anderer nicht erfllen kann.

23. Oft denke ich, dass ich mehr Pech habe beim Sport, Kartenspielen oder anderen
Sachen, die Talent erfordern.

24. Ich versuche mich fur jeden Kurs den ich nehme so gut es geht anzustrengen.

25. Ich nehme keine Medikamente oder Drogen, die meine Fahigkeit
klar zu denken und das Richtige zu tun stéren wiirden.

26. Ich nehme mehr Essen und Trinken zu mir als gut fur mich ist.

27. Wenn etwas Wichtiges ansteht, wie eine Klausur oder ein wichtiges Gesprach,
dann versuche ich in der Nacht zuvor soviel Schlaf wie moglich zu bekommen.

28. Ich lasse emotionale Probleme in einem Bereich meines Lebens nie andere
Dinge in meinem Leben beeinflussen.
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29. Wenn ich nervos dariiber werde, ob ich gut sein werde, schneide ich am Ende
meist besser ab.

30. Ich bin stolz darauf hart zu arbeiten.

31. Manchmal bin ich so frustriert, dass selbst einfache Aufgaben schwierig werden.

32. Meine Noten sind das Ergebnis von Anstrengung und harter Arbeit.

33. Alles in allem bin ich mit mir selbst zufrieden.

34. Hin und wieder denke ich, dass ich gar nichts tauge.

35. Ich besitze eine Reihe guter Eigenschaften.

36. Ich kann vieles genauso gut wie die meisten anderen Menschen auch.

37. Ich furchte, es gibt nicht viel, worauf ich stolz sein kann.

38. Ich flihle mich von Zeit zu Zeit richtig nutzlos.

39. Ich halte mich fir einen wertvollen Menschen, jedenfalls bin ich nicht weniger
wertvoll als andere auch.

____40. Ich winschte, ich kénnte vor mir selbst mehr Achtung haben.
____ 41, Alles in allem neige ich dazu, mich flir einen Versager zu halten.
_____42.Ich habe eine positive Einstellung zu mir selbst gefunden.
____43. Esist wichtig, dass ich in allem was ich tue erfolgreich bin.
_____44.Ich bin stolz darauf vor anderen zuzugeben, wie hart ich arbeite.
Bitte schreibe hier Deine Alter auf:

Bitte kreuze hier Dein Geschlecht an:  Weiblich__ Mannlich___
Bitte schreibe hier auf, in welcher Klasse Du bist:

Um Deine Daten vertraulich speichern zu kdnnen, gib hier bitte einen ,,Code* an. Nach
diesem Code werden wir werden Dich in unseren spateren Befragungen erneut fragen.

Code: 1. Buchstabe Vorname
1. Buchstabe Nachname
GeburtsTAG (z.B. 19)
GeburtsMONAT (z.B. 02)
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®

Gedankenerhebung
zur Untersuchung der Universitat Konstanz
an der Deutschen Schule New York in White Plains

Lieber Schiler, liebe Schilerin,

bitte schreibe uns auf dieser Seite 5-6 Gedanken auf, die Dir in den Sinn kommen, wenn Du tber die
anstehende Matheklausur in drei Tagen nachdenkst. Bitte Uberlege Dir aber nur solche Gedanken, die
einem ganz bestimmten Format entsprechen: Sie sollten mdglichst immer ,,Wenn..., dann...“-Sétze

sein, und beinhalten, was Du uber die Klausur denkst. Ein Gedanke konnte also z.B. so aussehen:

Beispiel: Wenn die Klausur wie immer aussehen wird, dann enthélt sie Textaufgaben.
WICHTIG: Schreib bitte ohne Sorge, dass Dein Lehrer dies hier sehen kénnte — Deinen Fragebogen
kannst Du wie versprochen gleich selbst in den Umschlag tun und zukleben, so das Dein Lehrer nie
etwas davon sehen wird. Erst ich mache den Umschlag wieder auf und sehe dann nur den Code.
Aulerdem schreibe bitte lieber einen Satz zu wenig, als dass Du von Deinem Nachbarn abschreibst,
denn das wirde uns nicht weiterhelfen. Wir méchten Deine Gedanken erfassen, und nicht die von
anderen. Du kannst dabei nichts falsch machen, alles, was Dir einféllt, ist ok.

Schreibe nun bitte hier Deine eigenen Gedanken auf:

1.

2.

5.

6.

Gib hier bitte noch Deinen persénlichen Code an, den Du schon von unserem ersten Fragebogen
kennst:

Code: 1. Buchstabe Vorname
1. Buchstabe Nachname
GeburtsTAG (z.B. 19)
GeburtsMONAT (z.B. 02)
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®

Gedankenerhebung
zur Untersuchung der Universitat Konstanz
an der Deutschen Schule New York in White Plains

Lieber Schiler, liebe Schilerin,

bitte schreibe uns auf dieser Seite 5-6 Gedanken auf, die Dir in den Sinn kommen, wenn Du (ber die
anstehende Matheklausur in drei Tagen nachdenkst. Bitte Uberlege Dir aber nur solche Gedanken, die
einem ganz bestimmten Format entsprechen: Sie sollten mdglichst immer ,,Wenn..., dann...“-Sétze
sein und beinhalten, wie Du es schaffen kannst, dass Du gut oder besser abschneidest. Ein
Gedanke konnte also z.B. so aussehen:

Beispiel: Wenn ich viel nachdenke, dann werde ich bestimmt besser abschneiden.

WICHTIG: Schreib bitte ohne Sorge, dass Dein Lehrer dies hier sehen kénnte — Deinen Fragebogen
kannst Du wie versprochen gleich selbst in den Umschlag tun und zukleben, so das Dein Lehrer nie
etwas davon sehen wird. Erst ich mache den Umschlag wieder auf und sehe nur den Code.
Aulerdem schreibe bitte lieber einen Satz zu wenig, als dass Du von Deinem Nachbarn abschreibst,
denn das wirde uns nicht weiterhelfen. Wir méchten Deine Gedanken erfassen, und nicht die von
anderen. Du kannst dabei nichts falsch machen, alles, was Dir einféllt, ist ok.

Schreibe nun bitte hier Deine eigenen Gedanken auf:

1.

2.

5.

6.

Gib hier bitte noch Deinen persénlichen Code an, den Du schon von unserem ersten Fragebogen
kennst:

Code: 1. Buchstabe Vorname
1. Buchstabe Nachname
GeburtsTAG (z.B. 19)
GeburtsMONAT (z.B. 02)
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Klausur-Fragebogen
zur Untersuchung der Universitat Konstanz
an der Deutschen Schule New York in White Plains

Lieber Schiler, liebe Schilerin,
bitte beantworte uns kurz die folgenden Fragen, bevor Du mit Deiner Klassenarbeit beginnst.
Antworte bitte wahrheitsgemal} — Deine Lehrer werden von diesen Antworten auf keinen Fall

erfahren! Zusétzlich musst Du Deinen Namen nicht aufschreiben, sondern nur den Code, den
Du auf dem ersten Fragebogen, den Du ausgefullt hast, bereits angegeben hattest.

Wie viele Tage vor dieser Klausur hast Du zu lernen angefangen (1-5)?
Wie viele Stunden hast Du ungefahr insgesamt gelernt (1-50)?

An welchem Tag und um welche Uhrzeit hast Du aufgehdrt zu lernen (z.B.
Donnerstagabend um 20:00 Uhr)?

Zu welcher Tageszeit hast Du am liebsten gelernt (z.B. mittags oder spat abends)?

Code: 1. Buchstabe Vorname
1. Buchstabe Nachname
GeburtsTAG (z.B. 19)
GeburtsMONAT (z.B. 02)

Vielen Dank und viel Erfolg ©
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