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Objective Self-Awareness: This term is used in Duval and Wicklund's

objective self-awareness theory to dencte the state of conscicusness
. ~ -

in wt';ich the indiwiﬁ;l is focused on any self-aspect (e.g., bady,

ée.rsonal history; or conscious state). This state is assumed to be )
elicited by certain stimili in the enviromént (e.g., audience,
camera, and mirror). Duval and Wicklund neither postulate nor
speculate about indiviéua_l differences regarding objective

- self-awareness. A | |

Subjective Self-Awareness: This term is used in Duval and Wicklund's

objective self-awareness theory to refer to the state of
conscicusness in which the individual is<focused on events exterior

to the person's body, history cr conscicus state.

Public Self-Aspects: This term refers to those aspects of the self which -
i

~ are potentially observable by others.
AN

-

Public Self-Awareness: This term is used in Buss' self-conscicusness

theory to refer to that transient state of conscicusness in which
attention is focused on pubiic self-aspects (e.g., physical
~appearance). The first ﬁain cause oé bublic self-amren‘éss is being
cbserved by an audience on technological monitors. This type of
induction is predicted to involve a certain degree of discomfort due

to shyness, audience gnxiety or embarassment. Objective self-
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awareness tiueory, on the othé: hand! predicts a r@.ulting real/ideél
self negative discrepancy in.this type of situation: ’ -
The second main cause of public self-awareness consists of
nonsocial perceptual feedback, and is exemplified by photographs of
oneself, ful.l-length mirr:brs, as well as audic and video recordings
of oneself. Bqth cbjective self-awéren%s theory and self-
qonscibusness theory predict a real/ideal self négative discrepancy

b9

when self-focused attention is eli?.ajby these type of stimuli.

Public Self-Consciousness: This term is used in Buss' self-consciousness

theory to refer to the disposition involving attentional focus on
public self-aspects. Those individuals high on this dimension tend
to react more strongly to public self-awareness inducers than those
low on this persoqality dimension. It is noteworthy that éﬁblic
+ self—consciousness is activated only in the presence of public self-
awareness inducers and that in ‘_c_heir absence, no behavioral

differences are seen between those high and low on the dimension.

Public Self-Focus: This term may be used to refer to either public

.self-awareness or public self-conscicusness.

-

. ®

Private Self-pspects: This term refers to those aspects of the self

which have a private, experiential quality. Private self-aspects

include such events as bodily feelings, motives and cognitions.
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Pr'ivat.e Self—Awareness: This ‘ term  is e:xployéd in Bﬁss‘
" self-consciousness theory , zﬁo refer to that transient state of
consciousness in which attentlon is focused on private self-aspects.

' This state is presmted to result inm both a better knowledge of these
private self-aspects and the intensification of any affectz.ve charge’
on these aspects Pr:.vate self-awareness may be self-produced by
such activities as writing a diary, intrespection or certain forms
of nedi;.:ation. . Self-consciousness theory also assumes that this
state is induced by observing one's reflection in a sh?ving size
mirror. In contrast to ijectivg self-awareness theory, no
real/ideal self negative discrepancy is assumed to fgllow‘ this type
of self-focused attention. | "

Private Self-Consciousness: This term is enploved in Buss' self-

d

conscicusness theory to refer to the disposition involving

attentional focus on the private self-aspects.. Those individuals
’ high on this dimension tend to regularly. atténd to these internal
aspects of the self, with the concomitant implications of  more
ﬁighly polarized affect and greater self-knowledge than those low on

the dimension.

Private Self-Focus: This term may be used to refer to either private

self-awareness or private self-consciousness.

vi 2
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Situational Self-Focus: This term refers to private and public

.

self-awareness, sincg—;_ both of these states are as;sumed-tp be ir;duced
by situational (alviromrental)' stimuli., Strictly speéking, private
self-awareness -may be self-produced. However, in the present 'worl-c,
private. self-awareness is p-rimarily considered as a consequence of
external eliciting stimili. It may be noted that.the state of

objective self-awareness, since it is solely produced by eliciting

v stimali, could also be classified under this rubric. -

Dispositional Self-Focus: This term refers to both public and private

self-consciousness.

~
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This study investigated the effects of the dispositional dimension
of self-conscicusness and the manipulation of self-awareness on
laboratory inducéd pain. Subjects were initially assigned to four groups
defined by high and low scores on private and public self-conscicusness.
Within each of these groups, subjects were furth‘e.r d:;.vided into one of
four experimental conditions during the Cold - Pressor Test: mirror
exposure (private self-awareness), camera exposure, {(public self-
awareness), Spot exposure {attention control) and a\ non-foéus control

yc_quition. Subjects underwent two trials of the Cold Pressor Test,_: the”
" first trial serving as a baseline measure. The dependent measures
included pain magnitude and tolerasce duration as well as a number of
post—experimental inquirieﬁ regai’ding the experienced pain. Contrary to
theoretical oredictions, high priv;ite self-consciousness subjects tended
to be slower at terminating hand irr\rrersion than those low on this
‘dimension. It was furthermore “that a greater nu:rber- of high
private self-consciocusness subjects spontaneously used a strategy\
did those low on this scale, These data do not bowever prov:.de a clear.'
understanding of the relationship between private self-con_sc:.oxéness "
strategy. L_ls_é:,__ and pain. The retrospective measure of pa_in maghifude whén\
first experienced during hand immersion yielded higher scores for
subjects at the high end of the pgblic self-consciousness dimension.
© Subjects required to focus on a mirror showed proportionately less -

on—targei: visual contact than did camera and spot exposure subjects. No

hY
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differences were found between .self-awarenéss manipulations with _regard

to the pain-related measures. The role of self-focus and strategy use-

are included in a discussion of methodological and theoretical issues.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE e

a : ' - -

4 Cbjective Self-awareness Theory

F

hY

The cér{ceggt of self-focus as construed by a number of contemporary

researchers can be most directly traced -to the theory of symbolic '

intgractionism. The founder of this schogl, Charles Horton Cooley,
maintained that self-awareness is tantamount to taking the perspective
‘of another with régard to oneself (Cooley, 1502).

g Gecrge Herbart Mead, another merber of this school of thought{ held

sinuila\f' ideas regarding the self. Mead (1934) contended that a

subjective feeling of oneself is insufficient for selfhood. The

imdividanl, ho argoed, mst alsc e azle o ex:em’alizé his vaniags
point from its 1internal o'rganis:nic location to a position of outside
coservation. This capacity for deta‘ch:rent, said Mzad, is not inherent in
the pérson, but- develops through interactions within a'social matrix. As

a result of developing this distantiating capacity, the self develops as

a composition of the perceptions and judgements of the other members of

the social fabric.
In. the normal adult individual, Mead saw consciousness as
. B ’
bifurcated to form two ‘distinct types of awareness.. The first type of

consciousness is developmentally more primitive in the sense of being

limited to an awareness. of the organism -interacting with the

cl,,
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engirorment. In this type of consciocusness, the directioh of attention
is external -to the individual. The second kind of consciousness,
according to " Mead, results f{:cul a: transformati_on of the other's
awareness of one's own self into one's own consciousness of self. This
transformation, said Mead, is accomplished thrméh social learﬁing.

A recemt éocially based sel f-awareness theory‘ vas put forth by
Duval and-Wicklund in 1972. The primary defining construct of Fhe theéry_
has been called "cbijective self-awareness" by these authors. Objective
self-awareness is considered to be one of the two directionally defined
states of conscicusness associated with the self-sfructue. The other
directionally defined state of-consSicusness has been férmed "subjective
self-awareness”. The basic distinction between cbjective self-awarengss
and subjective self-awareness involves a focus of attention either on
the self or the enviromment respectively. Put in different terms, “the
dichotomous split presents t-:he self on the crie hand as an actor 'and_on
the other as an cbject.

Subjecti've' self-awareness is a state of consciousness where the

L}
self is only experienced as a function of feedback from interaction with

the environment. In the subjective self-awareness state one i‘s aw;re of
the self as the locus of perception and behavior, but the attentional
vectorh is towards the external world. 1In contrast,. the objective
self-awvareness state is a condition where attention is direc;téd to the
personal aspects of the individual. These personal aspects include the {
body, developmental history and contents of cénécimsness'. Duval and

Wicklund state that attention cannot be directed to ‘'the self and the

A}

Pt
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bidirecticnal unified consciousness is postulated as opposed tc M2a

enviromment concurrently. The apparent.; éh;;mltaneity c_>f experience of
oneself and the enviromment is, according to cbjective self-awareness
.theory, the sequential shifting of attention bétheen an interha_l and
encternai focus Theoretically, the degree to which a particular type of
awar'eneﬁg is present is a function of the proportion of time in that
attentional rode, regardiess of the frecuency of oscillation between it
and the other attentionzl pole.

As may be apparent, Duval and Wicklund's conception of the splif in
consciousness is different from Mead's forrulation. Mead, as previousiy

discussed, bifurcated consciousness according to type. This is, out of

-the primary awareness a reflexive awareness develops. This reflexive

awareness operates by adopting the other's viewpoint regarding the self
as if it were one's own perception. In ‘contrast, objactive
self-awareness theory treats awareness of self as not fundamentally

Grfrarent from an awaraness of obinasts in the enviromment

.
=

b

s, a

's

L

two distinct varieties of consciousness.

A primary éonsequence of obje_c%.ive self-awareness is. a moverent on
the self-eva-i-x;\ation dimension occcurring a short duration of t:.me after
the onset of internal focus. The evaluation of self occurs from a
perspective of internal standards of rectitude regarding behavior,
beliefs and character traits. Duval and Wicklund conceptualize these
stand.;xrds as originating from percétual judgements or social learning.
The self-evaluation invol-ves a comparison between ideal standards on

these dimensions and the actual conditions cbserved. As originally
~ ‘



stated‘ in the theofy, this wu.thm—s;lf discrepancy is the result of a
scanning of _self~characteristics and is followed by negative affect.
This negati§e affect is considered to be proportionate to the size of
the within-self discrepéncy and to the length of timé that this
discrepancy is focused upon. In the absence of a salient intraself
discrepancy, objective self-awareness theory maintains that seJ/.E—‘Eocus
still leads ‘to negative affect. This movement to a dysphgr/i;c state
results fram attentional scanning of different self-aspécts which
inevitably leads to a negative self_-evaluaf;ion in one respect or
another. | L

Regarding the determinants of attentional focat~direction, Duval
and Wicklund hold that theyc\ are located in the external rather <than
internal enviromment. In line witbthis envirommentally determined focus
of attention ‘forni:lation, no attempts were made by these authors to
postulate individual differences associated with a particylar focusing
pfcpg.ns.ity. Subjective self-awareness, or extefnal focusing, is
consiéered to be the predominant state of conscicusness and is only
deactivated with the perception of self-related stimuli.  Thus,
seif-related stimuli and those stimuli in the: environment which focus
attention external to the self determine where awareness will be
direcfed at any particular point .in time. Although the stimuli which
remind an individual of his object status in the; world will vary
somewhat from person to person, certain stimuli are genera.}{y assumed to
induce objecti\-re self-awareness. These stimili, typically used to

establish “objective self-awareness in a laboratory setting, include

—



préehce of visual or aud.l.tory recording and feedback.devicés, a mirror
reflection and a photograph of oneself. Theoretically, objective-
‘self-awaren&ss may be induced by fo.cusing on areas of the body. Houév;;.r,
Duval and Wicklund maintain that this induction method suffers ‘frcin
difficulty in determining which stimuli reliably lead a person to
examing particular body parts.

A more caopleéx objective self-awareness induction method is that of |
audience presence. In this situation, self-focus effects are complicated |
by the nature of the relationship between the cbserver and obs;arvegi.
B This relationship may inciude such factors as -differences in role,
status and social power positions. Although Duval and Wickluhd suggest
that these and other obsérver .qualities can assume importance in
dgtermining the sélf-aspect which is evaluated, no res_earch within the
objective self-awareness li-t.eraﬁure has yet manipulated audience.
variables. ]

Regarding the behavic;ral consequences of objective self—auéren&;s,
as already discussed, the self-evaluation entailed by this state leads
to negative affect. Duval ahd wicklund postuléted that this negative
affect is a motivational factor leading to. acéions directed towards a
reduction of objec;tive self-awareness, and a consequent decrease in
negative affect. These actions or strategies can be categorized under
the rubrics of avoidance and dlscrepancy reduction. Avoidance behaviors
include both an explicit movement away from seJ:f—focusing stmulx and an
active seekihg- of distractions from these stimuli. An example of the

t T
former behavicr might be leaving the presence of a mirror reflection,
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while the latter could be engaging in some motor activity (e.g., pacing)
while delivering a speech to a group. =)

Discrepancy reduction, the second strategy for decreasing the

"negative affect resulting from cbjective self-awareness involves either

attempts to attenuate a high intraself distrepancy or preclude the
possibility of a discrepancy by acting in congruence with personal
standards. An example of. the first. type_ of beh;avior can be seen 1n a
situation.me.re an individual finds personal actions at variance with b
his or her morat standards and chooses to alter bel';avior to regain
wit.hir:a-—self consistency. An illustration of the second course of action
can be seen in the case of individials behaving in a manner consistent

with professed attitudes related to the behavior. With regard to the

order of occurence or preference of these reactions of avoidance and

 discrepancy reduction, Duval and Wicklund's criginal form:lations

prasantad no clear statement. However, a later presentation posits tha*
the method reguiring the least amount of time will be the prelerred
route. Wicklund now considers avoidance of objective self-awareness

inducing stimull or seeking distractions as the most probable initlial

: sz}.fatégies (Wicklund, 1978; wicklund & Frey, 1979). If the situation.—

does not permit termination of cbjective self-awareness by these means,
then discrepancy reduct ion éttenpts will be initiated to reduce negative.
afféct.

with the exception of a minor :r_evisior.z, objective sclf-awareness
theory remains in roughly the same i"orm that it did at its inception.

This revision concerns the type of affect resulting frofn ocjoctive

1
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se.lfaawa.rmﬁs In the original statement, as already- d:.scussed the
affect occurrmg with objective selfaawarmeﬁs induction was assumed to
be negative. -In the more recent theoretical work, objective
self-avareness is considered to lead to positive affect following a
success experience (Wicklund, 1978). That is, when a positive
discrepancy exists between stanldards. and real copditiohs, focusing on
oneself will entail positive affect. As the size of the positive
discrepancy increases, so too will the intensity of the positive affect.
Wicklund argues, however, that naturally ccdfuring discrepancies are
typically negative. Althéugh an experience of success may injfially
create positive discrepancies, this effect dim.:i.nishes with tme and with
the growth of new ambitions. These new goals once again pfoiiuce
discrepancies between real and fdeal conditions. .
In summary, objective self-awareness theory is primarily a theory

of motivation in which the drive qualities are determined by the

direction of focused attention. The direction of attention is contingent

upon the nature of envirormental stimli. when the individual perceives
stimili which remind him or her of the self, objective self-awareness
will occur. In the absence of these stimali the indiﬁdual is generally
in a state of subjective self-awareness. That is, the predominant state
of consciousness is attentionally involved with objects in the world
rather than the self. Each of these statges of conscicusness precludes
the other from occurring similtanecusly. However, consciocusness often

oscillates rapidly between these two states with the apparent experience

of being able to attend to the environment and the self concurrently.

>
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When in a state of self-focus, it is assumed thét"é' self-evaluation ’
process is activate;i. This self-evaluétion results in a perceived
discrepancy between cne's present reality and one's standards. Most of
these discrepancies are negative in nature and are accompanied by
gegative " affect. The motivational end-products of oblective
self-awareness are avoidance of self-focué inducing stimli, or attempts
to reduce intraself discrepancies. The predominant ‘initial response is
avoidance, followed by discrepancy reduction efforts if avoidance is not

L4

possible.

-

Research

The research findings in the cbjective self-awareness literature
have been primarily' concerned with the rsax;ij.ions to' self—focué in
situations where sallgnt standards are presé;'lt. Investigations have
generally employed social psychological paradigms and have been
conducted within such areas as conformity, attitude change, performance
facilitation, attribution and self-esteem research. However, thé present
review of objective self-awareness investigations is not ordered
according to particular areas of psychological research, but rather
according to the.va.riws reactions to cbjective self-awareness. That is,
selected studies will be reviewed within sections discussing both the
initial reactions' to selé-focus (i.e., self-orientation and
self-evaluation) and the motivational consequences of se.if-f_ocxﬁ (i.e.,

avoidance and discrepancy reduction).



Self-Orientation

In their early work in objective ,self-awareness theory, Duval and
Wicklund primarily focused on the aversive nature of the - objectively
self-aware state and the ensuing reactions. However, little mention was |
made of the validity of the stimuli used to eﬁt-ablish the objective
self-awareness state. A number of studies subsequent to the initial
thegretical formilations have investigated the link ‘between self-focus
and the stimuli” presumed to induce this state. Davis and Brock (1975)
‘ attempted to e.'val;zate the effects on attention of stimili which have
been traditionally utilized to induce objective self-awareness. Théy
arqued that if these stimuli did increase self-focus, this should be
reflected in the c‘or‘ltent of verbal ocutput. That is, verbal productions
made i_n a self-focused state were assm'fed to contain a greater nu;b‘er of
se_lf-refe.ren_c:stata:ents than when attntion is exte_rnally- focused. 1Inm
bogus translation tasks, subjects were found to translate more foreign
words into english perscnal éronouns in the presence_ of a mirror and in
the presence of a camera. Davis and Brock interpreted these results as
direct support for the assumption that theoretically ,post?:,'l.ated
ocbjective self-awarenéss inducing stimuli do in fact lead to delf-focus.
. Furthermore, this induced self-focus was found to influence cognitionlin
a manner consistent with-the theory.

In a second study by Geller and Shaver (1976), the Stroop~color

word test (Stroop, 1938) was used to measure the cobined effects of a
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mirfor and camera on cognition. These an S argued tt;at Davis and
Brock's results suffer from two types of a.ubiguity. A:».';‘i;'st, it is
difficult to conclude whether the pe.rsonal pronoun output /measure used
by Dav.ts and Brock 1is due solely to attentlonal self—focus, or is a
'ccxtbm_atz.on of self-focus and an ability or willingness to tolerate
objective self-awareness; that is, cbjective seif—awaren&;s miy increase
~as a result of personél pronoun use. . The second type of ambiquity is the
projective quality of tl;ep pronoun measuré.' That 1is, although
self-related cognitions’ may be occurring, the individual may not be
willing to report them.
Gellexr gnd Shaver reasoned that a n_*odified ve.rsién of tLe Str@
-procedure would provide a more direct measure of -cognitive activity than
| Davis and Brock's method. They operated under the assumption that .
latency in identification of the color in which a word is printed will
‘be greater when an individual has been thinking of an _associated word.
Cénsistent with this reasonirig, the results showed that subjects in the
presence of a mirror and a camera had sighificantly longer color naming -
latencies for self-relevant than for neutral words. Thus the objective
self-awareness manipulation appears to have activated self-related
cognitions. However; the combined use of a mirror and camera to induce
objective seif-aééreneés raises the question of the individtn]: validity
of-sach of these techniques as a self-focus inducer.

m

a study by Carver-and Scheier (1978), the validity of a mirror
and an aundience as self-awareness induction procedures were tested in

separate experiments. These anthors employed Exner's Self-Focus Sentence
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Canpletion (SFSC) questionnaire (.Ebcner, 1973) as the dependent measure.
The SFSC was designed to measure self-focus, external focus, ambivalent
’\\_ focus, or none of the preceding focal orieftations. The results
] iﬁdicated that both the mirror and the audience presence Jled to a
significantly greater proportion of self-focus responses than when the

mirror udience were absent.

Self-Evaluation

The previmsly; discussed studies illustrate that t;he.', immediate

~— cognitive pro.d~ucts of exposure to self-focusing stimili are
characterized byk an increase in self—relevanéf_’éﬁponses. Following the
initial self-orientin.g reaction, the next response to occur in ‘the
objective self-awareness behavioral sequence is that of self-evaluation. ~
Although ‘co—ntenporary theoretical work in obﬁective self-au;;:\reﬁess
theory (Wicklund, 1979) recognizes other possible responses to
self-focus (e.g., in situations without salient standards) than those
cons;'.dered in —the ear'ffz;ﬁormlati.ons A(Duval & Wicid.und,_ 1972;
Wicklund, _1978), the within-self dlscrepancy response sequence still
remains the core aspect of thg theory. The first Jpa.rt of the discrepancy
response sequence involves the process of sélﬁ—evaluation. In a study by
Duval and Wicklund (1873) subjects were presented. with hypothetical
situations to which they were asked to assign responsibility for
positive or negative ‘odtcomes either to the self or to an imagined

’
other. They found that in the presence of a mirror subjects -attributed
- ' .
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.significantly more responsibility to themselves regardless of the

outcome valence. - | -~ _
A later study of attribution of causality suggests, however, that
the rélationship between self-focus and attribution of responsibility is

more camplex than is apparent in the aforementioned study. Federoff and

‘Harvey (1976) conducted an experineht in which éubjects presented

: - e .
thérapeutic instructions and anticipated producing either a negative or
posifive outcome on a hypothetical phobic pa'tient. Scome subjects in each

expectancy group received feedback that their ing;;:uctioﬁs,had resulted

in either a negatlve or posu:lve outcoue Results indicated that in the

presence of a ca.trera more self-attributions wexe made for pos:.twe as

opposed to negati/ve outcomes. However, again in the camera present
y .

condition, agrfibutions to the "patient" were relatively higher when

posttive outccmes were expected and negat:.ve outcames occurred. Thus, a

" reversal of the theoretically expected direction of causal attribution

res,ulted ‘when the experimental situation was more ego—involving. “hat

is, instead of making attributions according to focus of attention,,’

subjegts showed a self-protection type of response under cbjective
self-auareneﬁs conditions. This prepotency of an ego-defensive reaction
suggests that factors other than attentional focus play a greater role
than presun'ed in Duval and Wicklund's original theoretical statemants.

a recent study by Nadler (1983) also 1llustrates increments in

self-defensive attributions under dbjective self-awareness conditions.

‘Subjects who were high and low on a self-esteem measure performed a

self-relevant task (creativity test) in high and low objective
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self-awareness situations. The -results showed that objec't-ive
self-awareness is associated with low self-esteem subjects making more
dispositional attri.but‘:iors for a failing performance and high
self-esteem subjects attributing more to —d.i.spositional _factors for
successtul performances. Like thé Fed'erqfif and Harvey (1976) study, the
results of Nadler's research also éppear incampatible with the Duval and
Wicklund (1973) findings, where unidirectionakity of causal attributions
was found. A possib_le explanation for the aforementioned discrepancy is
that the .two former studies employed ego—re.leva'nt tasks whereas the
Duval and Wicklund (1973) research did not.

A study bz?Vallache.r and Solodky (1979) investigated the effects of
objectwe self-aharenss cn se.lf—evaluatxon when different types of
standards were employed. The;e authors argued that mpst objectlve
seif~awareness research has addressed . situations vhere s@@& are
based on mor:lity and normatively acceptable social behavior. In
contrast, they :studied the relationship between morality-based and
campentency-based standards under objective' self-awareness conditions.
Their design i‘gi;rolved: a conflict between these two classes of standards.
It was pred.éted that when subjects were led to believe that success on
a specific task was due to ability rather than luck, they would be more
l:.ke.ly to cheat under object.we self-awareness than non-objective -

self-awaren&ss cond:.t:.ons Thg results were consistent with these

predlctlons. It appears that the discrepancy a.mng' the three previously

_discussed studies (Dwal & Wicklund, 1973; Federoff & Harvey, 1976;

Nadler, 1983) cap also be understood- by appealing to the "explanation
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" gffered by Vallacher and Solodky regarding their own research. That is,
in the study‘ by Duval and Wicklund (1973) the context for making
attributions involved moral values while the contexts in Federoff ‘and
Harvey's (1976) and Nadler's (1983) research were 'conce.rﬁed with
competence as a ‘value. _ 'Ihus, rather than construing either
ego—defens:.veness or attentlonal—focus as the {rcst‘ potent vanable ‘m‘
determining attributional behavmr, it may be more dlrectly related tey
. the type of standard made salient by the context.

From a methodological perspective it is of interest that Vallacher
a{ud Solodky induced objective self-awareness by the presence of both a
mirror and a tape recording of the subjecﬁ's own voice. Each of these
manipulations, as 'he_ll as the dentrol manipulations, were presented to
the subject as "potential visual" and "potential auditory” distractions.
In the objective' self-ahareneﬁs condition, it is-vunclear whether this
type of instructional set would induce self-focus in the Same vﬁay as ﬁhe
usual situation where the instructions relate the self-focusing stimuli
to extra—experimental purposes. Perhaps the differences found between
cbjective self-awareness- and non-objective self-awareness conditions are
more associated with some distractability 'di:repsion in the .:ﬁirr_:or
reflection and own voice recordjl.ng. than with their self-focusing
qualities. A further‘ question arises with regard to the subject'é
interpretation of the mirror. The authors state that the mirror was
attached to the wall. At the time that- this study was conducted (1979),
it- is questionable if university students serving as subjects in a

psychology experinént would not suspect a wall mirror to be of the

.-

-

v

/
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two—way varie'ty concealing an abserver (especially in a situation where
cheating with impunity appedired possible). '

In the area of self—estec—m and objective selfaawareness,. a number
of studies may be presented to examine the self-evaluation aspeét of
self-focus. Ickes and Wicklund (Duwval and Wicklund, 1972, pp. 24-27)
asked subjects to complete questionnaires indicating their real and
ideal selves on bipolar adjective scales. BHalf of the subjects filled
.out the scales while listening £6 an audio recording of their own voices
(high objective self-awareness) while the re-maining subjects listened to
a recording of another's voice (low cbiective self-awareness). The
results indicated a significantly greater intraself discrepancy in the
high ol_:jective self-awareness condition for the first .five items on the |
twenty-item scale. It is unclear wl'_xy this objective self-awareness
effect diminished over subsequent five-item blocks. Duval and Wicklund
(1972) suggest that the objective self-awareness stimilus may lose its
response eliciting potency as a result- of exposure time. Anotherl
possibility, and consistent with objecti\}e self-awareness t.heory,l is the
presumed aversiveness of self-focus which would lead to efforts to avoid
listening to the .t:ape as much as possible. However, the experimental
design did not include a method of:: monitoring the subject's degree of
attention with regard to the tape. |

In a study by Ickes, Wicklund and Ferris (1973) subjects were

administered a ‘bogus test which presxmably measured some important
trait. Same subjects received negative feedback and some positive

feedback on the test. Subjects were then.asked to rate themselves on a

~.
~

) . \
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self-esteem questionnaire and on thé bogus trait., ‘In the negativé
feedback condition, results showe:{ that or'“;ly the selffestean_ ratings
were lowered in the presence of a ‘mirror while the bogus trait ratings
were unaffected. The authors interpreted these findings as sensible in
that the bogus trait, which was not descri..bed in terms of 'conte_nt;, may
"have been: trivialized by the subjécts. On the other hand',. the
self-esteem dineﬁsibn, because of its inflexible quality, may have been
more susceptible to self-criticism. That is, self-esteem is a product of
long—t'erm experience and many of the traits on which it depends are
relative\ly fixed (e.g., intelligence). Furthermore, when a subject is
made aware of an intraself discrepancy of a fixed type, the resulting
self-critical reaction can be measured since a rapid discrepancy
reduction is unlikely. -

The last study to be reported in this section was conducted by
Schéier and Wicklund (Wicklund, 1978, p. 474). Subjects were again given
a bogus test ("psychological mindedﬁéss“), folldwea by negative feedback
on test pe.rforx}ance. They then filled out a real-ideal self
questionnaiz;e, the real self part of which had already been completed
(at the low end of th.e scale) by the experimenter. Those subjects who
cﬁnpleted the questionnaire in the presence of a mirror showed higher
ratings on the ideal self. Thus, if the real self has been definitely
fixed or categorized; the degree of aspiration as :e;‘flected by
ideal-self Judgements will be relatively higher under cbjective

self-awareness conditions.
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" In sumery, some of these studies have been presented by wicklund
(1578) as examples WOE the initial self—evalua;:ion response prior to
discrepancy reducticﬁ or avoidanc:e reactions. As Wicklund aptly points
out,  this measurement of the inftial self-evaluation response is
difficult. in the sense tllxat discrepancy reduction strategies follow
closely in'time. In the study by Ickes and Wicklund (1971), the lack of
an effect in the cbjective self-awareness condition subsequent to the
first five items, may be associated with the onset of the discrepancy
reduction process. In the ra‘search by Ickes, Wicklund and Ferris (1973),
the drop in self-esteem was interpreted as a manifestation o’.f
self-evalua:cion. HE:wever, it may be that by judging himself in a more
negative light, the subject in the m:irror condition was demonstrating a
greater awareness of the value of accepting responsibility “for personal
deficiencies. This alternate explanation may adso apply to the
attribution study by Duval and Wicklund (1973). That is, in both of
these studies, the acceptance of person:jnl responsibility for outcomes
may be part of the discrepancy reduction phase rather than solely a
function of self-evaluation. p |

A case may also be rede for the contention that discrepancy
reduction (as the concept is used in objectivesself-awareness theory)
was occurring in the second half of the items in the Duval and Wicklund
(1973) study. This is suggested by an examination of ;‘:he mean values of
self-attributions over tﬁe.. five presented items. That is, in c&paring
the first two items with the last two items of the mirror and non-mirror

conditions, self-focus appears to be most potént at the beginning of the
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item sequence, and pr&:ortionally less influential than the non-mirror
comparison by the end of the item sequence. Thus, -it may be that by the
late;: a;:.tribution items, the discrepancy reduction preocess was more
fully activated. A more extended analysis of ‘the self~evaluation
response is both beyond the interests of this paper and would be plagued
_by unresolvable speculatlons at the present state of the research.
Bowever, the 1ssues raised do present sane of the problen-s in measuring

this first event in the discrepancy reduction seguence.
Avoidance - >

Subsequent to the assumed self-orientation and self-evaluation
processes, objectivé se_'Lf-'e;.waréness theory holds that the self-focusing
stimili will be avoided if possible. Theoretically, the three most
typical avoidance methods include a reduction of proximity to objective
self-awareness induc.ing stimili, . engaging in :mtor-activity
distractions, and attending to some aspect of the external environment.

An early study by Duval, Wicklund and Fine (1972) illustrates the
thecretical assumption th:at avoidance of the objective self-awareness
staté occurs when both self-focus and a permanent discreéancy are
present. Subjects were given bogus positive or negative feedback from a
fabricated personality measure which presumably measured creativity and
inteliigence.-. ;I‘he bogus test scores were presented as either in the
upper or lower 10th pe.rcentiié with respect to peer group scores.

Self-focus was manipulated by the presence of both a mirror and- camera.

"
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Following test\ fesdback, the subject was placed in a room with or
wi.thout these stimili. The length of time that the subject waited in .the
rcom after receiving’ instructions that a 'sec'ond :a:ncperinente.r would
arrive within five minutes, was used as the primary dependent variable.

The results indicated that as the d::.screpancy between performance
on the personality measure and a reference group average increased in
the pr&s-ence of the sdf—f@shg stimli, the exit ti.mer latency
decreased., Two points ‘of theoretical interest in this study involve the
éhoice of reactions to dbjective 'selfaahta;:eneﬁs and the ::e.latiohship

between discrepancy magnitude and conseguent behavior. In addressing the

first point, it is noteworthy that the experimental design in this study

precluded a discrepancy reduction strategy; subjects were restricted to
an avoidance reaction due to the relative inflexibility of the trait in
qﬁestion. Whether or not avoidance would have remained the predominant
reaction in the face of a more -flexible trait could not be answered by
this study. Secondly, it would have been interesting to see/what type of
relationship existed between discrepancy magnitgde énd avoidance
latency. That is, would more intermediate feedback score 'valu&s- have
result';ed in corresponding exit latency differences?

The study by Davis ahd Brock (1975) already mentioned in relation
to the use §f seif-related words under objective self-awareness
conditions, also illustrates -avoidance behavior. Those subjects in the

presence of a mirror or a camera who recej)}'ed : négative feadback on a

- creativity test tended to use less self-relevant words. These results

indirectly suggest an avoidance of the self-focused state.
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-An exam;ale of using motor - activity distractions as a-way of
avoiding se_lf;chus is found in an experiment by Liebling, Seiler and
Shaver (1974). Smokers vere placed in a room either with or vithSat a
mirror. Those subjects in the mirror dition were found to engage in
more cigarette-associated activity than those without'a mirror. It is of
interest to note that this finding is in conflict with the hypoﬁhesis of
th&e authors. They predicted that in the pr%encé of a mirror, subjects
should attempt discrepancy reduction by engéging in less smoking
associated activitieﬁ.‘ ‘The avoidance distraction—;—t;ategy may have been
chosen in th:.s situation due to the motivational connnectxon between the
motor activity (i.e., smoking-related bdwv10r) and the behavior subject
to real-ideal discrepancy evaluation (i.e,, cigarette smoking) .

‘A recent study by Creenberg and Musham (1981) investigated the
avoidance reaction "u'sing a counterattitudinal statement paradigm.
Subjects read staterrénts counter to, neutral to, or consistent with
attitudes on a particular issue. Subjects were then given the option of
séeking or - avoiding self-focus by sitting facing a mirror or a '
non-reflective surface. After choosing the mirror or non-mirror
position, subjects vere rated on how interested they were in hehari‘hg a
recording of themselves reading their respective statements. The results
indicated that subjects reacing counterattitudinal statements actively -
avoided the objecti;re self-—auareness stimili, while those reading
consistent statements sought out the objective self-awareness stimli.
Thus, in the absence of an ava:.lable discrepancy reduction response,

avoidance occurred following attitudinally discrepant behavior. This
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latter finding is consistent wi;tﬁ‘the original objective self-awareness
theoretical assumptions. On the other hand, the r'esults of the positive ‘
dlscrq:ancy condition are at variance with these same assumptions, in
that self-focus was originally regarded as aversive regardless of ‘the
situational context. However, -~ already discussed, a later revision of
objeétive self-awareness theory includeé the possibility of positive
‘affect resulting from an interaction of self-focus and a positive
discrepancy (Wicklund, 1978).

The next study to be discussed as rq:re#entative of the avoidance
reaction was conducted in a natural field-setting beDonald &
Eilenfield, 1980). Research studies presented up to this point have
investigated‘ induction of short term laboratory-based discrepancies. In
this si:udy, subjects were ra*::éd on scales of physical attractivenms by
unobtrusive experimenter cbservers as they walked down a path bounded by
mirrcr-like windows. The avoidance or seeking of sel f-awareness was
judged according to the time spent in self-observation, by a different
observer. The results indicated a linear relationship between physical
attraqt}iveneﬁ/.sﬁ:nﬁd- mirror-gazing activity. That is, the more attractive
subjects sought self-focus more than the less attractive subjects This
study illustrates that individuals tend to e.xpose themselves more to
self-awareness stimuli when a long-term positive discrepancy 1is
suggested.

‘ The last study on avoidance to be reviewed used a self-disclosure
situation in conjunction with mirror induced. seif-»awareneﬁs. Archer,

Hormuth and Berg (1982) presented subjects with intimate or nop-intimate
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topics to be recorded in front of a mirror or a non-reflective surface.
The authors assumed .that the nature of disclosimj intimate _‘!.detail'.;‘.
necessarily entails negative discrepancies and is  thus in&imically
‘unpleasant. As predicted, those subjects in thg high self-awareness
condition who discussed intimate topics showed the greatest. 1ai:encyl
times in beginning their verbal responses, enjoyed the situation least
and éave the least complete descriptions of the self-related topics.
Thus, self-awareness conditions were associated with behavioral measures
which sﬁggest an overall strategy of avoidance. .

In swwary, the preceding gtadies illustrating avoidance reactions
to negative discrepancies arq/ consistent ®ith the original objective
se].f-awax.:eness formilations. \Each study used a relatively inflexible
trait which, acc'ording to Duval and Wicklund (1972), should lead to
avoidance. This issue of trait flexibility and consequent reactions will
be discussed later within the context of more recent research findings.-
Regarding positive discrepancies, the studies by Greenbe.rg and'.msham
(1981) and McDonald and Eilenfield (1980) presented evidence
inconsistent with Duval and Wicklund's (1972) early theoretical work.
However, as already mentioned, Wicklund (1978) modified objective

self-awareness theory in the light of such evidence to allow for a

positive affective valence being associated with positive discrepancies.
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Discrepancy Reduction

Discrepancy reduction responses, as the concept is used within the
objective self-awareness literature, typically means behaving J.n
congruence with -a personal or moral standard, moving in the direction of

a goal, or increasing self-report/behavior comsistency. As already

discussed, Duval and Wicklund's (1972) early theoretical work was

ivocal regarding the sequential order of chosen reactions to
Fau \

* self-focus. However, later objective self-awareness formulations

(Wicklund, 1979) favox.:ed avoidance rather than discrepancy réduction as
the first motivational consecquence of self-focus. ‘

In an early study by Wicklund and Duval (1971), performance on a
pro§e-copying task was psed to measure diécrepancy reduction éttenpts.

It was predicted that performance would be facilitated by an increase in

self-focus, since attending to the self should result in higher

awareness of and attempts to reduce within-self discrepancies. In this
case, the within-self discrepancy would result from attempts to match an
inpiicit standard of adequate performance. The results supported this

prediction. That is, 'perfd%'ence, as defined 'by the amount of prose

copied in a foreign language (German), significantly improved in thé

presence of a mirror.

Liebling apd Shaver (1973) conducted a study on performance

facilitation using a similar prose copying task to that employed in the

previous study. This study <is different from Wicklund and Duval's (1971)

regearch in that an evaluation component was added. Specifically,

«f
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sul;;ects_pgrforned a prose copying task under conditions of high a:nd 1ow
/,e{valuatidn, and with or without the presence of a self-focusing stimilus
) / (mirror). The results indicated that objective self-awareness induced
under a highly evaluative situation (i.e., the task was presented as-
highly correlated with intelligence) was associated with a performance
— decrement. On the other hand, in a low e\«;aIUation .situation, the
performance facilitation noted by Wic.klund and Duval (19'.71) was again
observed. Liébling' ‘and Shaver concluded that the high evaluation
condition inéreased cbjective selfaavaaieneﬁs to-a deg-ree which proved
inimical to performance. That is, with attention primarily .focuse—d on
the self, attention was withdrawn from the task with a consequent drop
in performance. _
In a study by Innes and Young (1975), subjects performed a
_ mirror-tracing task under conditions of either low or high evaluation
apprehension. Self-focus was: induced in each of these groups by a mirror '
and/or an audie.nce.. Non-objective self-a_ware.ness control groups were
also present under both levels of | evaluation. Perhaps the most
interesting result in this study was that the best performance was found
in the mirror high—e\}aluation group. This findix:xg is at odds with the
previous study by Liebling and .Shaver (1971), where performance
decrements occarred with high evaluation and self-focus. This apparent
contradiction may have been\ associated with the level of self-awareness
induced in each study. That is, the mirror-tracing tésk‘in this étu.dy
may have necessitated a 'greater degree of attentional focus than the

copying task in Liebling and Shaver's study. It would thearetically



25

-

follow that a-higher attentional focus on external events would dJ.minish

h self—focus A low degree of self-focus would in turn meke it 1@5 likely

that high h _evaluation would exert a potent negative influence on

performance. ' _ - . - |
e ' _ N
Within the area of conformity, a nurber of studies haye applied the
J .
self-awareness Wicklund and Duval (1871) surveyed subjects'

ial—political issues. At a later date, their

. opinicns were once again measured on these 'issues. -Half of the subjects

were informed of the average opinions of their " peers, while the
renaining subjects were informed of opinions which presxmably belonged
to prison inmates, Just prior to the second opm:.on qu&stionnaire,

>~
subjects either listened to a recording of their own voice, or to the

. voice of someone else., The results showed that those subjects given

knowledge of their own peer group opinions conformed 51gnificantly more
when listening to their own voice. On the other hand, no significant
differences were found for self-focus w:.th a negative reference group
(i.e., prison inmataﬁ)

a study by Diene.r and Wal]ban (1976) 1nvest1ga'ted the e.ffects of
deindJ.Viduation on conformity to the moral standard of "fairn&ss"
Zimbardo .(197(-)'Yldesérib$ the internal deindividuated state as one where
the individual loses self-consciousness, the/ result of which is a
diminution of concern over 'evaluetion by oti'l_ers. The authors predicted
that a self-awareness imiucing enviroment would inhibit éni:inormative

behavior. suzajects were provided w:.th the opportunity to cheat w1th

impunity on a test of anagrams. Half of the subjects were ma.de

. -
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self-aware by. the presence of a mirror and a recording of their own

3 . N
voice. The remaining subjects listened to another's voice with no mirror

p;ésent. The findings indicated that significantly more subjécts cheated
in -t.he.. non self-aware condition.. The conclusion drawn was that
self-av..ar;'n@s and the consequent reduction in transgressive actions can
be _induc'ed' by - other than social situations. In terms of discrepancy
‘ reduction, subjecté’- were more likely to behave in accordance with a
n'c_;ral st:anaard under self-focus conditions. -
Two methodological issues are noteworthy in this study. First, in
the selfaawaren%:s condition, the mirror .used was a two-way visual
monitor. The same questions regarding the effectiveness of experimental
duplicity which were raised earlier in reference to the Vallacher and
Solodky (1979) study, are equally gerrnané to the present study. That is,
J.t\s\eetrs unlikely that university students ‘were u}l;;ua:e of two-way
-mi.rrbr‘ technology at the time that this-study was conducted. Of
secon;iary iﬁte.rest is the non self—aawarenéss condition. In contrast to
' the uspal manipulation where the non-reflective mirror surface is used’
in the control conditionj,‘ t‘:fne mirror's refléctive surface was angled in
such a way in this study ;s to be ¢learly visible but to preclude a
. self-reflective image. No research has shown that these‘ two conditic‘ans
-have similar behavioral consequences. Thus the gquestion remains open
,whether or not the non self-focus angled mirror <-:ondition served as an

adequate experimental control.

Several stgydies have “explored self-attentional factors in
0y -

P .

dissonance proce'ssa‘. One study by Wicklund and Duval (1971) measured
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subjects' attitudes: towards a mumber of important university issues.
Subjects were then asked to copy speecheﬁ E:oritra.ry to generallg‘ held
- positions on, these issues. F,mally, their att:.tuds towards these issues
were again neasured. Objective self-awareness was -manipulated du.rmg
these procedures w:.th the prgence of a camera, which would presumably
be used to make v1deo—recordmgs for later viewing by university faculty
members. With the camera present, subjects demnst.raté:‘i a greater degree
of opin-ion change towards the views in the copied .speech thar™ formd in
~the no~camera. condltlon. These fmd:.ngs were essentially dupl:.cated in a
similar study by Insko, Worchel, : , and Arnold (1973). That is, a
camera seemed to lead to most attiiz&rmnée in those subjects who were
- .theoreltically experiencing the highéct degree of dissonance.
In a later study by Scheier and earver_ (1980), subjects were asked
to write essays argeing for either a great deal or very liktle decision“
) makmg power over their academlc program ‘Same subjects were exposed to
a camera, others to a mrror and the remaining subjects to ne:.ther
manipulation (cont.rol group). The results of post-essay questionnaire
showed significantly more attitude cﬁange in the camera than the mirror
and control groups. The mirror and control groups dj_.d not differ from
cne another., The findings in the camera condition are co_nsistent with
‘the two preceding studigs. Thus the effects of a mirror and a camera
appear to be different. The thearetical framework required to explain
this seeming inconsis‘tency will be introduced in a later s'ect;'.en, at
which time this finding wilk be rediscussed. l'

i
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A nurber of studies have approached the subject of aggr&ssiori in
relation to standards and self-awareness. Cbjective self-awareness

theory would predict that in a situation where aggressive behavior is

-l:.i.kely, self-focus should alert the individual to this potential.

However, in a situation where the available standards are not permissive
regarding aggression, an increase in self-focus shou,ld- attenuate
agcjr%sion. In a study by Scheier, Fenigstein and Buss (1974), male
subjects assumed the rolg of a "te'acher" to a female confede_rate. As
part of i:he teaching procedure, subjects were asked to administer
electric shocks for incorrect responses. Silbjects were divided into
mirror prese& and mirror absent groups. Each of these grbups’ was
subdivided into audience present énd audience absent conditions.

The results indicate only a main effect for the mirrc;r condition
and no interéctions.l That is, the mirror effects are consistent with t'ﬁe
nor;nativé standard pr.ohibitiAng aggression against women. Subjects in the
mirror condition presumably were more attentive to this standard and
thus displayed a lower level of aggression than subjects without a

mirror. It is of interest that the audience had no effect on aggression

level in this experiment. The authors speculated that this absence of an

effect may have been due to the low incidence of eye contact between the

-

subjectsfand audience. In a _second experiment, -eye contact was
-«
systematically varied from a low to high nurber of eye contacts. It was

found that when eye‘ contactt fregquency was high, - aggression was

significantly inhibited. Thus \it appears ‘that aggression was lowered

]
<)
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when both. the 'social (audience) and non-social (mirror) self-focussing
stimli were made salient. | _ -

‘I.n a | re}ated study, | Carver (I974) provided subjects with an
. aggressio'ri—rélated stang'iard\cher than relying on a. normative standard,
as in the afogem:antioned study. Subjects were instructed that a high
level of aggressivé behavior (administration of electric shock)
faéilitates learning on a bogus task. One half of the subjects delivered
.electric shocks ‘as part of the teachiﬁc;; role in ‘ﬁhe presence -of a
mirror, while the remaining-subjects perfornec'i this role in the absence
of a mirror.- As predicted, and congr;.lent with objective self-awareness
theory, the mirror group aggrésed at significantly higher shock levels
than the non-mirror group. Thus, this study illustrates that a behavior
which generally has anti-nomative value (aggressivity) may be
facilitated under objective self-awarénas conditions when an external
source has associated this behavior with desirable outcomes (i.e.,
increments in learning). ; ' . |

.In a third study, Carver- (1975) investigated the relationship
Eetween attitudes regarding aggrass\ion and aggressive behavior.
Subjects' attitudes towards physical punishment were.measured prior to
the experimental procedure. It was -prédicted tﬁat ‘Self-foc;singl stimali
would increase attitude-behavior congruence. In the present situation,
this congruence would be reflected by a facilitation of aggression among
subjects who- favored gmisl‘ment' and an inhibi:tion of aggression among

those who opposed punishment. As in the two previously described. .
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studies, subjects assumed teaching roles in a learning situation . under
mir'ro‘r and non-mirror condit':ions.

The results indicated considerable sﬁpport for the prediction that
aggression would be facilitated in self-focused subjects who favored
punishment. However, no iphibition of aggression was noted in
self-focused subjects who opposed punishment. The reason for this latter
‘finding is not apparent. Howeve.r, it may have been related to the
interpretation of shock intensities at the low end of the scale. "I'hat,
is,« those subjects who qpposed punishment may‘ not have considered the.
low shock levels as aversive and thus may. not ha\}e attempted to curtail
their use. . ' . : -

The next and last two studies to be preéented in ;clhis section are
snm.lar to the preceding research by Carver (1975) in that the primary

focus is the. relationship between objective self-awareness and

attitude-behavior consistency. Pryor, Gibbons, Wicklund, Fazie, and Hood :

(1977) administered a gquestionnaire to assess éubjgcts' self-reported
degree of sog:iability. Half of the subjects completed the questionnaire
in front of a. mirror wt_1ile‘ the remaining subjeclts did so without a
mirror present. At a later date subjects were unobtrusively cbserved in
a social interaction with a conféderate. The authors predicted a higher
self—'repdrt/behaviciral correlation regarding sociability in the mirror
. doﬁditiom The results showed that under self-focus conditions the
self-report measux.'e had greater behavioral predictive value than under
non self-focus conditiox}sl. “In a second experiment by the same authors,‘

it :as found that in the recall of personal academic informaticn,

- ~
1 N,
e
.



3

self-focusing stimili led to self-reports with a higher correspondence
to the actual information than was found in .the absence of these
stimali. .

Gibboﬂs (1978) extended the attitude behavio;: consistency -issue to
the relationship between attitudes towards erotica, self-focus and
aesthetic-erctic ratings of semal material. Male subjects were '
pretested on their attitudes toward erotica. At a later ti-me, they were
asked to rate female nude s:lidal on both attractiveness and the -degree
of excitement which €hey elicited, wi.th or without a mirror ;;reﬁent. The
correlations between pretest scores and attractiveness -ratings were not
significant. However, pretest self-reports were highly correlated with
excitement ratings in the mirror condition. According to the authors,
the lack of self-focus effects on the attractiveness ratings may have
been due to a relatively Jgreater degree c}zﬁ, independenee of erotli't:
attitudes from attractiveness ratings tha.nf).jom excitement ratings . That
is, consistency would not be vioclated by finding a nude model attractive
_ while being opposed to erotica, while the same could not be said of a
high excitement value attributed to the samenodel .

The last three studies strongly suggest that a maximal self-report
}bel'mevior correspondence .results when a seif-awaren&ss manipulation is
introduced. It seems thidt a precondit_ion for *epis high attitude—behavior
- correlation is the face validity of the self-report measure. That is, if
the indiv_idual can see the relationship between the questiommai.re
measure and the behavior .in question, | self-focusing stimuli seem to
increase the consisteqcy between them. However, if the association.

3
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between the - self-report "measure and the behavior is not evident,
self-focus may increase the correlation between the self-report measure -

and the behavior that the subject construes it to be assessing, rather

than the behavior under investigation.

Thus far in‘the review of the cbjective self-awareness literature

there have been no seriocus questions directly raiSed by any particular

research effort regarding the order .of occurrence of the two
motivational consequenc.esl of self-focus. To reiterate, in their early
work, Duval and Wicklund (1972) were not ‘explicit regarding whether the
avoidénce reaction or discrepancy reduction reaction would occnir first.
Bowever, they suggested that the discrepancy reduction re:sponse will be
chosen if the disérepancy seerrs‘feduc‘:ible, and the avoidance response if
the discrepancy.appeafs -inflexible to change. In a _later statement,
Wicklund (1978) postulated that the primary response to self-foctmg—:d‘
attentidén in the face of a negativé discrepancy will be the avoidance of
self—foéusing stimuli and/or attempts to’distract. oneself. If self-focus

is impossible to escape from however, the individual will make efforts

to reduce the disc_repancy.

A numoer of studies have recently invest'réated the issue of
strategy choice detérminants. In a recent study by Carver, Blaney and
Scheier (1979a), subjects approached a feared object (a non-poisoncus

snake) under mirror and non-mirror conditions. From self-reports it was

"found that sélf-awareness increased anxiety. However, self-focus did not

directly -influence behavioral outcome. Rather, self-focus interacted

with premeasured confidence in feeling able to cope with the affect
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associated with approaching the <feared dbject. Confident subjects
engaged | in discrepancy reduction behavior by continuing to approach
under self-focus conditions, while doubtful subjects avoided by

withdrawing earlier in the approach. Thus, the chosen strategy in this

study seemed to be determined more by feai—goping confidence than by

increases in self-focus. )

in a second study by Carver, Blaney and Scheier (1979b), outcome
expectancy was manipulated rather than measured. Subjects were given an
anagram task to solve, followed by failure performance feedback. Some
subjects were led to believe that they would do well on a subsequent
task while other subjects were led to expect a second poor performance.
During the second task, some subjects performed in the presence of a

mirror and some without a mirror. As predicted, subjects with positive

expectancies showed greater persistence in the self-focus rather than

non self-focus condition, while the opposite pattern was noted for the

negatlve expectancy groups .

Once again, the strategy choice assurrnt:.on as presented by Duval

and wWicklund has been challenged. Had the subjects in the preceding

study wished to avoid the task, they could have done so by finishing
qui‘.ckly and exiting the room. These results, in conjunction with ‘those
of the first study by the same ' authors, strongly suggest that
"expectancy™ is prepotent as a behavicral dete'rm.i.na;'xt over the presumed
affectively aversive results of self-focus.

In a study by McDonald (1980), subjects were g:.ven either positive
or negative feedback on a bog'us creativity task. Followi/ feedback
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subjects were asked to write as much as pqséible about a Thematic
Bpperception Test card. Balf of the subjects responded under self-focus
conditions and the remainder without self-focus. Outcomes indicated that
with a nﬁrror present, subjects wrote more after receiving nega.tive than
positive feedback. This finding is contrary to Wicklund's (1978)
theorizing., That‘ is, acco?ding to Wicklund, avoidancé would have been
the primary response following negative feedback. -—However, in faver of
Wicklund's argument, it could be said that an increase in written cl>utput
reflects a aistraction strategy to avoid objective self-awareness
stimali. On the other hand, if avoidance of ocbjective self-awareness was
the intention it seems that a less effortful route would have been
chosen (e.g., finishing the essay quickly and leaving the field).
Steenbarger and Aderman (1979) manipulated performance expectancy
more directly than the last study by efcplicitly informing subjects that
improvements were or were not possible on a second performance attempt.
.In particular, subjects were presented with negative feedback on a
speech performance. Some 'subjects were led to believe that irrprcve:ré;xts
‘could be made on a subsequent performance while others were told that
improvement was unlikely.  Subjects then- completed mood and
self-evaluation questionnaires under either.self-focus or non self-focus
conditions. The resuits iﬁdicaﬁed that under se.lf-awareness\;w
the negative affect reported was significantly higher in the
"nom".:rprovement" rather than in the | "iuprovene;it" condition.
mrthe.more,. self-aware subjects who were ied to believe that

improvement was unlikely, spent less time in the situation than both

-
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self-aware subjects who believed that improvement was possible and low

self-aware subjects' in "improvement" and "nonimprovement" conditions.

That is, when the likelihood of performance improvement was small,

self-aware subjects. had' a greater tendency to avoid the situation than -
to attempt discrepancy reduction.

In summary, the results of the four preceding studies provide
strong evidence that discrepancy reduction will be chosen under certa;in _
conditions as the primary response to self-focus. In each of the studies
both avoidance and discrepancy reductiox; were possible reactions. In
contrast to this, a number of earlier studies created situations which
precluded discrepancy reduction. An example of the latter ) type of
research is the study by Duval, Wicklund and Fine (1972), previously |
discussed in an earlier section. As may be recalled, the trait in
question was relatively fixed.in nature. Furthermore, no chances were
offered to the subjects to even attaxpt- discrepancy reduction. Thus it.
cames as no surprise that with increased self-focus, faster withdrawal
from the situation was the strategy employed. Similarly in the studies
by Davis and Brock (l975) and Greenberg and Musham (1981), no
opportunity was provided to reduce negative discrepancies resulti:ng fram

failure feedb‘_ack, and thus the ensuing reaction was avoidémce.

Self-Consciousness Theorv -

The preceding discuss‘ion has included Duval and Wicklund's

objective self-awareness theory and the research which it has generated.
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The .situations where this’ theory has been applied are predominantly
those where intraself discrepancies are presumed to exist. To reiterate,
an intraself discrepancy 1is characterized by a state where the
individual cobserves an internal contradiction or lack of congruence
between the present actuality of the self and some standard, belief, or
goal. In the folléwing discussion, some of the studies already reyieued
will be reexamined from ancther theoretical perspective which includes
individual differences in self-attention tendencies. The discussion will
further include studies which have investigated self-focus effects on
self-aspects other than standards, beliefs or goals.

The work of Arnold Buss and several of his students forms the major

part of the theoretical framework for the majority of the studies '

discussed in the following .sections. Buss (1986) ‘has extended the
sélf-qwareness area in two ways. First, self-focused attention has been
conceptually dichotomized into private and public = self-aspects.
Secondly, these two types of self-focus are presumed to exist as general
dispositional tendeﬁcies, and to ber inducible by different varieties of
-self-focusing stimuli. The fornulations concerning the private and
public dimensions of self-focus in both a situational and dispositional
sense, form what Buss has called "self-consciousness theory". The
subsequent discussion. of. this théory, in conformance with Buss'
terminology, will refer to the diséositional-_h 'a;spects as

self-consciocusness and to the situational aspects as self-awareness.

The following presentation will be divided into two main sections,

each of which will be split into two subsections. The first section
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focuses on the public aspects and is subsectioned into a theoretical
exposition and a review of relevant research findings. The second an
most germane ‘section to the present project, consists of a similar
treatment of the private dimension. Bach of the main s;actions on private
and public aspects will include representative research on dispositional
tendencies as well as the situational manipulations which correspond to
the ;irivate/public distinction. At the beginning of both the public and
private self-focus sections, a number of previocusly discussed studies
'will be reexamined according to self—consciocusness- theory. Following
this reexamination,_ further replications of these studies which have
employed dispositional distinctions will be presented.

Prior to a treatment of "the private and public aspects of
self-focus, several points should be discussed before proceeding -
further. 1In 1975, Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss developed a scale with
the intent to measure the contents of self-consciousness. Fram an
original 38 i:tens, -factor analysis reduced the questionnaire to the
present 23 items which represent three underlying factors: private
sE-Iféoriscimsnss, public self-consciousness, and social anxiety. The
first two factors bear a moderate correlation to one another (.307, aﬁd,
are the primary factors described in the following discussion. At e-1
general level, people who pay attention to selfaaspect_é score above the
mean on both the public and private dimensions. However, the n‘ode.raté
carrelation suggeéts that these dimension are n’ea;uring different

self-aspects.
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The traii:s of public and private self-conscicusness, as already
briefly mentioned, represent chronic tendencies -or aisﬁositions to focus

on certain self-aspects. The phenomenological states and consequent

' behavior corresponding to scoring at the high end of the private and

public dimensions, are considered similar to those temporary staﬁjtgi\'of
private and. public self-ai:aréneﬁs elicited by exposure  to diffe.r;:a.nt
classes of self-focusing stimali, Historically, the dispositional
aspects of Buss' work both at the theoretical and empirical level,
precgi&rtfme situational formilatians. .In fact, résearch in the area of
Aisbgs;'.tional- self-focus provided the impetus for an exploration of the
types of stimuli which may induce public and private self-awareness.
Assuming that a particular state of awareness has been activated, a
question arises regarding its degree of dominance over time.
Theoretically, it is a§sumed that one may move from one state to another

over a short span of time. However, as was the case with objective

self-awareness and subjective self-awareness (Duval & w{icklund, 1972y,

the public or private state is presumed to. be predominant at a
p'articular point in tire, But unlike the objective self-awareness case
where the presence of one state precludes the other, Buss mak&sr no
defﬁin.vitive statements regarding the rruﬁually exclusive occurrence of the
public and private states. Iogicaliy it seems that it would be easier to
cmcurrentlyjmaintain an awareness of - different types of self-aspects'
(public or private) than to sustain a. c\:-oncurrent awareness of
self-aspects and the external enviroment (i.e., object';ive

self-avaren&ss'and_ subjective self-awareness respectively). However, in
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the practical interest of testing the theory, Buss assumes that one

-

[} T _,/
individual lies on the trait dimension and the strength of the

state of awareness will dominate as a Jjoint function of whefethe .

envirommental inducers, The damination of one awareness state ower
another is defined by the contents of consciousness. That is,}ea:‘n state
is characterized by attention to the "different self-aspects to be

discussed in the following sections.

r

Public Self-Focus: Trait and State
Theary

The public self-focused state is assumed to take placé under two
N ) Co
stimilus conditions. First, expeosure to & large mirror, and video or

audio feedback fare.cons;dered sufficient conditions” to induce public

seli~awareness. The second stimalus co'ﬁsc:.i:ion involves being me-itored

by an audience either directly or indirectiy by means of recording

devices. The result of the first set of conditions, accordihg te Buss
] ‘ ’

w(l980), is generally a feeling of not matching up to one's —ustal

seif-image with a consequent tempgrary drop in self-esteem. The second

two inducing conditions, observation by an audience or by moritoring

devices, usually lead to a certain degree of 'anxiety. The anxidty
— -

assbg:iated with being cbserved is typically less intense when the

"cbserver" is a recording device as opposed to a live audience. Thus,
g

both socially and non-socially induced public self-awareness are

r
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generally accompanied by a degree of negative. affect.. However, the
intensity of the negative affect is usually higher in the social
situation. In the extreme case, public self-awdreness leads to social -
anxiety. A third, but generally weaker self-produced _ public
self-awareness may 'reﬁult from a fantasized social situation. This type
~of vicarious public self-awareness would theoretically only occur in
those individuals at the hiéb end of the personalit}; dimension of. public
self-conscxousness - ‘ |

The cogmtlve content of the publlcly self-aware state includes all
those aspects-of the self which are potentially .v151ble to others. Cne" s‘

physical appearance and cbservable bduavidrs fall within this category.

The process implied by this state seems to involve a kind of
distantiation from oneself and a s ent cbservation of the self as -

if one were another md1v1dual The theoxy does not suggest that this’is

a process akin .to enpathy. That 1is, ing the perspective of a "
particular other in viewing oneself is nét pres . Rather,. the process
is assumed to stay within the boundaries of the ipdividgai's owWn
subjectivity. Although an attempt to adoét another's perspective in
viewing oneself is a sufficient condition to induce publicl
self-awareness, it is not a necessary. one. Theore_t"ii:ally, -public
selfaawarenass should occur when one objectifies the self on personal
durensmns which are typlcally accessible to publlc scrutmy

The dispesitional tendency to be publlcly self-aware has been
called public self-consciocusness by Buss. Thoese who are high on this

dimension have an enduring propensity to engage in cognitions related to
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 their social object status. However, the distinction between. high and
low publ:cly self-conscz.ms people usually beccmes ev1dent only in the
presence of those stimli which elicit public self wareness. That is,
those high on the dispositional dimensicn are mo susceptlble to t}le
“induction of the/publ:.c self-awaren&;s state than those at the low end

of the dmens:.ora}. The concern over ong's soc:Lal object Status esranat%

not necessarily- from an .established negat.we view of one's appearance

: and/or behavior. This tendency arises,,K contends Buss, fram a lack of

certainty as to how t.hese self-aspects are perce:.ved by others. As a
result of this ambiguity, the high publicly self-conscious iegiiv:}dual{.
typicaily compares s‘elf?er'cept‘ions with internalized social standaids
on a regular basis. R : :

Research

In this section, selected aspects: of some p}eviously discussed
studies will be reexandded from the perspective of self-consciousness:
theory. Following a dlscussmn of some of these studles, recent research
attempts to- replicate _the results of these same stud;&s usmg
dlsposltlonal differences will be presepted. Finally, several other
representative studies of public se.'lf-awaren&ss in the arease of
information processing, physical appearance, perspective taking and
social interaction will be presented.

The study by Ickes, Wicklund and Ferris (1973) measured self-esteem -

changes with two types of self-focusing stimli. In one experiment,
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subjects completed a real/ideal-self questionnaire with or without -a
recording of their own voic&s{ . According to self-consciousness theory,
this; type of stimilus should lead to public self-awareness and a
consequent dropm self-esteem.: Tﬁe results were consistent with this
prediction. . -
- Ahpther experiment by these authors, disci:lssed previéusl; in the
.sécti'on .on self-evaluatioen, used a mirrczr to inqLEe;’s__e_,Lf-lfo'cus m a
si'.tuationﬂ where :self-esteem was measured after subjects ‘received
performance feedback. A drop in self-esteem was again noted. It is
uncléa;: however, whether or not this result is consistent with
ée;f-consciousness theory.‘Bpss (1980) maintains that a mirror will have
different effects depending on its size. Theoretically, if the mirror

_ provides an entire body reflection, it will lead to - public
self-awareness while private self-awareness will follow from exposure to
%;Ea small mirror. The results of the experiment (i.e.,' a drop in
self-esteem) Sugg&et that ptlblic. self-awareness was induced. On the
other hand, if private self-awareness has been present, self-esteem
shou‘ld.. have been.unaffected. However, since the authors do not give‘the
specific details of the mirror's dimensions, no definitive conclusions

can be drawn.

A second‘stuc.iy of self—éstéem by Fe.r:;‘is and Wicklund (wWicklund,
1978, p. 474) provides further post hoc support for the .validity of the
public self-awareness cor.aé:ept. Subjects were asked to examine objects
(rugs) and fate how they felt about themselves on a like—dislike scale,

While making th&Be ratings, subjects either watched a video feedback.of
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themselves or other wvisual patterns. As would be p;:edicted by

self-conscicusness theory, subjects viewing their own video images
indicated lower _se.if—iiking scores than subjects viewing other patterns.

In summary, both of the preceding studies utilizing video and audio
“ feedback technology ;rie_ld'ed results consiste:;t with self—conécimsness
theory. That is, both of these induction methods showed results

tl';eoretically in accordance with the pubic self-awareness dimension.

The cbjective self-awareness research on ‘cnognitive‘ dissonance may -

also be considered in the light of self-consciousness fheory. In a
. situation where individuals are.request,ed to behave counter- -to expressed
attitudes, the Eheory suggestsﬂ two possible ocutcomes, de;;énding on the
‘type of sel._f—:focus. In ﬁhe st!ate ef private self-focus, the theory
predict's.‘ an ipc:rease’ in _a:twar‘faness_ of .internal events. This higher
awareness of J.nte.rnal ever_;xts,' in this ‘case attitudes, may increase

* -

resistance to attitude change following counterattitudinal -behavior. On

the other hand, in a sta#fe of public self-focus in which the individual

becomes more aware of overtly observable ,aspects of the self, the

counterattitudinal behavior should become more salient than the tnitial

attitudes, This behavioral salience should then lead to a corresponding '

attitude change.

In a study by Wicklund and Duval (1971), previously discussed in

the discrepancy reduction section, a video camera was used to induce

self-awareness while subjects copied counterattitudinal speeches. The

subjects (students) were led to believe that the recordings would be

viewed at a later-date by an audience (professcrs). As predicted by

.

|
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Wicklund and Duval, subj ; exposed to a camera moved to a posig‘on

more congruent with their terattitudinal spgeches. These findings

are in line with self-co _ci.owsne_ss‘theo:y, in that the presence of a.
'video rc_;:cording device \s as.sfmed tlc.:u elict attent;'.on to overt
seif-aspects. In the preseht _situatién, this means that subjects would

be expected to focus more ¢nh the counterattite 2 behavior than on the

worchel, Songer, and Arnold 97.,3 found similar results in a dissonance
situation with camera manipulated self-focus.

In a more recent. study by Scheier and Carver: (1980), . the
self-consciouéness theoretical issues are directiy ad?tessed in a
dissonance paradign.l.' .In the fir;t of their studies, results cont.rary"to
the two preceding experiments were found. That 1is, exposure to
. self-focusing -stimuli in this case did ot lead to attitude change. The
authors concluded that the different é_f_fects may have been due to the
use of a mirror rather than video technology as a self-awareness
manipulation. That is, a small mirror (as used in this study) is
theoretically assumed .to i::duc;e private self-awareness, which would more
likely lead to a focu.;:. on prévioﬁsly stated attitudes rather than overt
behavior (i.e., essay writing). )

‘A second experiment by the same authcrs further investigated this
discre;:ancy of results by including a mirrer and camera condi-t:mn in a
dissonance situation. They found that a mirror did not lead to attitude
change, but was associated with subjects‘ perception of their behavior

as less counterattitudinal than it really was. On the other hand, the

T
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presence of a video camera did lt in greater attitude-behavior

-

.corrapungléﬂ.ce, as found in the aforementioned dissonance studies.

In the third expe.rim-ent of - this dissonance study, Scheie.r and
Carver formed groups accordmg to attentlonal dispositions. As
predlcted and parallel to the results of the situational self-focus
manlgﬂatlons, subjects high in public self—consc:.ousn%s and lcw in
private ‘self-consciousness changed  their attltudes following
touhterattitudinal beﬁavior. On the other hand, subjects high in private
self-conscimsn&ﬁs and low in public self-conscicusness apparently
reduced dissonance by distorting thelir perception of their behavior in
such a way as to view it as less counterattitudinal. |

_ The three aforementioned studies (Insko, Worchel, Songe.r, & Arnold,
1973; Scheier & Carver, 1980; Wicklund & Duval, 1971) provide evidence
rin--suppoft of differential effects of a ‘camera and a mirror as
self-focusing stimuli. The study by Scheier and Carver : (198.0) strongly
sugg&;ts a parallel between dispositional tendenc.Les and sz.tuatlonal
mamt.ulat:.ons of self-focus, thus providing evidence in support of the
theoret:.cally presumed underlymg self-attentional dichotomy. .

In the area- of conform:.ty, the publlc self-focus durension is
relevant to a self-consc:.msness theory interpretation., In a study by
uuval (19763, subjectsl were given %cgus feedbac}c regardmg the
proportion of a peer group who were in agreement with them on certain’
attitudes. Subjects were then“ placed in a situation with presumably {wo
other people who gave couflictix{g estimates of the number of cobjects
projected onto al-scre_en. Half of the subjects wért_a exposed to their

¢
[
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_ video image during the estimation. task, while the other half viewed a

black screen. The results indicated that those subjects in the camera

condition (especially those with unpopular attitudinal positions) had

the highest degree of <conformity on the perceptual estimation‘ task.
These findings are what would have® been expected from a
self-consciousness theory inte.rpretatién. That is, the presence of a
c;‘:mera elicts public self-awareness, which théogetically' implies
increased compliance.- | | | -

. A recent study by Froming al:ld Carver (198l) investigated
dispositional differences in confomiity. Subjects were placed in e; group
sétting and asked to estimate the nurr;ber of clicks delivered through
headphones. .Gro;.tp pressure was exerted by means of bogus estimations
which were at variance with the subje;:t's estimates. The experimental
findings showed an inverse relationship between private self-

-Q - : N
consciousness and conformity. This result is consistent with theory in

_ that greater awareness of internal events is assumed to .occur in

individuals at the high end of this dimension. In this case the internal

events were the subject's perceptions, which proved prepotent over group

pressure. The effects of public self-consciousness were alsq in the

exéecfced direction. That ias, those subjects high in public
self-conscicusness displayed more compliance than those at t?e low end
of the scale. This study, in addition to replicating Duval's ,(1976)
experimental results at a dispositional le(rel, provides evidence that
public and private .self-consciwsn@s may lead to opposite behavioral |

results within the same phenoxr{anon.

3
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Purther parallels between situational and dispositional self-focus

' have been demonstrated in the area of reactance. Reactance is a term

which has been used to refer to the motivational state which-occurs when
an individual's freedom is threatened or taken away (Brehm, 1966). The
behavior following reactance lS dlrected towards regaining the
threatened freedom. Thus in a situation where a forceful age.flt tries to
inhibit- one's actions or threaten one's beliefs, there may lbe a reaction
to rlesist or af:t ‘contralry to this perceived thre.atening source. Thé

relationship between reactance and self-focused attention was first

“investigated by Carver (1977). The results indicated that subjects

exposed t';o a mirror in a freedom threatening situation perceived higher
coerciveness from the influenéing source than non-mirror subjects. A
second experiment by tl;e' same authors showed that self-focused subjects
were more resistant to a  freedom threate;ning source than non
self-focused subjects.

A recent study by Carver and Scheier (198la) on dispositional
differences used the same para'digm as in the preceding reactance
e:q;e;:inents.. Subjects were presented with a riode.rately or forcefully
p?rsuasive cammnication reéarding the choice of a political candidate.

k)
Prior to this cammnication, subjects were given a description of and

asked to express their degree of support for the candidate. Subsequent

to the cammunication manipulation, subjects received a duplicate opinion
Sux v e! - ) ) N .
The results indicated no reactance .to a high' threat communication

in high publicly self-conscious subjects, while those low on the
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dimension did show a reactance response. ‘This pattern of results is .
con;isteﬁt with self-conscicusness theory in that high public
self-conscious individuals should theoretically have shown an inhibition
.of reactance responses because of a higher awareness of their status in
a social contexé. In contrast to the public dimension, subjects high in
private se_l.f-con.s.ciousnesé‘displayed more reactance than thosé low on
the dimension. This latter findingl is’ of interest with respect to
prévidihg more evidence of a common underlying factor to the
dispositional and situational manipulation of private self-focus. That
is, both high pri@ate self-consciousness and exposure to a mirror led to
high reactance réspor‘es. This is consi%tent with theoretical
expectations in-that private self-focus should have resulted in a higher
‘awareness of the negative affect accompanying a freedom threatening
situation.‘ It would have been interesting to see‘if a manipulation of
the state of public self-awareness would yield results similar to the
trait of public self-consciousness.

In tﬁe area of information érocessing, Turner, Gilliland, and Klein
(1981) predictéd a relationship, between processing speed and public
self-consciousness. In particular, they hfpothaized that information
related to visible self—aspects'would be processed at a higher speed in
high rather than low publicly self-conscicus individuals. The rationale
for this hypothesis was that those high in public self-conscicusness
should have more ;elf-schemata associated with the overt self. Subjects
were gifen slides li;ting physical characteristics and asked to press a

button signaling like or dislike of these characteristics in themselves,

’
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As predicted, those high in public se.lf—éonscimsness made faster
judgements than those low on thé dimension. No relationship was found
between processing speed and pnvate self-consc:.wsne.ss. -

| Two recent studies have explored the re.lat:.onsh:.p between pu.bl:.c
self—con,scxmsnms, makeup use and cleothing. Miller _and Cox (1982)
found, in conformity with self«;onsciousness theory, that those women in
the sﬁudy who were gigh in public self-consciousness tended to use more
mﬁkeup than thosé low on the scale and believed that the use of nakeup
facilitates smooth soc:.al interactions. Private self-consciousness was

. —_—

found to be unrelated to makeup. The second related study concerning
physical appearance examined public self-conscicusness in r.-'elation to
feelings about fashion and clothing. Solo&on and Schopler (1982) found
that high pubiic seJ,f—consciousnr:_'ss subjects showed a consistently
higher interest and “focus on ciothing than the low public
self-conscicusness individuals. &J:prisingly,. these researchers found
that males showed a significantly higﬁer relationship between these two
variables than dld females. The aut:.hors suggest that this sex related
difference may be due to the .use of clothing by males for strategic
purposes in self-presentation, in contrast to the cultural use of
clothing by females as a symbol of self-worth. The two aforementioned
studi.&s both demonstrate that the public self-consciousness scale 1is
related to concern over physical appearance and that this concern is not
only related to responding to situations but is also gefmane to
preparatéry measures taken in anticipation of 'particular social

situations.
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The next study ‘on pu.blic‘ self-consciousness .examined whether this
scale was related to accuracy- in predicting the. impressions made on
others. Tobey and Tumnell (1981) videotaped female subjects and then
asked them to predict how they would impress possible viewers. As may be
expected to follow from a higher awareness of 9n&self as a social
object, high in contrast to low p.zblig self-consciogsneﬁs subjects were;
;significantly more accurate in their predictions of how independent
judges would rate them on an activity, potency and evaluati'on factors
(semantic differential). I-iowever, these hiéh public self-consciousness
subjects made no better impressions than low scoring pecple. Thus, being
‘knowledgeable about one's impact on others does not mean that one is
capable of making a favorable self-presentation.

The final study related- to -self—pr&sentation and self-definition
issues explored self-;onécioﬁéness in relation to social and'pe.r:sonal
identity. Cheek and Briggs (1982) administered social and personal
.ide‘ntity items (Sampson, 1978) and the Self-Constiousness Scale to
_ subjects Consistent with the three aforementioned studies, public
self-consciousness was found to be more strongly associated with social
than with personal i&entity aspects. The reverse pattern was noted for
private self-consciocusness. This study, in addition to further
validating the public self-con;cn:.wsna;s scale, also 7provida further
evidence that public and private self-consciousness are ‘distinct
constructs.

' The next study represe_ntative of public self-consciousness involves
"its influence in a réjecting social interaction. ‘Fenigstein. (19:79)

QN



hypothesized that high. publicly self-conscious pecple would show greater
reactivity to group rejection and assume more personal responsibility
f<°:r' the rejection than those low in public self-consciousness. Follwil‘zg
a social - rejection experience, subjects cdrpleted_ a cuestionnaire
regarding their degree of interelﬁt in remaining with the same group for
a 'second part of the experiment, as well as their liking or disliking
for the group. As predicted, subjects high in public self-conscicusness
weég-_ ‘_l‘ess interested in-a continuing association with the rejecting
.group than were low public self-consciousness s:ubjects. Furthermore high
pablicly 5&1f-conscious subjects showed la-;s liking for the group than
did those subjects low on the scale. Finally, high rather than low
public se.lf—consciousnés subjects made the‘ most self-attributions
regarding reasons f'br . rejection, The effects of private
self-consciousness in this study were mnm'al |

A second experiment of the preceding study is interesting in that a
mirror was found to yield results in a social context su'g;'gesting that
public self-awareness had been induced. The situation involved
evaluat-:ioﬁ by an intervieweLr. After receivihg bogus feedback on a
personali.ty measure, subjects rated the interview and interviewer on
likeability scales. The likeability scores were found to be lowest with
a mirror present _in the negative feedback condition. This result was
interpreted by :;he authors as a demonstration of mirror induced. public
self-awareness. Busé (1980) however, disagrees with this conclusion, and
on the contrary feels that the findings are a conseguence of the
affective polarization oc;:urring with private se.lf;awarene-:s.‘ Because of

]

L
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the presence of both a mirrer and an evaluating other, it is unclear -
which kind of awareness was in fact inducecﬁ. ]

The last study concerning the public dimension is% interesting in
that f.:he public self-consciousness and public self-awareness dimensions
are crossed within the same experiment. Hass (1984) asked some subjects
to draw an "E" on their foreheads in the presence QF a functioning tape
recorder, while the remaining subjects completed thé same task without
the tape’ recorder present. It wais no;ed "that both high and low g.lblicl
self-consciousness subjectg displayed a significantly greater external
perspective orientation in the presence of the recorder ‘t.han those
without a recorder present. On the otrzer_h’dﬁd the hig;x: versus low public
self—co.nsciousneﬁs distinction only showed a diffe.rfnce in perspective
taking in the low public self-awareness cendition (i.e., without a tape
‘recorder). That is, the high public self-conscioisness subjects showed a
greater degree of external perspective taking than the low public
self-consciousness subjects without .thé recorder present. This finding
' is somewhat surprising since according to self-consciousness ther’ary,
'p.xblic self-conscii:;usness should only be activated in the presence of a
public self-awareness inducer. It ‘may be argued however, that the
instruction related verbal commnication occuring ,be'tween the
experimenter and subject just prior to the drawing task induced a '
certain degree of public self-awareness. This. induction was most
significantly effective with those high on :public self-consciousness. No
significant differenée was found in external perspective taking between
high and low pubiic self-consc:_'.msn&is in the presence-of the tape

-
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- o o .
‘recorder, This may have been due to a ceiling effect of the recorder

presence, wtjich could nﬁsk different response patterns petuéeg_;h'igh and
low public self~consciousness subjects. This study @id not test ‘whether
similar effects would be obtained with ..a private self-awareness
manipulation, but did establish that no relationship existed between the
private self-conscicusnéss dimension and perspective taking.

*

In summary, a relétiv_ely small number of studies have investigated

' pn.-:.‘tTi'i-c self-focus both at a,dispositional. and situational level. The

present discussion included a post hoc examimation of self-awareness

" studies conducted prior to the conceptual &istinction between private .

and piblic self-awareness, Following some of these studies, replications

. were presented in which the effects of public self-focus were

investigated and dermnstra..ed a" dispositional and situational levels.

Fmally, severalﬁ_‘ studies in the areas of- 1Hformatz.on-processmg

8.

thszcal appEarance, pe:s;e:ﬁim tarning, and so:ial interaction provid
more support for the private/public self-focus distinction, ahd evidence
of construct vglidity for the public seli-consciousness scale. The
studies by Fenigstein- (1979) and Hass (1984) havé inve:stigaéed énd found
support for the théoretical assmrp't;ion of an interaction bgtwpen public
self;awa.reness and public self-consciousness. That is, in the Fe:uigstein

{1979 study. those high in public self—consciousness reacted mre to

socxal rejection. than those low on the sc:ale, while ‘in the I-Iass (1984)

study, a ference in r&spondmg was noted betv.een those low in publ:.c

. self-consciousness as a result.of public self—awareness manlpllatlons.

Although t.‘smt by state interaction in the Hass study is not what is



' ‘ _ 54
theoretically expected (i.e., high public self-conscicusness individuals
should ieact mre strongly to publ:.c self-awarenessan\ucers than those
low on the dimensien), the reasons for thls apparent d:.screpancy with
the Fenigstein study are not cléar. The ‘two. studies used different
response measures and different typ@ of publ:.c s&lf-awaren&ss mducer:s.
In the Hass .study, public se_'l.f-awareness was induced by an aucho -
recording while the Fenigstein study relied on social acceptance and _
rejection to manipulate the dinsps.io'n. 'Mie Dresent state of the research
offers little information regarding response pat;ern peculiarities which
may exist between different types of public self-awareness inducers.
Although fewer studies have been conducted in the puslic as opposed to
the private aspects of ‘'self-focus, ‘the available evidence does provide
enpirical support for both the dispositisnal and situational components

of this construct. ) : .

Private Self-Focus: Trait and State

A

= ‘ Yy

At the ﬂispositional level, private self-consciousness implies a
tendency to attend to personal and internal aspects of the self. Those
individuals high on the dimension are considered to have a high
awareness of internal events such as physical sensations, affests, and
cognitions. They have a penchant fsr introspection and have covert

self-aspects as a focal point of much of their thinking. The result of
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this 'orie.r_xtation is presumably mre' Self—k:mledge than those at the low -
te:nd of the diménsion. That is, high private se&f—consciousnass people's .
self-descriptions tend to be more camplete and of higher veridicality
than the lows. | S

In addition to greater self-knfiledge, the theory holds-that high
priva_te ,self.-consciousness_ individuals have a tendency to exaggerate the
intensity of affectively laden  experience. For exanple, emotions,
sensations and motives are hypothesized to be experienced mre'inteii'se.ly
by those high on the dimensjen. In contrast, t.h.ose low on this trait
géne;;lly experience no exaggeration of internal experiences. In brief,
the two primary consequencé of high rather than low private
self-conséiousness are an intensification .of affectively _colored '
internal experiences and a clarification of all internal events. Neutral
internal experiences, although theoretically assumed to increase in
distinctiveness and clarity with private self-focus, are not - considered
to increase in intensity.

Regafding situationally induced private self-awareness, Buss holds
that it may be of internal or external origin. That is, a person may
voluntariiy focus on internal self-aspects with no apparent external
elicitors. On the other hand certain external stimuli increase the
probability that private self-focus will occur. Thus, in contrast to
Duval and Wicklund's (1972) objective self-awareness theoz:-y which
postulates that external stimuli determine attentional -direction, Buss
maintains that public a;nd private self-focus may occur with or without

external stimili. Certain activities which require one to examine
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internal event_s (esg., rscme forms of meditation) are instances of
self-prod‘l.xced private self-awareness.

The only external s'.cinulus which, according to the theory, leads to
private self-awareness is a small shavirlug size mirror prwiqliﬁg a
reflection of the .face. Buss argues "that facial reflection is more
likely to lea;i to an  inspection of privaie rather than public
_self-aspects- due to .the' relatively unchanging nature of one's
piwsiogn&ny In contrast, a full length three—section mirror ref lection

is considered to induce public selfwawareness because of its smulanty

~

to the view others have of us.

It is noteworthy that Buss (1980) speculated on the llkelz.hood of

an interaction effect of pnza;.e self-focus states amd™~ trazts. He

predicted that a private self-awareness induction would most iikely)

affect people high and low dn the dimension to an egual degree. Buss
cnsidered both a coiling’ effect and an Intras-osd sasterainllisy o

internal focusing stim:li to be less likely interastion pOS«lb 11

ities,
That is, those high in private self-consciousness are not likely to be
so internally oriented that they are insensitive to further. increases in:
private self-awareness. On the other Eand, it _js also unlikely that
high private self-conscioughess individuals are espécially sensitive to
inducing stimli (.i.e.:& require such stimli to Rkecome privately
self-aware) since they are r::apable of internal focusing in the absence

-
of external stimuli.
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The studies presented in this section are divided into two primary
subsections. The first subsection~includes research illustrating the
assunption of increased distinctiveness and clar;ty with privéte
self-focus. The second subsection deals wi'th the assumption that private '
self~focus leads to a higher .affective. valence on those internal events

. which already carry an affective value. Each of these subsections will.
‘be composed of both situational and dispositional investigations. Prior
to these discussions, . several studies of situational manipulations of
“self-attention as well as attempted replications at .the dispositional
level will be presented. Some of the studies to be reviewed have already
been discussed in previous sections. These studies p_fecedé those under

* the rubrics of self-aspect'clarificati.on and intensification, since they
provide validity .evidence‘ more ‘directl.y related to the private:
self-focus construct.

In the study by Davis aqd Brock (197%5) a mir'r;)r was used in one
experiment and a camera in another to induce cbjective self-awareness.
‘The results suggested increased self-focus with both a mirror and a
camera. According to self-consciousness theory, a mirzicz:- and a c:ane.fa
should induce private and public self-awareness respéctively. It -j.s
difficult however, to conclgde that no differential effects occurred as
a result of f.he camera and mirror due to the asymmetry of the
experimental design. The first part of this study employed a 'canera to

induce self-awareness with positive, negative and no feedback conditions
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regarding competency on a bogus .teﬁ.t._ In the -second experiment where a
mirror was used, the no-feedback condition was cmitted. Thus the effécts;
of .the mirror were contaminatéd, with. feedback. From a theoretlcal
standpoint, it may be that since no standards were made explrc:.t in this
experiment, prlvate and public self-avaren&;s' manipulations would have
vielded similar results. However, this latter possibility can neither be |
conflrned nor ruled out due to the aforement:.oned design problerrs

In a second study by Carver and Scheler {1978) self-focusing
effects were ‘again addressed using Emer s Self-Focus Sentence
Campletion Blank (1973). In this case the‘mirror condition was uséd in a |
-no—feedback situation, 'which resulted in a greater éropor{:ionl of
self-fécus respor:xses as opposed to the nqn&nirror condi"cion;
Furthermore, a -significant relationship was found Between private
selfconscicusness and self-focus whrle no such relationship occurred
with public self-consciousness. Of theoretical interest is the finding
that only those subjects-lcw in private self-conscicusness were affected
by the mirror. That is, a ceiling effect may?a:r‘; been operating such
that high private self—consc:.wsness subjects were not subject to
further mcreases in self-at*-erﬂ;kon by' means of a mirror. BAccording to
Buss (1980) this was one of the less likely interaction patterns. The
authors point out that the ceiling effect could have been dde to the
self-focus measure,' which may itself have led to increased
self-attention.

In a second part of the study, Carver and Scheier used the‘ same

self-focus measure with an -audience present. The results indicated an
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increase in self-attention. This is intgresting in that no such
_‘'significant  increase was noted with  dispositional  public
self-conscicusness in the first experiment. Although the authors _did not
deal with this apparent contradiction, it may be-expléined as a result
of the types of inducers used in the f:':rst and second part of the study.
In the first ex;}erinent a mirror was used.to induce self.—fgcus, which,
according to .self;%:dnscimsness theory, would not elicit attention to
‘ public selfaaspects rega/.l.ﬁf&ss of where an individual‘li;s on the public
self-con.'-sciousnﬁss dimion. Thu_s., it is not surprising ‘that public
“self-consciousness shows little relationship to the self-focus index in
the first experiment.

The éxperinents in this study suggest lt;.hat both the private and
éublic self-aspects are measurable by, but not clearly discriminated by,
the Self-Focus Se;ntence- Conpletic;n Blank. The primary relevance of this
study to the present discussion was the demonstration of éaq:allel
effects of situational and dispositional private self-focus,

The next two studies used attributions ‘of causality to the self as
a measure of self—focus.‘r In the first study by Duval ax:xd Wicklunq
(1973), already discussed in an earlier section, subjects were asked to
assign a degree of .reﬁgonsibility for the outcome in a number of
hypothetical situations. Some subj;acts filled out a quast:ionnaire'I

measuring self-attributions in the presence ofl a full length mirror,
‘while others did so with no mirror present. Those in. the "mirror
condition made signifi;cantly more self-attributions than | the control

= Subjects.
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In a repl:.catmn of the preceding study by Duval and Wicklund, Buss

and Scheler £1976) found that the presence of a mrror mcreased
selfﬁttrlbuuqns, but that the mirror/no mirror difference was not
significant. Subjects were grouped according to high-and low private
self-consciousness. The results showed significantly more self-
attributions for high private self;consciousness- subjects. A further

analysis indicated no relationship between public self-consciousness and

2

attributions.

Due to the lack of specificity regarding mirror size in Buss and
Scheier’'s study, thlS failure to replicate Duval and Wicklund's mirror
induced-awareness results, is diff_icult to assess. Furthermore, since'
public sélf-consciousness is usually only'elicited by specific types of
stimuli, the failure to find a relationship between publie
self—consciougness and self-at;:ributions would have lbeen expected if a
small mirror had been used (i.e., a pr:.vate self-awareness inducer).
However, if a public self-awareness inducer had been e‘rployed in this
study (e.g., a £full 1length mirror or video-recorder) public
self-consciousness may have had an effect. Regardless of the
afor.ementAioned interpretive dif'fiig:ulties, this study shows  clear
self-focus differences between higﬁ and low private self-consciousnéss.

In summary the preceding four studies have ‘presented supportive

evidence with regard to private self-focus situational rnanipulatio.ns.

, The effects of dispositional privaté self-consciocusness were also

significant in the expected direction (Buss & Scheier, 1976; Carver &

Scheier, 1978). Public self-consciousness consistently showed no effects
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in the replication studies, which may have resulted fraom a lack of

publ.g.‘c self-awareness inducers. However, situational private and public
self-focus manipulations resulted in significant effects in the
celf-orionation studies (Carver & Scheier, 1978; Davis & Brock, 1975).
" This latter finding suggésts that i\r\this_ typé of situation, neither
private nor Qublj:c self-focus -appears tobE /operating to the e:-;:lusion
‘of the other. It seems that rather than eliciting behaviors associated
with the private' or public self, the behavicral measure used was
associated with a more undifferentiated self, regardless of the type.of
induced self-focus. |

As a final example of a parallel between private self-awareness and
private self-consciocusness, /SCheie.r and Carver (1982) recently
replicated the study by Carver, Blaney, ‘and Scheier (1979b). Scheier and
Carver administered a concealed figures test to subjects followed by
either success or failure feedback. A second test was administered and
presented as closely related to the first test regarding performance
outcome. It was predicted that there would be a self—conscicusness by
expectancy interaction .such thatl high private self-consciousness
subjects who had been given succ;-:'ss feedback would show greater -
persistence than those in the failure feedback condition. No such
differences were expected in the. low private ' self-consciocusness
condition. The results confirmed these predictions and thus provide
further support for the postulated  analagous relationship between
private 'seifﬁaharené;;s. manipulations and dispositional private

[ .

self-consciousness.
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Self-aspect clarification

The self-aspect cla_rification assmxptior;- of self-conscicusness
theory implies that internal events become more salient in the privately
self-focused state. It féllcws that exposure to a private self-awareness
indﬁcer such as a small mirror should result in greater attention to
behavioral attitudes or norms. As previously discussed from an'objective
self-awareness theoretical perspective, several ‘ studies  have
demonstrated self-awareness effects. on aggressive behavior.- Fram a
self-conscicusness theoretiéal framework the results of the same studies
may be seen as e:f;'axrples of the clarification process.

In the study Wy Scheier, Fenigstein, and Buss (1974), men showed
less aggression towards women in the presence of a mirror. Tlle same
effect was :;xoted with an audiénce induced self-awareness. In a study by

Carver (1974) where subjects were led to believe that aggressivity was

appropriate, mirror exposure resulted in significantly higher aggression

2

levels. A related study demonstrated a highe.t correspondence between
attitudes toward aggression and aggressive behavior in the presence of a
mirror {Carver, '1975). In a no-mirror condition, aggression related
attitudes and aggr&séion were uncorrelated.

The preceding three studies are consistent with self-consciousness

s

theory in that mirror presence led to behavior suggesting increased
awareness, or clarification of internal self-aspects. That is,

behavioral _sﬁandards .(whether culturally normative, personal or
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experimenter induced) were presumably focused on and thus made more

clear. This increased' clarity should, according to .thle theory, have
resulted in the cbserved standard-behavior congruencies. As discussed
earlier, objective self-awareness theoretical_ _ .;:Jr_edictions \@e also
consistent with the results of thé preceding three aggressiﬁn studies.
However, rather than postulating a sglf—evaluatidn‘ process and t.he
consequent negative affect, séﬁ-conscious'ness theory only assumes a
greater knowledge of internal events. | . '

In a 'mre.recent study, Scheier, Buss, and Buss (1978) asked
subjects to complete a self-report measure of aggressivity and the
Self-C‘onscigusn&ss Scale. Sijects later participated in- a situation
similar to-that of the previously discussed aggression studies. That is,
punitive Bel'lavior by subjects was encouraged in their role as a teacher
in a learning situation. High private self-conscicusness subjects showed
a higher correlation between self-rated aggression and punitivén&ss- than
t';hose subjects low on the dimensiox"x. Public self.—consciousna;\ss was
unrelated td thirs self-feport/behavior correlation.

Bernsteipr and Davis (1982) extendéd the .investigation of
self-r /behavior consistency to include the accuracy of observers
ratings. Subjects were asked to match videotaped actors' behaviors in
discussion group situations with their independently a;céuired
self-descriptions. Actors were either high or low in ﬁrivate
, self-consciousneﬁs. " The results showed that actors high in private
self-consciousneés\uére more easily matched with their self-descriptions

than those actors low on the dimension. Public self-consciousness also



. -8
ipfluenceé the degree of observers' accuracy, but to a lesser exten‘t
than pri‘vg‘ht_e self-conscicusness. Those subjects low in  public
self-comcims;uﬁs. wére more  accurately matched with their
self-descriptions than those high in j_mblic self-coréscimsne-ss. This
result appears to be congruent with the’ theoretical expectation that
high public self-conscicusness subjects' concern with social approval
may decrease their self-description validity. - - |

In summary, the 'five aforementioned studies demonstrated that high
private self-focus, ei%:he.r at. a dispositional or situatj:onél level, was
associated with greater consistency _betweén standards . (whether

externally introduced or personal) and behavior. The studies.by' Carver

\(1975) and Scheier, Buss, and Buss (1978) showed that situational and

dispositional private self-focus led to increased correlations between

self-reports and behavior.‘ The last two stidies by Scheier, Buss, and

" Buss (1978), and Bernstein and ba_vis (IQFZ) ércvide' evidence for the

discriminant validity of the public and private self-consciousness
dimensions.
' The remaining two studies to be discussed in this section

illustrate the clarification of internal physical events as a result of

 self-focus. 1In the first study by Gibbons, Carver, Scheier, and Hormuth

(1975), it uas‘ﬁypothesizai that a mirror induced self-awareness would
decrease susceptibility to the placebo effect. It was argued that when
self-focused,rsubjects would be less likely to experience the expected
placebo effects a};d more likely to make accurate self-assessments. Some

subje/sts were given a placebo (bicarbonate of soda) and misinformed that

S
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it was a drug with specific. .physiological effects. The remaining
subjects were given the same dosage 'of the bicarbonate of___scdé in a
correctly .'Labéled package.‘Half of the subjects wei'e exposed to a mirror -
during a learning task while the remaining subjects faced a
non-reflective surface.

Consistent with the predictions, those subjects éxposed to a mirror
(i.e., private _selfaavare:ness) showed less symptoms of a:rc;usal than

non-mirror subjects. Furthermore, subjects in the mirror condition who

were, led to expect specific drmag- reactions ‘shcwed the greatest
” I .

{ / ~attributional differences from nén-m:':rror subjects. That ié, misinformed

-

S

.self'—focused subjects attributed considerab'ly less arousal to the

placebo. than did non self-focused subjects. It is of interest that the
effect of self-awareness was séecific to the expected symptoms and did
not result in a general suppression of internal events; that is‘,
subjects ih the , mirror condition reporteél no less drug;irrelevant

symptoms than non-mirror subjects. In sum, the results suggest that

- self-awareness diminished the suggestibility effects of a placebo.

iAccording to a self-consciousness theory explanation, this reduced

suggesf:ibility probably followed from anr increased, clarity of internal
events resulting from self-awareness. ’ ' '

The next study in this secticn also deais with suggestibility and-
self-focus. Scheier, Carver, and Gibbons (1979) divided male subjects
into high and low private self-consciocusness groups. Each of the
self-conscicusness grmés was shown slides "SE:: nde females with
normative information suggesting that the slides were either arousing or




B 66 .
non-arousing. Some of the subjects saw their mirror ’in'ags during the
inter-slide intervals while the remaining subjects did not. ' Subjects
'were:' asked to rate the arousal value of the slides according to how much
t:;odily arousal effécts were experienced. The‘ results indicated that in
the pra;ence of a nurror, subjects tended to make less extreme ratings.
Thus, those subjects in the arcusal condltlon made lower arocusal-
evaluations with a mirror present. On the other hand, subjects receiving__
a‘_nonﬁr%:xs.al set rated the slides as more arcusing in the m;:,;'or
.condition. The ‘authors concludéd that self-aware subjects were less
easily in:flumced ‘by exte.rnal information as a consequence of a more
accurate. examination of internal u’.pfornation. The arousal ratings of

-

high privately self-cong¢icus subjects, although in the same dlrectz.ons

as mirror @x\g,edﬁ/ects were not significantly dlfferent from those

low on the private self-consmousness dimension. - .
In a second part of this study, private self-consciocusness was- -
again investigated using a more direct measdre of internal awareness.

Subjects were given flavor intensity. information of a liquid. Some

subjects were led to expect a strong taste while others were led to

expect 'a weak taste. It was hypothesized that subjects high in private
self-consciocusness :-amld not be as easily influenced as tl?ose low in
private self-conscicusness. Furthermore, it was prédiéted that high
privaté_self—consciousn%s subjects would make more aﬁcﬁrate ratings of
the different intensity solutions presented. The results were consistent .
with both of these hypotheses.

(<



rating. No baseline measures were taken in the slide arcusal experiment.

_ ¥~ A question arises as to why high and low private ‘self-constiocusness

subjects yielded significantly different results in the cutcome

of the second experiment (taste mtens:.ty) th.le showmg no differences

" in the first 'exp‘e.riueni (slide arcusal). Th:.s may have- been due to

higher dependent measure sens:.t:.v:. y in the taste intensity e:-cpe.rment

That is, in the taste intensity experiment, the stimuli to be judged

were varied in intensity from each subject's preestablished baseline

-

In a recent study by Gibbons and Gaeddert (1984), the placebo

~ effect was i'.nvestigateci from the point of view of utility. Subjects were

given e:iLthe.r_ a "performance facilitating” or ,"performance inhibiting"
drug (placebo) and asked to work on an arithmetic task. It was predicted
that in a no'q self-ewarenees situation, these subjects given the task
interferer;ce "drug"™ would attribute greater arousal effects to ;ghe
placebo than those subjects in the fac:Llltatmg "drug condltlon. This
effect was expected as a result of an ego—enhancenent motivatzron to
appear more capable. Those subjects in" a self-awareness condition

(m.n'ror preﬁence) ware expected not to’show this self-serving behavior,

,but rat.he.r to act J.n confomance with actual arousal levels The results-

conf:.rmed .thse hypoth%es and"a second e:q:enme.nt was conducted without |

the poss:.ble evaluat:.on—-mduced—armsal of af task, but with the-
n

’prev:.ously mentioned placebo- mstructlons. subjects reported less of an

effect as a result of both types of placebos/ - B /
gm 5/ - .l
The three precedmg studies by ulbbons al (%979), “Scheier et

al. (1979), and bebons and Gaeddert (1984) presented evidence that

.
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self-focus is an important factor in the clarification of bodily states

" and the accuracy of reporti those states. Furthermore, the

" clarification resulting from’self-focus appeared to lead to a resistance

to exte.rnall;r\presente_d false expectancies regarding bodily sensations.
In sﬁm, t:hese results are .consistent with self-consciocusness theory at a
situational n'ani'pllai.:ion level in that a mirror (private self-awarenessy
led to a clarification of covert self-aspects. Theé second s{:udy by
Scheier et al. (1979) partially ,supported self-cordscicusness theory by
demonstrating internal awareness differences between high and low

private self-consciousness in their s iexperiment. The third study

bv Gibbens "and Gaeddert (1984) ted that placebo utility

responses are susceptible to attenuation under gelf-focus conditions.

<=

Self-aspéct intensification

———
TN ~— .
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The second assumption. of self-consciousfiess theory regarding

-
—

private self-focus is the intensification of the affective valence of

~\ .
internal eVents as 2 result of attending to these events. This

intensification applies only o events which already have an affective

component. As alréady discussed; neutral internal events are not

‘iﬁtensifig by'r.pri\}ate self-focus. The studies reviewed in previous

sections' have primarily investigated situations where affect was.low and

an interna_téized directive or rule . was assumed to mediate between

'self-f/ocué’l and behavior. However, a number of studies have manipulated

affect ‘in_self-focus situations. ' -
\\._'. —- \\ -
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_ /\ Scheier,/(1976) hypothesized that strong affect would be prepotent
A internal standard in a self-focused state. Specifically, it was
- '\ . \ .

“

\
\

predicted that angered subjects wodld display more aggression when

\\ sPbrivate self-focus was hj.gh. This increase ih aggression was expécted to .
\_-/ occur whether private self-focus was dispositionally high or induced by

a mirror. Subjects acted as a teaéher in a learning situation ;.fhere_
electric shocks were administered £or 'wrong answers given by a
confederate. Subjects were divided into mirror present and mirror absent
’g?a‘aps. :Half of the subjects in each of these groups were angered by the
confederate prior to the learning situation. The rasﬁlts indicated that .
in the angefed group, high rather ‘than’ Jr.cw'private sélf-cons_»ciwsness
subjects delivered the highest shock intensities, - and made higher
post-e:@erinental anger ra.tings. The same ra;dlts were found for the
mirror as opposed to no-mirror subjects. .Public self-consciocusness was
found to be unrelated to aggression.levels. Nonaangéred subjects dia not
bécorhe _more punitive with a mirror present, nor .m‘puhitive:ness
associated with high private self-consciousness. It was thus concluded
that greater awareness of affect rather 'than s;alf-focus was responsible
for increased agg;'ession. To rule ocut the possibility that group
‘differences were related to .standards regarding aggréssion, subjects
were measured on th:';.s varigble prior to the main experimental pr;'acﬁure.
No standard-behavior relationship was found, which sugdests that affect
overshadowed standards in this situation.

In sum, the study by s;heier (1976) demonstrated behavioral

differences in a high affect context between high and low private
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- self-focus both at a situational and dispositionai lével 'The results
furthermore supported the private/public self-consciousness distinction.
Fj.n_ally, this -study is the only research relevant to the relationship’
between the state of private self-awareness and the trait of private
self-consciaisnes_s. That is, the results showed increases in aggressive
behavior in both high and low private self-con,scﬁ;nless subjects as a
result of mirror presence. , ‘\ -\._,

Scheier and Carve.r (1977) extended the investigation of affect and
self-focused a_tl.tention. In a series of experiments,. they measured the
effects of situatio.nal and disfaositioﬁlal private self-focus on Eour‘
different emotional states. In"‘che firs:c experiment male subjects made
attractiveness ratings of slides of nude females. They x;!e;:é instructed
to rate att.ractivén&ss according to bodily reaction experienced while
viewing the slides. Same subjects were exposed to a reflective surface
dﬁ_ring the rating period between slides, while other subjects faced a
non-reflective surface. Results showed that the mirror presence subjects
rated the slide J'.mages as significantly more attractive- than non-mirror
subjects. The aut_:hp':s concluded that the higher at‘_cracitivén&ﬁé ratincjs
in the presc;ce of ‘a mirror were due to a higher awareness of the .
emotions elicited by the slides.

In a second experiment of the same study by Scheier and Carver,
- subjects hn';gh and low in private' self-conscimsln%s Vv'iewed slides
designed to induce positive or negative a‘ffect_. Subjects rated the
slides on a:-dimension of pleasantness—unpl'easant;ﬁess. As%edicted,
greater polariza'tion of | ratings occurred in  high, private

b

-
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self-consc.xmsness sub:;ects fThat W slides were rated
F
‘more positively and the negatd ides more negat:l.vely by h:.gh as

coopared to low private self-consc:.azsq;ﬁs subjects. Public
| ‘self-co'ﬁscimsness had no effect on the rati.ngs;

A third and fourth experiment by Scheier and Carver (1977)
irivéstigated self-focus effects on affect more, directly by using -a
mood-induction technique (Velten, 1968). In the first two experiments,
the conclusion that affect changec‘i as a resu.'!:ts of self-focus could only
be inferred from the slide ratings; In the third.' and fourth experiments
however, “the authors assumed a high correspondence between the induction
procedure and the resulting affect. Affect ratings were made after the
induction of elation or depression. Both situational (mirror presence)

and dispositional manipulations of private self-focus were employed. The

results indicated more extreme self-report mood measures in the presence

of a mirrcr. Thus‘, depression subjects reporteé increased depression,
.while elatlon subjects reported, dincreased elatlon in the mrror as

compared to the no-mirror condltxon. Th&;e results were replxcated for

high private self-consm.wsnass in the depr@s:.on induction group. 'I‘hat

is, high as cmpared to low prlvate self-conscmusness subjects
ind:_.cated increased de_prgss\gn. Once agg.m, public self-conscmusna_s
was found to be unrelated to mdod rat:'}nés.

In sum, ‘the experiments By Scheier and Carve (1977) provided
sﬁpport_ for the parallel effects of private self-avar s (dituational}
‘and_ privé_te self—consciousness (dispdéitiqnal): Furthermore, tl'{e results
lend evidence to- the discr_imin;nt validity of the private and public

»
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dimensions. However, it should be noted that these experiments have

certain methodological limitations. The first two experiments require an
inference of affet:tive intensification ‘since external stituli rather
than dlrect affect:.ve changes were rated.

The last two experiments, although measuring affective changes more
directly, have employed a questionable methodology to induce mocds.
j‘Pol!.:wy (lQBlNas demonstrated that rmods mduced by the Velten (1968}
procedure may be heavily laden with detrand characteristics. She contends
that the instructions prior to the mood statements may have as much of a
mood inducing .quality as the statements tha‘rseIVS. Furthermore, the
induced moods as measured by the MAMCL (Zuckerman & Lubin,. 1965)
diésipated' quicka'/:t an uwknown rate. Thus, in the study by Scheier and
Carver (1977), it 1is evident that mirror exposure and private
self-consciousness influenced mood self-reports. However, it is unclear
whether self-focus is actir;g qﬁ the mood statements, the demand .
characteristics in the instructions, or° on the * self-repqrt
'q_uestiomﬁire.i o § ' - .

The next two studies to e ‘discussed investigated the'affect of
fear under self-focus conditi'ons... In a :study by Carver, . Blaney and
Scheier (1979a), subjects approached a feared object {non-poisonous
shake) with or without a mirror presént. Subjects were divided into
mnfigi_mt and doubtful groups regarai-ng self-perceived abitity to handle_
the $nake. The distance of approach to the snake was recorded as well as
self-zeported affect ‘(as inferred from bodily” arousal) during the

-

approach ‘sequence. THe results showed a main:'effect for mirror presence. .,

:_1?



) 73
That is, mirror present subjects reported sigh'i_ficantly higher .T::mxiety
thsn .mirror abssnt subjects. Bowever, béhsvior did not follagi-directly
from these self-focus effects. Salf-focus led to an earlier ternﬁnation :
of the approach pattern among doubtful subjects, ‘but not among confldent
subjects This behavloral difference between doubtful and confident
'subjects may have been due to attentional contents during the approach
‘task. That is, although both confident and doubtful subjects experienced
,an increase in fear during the spproach, confident Sub3ects reported
focusing on goal attainment while doubtful subjects reported attending’
to bodily arousal. . Thus, although t’he,\ behavioral effec/r,s of mirror
exposure (pfj.vaté sdframren&ss) -are moderated by expectancies in th;ls
situation, all subjests showed an ihtensificat_idn of anxiety with
private self-awareness.

- In a study by Scheier, Carver and Gibbons (1981) fear intensity was
varied in forming subject groups. In the first experiment, high and .low
fsar .subjects (wiﬁh regard to handling a snake) per'fomsd.the same
approach task as in t;ﬁe Carver et al. {1979) study. A mirrdr was pféent
for half of the sgb.jects,_.in each fear group aﬂd absent for ;t:he remaining
_ subjects. It was predicted that high fear subjects would terminate the

" approach behavio; earlier with a mirror :pr&sent (private self-awareness)
as corrpa&:ed o2 no-mirror environment. This earlier withdrawal was:
pr&sumed to follow from an increased salience of fear. Low fear. subjects
however, were expected to show a greate.r correspondence between approach
behavior a.nd the standard (i.e., handling the snake) in the. presence of

a mirror as compared to a no-mirror situation. This latter result was
~
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expected due to the lower affect and consequent increase in standard

salience. The results indicated that high fear subjects terminated the

approach sequence‘ earl-ie.r. with a Eﬁr:_:or present as ccnfpared to the
ao-mirror conditicm. Low fear subje::ts didn‘t show the e:qbected effect
with a' mirror pr&ent. This latter finding was most likely due to the
fact that all'low fear subjécts campleted the approach task. A result of
particular relevance to predicted intensification of affect with
self-focus, is the failure to finci changes in _s:elf—reported fea:.t as a
result of self-focus in the high fear group. This m{ay-—have been due to a
fear level high enough, so that no further increasfles were possible with
self-focus (ceiling effect). A second possible explanation for no fear
differences 'among high fear subjefts Issthat . mirfor presence may have
hastened clarification of fear,,r’_a{the.r than intensifying it. This earller
clarificatiali:;ag.c:i consequen€ w:.thdrawal ‘frcm the approach sequence may
have 'preciuded a f‘ﬁrther/-i/ntensification of fear which may have occurred
had the subject remained longer in the situation. Finally, the
post-experimental affect ques‘;:ionnaire may not have been sensitive
enough to x;'easure small intensificatian changes. .

A second experiment by Scheier' et al. (1981)-manipulateé1 fear
levels as opposed to making inferences of fear from self-reports, as was
done in their first’ e:@enment Subjects were divided into high and low
private self-conscmusness groups. Within each self-consc:.ousn%s group,

-
subjects were assvgned to hJ.gh and low fear condJ.t:Lons as de_fmed by

-hlgh or low electric shock expectat:.on respectwely. After receiving a

c.escrlp_tlon of the. e:q:erme_nt,_subjects were asked if they wished to



- B £

comuit themselves as participants. It was predicted that high pri\fate.

self-conscicusness subjects would be less likely to comuit themselves in
the high fear condition as,cafpa.red‘ o low priv-ate self-conscimeness
subjects. The reverse was expected whenc—'the fear was low. The results
confirmed the .behavioral predictions. The finding of most relevance

regarding affect sas the significantly higher fear reported by high

;fivate self-consciousness subjects who expected intehse shock than
reported by low private self-consciox;sness subjects.' In the low shock
group, no differences in reported fear were_-noted as a function of high
and low private self-consciou;}:fess. -

In sunmary both of the experiments by Scheier et al. (1981) suggest

that - when the affect of fear is strong, high private self—focus

‘(situationally— induced or dispositional) increased the likelihood that

subjects would respond to the fear rether than to the task goals. The
r@ponse to fear in th@e expe.rments was to avoid the threatening

s;.tuatlon. The fear reports, ~as measured by the post-experimental

questionnaires showed differences between high ‘and low self-focus only

in the second experiment. It is diff“ieult to draw conclusions regarding -

- this difference due to the non—comparability of the experimental

designs.  That is,. experiment one involved a self-focus state
manipulation while experiment two varied self-focus at a dispositional
level. Al’;'.hwgh it appears that the disposition. of private
self-donscimsnas has psychological consequences sz.m:.lar to the private
se.lf-avareness nam.pulat:.on, it has .yet to be established whether both

have the same degree of influence on behavior.

b4
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' Considerable suppert for the private self-focus dimension has been

found at both a situational and dispositional level. The first two

. studies discussed damnstréte;i 'similar behavioral effects for private

‘and public self-focus as situational manipulations, as well as
"illustrating similar results for dispositional and situationally induced

private self-focus (Caxv%r & Seheier, 1978; Davis & Breck, 1975). _T‘ne

next two studies on attribution of responsibility again showed parallel

effects .of private self-awareness and private self-consciousness (Buss &

) Scheier, 1976; Duval & Wicklund, 1973).

Those stuc}i% in. the self-clarification section provided

considerable evidence that internal self-aspects become more salient
when pri:r—;ée self-awareness is induced ;:md/or when private
self;consé:imsnéss is high. This clarification effect held whether the , .
internal aspécts wé-.re behavioral standards (Carver, 1974; Carver, 1975;
Scheier, Fenigstein & Buss, 1974) or the correct assessment of. éhysical

. sensations (Gibbons et al., 1979; Scheier, Carver, & Gibbons, 1979).

In the studies reviewed where a salient affective. component was

introduced, intensification of affect was noted in most instances, both
for private selfaawa.reg&ss and self-consciocusness. :hese Studi& showed <L
an intensification -of anger (Scheier, 1976), elation, depression '{ly ‘
perceived Jbodlily arocusal (Scheier & Carver, 1977) and fear (Carver,’

[ 4

Blaney, & Scheier, 1979a; Scheier, Carver, & Gibbons, 11981)'. 7
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Criticisms and Conclusions

In closing this discussion of self-conscicusness®theory, several
conclusions may be drawn. . The fmd.mg rece:.vmg the grﬁ amount of ‘
e'rplncal ev:.dence is that supporting the d:.stmctlon between pnvate
and public self-consciousness: However, in approxmately half of the
publ:.shed studies con51stent w:;.th this ev:.dence, p.:bl:.c se.lfaawaren&ss
inducing stimili were not e:rp}.oyed_ (e.g., Buss & Scheier; 1976; Carver &

Scheier, 1978; Scheier, 1976; Scheier, Buss,. & Buss, 1978; Scheier,

Carver, & Gibbons, 1981, Experiment 2). It is noteworthy that in most of

the published studies without a public self-awareness iﬁduce.r,_ with the
exception of those researches  concerned with identity and

self-presentation (Cheek & Briggs, 1982; Miller & Cox, 1982; Solamon &

Schopler,” 1982), public self-conscicusness was unrelated to thed;@,'

dependent variables in question. On the other hand, those studies which’
did rev;al a' relationship between public self-consciocusness and the
output measures included public self-awareness inducing stimuli
seemingly inadvertently, since no acknowledgement of this inclusiox;z is
explicitly offered in those investigations (e.g., Carver & Scheier,
1981, Experiment 1; Froming & Carvet,-1981; Scheier, Carver, & Gibbons,
1979;" Turner, Gilliland, & Klein, 1981). These findings rpgarding the
presence and absence of public sdfavéreneﬁs induci stimli are
consistent with self-conscicusness theory, yet raise a question with
respect to those st\;die_s not including a public se_'l.f—awafeneﬁs mducer
That is, it is not surprising that public sel.f-consciwsn:\esj is

-
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uncorré.ated with the dependent measure when public self-awareness
inducing stimili are absent ﬁf is thecretically postulated that
public self-conscicusness only becames activated in the presence of such

stimali, .Howev'e.r, it cannot be definitively stated that public

inducers were introduced into the studies in ion.

f
‘*Regardmg dlstmctmns between publ:.c and private self\awareness,

selfconscicu®hess would remain uninfluential z'f public self-awareness

only a few studies have employed both types of mampulatm in eparate
conditions. As already noted Dav:.s, and Brock (1975) 'used a camera in.
| one experiment and a mirror in a second expe':ment They demonstrated ah .
increase of self-focus responses (l‘re., a more frequent_ use of first
person pronouns) '.;rith boi:h tranipﬁlatibns. However, a conta:rginatior: of
self-focus with task performance feedback in the .second e:q:é.rinent
se.riouély weakens any conclusion with .. respect -to self-awareness
manipulations. A later study of a similar nature by Carver and Scheier
(1978) showed increased self-focus wlth an audience in one .experiment
and W—}E’l -a mirror in a second. BAs may also be said concernirig the study
by Davis and Brock .(1975); there is no reason to believe from a
self~conscicusness theoretical perspective, that these private and
public self-awareness induciz;gf stimuli would produce different results
in initial self-focusing effects. as measured by Carver and Scheier
_(1978). Another study by Scheier, Feningstein, and Buss (1974) " found
that_when éelf-focu;*, was incfeased by either the presence of an audi:nce
or a mirror (each e:rployed separately ‘in two expenments) pumta.vengss

_of male subjects toward femal&s decreased -Once again it is not
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surprising that no differences between public and private self-awareness

_ inducing stimili were noted since the personal and normatively accepted

(N

values regarding aggrass‘ion toward females by males prcbably coincided.
Up to the present date, only two studies have enpifically examined

the private/public self-awareness distinction in a meaningful wa'y. That

. is, only- two studies have designed their research in such a way .that

differential behavioral effects would be theoretically ‘expected from

+ public and private self-awareness manipulations. In the study by Scheier ‘

and Carver {1980) on cognitive d.i.ssonance,‘ mirror presence was
associated with a higher awareness of initial attitudes while a camera
resulted in a higher awareness of counterattitudinal behaviofs. These
results are as predicted in that a mirror 12d to increased attention to
privatte self-aspects (attitudes) while a camera resulted in increased
focus ‘on public self-aspects (behaviorss. In | the second study by-
Frcmmg, Ralker, and opyan (19621, subjects held a personal belief
which was at variance with a belief wﬁich‘they ée.rceived- was held by
others. The results were as expected in that a private self-awareness
inducer™ (mirror)_ led to behavior (aggr&ssion in a teaching paradigm)

consistent. with subjects' personal beliefs, . while a publig

" self-awareness inducer (evaluative audience) resulted in behavior .

congruer}t’fwith e subjects' perceived beliefs of other peéple. The two .
p&ecediéxg studies present the strongest evidence to date tlr'-.'t éll : typé
of selfaahargn&s :Lnduce;s do not have the same behav:.oral effects

- In a study by G:Lbbons a.nd Wright - (1983) two -confl:.ctmg belief

standards, one social and the cther personal, wereA -inves,'tigated."
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Subjects holding either cons M@ sexial attitudes were

. placed in a s:.tuatlon wher:e most of the:.r peers had liberal sexual
attitudes. Under mirror exposure cond:.t:.ons, the conservative sub)ects
attitudinally moved toward the liberal notm, but also were found to
naintgin- their prior pe:sonal attitudeg . Thus under a private
self-awareness induction condit-i&r;, sub)ects responded both to salient
personaZ~and social “standards. , fi‘his study;, although rot directly
concerned w:.t.h public and pnvate self-awareness differences, suggests
that thlS distinction is not eas:.ly classified ~by assuming a dlrect
) correspondence between the type of belief standard (personal or soc:.al)
and the variety of self-awareneﬁs induction. It seems to be the case in
this stBdy ¥hat the high salience of "both the persomal and social
standards' was “the primary fac1;or leading to the observed responses L;nde.r
privét;self-awarena;s conditi9n_s. Whether this same response pattefn
would be cbserved under public; self-awareness cond%tiorxs is yet to be
answered by. future research. |

Turning now to similar behavioral effects noted for situational and
dispositional self—focus,l these parallels are found in greate_f number in
the érivate‘ self- di;:ension' {(e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1978; Scheier
1976; Scheier & er, 1977; Scheier & Carver, 1980; Scheler Carver, &
Gibbons,l 1981). {rhese studies are relativel earcut )»Fh respect to

showing parallels at the dispo;itionaldnd situatlonal levels in that

they can be demonstrated” independently. Parallels ~~in pu.blic_'.'

-

self-awareness and public self-consciousness however, cannot ‘be

L4

giscussed in the same way since the manipulation and dispbsitgén of,..

N

-
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public- self-focus are not independent That is, a strictly independent
cogpanson of publlc sglf-consciousness and _public selfaawareness is not

poss:.)tale .since publ_:._c s;egzconqcs.msnaj will not be actwated unless a
p.zblic self-awareness inducer is\present. However, those subjects high-
in ‘i:—ublic self—onsciousness ‘ hould theoret;iia!_lly show greater
r&spon;ij}eness to public self-awareness manipulations that those low on
the disposition. . <

An example- of . a study including both public self-awareness and
__self-consciocusness 1is /L?B\JW (1979) where rejection by a
group (public self-é(waren&ss manipulation) led subjects to a greater
d:.sl:.ke for the /group than when the group It.reated subjects in a
non-rejecting mamner. It was further}ore demonstrated that those
subﬁects !at the high end” of the public self-consc19u5ness dimension
reacted most stronngrejection in terms of liki:ng for the group.
2 difficulty with considering these results as having shown "parallels"

between publi;: ‘self-awareness and - self-consciousness is that the

. self-awareness manipulation is confounded with an acceptance-rejection

- variable. That is, it is questionable as to whether it is valid to

—

consider group acceptance and group rejection as analogous to low and

n

-h:.gh pubI:.c self-awareness .

Rnother study cited as demn.sZratmg the parallel effects" of

Y public self—consciousn&cs and public self-awareness (Carver & Scheler,
~

/\}981) is the previcusly -discussed study- by Scheier and Carver (1980).

-~ Thelr results showed that in the presence of a camera (public

self-awaren&ss J.nducer), subjects became mrg..z:;are of their
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counterattitudinal behavicr and thus tended to decrease dissonance by an
'

——

attitude change. -~~In a subsequent experiment, these results were
replicated at a dispositional level, with those subjects high in public
se.lf-consciwéne;s reducing dissonance by altering their éttitude_ﬁ. This
finding is smevhat at variance with self-conscicusness theory in that -
-public self-consciousness had an effect in the expected 'direction
apparently without the theoretically necessary presence of a public
self-awareness inducing stimalus. Furthermore, public self-consciousness
and public seif-awareness effects were not strictly comparable since the
high 'and low p.:.bli:: .'s'elf_-consciwsne:ss groups were created in such a
manner as to—be inversely related to the respective private
J self-consciocusness dimens-ions. This lack of independence of J{:he two
| dimensions preclides the conclusién that the results were due solely to
~“the public selffconsciousness dimension. It-is also noteworthy that
since the public self-consciocusness ahd self-awarenéss manipulations
occurred in separate experiments, no information regarding possi:blé
interaction effects is available. - |
It may be concluded with: régard to public self-consciousfess and
public self-avareness that no parallel effects are theoretically
possible due to the necessity ‘of a state manipulation to defonstrate
trait _effe_c.t.é.. However, considering the incipient degree of
understanding of these construé:t',s , -future research should in estiga:e
" state and trait interaction effects by including high and lag public
self-consciougnés group as well as public self-awareness nanip;lation

and control (no manipulation) groups. The experiment by Hass (1984), as

P



83
discussed earlier, is the.only research which has directly addressed
this situation, thus leaving self-consciousness ‘theory with little
support as yet for the assumed lic state and trait interact-i-on,."'

———

Pain, Self-Condgiousness and Self-Awareness

L

Paih was at one time construed as primarily a sensory experience
rc-sult;ng from physical energy impigging upon specialized ;ézptors
(Leventha:l & Everhart, 1979). This model assumes both direct connedtions
between both physical and physiological levels and between physiological
responses and psychologlcal experience (Melzak, 1972j. In a critique of
this second assumption Melzak and Wall (1975) contend that:

a small nurber of specialized fibers may exist that respond

only to intense stimulation, ... this does not mean that they

a}:e "pain fibers” - that they must always p:_‘oduce pain, ahd

only paih whe.q they are stimalated. (p. 4).

Thus, to ass that a high correlation exists between physical
stinﬁli, receptor ites, and the. pain e@&imce, is quesﬁionable
" according to Melzak and wall. ' ’ -

An important event in the pain literature is an observation‘ made by
Beecher (1946) of soldiers who incurred injuries during battle
conditions. The reports of suffering and requests for pain reducing
drugs were significantly less in the wounded soldier group as carpared
to a group of civilian males who underwent s:.rmlar physical msults.

Beecher proposed that thlS behavioral discrepancy was a function of




emotional components. Be reasoned that. by refusing pain medication, t\he
soldiers remained aware of their injuries and thus felt more alive and -
safe from destruction. Izard (1977) offered another emotional factor in
explaining this data by speculating that the pain of the soldiers'
wounds relieved.them of the possible guilt that they may have felt by
being out of_.danger while their comrades continued to face the battlc
" situation. | . . . _ -

‘
» /4

>

In 1965, Melzak and Wall presented the gate'co‘ntrol theory of pain.
This theory addressed the qonplexity of the pain phencmenon which became
increasingly evident in the research following Beecher's early work.
Gate control cheory holds that the experience of pain is a result of the . .
: intecaction of sensory, affective, attentional and cognitive cclrponents' .
A more recent t'heory by Leve'nthal‘ (1970) maintains that the pa:.n
" experience results from the parallel processing of both- sensory and
emotional distress coaponénts. . Neither of”‘ these carconentc is said to
depend on the other but to -cccur simultanecusly. Barber (1963) holds
that pain is multidimensional- in-hatcre. He states that pain includes
two components:  the "sensdtion of pain" and the "anxiety or reaction to
| pain" (p. 364). . | .

Tomkins (1963) discussed pain as a phenomenon which interacts with
cognition and emotion. Regarding the sequencing of these events, Tomkins
argues that pain typically elicits an emotion which interacts with the
pain co generate perceptual-cognitive processes. Sternbach (1968)
considered pain an em:tional' response since it is-unlikely to occur as

"pure pain®. Finally, Izard (1977) maintained that pain is a
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- "cuasi-drive arousal state" rather than awmon .ger se,(smoe a.”

mumber of different emotional states may be ellcntedl." B

. The aforerentloned theorles of pain as well as. the numerous stud:.&e

B 4
S
.

investigating cogm.t:.v&affectlve factors in pain reduction (Sternbach r.‘;f '
1978; Weisenberg, 1975) reflect the general recognition of the
mportance of emotional ._ gcxrponents in the experience of pain. In the
present research, the trait dimension of self—conscicusness and tiue
state rranip.ilation of self-awareness was investigated in réiation to .
‘pain. Considering the‘ fact that the pain experience is generally assumed
to contain an affective component, and that focusirig on private
self-aspects is "assumed to‘-intensify the affective charge of bodily
stimili, moods, motives, fantasies and self-esteem™ (Buss, 1980, p. 13),
it theoretically follows that the trait of private self-consciocusness or
‘the manipulation of private self-awareness should intensify the

experience of pain.

Hvpotheses of Present Research

The present research is primarily concerned with the private
self-focujs ‘state and trait) implications of .selff'&ogsciwsnas theory -
for the experience of pain. As already é;iggested, pain should be more
_intense for subjects at the.high end of- the privat.'e self-consciousness
trait and when the state of private self-awareness is induced, than for
subjects‘ at the low end of the private self-consciousness dmensmnfanﬂ//’/

for subjects . without a private self-awarnes$ inducing stimulus.

e

. / - -
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Regarding the duration of Ytime tolerated by subjects exposed to-a‘.pain
inducing stimulus, the prediction was in the reverse order to thcse
expected for pain. inﬁensity ratings. Thus, those subjects high ip
private self-consciousness were expected to have a-lower tolerarice time .
than those low on the dimension, while subjects exposed to a private
self-awareness inducer were'ex:_:;ected to tolerate pain for a shorter
duration of time than those not'in“ the presende of such a stimilus. 'I&_ie"
above results were expetted because the affective corponents of pain
‘should theoretically become more intense when focused upon. |
Iin addition to extending private self—consciousness theory into a
new behavioral dcma:':n, the present research is one of the few studies to
te to explbre the relationship between the state of private
selfi-awareness and the trait of privéte self-consciousness. Although
self-consciousness theory predicts no barticular' relationship between

private self-conscioasnass and privas

14

solf=pwarenesT, Bugs (1480
hypothesized that a main effect is more likely than an interaction. Buss
maint;ained that high and low private self-consciousness subjectis are
equally lik‘el}fﬁ"to undergo an increase in private self-~awareness in the
presence of a felevant_ inducing stimulus. In the present study, it was
~ hypothesized that both high and low private self-conscicusness ;ubjects
would show higher pain intensity ratings as well ‘as lower pain tolerance
under conditiocns of ‘high (mirror pi;esence) as compared to low (no
mirror) private self-auéreness conditions. -

The relationship between pain and public self-focus (state and .

trait) is less clea\r‘/ghan that - hypothasized ‘for private
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self-conscicusness” and self-awareness. There are no theoretical
'suggestions that a specific ‘relationship exists between self-aspects
w:.th affective corrpbnents and public _self—;'ocus.. However, public
self-focus is assumed to lead to a gfe'iaréer—mrm&ss-’ofgs“taqdérds of
performance in a situation and gredgter efforts to meet those 'Etandards.

) - ‘ »
In the present situation, the standard involved the toleration “of*.a

painful stimalus as' lé:mg as gg_*s_sﬁale. ] It was thus predicted that
. subjects in the high public self-focus condition (i.e., those high in
. éublic self-consciousness exposed to a camera) would yield higher pain
tolerance._scores and ;;evhfps lower pain ratings than those subjects in
the low public self-focus condition (i.e., those low in public
self-consciousness emﬁsed to a cénera_) .

wiwire\_to comparisons between public‘and private self-focus
effects, d.Lffe.rer;ces were expected to occur between subjects high on
both trait diner;éions': in conjunction with the | corresponding
self-awareness inducers (camera and mirror respectively). That 1is,
subjects high on private self-consciousness in the presence of a mirror
were expected to have lower pain tolerance times and higher pain ratings
than those subjects high on public self-consciousness who were exposed

to a camera.

-



Chapter II

METHCD

The present experiment consisted of a 2 x 2 x 4 factoria:_[ design:
two subject .variables and one ‘rranipulated. variable. . The subject
variables included the selection of subjects at high and low levels of
both private and public self-consciousness. The manipulated variable
consisted of an induction of private self-awareness (mirror focus),
public self-awareness (camera focus), an attention control condition
(focusing on a spot)” and a standar@ control condition (no focusing
stimilus is present). Two trials-of the pain manipulation (Cold-Pressor

Tost) wero administerad. The first trial served as a bassline muazure
file the second was used as a test for treatment ffe-cts.' The primary
éependent variables were the scores in pain tclerance and pain magnitude
ratings from trial I andﬂ trial II. Questionnair% were employed

following trial II to provide additional self-report information

regarding cognitive activity during the Cold-Pressor Test (CP).
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~ Subjects | :
/ T Ao

A total of 96 femle volunteer right-handed subjects were selected
from students enrolled in psychology courses at the Unive§:’§ity of
Ottawa. The subjects were chosen and assigned to groups according to
their scores on the private dimension of the gfcomiwmas Scale
(Fenigstein et .al., 1975). This sc;a\le was administered to several
classes in psychology approximately three weeks prior to the experiment.
Female rather than male “subjects were used for two reasons. Prior
‘:F&search by the pr%egt experimenter has suggét':ed that females tend to
express less intg:r;eitf‘ in inspecting Eh-g visible technology and searching
for possible hidden monitoring syste:ﬁs in the experimental situation
than males. Considering that a hidden video camera was employed in the
present study the above issue assumed importance. The second reason for
using female subjects involved the different value males and females are
Tikely to place on .pain endurance. Males, for cultural reasons, often
tend to put forth considerable effort to endure pain as ‘a sign of
"toughness”. This malé characteristic has often been fo;md to manifest
as a measurement problem in that ceil'ing effects were obtained. In the
present study, a ceiling effect would have precluded possible

differentigl treatment response patterns.
- Subjects were split into those low and high in private
self-consciousness. The cutoff points for these cateéories _were
determined by including those subjects who fall on either side of one

standard deviation dropped over the median value of the distribution.

-

e
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Subjects in each private self-consciousness groﬁp were next assigned to
one of four conditions,-'v'gitt{ the limitation that each of the resulting
'eight groups had an equal number of subjeé:ts above and below the median

value for public self-conscicusness.

Apparatus and Instrunents
3 /

Cold-Pressor Test

The ColdL?reﬁsor Test (CP) was first employed for experimental
purposes in hypertension research (Hines & Brown, 1933). It was found
that submerging a limb in freezing (0-2°C) water raised blood pressure.
Later research found relatior.lshi;ps between the sul:rrerqu hand
tenperature, blood pressure, ar;d self-reported pain - (Wolf & BHardy,
1941). Recent research has examined the relationship between CP induced
pain and (1) cogniti\lre‘strategies (Beers & Karoly, 1979; Blitz &
Dinnerstein, 1971; Scott & Barber, 1977; worthington, 1978), (2)
hypnotically induced insensitivity (Barber & Hahn, 1962; Evans & Paul,
1970; Spancs, Radtke-Bodirik, Ferguson, & Jones, 1979), (3) stress
innoculation -(Backet & Horan, 1980; Turk, 1978), (4) self-control
strategies (Berger & Kenfer, 1975; Kanfer & Seidner, 1973), and (5)
preparatory information regarding sensations (Leventhal, Brown, Sha.cha.m,

& E}ngquist, 1879).

The procedure generally employed for CP involves immersion of a
. hand in ice water (0°-3°C) for either a specific duration as defined by

the experimenter or for a pain tolerance point as determined by the
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subject. In the ‘\iorrrer ‘type of design, subjects are.typicaliy asked to
nakerpain ratings at pérticular points in time (e.g., Evans & Paul,
1970; SPanos et al, 19‘79- Stam, Petrusic, & Spanos, 1981) within a,
predetermined um'ersmn period. In the second type of study, the _primary
dependent measure is the time duration that the subject chooses to

immerse the hand (e.g., Beers & Karoly, 1979; Kanfer & Goldfoot, 1966;

Westcott & Horan, 1977). As well as pain intensity ratings and tolerance

times, the point at which pain is €first experienced is sametimes
measured (e.g., Beers & Karoly, 1979; Hacket & Horan, 1980; Scott &
Lecnard, 1978). B

a nunbe:: of StUd.l% have used physiological measures with CP pain
(Barber & Hahn, 1962; Evans & Paul, 1970- Jaremko, 1978; Johnson 1974).

In each of these mveﬁtlgat:.ons one or more physiological indices was

unaffected by the CP procedure.’ Sternbach (1968) pointed out that a

physiological response pattern for pain has not been empirically
determined. Hilgard (1969) stated that a satisfactory pain index
Is éresent (or increased) when pain is felt and absent (or
reduced) when pain is not felt. The correlation between the
:physiological indicator and verbal report has to be
established both positiveiy and negatively if the indicator is
to be used in confidence in the absence of supplementary
verbal report ... there is at pre.serit no single acceptéd
indicatqr of pain that can be counted on to vary in an orderly

way with degrees of pain and absence of pain (p. 104).
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Regarding the time of self-reports of pain and/or distress,
consider=hle methodological differenc&s are foind in the literature. The
majority c>-fT studies have relied on retrospective reporting for one or
all measures of pdin magnitude' (e.g., Barber & Hahn, 1962; Evans & Paul,
"1970; Girodo & Wood, 1979; Scott & Barber, 1977). However, a mmber of

mvat:.gati-ons have used non-retrospective pain magm.tude reports

(Leventhal et al, 1979; Spanos et al, 1979; Stevens & Heide, 1977)

The actual apparatus camprising the CP test is similar m most

studies in that a container is filled with ice water and ma:.ntamed at_

temperatures ranging from o - 3. VarJ.atmns in the apparatus are

primarily obvious with regard to water circulation and temperature,

control issues. Most studies pericdically add ice and stir the water to

maintain the correct temperature range (e.g.',- Backett & Horan, 1980;
s .

Kanfer & Goldfoot, 1966; Worthington, 1978). Same studies have

elaborated on the CP tank by separating the ice from the hand immersion

. area by a screen (e.g., Scott & Barber, 1977; Scott & Leonard, 1978;

Spanos er al, 1979, while others have employed an air puamp to
facilitate water circulation (Girodo & Wood, 1979; Johnson, 1974).

In the present .study, CP pain measures included both toJ_.erance
duration and mn—retrospéc;:ive ‘magnitude ratings made at predetermined

points in time. Details regarding these measures as well as other

self-report information concerning the CP test will be discussed’i.‘n“f‘a\_

later section.

The apparatus used in the present research was a Plexlglass

-7 ‘?

container, 58 cm long by 19 c:m deep by 26-cm wide. The container was

-
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" *sectioned in 't;alf by a perforated Plexiglass divider. Olne half of the _
cont..ainer. was filled®with ice and an aquarium vibrator air pum (‘swn/‘d’\
attenuated) was employed to maintain water circulation and thus minimize
temperature differentials in the tank. A thermometer was attached tq-the
tank for the purpcse of teﬂpe.ratu;e monitoring. An opague plastic sheet
covered the top of the container, with an opening large encugh for the
| subject to easily pass one hand.’ ) ‘ .. .

The ébld—Preﬁsor test vas .chosen to investigéte pain and
self-conscicusness for two primary reason-s.‘ Other typically used niethor_i:s
of pain- induction involve explicit or implicit _ew@erirrentc_ar presence.'
(e.g., e.xpe.r--i.menter control of électric shock‘from anothgr‘z%)&n), ‘which
. may induce\./ public self-awareness , thus ‘ cont_amir'xé%ing . private
self-awareness inductio.ns. The sec nd reason for choosing CP as the pain \
induction technique is its relatively slow onset of pain, therefore
;ELlcwing more time for self-focusing effects to occur than would be the

case for same other methods (e.g., electric shock).

Sel%%_onsciousness Scale (Appendix 1) =

f

Development ' , .

In 1975, Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss d-eveloped a questionna‘j:re on
self-conséiousness. From seven- fundamental content areas in which
individuals could be self-attentive, 38 items were constructed and-

administered to over 200 university students. The number of items 'wefe
next reduced to 23 by factor analysis to fon;l three factorg. 1In samples
of several hundred subjects each, the questionnaire was administered'to.

1

-
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over 2000 students. Successive fa;tor aﬁalyses of these sﬁﬁples showed a
consistent emergence of the same three factors-, which are represented by |
the scales of priva‘ce self-consciousness, public self-conscicusness and
socz.al anxiety (see Appendix 2 for items and factor loadings). As
already d:.scussed the private self-conscicusness dimension mvolves
attention to internal processes such as cognitions or affects while
public self-consciousness refers to an awareness' of the self as a social

object. Social anxiety is assumed ; £xom pule.c

self—consciousness in that _ it 1nvolves an apprehen51ven

evaluation in a social context.

The present version of the_,scéle consists of 23 items: 10 items in

AN
the private self-consciousness subscale, 7 items in the public
self-consciousness subscale and 6 items in the social anxiety subscale.

Each test item is & on a scale from extremely—uncharacteristic

(0) to extremely characteristic’ (4), with re-spect to the responden{:. In

addition to the theoretlcal distinction between the publlc and prlvate
‘self-consez.ousness d.l.rrensmns, the correlatlon between these subscal&s

over a large number of samples generally were found to be in the low

.20s.

-

g/ Validity. _ C;\D1
The truct valzd:.ty of the private self-consc:.ousneﬁs subscale .
| L ]
‘was shown in the prevmusly discussed study by Carver and Scheier (1978)
in which subjects high in private seif-consciousn&;é made more

self-focus sentence campletions than those low on the private dimension.
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Regarding convergent validity, Tuarmer, Scheier, Carver, and Ickes
(1978) Emnd t;.hat private self-conscicusness was significantly
‘correlated with the Guilfor&—Zim?amén Thoughtfulness Scale (Guilford &
Zimmerman, 1949) and a new version of the Paitio Imagery Inventory
(Hiscock, 1976). ‘These two studies suggest that high private
self—coﬁsciousness individuals tend to be reflective and employ ;xental- '
images in problem solving. Public self-‘éonsciousness has been 'four;d‘ to
rbe correlated with sociability (Carver & Glass, 1976) as measured by the
EAST III Temperament Survey (Buss & Plomin, 1975). Turner et_al (1978)
provided further support for t-.he _relationship between pgblflc
self-conscicusness and sociability.
Discriminah\t\ validity has also been investigated in the
" aforementioned studies. Carver and Glasé (1976) found that both private
.and public self-consciousness were minimally related to achievement
needs (Bdwards, 1957), attivity level (Buss & Plomin, 1975), test
- anxiety (Mandler & fason, 1952), and I1.Q. measures (Otis, 1954).
Turner et al (19:18) found both scales to be positively related to
emotionality (Buss & Plomin, 1975) and self-monitoring (Snyder, 19743).
They also discovered no relationship between the private and public

subscales and social desirability (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), and an

usly confounded with the e constructs.
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Reliability ' " SN

-

Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss E (1975) administered  the
Self-Conscimsness Scale twice to 84 subjects with a two week interval
between pericds. Test-retest correlations were .79 for private

self-consciousness, .84 for public self-consciousness, .73 for: social

anxiety and .80 for the total score. .

Narmative Data
The means and standard 6ev_iati‘ons pf the private and public

self-consciocusness and the social anxiety subscales show approximately
normal di;_—;ibutions. The female score- distribution on public
self—consciousness was fmr;nd to.b.e negatively skewéd. Ge.ne;ally however,
the data show mmunal sex differences (see P:ppendj.x_ 3). |

t

Pain Rating Scale (Appendix 4)

wl

+ ozt the 1

-

- - o - -
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Two pain rating scalas were comleted durin

Wy

second and 30 second irmérsion points, for each of the two trials. This
instrument :l:onsisteﬁf of a Likgrt—type scale with three mmbe:éd points,
.0, 5, and 10. The number "0" is labeled "no pzjli_n", the number "5“
labeled "moderate pain® and the number "10" labeled "excruciating pain’.
The remaining unmumbered points on the scale were unlabeled and

described to the subject as representing intermediary values.+

- — . -

Post CP Questionnaire (Appendix 5)

This questionnaire consisted of four main items regarding:

{1) distress experienced duripng the Cold-Pressor,
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(2)  the point at which pain was first felt,

(3 the proportion of time spent thinking about the self,

instructions, coldness and other things,
(4). the degree.of coldness experienced, and

(5) the use or non-use of a coping strategy.

-

Body Consciousness Questionnaire (Appendix 6)

"Miller, Murphy, and Buss' (198l) developed the Body Conscious:)assh
Questionnaife (BOQ) from a set of items which at face value seemed to

reflect awareness of private and public aspects of the body. Factor

analytic work yieldéd three factors: private bédy conscicusness, public

boéy consciocusness and body competence (see Apperidix 7 for factor
loadings). A éa.trple of 6:‘28 subjects showed a correlation of .37 between
private and public body consciousness and a correlation of ..21 between
each of 't:.he -body consciousness scales and bedy carpei:ence. The

._tat—retest reliabilities of the private and public body confciousn&ss
and body competence scales were .69, .73, and .83 respectively, for a
sample of 130 undergraduate men and women.

In the study by Miller, Murphy, and Buss (198l), it was found that
subjects scoring high on the Privat:e Body Consciocusness Scale had
greater awareness of the stimilating influence of caffeine than did

thoée at the low end of the scale. Pulglic body consciqusness level on

the other hand, had no influence on bodily awareness of caffeine induced

changes. Another study by Miller and Cox (1982) found high public body

~———"

;
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con;ciousness wcmen to be more concerned with physical appearance (as
measured by mekeup use) than those low on the scale. Private body
consciousness, by contrast, was not assoc:.ated with cqsnet:.c behavior.-
'I‘he findings from the above mentloned studla prcv1de enplrmal evidence
to support the conceptual differences between private and pub]ic body
consciousness. \ ) B |
Miller et al (1981), found no significant relationships between
the private and public body conscicusness scales and a modified version
of the Bypochondriasis scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (Hathaway & McKinley, '19_5). This latter finding suggests that
those individuals who report a greater mmber of synmptams have no higher
body awareness than those whc.> do not. This study -furtl'le.more showed no
relationship between self-esteem and the bedy-consciousness measures.
The body consciousness measures were also found not -to be correlated
with emotionality as measured by the Emotionality Scale of the EAST
Temperament Survey (Buss & Plomin, 1975). Private self-consciousness and
private body conscicusness, were found to be related, but distinct
. .personality 'dinensions . while public body conscicusness and public
self-consciousness were highly correlated and thus considered to be |
measuring the same thing. | |
The means and standard deviations for the three Body Consciousness
Questionnaire scales are presented J.nAppende 8. This normative sample
“was _cgnposéd of 731 wamen and 568 men. Women were found to score
significantly hi‘g'kie.r' on the public bedy consciocusness scale 'p < .0L).

No other sex differences were noted with regard to the haody
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v Pssible relationships between pain and body consciousness.

consciocusness measures., In the present study, the Body Consciousness

Questionnaire was employed in an exploratory manner to investigate

A

Eysenck Personality Questionnairé (Appendix 9)

The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (ERQ) 1is tlfue latest
development in a se.rie; of personality instruments by the same author .
The ERQ (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) Giffers from its immediate predecessor
(i.e., the EPI) by certain nndificatioﬁs of the neuroticigm-stability

(N) and extraversion-introversion (E) dimensicns, as well as the

addition of the psychoticism (P) variable. A comlete presentation of

reliability, ﬁalidity, and normative data are reported in the ERQ Ma:_mal
(Eysenck & Evsenck, 1975). Standardization data are a‘vailable for normal
and abnoﬁnal sarples. Test-retest reliabilities of th; various ER)
scales; over a one month period range from .80 to .90. The rationale for
ac‘.mr.:s:erir;g the EEQ in the prescnt res=arsh was oa -stacy by Lamn ana
Bysenck (1961) in which it was suggested that ex:raverté.had a higher
tolerance for pain than introverts due to their lower a:'zxi‘ety levels.

These authors furthermore found a negative correlation between pain

tolerance and neuroticism.
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Procedure -

Initial Contact

Students canpleting the Self-Consciousness Scale were contacted by
telephone to cbtain subject participation. The project was described to
poteﬁtial subjects as a study concerned with "moderate stress®. The
Cold-Pressor test was briefly described and the importance of cbtaining
"assistance” t-o conduct the prﬁject was’ stressed. Finally, subjects were
told that the project would involve one session, constituting a total of
approximately 40 minutes.

' \
Pretest

On arrival at the experimental cite, the subject was greeted by
the experimenter and shown to the experimental cubicle where she was
seated in a height adjustable chair. The sublect was next told by the
exper imenter that t'r?f: STudy was concé:n-sﬁ with "tne rel -:ionsr.i_: DOTWEET,
subtle muscle movements and tﬁe experience of colé water”. The
experimenter then infomed the subject that she would be asked to place
each hand in the water, with a short rest break between these hang -
immersions. The particular hand which each subject immersed on the first
trial was counterbalanced across experimental conditions. The subject
was then fitted with a "sensor™ (bogus electrode), which was attached to
the back of the neck. The CP tank (placed on top of a sound isclated box

containing the vibrator air-pump) was next introduced. To immerse the

hand in the CP tank while seated, the subject merely had to extend the
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arm downwards through the opening in the opague plastic sheet covering

the tank. The opaque tank _cover was used in the attempt to reduce the
visual "stimulus pull™ which the hand may have in the ice water.

The subject was then requeﬁted to role up her sleeve and to remove
any bracelets, rings or watch..It was next expleined to the subject that '
for a short period after the experimenter exits from the room, she was
“".':o s{t quiet:ly loeking straight 'ahead with open eyes". The subject was
also asked at this time "to\keep the face, neck and head as still as
possible” - during the initial cuiet pericd and ice water immersion. The
rationale given for this. requested * body stabilization is that the
'!seneor" would only operate properiy under these conditions.

The subject was then informed that when the quiet waiting periocd
was over, the exgierinenter would give the signal to immerse the hand up

\

to the wrist by br@ca\eting the word "now" over an intercom system. The
| subjeet was told that "when the hand is in the watér, it should remain

still and limp and the fist should not be clenched, - nor should the

miscles in the arm or hand be tensed". .

It was next explained to the subject that during hand immersion
she would me}fe two pain magnitude ratings by "striking a line" through
one of the scales (placed on a table in front of the subject) for each
rating 'Appendlx 4). The subject was ‘informed that the first rating
point’ (15 seconds after hand immersion) would be signaled by the word
nrate" over the intercom speaker. At the 30 seconds mark, the subject
was signaled by the words "30 seconds rate". The Sub]ect was informed

) [
beforehand .of the importance of keeping the hand“immersed for at least [

-
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.30 seconds and that she would be sigmaled when this time period had

passed. A réqu&st was then made to keep the hand in the water for "as
long as possible" after the 30 seconds rating. The subject was also told
that if the "discomfort in the hand is too great™, she "is free to
remove it at any pﬁint". The. experi.ueizter terminated hand immersion for
those subjects who had not rmd their hands from the ice water after

a five minute period.

Just prior to leaving the room, the expe.rmenter assured the
subjec‘: that no damage could be caused to the hand by the ice water. The
subject was next requested to press a button attached to the
experimental chair .wit.h- ;:h—é noﬁ—innersed hand when the immersed hand was
withdrawn from the water; the subject was told that "the button-press
signal isA the only way that the experimenter could know when the hand
has_been withdrawn from the ice water tank”. In fact however, the
experimenter was able to monitor the éubject's hand withdrawal by :;1
hidden camera. This deception surrounding the expe.rj.rrenter's monitoring
of hand withdrawal was for the purpose of reducing the likelihood of
inducing public self-awareness. That is, if the subject believed that
she was being monitored by a camera, gblic self-awareness would have
theoretically been elicited. The subject was finally told that she
should "bfiefly turn the head slightly from its straight ahead position
to sée the opening in the ice water tank through which the hand was to
be placed, after which the head should be returned to locking straight
alllead" (the subject was given- snmlar instructions regarding the two

pain ratings).
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~ After exdting ffom the experimental room, the expe.rirreﬁter timed a

one minute period, at the end of which the signal "now" was given to
immerse the hand. This waiting period of one minute was imposed
primarily as a time during which the subject could become accustomed to
the self-awareness inducing séinuli used in the posttest. This procedure
was adopted after noting a discre-pan;:y in results between two Qtudies
which appears to be related to mirror exposure time. Carver and Sche_ier_
(1981b) suggested that their- failure to find the decrease in“ the palmar
sweal index (PSI) which was expected to result from‘ mirror induced
inwaf;\‘dly-directed attention, may have been ‘calused by too short a time
pericl:\a"between c&mencenent of mirror exposure an_d PSI. They argued that
a certain length of time mdy be necessary for the mirror to decrease in
salience as a novel physical stimulus and increase in salience as a
reminder of the self. The expected results regarding. mirror exposure and

PSI were found by Paulus, Annis, and Risner (1978), where a 30-60 second

.period had separated the beginning of mirror exposure and PSI

measurements. _ _ \

® During both the waiting pericd and the CP test,. the subject was . |
monitored by a video-recorder unit hidden in a speaker cabinet located
about 1.5 m in front of the seated subject. This monitoring device was.
used as a check on the subject's compliance with the instructions to

minimize badily movements and as a method of measuring the direction of

~ visual focus. The experimental reasons for requiring head and facial

stillness is discussed in the section describing posttest manipulations.
— - ,

i
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Subsequent to the subject's hand withdrawal, the e:xpermente_r
reentered the room and provided the subject with towels to dry her hand
and tS remove the electrocde. The subject was then  escorted ‘to apother
room where she sat quietly for a five minute period before. returning to .

the experimental rodm for the second trial of the experiment.

After returning to the experimental cubicle, the same preliminary

instructions as used . in the pretest regarding pain ratings .were

presented. After being fitted again with the bogus electrode, the
£ .

.subject received instructions appropriate to the experimental condition

e~

to which she had been assigned.
f
Mirror (private self-awareness)

One quarter of the subjects were exposed to a mirror during the

one minute pre-immersion period and the CP test. The mirror neagure:i— 18

~cm x 23 cm and was placed directly in the center of the speaE'er'cabinet

which was 1.5 m in front of and at the same height as the subject's

face. The subject's face was observed and recorded by a hidden

 video—Camera placed in the speaker cabinet and situated directly under

the mirror. As was the case in the pretest, this measure was taken as a
check ~to insure subject conpliance with the instructions regarding
bcdiiy movements, and to record the subject's gaze pattern.

- Self-awareness studies employing a mirror have generally placed
the mirror in frEJnt of the subje:t, assuming that the subject wilY see

her (ar his) reflection frequently encugh to induce self-awareness. t
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studies have eith_er introduced the mirrer as part of anctfmer experiment
and tﬁus not to be removed for this reason (e.g., Carver, 1975; Scheier,
Fenigsteiﬁ, & Buss, 1974), or as a necessary part of a subsecquent
experimental task (Wicklund & Dwal, 1971). A third method of
introducing the ‘mirror has presented it as a component of the study
which will be explained to the subject at the end of the experiment’
(e.g., écheie.r, Carver, & Gibbons, 198l1). This latter procedure was used
to increase the sélience. of the mirror since the task (handling a live
snake) was absorbing and thus likely to capture the subject's attention.
None of these studies however, controlled or monitored the duration of
visual contact with the mirror. Thus the variability (both within and
between subjecl:ts) of visual contact with this camonly used visﬁally
related sélf-focusing manipulation has been ignored and remains unknown.
’ In the present study, the subject was visually "locked" into
mirror focusing by .rreans of the instructions, The subject was asked _to
focus on her facial reflection as a “"proven method of maintaining head
and facial stillness". It was again emphasized that an "absence of
movement is absolutely necessary for the measurements from the sénsor™
attached to the subject's neck. Thus the head and facial immobility
required for physiologicé.l measurements served as the rationale for
maintaining continuous visual contact with the mirror .reflection during
the one minute pre—inﬁersion waiting pericd and the CP ﬁest .

In addition to reducing inter-subject variability regarding visual
contact with the subject's reflection, the bogus electrode deception

served a second primary purpcse. A potential side effect of mirror
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presence which remains unexamined in’ thé self-awareness literature’is.
the behavioral .effér.;t resulting from the visual feedback of facial
expressions. In same cases, this feedback may create aﬂsituation where
- —subjects behave in a mannef congruent with mirror mediated inférencés of
internal states. This self—perceptién hypothesis (Bem, 1972) may be
e;pecially? relevant with mirror induced self-awarness when an individual
" is experiencing pain. Reflec-ted facial.e:cpressions associated with pain
may lead to increased pain intensity ratings and/cr decr.eased pain
tolerance times in comparisom to e;q;e:iencing pain with no such visual
.feedback. By minimizing facial expressive changes through the bogus .
eiectré:ae deception, the mirror group was thus less likely to be
differentially affected by visual feedback with regard to pam mag'utuae

and tolerance.

-~

Camzra (publiz soli-awarensse):

One quarter of -the subjects were vida}—:ecor’{iaﬂ: oy 'a camera
located approximately 1.5 m in front of and in full view of the subject.
The recordings were made during the one minute pre-imrersion period and
during the CP test. The subjects were told that the video—tapes of their
féces would be stud:.ed by members of the psychology department to
possibly prcv1de-add1t10nal information regarding the experience of cold
water hand “immersion®. stlbjects were next instructed to "focus on the

~-. camera lens since this has been found to be a proven method of
maintaining head ané facial stillness". Once again it was emphasized .

that an "absence of movement is absolutely necessary for the

measurements from the sensor™ fitted to the subject's neck.
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" As was the case in th:j?ndition, the facial .'i.rm'cbility

procedure was used in the - condition to reduce inter-subject
; s <

variability with respect to visual contact with the camera. However, a

second consideration in e:ployn_‘.ng this procedure was the possibility of
more direct links befweens facial "expressiveness and emotional (and/or
arousal) components of pain than those assumed to be operating in the
forementioned self.—-pe:c'é‘ption medel . . | _ |
Tarkins (1962) argued that éacial expréssions are the main
determinants of affect, while Izard (1971) comsidered the face as
instrmrentai in stimulating neural circuits which lead to emotional
experience. Those reﬁear_chers assigning importance to facial displays -in
the expe.riencé of emotion - are in ciisagreement with regard to the
direction of' physiological responses often associated with emot.ional
arozsal. A number of studies have femd an inverse relationship Dot wenr,
physiological arousal e.:xd facial e:-:.pressio:'ﬂ.sl (2.5., Buck, Sa-;‘i:*., !-'.illc—:','
§ Caul, 1972; Lanzetta & Kleck, 1970; Notarius & Levenson, 1979), while
loth.e': studieg have found a positive relationship between arogsal and
fa;cial expressions (e.g., Kleck, Vaughan, Cartwright-S:m‘_thr, Vaughan,
Colby, & i.anzetta, 1_976: Lanzetta, Cartwright-Smith, &_Kle:ck, 1976).
However, other sources maintain that those studies suppdrtin‘g the facial
expressive 'implications for emotional experience and physiological
responding are.unconvincing for methodological :'eas'ons (Buck, 1980) and’

that available data are equiveocal (Leventhal, 1980).
In the Qrése.nt study, the aforement ionad amployment olf whe b&;)s‘

"sensor” deception constituted an attempt to control for potential



Eal

. 108
- effects of possible facial differences across conditions. By minimizing ,
between group facial e:q:ressivé.n&;s (differencés, associated e:got.ional
components s.hculgi_also theoretically; hav?_ been equalized, thus reducing

the likelinood of facially associited arousal or affect unequally
influencing pain variables between conditions. Ié facial expressive

o j_splays were to occur with.the experience of CP pain, théy would most
likely be inhibited in the camera (public self-awareness) condition. In

;hé study by Kleck et al (1976), it was found that ph}‘{sioiogic'al arousal
‘measur&s and subjective pain reporfs . co-varied with facial
exp?essiveness. Furthermore, facial e:fpreslsivenes.s, subjective pain
intensit;y reports and arcusal :reasui'e_s were lower when subjects were
observed rather than alere during pain administration. In ‘terms of
seJ:_f_-gonsciousneﬁs theory, it appgérs that a public _self-awareness
manipulation (audience) led to reductions in facial expressive behavior,

arousal measures and intensity of pain reporting. Thus by hold‘ing facial
expressiveness constant in the present study, possible changes in facial
movement, as well as the potential effects that this may have had on

pain, did not exert a differential influence on :pain reporting 'betsgeen

cenditions. ) ‘ -

Spot (Attention Control) .

One quarter of the subjects were asked to focus o'n’a black spot in '
the center of a light brown cardboard background (18 cm x 23 cm) located
on a speaker cabinet approximately 1.5 m in_front of the subject. This

condition served as an attention control’ for the private and public

»
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se_'l.f-awarenas conditions. If focusing on a spot y:.elded results smular

to focusm_g on a self-awareness mducer (mirror and/or camera), this
would seriously have weakened the self-awareness hypothesis and lent
Tore credence to a distraction hypothesis in accounting for any pain

parameter differences found between these groups-and a non-manipulation
control group. | ‘ 3

éub;[ects were asked to "focus on the spot since this has been
found to be a proven method of maintaining head and fac1al stlllness“
It was again emphasized that an “absence of movement is absolutely
necessary for the measurements from the sensor™ attached fro the
subject"‘s.r_ieck. In a similar fashion to the sel;f;awar‘eness cgaﬂ%:t;bns,
'the-neceusslty for head and facial immobility in obtaining physiological
measurements funct:.oned as the rationale for maintaining a continuity of
‘visual focus on the spot during the one minute pre-immersion and CP test
periods, With respect -?o monitoring the subject's campliance with t:he '
focusing instructions, a vides—camera was hidden behind the speaker
audio fabric, in the same fashion as for mirror. condition'. Once again
the camera was aimed at the subject s face permlt ing a relatively
accurate monitoring of where the subject was focusmg

< - Control (No Manipulation)

This condition was essentially identical to the pretest situation
. where the subject was asked to maintain head and facial stillness for

the purpose of obtaining physiological measurements.

\ ' .
. i )

—
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\  Postexperimental Procedure

o Following the withfrawal of the subject's hand from the CP tank,
“the experimenter re-entered the room and escorted the subject to another
ro:n?\ %e;;e she rwas asked to complete three questionnaires (Post CP .
Questionnaire, Bcody Consciousness ngstionnaire and ERQ). " These
questionnaires were completed with the experimenter absent from the
ro&n. ) Subsequent to the subject‘ having informed the experimenter of the
carpletion of the questionnaires, the experimenter re-entered the room.
The e;cpe.rimenter questioned the subject regarding ;%mt she believed was
the Me of the experiment and then” informed 2er that a summary of
the project results would be sent to each pa-rticipant. Subjects were
than%ed for their participation and asked not to discuss the proj-ect

with other students till the end of that school term (approximately six

. - ‘ L
. | P N
e -

/

weeks).

. Dependent Measures and Analysis ; - —
e -~

':“‘-—.__-/

The primary dependent measures were d;a‘tained i'r;' vivo:

(L) Two pain magnitude ratings whichxéc\cﬁr—/ at 15 and 30 seconds
after hand immersion. ‘
Associated hypothesis: . Pain magnitude ratings should be
highest for tﬁe high private self-focus conditions (i.e.,
high private self-conscicusness and mirror exposure). >

(2) The tolerance duration of hand immersion.

-

N
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Associéged hypothésis: Tolerance durations should be 'lowest
for the high privaté self-focus conditions (i.e., high
private self-consciousness and mirror expc_:sg.;re) .
Both magnitude ratings and tolerance times were'used since a
significant correlation between these measures cannot always be assumed
(e.g., Avia & Kanfer, 1980; Beers & Karoly,r 1979; Stone, Demchik-Stone,
& Horan, 1977). Pain magnitude ratings takeq at the. peint - of han:i .
withdrawal (e.g., Worthington, 1978) were not used since th:'& procedure
confounds pain with tolerance time. -
The secondary dependent measures were obtained retrospectively:
(L) The megnitude of pain when it was first felt during the
second trial.
a Associated hypothesis: Pain magnitude scores should
be highest for high private self-focus conditions
(i.e., high private self-consciousness and mirror
ce:@osure) .
(2) ’ihe degree ofq distress experienced during the second trial. -
a Assoc%ated hypothesis: Distress scores should be
highest for high private self—f@s conditions
(i.e., .high private self-consciousness and mirror

exposure) .

(3) The degree of coldness ‘experienced during the second trial.
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Associated hypdthesis: Coldness magnitude scores
should be highest for - high private self-focus

conditions (i.e., high private self-ccnsciousness

and mirror exposure).

{4) 'I'n_e propertion of time thinking about the self and water_

coldness. -

2

1o

Associated hypothesis: The proportion of time
thinking about water coldness should be greater for
high in contrast to low state and trait private

self-focus. : ¢

Associated hypothesis:. A greater proportion of

-

19

ated cofnitions shoxld be found in tno Al
state and trait selfi-focus conditions (puabilic and
private) than in those conditions representing the

low ends of these dimensions.

AN ' .

i



Chapter III1"

RESULTS _.

The primary question of this research was' "Is the response to
laporatory induced pain affected by dispositional self-consciousness
-and/or induced states of self-awareness". In attempting to address this
qu'&stion two primary dependent measures were employed: (1) tole_ra.n’c'e\?
duration in cold water, and (2) pain magnitude ratings taken at 15
second and 30 second points after -hand irmersion. A number of secondary
measures involved retrospective ratings of the pain experience as well
as questions related to cognitive contents during hax'md immersion.
Subjects post—expé.rinentally assessed (1) the pain magnitude when it was
first felt on the second trial, (2) the amount of distress experienced:
on the second trial, (3) the coidn&ss of the water on the second trial,
(4) whether or not a strategy was used during the second trial, and (5)
the degree of cognitive focus on the self, instructions, coldness, or
samething ot;her than these categories during the second trial.

Finally, to investigate the relationship between visual contact
with the stimilus or trial two and the cutput measures, subjects' visual
focus was surrepetiti’dusly. monitored 60 sec.onds before and during hand

immersion in the cold water.
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Cold Tolerance Duration.

Tolerance duration was analyzed by a 4 x 2 x 2 repeated n%easura
ANOVA (see Table 1). The.tolerance scores were reciprocally: tfansférned
to create a logically more direct pain measure which was consistent with
other dependent measures regarding directionality of meaningful change.!
The treatment manipulation failed to yield significant differences
between the four experimental groups, F (3,71) = 0.60, n.s. (see Table
2). ' |

-Likewise, the public self-consciousness measure showed a
- hon-significant difference between.the high and low ends of this
dix;ension, F (l,?-l‘) = 0.09, n.s. However, the private self-consciousness
gnalysis yielded a margi;mally significant differeﬂce betweea the high
and low scorers (M's. = 16 and 19 respectively, F (1,71) = 3.76, p =
.057). High private self--cons:io;:sness- individaals tended tc o2 slower
at removing their hands from the icewater. .

A treatment X private self-consciousness ipteraction was marginally
significant, F (3,71) = 2.33, p = .08B. Since the treatment nanig;llation
occurred only on the se‘éond trial of the experiment, separate a1aly§$
of tolerance measures were conducted for each trial to determine the
locus of the interaction effect. This analysis showed the effect most
-strongly evident on the first trial, sugges'ting an initial samling bias
resulting in an artifactual finding. A trial e_ffect. analysis showed a
faster ice-water terndnatiorztine on the second trial (M's =17 and 18

for the first and second trial respectively; F (1,71) = 8.44, p .005).
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Table 1
analysis of variamnce for Tolerance Duration
Source Sum of ° Degrees of Mean F Tail
Squares Freedom Square Priob.
Mean ) 0.05517 1 0.05517 640.35 0.0000
Treatment  0.00016 . 3 0.00005 0.60 0.6149
Private 0.00032 1 0.00032 3.78 - 0.0565
Public 0.00001 1 0.00001 0.09 0.7638
* TR 0.00060 3 0.00020 2.33 0.0818
TP 0.00012 3 0.00004 0.47 0.7062
RP 0.00012 1 0.00012 ~1.41 0.2392
. TRP 0.00023 3 0.00008 0.88 0.4541
BError - 0.00612 71 - 0.00009 :
Z 0.00007 ’ 1 0.00007 8.44 0.0048
ZT . 0.00002 3 0.00001 0.84 0.4773
ZR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.11 0.7454
ZP 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.03 0.8599
ZTR 0.00001 3 0.00000 0.62 0.60_51
ZTP 0.0000C2 3 0.00001 0.74 0.5334
ZRP 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.07 . 0.797¢
ZTRD - 0.00002 Stz 3 0.00001 0.67 0.572Z
Zrrorc £.00055 7L 0. 00023
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—— Table 2

‘ Cambined Tolerance Measures for

Treatment Manipulations and Personality Dimensions
N © Mean s

. Mirror : , 22 18.6 7.2

Spot - a2 18.1 6.8

Camera 7 22 16.5 6.7

Control 22 18.3 -+ 7.1

High private

self-consciousness 41 16.3 6.8

Low private . o

self-consciousness 46 18.3 -~ 6,9

High Public -

self-consciousness - 43 17.6 7.4

Low public . )

self-conscicusness - 44 18.2 6.5
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.A final series of ‘analyses -were conducted to determine ‘whether the
use of a strategy affected toie.rance measures. Neither the first nor the
" second tolerance times showed a relationsh\:.'g') to the reported use of a

strategy, t = —.54, p= .8 and t = -1.2, p = .2;: respectively
(two-tailed). The means £ the first tolerance measure for those
subjects using a strategy in contrast to .those not using a strategy are
17.1 (D = 6.9) and 17.5 (SD ="6.7) respectively. Ff:r the second
' tolerance measure the means for those using a strategy versus.-non
strateqgy usérs are 17.9 (SD = 7.5) and 19.8 (SD = 6.2) respectively.
‘Since private self-consciousness showed a tendency towards significance
in the pfevious analysis, the tolerance measures were next analyzed with
regard to high and low private self-consciousness subjects. For the
first tolerance measure, no signifi'cant‘differenc_es were found between
strategy usaers versus non-users in either the‘ higl; private
self-consciousness groups (g = -.74, p = .47, two-tailed) or the low
private seif—cons:cidusness groups (t .77, p .45, two-tailed). The second
tolerance measure alsc showed no significant differences for strategy
users versus ndn_—use.rs for the high private.self-consciousness subjects
(_‘.;-= -1.69, p -10, two-tailed) or for the low private self-consciousness
subjects (t = .28, p = .78, two-tailed). For both trials no significant
differences were found among non-strategy users with respect to high and
low private self-consciousness (Trial l: t = .17, p= .87; Trial 2: t =
-.30, p = .77). However, among those subijects who did use a strategy{

the speed of the cold water immersion termination was’ greater for low
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versus high- private self-consciousness subjects in both trials, t =
2.23, p - .03, two tailed (for both the first and second trials).

A1 examination of the mean values for the second trial (which is
specifically relevant to the use of a strategy) for those who employed a
strategy, shows that although the only statistically significant -

difference was between theAhigh and low private self-—consciousness

. groups, it -io— interesting to note that the high private

self~consciousness subjects marginally differ f-rcm the low and high ~ -

private self-consciousness nén—strategy users (£ =-1.78, p = .08 and t
|

= -1.69, p = .10 respectiVely). That is, the lowest mean cold water

termination speed was found in the high private se.lf-g:onsciousr‘uesé.

strategy users {see Table 3). -

In Vivo Magnitude Measures

A4 x 2 x 2.repeatedn'easuresANOOVAwaspe.rforned cn the two
magnitude measures of the secénd trial, the trial one measures serving
as covariates. None of the independent measures yielded ‘significant
results  (see Table 4). The first trial magnitude measures were highly
Si;gnificant as covariates, F (1,70} = 160.03, p < .00l. The trial factor
analysis showed consistently higher magnitude ratings on trial two, F
(1,70) =-29.86, .p-< .Q0L (see Table 5). To investigate the possibility
that significant findings on the personality dimensions may have been
masked by the covariance analysis, separate analyses of the magnitude
measures were conducted~on each trial. These separate trial analyses

N
b

-~
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Table 3 —

Tolerance Measure Scores Pécording to
Strateqy Use and Private Self-Conscilousness

Strategy use Strategy non-use
Mean  15.9. 20.4
High private
self-consciocusness . weld .
D 7.3 5.3
Mean 20.2 19.6

Low private
self—consciousness |
SD _ 7e 2 6.7
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Table 4
B analysis of variance for the Second Trial
A Magnitude Measures
Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F Tail
Squares Freedam Square Prob.

Treatment  652.30395 3 217.43465 0.83 0.4830

Private 0.53625 1 0.53625 0.00 0.9641

Public 65.73572 1 £5.73572 0.25 0.6165

TR 1037.13352 3 345.71117 1.32 0.2760
/TP 919.85976 3 306.61992 1,17 0.3284

RP 36.48469 1 36.48469 0.14 057105
" TRP 1051.98872 3 350.662591 1.34 0.2700

1-5t Covar 42034.11536 1 42034.11536 "160.03 0.0000

Error 18386.667%7 70 262.66669 -

A 2027.37862 1l 2027.37862 29.86 0.0000

ZT 116.37721 3 38.79240 0.57 0.6357

ZR 59.26773 | 59.26773 0.87 0.3533

yAY 1.53309 1 1.53309 0.02 0.88LC

ZTR 76.96610 3 25.65537 0.38 0.7692

TP | 925 _98763 3 309.99588 4.57 0.0036

ZRP 126.55023 bt 126.55023 —<.86 5.1765
. ZTRP 243.08693 3 B81.02898 1.19 0.3186
" IS8t Covar 1512.16107 1 1512.16107 22.28 £¢.0000

Error 4751 .98893 70 £7.88556

LEGEND:. T = Treatment
R = Private self-consciousness
% P = Public seif-consciousness
' Z = Tria‘l.
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= demonstrated no-significant differences on either the treatment factor - —
g Or pe:rsohélify dimensions. The means and standard deviations of the
magnitude measures considered by treatment” conditions and personality

dimensions are presented in Table 5.

Post-Experimental Measureés : .

First-Pain. The first-pain variable, involving the retrospective
subjective evaluation of peiin magnitude as first felt during the second
trial of‘hand immersion, was analyzed by.a 4 x 2 x 2 ANOVA. No
significant differences were found over the treatment conditions or the

_______ ——Private self—conscicusness dimension (p. > -30). However, the public
—————— self-consciousness dimension analysis indicated a differential rating on "
this measure. Those subjects at the high end of this scale tended to
evaluate the first pain felt to be significantly more intense tha- those
at the low end of the scale, F (1,71) = 4.235, D= .043. Tnc respctive
mean values for the first painp variable are shown in Table 6.

Distress. A seco;ud post-experimental measure involved. the
retro‘:;pective evaiuation by the subjects of the overall degree of
dis‘.::resS experienced during, hand immersion on the second trial (see
Table 6). A marginal level of significance was found on the. pt:biic

. self-consciousness factor (F (1,71) = 2.94, p = .091), suggesting that

those subjects high on this dimension experienced greater negative

.affect @uring the cold water immersion than those at the low end of the
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Table 5
\
Mean Magnitude Measures for Treatment. Mampulat:.on

— . and Pe.rsonallty Dimensicns o~
"First . - _ Second . Third Fourth
. Magnitude " Magnit‘ude1 . Madnitude ' Magnitude
[ 2 : _
] 445 68.4 45.1 73.2
18.4 9.9 > 20.7 23.4
- / o7
Spot . Mean 44.1 “72.6 48.3 77.7
SD 19.4 22.5- 23,2 20.0
Carera Mean 46.8 64.2 45.2 66.9
SD 21.3 21.4 19.1 20.1
Control Mean 40.4 1 63.8 43.5 72.1
= SD 20.8 22°1 ‘ 24.4 26.9
High private Mean 42.9 . 66.9 Ct 43.9 72.9
self- SD 19.4 17.9 23.2 20.3
~ consciousness
Low private - Mean ~ 44.9 “67.4 46.8 N 72.0
- self- Sb . 2003 24.3 20.3 "24.8
- consciousness ' . N
High.public  Mean 46.7 68.5 48.5 74.4
- self- SD 19.9 ~ 22.5 21.9 22.8
. : consciousness .
v 0 'Lowpublic  Mean - 41.3 5.9 ~  42.5 70.5
- T . self- . SD -~ 19.6 20.5 ST 21.2 22.7
. consciousness ; .
2

e a——
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dimension. Neither treatment conditions nor private self-conscicusness
yielded significant differences, p > .50.

Coldness. A third rgtrospective' n;easure was composed of a
subjective rating of the coldness of the water. None of the treatment or
personality factors .Feached statistical significance on this variable in
the ANOVA, p > .40 (see Table 6). | ‘

Cognitive Focus Measures. Four of the post—expeérimental measures

asked subjects to estimate the percentage of their thoughts during hand
immersion on trial two which were devoted to each of the following
categories: (1) self, (2) instructions, (3) coldness, -and, (4) other
(i.e., scamething other than the aforementioned categories). The four
percentages were required to add up to 100%. Each category was analyzed
separately with a-4 x 2 x 2 BNOVA. The self category analysis showed
significan‘.; differences between treatments, F (1}71) = 3.029, p = .035.
An examination of the treatment means suggests that the highest degree
" of self-focus was fouxld- in the mirror cor{dition, followed by the camera,
spot-and controi conditions (see Table 6). .A post hoc analysis of this
effect -using the Tukey procedure indicates that the significant
difference is between the mirror and control condi;cions, p < .05.

To further investigate the relationship between selfc‘—focus and the
treatment manipulations, a second analysis was performed on the
s-elf-focus measure to determine which treatment condition(s) reported
the highest percentage of self-focus in re]:ation to the other cognitfve
focus categerie WN.e., instructions, coldness and other). It was found

that the mirror condition used the self categofy as the highest

s
|-
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percentage significantly more than the camera ar control groups, Z =
2.3, p < .05, However, no significant differences were found betueen the
irror and spot groups, the spot and control g';roups, the spot and the
camera groups, nor the camera and control groups, p > 10

The instructions categery (See Table 6) showed a significant'
difference on the private self-consciousness dim_ansion. Those low on the
dimension tended to spend a greater proportion of time thinking about.
the IAstructions than those high on the disenslen, F (1,70) = 4.37, p=
.04. The mean values for high and low private self-consciousness are 13%

)

and 20% respectively. No other main or interaction effects were found to
~ ' .

bé\sign'ificant, p > .20.

The cold response category (see Table 6) -shdoed .2 marginal
treatment effect (F (3,71) = 2.48, p = .068), which when analyzed using
the s&heffé test was found to be present between the control and spot
conditions, p < .10. The means for the mirror, spot, rcam‘;a and control
con:':i:'.or-xs. ar=z 4i%, 3B%, 443, and 53 respectively, A Lr&atnent o ox
private self-consciousness interaction was noted (F (3,71) = 3.7, o =
.016) and analyzed with the Tukey procedure., The only significant
difference was found between the control and camera conditions wi_thin'
the high private self-consc.imsness condition, p < .05 (see Table 7). A
tendency suggesting a treatment x public interaction (F (3,71) = 2.57, p
= .06l) failed to yield significant differenc&_s between®*pairs of means
utilizing the Scheffé procedure. Finally, a treatment x private

self-consciousness {x public self—consciousness .interaction was noted, F

———
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Table 7 -
Mean Percentage of T:.me Focused on Water ColdneSs -
, Private © Public
_ f—Censciousness Self-Consciousness
3 High\ Tow _ High Low
Mirror 36.4 © _ 45.5 50.0 33.3
. (LD (8=11) « . (ELD) (N=12)
Spot . 40.0 36.4 36.4 40.0
(N=10). (N=11) -(N=11) (N=10)
Camera 36.0 50.8 36.4 51.8
. (N=10) {N=12) ] {N=11) — (N=11)
Control 68.0 43.3 ©60.0 49.1

(N=10) {N=12) {(N=11). (%=11)
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(3,71) = 3.1, p = .032 (see Table 8). No other main or interaction
effects were foqnd'to be significant, p > .60. |

A final analysis with the degree of focus on ;ater éoldness showed
a relatibnshig between this cognitive focus variable ahd‘the reported
use of strategy (E;(87) = -3.08, p = .003). The means for strategy use
versus non-use are 39.3% and 55.4% respectively. Thus, those who
rééorted using a strategy on the second trial also reported focusing on
the coldness of the water for a significantly smaller percentage of time
than those who'didn't repoft using a strategy. No interactions between
strétégy use and private or public self-consciousness were found.

The remaining coénitive content. choice, thé "other™ category,
showed no main or interaction effects: é > .10,

Stratggz. The 1last. of the post—experinéntal measures, thé
self-reported use or non-use of a cognitive strategy during ihe second
=rial of hand immersion vieldsl some iﬁ:eres:ing resales, Ouor thee
entire population sample, 68 of :ﬁe subjects reported having usec a
cognitive strategy, 2 = 3.2, p= .00i. No significant aifferences wore
found between treatment conditions, X2 = 4.47, P = .22 (see Table 9).
High and low public self-consciousness subjects reported 65% and 71%
strategy use respect%vely, Z=.5 Q'= .62 (two tailed). 'As would be
thecretically  expected, high as . compared to ;Lo«r private
self-consciousness individuals employed a strategy significantly more
often, 2 = 1.9, p = .029 (one-tailed). At the high end of-mis
personality dimgnsion, 78% of the subjects used a strategy in contrast

to 59% of those at the low end of the dimension.
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TABLE 8
Mean Percentage of Time Focusetl on water Coldness
Private Self-Consciousness - .
Bigh  — Low
Public Self-Consciocusness Public Self-Consciousness
Low ‘High - Low High
Mirror o 35.0 38.0 3.7 62.0
{N=6) ) (N=5) {N=6) {(N=5)
Spot 50.0 33.3 . 33.3 40.0
(N=4) (N=6) - (N=6) ‘ (N=5) )
Camera 32.0 ©40.0 68.3 33.3
(N=5) (N=5) (N=6) (N=6)
Control 64.0 2.0 /. 36.7 50.0

 (N=5) (N=5) (N=6) (N=6)
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Table 9
Strategy Use Versus Non—ﬁse for All Subjecté
- Use of Strategy _ Non-Use of Strateqgv
Mirror N =16 r\\ 6
Spot 15 | | ' 6
Camera 17 . 1 5
Control

11 o 11
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A bmam.al test examination of ea.c:h of the treatment condition; in
the high and low public self-consciousness groups as well as thé 1ow‘
private self-consciou;;ness group shows no significant differences (see
‘Table 10) with respect to. users and non-users of a cognitive strategy
(two-tailed). On the other hand, the binomial test yielded significant
user/non-user differences for the mirror and "camera conditions in the
high. private self-consciousness subjects, p .= 000 and p = .001
respectively (cne-tailed). These resulﬁs indicate that of the variocus
treatment x personality combinations, oﬁly the high private
self-consciocusness dimension interacting with the self-awareness
conditions (i.e., mirror and camera) wé.re associated with significant

user/non-uéer differences.

Personality Medsures and Post-Experimental Probe

None of the primary scales of the' Eysencic Peréonality Questionnaire
(i.e., Bxtraversion, Neuroticism and Psychot‘icism) reached statistical
significance between treatment conditions, p > .20. Furthermore, nc;
significant différences were found -for the Body Consciousneés Scale
measures {i.e., Private Body Consciousness and . Public Body
Consciousness) bétween treatment conditions, p > .20. These findings

indicate that these personality ‘facto:s did not differentially affect

the treatment conditions (see Table 1l).



Table 10

-

Frequency of Strateqy Dtilization
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High High
hublic Self-Consciousness Private Self-Consciousness
Use of Non-use of Use of Non-use of
Strategy Strateqgy Strategy Strategy
Mirror N=7 3 11 0.
Spot 8 3 7 3
Camera 9 2 10 0
Control 4 7 4 6
Low Low
Public Self-Consciousness Private Self-Consciousness
Use of Non-use of Use of Non-use of
Strategy Strategy Strategy Strategy
Mirror N=9 - 3 S . 6
Spot 7 3 8 3
Camera 8 3 7 5
Control 7 4 7 5"
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Following the experimental session, careful questioning of the
subjects revealed that none of the subjects suspected the real purpcse

' of the study nor detected the hidden camera in the experimental room.

Visual Contact with Stimulus

Visual time-on-target analysis served as both an instructional
compliance measure and as a potential influencing factor with regard to
the dependent variables. Since the treatment condition was not
introduced until the second trial, the visual analysis was conducted
during the three component parts of trial two: (.1) the 60 seconds prior
to hand immersion, (2) the first 30 seconds &fter hand immersion, and
(3) the hand imxgrsio;u time remaining from the end -of the first 30
seconds to the poim:. of hand withdrawal. Since the control condition did
not include an object of focus, .the visual measures were taken only on
the three experimental conditions. The visual measures were taken by a
hidden video camera which recorded the subjects' visual gaze patterns.
These video recordings were later analyzed by two independent raters to
establish the aforementioned visual measure values. The interrater

reliability was greater than .99 for each of the three visual measures

over the treatment conditions. Each visual measure was expressed in a

score re.flecting' the proportion of time subjects. were focused on the
target during the respective time segments. .The arc sin transformation

was used as a standard operation prior to the analysis of

»

Sl
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proportionality data, while the mean values of the visual measures are °

presented as untransformed proportions (see Table 12).,
Dunng the visual ratings, both raters notedme:SJ.derable
d:.ffzculty in scormg the amount of visual time-on-target for those

subjects who withdrew their hands shortly after the required 30 second

- immersion period. A high degree of on-target/off-target visual

b .

vacillation was noted in many of these subjects To investigate this
problem, an ANVA was conducted on this third visual time measure using
the first three five—second time blocks subsequent to the first 30
secords as three levels of the independent variable and the proportion
of time-on-target as the dependent variable. The results of this
analysis- indicated a significgnt difference between those subjects whc;
withdrew the hand’ during the first five-second time block and those
subjects  who withdrew their hands during either of the two.shbseguent
five-gacond time bloﬁks, F (2,30) =8.15, p= .00l. The mzan wvalues for
these thres visual measure blocks were 26.2 (SD = 45), 7L.4 (2 16.4)

and 70 (S0 = 19). For these reasons, those subjects who withdrew the

hand cduring the 30 to 35 second tolerance time pericd were dropped from

--thése .and all other experimental analyses.

The primary visual time analysis was a 4 x 2 x 2 x .3 ANOVA with
repeated measures on. the lést factor. As illustrated by Table 13, a
treatment manipulation shows a signifié’:ajut effect, F (2,52) = 3.83, p =
.028. A post hoc analysis using the Scheffé procedure indicates that the
carera and spot conditions did not differ from one another, but did

©
differ from the mirror condition, p < .0i. Both the camera and spot

o ——

-

te
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_ Fal
Table 12
Mean Prooortions cn.the Visual Focus
Maasures Across Treatment Conditions
60-seconds first-30-seconds post first-30-
prior. to hand of hand immersion seconds of hand
immersion immersion
7/
Mean 74.2 75.9 68.2 i
Mirror : .
SD 28.2 17.9 27.0
Mean 88.6 91.3 77.4
Spot .
SD 24.0 6.3 22.1
’ Mean 83.5 83.6 77.0
Camera
SD 25.8 20.2 22.3 -
Combined Mean 8l.9 835 74.2
condi- ]
tions
treatment SD

26.4

17.1 23.9
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Focus Measures
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groups focused on tl.'seir respective targets significantly more than the
mirror group (see Table 12). Another interesting finding in this.
" analysis is shown by the orthogéna; polynomial decomposition of the
trial factor. The linear ccsrponenﬁ of tl;e poiynomial proved to be the
best equation to describe the trial féc:tor. The trial means indicat_e a
slight increase in the size of the proportion of time-on-target from thg
60 ses:gr:ds prior to hand irmersion to‘lthe 30 second ime{'si_.on period,
followed by a decrease in the proportion of time on targe:l _d:x'ing the
post 30 second immersion peried. )

An analysis ‘of each time segment separately showed a" signifi;:ant
effect only on the 30 -second time period during hand inmersion (see

Table 14). As may seen, the treatment factor alone proved highly

_ significant, T (2,52) =\5.16, p = .009.. A post ho‘c analysis using the
Scheffe n‘e‘;hoa shcmed onc& again that the camera and spot gr;.mps do not
differ from one another, bt are both significantly higher than the
mirror groug, 2 < .0l (ses Tab} VoD SUFIost
tha£ the primary difference in visual patterns between treatments
resides in the first 30 second’ immersion period.

In concluding this section, it is of theoretical import to note
that the three visual measures, f:oth separately and combined, were ug,ed
as covariates in the magnitude, tolerance and post experlinental variabl'e‘
analyses and were founé not to reach statistical significancé in this
capacity. _ This suégests that although differences exist tween
treatment conditions on the visuzl measures, these differences are not

related to any of the output measures.
. . -~
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Correlational Analyses

<

' To further investigate the relationship between variables, a series
of hierarchical ste-g;dise maltiple regression analyses were performed.
Most of these regressions chose oniy one predictor variable with a .05
significance level cﬁtoff criterion imposed, thus.reducipg the results
to Pearson product—rmﬁ’ent correlations. :I‘able 35 displays the
intercorrelations among personality. variables across all four treatment
conditions. ‘ The high correlation between the self-consciousness
variables (private a:lud public) and the body-consciousness ‘variables
(private a-nd public) suggested the incIusion of only one set of these
variables in any particular multiple regression analysis.

Table 16 shows the statistically significant relationshipés_ between

/
the personality, dependent and post—Cxporimental wvariabler, Pornaps oot
notewortny is the relationship between the body-CONSCIOUSNESS MEasures
and both the dependent (magnitude and tolerance) anéd two of the

post-experimental measures (distress and first—pain). It should be noted

however that the Body Consciousness Scale was administered at the end $f
the experimental session and thus -may have been influenced by the
experimental procedures.  The public self-consciousness measure

(administered several months ;;rior to the experimental session), was

alsc found “to be significantly correlated with two of - the

post—exper imental rrea;shres (distress and first-pain). This latter

findmng suggests that the body consciousness measares (especially peblic
. 7 r . .

i)
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body consciwsnasf'may also reflect an enduring personality &is_position
since the intercorreiations; between the -Self—Consc.iwsness and
Bady Consciousness .Scales in this study are mnsistémt with those of
prior research findings. Modest positive correlations suggest weak
relationships between neuroticism and the post-e.:@erinentél variables of
first—pein‘ experienced and cognitive focus on the self. A marginal
negative correlation was also found between * extraversion and the
cognitive focus on the self. It should be taken into consideration that
the highest of the correlations (r = .434) accounts for.only about 19%
‘of the’ shareé variance, thus suggesting caution m interpreting these
results. : | -

Table 17 shows the correlations between the dependent and
post-experimental measures. The two tolerance measures are highly
‘correlated, as are the interqorrelations among the magnitude measlur'as.
The I'regnitude and tolerance measures have sonemat. lower
" intercorrelations. As may be noted, the tolerance rréasur&é are
'rnoder'ately correlated with the distress, first-pain, eold—rate and the
: cold—fecus post-e:qaerinental @i&l&. The magnitude measures ‘on the
other hand, show a number of ' relatively high qorrelations with the
distress and 'first pain measures and weaker relationships to the
col@-rate and cold-focus var}ables. Thus, it appears that the in vivo
pain rragniéude measures are more strongly related to retrospective pain
and affective distréss ratings than is tolerance, whe:.rea:s tolerance
shows a somewhat more robust association with stimalus quality ratings

(cold-focus and cold—rete) than do the pain magnitude scores. 'Regarding °
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the relationships between the tole:énce, magnitude and cognitive focus
.measureﬁ, ‘only the ‘cold and other focus variables show moderately
significant correlations with tolerance durations and weak correlations
with magnitude intensities. It t.bé.refore seems that with regard to the
cognitive focus variables, the in vivo dependent measures (especially

-

. tolerance) are nost reIat;ed to whether or not ;bjects focuded on the
water coldness or on something other than the éoi.dn 7 self or the
instructions. What seemg most important here with r'egar_d to' the
measurement of pain is the high relationship between the in. vivo
magnitude ratings and the two retrospective ratJ:.ngs of distress and
first pain experienced. It is of added interest that both of .these
scales, the first concerned directly with affect and the second with
pain magnitud.e, measure in vivo pain intensity to a similar degree:
Regarding' the post-experimental measure intercorrelations, it is
natesprthy that the “distress, cold-focus, cold-rate and other—focus
variables are mde.i'ai:ely int;.ercorrelated; thus suggesting a logical
consistency between retrospectivé intensity ratings and attentional
focus ﬁeasur&s. The highest correlation among post—e.xpe.rmental
va:'iables is between the first-pain an& distress measures. Finally, it
is inte.Eesting to 'note that affe_cti\?éﬂdistz"é'ss is positively correlated
with the percentage of time focused on water coldness and is.unrelated

to reported self-focus.
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Individual Treatment Conditions - Personality vs. qundent

and Retrospective Maasures

To further. investigate the relationships among. variables, eéch
treatment co,rjdition was considered separately 'an_d analyzed ‘using the
hierarchical st_epwise multiple regression procedure. Tables 18 through
21 display the ‘intercorrelations between the perscnality variables and
the dependent and post—exper}f.:rental measures for the four treatmeht anci
control conditions. 'In— examining the relationships between the
personality, and_in vivo dependent measures (toleranceé and magnitude),
' an initial sampling bias is noted. The different correlational patterns
between conditions are spzkid;s, considerimg' that they also appear on
the first trial measures (i.e., f:irst tolerance and first and second
magnitudes), prior to the introduction of a treatment mhi@la;tion.:

Regarding the relationships between the personality measures ahd

= 3 - - .= — s o Y - - .- T et Apaeme e i aT., b
he post—oxpeorimental wvariazles, nc overall patiern ls evilent Dolwer,

-
Sy

[

treamment conditions. However, it is_interesting that most of the;-
significant corrélatiéns are found in the control condition. Both the
first-pain  and cold-focus measures show moderately high positive
K
correlations with the self-consciousness and body consciousness
_measures. Furthermore, these same personality measures are negatively
-correlat_:ed with the other focus category. That is, as self-consciousness
and body consciousness increase, there is less tendency for subjects to

focus on things other than the }emaining presented cognitive cétegories.

N
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Several othe.r s:.gm.flcant correlations J.nvolve self-focus, in
re'l.atlon to self and body consciousness. 'I‘he. mirrer condltlon shows a

moderate pos:.t:wé corre'l.at:.on between pule.c body consc:.cmsnas and

_self-focus, while no s:.gn:.flcant re].at:.onsh:.ps ? were found bet\ween"

self-—focus “and—the self-consc:.ousrras or prwate body consciousness
measur&s.  This is unexpected in }bﬂheoretz.cal formlations would

predict that private self and_body consciousness would covary with a
r . . A

focus -on se.‘Lf-aspe::ts.' In’ this expermental situation where the

pred'cx'nigant' self-aspects are private badily sensations, rwhich are

prﬁtmably amplified by the mirror‘ ure, it is surprising that the

sugg,ested self-focus is assoc:.ated most with public bodily aspects

In the camera concht:.on a s:.gm.f:.cant re.lat:.onshlp was nm:\ai.\

between pnvate self-conscmusnas and self-focus. This finding is

_interesting in that pr:.vate,\ self-conscmusness rather than publ:.c.

—

self-consciousness covaries with self-focus in. thxs public
s.elf-'awaren&s_s- manipulatio‘n ‘(i.é., the cgm{e}é’D. Neither -private nor
_public body consciousnéss correlat% with.“':self—focus ) This latter
Emd.mg is scmawhat surprising s::nce it vmld seem that the self-aspects
-focused upon in the experimental situation would most likely be bod:.ly

aspects. 'I'hus it wmld be e:-cpected that body consc;ousness scores,

: T £

whether they represent an enduring personality - state 'or r'eflect the .,

degree of pain expenenced durmg the @c;ermental qztuatlon, would
éovam the cognitive self—focus measure. -

13

E‘J.nally, the spot condition yields a s:.gmf:.cant fmd.mg for the . .-

nultz.p‘Ie :cegress:.on analysis in the pred:.ctmn of cold-rate, with EP

—

o

o
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i _correlations betwéen the first and second tolerance measures and among

Y

15

. ]

: '_(psychotici"sm)r entered on the first step, followed by body-competence

and EN (ﬂa:roticisn)f—kz = .44. Neurcticism was also found to be
significantly related to coid-focus in the spot condition.

Individual Treatment Conditions-Dependent and .

Post-Experimental Measures

L

—

Each condition, as’ shown in Tables 22 ﬁhrodgh 25, show high

the magnitude measures. Moderate to high intercorrelations are noted
. 5 . : :

between the tolerance and magnitude- measures in each condition. 1In

examining the relationships between the d@end'ent measures (magnitudes

and toléranc&é) ‘and post-experimental variables, most of the significant

correlations are found in the contrcl condition. The distress,

first-pain, cclé-rate, and cold-forus measures show the greatest nuambor

7

of moderately significant associations with tolerance and. magnitude

scores in the control condition, while only the distress and first-pain

measures are éignificantly related to magnitude scores in all
) ' —

conditions. The camera condition shows moderate negative correlations

between the self-focus and toleraﬁce measures, suggesting that as speed

of termination of hand immersion- increases, the percentage of time

focusing on the self decreases.

Regarding ‘the intercorrelations a:rnng..post—exge.ri.rren'tal variables,
once again mosé of the significant and strbngest relationships are found @
in the control condition. In’ie.ux;mﬂning the correlations between the four

. )

0

Y
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cognitive measures and the remaining post-experimental variables
(distress, first-pain and c¢old-rate), ‘most of . the significant
relationships are noted in the control condition between the cold- and

other focus measures ;md the distress,’ first;pain and cold-rate

variables.

~In conclusion, it may bé.said that although the control condition
appears to yield stronger relationships between the magnitude, tolerance
and post-experimental measures, these findings must alsc be considered
within the context of the magnitude and tolerance data from the first:
t‘rfal. An ecamin;tion‘éf these pre-treatment data indicates an initial
sampling Bias. That is, the relatidnships in question show consistently
higher correlations ovér the pre-treatment and treatment (first- and

second) trials in the conti'ol condition in relation to the three

exper imental conditions.

’ Visual-Measure Correlationzl Analvsis

This final section of the correlational analyses focuses on the

_relationships found among the visual time-on-target measures, the

‘rragnitude and tolerance measures and the post—experimental variables. An

analysis of the mirror, spot and camera  conditions combined yielded no
significant relationships with respect to lthé above variables., The
;'.ndividuai conditions analyses are shown in Table 26. These
relationships were Aalso _analyzed -using noﬁ-paranetric': statistics

(Spearman-rho) since a numoer of extreme scores were found to bias some

/
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of the Pearson \cqrrelations. 'I':;e presented correlations were thus
considered significant only if, in addition to bging signifi?cant with
the‘I;e.‘arson statistic, they also were found to reach significance with
~ the Spearnan-rho procedure. .

Mirror. 1In the mirror condition, the only significa.nt correlations—
were between the second visual time-on-target  measure (PRS'KBO)' and
.cold-réting varia‘ble, and secondly ‘between the first (PRSEC60) and
second (PRSEC30) visual time-on-target maasur% Thus, a greater visual
contact time during the first 30 seconds .of hand immersion- was
associated with a lower rating'of the water coldness.' -

Spot. The spot condition also shows only two significant
correlations. Thé post 30 second v1sual time-on-target measure was found
to be .negatively asscciated with the degree of  cognitive focus on the
experimental instructions._ The second significant correlation was noted
betwean the fir;_t and third visgzl time-on-target measures (PRISCED and

RPLIS3C).

Camera. The camera condition is perhaps the most interesting since
no s_ignificant correlations were found among the visual _n‘easu::és, but
three significant negative correlations were noted between the third
visual measure (PRPLUS30) and the two magnitude ratings as well as the
first pain rating. Thus it appears that an inverse relation exists
between héw much time subjects observe the camera and both the rated
magnitude of pain measures and the rating of pain intensity whan first

experienced.
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The combined visual measures (Total), which may be consideraed an
overall indication of compliance with instructions to cbserve the
treatment sﬁinulus, show similar patterns in each of the treatment
conditions. This suc.;gests that although only one of the visual measures
_in each treatment condition is significantly correlated with particular
dependent and post—experinen\tai\uariables, the resrain‘mg visual measure
relationsﬁips arelsr.z:mg enough and in the same direction, so that in

combination all the visual measures maintaifi a similar configuratien.

~h



e Chapter IV

DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of the présenﬁ research waho i:ivatiggte the
perscnality dimensions of private and public self-conscicusness and the
induced states of private and public seif-ayarene.ss in relation to

experimentally mduced pain.

Primary Dependent Measures

The tolerance meaéure, that is the speed of termination c;f hand
imﬁrsfén, was found not to differ between treatment groups or public
se.lf-consciousnés levels. However, é marginal difference between
private self-consciousness levels éuggests that those indi_viduals high
in priv;ter self-consciousness tended ﬁo tolerate. the ice water stress
for a longer time period than those low on this personality dimension.
although this effect was statisticaliy‘n'arginal, it was the opposite of
what was predicted by self-consciousness theory. A pos.sible-explahation
for this unexpected finding may be féuna'in the tendency of high private
self-consciousness subjects.to use a strategy moré than those low on the
dimension. That is, when the high and low private' self-consciousness
diffe.rence:e*. in the tolefance measure were fufﬁhe.r analyzed by e:;amining
the distribution of strategy users’ in each group, the results suggest

that the largest proportion of strategy users were found in the high
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private self-conscicusness group. This group of high private
self-consciousness strategy users was found to t';ave lower average
termination speed scores than the high private self-consciousnés _
non-users ‘'of a strategy and the low private self-conscicusness strategy

user and non-user g;:oups;

"The qu@fion of why high.private self-conscicusness subjects tended

to use a strategy more than those low in private self-consciousness and

fm‘the.rrmrg- why those "highs" who did use a strategy terminated hand
irmersion later than "lows"™ using a strategy,. may be addressed by
referring to self-consciousness theory. Self-consciousness theory holds
that high private self-conscioﬁsn&ss is associated with an internally
reflective tendency and self-knowledge to a higher de;‘:ree than is low
prj:vate self-conscicusness. Thus it 'is not surprising that high private
self-consciousness subjects with their greater familiarity with internal
self-aspects wculd be more inclined than those low on the trait to
engage in nental manipulations to x/e:iuce stress. Furthernore, because of
their more frequent "contact" with internal, private self-aspects, high
privaté self-consciousness  individuals may prove more successful in
using stress reducing strategies.

Concerning the more marginal diffe.rences- noted between_high private
self-consciousness strategy users and the non strategy users in high and‘
low private self-consciousness subjects, the present data offer no
definitive explanation. It is unclear from t‘:he reported non use of a
strategy what these particular subjects may have been thinking about

during hand immersion. Some researchers have found that while some
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subjects exposed to experimentally induced pain attempted to cope by use
of a spontanecusly produced strategy, others tended to catastrophize -
(Spanos, Brown, Jones, & Horner, 198l; Spancs, Stam, & Brazil, 1981).
Catastrophizing is a.term which has been used té refer to the tendency
of subjects to focus on and exaggerate the aversiv; aspects of a
situation. Since the concept of private self-focus, both at a
situational a;nd trait level, theoretically éntéils an amplification ‘of
the noxious elements of experienced pain, it may prove fruitful to
ifnvstigate possible relationships between private self-focus and the
tendency catastrophize. . -

Another reason why the non significant differences between the high
private self-consciousness strategy users and the non strategy user
groups are gifficult to interpret is the relatively small number of
sub‘jects in the latter g;aﬁps. This smaller subject sarfple increases the
probacility of nut recognizing ‘significant diffzrences uwhers they mey
exist (l.e,, @ Type 1I error). It 1s noteworthy howsver that the two
relatioi‘ships in guestion were analyzed using a non—directional tes:
(i.e., two-tailed), and both would have reached significanée at the five
percent level 1if a directiofal test (i.e., one-tailed) had been
eroloved. . .

In summary, the results suggest that the tolerancé measure for the
second trial was inf‘lue.nced by both strategy use and the level of
private self—cor;sciousness. However, because these relationshiés are
relatively weak, more investigation is necessary before. drawing firm

conclusions.
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The second primary dependmt variable, pain magni‘t‘ude. ratings,

shows no s:.gm_flcant differences between treatment condltxons, nor
between pnvate or public self-conscxousness. The questlon of why th-e
tolerance measure showed small s:.gm.f:.cant d.mffe.rences between levels of
the private self-consciousness, dmens:.on while the magm.tude ratings did
not, led to an investigatNiOn of the re.la?;ionship between these two
deperident variables. The correlat‘ions between the magnitude and
, tolerance measures for all subjects were moderately high, accounting for
between 26 and 38 percent of the variance for the first and second
magnitude rating of each trial, respectively. These results suggest that
pain magnitude .rati;igs taken terrpo}:ally cloé.e.r to hand immersion
termination more accur:ély reflect tolerance time than those taken

\

earlier. On the other hand, the relat:.onshn.p may be a stat:.stlcal
\

artifact resulting from the instructional -rest.rictiori\'on hand '._-rithdrawali

prior to the 30 seconds rating. However, since nd magnitude ratings ‘were

taken at the ti:me of immersion \terminatioh, it is unclear from the
present data if the pés:';{i\.fe relationship between tolerance time and
pain zragnitude would coﬁtirme to increase beyond the 30 seconds rating
{i.e., the second and fourth magnitudes). A number of researchers have
pointed out the cyclical nature of pain and the concomm.tant rneasurmg
difficulties. Stam, Petrus:.c and Spanos (1981), pomt ocut that

cold-pressor pain peaks at about 60 seconds, reduces and then continues

to increase at various intervals. Therefore, an immersion time beyond 60°

seconds pfesen_t_'.s difficulties in interpretation. Furthermore, some

researchers have found no relationship between tolerance measures and

a
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discomfort evaluations made on category rating es (e.g.,_ Avia &.

Kanfer, 1980)}. 1In consideration of the aforementiona facts it is not

‘unusual that the magnitude and tolerance measures ]showed different .

relationships™ to the personality variable in qﬁestion' . (private
- ~ - . - & B

. self—consciousness).

- . - ]

Post-Experimental Variables

The post-experimental measures genei'ally showed as 1little
nariability due to’ treatment manipulations as did the magnitude and

tolerance fmeasur&s The percentage of varlance of the post-experimental

measures which may be attributed to treatment man:.pulat:.ons ranges from
2% to 10%. T'ne only two post-e.xper:.ment_alq variables which shcwed
‘marginal to modest t.reatment effects are the self-focus and cold-focus
measures. The eelf—focus measure was a manipalation ‘chec_k ‘used .'to
determine if self—t‘ocused attentiorl s greater in the self-awareness
.Mgonditions ~i.e., mirror and camera). The self-focus resilts eug'gst
_that mirtor preﬁ‘ence is aSsociated with n‘ore time during which attention
is self—d:.rected than was found in the control group, but not ‘more than

«in the spot group. One of the self-focus analys&; also suggests that t.he

mirror condition leads to more self-focus than the  camera exposed

s'ubjects Self—focus dz.dcnot differ significantly over either private or”

-~ L

public self-conscmusness levels put was found to be modestly correlated
- with pnvate ‘self-consciousness, éﬁiﬂh in the camera condition.

Thus it seems that the'prediction that mirror exposure and high private

(/".l
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self—consciouspess would lead to greater  self-focus “ than non
self-relevant si‘t?ns‘ and low private self-consciousness 1is -only
weakly supported by the‘ present 'rﬁearclll.:
In considering the relative weakness of the self-focf;s results it
is mportant to renenber that when a manipulation check is made on

self—focus, it is typically mchrect (e.g., . the frequengy use of

personal pronouné), ‘ih' contrast to the present research where\
were- asked directly about their self-fogus. At the pr:ase.nt tune not '
enough research has been conductéd on the validity of different met_:hodsA
of assessing self-focus to draw firm conclusions regarding -this issue.
Furthermore thel relationship hbetween self;focus and experimentally
induced stress is uﬁclear. Scme researchers pro\pose that self-awareness
may result from increased ?hyéiological arousal (Wegner & Giuliar:xb,

- >4
1980), while others hold that performing unusual behavior leads to

hié.;he.r 's_'elf-awarenés (McDonald, Harris, & Maher, 1983). Since the
cold—pr:‘;sor test is likely to be arousing and is. certainly unusual, the
manipulation in itself may increase sglf—awareneés. However, the same
comments may be made with regard to many psychological e:éerinents,
which have demonstrated clear self-focus effects. Thus it cénnot be _said
that the drousing and novel aspects of the stressor in the present
: re::earch necessarily presents a ceiling problem m relatlon to p0551ble
‘ %Self-focus effects..

The second post-expe.x.mental var:.a.ble to show “differences cve_r.

* »

treatment conditions was the cold-focus meaSure. The marginally
siglnif-icant effect’ suggests that focus;ihg on the non | self-relevant

-
- ) . -

. . ~ . ) . . ) . -
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stimilus in this situation (spot) is associated with less focus on water

" coldness than if no visual stimilus is present. Although this effect is™

unre:.lated ~to self-conscicusness theory, the lower mean values of

L}

cold-focus for the three experimental conditions suggest that subjec;ts
tend to focus. less on water c_olanss if they are~loocking at something.
However, as mentioned earlier, this mean value pattern is not found in
any of the nagnitud’e, tolerance - or other post—experimental measures.
Thus there appears to be o ;e-l’ationshi.p between focusing on water
" coldness and other response measures with regard to the sﬁimulus being

4

observed.

The second finding with regard to the cold-focus variable indicates
. :

that. high private self-consciousness subjects in the presence of a

camera focus l&sé on water coldness tl‘ian those in the control condition.
Although this finding -is consistent. with theoretical formulatiors -in
that publ:.c éelf-awareness conditions would be likely to be associated
with a decrease in cold-focus over a non-focus control condition,
neither of .these c:?ndiﬁions show significantly different cold-focus
~scores from all the remaining’ treat':nent groups in both hiéh and low
private self-conéciousness. 'I;he.refore the evidence for cold-focus
ratings being affected by either the treatment conditions or the

self—consciousness dimensions is relatively weak.
_ S : :

ermm———

- fina_l’i' point of .intermt noted with the cold-focus measure

concerns the reported use of a strategy. Like the tolerance change

scores, the cold-focus measure is significa_nﬁly associated with str:‘:ltegy |

use. Those subjects reporting use of ‘a strategy also repbrted less of a

e

—
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focus on coldness during han&' immersion. "I‘he e@lanation for’ this
finding is however unclear. The use of a strategy may have reduced the
e:q:eriencé of coldness and thus ,the .reported focus on coldness. Howéve}.',
"this seems unlikely since the coldness magnitude retrospective ratings
show no differences between strategy users and-non-users. What may more.
iikelyhb_é the case is that strategy use rather than thoughts of water
coldness occupied cognitive space, thus leading to a reported lower
peréentage time focusing on water coldhess. -
Regarding the relationships between the self-consciousness
dinensio;ls and the post—expe.rmental measures, only the first-pain,
focus-on-instructions’ and stratégy_use showed stati'stically s;gnifibant
differences_'—b%rer levels of these .personality' traits., The first-pain
measure  yielded different  values  over B leve.'.Lsr © of  public
self-consciousness, with those subjects high on the dimension reporting
the greatér intensities. In examining the .-individual treatment
conditions, the. only - signifi';cant- reiationship between public
self-conséicéusn&ss and the f-irst’—paih variable was found in the control
condition.. No particular theoretical sigpifican’ce can be attrib.uted' to
this latter finding._ E‘urthe.::mre, considering the initial sampling bias,
as manifested m the .first trial (non-man-i‘g;lation) .magnitude and
tolerancé measures acfos:s» conditions, ;this _post-e:n:periﬁental result niay'
also be spurious. The distress-scale measure, although statisticall}l(_
non-_s:i.'gnifica.nt, - showed diffe.renc:es' over public self-consciousness in

the same direction as the first-pain measure. 0 . /

\
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The first-pain variable also showed a megative relationship with
private self-consciousness in the mirror condition, while-the distress

variable was found to be positively related "to private

S self-consciousness' in the spot condition. The two aforementicned

findings onlv tended twards sz.gnlflcance, and thus may be spurious.
These two measures also relate to private self-consciocusness in opposite
dlrectz.ons, and yet are found to be positively correlated wz.th one
another in all condltlons, lending further: evidence to the contentlon
that these particular results concerning private self-consc:.ousnass are

' spurious. T ' . -
= ' ‘
w:.th regard to the first-pain and distxess measures in relation to
public self-consciousness, these -findings are consistent in that they
. . J

both show positive correlations. However it is contrary to theoretical

expectations that public self-consciousness is positively ™ associated

with "the two retrospective pain ard é’ffective distress measures.
Self-consciousness theory holds tha_t“ high publié self-consciousness
people, in order to present a Favorable sccial image, woild be likely to
‘report lower pain levels. Furthermore, self-cor?ciousnﬁs theory states
‘that public self-consciousness should only Be aétigé.ted/ri}} the presence
-of' a public sc.;:lf-awaren&es -inducer (e.g., a \v;;:\cgr/mra). In the
pg:e._seﬁt sfudy the only significant correlation between public
' se_lf-consciousness and a post-experimental variable (first-pain) was
e found in the control cond.Lt:Lon. . 7 X

Rega.rdmg the dlfferences between the fn.rst-pam and distress

measures in relation to high and low public self-consczousr_n_ess, an

=

a8
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interesting comparison may be made to a stuay by Kleck, Vaqghn ,
Cartwright~Smith, vaughn, Colby, and Lanzetta' (1976). . These auth
found that male subjects who were cbserved by an audlence while

receiving electnc shocks rated the experienced pain as lcwer than when

" they were alone. Although thesa results appear inconsistent wizh the

present findingé, it may be of ‘-sig.nificance that Kleck et al. employed a

population wh'ile .the _present study -used female subjects. These
gender di.fferences ir; tk'xe subject populations wo.lld be expected to lead
to a different valuation of "toughness with regard to pain tolerance.

Males would  likely be expected to present a positive. somal :.nage by

_reparting less pain in the presence of an at;dle.nce, while females would

prooably be less concerned with this. From this perspective it is thus

not: surprising that the females in the present study did not report

~lower pain measures in the high public self-consciousness or
- . L)

self-awareness (camera) groups. However, it remai.ns unclear .wh}' there
N
appears te be a positive rela‘iionghip betweon. these two - retrospstive
pain measures and bublic self consciousness.
- The fmus-bn-instfuctiom and strategy usermeasur&s' were both found
to be associated' with private self-consciousness. Higher private

self-consciousness subjécts ‘tended to use a strategy more and to spend

less time a*tendmg t& the e.xpe.rmental 1nstructlons than those low on

~ the scale. Furthermore, hxgh private self-consmouems subject.s in the

-selfaawareness conditions (i.e.,/ mirrors and camera  exposure)
demonstrated the highest reported trategy. use. . These fin.dings ir

conjunctron  with = the ‘positive/ relationship between private
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self-consciousness and self-focus suggest that those individuals high in
private self-conscicusness may be more internally oriented with regard
to self-aspects and stress reduction strategies and, less concerned with
attending t':o the task instructions. However since nc significant
‘relationships_ weie noted between strategy use and these two cognitive
focus variables, this hypothesis remains at a speculative level. ' .

Regarding the relationships between . the 'ER) and the' ;
post-experimental measures, only one correlation reached the ,ad‘opted
level of significahce {(p =_.OS) and two cothers approached statistical
significance. The neu.rpﬁ'icism scale showed % positive relationship to

self-focus at a level of significance carpara.blé to private
| self-cons.ciousness. This finding is consistent with the significant
relationship between neuroticism ang private se.lf—corsciousnas. The
marginal relationship between neurcoticism and the first pain measure is
in the sam: dirsction ag Lymn and .'.»—_\_'senck"s (1961) findings in that as’
’neurot.icism inéreases, the intehsity of e:-c;:-e:iepced pain also increases.
Bowever, consideriné ‘the lack of correlatli:bnal. significance between
neurpticism)- and the magnitude, tolerance or aistress measures and the
marginal statistical level of the first-pain versus neuroticism
correlation, the relationship between neurcticism and pain in the
_present. résear_ch is only weakly sugdestive.

- The : extraversion scale,ywas found to be negatively related to
selffocus at a statistically marginal level. This finding in
conjunction with the negative relationshi.p found between extraversion

and private self-consciousness and the positive relationship between
y . - -
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private se.lf-co.nsciousnessl and self-focus suggests that the self-focus
" results wvalidly reflects behavioral ;endenci% as‘sociated with
particular pgrsonalii:y types. However, once again the low level of
statistical significance between self-focus and the personality neasures
requires caution in drawing £irm conclusions. |

The body consciousness measures were found' to be related to the.
distress and first pain variables as well as the second tolerance

ure and each of the magnitude ratings. Bofh private and public bedy
consciousness were found to be relat';ed to each of the aforementioned
variables to roughly the same degree. The body consciousness measures
were furtherrmré related to more of the above measures than werxe the
self-consciousness measures. Regarding the first pain a;nd distress
‘measures j.n particular, tl"lel correlation pa‘;:te.rn suggests that private
and pui?lic body consc.{ousness as well as public self-consciousness are
associated with  these retrospective measures, while private
self-consciousness is unrelated to these same .neasures. The high
. correlation found between .the public body and public self-consciousness
scales supports prlor research that these vanables are neasurmg
approxlmately the same personallty trait (Miller, Murphy, & Buss, 198l).
Thus it appears that body consciousness measures are overall better
predictors of ’ both the in vivo and retrospective pain ratings than
self-consciousness measures. However, they proved to. be no better
pred:.ctors of water. coldness or cogm.twe focus ratings than? the two

self-consc:.ousness measures. In drawing these conclusions, a caveat

- regarding. the body consciousness. measures must be considerefl. ese
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scales were administered .direct'l.y following the other post-experimental
measures and thus may have been influefxced by both these measures and
the experimental uah.ipalations. The main argument  against. this
possibility is .that public self-conscicusness is highly correlated with
p.;blic body corsciou;nss and is also related to 'two pcst—expe:inental
measures, and to a lesser degree to three of - the mgr}itude ratings. -
However, before body conscicusness is considered to be a predictor of
péin ratings, research ‘.éat.herihg body consciousness data prior to an
. experimental procedure 5‘1"10;1161 be conducted. Furthermore the highest
shared variance in the prese.n-t study between the body conscicusness

scales- and the response measures is only 19%, thus. indicating only a

modest relationship among these variables.

Visual Focus. Measures

The \-risual measre analvsis proved interesting in two respects.
First, it suggests that the level -of compliance rega:diné instructions
to maintain visual focus on a particular target vafied - across
conditionsl. Subjects tended to focus on the camera and spot for a
.gr.eate: proportion of the-t;'.rre than they did on the mirror. The reasons
for ‘this are unclear in the presen" research. A possible explanat:.on may
'be generated froam the self-consciousness llterature, which postulat%
tha attendmg to one's own mirrer reflection in an aversive sz.tuatlon .
shculc furthe.r inCrease. the negatwlty of the expe.r:.ence and thus would

likely lead to an avoidance of further ;.ncreas&; in private
= [ -
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selfaaw?.reness. Ho-rgver’, since no cother b;ei'xa\;ioral measure suggested an
increased age:siveness as a result of ;nir:or’e:q:osure, little supporting
‘evidence-aeiists for this hypothesis. An alternate explanation for lower
focus in the mirror condition is that focusing on a spot or camera lens
is easier and thus entails less variability in focal patterns. The spot
and lens ake both static and occupy a relatively small area of the
'visual field while the facial reflection is considerably larger, more
conmplex a_nd dynamic. ‘

A .;e_'Lated issue which may appear germane to explaining the
aforementicned findings ‘is the possibly different degrees of diffiwlfy_
- associated with rating visual focus over conditions. Because of the
. possibly more denanding focusing task in the mirror condition, it was
speculated that accurately rating the degree of visual focus, may also be
more difficult in this condition. However an examination of the

- -

interrater reliabllity ov2r  condlitions ini;:a:.er nz  sigrnificant
diffe.:"ences,- thus suggesting no statistically evident problems in
agreement between experimental judges.

To clearl} establish the reason for reduced visual focus in the
mircor _co%ition, further research mist be able to distin "sh_ between
the aforementioned alternatejemlanations. A possible‘rgethdd,éblogy which
éould be used tolinvestigat-ef this problem would be to pre-:s\e/:’t a picture
to the subject &f his/her féce in an’ area of ootrparablé.- dimensions to
the other visua‘l targets presented. However, pries~to tflis kind of
manipulation, it must first be established whether a photogi'q?h of éhe

face leads to similar self-focus effects to that of a.small :hirrc_r-‘
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The other findings of interest concerning the visual analysis data '

are the significant correlations between visual focus time and the

magnitude and first-pain measures in the camera condition. Although each

-

of the three visual focus measures in ra condition shows a
negative relaticon to the magnitude and first-pain rreésureﬁ, the third
measure (i.e., after the 30 seconds immersion pericd) is the only one to

reach statistical significance. This 'fin_ding suggests that as more pain

is reported, both in vivo and retrospectively, the propertion of time.

spent focu;ing on the camera decreases. It may -be that subjects find it
- more negative to look directly at a mnitofing device as pain inc;'easés.
On the other hand, it may be that as subjects focus on the camera more,
they become more publicly self-aware and experience (or report): less,
pain. As already discusised however, no other findings sugglest that
increased public self-awareness leads to a lower nﬁgniti%- of pain
reporting. The present d;ata suggest, on the contrary, that higher lovels
;af pablic self-focus (at least at the -dispositional lével) are
associated with the reporting of increasei pain. Since tﬁese alte:nate-
possibilities are based on gofrelational' analyses, the question of
. causal direction remains speculative.

The remaining findings which reach : statistical sigrificance
included the relationships between yisual measures "and ti':e two
restrospective measures of coldness magnitu rratings‘ and degree of
focus' on the experimental ing.tmctions. Neither éf these findings
suggest- ciear' meanings with regard to the questions 'addra;sed by the

present research. Concerning the negative correlat: between the

P
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degree of instructional focus and visual contact with the stimulus,
self-consciousness ' eory 6ffe.rs no suggestions as to why this may have
'O(:_CI_JIIGAE'. However may be speculated that when subjects maintain a
high degree of visual\focus on the saot they tend to spend less time
focusing on _the instructions .;relative to the mirror and camera

®

conditions as a conseguence of anfattentional "anchoring” effect in the

spct.:ranip.ﬂation. That is, fgr t.h" who focus most on the
spot for one reason or another, the instructional requirements are
perhaps more clear than for th_e mi;ror and camera _su.bjects who may have
more questions regarding how they should be behaving, as al result of the
higher possible discomfort @cﬁé.rienped in these sélfwawarenéss

conditions. . ' ’ h

The inverse relationship found between retrospective coldness

magnitude ratings and visual focus in the mirror condition-is not
. . . . : . -

concistent with what self-consciozgnass theory woild predict. AT

. 3

-
—~ -
L

to theoretical formulations, it logically follows that as subjects maks

. g ] .
more visual contact with their mirror reflections, they should

experience a higher magnitude of coldness. ‘However, considering that no

diffé:ences in coldness ratings were noted.between groups and that none

of the in vivo measures were affected by mirror ‘exposure, the
£ , |
correlational results in this situation are a weak basis for drawing
. ‘ N ; . ‘-:.‘\
evaluative conclusions regarding self-consciousness theory. T

- . ..

.
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Methodological issus

‘Regarding methodological strengths and weaknesses of the present .

" study, a nurber of important issues deserve attention. A primary
'cons:.deratlon m examining pa:.n in relation to self-consc:.ousness and

— self-auara':&ss was the choice of a stmulus which fulfilled three

primary reguirements. -The cold pressor {CP) test was chosen smce it
log:Lcally fulfllled the necessity of minimizing the ln.kel:.hood‘ of
increasing public self-awareness. The CP test, in contrast to other
methods usually  erployed EE: induce pain, affords the possibility of

isolating the subject in a - manner which' neither requires the

~ : e ' :
\experimenter in ‘the same room nor implies control of the degree and

onset of pain bv the experimenter. The use of electrical, thermal,
pressure and lschemzc mduct:.on techniques have typically involved the
experimenter bemg in the same room as the subject. Although these pain
induction :r:rethods could, be used remotely with the experimenter and
subject occupying separate rooms,. an ixrplicatien of control and 'scrutiny
by the e:q)ermenter wald perhaps still be present., thus mtroducmg a

L]

public self-awareness induction in all conditions. Vo

: \Second strength of the CP test m the present r@earch is the
relatXel

y‘non—threatenmg nature of thJ.S techm.que (Leventhal, Brown,
Shacham, & Bngqu:.st 1979). Each of the othe: technzqu% erployed would
generally be more apt to be cons:.dered as dangerous and thus hlghly

anx:.ety prcvokmg, ‘even dunng the ant1c1patory pericd. The explicit

induction of anxiety. was evoided‘ in’ the present research for two

!
!

.
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reasons. First, it is unclear how se_}f—focus ‘at either the state c;t
tralt level interects with 'an ani‘éieey producing ‘stifmlus which cannot be
avoided. It was surmlsed durmg the design of the research that bulldmg
anx:.ety 1nto the expermental procedure ray have potentiated the ‘evel
of private ;self-awareness to a mgh'degree., thus possx_bly precluding
further increases as a re_suit (of treatment manipulations. Eurt;hefrrore,‘ |
the intention in this research was to inv&;tigate pain rather than pain
h:.ghly influenced by anxiety. It was observed _however that this
non-threatening nature . cf the CP test was not true for. all ;errbers of
the population sarrple. . Several subjeéts expressed considerable fear of -
«% CP procedure and were thus excluded ffom the study. It is

:.nteratmg to note that these partlcularly fearful subjects had just

recently arrived from tropical countries and had never up to ‘that time

. and particularly in the tolerance duratlon tmes Although magn.l

emerlenced freezmg tetrperaturas. ) N

The third reasen for utilizing the CP methodology is the presumably
slow on5et of distress, thus prov:.dmg sufficient time for cogm.t-we
manipulations to have an impact ‘on the experienced pain (hfolf, &‘H'a_ery_,
i943; Leventhal, .Brwn, Shacharq, & Engquist, 1979). while seme\
researchers have pointed out that CP pain peaks at about 0 seconds a,nd'
then goves in cycllical increments and decre;uents 'at varioué ‘time
int (Stam et ‘al., 1981), the present”gtudy found con'siderable
differences in the point in time at which subjects reg;orted the highest.' '

pain levels as ev:.denced by the high variances in reported nagmtudes '

levels were not measured subsequent to the f:.rst 30@01165 of. hand

-~ -
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. immersion, it was noted that’ at the 30 second rating point. the subjects’

mean magnitude value was 75% of the scale dis o the point'judg'ed

* B
. as representing excruciating pain. 'In addition to ti{is relatively fast

" onset of pain, many subjects ‘offered unsolicited pqst-e:qaerimental
rgport‘;s which <ndicated that they felt .that the CP procedure was
characterized by a rapid onset of high pain levels. . Considerincj\ the

/ 5 afor:enent:.oned fmdmgs it appears that the assumptions made by other
\__/_ mves‘t:.gatcrs rega.rdmg the slow onset of CP induced pain may not be
awarranted. perhaps more accurate to say that fdor rsome subjects
slow pain onset is a correct desgnpbibn of the CP situation, while for
others this is clearly not the case. Thus it seems that-an induction
jmlque which could maintain the e:@ermental isSlation of the pr&sent'
‘ situation as well as being nonthreatening and havmg a slow onset of
pain magnitude ww,‘Ld be improvement over the present study.

X secona methodological issue and innovation in the presenlt
research was ﬁhe use of a procedure which increased the liicelihood of
the subject attending to ‘the se_lfaawar'eness induction ‘stimulus as well
as facilitating the expermental momtormg of the direction of the
subject's gaze. " It seems that the degree of contact subjects make with
the target stimilus would be relevant to the asdumption that a
self-awq{r/eness inducing stimulus 1is in fa-ct leading to greater
self-awareness. in connection with this last point, the induction of

. self-awareness through the visual channel presents a different kind of
~ _methodological consideration than would arise with the a,uditory channel.

Visual contact with a stimilus can generally be avoided by either
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’
clesing the eye; or turning the body in a direction away frén: the
stimulus. Auoditory stimlation on the other hand cannot be campletely
avoided by moving the body in relation to the sound source. Thus both
the. assurption that contact with the visual stimulus is associated with
self-ahareﬁeﬁs induction and the potential for a high variability of .
focus on the stimlu?, led to the-use of the bogus electrode visual
stabilizing procedure. r.I‘he ratic?ale for. concern with maintaining the
salience of thérvisual stimulus was discussed in.a study by Scheier,
-'Fenigstein, and Buss (1974) in which it was aémnstrated that au@imce
presence heightened self—f<:;cu5 only w_hen the audience was made salient
by ff:equent eye contact Wlth the subject. It was -furthenfére noted m a
pilot. study of the,‘ present research thxt when the durﬁny electrode / '
procédure was not used, a high variability-of visual focus on the target
stimilus resulted as well .as concommitant difficulties in‘ accurate

experimental monitoring of the subjects' time-on-target. ;

A question which arises in connection with use of " the :
electrode is the possible relationship between the electrode and private

AN

<

self-awareness. It may seem that the use of, such a monitoring device
| would increase the subjects' awareness of interhal events, | and thus
result in a gréater degree of private self-awareness. If this type of
.procedure 1is associated with increased private self-awa;:;.ness it would
have affected all treatment groups in this‘ study and thus may have .
precluded further increases in private §élfgam:en%s ‘as a- result of
'xﬁirrox: exposure. A reééarch' project ‘by Fenigstein and Carver (1978)

found that a heart rate recordiﬁg device did not in fact lead to greater
' ' A .

L
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self-awareness. Once again the important factor seems to have been the

‘salience of the technology. In Fenigétein and car\}e.r's study the subject
could prc:bably ‘have eas:.ly lost awareness of the recordmg device since
- 1t was strapped to the chest and thus not c:learly v151b1e In the
present study the recording device was attached to the back of the neck
and was thus also not within the éubjects' visual' field. 1In contrast to ’
Fenigstein and Carver's research, the present study instrictéd the’
subject to maintain visuval focus .on the-presented target as a means of
stabilizing the head to facilitate the recording of electrade signals.
Th:.s latte.r procedure may have led to a more consistent awareness of the
elect.rode monltormg system, with a conconmltant mcrea.se in pnvate
self-awareness, - An argument against this possibility is that almost
every subject had to be reminded to remain seated at’ the end of the
session till ';;he experimenter removed the electrode. This latter
cbservation suggesté that subjects had lost awareness of the recording
device. However, it should also be noted 't-_hat the aforementioned ;study
by Fenigstein and Carver (19781 is the oniy research which has directly

addressed this ~issue, thus warranting caution before making a definitive

LS
-

statement regarding the relationship between physiblogical monitoring

devices and self-awareness.

The last methodological issue of irrpqa\rtance for this discussion is
the felationship between the in vivo dependent measures and the
retrospective measures. The‘ highest: degree of association regarding

these variables was between both the distress and first pain scores and

the magnitude measures. This suggests that the in vivo pain magnigude

. ]
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measures are reflected more by the reé:oépective negative affect measure
(distress) and the retrospectwe pain magnitude measure (firét—pain)
~ than they are by the stucnlus tarpe.rature measures (cold-rating and’
. cold-focus). These, find_ings are logically consistent in t}’ft the_ pam
magnitude in vivo and retrospective measures as well as the distress
measures all include an affective component whereas the cold-rating and
cold-focus variables are more directly related to stimlus qualities. It
is difficult ’é\e_:itrapolate to other CP situations with regard to‘ the '
-generalizability of these findings since no other studies have included
" both st:.m.llus qual:.ty, pam magnitude and distress measur&s. ' |
A number of studies have included "d:.scomfort“ scales in
conjunction with tolerance measures (e.g., Avia & Kanfer, 1980; Reers &
Karoly, 1979)._'/Disccmfoft 'raf.ingé probably include a rfegat-ive affect
component, although to a sqnewhat lesser degree than do distress
measures.~ The'%two afdresrentioned-studies did r;ot report a coxj_relational
énaiysis of ‘the\ﬁé variables, but did note that at most,.only partial
_support was foﬁn&‘fcr.sinlilar'effects between treatments with regard to
these dependent measure5. A study by Scott and Barber (1977) employed
tolerance, pain magnitude and distress ratings. bnly the tolerance
measure showed differences between groups, once again suggesting that
each of these ratings is measuring a differ:enﬁ aspect of tile CP
experience.
-, In the present study the tol&mm measure is n'oderétely related to
both the retrospective affective measures (distress and first-;':lin) a.nd

the stimulus quality measures (cold-rating and cold-focus), sharing. a

"



maximm of 21% o the variance. These findings in eonjunction with the
- aforementioned nagnitude resilts may’ suggest that while tolerance
" duration %é somewhat reflected by affective and stimilus qualj:ty
measures, the in vivo magnitude ratings are more strongly related to the-
. former reasures (first:p’ain and distress). However, in proposing these
lsuggestighn_s_'_, 1t mist be noted tkiat no consistent treatment effect was
found between™ these post—expermental reasures -and the magnztude and
.tolerance nea;ur&s Eurthernore, the highest proportlon of the vanance
shared. by these post-experimental variables and the dependent -measures
(i.e., beween magnitude and first-pain) was 44%. Both of t‘?)e above
considerations suggest that although’ the first-pain and distress
measures provided a relatively good reflection of the in vivo magmtude

ratings, not enough of the vanance was accounted for to confidently

errploy either the in vivo or retrospective measures alone to investigate.

-

pain. LT

Before concluding this discussion on the measurement 165 pain, ]
another factor may prove relevant in aceounting for a certain éroportion " ;
. of the differences between the in vivo and retrospective pain- neasures \/
in this and future research In the.two self-awareness conditions of the.
present research the in vivo measures were taken in front of a
self-awareness inducer while the ret.rospécéive measures in the same
conditions did not receive this treatment. The two non‘seif-awareness
conditions on the other h&_lhd, obtained the in vivo and retrospective
measures under similar situaéions (i.e., non self-awareness). -Thus from

{
a self awareness perspective the self-awareness and non self-awareness



. 183

condiﬁiors ‘q.re not strictly analogons with respect to the ix_‘: vivo and
r;t":r‘ospectiire_ measures. A previcusly discussed study which ‘addressed-
this issue foun;i that self-reports campleted in front of a mirror led to
a h‘igher correlation between actual behavior (sociability) and the
subjects' self-relevant judggents regarding this behavior than was
found m the absence of the mirror (Pryor et al., 1977)

Irr*the present study, three cut of four of the recently dlscussed‘
retrosgctwe measures showed no differences {m cér-relatlonal strengt‘
to the in vivo dependent measures with respect to self-awareness and
non-self-awareness groups. The one retrospective measure which did yield
a difference in this ‘rega.rd was the cold-rating variable. This measure
was found t;': share from 0-7% of the variance with the second tolerance

measure in the self-awareness conditions (mirror and camera} while

sharing 40-46% of the variance with this tolerance measure in the non-

(ll

~*
self-awareness treatments (sSpot and control). &bethe: Or not thass
‘ ) \ .
differences are-a result of the higher consistency with regaré to in

vivo and post-experimental self-awareness conditions (in this case the

lack of self-awareness inducers) is unclear from the present data.
However -this latter finding, in addition to the absence of
self-awareness/non-self-awareness differences in the correlations
between the other three retrospective and the in vivo measures, raiss'.
the question of how these relationships may hgve been different if the
degree of self-awareness had been consistent from in vivo to

w .
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vivo and post experimental measures u‘m?hi—ge/‘ a\:“ssociated 1n(a-n'.th not only an
intensification of pain but also with an incre;s,ed Tknowledge .“( in this
case, rmemory) of how one behaved as reflected in the post-e.xgiérinental
ratings. On the other hand, ‘e:\posi_ng. subjects to’ a.c;réra (puialic
self-évzaren%s) dur'in%\the in vivo and post—e:-q:frin.ental pericds J_wmlcll
presurably have had the effect of pain redu.c_:tion (in the 'service of a

"tough” public image) and would not be'likely to lead to increases in

" the correlation between the in vivo and post%l measures,
since public self-awareness is not associated wide-a higher degree of

. self-kaowledge.  To clarify this issue, it wmld,)Snecessary for future .

research to vziry the degree of private and public self-awarehess in both,

“the in vivo and post-expérimental measures.

Theoretical Issues

Several theoretical issues seem pertinent to the present research

- and the study of pain in relation to self-awareness in general. The

results of thig study suggest that‘ personalif:y factors in conjunction °

with strategy use affects the experience of pa-iri to some degree. A major

hypothesis of the present research was that the personality trait of _

private self-consciousness would affect thé evaluation of pain. Since
the private self-conscicusness diménsion only yielded results

approaching statistical significance. with regard to the dependent

measures (tolerance du.ration)_, it may be fruitful to examine the \

relationships of other personality tr'ait-:s to pain reactions. * Lynn and

-
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Eysenck (1961) suggested that extrave.rts have higher pain tolerance than
1ntroverts since they are typically less anxicus and thus exper ience
less pain. They furthermre f&md a nega..we cosrelation between palf’
tole:ance "and neurotlc:.sm. Petrle (1967) supported Lynn and Eysenck
regarding extraversion but aq.led that neither anxlety/ nof neuroticism .
were correlated with pain tolerance Dav:.dson and McDougal (19693/%.13:3
to flé‘d statlst:.cally 51gmf1cant r—elatlonshlps between the two IIEBSUI&S

of neurot:.c:.sm and extraversion and three, different kinds of pain (i7e., .

‘pressure, epectric shock and cold-pressor). Brown, Fader, and Barber
(1973) also showed no significant correlations betyee\r\&nr\oticisn,
extraversion, anxiety and pain tolerance. Elton, Vagg, ‘and Stanley

(19787 'on the other hand found a moderate cori-e_latioq between trait -

f
anxiety and pam tolerance and adduced this as sut:port for Lynn and

Eysenck's aforanentloned contentmn regardm:; pain tolerance _and

-

necroticism. Thus with the exception of this last s'tud;:{ whish somewhat
qu%tlonably extrapolated from '‘trait anxiety to neurcoticisw, -the

avallable resea*ch (mcludmg the present study)/ provides no convincing

-

evxdence that Eysenck's personality dmensz.ons are related to pam

parameters. : ' N

another pe.rso éx dimension which has been investigated in
relation to pain is augmentatlon-reductxon Petrie (1967) cla551f1ed

those individuals who are less affected by prior perceptionsh as

-

.augmenters in contrast to the somewhat morg affected reducerse Petrie

has argued that augnenters will show an exaggerated reaction to pain,. in

- contrast to the more inhibited response pattern of reducers. The above
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'nentioaed study by Elton-et_ al (1978) however, found no énpiri;ai-
supp-ort Lfor‘ Patrie's‘positim. B
A"th:.rd clasaification scheme by Byrne (1961) dichotomized
‘individqals' into "repressors™ and “sansitizers“. Repressors typically -
are said' to deal with threat by\deniai:"\avoidance and repr&ssion, while °
~ e

sensn.tlzers presumably react with ﬂapproachmg and mtellectuallzmg

A

behavior. Two studies have.found that repressors show a reduction in
pain tolerance xR a second 'exposure to the -pain - stimalus, while
: ‘aa.nsitizers displayed no change from the first to seco‘n(d exposure (Bobey'
& Davidson, 1970; Neufeld & Davidson, 1971).
Lukin and Ray (1982) investigated ‘cold-prassor pain fin relation to
.a variety of persoriality characteristics (e.g., self-esteem, depr&ssion,
seJ.f-conﬁidmce, self-contrcl, personal adjustment, achievement,
dominance and .endurance). The r‘esults showed no * significant
relationships between these’ persori'a.litty traits and.pain tolerance. AS
was stated -earlie.r hweve.r, pain tgle.rance was significantly influenced
m that particular study by cognitive factors .(i.e., focus on the hand
and/or ice water in contrast to cognitive dlstractlon) .
An examination of both the 1iterature on personality factors and
the literatuﬁ on cognitive strategies in relation to pain indicates
that the latte.t : of mv&t:.gatmn has ylelded the vast majonty of

s:.gm.f:.cant result®, while the former category of exploration mcludas

few unequivocal findings. The present study is relevant to the above

situation' in that although no clearly significant results on the

- self-conscicusness dimensions or strategy use in relation to the primary
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dependent measu.fes ‘were obtained, private self-conscicusness did show a
moderate relationship to tolerance scor&c wi;en strategy use was
considered. It may thas be fruitful to speculate on the possible
* relationship between strategy use and private self-consciousness with
regard to pain 'ITE;':ISLIIGS. - -

As previously stated, th-e\}-r&gﬁes_t'reported use of 'strategy was in
the high privaté : self-conscicusness subjects. who were exposed to
self-awareness manipulations’ (i.e., th~e_ mirror and camera conditions).
‘With regard to the tolerance score results in relation to strategy use
however, onl? the private' self-consciocusness dimension pi'oved
significant. The reason for this apparent discrepancy is; ﬁnclear ‘from'
the present data. —It may be that although the self-awareness
manipulations are associated with strategy use for high private
‘self-consciousness subjects, the tolerance duration effectiveness of
strategy use is most strongly related to the pe.rsonalit.y trait «(i.e.,
private self-consciousness) rather than the self-awareness t.featnents.

A number of i-ssues and possible directions for future research
arise from the aforementioned strategy by private self-conscicusness
interaction. Thew present researcl;‘ is one of the few s_tudias to
'investigéte '“strategy use in ‘relation to a pe.rsonality trait. Since the
employment of a strategy .did not, fall within - the' gﬁrview of the
questions posed by this research, the post—experinentai questionnaire
was not designed to investigate strategy utilization 'in more than a
cursory gashion. The types of strategies regorte;d by subjects were also

not amenable to a manageable classification scheme, thus precluding a
¥ a -

’-.
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qualitative analysis of strategy categories. H&oeve.r, the reported use
of a stratégy by over two thirds of the subjects does corroborate
evidence that ev‘én_ when not prese;'xted ‘wrch coping  strategies by the
e@erme:ﬁei,_/ subjects tended to .use their own techniQu% for
.controlling pain (Barber & Cooper, 1972). Thus in future research it may
prove fruitful to explore the types of coping strategies used by
subjects. In addition to the qualitative aspects §f strategy use, future
studies ’_::c:;u-ld\ ‘also obtain a subjective assessment from subjects
reéarding the pércentag_e t_:af time they, utilizeé particular strategies.
Se_lf-gonscibusnefss theory argues that high private: selif-consciousness
individuals have a higher degree of self-knowledge than those low on the
dimension. If high private self-conscicusness subjects khow themselves
better with iegard to coping, the strategy content and time per;:entacje
use may 'field &ifferent patterns than those found for low: private
self-consciousneéss individuals. H:'Lgﬁ private' self-consciousness people
may for example tend to use strategies a greater percentage of ‘the time
if they are more competent in this regard and are thus reinfox:éed for
increased strategy use by-pain reduction. ‘

Another ‘possible research direction regarding strategy utilization
in relation to private self~consciousness is to e-trpl'oy the
coping-catastrophizing dimension (Spanos, Radtke-Bodorik, Ferguson, &
.’ Jones\, 1979). Several studles have found that the spontanecus use of
cop:.ng st.rategl&s was associated with relatlvely fl.ow pain reports, while

those subjects who tended to engage in catastrophizing 1deatz.on reported

rglatively high pain levels (Chaves & Barber, 1974; Spanos et al., 1979;
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Spanos & Brown et al., .198‘1: Spancs, Stam, & Brazil, 1981). Thus ‘-itv_
wauld be interesting, in addii:ig_n to exploring strategy use in re.']l.;':xtion
to the private self-consciousness dimension, to M the
non-copers a-:e doing during z; pain inductio;. It seems to follow from
self-consciousneﬁs theory that high and\low private se.lf-cbnsdibusness
mdw:.duals who catastrophxzed would show d:.fferent levels of pain
reporting. High private self—conscmusness subjects would most lJ.kely-
experience. greater pain than low scorers since _the former group is
theoretically more adept at internal scanning and‘thus may selectwely
gather further evidence of the aversiveness of the pain. I_The only one of-.
thé aforementioned cquestions which' has been i:artial'ly addressed in:".':.he'
literature is tﬁe coping capabilities of individuals.at diffefent levels
of private self;consciousness A study by Mullen and Sulls (1982) fcund
that high relative to low private self-conscmusness sub]ects are less
susceptlble to lllneﬁs following undesirable uncontrollable life events.
V'I'he authors proposed that these findings result from a greater awareness
on the part of high private self-consciousness de.v:Lduals of the:.r
psyi:hological and somatic reactions to stressful events and a subsequent
employment of instf;mental behax;?érs to attenuate these reactions. Thus
it appears, that at least in this situation’ high private
- self-consciousness subjects ténded to use: coping strategies more and/or
are more e.ffectlve in us:.ng strategies. This research by Mallen and
Sulls has limited expl:z.catlve value Wlth regard to the £freguency of '
(strategy use and strategy utilization efficacy, since it was not

_designed to permit an mdependmtasg.&snent of each of these factors.
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. " L. :
Furthermore, these researchers were investigating: Qoping over a much
loriger time period (3 weeks) than would be elrpléyed 'in the experimental

induction of pain. =

Further evidence for a connection between pain reduction and
self-directed attention ‘was a positive correlation found between

self-directed awareness and the amelicration of chronic pain (French &

Tupin, 1973). -~ Another study found that the avoidance of pain and .

injuries by elite marathon runners was associated with a careful
}

self-monitoring (Morgan & llock, 1977). The latter two studies are

correlational iﬁ nature and thus do not permit ti'x\e\-ﬁfawing of clear
conclﬁéippé with regard o the. questions of strategy use frequency and
e.fficacy: ' | | l

A_nother important / issue with respect to studying strategy use is
the éséunption that’ baseline pain measures reflecp_ an accurate
pre-treatment pain response. A recent study by Spancs, Hodgins, Stam,
and Gwynn (1984) throws this assumption into question by .findiné that
subjects often did not use available coping strategies in c'.; laboratory
péin— situation unless gi\.;en explicit permission to do so. Furthermore,
these authors found ‘that giving _sxﬂjjiacts permissioh to da whatever they-
could to rédﬁce pain was as effective as giving ‘them coping suggestions
for pain reduction. It is difficult to predict what the outcome of the
present reﬁe;réh would have been if subjects had been given permission
to reduce ‘;:.he pain by generating their own coping strategies.. If high

private self-conscicusness subjects do use strategies more and with a

higher degree of efficacy because they know themselves better, giving
. . N /.
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them permissicn to cope may increase strategy use to ‘a greater extent-
than would be the céSe fdr the dow private ‘self-conscimsnss pecople.
That is, gnnng low pr:.vate self-consc:.ousness mdlvz.duals permission to

—_—

cop: may have less effect (1..e., relatwe to the “h:.ghs") on strategy

use since they are less in the habit of engaging in such -internal

&

' mampulat:.ons.

ALY

An issue .of major importance in reaching an understanding of the
relationship between paiﬁ and attentional processes is the types c\/__
objects of attentional focus which influence the experience of pa'in.- A
perusal of the literature eoncerning paiq in .re_lation to varicus kinds
of coping: :trategies quickly dissuades one from concluding the:
comparative efficacy of one pain reduc;'tion st:;\:‘egy over. another. wi:th
regard to an .explic-:it focus v_an-ce.rtain selfaaspéct:.s such as sen'sozjy','
~affective or cognitive events in relation to pa;'.n_, only a2 limited amount

‘of research is available. Prior to the présent research, no studies on

pain have been conducted in such a fashion that self-aspects have been

-3

made salient indirectly through ;'.ituatiorial manipulations ¢ i'.'e., the_
mirror and camera exposxtgel/ )

In the present study, it &?ssumed that a s;ﬁecific manipulation
and 'pérsonali'ty trait. (i.e., mirror exposure and high private
self-consciousness i'%pecti';rely) would lead to’an inc;"eased focus on the
most salient seif-aspects, which in this case would theoretically have . - '__
éonsiﬁted of the components of-pain. As already discussed, the mirror
exposure and high private self-conscicusness were weakly associated wi;:h

.a greater degree of reported self-focus but with no increases in the

& . <
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rated magnitude of experienced pdin. It may be that self-focus .was not

a:rplified enough to have r&sultmrease in pain. Another

‘possbility, as discussed earlier, is that the pain levels were too.high

to be further increased as a consequence 'of self-focus. A third'
possibility is_ that there is no necessary connection between self-focus
and pain. J}l‘chough these’ questions cannot be'ans'.;fered by the %resent
study, some suggétions for future investigations may follow from a
review of some oii&:% literature dealing with pain and attentional
f@s. . o) -

The studies which have investigated pain in relation to a focus on.
targets, which from the pe_rspectwe /c?"f sc?lf—consca.ousn&ss theory would
qualify as ﬁfaaspects, prov:.de no simple or clear answers with regard

to the previously addressed questions. Gen

1ly the self-aspects
explored J.n these studies -were comprised mainly of tteqtion directed to
affective reactions or to localized sensations. .f(anfer and Goldfoot
(i966) .found that subjects attending to and réporting the sensations
experiencéd during cold-pressor hand immersion had a lower toler;nc;a
duration than _both a distract/ion group and a negative set induction

group, consisting of an expectation of severe pain. Pennebaker, Skelton,

Wogalter and Rodgers (Not d lower pain thresholds for subjects
d than for those Lising a
distraction strategy (thinking about a nearby bulldmg). A study by

T L
Lukin and Ray (1982) | lend further support to the pain amplification
argument by showing that subjects using cognitive distraction tolerated

the cold-pressor paif) longer than those subjects who thought® abcut their

r
e
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hand or the ice water. Two studies by Craig,.Best, and Best (1978) and

&~

Klemp and Rodin (1976) found reduced tolerance and increased distress

.ratings respectively for subjects attending to sensory aspects of

electric shock relative to those subjects attending to the experienced

.negative affect. An experiment by Blitz and Dinnerstein (1971) showed an
ix-;crease:i pain threshold but not an increased tolerance duration qu
subjects focusing on water coldness relative to control subjects.

All of the above-mentioned research, u;ith the exception of the

study by Blitz and Dinnerstein (1971‘), found explicit or implicit

'increases in distress as a result of focusing on sensory aspects of -

pain. Blitz and Dinnerstein's study did however differ from the others
in that subjects focused on water coldness (i.e., a stimulus guality)
rather than bodily sensations, and thus perhaps reduced the
. - . o
self-relevant aspect of pain (i.e., suffering). Since the studies
giscussed usad differenr desizne ang are thas not strictly co::paréﬁle, a

caveat is proposed regarding the conclysion "t.hat a focus o;u *:he senéory
aspefts of pain is associated with an e&m"’?:‘e:t&;i)on of negative affect.

A second important consideration in evaluating the import of these
. studies is the issue of induction set. The aforementioned studies, wit.h
the exception of Kanfer and Goldfoot (1966), used the word "pain” in the
experimental instructions or perhaps implied pain. by the nature of the
manipulation te.g., electric shock). This "loading” of the experimental
set in a negétive direction may ‘ﬁ’a\re been responsible for the increased

distress rather than the result of monitoring physical sensations.

Several studies have addressed and given credence to the negative set

/)
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hypothesis.. Leventhal et al. (1979) found that subjects instructed to
attend to their .sensations during the cold—preséor reported less

distress than uninformed subjects. However, when the word "pain™ was

mentioned in theé" instructions, the focus-on-sensations strategv proved'

j:rie.ffective. 'I‘he author® proposed that this reduction in strategy
efficacy may have occurred as & result of the activation of ? distress
_schema by the pain expectation. : -

| McCaul (1986) provided corroborating evidence for the set

hypoth&si's‘by showing that $ensory information potentiated distress for

high fear subjects while reducing dlst.r&ss for Jow fear subject.s McCaul -

surmised that those individuals who have a high fear of painm tend to

encode information concerning a painful stim:lus in a dxs.reﬁSmg‘

manner. Another experiment by McCaul (1980) founé that dié‘araction was a
suparior coping netihod to-sensory attention dur;'.ng ﬁhe early parts of
. the cold-pressor test but The roverses proved o :'o:"tn-:o iarter part of
the cold-pressor trial. In that particular stud;, the word "pain" was
carefully avoided on the assumption that the use of this label may have
prevented the formation of objective schema in those studies which
showed an increasg in distress with sensory focus (e.g., Pennebaker et

al., Note 1).

Wlth regard to the increased tolerance duration and the lowered

distress ratings for subjects focusmg on the a‘fecuwe reactions to

<

electric shock, it appears that if a negative set was implicit in these
studies (Craig, Best, & Best, 1978; Klemp & Rocdin, 1976), it did not

have the same effects as occurred with sensory focus. The reason for the

>

—
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distress reduction in these” latter two studié is unclear. It may be

that by focusing on the affective reactions to pain, subjects were able

to cbjectify and thus :depersonalize it. However 1t is not apparent why

focgsmg on sensory aspects of pain would, even if a negative pain set

was praﬁé‘nt, nolt lead to the same cbjectifying e.ffec:c.s with a consegquent
[edpction in distress. ‘

In the prae::it study, the pain label was used both on the in vivo
naénitgde ratings and the post-experimental questionnaire. This "pain"
set may have biased subjects towards rating ‘pain magnitudes at levels

. high . enough to preclude possibler sdfa@rm%s treatment e.ffects.
Considering the ‘relatively small body of enpirical studies dealing with
focused attention on different seif-aspects -in experimentally indu_ced
pain situations, no definitive explanatorf statements can be -made at
this time. Furthermore, it w_ill be iﬁportant for fut:_ure research ,t_o gain

" a greatér understanding of the kinds of salient self-aspects focused on
during a painful eveht. _Se.lf-conscic;usnéss theory arques that those
personally. inte..rnal' events having an affectiv;a chargé are intensified by
private self-awareness and pr.i:vate self-consciousness. As already
discussed, it thus follows from this theoretical perspective that pain
will be magnified by private s_elf—fogus. Considering the aforementioned
complexities of self-focus in relation to-pain it may prove fruitful for

< further mvest:.gatlons to adopt a coarponent analytJ.c approach, as well -
as con‘ﬁrollmg for the effects of e@ermental induction set. That is,

. it may be. of value to not only construe pain-as consisting of sensory

and affective cénponents but to design research to discriminate which of
5 ' '



o ' ) - 196

these ;:arponents is affected by différent kinds of se-.ldf-focus)ithe
state and trait levels. Such a project may include a combinatiof of
experimental ‘conditions where subjects would be either mstructeﬁ to
focus on sensations or distress reactions and make in vivo xnd
retrospective ratings on scales represgnting each of these dimensions.
Furthermore, different‘types of -induction sets could also be enployed to

assess the impact of this factor on particular types of self-focus.

-An Alternative Paradigm

The self is a concept which has been the object of considerable
controversy among philosophers and social scientists. It has been
construed in various ways ranging from a conjectural hypothesis as found
in Hume's thinking, to the transcendental subject of Kant (Brett, '1965).
Carl Rogers seems to be on-the Kantlan side of the issue in the sense of
having formilated a causal agent self as distinct from the whole person
(Rogers, 1947). Duval and Wicklund (1972) postulated” a bidirecticnal
unified. conscioﬁsness as the most salient quality of | a single self,

Gordon Allpo'rt (1965) on the other 'hard was ‘un_willing to hypothesize an

inner agent to the person wh_ic'h served as the central controlling

function.
" Rather than becoming enmeshed in an extended discussion of the
self, which is beyond the scope of this .work, the remainder of the

pr&sent discussion will be descnpt:.ve in form and based on- t.he author's

own——e@enences and the accounts of those who have approached the study.

A
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) of the self frcm an Eastern pSychologa.cal framework. This experiential

approach will be taken as an end point to this t.reat:.se and as a

beginning point to the consideration of the topic fram an alternative'
viewpoint to the exp_erinental_ one adopted in this research.

The introspective methodology of Buddhist Vz.passana meditation, one
of the more well kmnown Eastern self-exploration disciplines, is
introduced and briefly discussed as an alternative‘ hermeneutic to
self-consciousness 'theory in understan.ding pain in reéLation‘ to
self-awareness, Vipassana, which mey be translated fram the original
Pali as "insight", generally proceeds through the practice of
m:.ndfulneszs" (satipatthana). The mszght sought after is the perceptien
of what 1is conside:e::'l to be a higher level of reality underlying the
provisiohal reality of ordinary consc}cnsness. The set of skills
comprising mindfulness prima-rily involves the maintenance Of@ ._a1;tentional
continuity with regard t§ internalily and ﬂ\*Q"ali'.' ge’:é.“._:a: stimall,
As the praCtitiane: bacomes more adept with this attentional practice,
the awareness threshold of many stimuli is reduced, having an effect
omosme to that of perceptual vigilance. In other words the
dlfferentlal between the perceptn.on of need-related and non—need-:lelated
stimili is attenuated to a degree that has been referred to as

"choiceless awareness" (Krishnamurti, 1973), whereby the selective

fil;e.’r:-ing of ordinary perception is replaced by a less biased perceptual

\“?&_\/ : S -
This attentional practice of Vipassana meditation may also be

described as a de—autometization of basic perceptual habit patterns in

7~~~
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the direction of an increased receptivity to stimali with a concommitant

‘decrease in reactivity. This increase of the signal-to-noise ratio

results in a higher degree of perceptual distinctiveness as well as an

increased probability of detecting patterns of interrelationship within
the matrix of phenomena. This alteration of attentional habits has often
been equated with increased perceptual ‘cbiectivity and has beén
considered to result:. from both a-more detailed continuous examination of
stimuli in conjunction with a decrease in involvement with stimili, both
-at the emotional reactive'and cognitive levels (Sayadaw, 1671). Another
way to describe this protess is a gradual replacement of Eﬁe *'inte_fnal
dialogues" which imbricate mental life(-{-by. an attentiona} set devoid of
intrapsychic commnications. With the ;?be.nuation of internal "noise",
perceptions which have become habitual and thus have ceased to be
' .care.fully attended to, are experisnced with incx;eased interest. . In the
Zen Buddhist tradition, this. perceptual dehabituation has been called a
retﬁrﬁ to the "beginner's mind", a state in which the ordinary
discursive judgemental process ‘j.s suspended in favor of a more intuitive
mental set.
In contrast to Vipassana, the intentional cultivation of particular
skills is not reguired to enter the state of private self-awareness, nor

is it generally considered to be an altered state of consciousness. Buss

(1980) mistakenly assumes that private self-awareness and certain stages |

of Vipassana are identical (p. 18). With respect to the Iincreased

clarification and dis_tinctivéness of internal events hypothesis, a

-

limited parallel may be drawn between both perspectives. Hanéver, a

3
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difference in thé.v‘intensity of attentional processes between these two
types of self—focus leads to qualitative differences in perception.' Even
during the 'breliminary stages of Vipa:ssana train.ing, the practiticner
notic:es both an * increase in the mmber of events perceiwed ané a

prevzously unrecogm.zed flgure-ground aspect to perception. The objects

. of perception in the qu:.et rore concentrated Vipassana state seem to

"stand-out" against a backgroung of s:.lence,_or. emptiness”, in a manner
not expé:fienced in ordinéry private self-awareness.

Regardiﬁg - the intensification of affectively charged internal
events hyﬁothesis in self-consciousnés theory, the Vipassana
perspective predicts results opposite from those of self-conscicusness
theory with .respect to internal self-focus. That is, instead of an -

increased emotional reactivity as a consequence of self-focus (private

self-dwareness), the Vipassana experience engenders a reduction in the

repotency of cognitions and affects to a level where they no longer
occupy a pnv:.ledge status a.n'ong mental phenomena. This latter process
may result from an mcreased tesrporal dlstance between perceptual

events, which seems to mte_rrupt the feedback loops usvally founq in

'_cognitive-affective interactions. In the case of pain, the affective and

—’

n

cqgnitive factors are regiséered separately from the sensory reaction to
the- pain, st'imlus. Each of these component factors of pain appears to
arise and pa-ss away within consciousness, and to be momentarily replaced
by any other salient ev:ant. The process by which the intensification ofl
pain presumably occurs according to g-elf-;onsciousnﬁs theory is
precluded by .the continuity of attention .on changing pérceptions rather

Pl
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than becoming invc;lvedl with the construction of negatively valencda
. evaluations ;:f the pain. '
et 'Beyona proposlifzg- that intensification and clarification of
e affectively charged internal events takes place by focused attention on
private self-aspe.cts, selfl-consciousn&ss theory does‘ not discuss
csychological or situational parameters which would elucidate these
procésses. Buss (1980 presents the situation .of increased aversiveness
resulting from‘ a direct focus on a bright light compared to an oblique
glance, as an example of how private self-awareness operates. The
introspective. clarity of attention facilitated_ by the Vipassana
empe.rience 'sugges.ts that this example oversirrplifies a necessarily
"complex process. With regard to pain, whether it increases or decreases
\;'ith a higher 'degree of focus directed towards it depends on a multitude
of interactions involving cognitive, affective, perceptual and se._nsbry
‘factors. It is furthermore unclear what the ‘neaning of an increased
focus on-pain may be from a self-consciousness theoretical perspective.
Vipassana introspection suggests that even within the same subject,
différent -Situations or moods may be asscciated with a focus on the
différ“é/n/t couponép':lts of pain (i.e., sensory, cognitive, afféct;.ve).
Finally it may be noted by  the self-obfse.rving subject that focal
stabili.za.ltion on any one constituent of pain (J':.e‘., self-aspect) has a
short temporal duration regardless of its saliency. ‘
The consequences of these different types of self-awareness for

pain may be further clarified by the use of a metaphor from the physical

‘world. The metaphor of "space" aptly Ssuggests dif_ferehces_; in the

)
L]
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dimensions of the experienced self in the two kinds ¢f self-awareness

being discussed. In ordinary private self-awareness, the experience of

pain is often felt as an inundation of self with a"consequent diminution

of self. Self-awareness in this case is primarily truncated to the

conponents of pain, vhich tend to appropriate other self-aspects which .

reach awareness to their negative affective valence.

Vipassana self-awareness on the other hand, is often experienced as
a-n expansion of thé self to include objects previously considered to be
extern.al This state, often described as a "panoramic" éwaxenas, not

only affects the permeability of the self's bdzndaries, but at certéin

levels of .attentional quality deconstruéf:s the entity status of‘

perception, thus homogenizing- reality. This re-punctuation of the
percei#ed world is ‘necessarily .associated with a mutation of the
hermeneutic framework regarding the self, and conseguently of pa'in
itself. The self from this perspective (which is in fact no
perspective), is reinterpreted (by the now realized illﬁsog
interpreter) as non-existent in the ordinary sense, in that both the
' personai self and the environment have so completely interpenetrated
that neither have retained meaning value within the limits of linquistic
convention. In this framework (non—franemrk) pain is experienced not as
an event (dz:.screte), but as a process (continuous) of an impersonal
nature. At this state of "uniti_ve_" conscipusness, pain isino longer seen
as a -conflictual force which must be controlled, an attitude which seems
endemic to ordinary private self-awareness. Pain 1s now experienced no

Ionger as pain, since the experiencer and thus the controller have

-
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vacated their ontological roles. 1In- the language of information
procésing the superordinate position of the digital (entities, events,
analytic, verbal, individual) over the analog (relationships, processes,

synthetic, pre-verbal, interactive) has been reversed. The opposition of

the self and environment into specific space and time coordinates

-

(digital) has been resolved into a relationship of interpenetration and

similtaneity (analog). .

In smrma:y, the aforementioned discussion of prwate self-awareness
.and Vipassana self-awareness illustrates the dangers of oversimplifying
the complexities of the subjective-e:-ope:ience of pain. Furthermore, it

seems clear that attentional parameters must be considered in predicting

the effects of self-directed attention on pain. Considering the inchoate.’

nature of our understanding of both experimentally induced and clinical
pain, a var:.ety of eplsten'ologlcal appnoaches seems appropriate.
Regarding the mvestlgatlon of self-awareness , it may be time .to explore
concepts ot.her than the mirror‘_ fretaphor to similtanecusly capture the
subject and cbject facets of the self. Although the mirror metaphor
concisely illustrates the quality of reflexiveness in the concept of
self-awareness, it engenders mysterious consequences regarding the
.location of the subject, as expressed in a comment by Hilgard (1949):
" {The} seiﬁ-evident character 'of ‘selfﬂawareness is | in fact most
illusive. + You pr"%e;ntly find yourself as between the two mirrors of a
barbershop, so that as the self takes a look at itself taking a look at
itself, it soon gets all confused as to the self that is doing the

¥
locking and the self which is being locked at. (p. 377)."

\
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APPENDIX 1

Self-Consciocusness Scale

A



N Name

Phone#

Sex
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Please respond to each of the following statements

by circling the appropriate number from O to 45 where

0 means that the statement is extremelx_uncharacterlstlc
of you, and 4 means that the statement is extremely
characteristic of you. The other numbers represent

choices between these

two extremes,.

-extremely

; uncharacteristic
I'm always trying to figure 0 1
nyself out.
I'm congerned about my style ¢ 1
cf doing things.
Generally, I{m not very aware 0 1
of myself. '
It takes me time to overcome 0 1
ny shyness in new situations.
I reflect about myself a lot. 0 X
I'm concerned about the way I 0 1
present myself. :
I'm often the subject of my own O 1
fantasies.
I have trouble working when O 1
someone 1is watching me. ‘
I never. scrutinize myself. 0 1
I get embarrassed very easily. 0 1°
I'm self-conscious about the 0 1
way I-look. - ‘
Idon't flnd it hard to talk 0 1
to strangers.ﬁ
I'm generallly attentlve to my o 1
inner feelings.
I usually worry about making a 0 1

good impression.

\ M

>
. extremely
characteristic
3 4
3 4
o N
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
4 .
3 4
3 4
3 4 "y



7. ’ extremely

. : uncharacteristic

-

I'm constarntly examining
my motives.

I feel anxious when I -speak

in front of a group.

One of the last things I do
before I leave my house is
look in the mirror.

I sometimes have the feeling
that I'm off somewhere watching
myself.

I'm concerned about what other
people think of me.

I'm alert to changes in my mood.

I'm usually aware of oy
appearance.

I'm aware of the way my mind

works when I work through a
problem.

Large groups make me nervous.’

0]

.1

-~

M M

\M \M

\M

\M

A Y]

Wt

RS
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extremely
characteristic

4

&
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APPENDIX 2

Factor Loadings of the Self-Consciousness Scales
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ITEMS AND FACTOR LOADING OF THE SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS SCALE

Factor loading?®
Private self- Public self- Social
A priori scale assigaoment consciousness comsciousness  anxiety
Private self-consciousness
I'm always trying to figure myself

out. (1) o .65
Geuerally, I‘m not very aware of
myself. (3)P - -.48
- 1 reflect about myself a lot. (5) , .73
I'm often the subject of my own
fantasies. (7) T..45
I never scrutinize myself. (9)P -.51
I'm generally attentive to my
inner feelings. (13) .66
- I'm constantly examining my :
. motives. (15) .62
I sometimes have the feeling that
I'm off somewhere watching myself. (18) .43
I'a alert to changes in my mood. (20) .55
I'm aware of the way my mind works _ ™~
when I work through a problem. (22) .46

Public self-cousciousness
I'm concerned about my style of

dbing things. (2) . . 47
I'm concerned about the way I .

present myself. (6) .65
I'm self-conscious about the way )

I look. (11) - .61
I usually worry about making a

good impression. (14) 5 .72
One of the last things I do before :
I leave my house is look in the

mirror. (17) _ .51 - -
I'm concerned about what other

people think of me. (19) .73

I'm usually aware of my appear-

ance. (21) . T .60

Social dnxiety

It takes me time to overcome

my shyness in new situations. (4) ' © .76
I have trouble working when .

someqne is watching me. (8) : .26 45
I get embarrassed very easily. (10) _ ) .70
I don't find it hard to talk . ' )

to strangers. (12)P ' g -.66
I feel anxious when I speak ;

in front of a-group. (16) .21 ‘ : .46
Large groups make me nervous. (23) ' ’ .69

Note. The Pumbers in parentheses 1lndicate the sequence of items on the scale
2 only “factor loadings greater than .20 are listed.
Item was reversed for scoring.



APPENDIX 3

Normative Data for the Self-Conscicusness Scale



MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR

COLLEGE MEN AND WOMEN

229

Men® Women?
“Variable M SD M SD
Private self-consciousneds 25.9 5.0 26.6 5.1
Public self-consciousness 18.9 4.0 19.3 4.0
Social anxiety 12.5 4.1 12.8 4.5
Total self-consciousness 9.2 SS.i 8.9

57.3
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Pain Magnitude Rating .
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Rate the degree of pain
that you are feeling now:

L .g A 'y i 1 i i A L - ]

o - ) 5 10

No Moderate Excruciating
Pain Pdin . Pain
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Post-Experimental Questionnaire
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE CONCERNED ONLY WITH -THE SECOND

TIME THAT YOUR HAND WAS IN THE HATER:_

-

ﬁate the overall degree of distress that you gxperiénced
while your hand was in the water for the second time:

L 1 » ]
» o .
' 0 5 : 10
None Moderate : Extreme

- At tﬁe point when pain was first felt while your hand was

in

ng

90

S0
90

; the water, it was:
e .
. L - . \ 1 - |
< J'. 2 ' l N .
g 5 10
Minimal Moderate . ‘Excruciati
wh%le your hand was in the water for the second-tihe, what
percentage of the time were you thinking about each of the
following: :
Yourself - O 10 20 -30 40 50 60 70 80
Instructions- ~ 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Coldness - 0D 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
N 0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

_Otherﬁthings-

90

100
100

100 -

100

7 - :
TOTAL- - 100%

s ' Make sure that the percentages which you have circled add up

to equal the sum of 100%.
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Rate the degree of coldness that you felt while your hand was in
the water for the second time:

i ) L I
0 5 : 10
Minimal | Moderate : " Extreme

-

While your hand was in the water for the -second time, did you
use some kind of strategy to reduce the pain?

YES
NO

If you answered "YES", what kind of strategy (or strategies)

did you use to reduce the pain?

Would you be willing to come back and further participate in this
kind of project?

Very'Interested

Only if you are
.really stuck
for help -

<§ Not Interested
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Please respond to each of the following statements by
-, circling the appropriate number from 0 to 4 , where O
" means that the statement is extreme]y uncharacteristic
of you, and 4 means that the statement 1s extremely
characteristic of you. The other numbers represent
choices between these two extremes.

- extremely : . extremely
uncharacteristic characteristic
1.1 am sensitive to my iiternal ’ 0 -1 S 2 3 4.
bodily sensations. :
2.When with others, I want my hands 0 - 1 2 - 3 4
to be clean and look nice. ' :
3.For my size, I'm pretty strong. 0 . 1 2 3 A
- 4.1 know immediately when my mouth .. 0 1 = 2 3 | 4
or throat gets dry. '
5.It's important for me that my skin looks - 0 1 2 3 4 .
nice...for example, has. no blemishes.

6.1'm better coordinated than most people. 0 1 2 3 4
7.1 can often feel my heart beating. -0 1 2 "3 4
"8.1'm very aware of my best and worst 0 1 2 3 4
facial features.. ' )
9.1'm 1ight on my feet compared ‘to most 0 1 2 -3 4

people. -
7 - |
10.1 am quick to sense the hunger contractions 0 -1 2 3 4
of my stomach. -
11..1 1ike'to make sure that my hair looks 0 1 2 3 4
right.
12.1'm capable of moving quickly. 0 1 2 3 4
13.1 think 2 lot about my body build. 0 o] -2 . 3 4
) . . . .
14.1'm very aware of changes in my body 0 1 2 3 4
~ temperature. ) : ‘
15.1'm ‘concerned about my posture. 0 1 - 2 3 4



APPENDIX 7

Factor Loading of the Body Consciocusness Questionnaire Scale
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Items and Factor Loadings of the

“ Body Consciocusness Questionnaire Scales
Scale/item . - Factor lts@rfxgﬂ
Private Body Consciousness :
I am sensitive to internal bedily tensions . .45~
I know immediately when my mouth or
‘throat gets dry .50
I can often feel my heart beating .54
I am cquick to sense the hunge.r contractions
of my stomach .39
I'm very aware of changes in my body tenperature .39

Public Body Consciousness )
. When with others, I want my hands to be

clean and look nice : .53
It's important for me that my skin looks
nice ... for example, has no blemishes . .68
I am very aware of my best and worst faclal
features .48
v I like to make sure that my halr looks r:.éht .68
I think a lot about my body build - .44
I'm concerned about my posture .15
Body Cdrpete_nce .
For my size, I'm pretty strong ' .44
I'm better coordinated than most people .63
I'm light on my feet compared to most people T .69
I'm capable of rmoving quickly .69

Note: The data for men and women were combined to yield an N of 1,28l.
Only factor loadings of over .30 are reported; using this criterion,
there were no overlapping items,

r
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Normative Data for the .Body Consciousness Questionnaire Scales
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Means and Standard Deviations on Body Consciousness
Questionnaire Scales for Men and Wamen

Men women
Scale M SD M SD
Private Body Consciousness  11.7.. 3.0 12.0 .3
Public Body Consciousness 15.7 3.6 17.1 3.3
Body Campetence 10.5 2.5

10.0 2.5

Note: Based on an-N of 275 men and 353 woen.

N
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