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Mood as a Determinant of Attentional Focus

Congantino Sedikides
University of V\’ﬁ.sconsi n-Madison, U.SA.

Three experiments examined the effects of mood on sdf-focused versus -~
external-focused attention. The results demonstrated that sad mood «(com-
pared to neutral and happy mood) tends to induce sdf-focused attention,
whereas happy mood (compared to sad mood) tends to dicit exterria-
focused attention. The effects of mood on attention were independent of the
sdf-focusing nature of the mood-inducing event. A model is proposed to
account for the relation between mood and self-focused attention. According
to the model, sad mood produces momentary negative self-evaluation, which
in turn creates uncertainty about one's self-worth. This instigates sf-
perception processes that result in heightened sdf-focused attention. In
contrast, happy mood leads to certainty about one's self-worth, which alows
an extroverted orientation.

INTRODUCTION

The construct of self-focused attention (defined as "an-enhanced aware-
ness of one's salient self-aspects’; see Carver, 1979, p. 1251) has had an
eminent status in psychological theorising since the early 1970s. Self-
focused attention has been shown to mediate self-regulation in a broad
array of behavioural activities (for reviews, see: Carver & Scheier, 1981;
Duval & Wicklund, 1972; Scheier & Carver, 1988). further, self-focused -
attention has been established as a concomitant of various clinical dis-
orders (Ingram, 1990), including depression.
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Depression has been found to be associated with a heighténed level of
sdf-focused attention by a variety of studies using diverse methodologies
and measurement procedures and using both clinical and subclinical
samples of depressives (e.g. Ingram, Lumry, Cruet, & Sieber, 1987,
Ingram & Smith, 1984; Larsen & Cowan, 1988; Pyszczynski & Greenberg,
1985,1986; Smith & Greenberg, 1981; Smith, Ingram, & Roth, 1985). The
strong presence of self-focused attention in depression has recently led
researchers to begin re-examining the determinants of self focused atten-
tion (Wood, Saltzberg, & Goldsamt, 1990).

In the laboratory, self-focused attention has been induced by presentl ng
subjects with stimuli that are reminders of the sdf, such as voice record-
ings, cameras, and mirrors:(Carver & Scheier, 1981). Other sef-focused
attention inducers include audience presence, eye contact, and bodily
activity (e.g. Carver & Scheier, 1978; Fenigstein & Carver, 1978; Wegner
& Giuliano, 1980). Despite the success of the above procedures in dliciting
sdlf-focused attention, these procedures can not explain why self-focused
attention is higher among depressives than among normals. There must -
exist naturalistic inducers of self-focused attention, which serve as corre-
lates of depressive but not normal states (cf. Wood et al., 1990). One
prominent correlate of depression is sad mood. Hence, sad mood might
qudify as an induccr of self-focused attention.

Mood (defined as "a -general and pervasive feding state that is not
directed toward a specific target”; see Wood et al., 1990, p. 900.) and sdf-
focused attention have indeed been found to be negatively correlated in
both a Mdd study (Csikszentmihalyi & Figurski, 1982) and a laboratory
study (Sedikides, 1990). Specificaly, Csikszentmihalyi and Figurski (1982)
found sdlf-focused attention to be associated with more negative affect
when subjects were engaged in voluntary activities. In a laboratory study,
Sedikides (1990) obtained a negative correlation between sdf-focused
attention and mood, r(98) = -10.348, P < 0.0001. Sef-focused attention
was assessed by the Private Self-Consciousness subscale of the Sdf-
Consciousness scale { Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975), and mood was
measured through the 8-point single-item scale "In general, how do you
fed mogt of the time?", with 1 labelled "very sad" and 8 labelled "very

happy".

" Does Mood Affect Self-Focused Attention?

. Two theoretical views offer guidance to the question whether and how
" mood affects self-focused attention. Salovey and Rodin (1985) proposed
that mood states shift attention inward. People become preoccupied with
discovering the source of their mood, because mood is a distinctive and
surprising state. People begin their searchfor the causes of their mood by
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focusing on internal rather than external cues. Oneimportant postulate of
Salovey and Rodin's (1985) theoretical view is that both sad and happy
mood can lead to sdf-focused attention.

On the contrary, Cunningham and his colleagues (Cunningham,
1988a,b; Cunningham, Steinberg, & Grev, 1980) suggested that sad and
happy mood produce disparate results on a variety of cognitive and
behavioural measures. Sad mood involves an avoidant and egocentric
orientation; it elicits a problem-focused, ruminative, and sdlf-reflective
mode. Thus, sad mood should-lead to salf-focused attention. On the other
hand, happy mood involves a social, approach, and expansive orientation.
Happy mood is likely to increase the chances of engagement in social
interaction and sdf-disclosure. Consequently, happy mood should produce
external-focused attention.

Two recent experiments by Wood et al.(1990) yieded results consistent
with the view held by Cunningham and his colleagues. M ood was induced
via either an imagery procedure (Experiment 1) or musc (Experiment 2).
Sdf-focus was measured through either a fill-in-the-blank-with-a-pronoun
task (Experiment 1) or free-response thought samples and the Private Sdif-
Consciousness (PSC) scale (Experiment 2). Sad subjectswere found to be
higher in sdf-focused attention than neutral mood subjects-(Experiments
1 and 2) and happy subjects (Experiment 2)."Sad mood induced sdf-
focused attention, but neutral or happy mood did not. In fact, happy mood
was found to be negatively correlated with sdf-focused attention.

The present research has three objectives. ‘First, the research purports
to partially replicate Wood et al.'s (1990) findings by using different mood
induction procedures and self-focused attention measures. Secondly, the
ressarch* aims at expanding Wood e al.'s (1990) findings, by further
exploring the effects of happy mood on attention. Asnoted above, Salovey
and Rodin's (1985) and Cunningham et al.'s<1980) modeds make contra-
dictory predictions. Salovey and Rodin propose that happy mood should
lead to heightened sdlf-focused attention, whereasCunningham et al. posit
that happy mood should lead to heightened external-focused attention.
The fina goal of this article isto propose a tentative mode felatlng mood
and sdlf-focused attention.

EXPERIMENT 1°

This experiment examined the effects of sad, neutral, and happy mood on
sdf-focused attention. In manipulating mood, the following criteria were
met. First, subjects were ingructed to imagine an experimenter-provided
sad, neutral, or happy mood-inducing event rather thangener atetheir own
idiosyncratic events(as did subjectsin Wood et -al., 1990). Secondly, the
referent of the mood-inducing event was kept congtant across the mood
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conditions. That is, al subjects imagined an event referring to themselves.
Both criteria were employed in order to control for possible differences in
mood intensity among subjects. Such differences are likely to be intro-
duced by subjects* diversified personal experiences.

In assessing sdlf-focused attention, the following concerns were taken
into consideration. The construct of self-focused attention was assessed not
by the existing form of the PSC scale (asin Wood et al., 1990, experiment
2), which measures chronic self-focused attention, but rather by a modified
form of the PSC designed to reflect momentary « shifts in self-focused
attention. Additionally, an attempt for convergence in the measurement
of the construct was made. Thus, a procedure that has been used to induce
self-focused attention (Fenigstein & Levine, 1984) was dightly modified .
for the purpose of detecting self-focused attention.

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects were 30 male and 30 female University of Wisconsin (UW)
undergraduates enrolled in introductory psychology courses. Mae and
female subjects were equally represented in each experimental condition.
Subjects were randomly assigned to the conditions of the experiment.
Subjects were run in groups of 3 to 8. Partitions set in the experimental
room prohibited subjects from seeing one another when seated.

Procedure

Each subject was assigned to either a sad, neutral, or happy mood
condition. Mood was induced through a guided imagery task (Dermer,
Cohen, Jacobsen, & Anderson, 1979; Wright & Mischel, 1982). Subjects
in the sad mood condition were asked to imagine for 2min that they were
burned in a fire and were seriously disfigured. Subjects were shown
photographs of burn victims to assist them in their imagination. Subjects
were subsequently allotted 3min to write about the event. Subjects in the
neutral mood condition imagined themselves drawing a map of the United
States for 2min, and were given sample drawings of the continent of North
America and various states to assist them in their imagination. Subjects
subsequently spent 3min drawing a map of the United States. Finaly,
subjects in the happy mood condition imagined themselves winning a free
cruise in the Caribbean islands, and were given Windjammer travel
brochures to help them imagine themselves in the trip. Then, -subjects
spent 3min writing about the event.
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After the mood induction procedure, subjects filled out a mood manipu-
lation check. They responded to the question "How are you feeling right
now?' on an 1 (Extremely sad) to 8 (Extremely happy) scale. Next,
subjects completed the following two measures in counterbalanced order.
They filled out a version of the PSC scale that was adapted to measure
momentary rather than dispositional saf-focused attention. For example,
items were modified from "I'm generally attentive to my inner feelings'
and "l sometimes have the feding that I'm off somewhere watching
myself to "1'm right now attentive to my inner feelings' and "I right now
have the feding the I'm off somewhere watching mysdf*. The scale was
aso altered by expanding the origina 4-point scale (i.e. Fenigstein et al .,
1975) to a 9-point scale, in order to increase the scale's sengitivity to detect
potentially wesk effects. The modified PSC scale appearsin the Appendix.
High scores indicate high sdf-focused attention. (Items 2 and 5 are
reversed scored.)

Subjects were also asked to tell a story. The specific instructions (mod-
dled after Fenigstein & Levine, 1984) were as follows. "We would like
you to construct a story. The story should describe an event, its antece-
dents and outcomes, and the thoughts and feelings of persons taking part
in the event. The central character of the story can be you or someone
else." Subjects were given 10min to think about and write the story.
Choice of the sdf as referent of the story was assumed to be an indication
of high sdlf-focused attention.

Results

Sex of subjects and the counterbal ancing factor did not yield any significant
results. Thus, effects involving these factors are not reported.

Manipulation Check

An anaysis of variance (ANOVA) on subjects* ratings of their own
mood attested to the effectiveness of the mood induction techniques,
Mood Vaence main effect F(2, 48) = 11.13, P < 0.0001. Orthogonal
contrasts (P < 0.01) revealed that sad mood subjects (M 3.80) felt
sadder than neutral mood subjects (M= 4.90), which in turn fet less
~ happy than happy mood subjects (M = 6.05).

Self-focused Attention

Modified PSC Scale. The scae respohses were internally consistent
(alpha = 0.84). An ANOVA on subjects* scores on the PSCscaleyielded
a dgnificant Mood Vaence main effect, F(2, 48) = 6.64, P < 0.003.
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~ TABLE 1
Number of Subjectswho Preferred to Write a Story about
Themselvesvs. Someone Else in Experiment 1

Sad Mood Neutral Mood Happy Mood
Subjects _ Subjects Subjects
Sdf 9 5 10
Other 1 15 10

Orthogonal contrasts (P < 0.01) reveded that sad mood subjects (M=
6.79) reported being higher in momentary private self-consciousness than
either neutral mood subjects {M = 5.90) or happy mood subjects (M =
. 6.14). The last two groups did not significantly differ from one another in
reported momentary private self-consciousness (P < 0.36).

Sory. The number of times the central referent of the story was the
sdf versus another person was entered into alog-linear chi-square analysis.
Overall, subjects demonstrated a weak tendency to write stories about
another person (n = 36) than the sdf (n = 24), chi-square (df. = 1) =
2.52, P < 0.11. The crucia interaction between Mood Valence and Story
Referent was not significant, chi-square (d.f. = 2) = 2.82, P < 0.24 (Table
1). Sad mood (as opposed to neutral or happy mood) did not lead subjects
to tend to write stories about themselves.

Discussion

Experiment 1 demonstrated that sad mood, but not happy mood, can
induce self-focused attention, as manifested by the modified PSC scale
results. Experiment 1 replicated findings obtained by Wood et al. (1990,
Experiment 2) using a different mood induction technique and a different
self-focused attention assessment task (i.e. the modified PSC scale) than
did Wood et al. The results are consistent with the implications of the
theoretical position taken by Cunningham and his colleagues regarding
mood effects, namely that sad and happy moods do not bear similar.effects
on sdf-focused attention. -

However, the story measure reflected null effects of mood on sdf-
focused attention. This measure may not be a sensitive index of sdf-
focused attention. People may implicitly assume that stories are typicaly
told about others rather than the sdf, and this -assumption may interact
with mood -effects. A second possibility for the null results of the story
measure is that the results are simply due to sampling error.
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EXPERIMENT 2

Experiment 2 introduced several new features designed to remedy possible
weakness of Experiment 1. First, in Experiment 2, the story measure was
revised. Specificaly, subjects were simultaneously presented with sdf-
referent and other-referent pronouns, and were given the option to write
a story about either the sdf or someoneelse. This option should-somewhat
counter the hypothesised effects of subjects* expectation of writing a story
about someone el se rather than the sdf, as both potential referents of the
story were made equally accessible in subjects' minds. Further, thisreplica
tion should reduce the chances of a sampling error.

Moreover, Experiment 2 used a third measure of self-focused attention,
a thought-listing task. Subjects were asked, after the mood induction
procedure, to write down freely any thoughts that currently crossed their
minds. The thought-listing task would dlow for a potential replication of
the findings of Experiment 1 and for additional convergence in the
measurement of sdf-focused attention. Most importantly, the thought-
listing task would dlow for an examination of the effects of mood on
external-focused attention, as subjects* thoughts could be subdivided into
self-focused and external-focused ones.

In Experiment 1, care was taken to keep the referent of the mood-
inducing event constant. The referent in al events was the sdlf. However,
a particular mood-inducing event may lead to higher self-focused attention
not because of its affective quality, but because of complex interactions
between the content of the event itsalf and aspects of the self-concept. For
example, the sad event used may implicate different parts of the sdf-
concept "(and thus be more sdf-focusing per se) than either the neutral or
happy event. Experiment 2 attempted to control -for the above possibility
in two ways. First, a friend was designated as the event referent rather
than the sdlf. Secondly, an additional mood-inducing event was imple-
mented.

M ethod

ubjects

A total of 32 female and 31 male UW undergraduates participated
in the experiment for ‘extra introductory psychology -course. credit. An
approximately equal number of female and mal e subjects were represented
in each experimenta ‘condition. Subjects were randomly assigned to the
experimental conditions, and were run in-groupsof 2 to 8. Dividersin the
experimental room obstructed visual contact among subjects.
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Procedure

Subjects were put into a sad, neutral or happy mood, using a procedure
smilar to that of Experiment 1. However, the referent of the mood-
inducing event was a friend rather than the sdf. Furthermore, subjects in
the sad mood condition were additionally asked to imagine that their friend
had died; subjects in the neutral mood condition were asked to imagine
that their friend was riding a bus; and subjectsin the happy mood condition
were asked to imagine that their friend had just won $1,000,000 in the
Wisconsin Lottery. .

After going through a mood manipulation check, subjects completed
three dependent measures in counterbalanced order. First, subjects filled
out the revised form of the PSC scale. Secondly, subjects completed a
thought-listing task (Cacioppo & Petty, 1981). Specificdly, they were
instructed to "write any and al thoughts that are.going through your mind
right now". Subjects were provided with a quarter-page booklet and were
instructed to write only one thought per page without turning to previous
pages. Note that Wood et al. (1990, experiment 2) used a similar procedure
to assess "thought-samples®, but these investigators did not require that
subjects write down one thought per page. Instead, it appears from Wood
et al.'s description that subjects wrote down al their thoughts on the same
page. As a consequence, subjects thoughts were likely to have been
guided by a great deal of their previoudly listed thoughts. The advantages
of having subjects list their thoughts on separate pages are that: (1)
subjects are only influenced by a relatively small sample of their previously
listed thoughts; and (2) this process simulates the naturalistic conversa-
tional flow of thought production.

Finally, subjects were provided with two lists of 20 words each. The two
lists were on the same page. The order of the lists on the page was
counterbalanced. The first list contained five self-referent pronouns, and
the second ligt contained live. other-referent pronouns. Subjects were
instructed to choose one list and then construct a story using as many words
from that list as possible. Subjects were presented with an opposite sex
other-referent word list.

Results
Sex of subjects and the counterbalancing factor produced no significant
results. Effects involving these two factors are not reported below.

ManipulationCheck

An ANOVA on subjects* ratings of their own mood demonstrated that
the manipulations were effective, Mood Vaence main effect F(2, 45) =
65.17, P < 0.0001. Orthogonal contrasts {P < 0.0001) revealed that sad
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mood subjects (P = 3.43) fdt sadder than neutral mood subjects (M =
4.71), who in turn fdt less happy than happy mood subjects (M = 6.43).

Self-focused Attention

Modified PSC Scale.  Responses to the scale were internally consistent
(alpha = 0.88). Mood Valence affected the degr-cc of momentary private
self-consciousness, F(2,45) = 5.31, P < 0.008. Orthogonal contrasts” <
0.002) reveded that sad mood subjects (M= 7.02) became more privately
sdlf-conscious than either neutral mood subjects (M = 5.69) or happy
mood subjects (M = 5.48). The last two groups did not significantly differ
from one another (P < 0.66). These results replicate corresponding
findings of Experiment 1.

Thought-listing Task. Twoindependent judges coded subjects thoughts
as Hdf-focused (when the subject of the clause was the sdlf), external-
focused (when the subject of the clause was either someone else or an
inanimate object), or mixed (when the subject of the clause included the
sdf and someone else) (Greenberg & Pyszczyski, 1986; Wood et al., 1990,
experiment 2). Only 4% of subjects' thoughts were coded as mixed. Thus,
this category was omitted from further analyses. The coders agreed on
98% of the cases and resolved disagreement through discussion. Note that
Wood et al. {1990, p. 903) reported validation datafor the thought-listing
measure. In a laboratory experiment, they found that the presence of a
mirror evoked a higher percentage of salf-focused thoughts than external-
focused thoughts.

Ratios 'were subsequently computed for the sdll-focused and -external-
focused thoughts for each mood condition. The ratio of sef-focused
thoughts was computed by dividing up for each subject the number of sdif-
focused thoughts by the total number of thoughts { self-focused, external-
focused, and mixed). A similar procedure was used to compute the ratio
of external-focused thoughts. These ratios were then entered in separate
ANOVAsS.

The ANOVA conducted on the ratio of self-focused thoughts yielded a
significant Mood Vaence main effect, F(2, 45) = 11.43, P < 0.0001.
Orthogonal contrasts (P < 0.002) revealed that sad mood subjects {hi =
0.50) listed more sdf-relevant thoughts than either neutral mood subjects
(M = 0.29) or happy mood subjects (M = 0.21). The last two groups did
not significantly differ from one another P < 0.18). These results replicate
Wood et al. (1990, experiment 2).

The ANOVA performed on the ratio of external-focused thoughts
produced a marginally significant Mood Valence main effect, F{2,45) =
2.55, P < 0.09. Orthogonal contrasts revealed that happy mood (M =
~ 0.44) produced more external-focused thoughts than sad mood (M= M =
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0.23), P < 0.03, but not neutral mood (M = 0.33), P < 0.29. The last two
groups did not significantly differ from one another, P < 0.27. These
results differ from Wood et al.'s (1990, experiment 2) results, which
indicated that happy and sad subjects generated an approximately equal
number of external-focused thoughts.

Because subjects' references to their fedlings were coded as sdf-focused
thoughts, the above self-focused ratios were determined by both subjects*
references to themselves and to their fedings (Greenberg & Pyszczynski,
1986). Stated otherwise, the sdlf-focused ratios reflect, in part, subjects*
mood and not just their self-focused attention state. A possibility exists
that a given mood state (e.g. sad mood) contributed more to subjects sdf-
focused thoughts than other moods.

To control for this possibility, sdf- focused thoughts were coded into
mood-related thoughts (when subjects made reference to their mood) and
moodless thoughts (when subjects did not refer to their mood), after Wood
et al. (1990, experiment 2). Moodless ratios were then computed for each
mood condition. The ratios were subsequently entered into an ANOVA.

The ANOVA resulted in a sgnificant Mood Vaence main effect,
F(2, 45) = 8.41, P < 0.001. Orthogonal contrasts (P < 0.002) reveded
that sad mood subjects (M= 0.53) listed more self-referent thoughts than
either neutral mood subjects (M = 0.28) or happy mood subjects
(M = 0.19). The last two groups did not significantly differ from one
another (P < 0.26). The results based on the analysis of moodless thoughts
replicate the corresponding results of self-focused ratios, as well as the
results of Wood et al. (1990, experiment 2). Mood Valence did not interact
with quality of self-focused thoughts.

Sory. A log-linear chi-square analysis revealed that when the sdf as
story referent is made equally accessible in memory to another person,
subjects prefer to write a story about the sdf, chi-square.(df. = 1) =
17.40, P < 0.00001. The crucial interaction between Mood Valence and
Referent was not reliable, chi-square (d.f. = 2) = 2.42, P < 0.30. Sad

TABLE 2 .
Number of Subjects who Preferred to Write a Story about
Themselves vs. Someone Else in Experiment 2

Sad Mood . Neutral Mood Happy Mood
Subjects Subjects Subjects
Seif 6 19 15

Other 5. 2 6
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mood (as opposed to neutral or happy mood) did not affect subjects
preferences of writing a story about themselves(Table 2).

Discusson

Sad mood (in comparison to neutral and happy moods) induced high sdf-
focused attention, as assessed by both the modified PSC scale and the
thought-listing task. Experiment 2 replicated the-current Experiment 1 as
well as Wood et al.'s results. Moreover, experiment 2 extended Wood et
al.'sfindings by {at least tentatively) demonstrating that a happy mood.can
induce more external-focused thoughts than a sad mood, a finding that is
new to the literature. The results of Experiment 2 were generally con-
sistent with the view espoused by Cunningham and his colleagues, accord-
ing to which sad mood is likely to dlicit saf-focused attention whereas
happy mood is likely to evoke external-focused attention.

The new version of the story measure was shown to be insensitive to
capturing the sdf-focused attention state. It is not quite-clear why the story
measure was ineffective. Certainly, subjects® assumed preference to tell
stories about others rather than themselves was countered by the simul-
taneous presentation of self-referent and other-referent pronouns. In fact,
subjects manifested a strong preference for making the sdf the protagonist
of their stories. Further, the possibility of a sampling error was reduced
by conducting the second experiment. In any event, based on the results
of Experiments 1 and 2, it is suggested that the story measureisabandoned
in future research on the effects of mood states on sdlf-focused attention.

EXPERIMENT 3

The reported research lent support to the notion that the effects of mood
on attention are bi-directiona: "Sed mood (in comparison to neutral and
happy moods) tends to draw attention inward, whereas happy mood™in
comparison to sad mood) tends to direct attention outward. However, a
critical issue still remains unresolved. To what extent were the mood
induction procedures confounded with attentional focus? How likely is it
that the imagery tasks varied in the amount of sdf-focused attention they
induced, independently of mood?

There are reasons to believe that the effects of imaging on salf-focused
attention were constant -across the three mood conditions, and thus incon-
sequential. The instructions given to subjects as a part of the mood
induction technique in Experiment 1 consistently (i.e. throughout the three
mood conditions) asked them to -put the self at the centre of the felt
experience and think through the implications of the event for the-self.
Further, subjects in Experiment 2 were ‘consistently asked to think about



140 SEDIKIDES

the implications of the mood-inducing events for a friend of theirs, a task
that is likely to be less sdlf-focusing than thinking about the sdif.

However, the sad imaging differed from the neutral and happy imaging
on the dimension of body-centredness. A body-centred event appears to
be inherently more concrete, absorbing and self-focusing than a non-body-
centred event- As far as Experiment 1 is concerned, people might have
tended to focus on themselves more when imagining themselves being
serioudy burned and disfigured (a body-centred experience) than when
imagining themselves drawing a map or going on &' cruise (a non-body-
centred activity). In the last two cases, attention was likely focused on
"external" objects, such as the map, the states, the boat, and the weather.
The same might be true in Experiment 2. Imagining the death of a friend
(again, a body-centred experience) may be inherently more sdlf-focusing
than riding a bus or winning the lottery (which represent non-body-centred
activities). Consequently, the constancy across the three mood conditions
of the instructions to put the self (Experiment 1) or a friend (Experiment
2) at the centre of attention might not have overcome the potential
differences in the images. If the images started from different baselines of
self-focused attention, consistent instructions may enhanced self-focus or
external-focus effects, but not altered the relative standing of each image
to the other.

To tackle this problem, Experiment 3 manipul ated the degree of imaging
body-centredness. Half of the subjects were asked to imagine body-centred
events, whereas the remaining half of the subjects were requested to
imagine non-body-centred events.

Method

Subjects

A total of 60 UW undergraduates (53 women and 7 men) participated
as subjects and each received a $4 payment. Subjects were randomly
assigned to the experimental conditions, and were run in groups of 3 to 6.
Subjects sat in partitioned slots in the experimental room.

Procedure

Subjects in the body-centred condition were put into an either: 41) sad
mood by imagining that they suffered from facial and bodily disfigurement
in a fire; (2) neutral mood by mentally going through their bodily parts
one by one; or (3) happy mood by imagining that their hair were done
really well by a skilled hairdresser and they wore a nice outfit.
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Subjects in the non-body-centred condition were placed into an either:
(1) sad mood by imagining that a much desired holiday cruise to the
Caribbean isands was cancelled the last minute; {2) neutral mood by
imagining that they were riding a bus; or £3) happy mood by imagining
that they won a free holiday cruise to the Caribbean idands.

Subjects were dlotted 2min to complete the imagery task. Then, they
were given an additional 3min to write about their imagined experiences.
The instructions of the latter task emphasised the body-centredness dimen-
sion of the task. Subjects in the"body-centred condition were encouraged
to write about themselves (e.g. how their face or body would look like),
whereas subjects in the non-body centred condition were invited to write
about external targets (e.g. the new places they would see or fail to see,
or the bus).

Next, subjects rated their mood on three 9-point bipolar scales,
anchored with sad-happy, depressed-elated, and gloomy-contented.
Finally, subjects completed the revised form of the PSC scadle and a
thought-listing task in counterbalanced order.

Results

The counterbalancing factor yielded no dgnificant results, and -effects
associated with this factor are not reported below.

ManipulatfonCheck

The three mood scales were highly intereorrelated (rs 0.70 to 0.83,
Ps < 0.0001) and internally consistent (alpha = 0.78). The mean of the
three scales was entered into an ANOV A. The mood manipulations were
effective, Mood Vaence main effect F(2, 54) = 64.97, P < 0.0001.
Orthogonal contrasts (P < 0.01) revealed that sad mood subjects-(M =
4.27) felt sadder than neutral mood subjectsj(Af «= 5.45), who in turn felt
less happy than happy mood subjects (M = 6.40). Mood Valence did not
interact with Body-Centredness, F(2,54) - 0.11, P < 0.90.

Salf-focused Attention

Modified PSC Scale. Subjects' responses to the scale were internally
consistent (alpha = 0.86). Mood Vaence influenced the degree of momen-
tary private self-consciousness, F(2,54) = 10.68, P <0.-0001. Orthogonal
contrasts (P < 0.001) indicated that sad mood subjects (M =6.60) became
more privately sdf-conscious than either neutral mood subJ€cts (M = 5.35)
or happy mood subjects (M = 5.50). The last two groups did not sgnifi-
cantly differ from one another (P < 0.71). The interaction between Mood .
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Vaence and Body-Centrcdnecss was not significant, F(I, 54) = 0.71, P <
0.50. These results fully replicate findings of Experiments 1 and 2.

Thought-listing Task. Two judges independently coded subjects
thoughts as sdlf-focused, external-focused, or mixed. The last category was
omitted from the analyses, because only 7% of the thoughts were coded
as mixed. Intercoder agreement was 93%. Coders settled disagreements
via discussion.

The ANOVA performed on the ratio of salf-focused thoughts produced
a dgnificant Mood Vaence main effect, F(2, 54) = 6.84, P < 0.002.
Orthogonal contrasts (P < 0.01) revealed that sad mood subjects M -~
0.52) listed more self-relevant thoughts than either neutral mood subjects
(M = 0.27) or happy mood subjects (A/ = 0.33). The last two groups did
not sgnificantly differ from one another (P < 0.24). The interaction
between Mood Valence and Body-Centredness failed to reach significance,
F(2, 54) = 1.66, P < 0.20. These results replicate corresponding findings
of Experiment 2.

The ANOVA conducted on the ratio of external-focused thoughts
yielded a significant Mood Valence main effect, F(2,54) = 3.75, P < 0.03.
Orthogonal contrasts showed that happy mood (M = 0.47) elicited more
external-focused thoughts than sad mood (M = 0.27), P < 0.05, but not
neutral mood (M = 0.43), P < 0.88. The difference between the last two
.groups was marginaly significant, P < 0.08. Mood Valence did not interact
with Body-Centredness, F(2, 54), P < 0.93. These results are consistent
with the relevant findings of Experiment 2.

Finally, an ANOVA on the moodless ratios yielded a significant Mood
Vaence main effect, F(2, 54) = 3.46, P < 0.04. Orthogonal contrasts
(P < 0.06) revealed that sad mood subjects {M = 0.39) listed more sdf-
referent thoughts than either neutral mood subjects (M = 0.21) or happy
mood subjects (M = 0.25). The last two groups did not significantly differ
from one another (P < 0.79). Again, Mood Valence did not interact with
Body-Centredness, F(2, 54) -~ 0.93, P < 0.40.

Discussion

The absence of a ggnificant interaction between Mood and Body-
Centrednessin Experiment 3 reinforced the notion that the effects of mood
ori attention are independent of the sdf-focusing nature of the mood-
inducing event. _

Subjects in the body-centred condition reported being dightly more sdf-
focused than subjects in the non-body-centred condition, with regard to
both the modified PSC scale and the thought-listing task. However, these
trends were only directional. The corresponding body-centredness main -
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effects were not significant. It appeared that the body-centredness manipu-
lation per se was not sufficient to produce reliably high self-focus. Diverting
attention to the bodily sdf versus social sdf, elicited comparable degrees of
sef-focused attention.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Two theoretical perspectives make divergent predictions regarding mood
effects on sdf-focused attention: ‘Salovey and Rodin (1985) maintain that
both sad and happy moods are potential inducers of self-focused attention.
In contrast, Cunningham and his colleagues (Cunningham, 1988a,b; Cun-
ningham et al., 1980) suggest that sad mood is likely to induce self-focused
attention, whereas happy mood is likely to induce external-focused atten-
tion. The results of three experiments were generally consistent with the
view held by Cunningham and his colleagues.

The reported set of experiments convincingly demonstrates that the
effects of mood on attention are due to mood valence per se rather than
the differential attention focusing effects of the three mood valences. Sad
mood (in comparison to neutral and happy moods) tends to dicit sdf-
focused attention, and happy mood (in comparison to sad mood) tends to
invoke external-focused attention, irrespective of degree of body-
centredness of the imagery tasks.

Attentional Effects of Happy and Neutral Mood

The effects of happy mood were indistinguishable from the effects of
neutral mood, despite the manipulation checks showing that subjects in
the happy mood condition reported being happier than subjects in the
neutral mood condition. The reasons for this are not clear. One possibility
is that the effects of happy mood (compared to the effects of sad mood)
are short-lived, and subjects quickly relapse to a neutral mood state, which
is naturally a dightly affectively pleasant state. Future research should
address this possibility. In any event, the obtained results are consistent
with theoretical and empirical work pointing to asymmetrical effects of
happy and sad mood (e.g.Clark & Isen, 1982; Taylor, 1991; Wood et al.,
1990).

A Model Relating Mood and Self-focused
Attention

How can the effects of mood on seif-focused attention be explained? One
could argue that the increased sdlf-focused attention that mood €licits may
be due to the unexpected and distinctive nature of affective states (Salovey
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& Rodin, 1985; Wegner & Giuliano, 1980). Affective states may cause
disruptions in regular functioning and thus promote self-regulatory activ-
ity, which in turn induces self-focused attention (Pyszczynski & Green-
berg, 1987). However, this explanation cannot account for the discrepant
effects of sad and happy mood. That is, happy mood can be equaly
surprising and disruptive of normal functioning as sad mood. Certainly, in
the context of the present experimental tasks there is no reason to believe
that the induced sad mood states were more surprlsmg and disruptive than
the induced happy mood states.

The discrepant effects of sad and happy mood on self-focused attention
can be reconciled by acknowledging the mediational role of self-perception
(Salovey & Rodin, 1985). Mood states affect the way we perceive ourselves.
Specificaly, mood affects. (1) the amount of time we attend to sdf-
relevant information; (2) the free recall, recognition memory, and retrieval
latencies of self-relevant information; *(3) the valence of judgements refer-
ring to the sdf; and (4) the valence of expectancies about future behaviour
involving the sdf. Mood effects on self-perception are congruent with
mood valence. That is, in comparison with happy mood subjects, sad mood
subjects tend to attend longer and remember better unfavourable rather
than favourable self-relevant information, tend to make more unfavour-
able judgements of themselves, and tend to express lower success expec-
tancies for future tasks (see Sedikides, in press, for a review).

Uad mood, then, leads to negative self-perception and self-evaluation.
Negativity in self-perception and evaluation creates a state of uncertainty
about one's worth (Baumgardner, 1990; Baumgardner, Kaufman, & Levy,
1989; Campbell, 1990; Snyder & Clair, 1977; Swann, 1985). This state of
uncertainty is likely to be accompanied by weak or ambiguous internal
cues, a condition that enhances the probability of instigation of sdf-
perception processes (Bern, 1972) and, hence, a heightened level of sdf-
focused attention. The model is schematically represented in Fig. 1.

In contrast, happy mood is likely to lead to positive self-evaluation
(Sedikides, in press) and, thus, to increased certainty regarding one's sdf-
worth. Certainty is likely to be associated with strong and unambiguous
internal cues and, thus, to divert attention from the sdf and direct it to
external cues. As a result, happy subjects will become external-focused.
(See Fig. 1)

The effects of happy mood in the present mv&stlgatlon paralleled the
effects of neutral mood. This has implications for the proposed model.
Assuming that neutral mood essentially involves a dightly positive state,
neutral mood might exert attentional effects through the same mechanisms
as happy mood does (see preceding paragraph). Alternatively, it is plaus-
ible that both happy and neutral moods promote the maintenance of the
existing attentional focus, which is likely to be external. This clam is
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SAD MOOD HAPPY MOOD
NEGATIVE POSITIVE
SELF- SELF-
EVALUATION EVALUATION
UNCERTAINTY CERTAINTY
ABOUT ONE'S ABOUT ONE'S

| SELF-WORTH ] SELF-WORTH

4

)

] SELF- EXTERNAL-
PERCEPTION DIRECTED
j PROCESS ATTENTION
. { HEIGHTENED
"] SELF-FOCUSED
ATTENTION

FIG.1. A modd rdating mood and sdlf-focused attention.

consistent with the proposal that a happy mood reinforces the pursuit of
aready established goas (Oatley & Johnson-Laird, 1987, p. 36).

Certainly, aspects of the model need to be empiricaly verified. For
example, research will need to provide convincing evidence that uncer-
tainty about one's self-worth leads to weak and ambiguous internal cues,
whereas certainty is accompanied by strong and unambiguous internal
cues. Nevertheless, the model takes a necessary first step towards under-
standing the divergent effects of sad and happy mood on attention.
Additionally, the model is consistent with findings that link sad mood at
- encoding with. increased recall of self-referent information (Brown &
Taylor, 1986) and with findings that link aversive events with sdf-
reflective, avoidant behaviour particularly, under sdf-focused attention
conditions (Archer, Hormuth, & Berg, 1982; Thompson, Cowan, &
Rosenhan, 1980). '
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APPENDEX 1

Modified Private Self-Consciousness Scale

Please try to decide on Ihe extent to which each of the following statements is characteristic
of yourself right now by placing a number in the blank space preceding each statement. The
number should be anywhere from | to 9, according to the following scale:

1 = Extremely uncharacteristic

2 = Strongly uncharacteristic

3 = Moderately uncharacteristic

4 = Slightly uncharacteristic

5 = Neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic
G = Slightly characteristic

7 = Moderately characteristic

§ = Strongly characteristic

9 = Extremely uncharacteristic

(1]

1. I'm right now trying to figure myself out.

2. Right now, I'm not very aware of myself.

3. I'm right now reflecting about myself.

4. I'm right now the subject of my own fantasies.

5. Right now, I'm not scrutinising myself.

6. Righi now, I'm attentive to my inner feelings.

7. I'm constantly examining my motives.

8.« | right now have the feeling that I'm off somewhere watching myself.
9. I'm right now alert to changes in my mood.

10. I'm right now aware of the way my mind works.




