ABSTRACT

STYERS, MARY KOENIG. Protecting my Self through lgarage: Developmental
Differences in Narrative Accounts following a Seifeatening Experience. (Under the
direction of Lynne Baker-Ward.)

Understanding how adults perceive and responidréatening situations has been
investigated by numerous social psychologists. Hawndahese researchers have neglected to
consider the development of these responses. Qable@mission is how individuals at
different ages use language to protect their sehself in everyday negative situations. This
study investigated cross-sectional differenceggponses to everyday problems, conflicts
and issues in salient domains of the self. Fifiyrfolder elementary students, 51 middle
school students and 54 college participants eachted accounts of two recent problematic
experiences that differed in their overall impodato the self and provided ratings of their
recollections and psychological responses to theperiences. Participants at all age levels
reported that the narrated events differed in ttve@rall importance, intensity and self-
relevance according to their level of saliencehwgelf. In addition, there were cross-
sectional differences in the density of internatest language, and the relationship between
language use and subsequent event sequelae vardeg lgroup. For the elementary age
group only, participants who used positive reamalan their narratives experienced a
decrease in importance and participants who usegher percentage of positive emotion
terms sought less assistance following the expegiand reported higher levels of cognitive

avoidance. For the middle school age group onlggef positive reappraisal was

associated with higher levels of cognitive avoidantthe experience. Finally, for the



college age group only, usage of positive reaparaias associated with lower levels of
cognitive avoidance. The findings are interpretedhdicating distinct patterns of responses
to self-threat at different points in developménirther research should investigate language

differences in developmental responses to selathreng situations prospectively.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Throughout the lifespan, individuals are continpédiced with events that will
challenge them. Many times individuals are askeddw the self in a different light, such as
the child who first learns she is not good at spdlte pre-adolescent who begins to struggle
with making friends in middle school or the adokasiowho finds high school is much more
difficult than he had been expecting. Each of thesdizations may appear trivial in
comparison with the tragedies that can affect yquewmple, but in each case, the child’s
perception of the self is called into question hedce the impact can be significant. We
know that children obtain these types of self-idflee realizations early on through their
basic experiences in the world. From first throtigélfth grade, children’s perceptions of
their own self-worth decrease (Jacobs et al., 20@#)because they are becoming more
pessimistic but instead because they are becomang realistically aware of their own
situations.

One would assume that in the aftermath of all eéhearly trials, adults would
become pessimistic; however, that is not the dadact, 60% of individuals believe they are
happier than most people (Taylor & Brown, 1988) #r&lmajority of individuals worldwide
(86%) report “above average” happiness levels (KieseDiener, 2008). Although earlier
researchers hypothesized that an unrealistic salf-was an indicator of poor mental health,
some now believe that certain optimistic and ovpdsitive illusions may actually benefit
well-being (Taylor & Brown, 1988). In the currerdydand age, we are consistently noticing

that high self-worth individuals, in comparisonindividuals with lower levels of self-worth,



are more likely to paint unrealistically bright pices of their selves. These individuals are
more likely than others to feel that they have numetrol over situations than they actually
do, ignore negative feedback from others, and doadeythe importance of areas in which
they lack ability. According to Taylor and Brown9@s):

The mentally healthy person appears to havertialgle capacity to distort

reality in a direction that enhances self-estamaintains beliefs in

personal efficacy, and promotes an optimistic viduhe future. (p. 204)

These overly positive perceptions of situationseappo be one way of revising social reality
(Taylor, 1983; Taylor & Brown, 1988), enabling tinelividual to become resilient in the
face of a challenge to the self.

One possible mechanism of resiliency may invoiveng voice to these experiences
of self-threat. Establishing the benefits of emuagilodisclosures, research in expressive
writing with adult (Fivush, Edwards & Menutti-Wadlmn, 2003; Pennebaker & Beall, 1986;
Pennebaker, Colder & Sharp, 1990; Pennebaker &5,at096; Pennebaker, 1997,
Pennebaker, Mayne & Francis, 1997; Park & Blumb28§2) and child populations
(Fivush, Marin & Crawford, 2007; Reynolds, BrewinSaxton, 2000; Soliday, Garolfalo &
Rogers, 2004), has shown that writing about expees may be beneficial for well-being. In
addition, some studies have found that the spewifies of words used in descriptions of
events are related to later physical and mentdtt@avush et al., 2007; O’Kearney, Speyer
& Kenardy, 2007; Pennebaker & Francis, 1996; Peaket Mayne & Francis, 1997; Sales
et al., 2005; Styers & Baker-Ward, 2008). Howewene of these studies offer a cross-
sectional investigation of language use from clutuththrough adulthood as language relates

to psychological functioning. Pennebaker and S{@003) examined age-related differences



in language use across the lifespan, but their-aneddysis was limited by age groupings that
lacked a developmental rationale (e.qg., 8-14, 15adl by the variety of methods and
procedures used for narrative data collection. Aaldally, studies examining the link
between language use and functioning in childhaocltheir limitations. Experiments using
expressive writing as an intervention may havdially encouraged rumination
surrounding a negative experience (Fivush et @0720’Kearney et al., 2007) and one
naturalistic investigation of the linkage betweanduage use and later functioning involved
extended time frames, correlating language at a3gkwith psychological well-being at ages
9-10 (Sales et al., 2005). It is also unclear hbildeen may differ from adults both in their
narrative expression and the psychological benatitéeved from voicing their experiences.
The current study merges the aforementioned lihessearch by examining developmental
differences in pre-adolescents’, adolescents’ anohg adults’ narrative accounts of a self-
threatening experience and the subsequent inflsesfagarrating the experience on various
indicators of well-being, including incidence ofrmsive and avoidant thoughts (Horowitz et
al., 1979), coping strategies (Brodzinsky et &92) and global self-worth (Harter, 1985,
1988; Neeman & Harter, 1986). Previous studies loalinked internal states language
use to intrusive and avoidant thoughts and physiealth (Fivush et al., 2007; O’Kearney et
al., 2007; Pennebaker & Francis, 1996; Pennebalar, 4997; Sales et al., 2005; Styers &
Baker-Ward, 2008). Ultimately, this study aims xamine developmental differences in the
narrative expression of self-threat and the resikeof the self.

In order to provide validation for this proposadisns, the first chapter of this

proposal reviews self-protective systems thatmagdace following a self-threatening



experience and examines developmental differemceliidren’s perceptions of the self as
well as children’s responses to stressful expeesnthe second chapter explores the bridge
to self-understanding built through the use of atére accounts of experiences. Finally, a
method, results and discussion section are prakente

For the purposes of this paper, a self-threateexpgrience will be defined as any
event that conveys mixed feedback about the safdamain valued by the individual (i.e.,
any event that violates one’s pre-existing viewbh@# the world works within a valued
domain). Without some type of qualification or fteirpretation of the experience, through
the application of some type of constructivist @es; the individual is left with a negative
appraisal of the self which may offer negative iivgtions for one’s self-view (Baumeister,
1997; Crocker & Wolfe, 2001; Park & Ai, 2006). Alfsprotective mechanism is defined as
an individual’s response to a self-threatening eepee that involves some type of cognitive
accommodation of the event into the current sedteay (Park & Ai, 2006; Taylor, 1983).
For example, the individual may downplay the impode of the domain (Steele, 1997) or
may positively re-structure the experience in mgntorbe more positive (Park & Ai, 2006;
Taylor, 1983). It is hoped that the informationabed in this research will be of value for
clinicians and parents who seek to understand wealgslp children feel better following a
troubling experience. Additionally, this researcii add to the understanding of cross-
sectional differences in the relationship betwesmgliage use and well-being following a
self-threatening experience. We know that aduktstairly content and resilient to such
threats. The question of interest here is howahikty develops and how resiliency can be

observed through narrative.



The self and self-protective mechanisms

Theselfinvolves who we are and all that we call “me” (&sml1890). Identity refers
to the ways in which the self is vocalized, orgadinr constructed (McAdams, 1995). In
other words, identity refers to how we talk andhkhaabout ourselves. In addition to identity,
there are many different components of the setflny self-esteem and self-wortelf-
esteenhas been defined as, "how much value people plackemselves” (Baumeister,
Campbell, Krueger & Vohs, 2003, p. 2). Our sensgetffworthinvolves not only how we
see ourselves, but also represents how we fedhamdabout our selves and how we
perceive our self to function within the world (lt#ar, 1985). Several theorists use self-
esteem and self-worth interchangeably (Pelham &&w4989; Crocker & Wolfe, 2001;
Crocker & Knight, 2005) and for the purposes of thaper, these terms will be considered
Synonymous.

William James (James, 1892/1968) was one of teetb truly deconstruct the
concept of self, suggesting that individuals are¢ivated by social self-seeking, or a desire to
be recognized in a positive light by others. Iniadd, James was one of the first to suggest
how the self might serve a protective functiondétermining self-esteem and an overall
positive self-view, the individual must considdradpects of the self and “pick out the one
on which to stake his salvation” (p. 44). Jamessgweto say that this is a strong example of
“selective industry of the mind” (p. 44). Individsachoose attributes where they are
successful and place them atop a hierarchy ofraiffeself-characteristics. Each

characteristic is organized according to its w¢ddimes, 1890) or importance (Crocker &



Wolfe, 2001; James, 1890; Pelham & Swan, 1989)iwitie self-hierarchy (e.g., self as a
student placed above self as an athlete).

Since the self-system has a hierarchy of impogamonly follows that threatening
events in salient domains may call the hierarcly question. For the most part, individuals
are fairly proficient at responding to self-threatther through the help of significant others
or individual resources (Taylor, 1983). When exgecing a threat to self, the individual
approaches the experience in three ways: seartdrimgeaning, gaining mastery and
enhancing self-esteem (Taylor, 1983). Beginningpuhe search for meaning, the individual
seeks the reason why the event has happened torlier and attempts to understand the
impact of the experience on the self. Cognitiveoaomodations are made to restructure
meaning, allowing the individual to find positivaplications within the experience. Next, a
sense of mastery enables the individual to fedh@sgh he or she can prevent the experience
from happening again (i.e., a feeling that onelbased from the experience). Finally, self-
esteem enhancements occur to protect the selfrbigrérom destruction. For example, the
situation may be re-constructed to illustrate aevmositive picture (Taylor, 1983) or the self-
hierarchy may be re-organized to de-emphasizenperitance of the tarnished self-domain
(Harter, 1999; James, 1892/1968; Steele, 1997).

Although Taylor (1983) discussed three separatgswédealing with stressful
experiences, some of these concepts can be cossitteoverlap. Park and Ai (2006)
developed a model for understanding the impaatanimatic events on self-understanding.
According to this model, everyone has a set of glbleliefs about the world (i.e., ideas for

how the world is supposed to work). Traumatic esetiange perceptions of global beliefs



(e.g., self-esteem, locus of control). If indivitkigeel that their global understanding (e.qg.,
self-esteem) is violated by the appraised meanirgsituation (e.g.This event has taught
me that I'm a bad personthis can be problematic. As a result, the irdlidl engages in
meaning making to repair the self. Taylor defineshming making as:

Coming to see or understand the situation infemiht way and reviewing

and reforming one’s beliefs and goals in ordeetgain consistency among

them. (p. 393)

Consistency in this definition is agreement betwée situation and one’s beliefs.
Meaning making allows individuals to change th&rgeptions of the situation or their own
beliefs (e.g., the importance of the domain toséi€) in order to understand the experience
in a way that is self-protective (Park & Ai, 2006)should be noted that whereas this model
specifically discusses the influence of traumatigeziences, other researchers have noted
that stressful experiences, which are assumed l@sbentense than traumatic experiences,
may also elicit coping resources. Perceptions afvgt and mastery can be achieved from
both stressful and traumatic experiences (Aldwihe&enson, 2004).

Over the past twenty-five years, a vast amoumnésg¢arch has been conducted
examining how the adult self responds to diffetgpes of threatening situations. In
adulthood, individuals engage in various technigogzotect valued self-domains (e.g.,
academics), including social comparison (e.g., anng oneself to less fortunate others;
Hogg, 2000), dis-identification with the domainge arguing that the specific domain is no
longer important; Steele, 1997) and self-affirmatfe.g., affirming the self as whole and
competent in the face of negative information paaticular threat; Cohen, Aronson &

Steele, 2000; Steele, 1988). However, these padiesthave neglected to consider



developmental differences in response to threagesitnations. The following section
explores stages of self-development and crossesettdifferences in responses to stressful
situations, suggesting that there are developmdiifatences in how the self responds to
threatening situations.

Developmental differences in children’s responsesttessful situations

The large majority of social psychological theoresl research come from work
with college students. How might these conceptsyaiifferently in child populations?
Some concepts are similar, such as discounting€Hdr999) and dis-identification (James,
1892/1968; Steele, 1997). For instance, it appeans the case that around the age of 8,
children begin to employ discounting, whereby tdesgcount the importance of any domain
where they perceive low competence levels and esigdéhe importance of domains where
they perceive high competency (Harter, 1999). kan®le, a high self-esteem child may de-
emphasize the importance of athletics (where shernpes poorly) and emphasize the
importance of academics (where she excels). Althaligcounting is one similarity in the
responses of children and adults to threats tgéligthere are several differences in self-
understanding that should be considered.

Developmental differences in self-understandigsan Harter (1986, 2006) has
conducted an extensive amount of research on sdérgtanding with children and has
proposed a series of theoretical conclusions basehis research. According to Harter
(1986, 2006), young children do not understancctreepts of global self-worth or social
comparison until the approximate age of 8 (i.erirdumiddle childhood). Prior to this age,

children are often thinking in the moment, reflagton behavioral characteristics that may



not last across time and situations. During thedheido late childhood period (approximately
8 to 11), characteristics of the self encompasaieepersonal as relationships with peers
become a salient dimension of the self. Childrenbeginning to compare themselves with
others and start to adjust their self-perceptimtoadingly. There is also an increased
understanding of the difference between ideal ,(8.@m a good student”) and real self-
perceptions (e.g., “I'm not good at math”) as vasllan increased understanding that events
can simultaneously evoke both positive and negametion. At this stage of self-
development, “children come to internalize the dtads and values of those who are
important to them, including the values of one’sisty” (Harter, 2006, p. 390). Thus,
performing at a level that is not acceptable byificant others (e.g., not being kind to
friends or not performing well in school) may negelly impact self-esteem. Not only do
children internalize these standards and valudshley are able to act independently from
adults in appraising situations. They may respamsktd on how they believe others would
view the situation but the ultimate evaluationasducted independently.

The next stage of self-development occurs durarty@dolescence (middle school
years). At this time point, interpersonal attriteugand social skills which may influence
social approval are extremely salient. Within stege, “peer culture does come to loom
large” (Harter, 2006, p. 396). Teenagers are baggo vary their self-attributes as a
function of social context (e.g., “I'm different thimy peers than with my parents”). Due to
this differentiation of selves across context,yeadolescents lack the ability to create a
coherent self across multiple relationships (Ha26606). However, Harter (2006) noted that

the creation of multiple selves may serve as agbudf the young adolescent, reducing the



possibility that a negative occurrence in one reafitife may harm or generalize to other
aspects of the self. Yet, the early adolescembisted by overgeneralizations (i.e., all or
none thinking; “I'm either really intelligent” orl’m really not intelligent”), which may lead

to unrealistic self-perceptions. It is common te Hee self change during this period, as there
is still some difficulty in cognitively controllingelf-representations (possibly due to a lack
of a coherent and ever changing self). Finally,lsinto the earlier period of self-
development, the early adolescent is concernedtivlopinions of others, but experiences
great difficulty in reconciling different opiniorend standards across multiple contexts (e.g.,
coming to terms with a disappointed parent at haarsst of very pleased friends and a
moderately pleased instructor at school) (Harted62.

During middle adolescence (high school years)|estents become more
introspective and concerned with how others viesnthAdolescents are developing an
ability to make comparisons between conflictingaaref the self but do not yet have a way
to resolve these conflictions (e.gvhy am | a different person with my friends thathwny
parent®). As a result of this understanding of role aetifimiddle adolescents may be
subject to greater confusion and distress oveclkadacoherence in the self (Harter, 2006).

It is not until late adolescence to early adulth@ate high school to early
adulthood/college years) that adolescents aretaldigeate some coherence among the
conflicting domains (e.g., being depressed androhlegithin the same weekend can be
viewed as being moody), allowing for a more coheseiff-presentation. There is also a new
focus on future or possible selves (e.g., “Who batican | be?”) which allows for a sense of

direction in life. Finally, the ideal and real sale more aligned at this point, because the

10



individual now has more freedom to seek out intigwas that would enhance self-esteem
(e.g., choosing a major in an area where they pessously found success).

The variety of experience in self-developmermjgasts that social psychological
theories on self-threat conducted in college andtadmples cannot be considered to apply
equally to children and adolescents (Harter, 20D6)ering perceptions of self and
cognitive understanding across childhood and adetex may illustrate a dramatically
variant picture when it comes to self-threat. Fstance, consider the pre-adolescent child
who is just beginning to utilize social comparisas,she realizes that her ideal self is
different from her real self and that other’s opims are important to her. Then there is early
adolescence, when the child is exposed to overrgkrations, differentiation of self and
difficulty in meeting the demands and opinions afltiple individuals (Harter, 2006). Cross-
sectional studies on self-threat should examin@abpsychological principles in the context
of a developing sense of self. The current studyvans this call by examining the principles
of discounting and appraisal in the context of d@weag selves, examining three different
age groups corresponding to changes in the undéistaof the self: late elementary (ages
9-11), middle school (ages 12-14) and college (4§e22).

Developmental differences in children’s copibgfferent stages of self-development
suggest a potentially different pattern of respsrisghreatening situations between age
groups. In addition, research investigating crasgisnal differences in coping with stressful
and self-threatening experiences corroborateseipsctation.

Coping is defined as a “person’s constantly chaggognitive and behavioral efforts

to manage specific external and/or internal dem#matsare appraised as taxing or exceeding
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the person’s resources” (Folkman et al., 198698).9Coping is motivated by a desire to
regulate emotions, internally, behaviorally andteatually. In other words, emotion
regulation involves: trying to internally regulaiee’s own emotions (i.e., emotion-focused
coping), trying to regulate one’s behavior in tlk@ression of emotion (e.g., hiding facial
expressions of emotion) and trying to regulatesihi@rce (context) of emotional arousal (i.e.,
problem-focused coping) (Losoya et al., 1988). Esichvestigating coping in children
typically consider developmental differences infbeinotion-focused and problem-focused
coping in response to stressing experiences.

Beginning with a study on pre-adolescents’ copggponses to stressing experiences,
Altshuler and Ruble (1989) asked 5- to 11-yeargadicipants what they would suggest to
children awaiting a positive exciting experienceaoregative stressful experience. The
researchers found that children of all ages prefeavoidance strategies (e.g., denial of the
experience, distraction) overall, regardless ofvilence of the event. For the negative
stressful experiences, younger children mentiosedpe (e.g., leave the situation) and
behavioral distraction (e.g., do something else}tmfrequently, whereas older children
mentioned behavioral and cognitive distraction.(e¢tank about something else) most often.
In addition, there was a greater incidence of dogndistraction in the older age groups
whereas escape suggestions were more prevaldrd yotnger age groups. The researchers
suggested that greater accessibility to cognitiketeggies may afford older children greater
flexibility in dealing with stressing situations.

Other researchers have investigated coping stest@ga more explicit way, asking

children how they reacted in response to persosalignt stressful experiences (Band &

12



Weisz, 1988). Six, nine and twelve year olds weleed to describe a time when they felt
bad, unhappy or sad across several different dantdiaxperience. For each situation that
they could remember, children were asked what ¢heynd thought in response to the
experience. Strategies were classified as primanyral (e.g., responding directly to the
issue; try to change the situation, try to res@k@blems through aggression or avoiding
cognitions), secondary control (e.g., turning adrayn the problem specifically and toward
emotions; social support, emotion focused cryingggression, avoiding emotions) or
relinquished control (e.g., doing nothing). Theeg@shers found younger participants were
more likely to use primary coping and an older ipgrants were more likely to use
secondary coping, such that 12 year olds were fk@lg to use secondary control compared
to both 6 and 9 year olds. In addition, primaryiogpvas predominant in situations
perceived as controllable (e.g., peer or schodicdity) whereas less familiar/controllable
situations (e.g., accidents, conflicts with auttyofigures) evoked secondary control
responses. Secondary control strategies were #eebtd be more apparent in older age
groups due to more complex cognitive resourcesppears that older children are better
equipped to make an appropriate choice (e.g., thgds use primary or secondary control)
when faced with a negative experience.

It should be noted that the difference in copitrgtegies for controllable versus
uncontrollable situations was replicated by Brodkinet al. (1992) in their coping scale
developed for children ages 10 to 15. Situatioresreel directly controllable (e.g., involving
peers, school) evoked more primary coping strase@ey., assistance seeking, cognitive-

behavioral problem solving), whereas unfamiliaessiors and uncontrollable situations (e.qg,
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conflicts with authority) elicited more secondapping techniques (e.g., cognitive
avoidance). Due to a difference in coping respohgestuation, the current study examines
coping strategies as they relate to everyday, fanekperiences.

Additional studies with children in middle childbw and pre-adolescence have found
similar patterns of coping behavior, suggesting thédren develop an increased ability
across the middle childhood years and into preestdeince to use more cognitive techniques
rather than denial or avoidance of the situatios€RLevine & Pizzaro, 2007; Wilson,

Smith, Ross & Ross, 2004). The present study irgegsts cross-sectional differences in
coping by examining use of various cognitive bebes/{e.g., cognitive terms, cognitive
behavioral problem solving, cognitive avoidancensen late elementary (9-11), middle
(12-14) and college students (18-22), as thesgemygs are more likely to utilize a variety
of cognitive techniques and to call upon a greptel of potential coping responses
compared to younger age groups.

Across all of the previously mentioned studiedgeolchildren were more likely to
employ complex coping strategies involving cogmtieersus distraction/denial techniques in
response to negative experiences. One particutadyesting cognitive strategy found across
multiple studies in childhood is cognitive re-agpad (i.e., changing the situation in a
positive way) (Altshuler & Ruble, 1989; Anshel & Raey, 2001; Folkman et al., 1986;
Losoya, Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Rice, Levine &&ia, 2007). As children get older,
approaching pre-adolescence, they are more likedyrtploy cognitive re-appraisal
(restructuring the meaning of the situation in aenaositive way) (Altshuler & Ruble, 1989;

Anshel & Delaney, 2001; Losoya, Eisenberg & Fai898; Rice et al., 2007). Due to the
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non-existent research in children and adolescexatsming how positive reappraisal relates
to later functioning, this study will specificalexplore cross-sectional differences in
narrative reports of positive re-appraisal aslétes to psychological well-being.

It is also important to recognize the age-relaldéig@rences in self-development which
may play a role in perceptions of threat. For ins&g would situations that threaten the view
of the “self as a friend” be especially threatenioghose in late childhood and early
adolescence? How might the lack of a coherentnsgjatively impact the adolescent or child
when it comes to self-understanding following a&#t? Pre-adolescents, in particular, may
experience difficulty in separating the impact dfeecific negative experience on the whole
self, as they have not yet begun to differentiaieous domains of the self (Harter, 2006). It
would also seem that affirming a different domaihe self would not be a viable
alternative as it has been with adults (Cohen, soon& Steele, 2000; Steele, 1988), as pre-
adolescents and adolescents cannot yet concegttiadizdea of a cohesive self. This study
examines developmental differences in responseltalseatening experiences, by
recognizing the important implications of differesscacross age groups in self-development
and coping strategies.

Self-understanding through narrative

Whereas the previously described social psychodbgieories have focused on
various self-protective mechanisms, recent resdarchildhood, adolescence and adulthood
has turned to the influence of narrative on setfarstanding, specifically through the use of
narrative meaning-making (e.g., McLean, PasupatRia&, 2007). The examination of

narrative as it relates to self-understanding tsneav in the clinical arena, as many clinicians

15



use narrative therapy with adults. Narrative thgmapcourages clients to give voice to their
personal experiences and the meanings associdtethwse experiences (Semmler &
Williams, 2000). Through narrative therapy, cliete$ stories of their life experiences and
the clinician and client work together to co-counstra narrative that does not internalize
negative messages from the outside world. Thusntsliare encouraged to re-structure their
stories to be empowering and meaningful (SemmlgviBiams, 2000).

Only one study has examined narrative accountgici threats to self-esteem.
Campbell, Baumeister, Dhavale, and Tice (2003) &skdege students to describe two
separate times when they experienced a major amda threat to self-esteem. Since this
study was designed to examine ego shock (e.gzifrgelp after the experience), the
narratives themselves were only examined for tya/ent, self-image change and strategies
for responding to the experience. Language useneiasxamined in this study. Overall,
individuals mentioned seeking social support atidmalizing the experience for both minor
and major threats to self-esteem. Participantstatieved they had changed their self-views
to a greater extent in response to major thregs.dhock (e.g., feeling numb or uncertain)
was only associated with major threats to selferate

Narrative and self-perceptionslow does narrative recounting of experiencedeela
to self-understanding? McLean et al. (2007) arghatinarrative accounts of events serve as
a type of adjustment process to negative experieMdaen a negative event occurs, children
and adults put their thoughts into narrative foonmake sense of the issue. According to the
researchers, “Explaining and resolving negativenesvallows children to understand the

personal meaning of these events, thus providingreater self-understanding and self-
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consistency” (p. 266). These personal narrative@us of events are then shared with
others and whether these stories are repeatedmpagct perceptions of the self over time. A
lack of importance of the event to the individuayrbe one reason that the event was not
shared or repeated. McLean et al. (2007) also\mli¢hat social feedback following re-
telling is important for self-understanding. Foaexple, children learn how to tell narratives
of their experiences through social interactiond marrative retellings of episodes within the
family (Bohanek, Marin & Fivush, 2008; Bohanek, Marfivush & Duke, 2006; Fivush &
Sales, 2006). Research with pre-adolescent popaofahias found that parental characteristics
(e.g., attachment level, language usage, contrifleo€onversation) in parent-child narrative
re-tellings of an experience may influence chilrnalizing/externalizing behaviors (Fivush
& Sales, 2006), children’s locus of control (Bohlanet al., 2006) and child self-esteem
(Bohanek et al., 2006; Bohanek, et al., 2008).

Self-esteem may also change over time due to tlys wmavhich an event is narrated
and the types of listeners available to hear tipee&nce. The relationship between self-
esteem and family narratives was examined in antestady with pre-adolescents by
Bohanek et al. (2008). With regard to positive egrees, mothers who explained and
expressed emotion (compared to mothers who diatptaen or express emotion) had
daughters with higher levels of self-esteem twayéater. In contrast, for negative
experiences, fathers’ explanation of emotion wésted to higher self-esteem for daughters
but not for sons. For the positive narrative, fegshexplanations of emotion were related to
lower self-esteem for sons and daughters two yJatas(Bohanek et al., 2008). Thus,

explaining and expressing emotions may have diftaraplications for sons’ and daughters’
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later self-perceptions. Similar results were foimdn earlier study (Bohanek et al., 2006), in
which a coherent organization of the group’s perpe on a family event was associated
with higher self-esteem in pre-adolescent girlsdifidnally, an individual perspective, in
which family members described their own thouginis feelings, was associated with a
greater sense of external locus of control, espgamboys (Bohanek et al., 2006). Thus, the
ways in which an experience is narrated and shaitheh the family may significantly

impact perceptions of the self.

The previous section examined the ways in whiehs#lf is protected in conflicting
situations. This section will further delve intethse of narrative as it relates to self-
understanding and identity. In order to understperson, McAdams (1995) suggested we
consider three levels of functioning. At the filestel are personality traits, such as
introversion and extraversion. At the second levelpersonal concerns, or particular goals,
plans or motives designed to meet some particuldoe future. It is not until late
adolescence or adulthood that individuals achieaxeLlll, identity as a life story. At this
level, the life story is a changeable inner stbigt imay be accessed through narrative
storytelling methods. According to McAdams (1993)ildren operate at Levels | and II,
offering lists of personality characteristics araigded goals or plans. Understanding the life
story offers one pathway to understanding the iddal.

Understanding life storieccording to Habermas and Bluck (2000) the lifaygis
the “life as told, remembered or thought abouth®yindividual” (p. 748). Autobiographical
reasoning involves the ways in which the life stigrytilized and created. This type of

reasoning requires internal or external self-reifbecby linking past and present self-
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experiences together. The capacity to link the gadtpresent is in part due to the ability to
use coherence in describing the life story. Fopesyof coherence are necessary for the life
story, including: temporal, cultural concept of driaphy, causal and thematic. Temporal
coherence involves the ability to order eventsnret Cultural concept of biography involves
understanding how basic facts and events shouildcheded in life stories (e.g., transitions,
birth). Causal coherence is used to link episodds@ explain changes in values or
personality across time. Thematic coherence inwtveating some type of thematic
similarity between multiple life episodes (e.g.,yNife always seems to be so positive!”).

The construction of a life story enables the &elfiew self progression through
stability and change processes (McLean, 2008)a#ults, a self-threatening experience may
not appear relevant when considered in the largetext of one’s life. Individuals may also
justify such an experience by saying they have gedrsince the event. However, since pre-
adolescents and adolescents experience diffiauliyking various selves (Harter, 2006), it
also follows that these age groups should expegidificulty in creating a coherent life
story (Habermas & Bluck, 2000) that may offer potiten against self-threatening
experiences. Many children are able to provideherent story of a single episode but
experience greater difficulty in linking multipl@isodes together and in providing an
overarching theme for all of these episodes (BoHBegnsten, 2008; Habermas & de
Silveira, 2008).

In one comprehensive study, Habermas and de SIV2@08) interviewed 102
participants, ages 8, 12, 16 and 20. Half of théi@pants were given training in producing a

coherent life narrative. Participants were asketthittk of their seven most important

19



memories and were given fifteen minutes to orgathizee memories into a life story
narrative. Overall, the number of propositions amratives increased with age. Additionally,
females used more cognitive processes (e.g., uadeiag or opinions; “I realized how little
| meant” “I was always convinced he didn’t carélhe use of biographical practices (e.g.,
writing in diaries, collecting pictures) predictemmporal coherence in one model. Overall,
the greatest jumps in coherence were illustratéaden the following age groups: Temporal
coherence evidenced large jumps between 8 andll@yéd by causal coherence (between
12 and 16) and thematic coherence (between 16@ndt 2ppears that while children can
coherently narrate an event between 8 and 12 dilelack some aspects of causality and
theme relevant to the life story narrative.

Bohn and Berntsten (2008) found similar resulta sample of Danish children in the
third, fifth/sixth and eighth grades. Overall, |§tories were longer and more coherent in
older age groups. Third graders were unable tgrate a series of events into one life story.
Fifth/sixth graders were somewhat better and caoaldate events and organize them across
time. However, it was the eighth graders who wéite 8 provide the most detail, offering
evaluations and culturally relevant beginnings eandings. Whereas the third graders did not
perform well on life story coherence, they perfodnbetter on single story coherence.
Additionally, global coherence increased with aafge understanding of cultural life scripts
(e.g., understanding of important life events),gasging that knowledge of cultural scripts is
essential in defining one’s life story.

Issues with the life story approacdhlthough the life story approach has provided

some information on the limited capabilities ofldren and young adolescents to form life
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stories, several pieces are still missing. Howcaiklren able to maintain a positive outlook
following a stressful situation if they are unateuse the life story framework? As Harter
(2006) noted, it takes a while for children to depea sense of coherence in their self-
attributes and conflicting characteristics. Thuss not surprising that children might
experience difficulty in creating a life story thategrates all of their seemingly
contradictory selves together. At younger agasakes more sense to ask children to
provide a single self-threatening experience arekpore how children and adolescents
structure their narratives to find meaning. Fotanse, a recent study in our lab (Styers &
Baker-Ward, 2009) revealed thdV/&" graders, /8" graders and college students differed
in their perceptions of personal growth from a niegaacademic experience. The ability to
use personal growth perceptions is dependent uporetlization that some past self is
different from the present self, thus enablingititkvidual to distance themselves from a
potential threat (McFarland & Alvaro, 2000). Foufifth graders said they had changed the
most overall in response to both positive and negatcademic experiences whereas college
students showed the expected pattern of persooatlgii.e., feeling that they had changed
more from a negative academic experience thaniiygosne). Fourth/fifth graders also
dealt with the positive and negative academic egpees in different ways, with the
youngest participants reporting significantly margrusive” thoughts following positive
compared to negative academic experiences. Calegents showed the opposite pattern
(Styers & Baker-Ward, 2009).

It is possible that this continued activation osjive in comparison to negative

experiences may serve to maintain a sense of sgthvamong the youngest participants,
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who could not rely on an established autobiogragdtgelf to minimize the impact of specific
negative experiences on one’s sense of competéheaesearch suggests that younger
children can reconstruct their perceptions of evdmiit they may do so differently than
adults.

To date, research in life stories has providedmiasIto measures of psychological
well-being and outcomes. Simply knowing that cleliare or are not able to tell a life story
at different ages tells us nothing about what thestruction of this story means for well-
being. Research has been conducted examining faifatives as they relate to well-being
(Bohanek, et al., 2006; Bohanek, et al., 2008; $liv& Sales, 2006) but more research is
needed to examine the relationship between thercmtion of a personal narrative as it
relates to indicators of well-being.

The present research remedies some of these isg@asmining the impact of two
separate, specific self-threatening experiencesaachining how children differ from
adolescents and young adults in their narrative@as of these experiences. Finally, this
study links narrative language use to real worlttomnes, relating language use to scores on
measures of psychological well-being and coping i@xt section explores narrative
language use as it relates to measures of psyabal@nd physical well-being.
Developmental differences in language use areadoessed.

Internal states language and narrative understagdin

Internal states language is defined as “wordsdbavey emotion, cognition and

perspective...use of this type of language in pelswaaatives is indicative of thinking

about and reflecting on one’s experiences” (Fiv&daker-Ward, 2005, p. 456). According
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to Fivush and Baker-Ward (2005), in evaluating gagteriences, individuals reflect on the
deeper meaning of the experience through intetatéslanguage. Stressful and traumatic
experiences in particular may call for a greated® find meaning and reconstruct memory
in order to “make sense of what may seem sensdlps455). Investigation of internal states
language may offer a sensitive measure of how iddals comprehend important life events
(Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005). This section first eMaes previous work in internal states
research with adults, followed by research withdren.

Internal states research in adulta large majority of the research on internalesat
usage in adults comes from work by Pennebaker altehgues. Across numerous studies,
Pennebaker and his collaborators have found thahwabout thoughts and emotions (i.e.,
expressive writing) surrounding negative eventsafoextended period of time (usually 3-4
days) is associated with health benefits. Spedica greater use of positive emotion words,
moderate use of negative emotion words and greats of causal (e.g., because, hence) and
insight (e.qg., think, know) words in narrativesnggative experiences are associated with
fewer visits to the student health center as we#l@rt term changes in autonomic (e.qg.,
lower heart rate) and muscular activity (Penneb&kErancis, 1996; Pennebaker, 1997).
Additionally, among college-age participants, siyngiscussing thoughts and feelings
surrounding a traumatic (Pennebaker & Beall, 1$88)nebaker et al., 1997) or stressful
experience (Pennebaker, Colder & Sharp, 1990; Paiee et al., 1997) was related to fewer
health center visits. Self-reports provided by ipgrants have suggested psychological

benefits of writing about a stressing or traumatperience, as participants report gaining
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insight and perceiving the writing experience athboeaningful and valuable (Pennebaker,
1997; Pennebaker et al., 1990).

Further, one study by Pennebaker et al. (199 f)d®@pecific effects of word usage as
it relates to physical and psychological outconmesxipressive narratives. Greater use of
cognitive terms in narratives of stressful experesnand traumas was related to better health
(e.q., reduced visits to health center) as welligher academic and work motivation (e.g.,
higher GPA, finding new job faster). Additionallyse of positive emotions and a moderate
use of negative emotions was related to bettetthé&zlowing stressing and traumatic
experiences. Pennebaker et al. (1997) also fowatctctgnitive term usage may have
controversial effects depending on the time siheeeixperience. In a second study
examining narrative accounts of a death of a laweel (Pennebaker et al., 1997), an increase
in cognitive terms was related to less ruminatiohdso lower levels of positive states a
year after the death experience. Thus, the typeoodis, and their context (i.e., time since the
event; type of event) may be linked to both psyegimlal and health outcomes.

Part of the expressive writing process may invoésstructuring memories of
stressful or traumatic experiences. Park and Blugn(002) found that writing about
traumatic events is related to seeing the eventas resolved over time and less stressful in
the present day. Additionally, college participantshe expressive writing study by Park and
Blumberg (2002) experienced lower levels of intvesand avoidant thoughts over time.
Self-perceptions and world-views were not changeough expressive writing but the
characteristics of the situation and perceived rhpeere changed instead. The individual

was able to lessen the impact of the negative expar on self-worth by perceiving the
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event as less stressful and perhaps also lesdsm@udportance of the event to the self over
time (similar to dis-identification with a domainddiscounting; Harter, 1999; James,
1892/1968; Steele, 1997).

A meta-analysis of the Pennebaker and colleagnesstigations of expressive
writing found effects of expressive writing intent®ns to be significant and meaningful
across studies (Smyth, 1998). Smyth (1998) alsgesitgd that the writing task may be more
beneficial for those with issues of insecurity elf-gesteem, as first-year college students,
who were experiencing a transition that typicatlyalved a re-assessment of the self-
concept, experienced the greatest benefits onbweatlg following the writing intervention.
According to Smyth (1998), entering college wa®agoing stressor that may have been
alleviated through writing. It may be that writihglped students to self-affirm a different
domain (Steele, 1988) or even employ downward @tatttual thinking (e.g., saying the
event could have been worse, White & Lehman, 20863 basic level, writing may enable
meaning-making in the strictest sense, allowingrlesidual to understand the situation in a
different way (Park & Ai, 2006). Recent researchaorexpressive writing intervention
following 9/11 may corroborate the meaning-makiggdthesis, as college students who
increased their use of cognitive terms as wellasstiye and negative emotions following the
events of 9/11 perceived that they were less sdedaring the events of 9/11 than was
actually the case (Fivush, Edwards & Menutti-Washp@003). Similar to the study by Park
and Blumberg (2002), college students changed #tewmunts of their initial experience of

the event over time (Fivush et al., 2003). Meammaking appears to be the best fit here, as
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participants were re-structuring their memoriethef experience in order to be self-
protective (Park & Ai, 2006).

Whereas most of the previous studies did not examvents that were necessarily
self-threatening, two groups of researchers haaen@ed changes over time in adult
females’ narrative accounts of sexual assault (ABtafford, Freshman & Foa, 1998; Foa,
Molnar & Cashman, 1995). All of the women wereheriapy at the time of the study and
were asked to both mentally and verbally relivegkperience as if it were happening. In the
first study by Foa et al. (1995), narratives becénger over the course of the study.
Participants included more thoughts and feelings time and provided fewer actions and
dialogue in their narrative. All participants shahsme benefit from the therapy over time,
with all participants experiencing decreases in{i@simatic stress and the majority
experiencing less depressive thoughts. Additionatigre coherent (i.e., less fragmented)
narratives were associated with reductions in aypkiat not depression. Amir et al. (1998)
examined levels of reading ease within sexual dissartratives. Lower levels of reading
ease (i.e., operationalized as being inarticulatse associated with higher levels of anxiety
at two weeks post-trauma and higher levels of pasimatic stress at three months post-
trauma. With regard to traumatic experiences, giwiaice to the experience in a coherent
fashion may prove helpful in reducing levels of i@tyxand post-traumatic stress. Since it is
difficult to directly change aspects of the sedttiwere harmed following an assault, therapy
in this case may have served a self-affirmative (allowing the individual to see the self as

good and whole without changing the threat in quaay{Steele, 1988). A greater coherence
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and lessened fragmentation in the narrative owas appears to be the best evidence of this
type of process.

Previously discussed studies have examined chamgesrative accounts over time.
These next studies examined internal states dift@®across narrative accounts of three
different sets of experiences: narratives that wagmotion and intensity (Bohanek et al.,
2005), narrative accounts of early versus late nmEs@Bauer et al., 2003) and narrative
accounts of intensely negative experiences thagdan controllability (Styers & Baker-
Ward, 2008). Across studies, researchers foundathats provided longer narratives for
intense and negative events compared to moderdtpaaitive events (Bohanek, Fivush &
Walker, 2005) and women included more internakstéérms, especially when the event
was viewed as significant and intense. Men, inastt used internal states language more
often when they were less confident about the depéievents and when the events had not
been discussed frequently (Bauer et al., 2003) ithaally, negative narratives contained
more cognitive terms and passive sentence strisctume those classified as traumatic
contained less positive emotion (Bohanek et abD520it is important to consider that there
were gender differences in internal states usageeher, these gender differences are
difficult to disentangle due to the varying affeetinature of experiences and extended time
span (events from birth to now). The present sexdmines gender differences in internal
states language while keeping in mind the limitaiof the Bohanek et al., (2005) study.

Research in the laboratory of the present autasraiso examined internal states
language in response to intensely negative expargeim college students. Styers and Baker-

Ward (2008) designed a study to examine differencegernal states language based on the
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controllability of the experience described in tterative (e.g.Was the event in my control
or out of my controlR Seventy-six college students participated instluely and each
provided two intensely negative experiences froghtschool, one of which was controllable
and one uncontrollable. Controllable narratives imade self-references and uncontrollable
narratives had a higher percentage of positive m&tWith regard to internal states
language, in comparison to other studies of youhts! narratives (Bauer et al., 2003;
Bohanek et al., 2005), a higher percentage ofnatestates language was used in the
narratives of both types of experiences. Specificabgnitive internal states (e.qg., think,
know) were the highest (6% of the narrative) fokmiby positive emotion (e.g., love, nice)
(2-2.5% of the narrative), negative emotion (esgd, hurt) (2% of the narrative), sensory
(e.q., feel, heard) (1.75%) and physical terms. (aahe, sleep) (0.50%).

Due to the relative paucity of research on thedirelationship between language
use and well-being, Styers and Baker-Ward (2008)remxed this relationship by comparing
density of internal states to: intrusive and avotdaores on the Horowitz, Wilner and
Alvarez (1985) Impact of Events Scale (IES) andesof subjective distance based on work
by Ross and Wilson (2002). The Horowitz IES scBlerfwitz et al., 1985) asks participants
a series of questions concerning intrusive anddardithoughts occurring over the past
seven days. The subjective temporal distance gRales & Wilson, 2002) asks participants
to rate how far away the event feels. Feeling &ardway from a negative experience is
considered to be a positive coping mechanism, vaydiee negative event is pushed farther
into the past and is no longer owned by the preselh{Ross & Wilson, 2002). Beginning

with the occurrence of intrusive thoughts, aftemteolling for time since the event, interview
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condition and controllability, all of the followingrere separately significantly associated
with higher levels of intrusive thoughts: a lowecidence of positive emotion terms, a
higher incidence of negative emotion terms andyadriinclusion of cognitive terms in the
narrative. There was also a trend for a higher esdghysical terms (e.g., any inclusion of
physical states and functions, such as ache, calegp) being associated with higher levels
of present intrusive thoughtp € .10). There was only one trend for the frequesfgyresent
avoidant thoughts; a higher inclusion of cognitieans was slightly associateal£ .06)

with higher levels of avoidant symptoms.

With regard to subjective distance, there weressvnteresting trends between
internal states usage and perceptions of subjeitnge Similar to the previous analyses, the
following analyses controlled for actual time sirlbe event, interview condition and event
type. Several trends were found, including theofeihg: higher use of positive emotions was
associated with the event feeling farther awaymet(p < .10), higher use of negative
emotions was associated with event feeling claséme @ < .10) and a higher use of
sensory/perceptual terms (e.g., see, touch, ligpen)10) was associated with the event
feeling closer in time.

Interestingly, greater use of cognitive termsum sample was not associated with
positive outcomes, which is in contrast to the aesle conducted by Pennebaker and
colleagues (Pennebaker & Francis, 1996; PennebB3@7). Our findings may be explained
by the time since the event. In our study, we vireterested in reports of high school
experiences, or those that are at least a yeamaldpresumably, dealt with by the individual.

Higher levels of cognitive terms in this sample @@ e problematic since one would assume
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the event should already be beyond the individnatontrast, work by Pennebaker
(Pennebaker & Francis, 1996; Pennebaker, 1997)mskisipants to consider present
thoughts and feelings. One would expect that ptestrations should call for more thoughts
and emotions compared to events occurring muchen the past. As a result, time since
the event should remain a critical variable to ad&rsin future analyses examining the link
between internal states and psychological funatignt hinking about an event may serve a
positive function as long as that event is in tleenrecent past and is viewed in a more
positive light.

Internal states research in childrelm. addition to the work on life stories in children
a large amount of research has been conducted exgnchildren’s language use in
response to negative experiences.

Beginning with expressive writing techniques (Ravaker & Francis, 1996;
Pennebaker, 1997), only two studies have examimtednial states use in child (Reynolds,
Brewin & Saxton, 2000) and adolescent samples (Bldgret al., 2000; Soliday, Garolfalo,
& Rogers, 2004). Both studies asked children taenabout their deepest thoughts and
feelings for twenty minutes a day for three consigewlays. Researchers also followed
children over time to assess changes in physia@hpapchological well-being (Reynolds,
Brewin & Saxton, 2000; Soliday, Garolfalo, & Roge2804). Across studies, older children
and females had longer narratives (Reynolds e2@DQ), adolescents increased their use of
positive emotion terms by seventy-five percenti(®&ol et al., 2004) and significant well-
being results were found for those children ingkpressive writing condition (Reynolds et

al., 2000; Soliday et al., 2004). Children and adoénts in the expressive writing condition
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experienced: reductions in internalizing and exdzing symptoms if they had previously
used a journal (Reynolds et al., 2000), reductinraxiety (Reynolds et al., 2000), as well
as decreases in negative affect and increasesitiveadisposition (Soliday et al., 2004).
Interestingly, Soliday and colleagues (2004) didfmal a relationship between expressive
writing and reductions in visits to the hospitathim their adolescent population. Overall, the
positive benefits of expressive writing intervensdn childhood and adolescence appear
similar to research in adult populations. The pmegesestigation differed by asking
participants to discuss two problem experiences fimportant and non-important self-
domains and these were discussed during only deeview occasion.

One follow-up study by Fivush, Marin and Crawf@¢2®07) found some argument
against the positive impact of expressive writinggrventions in child and adolescent
populations. Using the original dataset by ReyndBiswin and Saxton (2000), the
researchers re-analyzed the data using a diffecehihg scheme. Through a series of partial
correlations that controlled for baseline perforogrthe researchers found several linkages
between narrative information and psychologicallalvelng. First, children who discussed
interpersonal problems had higher depression ariétgrscores. Second, children who
wrote about negative evaluations of others anddoal problems had higher anxiety.
Third, children who discussed coping in their nawves experienced fewer somatic
symptoms. Overall, the discussion of certain isgaas, interpersonal problems, negative
evaluations of others) was associated with rednstin well-being (Fivush et al., 2007). It is
not surprising to see these detrimental effecthddren in other studies who repeatedly

discuss interpersonal problems or negative evalngaif others are practicing rumination
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(Hampel & Peterman, 2005; Rose & Rudolph, 200&oerumination (Rose, 2002; Rose &
Rudolph, 2006), which are both already typical ¢tgm processes present in this age group
(Hampel & Peterman, 2005; Rose, 2002; Rose & RUg@pO06). If a child is asked to focus
on the same negative experience for a period a,tand to keep writing even when they run
out of things to say, it seems only natural thaytivould begin to ruminate on the
experience. The current study examined narratigewads of experiences on one occasion,
in order to avoid aiding ruminative processes itdcand adolescent samples.

A few studies examining children’s changing naveaaccounts of a specific event
provided interesting results, not directly relatedhe use of internal states language. Across
these studies, children were not directed to caettalking about the same event for three
days, but were asked about the same event acrodsme points, immediately after the
experience and again a few weeks to one month Bader-Ward, Eaton and Banks (2005)
and Eaton (2003) examined 9 to 11 year olds’ merfamrg season ending soccer
tournament. Across these studies, there were hosetwho won (positive outcome) and
those who lost the game (negative outcome), allgvion the examination of different sets of
experiences surrounding the same event. In thg stp@aker-Ward et al. (2005), children
in the negative outcome group used more interpvetabmments (e.g., “They were really
good” “We played our hardest”) and more metacogaiterms (e.g., think, remember) than
those in the positive outcome group. In this stuidgppeared that while the lasting effects of
the season ending game were limited, participahts experienced a negative outcome still
felt the need to validate their experience by usimgge evaluations and reflections in their

narratives. Eaton (2003) found similar resultsen dissertation. Children in the positive
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outcome group included more cohesive terms atitsieiterview, but by the second
interview (approximately one month later), childiarthe negative outcome group were
using more cohesive devices and those in the pesatitcome group were using fewer. As
Baker-Ward, Ornstein and Starnes (2009) point out,

Even a championship recreational league matchiraag few continuing

consequences, but a competition that resultdeceion about the direction

of a young athlete’s further athletic career rhagher require interpretation and

assessment. (p. 33)

The present investigation aimed to address thigiby examining events that were self-
threatening, in that they were perceived by th&ldii be important and to have potentially
lasting implications.

Research by the present author followed up withesof the soccer study data with 9
to 11 year olds (Koenig, 2004; Koenig & Eaton, 20@correlational analysis found that
children who lost, who also had higher global setirth scores, evidenced a positive change
in adversative cohesion over time. Adversative saireincludes cohesive conjunctions such
as “but, so, if, because.” These indicate a depaneéationship between clauses (Shapiro &
Hudson, 1991). The results appeared to suggeshitftaself-esteem individuals find a way
to externalize the threat to self. For instance,ahild may say, “we lost but it was the
referee’s fault.” It is possible that children g study were using dis-identification or
discounting (Harter, 1999; James, 1892/1968;St&8&7) with the experience or with the

overall importance of the event to the self. llso possible that children were re-structuring

their meaning (Park & Ai, 2006) surrounding theuatton to externalize the blame so that the
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loss would not negatively impact self-perceptiofise present study further investigated
developmental differences in externalization.

Several studies have examined internal statesiggg®gin children’s narrative
accounts of a single episode. Studies have exansim&glten’s memories for: emergency
room injuries (O’Kearney et al., 2007; Peterson i§d3, 1988), different types of emotions
(Fivush, Sales & Bohanek, 2008; Peterson & Big@912, a tornado (Bauer et al., 2005), a
hurricane (Sales et al., 2005) and positive ancinegevents (Baker-Ward, Styers &
Turner, 2008; Fivush, Hazzard, Sales, Sarfati &Br02003).

Overall, these studies found that narratives ehé&vare longer with age (Peterson &
Biggs, 1998) and a greater inclusion of internatest terms in narrative accounts across the
lifespan (Pennebaker & Stone, 2003; Peterson & Bif§§98, 2001). In addition, greater
levels of internal states are provided for negatixperiences across ages 3 to 12 (Bauer et
al., 2005, Fivush et al., 2003; Peterson & Bigg€)1) and 2 to 12 year olds use more
cognitive terms in their narratives of negative pamed to positive experiences (Bauer et al.,
2005; Sales et al., 2005; Fivush, Sales & Boha2@@8). Interestingly, stress has contrasting
effects on internal states usage, with some relleeg@rguing that more stress is associated
with lower internal states (Peterson & Biggs, 1998les et al., 2005) and others finding that
more stress is associated with higher internad stahge (Fivush et al., 2003). Finally, it is
important to mention that studies which have exaahidensity of ISL by adjusting
frequencies for narrative length, rather than ttalthumber of inclusion, have found
children ages 2 to 18 do not differ in ISL dengBaker-Ward et al., 2008; Bauer et al.,

2005). Some gender differences have been foundgestigg pre-adolescent and adolescent
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girls use more emotional terms in their narratiffgsush et al., 2007) and females in these
age groups use more cognitive terms (Habermas Sildeira, 2008).

Relation to parental use of ISL also appears tddpendent upon age and discussion.
For example, in a study with mothers and childisgeé 2 to 12) who discussed a tornado
together, children began to mirror the emotion esaigtheir mothers at the approximate age
of 5 and older. Prior to this age, children werag®qual amounts of positive and negative
emotion terms when describing the negative expeeiéBauer et al., 2005). However, when
mothers and children discuss events separately dreeranother, there is no relation between
mother and child internal states language, at legste-adolescent populations (Fivush et al.,
2008). Additionally, mothers were found to use miaternal states than their children
(Fivush et al., 2008). These results suggest twia idaas, first that internal states usage
increases across the lifespan. Second, interrtakstan be investigated separately from the
family context, as mothers and children do not gsuase equal amounts of internal states, at
least beginning in pre-adolescence.

Two studies specifically examined how narrativegizage use relates to well-being.
In the first study by Sales et al., (2005) childvegre interviewed by an experimenter
immediately after Hurricaine Andrew and again seans later. At ages 3 to 4, providing
more information (i.e., longer narratives) was assged with lower PTSD scores
immediately after the storm. In addition, providimgre information and a higher percentage
of positive emotion at ages 3 to 4 was associattddlewer PTSD scores six years later.
Finally, when children were 9 to 10 years old, thokildren who had sustained more

damage to their homes provided less informationrmitided more cognitive and negative
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emotion terms, suggesting a greater need to malse s the experience (no relations to
PTSD symptoms). The researchers suggest this paiteesults illustrates the power of
positive thinking, such that positive emotions rhaye helped children cope with stressors
in a more effective manner. Similar to work by Pelmaker and colleagues (Pennebaker &
Francis, 1996; Pennebaker, 1997), the resultgrditesthat the way an event is remembered
may impact psychological well-being, even in chptzpulations.

The second study by O’Kearney et al., (2007) itigated 7-to 16-year olds’
narrative accounts of an injury requiring hosp#ation. In contrast to previous studies on
internal states language in children finding higihgentages of ISL (e.g., 2-6% of narrative)
(Baker-Ward et al., 2008; Bauer et al., 2005; Rivi)03; Sales et al., 2005), the researchers
found a very small percentage of emotion wordfiertarrative (0.33% of the narrative).
Sensory/perceptual terms and conceptual termsaak@aged one percent or less of the entire
narrative for all age groups. Despite the smaltpetages of internal states, researchers
found a significant relationship between the usaigaore sensory/perceptual terms and
more negated conceptual terms (d.don’t know or | don’t remembgwith lower levels of
intrusive symptoms (O’Kearney et al., 2007). It glddbe noted that while the researchers
found significant differences, these were correlal in nature. In addition, in contrast to
previous studies, with more simple prompts, thislgtexplicitly asked children to “describe
the accident to me as if it were happening right'hgn. 825). This type of wording does not
allow for the child to take a step back from themvand create meaning-making (Park & Ai,
2006). Instead, children are asked to re-experidmeevent for the interviewer, which may

explain why there was a relationship between sgrsaiceptual terms and intrusive

36



thoughts. The present study accounted for thigissuasking children to reflect back upon
an experience instead of encouraging participantsentally relive the experience.

In contrast to previous studies, Baker-Ward et26108) asked 5™ graders, 7/8"
graders and college adults for accounts of everyaeglerate) positive and negative
experiences. In addition, in contrast to previduslies with children (Baker-Ward, Eaton &
Banks (2005); Bauer et al., 2005; Eaton, 2003; $hy2003; O’Kearney et al., 2007; Sales,
et al., 2005), this study explicitly asked childterinclude internal states in their narrative.
All children were asked to provide a narrative néanoderately disappointing experience
and one moderately satisfying experience on arap@ader. Preliminary results with 19
fourth/fifth graders (13 female), 8 seventh/eigbthders (7 female) and twenty-five college
freshman (13 female) are presented to illustratgmal states usage across pre-adolescent,
adolescent and emerging adulthood narratives feryeay experiences. Internal states were
coded using Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIW@ennebaker, Francis & Booth,
2001). Overall, college students provided longerataves than the younger age groups.
Interestingly, while the two younger age groups blaorter narratives, internal states
accounted for a similar percentage of their negatiarratives compared to college students

(see Figure 1).
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@ 4th/5th m 7th/8th O Freshman

10.0% -
9.0% -
8.0% -+
7.0% -
6.0% -
5.0% +
4.0% -+
3.0% +

Percentage of narrative

2.0% +
1.0% -

0.0% -
Positive Negative Cognitive Senses Physical
Emotion Emotion

Figure 1 Internal states language for moderately negatiperiences (LIWC)

Since previous research by Koenig (2004) has stgdealifferences in adversative
language use (e.g., but, except) in pre-adoleswndtives, one other set of language
variables was examined. Specifically, the use afustve clauses (e.g., but, except, without;
similar to adversative clauses; Koenig, 2004) wesdyazed to assess developmental
differences in the use of exceptions following sagipointing versus a satisfying experience.
Interestingly, 7/8" graders differed from the other age groups irrthisé of exclusive

clauses (Figure 2).
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@ 4th/5th @ 7th/8th O Freshman
8% -

6% -

4% 4

Percentage

2% -

0%

Disappoint- Exclusive Satisfy-Exclusive

Figure 2 Language use: Exclusive terms (LIWC)

With regard to the inclusion of exclusive wordgy(gbut, except) it appears that
college students used the most, followed by fofiftih/graders and then seventh/eighth
graders in response to the disappointing experidntarestingly, the opposite pattern was
true for the satisfying experience. Seventh/eighmtiders used more exclusive words in
response to the satisfying experience compardaktother two age groups (Figure 2). These
results further suggest a need to examine develogingifferences in exclusive words as
they relate to well-being. It is possible that tiregexceptions to the rule (e.g., exclusions)
may prove beneficial in protecting the self frore tiegative experience. These exceptions
may also serve as a possible method of discoufitiager, 1999).

In contrast to recent suggestions by Fivush €a07), fourth/fifth graders are able
to adequately give voice to everyday experiencesatar levels to other age groups, when
density of ISL is considered rather than mean ewtlditionally, the type of questioning,
evoking internal states language rather than rutingFivush, Marin & Crawford, 2007;

Reynolds, Brewin & Saxton, 2000) or mental relivimfghe actual experience (O’Kearney,
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Speyer & Kenardy, 2007) may offer a different pieton the relationship between internal
states usage and indicators of well-being. Furtihés,research has extended the work of
Pennebaker and Stone (2003) who examined narto@unts of traumatic and everyday
experiences across 3,280 participants from foktg-§itudies. By examining age cohorts, the
researchers found significantly higher percentageise following types of language within
each older age group: cognitive complexity (e.ge of words six letters or longer),
cognitive terms, insight (e.g., think, know) andlesive words (e.g., but, except). The two
youngest age groups in this sample were ages 8 éamd ages 15 to 24. While it is unclear
whether these age groups experienced significans gaue to a lack of investigation of
changes across childhood and adolescence, figppesato indicate increases which may or
may not be significant. Additionally, these two ygest age groups span a series of
developmental periods, suggesting that these sesidy not be sensitive to changes ongoing
from pre-adolescence through adolescence. Thentwstiedy remedies these issues by
interviewing different age groups of children ambl@scents at specific stages of self-
development (Harter, 2006).

Issues with internal states researdthe majority of studies examining internal state
or language usage have observed narrative accoumitgamiliar negative and traumatic
event experiences such as emergency room injudiéearney et al., 2007; Peterson &
Biggs, 1988), a tornado (Bauer et al., 2005), ahdracane (Sales et al., 2005). Studies in
the medical literature have also been limited toarstressing experiences, examining
children’s and adolescents’ memory and coping nesg® for enduring and traumatic

medical conditions such as childhood cancer (Kang&Bgarison, 2002; Woodgate &
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Degner, 2003). It should also be noted that studiesstigating childhood cancer have not
examined internal states languages in narrativertefKameny & Bearison, 2002;
Woodgate & Degner, 2003). While it is certainly ionfant to examine children’s memory
for these experiences, it is also equally importantnderstand how children recollect
normative experiences that may challenge one’s wikeself. These experiences of self-threat
are both familiar and occur on a much more limttete span than events such as childhood
cancer. Only one study has explicitly examinedatare accounts of experiences that
threaten one’s view of self (Campbell et al., 2008)wever, Campbell et al. (2003) did not
specifically examine language usage as it relat@sychological outcomes or to
developmental differences in accounts of the expes.

Additionally, there are some issues with promptmthe current literature on internal
states language (Fivush et al., 2007; O’Kearn&y}.e2007; Reynolds et al., 2000). It appears
that a difference in prompting may elicit differararrative reports from children and
adolescents. This study resolved these issuesdigiaing self-threatening experiences as
defined by the participant and prompted childremtbude internal states language in their
narrative, while encouraging them to be self-réilecon their experiences.

Finally, very few studies have examined the retathip between language use and
well-being in adulthood (Amir et al., 1998; Fivushal., 2003; Pennebaker & Francis, 1996;
Pennebaker et al., 1997; Styers & Baker-Ward, 2@88)even fewer have explored a direct
relationship in children’s narrative accounts opesiences (Fivush et al., 2007; O’Kearney
et al., 2007; Sales et al., 2005). Research examthie relationship in children has been

limited, as researchers did not explicitly linkantal states with well-being (Fivush et al.,
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2007), asked children to mentally relive the exgrace (O’Kearney et al., 2007) or linked
language use at age 3 to 4 to psychological funictgpat age 9 to 10 (Sales et al., 2005).
This study explored the link between language asewell-being more systematically than
has been the case in previous investigations.
The current study

A recent push in the literature has called for aese examining narrative as it relates
to self-understanding (McLean et al., 2007). Thespnt investigation attempted to answer
that call by examining cross-sectional differenicesarrative accounts of a normative self-
threatening experience involving a salient and edldimension of the self. In order to make
further comparisons, this study compared developaheifferences in narrative accounts of
events high and low in self-relevance. Additionadince there has been a lack of research
examining the link between language use and wetigo@ children and adolescents, this
study examined language use as it related to distification or discounting (Harter, 1999;
James, 1892/1968; Steele, 1997) intrusive and awmbitioughts (Horowitz et al., 1979) as
well as coping with the experience (e.g., assigtaeeking, problem solving, cognitive and
behavioral avoidance) (Brodzinsky et al., 1992uHey aims were proposed, each with

several associated hypotheses.

Aim 1: Investigate age differences in languageassi relates to self-threatening events
varying in relevance of the domain to the self.
A. College students will use more ISL in respotwsthe self-threatened valued

domain compared to the least valued self-thream®ev he two younger age
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groups will not differentiate ISL usage betweleait most valued and least valued

domain.

Aim 2: Investigate age differences in languageass# relates to a specific social
psychological self-protective mechanism, discougntitarter, 1999) otherwise known as dis-
identification (James, 1892/1968; Steele, 1997).

A. College students will use more exclusions in thairative followed by #5™
graders and followed lastly by//8B" graders. Exclusions will be directly related
to a change in importance of the event over time.

B. Cognitive term usage will be inversely related thange importance of the event
over time. Age will moderate this relationship, Istleat cognitive term usage will
be more strongly related to a lessened importaorcihé college age group,
compared to the two younger age groups.

C. Incidence of positive re-appraisals of the eveiritlva inversely related to a
change in the importance of the event. Age diffeesrwill be examined;
however, no a priori assumptions are made.

Aim 3: Investigate age differences in languageass# relates to coping mechanisms.

A. Higher use of assistance seeking and problem gpWilh be directly related to
use of internal states language in the narrativereds use of cognitive avoidance
and behavioral avoidance will be inversely relatedse of internal states
language in the narrative for all age groups. Aiffer@nces will be examined;

however, no a priori assumptions are made.
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Aim 4: Investigate age differences in languageass# relates to psychological outcomes.

A. Cognitive term usage will be inversely relatedie teported frequency of
intrusive and avoidant thoughts. Age will modetis relationship, such that
cognitive term usage will be more strongly inveyselated to intrusive and
avoidant thoughts for the college age group, coegptr the two younger age
groups.

B. Positive emotion term usage will be inversely iditio intrusive and avoidant
thoughts. Age differences will be examined; howewera priori assumptions are
made.

C. Negative emotion term usage will be directly refate intrusive and avoidant
thoughts. Age differences will be examined; howewera priori assumptions are
made.

D. Incidence of positive re-appraisals of the evetitlva inversely associated with
the mean frequency of reports of intrusive and @aoi thoughts. Age differences

will be examined; however, no a priori assumptiaresmade.

METHOD
Participants
Children and adolescents were recruited from thomemunities in the Southeast
through community after-school clubs, a Universiffiiated enrichment program, and
personal connections. Parents of &) ", 7" and &' grade children at these locations

received letters describing the research and réiggesritten consent for their child or
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adolescent’s participation (see Appendix A). Onie @f the 107 children and adolescents
for whom parental consent was obtained declinetiggaation at the time of the interview.
The young adult group consisted of college studehts were recruited from the
University’s psychology subject pool. College stuidesigned up for the research study
online through Experimetrix and provided their vt consent (Appendix A) for
participation.

A total of 55 older elementary participants (30 esal5 females), 51 middle school
participants (24 male, 27 female) and 54 collegdestts (22 male, 32 female) participated in
the study. One elementary school female was remfsgedthe sample since she was 13.5
years old at the time of the interview and hadysdtentered middle school. With the
removal of this participant, the older elementagg group consisted of 54 students who
were entering % grade through those enterin §rade (Mean age = 10.46 years, SD = 0.94,
Range = 8.68-12.16). None of the children had edteriddle school at the time of the
interview. The middle school age participants haehs at least six months in middle school
and had not yet entered high school (Mean age@3h&ars, SD = 0.94, Range = 11.66-
14.77). The young adult sample consisted entirelyndergraduates, the majority of whom
were traditional students (Mean age = 20.61 y&ds+ 4.57, Range = 18.34-28.49). A one-
way between groups analysis of variance confirnhedekpected difference among the age
groups Epp,154) = 676.99p < .001,n2 = .89). The two younger groups were recruitechfro
facilities and locations serving middle income faesi. Approximately 68% self-classified as
European American, 10% as African-American, 6% s and 16% as Other (e.g., Native

American, American, Hispanic, Mixed). As a tokerappreciation, the two younger age
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groups were given a five dollar gift card for thearticipation in this study and college
students received partial course credit.
Interviewers

Interviewers included six undergraduate studdénts post-undergraduate students,
two graduate students and the principal investigdlioree of the eleven researchers were
male. A large group of researchers was requiredbaluct multiple simultaneous interviews
at the various study locations. All interviewersrevgrained in the use of the interview
protocol and practiced interviewing another adulbipto their interviews with children. In
addition, the principal investigator observed altlargraduate interviewers once in an
interview with a college student to insure theresywwampliance with instruction.
Additionally, in order to ensure consistency acliossrviews, the lead investigator listened
to other interviewer’s discussion of event instirares and prompting. If inconsistencies in
prompting were noted, the lead investigator immtedifadiscussed discrepancies with the
interviewer. However, the absence of location ¢ffésee preliminary analyses) and
differences in language use argues against theégddagof interviewer drift.

The principal investigator completed 50% of th&altinterviews. Two undergraduate
researchers each completed 15% of the intervieWstler researchers interviewed ten or
fewer participants. Using a multivariate betweethmi analysis of variance with internal
states language (e.g., positive emotion, negativatien, cognitive terms, sensory terms and
physical terms) as the dependent variable, inteti@s the between subjects factor
(principal investigator versus others) and impareaself-category as the within-subjects

factor, there were no significant effects or intti@ns involving the interviewefs (2.586,
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393.04) <1.74,ps >.14. A second model was conducted predicting exatuterms,
however, no effects or interactions were signifidas(1,152) <0.07,ps >.80.
Materials

Children were interviewed and administered questes concerning two self-
threatening experiences (varying in importanceinftbeir recent past. Demographic data on
the participants’ grades, ages, gender, socioecimrstatus and ethnicity was also collected
(See Appendix B for the full questionnaire).

Horowitz IES ScaleThe Horowitz et al. (1979) Impact of Events saaées used to
assess current intrusive and avoidant thoughtswading the self-threatening experience.
The scale has been previously used successfultychitd samples in our Memory and
Narrative Development laboratory (Baker-Ward et2008) and with adolescent samples
(see Joseph, 2000). The scale was created bastdtements from adults used to describe
recent feelings of distress (i.e., within the pasek) surrounding recent life changes. Split-
half reliability of the scale is hight € 0.86) and internal consistency of the subsaalatso
high (Intrusion = .78, Avoidance = .82) (Horowitzad., 1979). The scale asks individuals to
rate the frequency of intrusive and avoidant thasiginsing the following scale: Not at all
(0), Rarely (1), Sometimes (3) and Often (5). Treeeseven statements related to intrusive
thoughts and eight statements related to avoidanights. For the purposes of this study,
intrusive and avoidant thoughts were coded oneali® (Not at All) to 3 (Often) scale in
order to examine mean reports of intrusive anddaudithoughts from the past week. In

comparison to prior reliability estimates by Hortanet al., (1979), internal consistency for
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the subscales was also high within the present lsafimrusion alpha = .88, Avoidant alpha
= .88).

Coping QuestionnaireThe Coping Scale for Children and Youth (Brodkinet al.,
1992) was used with this sample. The scale has\mdetated for use with children ages 10
to 15. Each of the four categories has high leotlaternal reliability, as follows: assistance
seeking = .72), cognitive-behavioral problem solvirrg.81), cognitive avoidance €
.80) and behavioral avoidanae=.70). The scale also has a high test-retesthiéty of .7
to .8. Participants are asked to rate how oftey #macted some behavior in response to a
threatening experience, using a 0 (Never) to 3y\@dten) point scale. There are a total of
four questions on assistance seeking, eight quesstor cognitive behavioral problem
solving, eleven questions concerning cognitive dance and six questions concerning
behavioral avoidance. In order to compare diffegatterns of coping, mean scores were
calculated for each coping category. Although tigle has not been used previously with
college age students, all participants were pralidigh the same measures and
guestionnaires in order to make direct comparif@teeen age groups.

Self-perception profiledt should be noted that no hypotheses involvéfeér@nces in
global self-worth perceptions. However, global setirth was assessed to examine possible
variability in this measure. Low variability wastampated based on previous research with
this population, illustrating that approximately?8®f 4" through & graders and 75% of
college students evidence high global self-wortlyg&, 2007). The majority of participants
were expected to report average to high levelgldivgorth. In order to examine age group

differences in global self-worth, the Harter sedfgeption profile for children (1985) was
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modified to examine global self-worth differencesass all age groups. Typically, the
Harter (1985) version of the scale is used witlhdcbn ages 8 to 12 years old. However, in
order to examine group differences, the same seadeused for all participants and the
wording was changed slightly. The six self-wortlestions were rephrased to begin with
“Some people” instead of “Some kids.” Accordingtte manual (Harter, 1985) reliability

for the global self-worth domain ranges from .7884. It should be noted that even though
one scale was modified to accommodate the groapmd®le, the actual Harter self-
perceptions profiles for adolescents (Harter, 128®) college students (Neeman & Harter,
1986) are similar with the key difference beingt tie@se profile questions begin with “Some
teenagers” and “Some students.”

Change in Importancé&€hange in the importance surrounding the reported
experience was assessed through two Likert scalstigns developed by the investigator.
The first question asks, “How important was thismvo you at the time that it happened?”
and the second question asks, “How important selient to you now?” Participants
responded on a scale ranging from “Not at all"t@)Extremely” (6).

Procedure

After informed consent and assent were obtaimeastigators interviewed
participants in small groups of 3 to 5 in areath#ir schools, community facilities, or
homes, representing the contexts through whichggaaihts were recruited. Interviewers
asked patrticipants to narrate their experiencagdalo a taperecorder, and assisted them in
moving to separate locations within the testingmdo do so. The majority of data was

collected through small groups; however, participaacorded individual narratives

49



privately. All participants then filled out questicaires in the same room with the
interviewer present to assist younger participastaeeded.

As their first task, participants were asked tbdilt the modified global self-worth
scale (Harter, 1985, 1988; Neeman & Harter, 1986)).their second task, participants were
asked to rank the importance of different self-dms&ased on competencies proposed by
Harter (1986, 1988) and Neeman and Harter (1986).

Participants were read the following prompt:

I'd like to get to know you a little more beforeevbegin. Here are some things

that other kids [teenagers] [college studentsjehaentioned are really

important to them. Could you listen to this lisdaate each of these using the

scale below. So for each of these ratings, pleskme how important each

one is to you using this scale. [Scale went frofN@t at all” to 6 “Extremely”]

All participants were shown the following thredfsmtegories: sports, friendships
and school. Adolescents and college students aldahe following two additional domains:
having a boyfriend/girlfriend, having a job. Domawmere chosen based on self profiles (e.g.,
social acceptance, academic competence, athletipetence, romantic appeal, job
competence) from the Harter (1986, 1988) and Nedfnidarter (1986) scales. In order to
ensure participants discussed similar types oftsyéme possible range of events was
narrowed to three or five domaim®ased on self-ratings, the interviewer then asked
participants to discuss two separate events, @me fineir highest rated self-category and one
from their lowest rated self-category. If the pagant could not think of an event from the

past year, the interviewer asked the participatitittk farther back in time. If the participant

still could not think of an event within the preteiemined category, the interviewer asked the

! Other potential self-profiles were less specifisimilar to the previously determined domains (e.g
behavioral conduct, physical appearance, closedsikips).
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participant to report an event from a different-saktegory with a similar low or high
importance rating.

The following prompt was used to elicit the spiecself-threatening experience and
was based on current research by Baker-Ward €G8) as well as the prompt from the
coping questionnaire used in this study (Brodzinsksl., 1992):

All children and teenagers (adults) have somelprob they find hard to deal
with and that upset them or worry them. Think ateaonflict, issue or problem
that you had from this past year that involveddéin self-category domain here].
It should be something that meant things wereniihg the way you hoped they
would. Can you think of something like this? Wisalt? [Interviewer waits

to hear an experience that fulfills the corredegary.]

I'd like for you to make a tape recording thatgelll about the time you [event
described]. | want to know what you remember alhdat happened. | also
want to know how you think and feel about whatgeed.

I’'m going to move to a corner of the room whileuytalk into the tape recorder.
That may seem a little weird, but there are twasoms why | want to do it that
way. One big reason is so that what you say \ilpbvate. Someone who works
with me will write down what is on the tape, boéy won't know who is talking
and | won’t know which interview is yours. The ead reason is that we talk to
people of all ages including adults [for collegeup: including children], and we
want to interview everybody in just the same wg.you have any questions

about what we’re going to do?...Remember to thiuawhat happened and
how you think and feel about what happened.

Following the narrative description of the selfalatening experience, participants filled out
several questionnaires, including: ratings of ewetansity, event importance, self-relevance,
Horowitz et al. (1979) IES scale, and the Copingl&éor Children and Youth (only
administered for most important self-category rarea (Brodzinsky et al., 1992).

Prior to the elicitation of a second narrativertiggpants filled out a basic word

category task, which asked them to write down ¢ three words they could think of that
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fit within five different categories listed by thesearcher. This neutral task was added to
reduce any carryover effects.

In order to elicit two narratives of self-threateexperiences varying in importance,
interviewers also asked each participant to naaaelf-threatening experience in a different
self-category domain into the tape recorder udnegfollowing prompt:

Like I mentioned before, all children and teenadadults) have some problems

they find hard to deal with and that upset therworry them. Think about a

conflict, issue or problem that you had from thést year that involved [insert

self-category domain here]. It should be sometlirag meant things weren’t

going the way you hoped they would. Can you tlwhkomething like this? What

is it? [Interviewer waits to hear an experienca fulfills the correct category.]

I'd like for you to make a tape recording thatgelll about the time you [event

described]. Do you have any questions about wieatevgoing to do?...

Remember to talk about what happened and howhiok &nd feel about what

happened.

The order of narratives (threat in valued vs.tleatued self-category) was
counterbalanced across participants. Followingddseription of the second experience,
participants were asked to fill out an additioretl &f ratings including: the intensity of the
experience, event importance, relevance to thel&3fquestions (Horowitz et al., 1979) and
final demographic questions.

In order to insure that all participants left tihedy on a positive note, interviewers
asked each interviewee to describe into the tap@der something that would happen in the
near future to which he or she was looking forwdittk interviewer remained present while
these recordings were made. After filling out alegtionnaires and providing all narratives,

participants were given five dollar gift cards (ceeicredits for college students) and thanked

for their participation.
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Coding

Narratives were transcribed verbatim and codedhternal states and positive
reappraisal. For the positive reappraisal cated@0¥s of the narratives were randomly
selected and were independently coded by one uraikrgte researcher to enable an
assessment of reliability with the principal invgator who coded all of the narratives.

Internal StatesInternal states were coded using the Linguistipliry and Word
Count (LIWC) computer program (Pennebaker, FrafdBooth, 2001). The dictionary
contains 2,300 words and word stems which mayrfedl one or more categories. For
example, “cried” falls into the following four cajeries: sadness, affect, negative affect and
past tense. As a result, all four categories willence increases once the specific word (e.g,
cried) is identified in the narrative. Externaliddly is high, with hand coding and LIWC
coding in key domains (i.e., those involving intretates language or exclusions) ranging
from correlations of .39 to .75 (Pennebaker e28lQ1). The LIWC program was chosen due
to the wide use in the literature investigatingernal states language in adult (e.g., Bohanek
et al., 2005; Fivush et al., 2003; Pennebaker &¢iga 1996; Pennebaker et al, 1997,
Pennebaker & Stone, 2003; Styers & Baker-Ward, @68 child populations (e.g.,
Pennebaker & Stone, 2003; Reynolds et al., 200lij&0et al, 2004; Styers et al., 2008).

After narratives were transcribed, they were adeblpased on the rules established in
the LIWC manual (Pennbaker et al., 2001). Spedificapelling errors were corrected,
nonfluencies (e.g., hm, uh) and fillers (e.g., koow) were flagged in the program prior to
running the analysis. In addition, any transcri@mments or comments not relative to the

specific narrative (e.g., participant stops talkamgl starts singing or asks the transcriber to
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remove their name from the tape) were removedgalath any repetitions in the narrative.
LIWC provides an output of the percentage of ddfeértypes of language in the narrative and
total word count. Percentage of internal statdh@mnarrative was retained for the following
categories: positive emotions (e.g., happy, gooejative emotions (e.g., nervous, cry),
cognitive processes (e.g., cause, know), sensarparceptual processes (e.g., see, touch,
felt), and physical states (e.g., ache, cough).ithaally, exclusions were retained (e.g., but,
except, without).

Positive ReappraisaPositive reappraisal coding was based on theiptaultoping
research studies finding instances of positivepeapal in response to negative situations
(Folkman et al., 1986; Altshuler & Ruble, 1989; byga et al., 1998; Anshel & Delaney,
2001; Rice et al., 2007). Positive reappraisal eefgred as any effort to create positive
meaning by focusing on personal growth (e.g., “vewn as a person”) or putting a positive
spin on things (e.g., “It's okay because everyases$ sometimes”). Positive reappraisal was
initially coded using a code of N (not presentha harrative) or P (present in the narrative).
However, after reading through the narratives rimsvers determined that the narratives
could be more appropriately described through deeaf four separate categories. The four
categories and associated examples are descrideblie 1.

The principal investigator coded all of the naues for positive reappraisal and a
trained undergraduate coded 20% so that relialwbtyld be assessed. An intraclass
correlational analysis was conducted to estabe$hbility between two raters on this
categorical variable (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). Usingne-way random effects model, the

single measures intraclass coefficient indicatbdyh level of agreement (ICC = 0.90). A
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one-way random effects model was used becausewlarenly one random effect (i.e.,
randomly chosen 20% subsample) and the only esriorthe rater (i.e., between raters).
Differences in codes were resolved through latdecagreement and these resolved codes

were used in the following analyses.
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Table 1.Codes for positive reappraisal

Codes Definition & Examples
NU- Non- | Narrative just ends. There is no attempt to reapprase the situation. No mention of
use positive reappraisal or ends on a negative note.

Examples:

“l can’t solve this problem, | can’t deal with it”
AA- Narrative makes an attempt at reappraisal of the suation but the reappraisal is not
Attempt at | necessarily positive and is NOT explicit. The indidual is creating a wrap-up to the
Appraisal | event and is not taking away anything from the sitation. There is no recognition of

positive aspects of a negative situation.

Examples:

“So, when | told her my real feelings then shetstéto cry but then we made up.”

“We were close to winning so that made me upsehbwtI’'m okay with it.”
PR- Narrative uses positive reappraisal by putting a psitive spin on the event. The
Positive reference is explicit and the appraisal is specifito that situation. The narrator
Reappraisa acknowledges the positive components of a negatisguation, but it is only specific to

that situation (not extended into the future or life story). There is no further

reconciliation of the negative and positive.

Examples:

“I had a good time even though | missed basketlbalijl had fun.”

“It was not the guys fault but | really felt, reglmad about it. | got over it. | thought it was @ally

pretty cool at first, it was basically the firstd@njury | ever had, so that was pretty good.”
PR+PG- The narrator mentions personal growth from the sitwation. There is some change
Positive that will continue forward in time and the individu al is considering their
Reappraisal Psychological selves in a certain way. This goesyoad the previous stages and is
& Personal | SPecifically related to self and personal insighfThe instance is integrated with the life
Growth story and may come across as a life lesson learnédihis must also involve some

positive spin/acknowledgement.)

“I finally thought about that and | was like Wowjuist wanted to play to get on the team and say
made the team. It is no way to be motivated adradl | realized that my passion for the game
wasn't there and my mind wasn't in enough. | diddte a strong enough mental connection wi
the sport to stay in it and want to play throughthé whole four years I'm going to be here at
school, and | just realize that | didn’'t want taagla sport as much as | thought | did. And it was
kind of discouraging at first but now it's like &te new motivations to look forward to with my
education as a whole, not just my athletics.”

“It is not fun to lose your best friend after tHahg but it was also an eye opener to a lot ofdkin
like how the person really is and things about welft So, overall, even though it was negative,
think it has had a positive effect on my life.

th
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RESULTS

A series of preliminary analyses were completddreehe main hypotheses were
tested. These initial tests were conducted in dimexamine possible violations of
assumptions and the presence of confounds, ingudinations across demographics as well
as tests of compliance with instructions. Followihg report of these analyses, some
descriptive analyses of the data are providedyiadd by tests of main hypotheses.
Descriptive analyses for dependent variables agsatwith a specific set of main
hypotheses (e.g., coping, intrusion/avoidancepeagsented in the main hypotheses section.
All analyses use = .05 for tests of significance.
Preliminary Analyses

Demographic and questionnaire differences in largguase Potential differences in
demographic characteristics across importancecagdfgories (most versus least important
self-categories) could have suggested variablesnrtrol for in subsequent analyses. In order
to determine if language use differed by demogm@pharacteristics, four mixed between-
within analyses of variance were conducted sepgritecognitive terms, positive emotion
terms, negative emotion terms and exclusions im#neative. Between-participants factors
were ethnicity and community. The within-participgfactor was self-importance category
(most versus least) for all analyses. Only one reffgct of ethnicity was observed.
Caucasian participants, in comparison to resposderihe other ethnicity category used a
higher percentage of cognitive terms in their rtares compared to respondents in the other

ethnicity categoryK(3,150)= 3.82,p = .01,n? = .07). However, because the “other”
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racial/ethnic group in itself has a large amountariance in ethnicity, subsequent analyses
did not control for ethnicity.

Additional analyses examined internal states lagguhifferences with location as the
between-subjects factor and self-category impodascthe within-subjects factor. Because
college students were all recruited from the samnatlon (one university campus) they were
not included in the analysis and the effect of fmrawas examined among only the two
younger age groups. There were no significant effetlocation for any analysig$ (2,97)
<2.73,ps >.08). Hence, subsequent analyses examining irtstiatas language did not
control for demographic differences.

Further descriptions of analyses and means for éaetographic variable by
importance self-category can be found in AppendiA€a result of these preliminary
analyses, tests investigating language use didardtol for ethnicity or location.

Order of questionnaire completioAs discussed in the method, participants
completed the questionnaires in one of two diffeceders. In order to determine if language
use differed by questionnaire version, four mixetieen-within analyses of variance were
conducted separately for cognitive terms, posiintion terms, negative emotion terms
and exclusions in the narrative. The between- @pents factor was questionnaire order.
The within-participants factor was importance catggmost versus least) for all analyses.
Across all these analyses, none of the main eftaatsteractions involving version were
significant s (1,152) <2.67,ps >.11). Further descriptions of analyses and means f

language use by importance self-category for eaelstgpnnaire version can be found in
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Appendix D. As a result of these preliminary anagjsanalyses investigating language use
did not control for questionnaire version.

Manipulation check for different types of eveiisalyses of importance self-
category ratings, importance of the specific ewarihe time, intensity at the time and self-
relevance ratings were conducted to insure thatcgzants complied with instructions for
providing two events (differing in importance aredfselevance) of moderate to high
intensity. Four mixed between-within analyses afarece were conducted to analyze
differences in the following four separate ratingsportance self-category ratings,
importance of the specific event at the time, istgnof the specific event at the time and
self-relevance ratings. In each analysis, the batwgarticipants factors were gender and age
group (elementary, middle, college). The withintgpants factor in each model was event
importance self-category (most versus least impoategory). Further descriptions of
analyses, significance tests and means are presem@pendix E. In summary, the results
supported the assumption that interviewers woudteed in choosing different event types.
Narratives significantly differed in self-categamportance, with the most important self-
categories rated as higher in overall importanee the least important self-categories
(F(1,149) = 631.46p < .001m2 = .81). All participants verified in later ratieghat events
differing by self-importance category also varigdevent-specific importance at the time of
the experienceH(1,147) = 23.52p < .001,n2 = .14) and at the time of the interview
(F(1,148)= 17.32,p < .001n% = .11). With regard to event intensity, particitmaviewed
events from most important self-categories as mense at the time of the experience

(F(1,148)= 16.67,p <.001,n2 = .10) and at the time of the interviel({,148)= 11.57p =
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.001,n? =.07), compared to events from least importalitcategories. Interestingly, across
all participants, narratives from most important-sategories were rated as more self-
revealing compared to narratives from least imparsalf-categoriesH(1,148)= 4.23,p =
.04,m2 = .03). In addition, there was a difference bg gpup; college students rated their
narrative events as more self-revealing comparédedwo younger age grouds(®,148) =
9.09,p <.001n? = .11) (see Figure 3). Overall, the distincti@tvizeen importance self-
categories was supported by converging empiricaleexce for event-specific importance,

event intensity and self-relevance.

o Elementary
@ Middle
0O College

Self-Reveal Rating
w

Age Group

Figure 3 Mean self-reveal ratings by age group

Descriptive Results

Global Self-WorthDescriptive analyses considered the spread offdatfobal self-
worth. Consistent with previous research, participan this sample evidenced high levels of
global self-worth i1 = 3.34, SD = 0.46). A one-way ANOVA was conducdiedetermine if
there were any significant differences in globdf-a@rth by age group. The model was not

significant £(2,156) = 0.71p = .50). In addition, correlations were examinetieen
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global self-worth and all potential dependent alga in the main hypotheses, including
coping strategy averages (i.e., assistance seataggjtive behavioral problem solving,
cognitive avoidance, behavioral avoidance), Horpwieasures (i.e., intrusion and avoidance
means) language use (i.e., positive emotion, negatnotion, cognitive terms, exclusions)
and incidence of positive reappraisal in the nareatAmong all of these comparisons, only
one was significant. Global self-worth was negdyivelated to behavioral avoidanae=( -
.27,p =.001), such that higher levels of global selfrtivavere associated with lower reports
of behavioral avoidance from events. Additionallgses indicated that the relationship
between global self-worth and behavioral avoidamas only significant within the college
age groupr(=-.39,p <.001); however, trends in the same directionevadrserved among
the middle and elementary groups (Middles -.13,p = .35; Elementary: = -.22,p = .12).
Additionally, only elementary school students ewvicled a negative relationship between
assistance seeking and global self-worth {.28,p = .05), such that higher levels of global
self-worth were associated with lower levels ofigtasice seeking. Subsequent analyses
examining behavioral avoidance controlled for glcsdf-worth.

Time since the events order to explore possible age group effectsabegorical
self-importance differences in the amount of tigesked since the described events, a mixed
between-within analysis of variance was conduciée. between-subjects factors were age
group (elementary, middle, college) and genderthadvithin-subjects factor was event self-
importance category (most, least). There was a eféaet of importanceR(1,147)= 4.85,p
=.03,1? = .03), such that least important events occuagtier away in timeM = 1.00, SD

=1.67) than did most important everit4 £ 0.65, SD = 0.89). Additionally, there was an
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importance by age group interactidf(Z,150)= 5.49,p = .005n2 = .07). Pairwise
Bonferroni comparisons revealed that it was onlpagithe college students that the
difference between transpired time by importandecsgegory was significanp(< .001). In
addition, college students significantly differedrh middle school students in time elapsed
since the least important event occurnee (02). College students reported least self-
category events from over a year alyb< 1.45, SD = 2.40) and middle school participants
reported least self-category events from the pashenths VI = 0.50, SD = 0.50). The
difference was not apparent between the two youagemroups. Finally, there was a trend
for the gender by importance interactiéi{l,147)= 3.74,p = .06,n2 = .03). Females
differed in their reporting of events, with leasiportant self-category narratives occurring
farther away in timeNl = 1.18, SD = 2.03) compared to most importantcaiégory
narratives i = 0.53, SD = 0.52)a(= .003). Subsequent analyses examined correlations
between time since the experience and dependanables and, as appropriate, included
elapsed time in relevant models.

Event Categoriedrigures 4 and 5 present the percentages of edlegents from
five different event categories by age group, sateay by most and least important self-

categories.
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College 46% |
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Figure 4 Most important event categories by age group

O Friendship O School B Sports B Relationship OWork

College 1

Middle e%|

Elementary 14% |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 5.Least important event categories by age group

Participants differed in their selection of donsaatdressed in their narrative reports
across most and least important self-categorieginBang with the most important self-
categories, friendships were most frequently disedsy all age groups, followed by sports
for the two younger age groups and school for tdest age group. Domains selected for the
least important event categories also differeddeygroup. Specifically, school was the most
frequent choice for elementary and relationshipsrfmldle school and college students.

Gender differences in event reports of most aastlenportant self-categories were

also examined. Beginning with most important sallegories, elementary students
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continued to talk most about friendships regardéésgender (60% males, 77% females).
Middle school students differed by gender, with itiegority of males discussing sports
(46%) and the majority of females discussing fremgds (70%). For college students, males
and females (36% and 53%, respectively) discugsendkships most frequently but males
also had a greater tendency to discuss work (26¥apared to females (3%). With regard to
least important self-categories, elementary stiedeotinued to talk the most about sports
experiences regardless of gender (47% males, 52falds). Middle school students differed
by gender, with the majority of males discussingost as their least important self-category
(44%) and females choosing relationships (62%réstingly, the middle school pattern
was also evident for college students, with malssu$sing sports as their least important
self-category (41%) and females choosing relatiqss{®4%).

Length of narrative reportdn order to examine narrative differences in woodnt
by age group and gender, a mixed between-withitysiseof variance was conducted. The
between-subjects factors were gender and age geterpentary, middle, college) and the
within-subjects factor was importance self-catedongst, least). There was a trend for an
effect of importance self-categorfy((,148)= 2.85,p = .09,n? = .02), with narratives from
most important self-categories being slightly lon@é = 194.46, SD = 205.14) than
narratives from least important self-categorids{176.58, SD = 174.49). There was also a
main effect of age group-(2,148)= 26.77,p < .001,n2 = .27) and a gender by age group
interaction £(2,148) = 5.01p = .008n? = .06). College students’ narrativés £ 304.72,
SD = 226.44) were significantly longer than midsidool M = 133.77, SD = 151.25) or

elementary narrativedA = 107.52, SD = 100.22pg < .01), which did not differ from each
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other. In addition, gender differences in narraterggth were significant within the middle
school and college age groups & .05), with middle school females and collegéesa
talking more during the interview, but were not @bed within the elementary school group
(Figure 6).

450 -
400 -
350 -
300 -
250 + O Male
200 + m Female
150 -
100 -
50 -

Total Words

Elementary Middle College

Figure 6.Total words by age group and gender

Total word usage differed by age group and gerfumxever, subsequent analyses examine
mean percentages of internal states language imattnative. Hence, there was no need to
control for differences in total word usage.

Positive ReappraisaDescriptive analyses considered the incidengmsitive
reappraisal at the end of the narrative. Figurasd’8 present scores for most and least
important self-categories by age group separatelyniost and least important self-
categories. Interestingly, attempts at reappraigpeared to differ by event category (most
versus least important event) at least for colkge elementary participants. After

examining the cell counts for usage of positivgppgaisal, it was recoded on absent or
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present scale since the cell numbers were zenmalt or some age groups. For instance,
there were only 20 instances of the positive reaippl code “Positive Reappraisal &
Personal Growth” within the whole sample (acrospanance categories). The
absent/present coding combined “Non-use (NU)” ahttieimpt at appraisal (AA)” into
absence of positive reappraisal and “Positive Reaggd (PR)” and “Positive Reappraisal &
Personal Growth (PR+PG)” into presence of positappraisal, resulting in two versus four
categories. Using this new two category variablehissquare analysis was conducted to
examine differences in positive reappraisal repoytage group and by importance category.
Across event self-categories, age groups did rifgrdn the presence or absence of positive
reappraisaly (2) = 1.38p = .50). An additional set of analyses examinedgagep
differences in reports of positive reappraisahi@ most important versus least important
event self-categories. None of the age groupsrddifen their usage of positive reappraisal
for most versus least important evengs((L) < 1.21,ps > .20). Additionally, there appeared
to be a developmental trend in the types of pasiteappraisals, with the incidence of
“PR+PG” codes (i.e., those representing persormalir or an extension of the event into the
future) being non-existent in elementary narratigightly apparent in middle school

narratives and appearing more consistently in gell@garratives.
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Figure 7.Positive reappraisal codes for most important egategories by age group

ONU OAA BEPR BPR+PG

College 67% | 13% RO
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Elementary 71% | 12%
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Figure 8.Positive reappraisal codes for least importanhegategories by age group

Summary of preliminary and descriptive analys&®liminary analyses established
there were no demographic (e.g., ethnicity, locatammmunity) or version differences in
internal states language. In addition, means folo@l self-worth were average across the
sample and did not differ by age group. There wesapmmon negative relationship
between global self-worth and reports of behaviavaidance and one negative relationship

for the elementary group only between global seifttvand assistance seeking. In addition,
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least important self-category narratives occuregther away in time compared to most
important self-category narratives, but this pati@nly held true for the college age group.

With regard to narrative content, the majoritypafticipants discussed friendships for
the most important self-category narratives andedan their chosen events for the least
important self-category. Additionally, college séundis provided longer narratives compared
to the younger age groups, however, subsequentsasatxamine density of ISL rather than
total counts.

With regard to psychological functioning, the mese of positive reappraisal
occurred in approximately ¥ of all narratives, withdifferences by age group or
importance self-category. However, the incidenc&&+PG” codes did differ, with reports
of personal growth non-existent in the elementgey group and very frequent in the college
narratives.

Most importantly, events selected by interviewaard discussed by participants
differed in domain importance, event-specific intpace, event-specific intensity and self-
relevance. These results were in the predictedtitnrg establishing converging evidence
that participants not only discussed events frofifiedint self-categories but agreed that these

events were different.
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Tests of Main Hypotheses
Aim 1: Investigate age differences in languageasseelated to self-threatening events as
related to self-threatening events varying in ralese of the domain to the self.

In order to test the main hypotheses associatddAum 1, a mixed between-within
multivariate analysis of variance was conductedctmnitive terms, positive emotion terms,
negative emotion terms, physical, sensory and siariuerms. Between-participants factors
were age group and gender. The within-participtatrs were importance self-category
(most versus least) and internal states languagmittve terms, positive emotion, negative
emotion, physical, sensory terms). The percentafjebserved ISL and exclusionary terms
were consistent with those observed in other ingasons (e.g., Pennebaker & Francis,
1996; Pennebaker & Stone, 2003; Reynolds et &0QR®Beginning with main effects, there
was only one significant main effect of internaltss languagd=(2.62, 388.09F 434.36p
<.00112 = .75)? There was a higher percentage of cognitive telwnspared to all other
types of internal states language<(.001). In contrast, physical terms accountedtfer
smallest percentage of the narrative compared tutar types of internal states language (
<.001). There was a significant internal stateglege by age group interactid#(§.24,
388.09F 4.88,p < .001,n2 =.06). Elementary school students included §igamtly more
positive emotion in their narratives compared tihege studentsp(= .05) and there was a
trend for middle school students to include morsifp@ emotion in their narratives
compared to college studengs<.08). College students used significantly lesgative

emotion in their narratives compared to middle stlamd elementary school participars (

2 Due to a violation of the sphericity assumptione@house-Geisser statistics are reported for tesgses.
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<.05). With regard to cognitive terms, collegedstiots used a significantly greater
percentage of cognitive terms in their narrativ@spared to elementary students which did
not differ from middle schoolb(= .02). For sensory terms, elementary studentd use
significantly more sensory terms compared to cellsigidents but both groups did not differ

from middle schoolg = .03) (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9.Internal states language differences by age group

There was a trend for the internal states langbgggender interactior-(2.62, 388.095F
2.35,p =.08,n2 =.02). Females tended to use a greater peraenfagnsory terms in their
narratives M = 2.37, SD = 1.99) compared to malss=£ 1.74, SD = 1.64)p(= .002), but
males and females did not differ with regard toeotlSL categories.

Finally, there was a significant four way (seltegory importance by internal states
language by age group by gender) interactie(6.(l4, 453.96F 2.27,p = .04,12 = .03).

However, in the absence of a predicted four-wagrattion, the significance is most likely
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due to unsystematic variance across groups.

Finally, exclusion terms were examined since teya key variable in later
analyses. A mixed between-within analysis of vazeawas conducted predicting exclusion
terms. Between participants factors were age gamapbgender. The within-participants
factor was importance self-category (most versast)e There was one trend for age group
(F(2,148) = 2.96p = .06,n2 = .04). Elementary participants used fewer exchscompared
to college studentp (= .05) (see Figure 10). No other main effectsgractions were

significant.
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Figure 10.Percentage of exclusion terms in narratives bygagep

Aim 2: Investigate age differences in languageassi relates to a specific social
psychological self-protective mechanism, discogniharter, 1999) otherwise known as dis-
identification (James, 1892/1968; Steele, 1997).

In order to examine the hypotheses associatedAiith2, a series of hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted. For each segnenodel, dependent variable
correlations with potential confounds (e.g., gentare since the event, narrative self-

importance category, importance at the time ofetent) were examined to determine

variables to include in the model. In additionphaler to ensure assumptions were met,

71



preliminary analyses assessed the homeodasticéggadf model. Violations of assumptions
will be described in the text along with signifitanodels. Continuous variables are centered
in each moderation analysis. Non-significant mode¢sdescribed fully in Appendix F.
Hypothesis A. Exclusions will be directly relatedatlessened importance of the event over
time and age will moderate this relationship.

To examine change in importance over time (agspactively reported), analyses
were conducted with the model predicting currerrgvmportance and controlling for past
event importancé There were significant correlations between curesent importance and
narrative type (i.e., most vs. least important-sategory) ( = .23,p < .001) as well as
importance at the time of the event(.23,p < .001). Events from most important self-
categories had higher present importance and highels of present importance were
related to higher levels of past importance. A esgion analysis was conducted to examine
the extent to which predictors involving age greuna exclusion terms account for
individual differences in present importance. Theege no significant interactions or main
effects with the exception of narrative categorgt anportance at the time which were
positively related to present event importamue< .01) (see Appendix F for the full model).
Hypothesis B. Cognitive term usage will be inverselated to a lessened importance of the
event over time. Age is expected to moderate ¢hasionship, such that cognitive term usage
will be more strongly related to a lessened impoactfor the college age group compared to
the two younger age groups.

Similar to the previous model, a regression amalyas conducted to examine the

extent to which predictors involving age group angdnitive terms account for individual

% Analyses were conducted separately for importahemge and the pattern of results was the same. The
current model (predicting current importance andticdling for past) was chosen instead due totrsngth.
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differences in present importance, with past imgroee included in the model. In contrast to
predictions, there were no significant interactionsnain effects with the exception of
narrative category and importance at the time Aggeendix F for the full model).

Hypothesis C. Usage of positive reappraisals welrblated to a greater lowered importance
of the event over time compared to non-use. Aderelifces will also be examined.

A hierarchical regression analysis was conduaiegzkimine the extent to which
predictors involving narrative type, importancelet time, age group and positive
reappraisal (absent, present) account for individifgerences in current event importance
(see Table 2). In the first block, importance &t time and narrative type were added and
were both significantpgs < .01). Positive reappraisal, age group and thigractions were
added in block 2 and the amount of variance ine@&s 21%, which was a significant
(F(5,298)= 1.82,p = .05) increase. With the addition of block 2, tmy variable to reach
significance was the positive reappraisal by elgargrage group interaction term (see
Figure 11). For elementary students in comparisarotlege students, a negative relationship
was observed between positive reappraisal was r@semt importance(= .008). In
addition, there was a trend for the slope of ca@lstydents to be significantly different from
the elementary age group £ .07). Additional analyses with the same datasdtdesign
(i.e., model predicting change in importance anatr@dling for narrative type) used new
dummy codes comparing elementary to middle schadiggpants and confirmed that the
elementary group interaction with positive reapgaiwas significantly different from

middle schoolg = .01).
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Table 2.Summary of regression analysis for variables pr@aiccurrent importance

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Importance at the time 0.51** 0.19 0.14  0.50** 0.19 0.14
Narrative type 0.40** 0.06 0.37 0.39** 0.06 0.36
Positive reappraisal 0.66t 0.36 0.15
Elementary 0.24 0.27 0.06
Middle School -0.22 0.26 -0.06
Positive Reappraisal X _1.44* 0.54 -0.20
Elementary
Positive Reappraisal X
Middle 0.02 0.56 0.00
R2 .18 21
AR? .03*
Note. p<.10 p< .05 *p < .01
2 _
8 1-
g Ltz
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Figure 11.Interaction between positive reappraisal and agepg predicting present

importance of the event (Observed range of impodamange: -6 to 4)
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Aim 3: Investigate age differences in languageass# relates to coping mechanisms.

In order to examine the hypotheses associatedAinh3, a series of hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted examining liekseen language use and coping
mechanisms with age group as a moderator. Forregcession model, dependent variable
correlations with potential confounds (e.g., gentare since the event, past event
importancé) were examined to determine variables to includiéé model. In addition, in
order to ensure assumptions were met, preliminaajyaes assessed the homeodasticity of
each model. Violations of assumptions are desciibége text and variables included in
moderation analyses are centered. This sectiom®e&gth descriptive analyses of coping
variables.

Descriptive results for coping behaviofarticipants answered several questions
within each coping category; however, analysesaisgt mean coping category scores for
each participant on a 0 (Never) to 3 (Very Ofteninpscale. In order to determine if reports
of coping differed by grade level, a multivariatealysis of variance was conducted
predicting age group differences in coping behav(oe., assistance seeking, cognitive
behavioral problem solving, cognitive avoidance batavioral avoidance). The model was
not significant £(8,302) = 1.14p = .34,n? = .03) Means and standard deviations for
assistance seekinlyl(= 1.56, SD = 0.65) and cognitive behavioral probkolving M =
1.51, SD = 0.59) were highest in the sample, foldwy cognitive avoidanc®/(= 0.95, SD

= 0.59) and behavioral avoidandé € 0.76, SD = 0.62).

* Past event importance was used instead of nargipe since reports of coping were only assesseithé
most important self-category.
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Hypothesis. Higher use of assistance seeking aoblgm solving will be directly related to
greater use of internal states language in the aawve whereas higher use of cognitive
avoidance and behavioral avoidance will be inverselated to less use of internal states
language in the narrative for all age groups. Agiedences are expected to moderate this
effect.

In order to examine how the relationship betwewernal states language and coping
varies by age group, correlations were conducteamnine potential relations between
different types of ISL (cognitive terms, positive@tion, negative emotion) and types of
coping (assistance seeking, cognitive behavio@blpm solving, cognitive avoidance,
behavioral avoidance) separately for each age gidafe that coping was only assessed for
the most important self-category narratives). Taiwing represents significant correlations
or trends by age group. Beginning with elementahpsl participants, there was a
significant correlation between positive emotioage and assistance seeking ¢0.36,p =
.009) and between positive emotion usage and gegratvoidancer(= 0.39,p = .005). For
middle school participants, there was only oneiigant trend between positive emotion
usage and assistance seeking (26,p = .07). As a result of this initial preliminaryalgsis,
two regression models were conducted to assesafewnoderated the relationship between
coping behaviors (assistance seeking, cognitivedance) and the usage of positive emotion
terms in the narrative.

In order to test the first model associated witm 8, a regression analysis was
conducted to examine the extent to which predidtorslving age group and assistance
seeking account for individual differences in pesitemotion term use. Gender was related

to usage of positive emotion termis<(-.12,p = .04) and was included in the model. An

initial examination of the model removed one outlieth a Mahlanabois distance above the
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critical value, resulting in a loss of less than @Pthe data. As can be seen in Table 3, the
first predictor block accounted for 4% of the vaga in positive emotion term usage. Gender
was negatively related to positive emotion usagd,this relationship was statistically
significant o = .04), indicating that females used less posgivition in their most

important self-category narratives compared to mdasistance seeking, age group and
their interactions were added in block 2 and thewm of variance increased to 15%, which
was a significanti(5,146)= 4.69,p = .001) increase from Block 1. It should be noteat t

with the addition of block 2, gender was still sfgrantly uniquely associated with positive
emotion term usage. Turning to regression estimbht#ag a middle school student was
associated with higher levels of positive emotiemt usagep = .03) versus being a college
student participant. There was a trend for elemmgrsighool participants to have higher levels
of positive emotion compared to college studepts (08). The interaction between
assistance seeking and being in elementary scha®faund to be significant in predicting
positive emotion term usagp £ .003). Specifically, the relationship betweesistance
seeking and positive emotion term was negativd) shat lower usage of positive emotion
terms in the narrative was associated with higieels of reported assistance seeking. The
same relationship was non-existent in the collégdent population (see Figure 12).
Additional analyses with the same dataset and d€sig), same removal of outliers, model
predicting positive emotion and controlling for gen) used new dummy codes comparing
elementary to middle school participants and camdul that the elementary interaction with

assistance seeking was significantly different frarddle school participantp € .001).
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Table 3.Summary of regression analysis for age group asitstsnce seeking variables
predicting positive emotion usage

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Gender -0.79**  0.29 -0.22  -0.71* 0.29 -0.20
Assistance Seeking 0.26 0.37 0.09
centered
Elementary 0.60t 0.34 0.16
Middle School 0.74* 0.33 0.19
Assistance Seeking X L1 70% 0.57 -0.29
Elem
Assistance Seeking X
Middle 0.63 0.51 0.13
R?2 .04 15
AR? 13**

Note. Pp < .10 < .05 *p < .01
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-1.56 1.44

Assistance Seeking Centered

Figure 12.Interaction between assistance seeking and age gooedicting usage
of positive emotion terms (Observed range refleatdtie scales)
In order to test the second model associated withh & a regression analysis was conducted

to examine the extent to which predictors involvagge group and cognitive avoidance
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account for individual differences in positive ematterm use. Since gender was related to
usage of positive emotion ternts<-.12,p = .04), the model controlled for gender. Further
preliminary analyses tested for homeodasticityhefrhodel and found there was one case
with a standardized residual over 3 and two caséssasMahalanobis Distance above the
critical value. These outliers were removed from @inalysis resulting in a loss of less than
2% of data. As can be seen in Table 4, the firstliptor block accounted for 4% of the
variance in positive emotion term usage. Gendernegstively related to positive emotion
usage, and this relationship was statisticallyifigant (p = .04). Cognitive avoidance, age
group and their interactions were added in bloek@ the amount of variance increased to
11%, which was a significank(5,144)= 2.32,p = .05) increase from block 1. It should be
noted that with the addition of block 2, gender wadonger was uniquely associated with
positive emotion term usage. Turning to regressgiimates, there was one trend; being a
elementary school student was associated with highels of positive emotion term usage
(p = .07) versus being either an elementary schooblbege student participant. There was a
trend for the interaction between cognitive avomaand being in elementary school in
predicting positive emotion term usage=.10). Specifically, elementary school students
exhibited a positive relationship between posiguaotion term usage and cognitive
avoidance compared to college students only. Higvals of positive emotion term usage
were associated with greater levels of cognitiv@idance (see Figure 13). Additional
analyses with the same dataset and design (ireg samoval of outliers, model predicting

positive emotion and controlling for gender) usesvrdummy codes comparing elementary
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to middle school participants and confirmed thatélementary school interaction with

cognitive avoidance was significantly differentrfraniddle schoolg = .02).

Table 4.Summary of regression analysis for age group amphitive avoidance variables
predicting positive emotion usage

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Gender -.63** 0.27 -0.18  -0.54ft 0.28 -0.15
Cognitive Avoidance 0.00 0.39 0.00
Centered
Elementary 0.60t 0.33 0.16
Middle School 0.52 0.33 0.14
Cognitive Avoidance X 0.94+ 057 0.18
Elementary
Cognitive Avoidance X
Middle -0.61 0.63 -0.18
R?2 .03 A1
AR? 07**

Note. Pp < .10 < .05 *p < .01
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Figure 13 Interaction between cognitive avoidance and agepy predicting usage of
positive emotion terms (Observed range reflectdtierscales)

Since previous analyses established a link betwserof positive reappraisal and subsequent
reports of importance, correlational analyses weralucted investigating age differences in
relations between positive reappraisal in the ni@eand coping variables. For college
students only, there was a trend for positive reaipal to be related to both cognitive
behavioral problem solving € .23,p = .10) and cognitive avoidance= -.26,p = .06). As a
result of this initial preliminary analysis, twogression models were conducted to assess
how age moderated the relationship between cophgwors (cognitive behavioral problem
solving, cognitive avoidance) and the usage oftp@sieappraisal in the narrative.

In order to test the first model, a regressionymmswas conducted to examine the
extent to which predictors involving age group goaditive reappraisal account for

individual differences in reports of cognitive belwaal problem solving. Importance at the
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time of the event was related to cognitive behatiproblem solvingr(= .22,p = .006) and
the model controlled for past event importancec#s be seen in Table 5, the first predictor
block accounted for 5% of the variance in cognitredavioral problem solving. Past event
importance was positively related to cognitive babial problem solving, and this
relationship was statistically significaqt € .01). Positive reappraisal, age group and their
interactions were added in block 2 and the amotm&iwance increased to 9%, which was
not a significantf(5,146)= 1.10,p = .36) increase from Block 1, however, the overall
regression model was significaf($,146)= 2.25,p = .04). Turning to regression estimates,
there was a main effect involving positive reapghiPositive reappraisal in narratives was
positively related to higher levels of cognitivenbgioral problem solving across age groups
(p=.03).

Table 5.Summary of regression analysis for age group arsitipe reappraisal variables
predicting cognitive behavioral problem solving

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Past importance 0.08** 0.03 0.22 0.07* 0.03 0.20
Positive Reappraisal 0.38* 0.17 0.29
Elementary 0.06 0.13 0.05
Middle School 0.03 0.13 0.02
Positive Reappraisal X .0.35 0.26 016
Elementary
I\P/I?jg:;’e Reappraisal X 028 027 012
R2 .05 .09
AR? .04

Note. P < .10 ’p < .05 *p < .01
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In order to test the second model, a regressialysis was conducted to examine the
extent to which predictors involving age group @ogitive reappraisal account for
individual differences in cognitive avoidance. Gendas related to reports of cognitive
avoidancer(=-.17,p = .04) (females reported lower levels of cognitiweidance), and the
model controlled for gender. As can be seen ind &bthe first predictor block accounted
for 3% of the variance in cognitive avoidance. Ganglas negatively related to positive
emotion usage, and this relationship was statistisagnificant (o = .04). Positive
reappraisal, age group and their interactions wdded in block 2 and the amount of
variance increased to 7%, which was not a sigmfigacrease from Block 1F(5,147) =
1.33,p = .26). It should be noted that with the additidlock 2, the effect of gender was
lessened. Turning to regression estimates, theseavgggnificant interaction between positive
reappraisal and being in middle school in predictingnitive avoidancep(= .03).

Specifically, middle school students exhibited gipee relationship between positive
reappraisal and cognitive avoidance such thatrttidence of positive reappraisal was
associated with higher levels of avoidance in campa to college students. The opposite

pattern was a trend for college studepts (06) (see Figure 14).
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Table 6.Summary of regression analysis for variables prealy cognitive avoidance

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Gender -0.20**  0.09 -0.17  -0.18f 0.10 -0.16
Elementary 0.04 0.13 0.04
Middle School -0.09 0.13 -0.07
Positive Reappraisal -0.34t 0.18 -0.24
Reappraisal X 037 027 016
Elementary
Reappraisal X Middle 0.61* 0.28 0.16
R2 .03 .07
AR?2 .04
Note. Pp < .10 < .05 *p < .01
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Figure 14 Interaction between positive reappraisal andgrgep, predicting reports of
cognitive avoidance (Observed range of cognitivagance: 0 to 2.73)
Aim 4: Investigate age differences in languageassi relates to psychological outcomes.
In order to examine the hypotheses associatedAiith4, a series of hierarchical

regression analyses were conducted to examinéoreddtetween language use and
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intrusive/avoidant thoughts with age group as aenatr. Prior to conducting these
analyses, correlational analyses were conductddteyrmine variables to include in each
model. In addition, in order to ensure assumptwease met, the principal investigator
examined the homeodasticity of models.

Descriptive results for reports of intrusion/avartte Descriptive analyses
considered mean ratings and reports for differgmeg of intrusions and avoidance
symptoms within one week of the interview (e.g.ré¥aitz intrusion and avoidance means).
As was the case with the coping questionnairejgiaants answered multiple questions
concerning their level of intrusions and avoidandewever, these analyses utilize the mean
intrusion and avoidance scores for each participard O (Not at all/Does not apply) to 3
(Often) point scale. In order to determine if répasf intrusion and avoidance differed by
grade level, a between-within multivariate analydisariance was conducted predicting age
group differences and narrative self-category (@@st, least) differences in reports of
intrusion and avoidance. The within-subjects festeere symptom (Intrusion, Avoidance)
and narrative self-category (Most, Least). The leenwsubjects factor was age group
(elementary, middle, college). There was a sigaiftdwo way interaction between symptom
and age groupH(2,152) = 3.92p = .04,1? = .05). College students reported a higher mean
intrusion scoreNl = 0.91, SD = 0.75) compared to middle school pigdnts M1 = 0.60, SD
=0.78,p =.06). In addition, college students reportedisigantly higher mean avoidance
scores il = 0.90, SD = 0.70) compared to middle school pgints M = 0.58, SD = 0.7%
= .06). Additionally, elementary students diffeiadheir reports of intrusion and avoidance,

such that avoidance perceptions were significamgier M = 0.77, SD = 0.83) compared to
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intrusions M = 0.65, SD = 0.77% = .003). There were no additional significant ratgions
or main effects involving symptom (i.e., intrusi@voidance).

Hypothesis A. Cognitive term usage will be inverselated to less intrusive and avoidant
thoughts. Age will moderate this relationship, stitht cognitive term usage will be more
strongly related to intrusive and avoidant thouglaisthe college age group, compared to
the two younger age groups.

Hypothesis B. Positive emotion term usage willlyeiisely related to less intrusive and
avoidant thoughts. Age differences will be examihegvever, no a priori assumptions are
made.

Hypothesis C. Negative emotion term usage willitectly related to more intrusive and
avoidant thoughts. Age differences will be examihegvever, no a priori assumptions are
made.

Hypothesis D. Incidence of positive re-appraisdlthe event will be inversely associated
with a lower mean reports of intrusive and avoidéndughts, compared to a lack of positive
re-appraisals.

In order to investigate Hypotheses A-D, correlaicanalyses were conducted
comparing language usage (cognitive term, poséivetion, negative emotion, positive
reappraisal) and Horowitz scores (intrusion mewmaidant mean, intrusion/avoidant
composite variable). No significant correlationg&@und. Since age group was expected to
moderate the relationship between language usapm#asive/avoidant reports,
correlational analyses were also conducted seafatecach age group. No significant
correlations analyses were found. In order to detez whether the regression models were
significant, three models were tested predictirggititrusion/avoidance composite variable,
the intrusion average and the avoidance averageaefy for each language variable,

resulting in twelve separate regression analysgs.was not a significant moderator in any

model.
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DISCUSSION

The current data have implications for understagdievelopmental patterns in
language use and offer some intriguing new resedireltions. The results for each of the
four aims will be discussed in turn. The chapteratedes with a final discussion of some of
the limitations of the present research and sugmestor follow-up investigations.

Aim 1: How does internal states language differo@srage and self-category?

As expected, internal states language followectid@mental patterns with
elementary school students using a greater pegefgositive emotion, negative emotion
and sensory terms in their narratives comparealtege students. In contrast, college
students used more cognitive and exclusion termgeced to the younger age groups.
These findings corroborate the research of Penreelzald Stone (2003) who also found age
increases in internal states language for cogniéu@as. Further, they add to the Pennebaker
and Stone (2003) research by examining specifiggag@pings that corresponded to
meaningful changes in children’s environments (@lg@mentary school, middle school,
college) and represented transition points in #ieconcept, versus the broader age
groupings used by the previous researchers (2@08) 8-14, 15-24). In addition, the finding
that density of ISL varied by age group goes aggirevious studies which have not found
cross-sectional differences in the density of I8lg(, Bauer at al., 2005; Fivush et al., 2008).
Although these researchers reported differencestah ISL usage across age, no age
differences were observed when they accounteddimative length, in contrast to the present
findings. Methodological differences may accoumttfee differences in findings regarding

ISL density. Bauer et al. (2005) and Fivush e{2008) compared mothers’ narratives of
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frightening events (e.g., memory for a tornadoh@st attack) with children’s narratives of
the same events. In contrast, the present studpaed narratives for different types of self-
relevant experiences that were not shared acr@sgragps or individuals. Regarding age
group differences, Bauer et al. (2005) examinedatige reports from children ages 2.6-11.8
and compared their narratives to those of theitherst Fivush et al. (2008) compared 8-12
year olds narratives with their mothers’ accourithe same experience. In contrast to these
previous studies, the present study investigatedones of different types of events and
explored differences across the late elementamydimischool and college age groups.

In the present investigation, the difference teinal states density by age group may
be reflective of the different complexities of etem the worlds of children versus college
students, even when those events are selectedlimsame domain, such as friendships.
Children think about the world in more specific wageflecting on short one-time
experiences (Harter, 2006). In contrast, youngtadin consider personally-experienced
events in the larger context of their lives duancestablished and coherent life story
(Habermas & de Silveira, 2008). Additionally, tmeéerconnectedness of personal
experiences differs across these age groups, withg/adults often exploring the broader
implications of the event for understanding theundives. For example, consider the two
narrative examples of a friendship conflict, thstffrom the elementary student:

On twin day, my friends, my best friends in theolehworld, they did

twin day without me. They just, did twin day, thesked each other

and then they didn’t ask me so then they jusediaxcited without

me and for the rest of the day, they like ignarezland they talked all

about it at recess, | was like, felt like | wdselinvisible. On twin day

however, they seemed fine because | was wearmgthing that my
best friend was wearing so we became triplets tlag we had fun
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together so my problem was really solved...| kindedif relieved
and not that my friends forgot me and stuff, ye$ still think, so
they're still my best friends.

In contrast, the following is a narrative from dlege student concerning their issues with a
friendship.

Friendships are very important to me because dheyw way to learn

new things and be able to count on other peopie. lUhad a best friend
named Jane in middle school and most of high dckée went to the

same church and did most of the same things eveekend together.

| met her in ¥ grade and we became best friends up until oupjuear of
high school and | introduced her to a bunch offignds from church that
she didn’t know, and she ended up dating oneeftlys and suddenly
stopped calling me and hanging out with ntghe started being two-faced
and lying to me all the time. Umm, | was reallysapand hurt because |
never ditched her for the boyfriend that | hadshk was always still my
first priority because she was my best friend smdlbecame a lot less
trusting of other girls because | thought | coalfays count on her. So
when she let me down, | just pretty much stoppdidrtg to her all together
and it really hurt my feelings and it still doesea though this was about two
years ago...and | miss her sometimes because havésg a best friend but
| don’t want a best friend like that | guess bessashe never talked to me
anymore and it hurt my feelings. | wish that sheuld realize why we
weren't friends because she blames it on me.

The experiences across these narratives illudtrateery different pictures. For the
elementary school student, the experience lastedrmmment in time and the negativity
surrounding the experience vanished quickly. Ferdbllege student, the troubled friendship
not only affected a moment in time but carried geeded impact to the present. In addition,
the college experience clearly changed the wagtildent viewed the self overall, especially
when it came to the domain of friendships. As tlated by these examples, the nature of

friendship conflicts varied extensively by the ygest and oldest age groups.
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When considering usage of internal states langiratiee narratives, there was only
one effect of gender. Females, as a group, used semsory terms (e.g., feel, heard) in their
narratives compared to males. This finding is sohawlifferent from past research, which
has found that adult females use more internastaterall compared to adult males for
their memories of life events (Bauer et al., 2003} also inconsistent with additional
research finding that 9- to 13-year-old femalesuided more facts, emotions and
explanations in their narratives concerning theegkst thoughts and emotions for
distressing events (Fivush et al., 2007). Greaesary term usage could be explained as a
more vivid reliving of the experience, with fematasre clearly delving into the sensory
aspects of problems and issues, whereas malesitemdescuss these experiences from a
different perspective. This effect has been fouitt different variables in previous
investigations by the present author (Styers & BaKard, 2006). In the previous study by
Styers and Baker-Ward (2006), there was a genfferehice for college students’ reports of
subjective time surrounding intensely negative tgghool experiences. Females believed the
described events felt subjectively closer in timenpared to male college students. This
gender difference in perceptions of subjective taimee the experience, may explain why
females in the present study used more vivid sgrteoms in their narratives compared to
males. Females in the present study may also peregents as subjectively closer, however,
they were not explicitly asked about subjectivecpptions. Future research should examine
this possible mediator.

When considering overall internal states usagegntbe concluded that by utilizing a

high density of internal states language, all irdiials in this sample were thinking about
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and reflecting back upon these problems and ig$tiessh & Baker-Ward, 2005).
Interestingly, inspecting cross-sectional differena internal states language suggests the
younger age groups were more attentive to theirtiem®and sensory perceptions (e.g.,
feelings) compared to the older age group. Ther@de group was more reflective upon
their cognitions and exclusions, compared to thenger age groups, suggesting a greater
focus on meaning making from the experience. Padk/Aa (2006) defined meaning making
as viewing the situation in a new way to obtaireagnent between beliefs and goals. The
finding that college students utilized higher levef cognitive and exclusion terms is
certainly suggestive of reforming thoughts abouéaent, and it is possible that the greater
use of these terms suggests greater engagemeptimmy making. Additional hypotheses
under later aims investigating positive reapprassig@port this assumption.

Finally, even though participants did not distirsfubetween most and least
important self-categories in terms of their langragage, it is still the case that participants
acknowledged these events were different in tlaings of event intensity, importance and
self-relevance. The discrepancy may lie in the rieguotect the self from all types of
negative experiences, not only those in their mmopbrtant self-categories. James
(1892/1968) suggests that individuals are motivated desire to be recognized in a positive
light by others. This positivity bias may lead thdividuals to respond to all types of threat
in the same way, at least at the narrative levehsitiering that mean levels of global self-
worth were average and consistent across age gribupsy be the case that all age groups
felt the need to express equal amounts of intestaéaks language in response to both types of

events. These events may differ with regard ta theerall importance but the relevant item
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to consider is that all events were still confliotgoroblems. All issues may require the same
types of attention, in order to protect the salfiirbeing viewed negatively in any domain.

This possibility is consistent with findings reped by Campbell et al. (2003), who
examined college students’ responses to major andrrthreats to self-esteem and found
that individuals responded to both types of thregisally by seeking social support and
rationalizing the experience. In addition, Sted@88) addresses this idea through the
concept of self-affirmation, whereby adult indivadsl have a basic desire to see themselves
as good, whole and competent beings. By addressitigtypes of threat (high and low in
self-importance) through similar levels of interstdtes language, individuals in this sample
may have been affirming their overall self as cotapeand whole.

Aim 2: Are there cross-sectional differences inraive accounts of discounting the
experience?

Contrary to expectations, cognitive and excluserens were not related to
participants’ ratings of the present importancéhefevent at any age level. The expected
relationship for positive reappraisal was significauch that the presence of positive
reappraisal in the narrative was associated witletdevels of current importance for the
elementary age group, but not for the remainingigso The results suggest positive
reappraisal may be a sensitive indicator of distiagrin the narrative at least for the
elementary age group. Harter (1999) notes thatl@mlbegin to use discounting at the age of
8, when they begin discrediting the importancergf domain for which they perceive low
personal competence levels and emphasize the iamperof domains for which they

perceive high competency. The present study adesele first component of discounting,
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whereby elementary children in this sample who yssitive reappraisal also experienced a
lowered importance surrounding the event. Intemgsti the same pattern was not evident in
the middle school or college age groups. Previtudiess and reviews conducted by Harter
(1986, 1999, 2006) have noted that discounting recfar children eight and older,
particularly for those children high in self-wowhd for those who perceive low competence
in a particular area. The current finding supptresresearch on discounting by being the
first to illustrate narrative relations to ratingfsevent importance. Additionally, in contrast to
suggestions by Harter (1986, 1999, 2006), the patfyicipants in this study to evidence
discounting linkages between narrative reportsratidgs were in the young elementary age
group, rather than the sample as a whole. Thetsesuggest future studies should examine
narrative linkages to the importance surroundirgcgje events, in order to better understand
age-related differences in narrative accounts sfadinting.

Placing a quick positive spin on the situation rbaysufficient for the youngest age
group, who quickly crave a remedy to friendshipubles and desire the approval of
significant others in their environment (HarterP8Q In contrast, the middle school age
group is supported by the creation of multiple sel{e.g., I'm different in sports than | am in
school) (Harter, 2006), and as a result, a proleame situation may not be as negative for
this age group as it would be for another. The egt@nt is able to fall back on other areas of
the self when things do not work out as anticipakexnt example, consider the following
narrative from a middle school participant:

About a year ago... | tried out for the school teream and

tryouts were three days, over the course of thegs and | thought |
was doing pretty well but on the last day they enadts and | was one
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of the cuts. But, it wasn't that bad for me, hesml mean, | have other

sports | like to play like basketball and foothsdl it wasn’t too much of a

problem, but I didn’t like getting cut at the tirhecause | worked so hard

and all of that was all gone for nothing and Irdicmake the team.

In the above example, the adolescent is troubleabbynaking a team, but was able to deal
with the experience by focusing on an ability tcabgood athlete in another area. For the
middle school student, there is no need to explipiit a positive spin on the situation
because the “self as a tennis player” is separate the “self as a basketball or football
player.” As suggested by Harter (2006), this separanay serve as a buffer in the face of
negative events, negating the need to put a pespin on the situation.

The relationship between positive reappraisalaandange in importance surrounding
the experience may not be present in the collegegemup due to a difference in
environments. In contrast to the previous age gpthe college student has more freedom to
seek out interactions that would enhance self-es{eeg., choosing a supportive group of
friends or major in school) and is able to consisrh experience within the realm of a
coherent self-description (Harter, 2006). As a ltethe college student may be able to
discount the importance of a particular event byosing another event within that same
category (e.g., switching majors, finding new fdeh This switch may not necessarily be
positive and that is acceptable. The main conceseeking an area that is self-bolstering
rather than self-hindering. In addition, for cokegfudents, negative events may be
considered in the context of a full life story (Kaimas & Bluck, 2000) and as a result, may

not be as negative as they would be for youngegagaps, who are unable to put a small

negative event into perspective. The utilizatiopositive reappraisal may signify that
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college students have recovered from the eventhieypresent importance of the experience
may still remain at a high level. Consider thedaling reappraisal from a college student
who noted that she learned from the experienceb$tudying:

| realized | need to spend less time just sitingund or not prioritizing

and study more often and study correctly, a Iliitemore efficiently

because the way | do it now, waiting a day or beéore the test and

really the night before the test to do anythinthwi class, really it is

just not a good idea.
The described experience was negative, yet thefigp@cident taught the college
participant something about their self and studyabvers. Learning something from the
experience does not discount the present importainite event and may instead elevate the
present importance to a higher level. This asswmps also partially supported by self-
reveal ratings, whereby college students rated #weints as more self-revealing than the
other age groups in this sample. Simply sayingtf@inegative experience was ultimately
positive does not discredit the current importaoicnat event in the context of a life story
(Habermas & Bluck, 2000).
Aim 3: How does age group moderate the relationbleifpveen language use and coping?

In contrast to expectations, higher usage of pmesémotion terms was associated
with lower levels of assistance seeking and hidgnezls of cognitive avoidance at the time
of the experience for the elementary age groups pattern of results is especially
interesting given that greater usage of positivetean words in college students has been
associated with fewer health center visits, béteaith and lower heart rate (Pennebaker &

Francis, 1996; Pennebaker, 1997; Pennebaker &08l7) and in children (ages 3 to 4) has

been associated with lower PTSD symptomatologyears later (Sales et al., 2005).
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Generally, the consensus is that the inclusiorosftye emotions may help individuals cope
with stressors in a more effective manner (Penmnab&krancis, 1996; Pennebaker, 1997,
Pennebaker et al., 1997; Sales et al., 2005). Ghagrthe relationship for elementary
participants in this study was seemingly in corttaprevious studies, one would assume
that higher levels of positive emotion for elemepntstudents was associated with
maladaptive coping responses. However, this maypaodssarily be the case. The
elementary school children’s usage of positive éonatnay be a positive coping strategy in
response to the events in question.

Harter (2006) notes that elementary school childme developing an increasing
realization that events may evoke both positive rrgghtive emotions. In addition, children
are beginning to evaluate situations without tresé@nce and immediate presence of other
individuals (Harter, 2006). Rather than exclusivalying on an external source for
evaluation (e.g., parents, teachers), childrehiatage are becoming their own judge of
situations. While they may base their decisionbi@n they believe others might view them,
the decision making/evaluation process is becomnmaggasingly internal (Harter, 2006).
Considering that children in this age group utireinternal evaluation with a consideration
for how they believe others view the situationsihot surprising that elementary school
children might try to deal with a situation on thewn, by using a high degree of positive
emotion and perhaps exhibiting cognitive avoidancader to dismiss the negative aspects
of the situation.

Results from the original developer of the copgugstionnaire (Brodzinsky et al.,

1992) also seem to counter the finding relatingtp@semotion to lower assistance seeking
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and higher cognitive avoidance. Brodzinsky et ®B92) suggest that peer and school issues
may call upon greater assistance seeking and dggstive avoidance due to a “perception
that these types of stressors are directly coattdl’ (p. 207). It should be noted that
participants in the present studigl discuss peer and school related issues in 83%eof t
most important self-category narratives. It isigumng then to find this seemingly
counterintuitive pattern of results. Additional exaation of the preliminary analyses
revealed a significant correlation for elementarlyaol students, with higher levels of global
self-worth being associated with lower levels dfistance seeking behavior. It may be the
case that elementary school students who had hgibleal self-worth were more likely to
own experiences and say in effect, “Others mayuatalthis situation negatively but I'm
good. | can handle the situation positively as @heould expect.” In addition, the
elementary school children are in Harter’s (2006)yestages of social comparison, where
they are just beginning to appreciate the expe&ctatof significant others and the growing
salience of peer groups. Children of this age neaythat it is of critical importance to
maintain positive friendships and to present teelves in a socially acceptable manner. If
the elementary school students were truly discagrttie experience, it makes sense that
higher levels of positive emotion might be relatedess assistance seeking and higher
cognitive avoidance. The child is expressing prekels of high positive emotion and this
is related to past levels of low assistance seedmphigh cognitive avoidance as a result of
the child quickly discounting the importance of terience. By avoiding the situation and
discrediting the importance, the elementary studst be able to move on from the

situation in a positive manner. Though certainlythe most effective coping strategy, this
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may be what works for elementary students, at ieasgrtain situations, allowing them to
overly view the positive aspects surrounding tieasion and perhaps avoid the negative.

With consideration to age differences in apprais@sence of positive reappraisal
was associated with higher levels of cognitive daace for the middle school age group and
lower levels of cognitive avoidance for the collegge group. In addition, presence of
positive reappraisal was associated with highegltesf cognitive behavioral problem across
age groups. The finding relating positive reap@laasd cognitive avoidance is similar to the
finding for positive emotions, suggesting that theges of language use may offer two
similar but independent processes. Both relatarotioning following the experience,
however, positive reappraisal may allow for a ns@asitive measure of present functioning
as the narrative is examined as a whole rathergleremeal (i.e., only pulling out positive
emotion words). It is interesting to note that niédsichool students evidenced the same
pattern as elementary school participants for ¢egtion between positive reappraisal and
cognitive avoidance (positive emotion and cogniiveidance for elementary). By placing a
positive spin on the situation, participants attthe younger age levels this may have been
able to quickly minimize the negative aspects efiloblem experience. The elementary age
group was able to protect their self from disapptdy significant others and the middle
school age group may have turned quickly to theoim@mce of another self (i.e., multiple
selves in adolescence) (Harter, 2006).

The link between positive reappraisal and cogaibehavioral problem solving is an
interesting one. The use of positive reappraisal beareflective of more in-depth coping

with the experience, either through the use ofstpe spin or perceptions of personal
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growth. The difference in positive reappraisal ®ealso relevant. Consider that the
majority of positive reappraisal codes (70%) acrumsatives for college students were
original codes of “PR+PG,” which is indicative elvels of personal growth or some
extension of the event forward in time. For collsigdents, using positive reappraisal or
personal growth involves a different process thaickdy adding something positive to the
narrative. The greater significance may be exptalmethe life story approach (Habermas &
Bluck, 2000). Unlike the two younger age groupslege students are able to utilize
thematic coherence and create some type of thesiatilarity between multiple life events
(Habermas & de Silviera, 2008). Consider the déifees in positive reappraisal in the
following elementary and college narratives:

It was not the guy’s fault but | really felt, realinad about it. | got over it.

| thought it was actually pretty cool at firstwas basically the first bad

injury | ever had, so that was pretty good. (Elatagy narrative)

It is not fun to lose your best friend after thatd but it was also an eye

opener to a lot of things, like how the persorlyaa and things about

yourself. So, overall, even though it was negativtkink it has had a

positive effect on my life. (College narrative)
In the above examples, the elementary studentpkacgiick positive label on the event
whereas the college student takes greater time#od to describe the event and the
positive implications on his or her life as a whalais age-related change in cognition has
been documented in several studies examining dewelotal increases in cognitive
complexity in coping (Altshuler & Ruble, 1989; Ba&dWVeisz, 1988; Levine & Pizzaro,
2007; Wilson et al., 2004), language use (Pennel&iStone, 2003) and self-development

(Harter, 2006). Thematic coherence and an abdityi¢w the self in the context of the larger
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life story requires a greater level of cognitivestalction, whereby the individual must be
able to view the current self as a coherent andeMttarter, 2006). This possibility in
addition to other studies finding age-related iases in cognitive responses for coping and
language use (Altshuler & Ruble, 1989; Band & Wgi€88; Levine & Pizzaro, 2007;
Pennebaker & Stone, 2003; Wilson et al., 2004) sugpe current finding that positive
reappraisal would be more strongly associated igher levels of cognitive behavioral
problem solving for the college age group. The allgrocess to higher levels of problem
solving remains the same (i.e., placing a posgme), but the pathway to that process may
be different at various points in development.

Aim 4: How does age group moderate the relationbleigveen language use and
intrusions/avoidance?

Contrary to expectations and previous findingslimis were found between
language use and reports of intrusive and avoitthanights. It is important to consider that
mean levels of intrusion and avoidance were lowtHersample, which is not surprising
given the everyday nature of the issues and prabliistussed by participants. Previous
studies finding a relationship between languageanskintrusion/avoidance in adult
populations examined narratives dealing with thetldef a loved one (Pennebaker et al.,
1997) and intensely negative experiences from bajiool (Styers & Baker-Ward, 2008). In
the childhood literature, previous studies findangelationship between intrusion/avoidance
and language explored narratives concerning: egurequiring hospitalization (O’Kearney
et al., 2007) and memory for Hurricane Andrew (Sa&tal., 2005). The nature of these

previous investigations were notably more traumaitid intense compared to the events
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described in the present study. In the presensiigagion, participants discussed everyday
problems, issues and conflicts which were more @atix@ of daily life. It is not surprising
then (and perhaps a relief), that participants weteoverly troubled or stressed by the
events described in this study. All participantsrhave dealt with these events in different
ways, but their choice of coping lead them downtp@spathways as their current levels of
stress at the time of the interview were minimal.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current study illustrated cross-sectional défiees in the ways in which
individuals describe and understand everyday prolaeperiences. Cross-sectional
differences were observed in the density of intestetes language as well as the relations
between language use and present importance eldm, in addition to relations between
language and coping with everyday experiences.

It is important to consider that this study was fiinst to explicitly link internal states
language in narrative reports with specific indicatof coping (e.g., assistance seeking,
cognitive behavioral problem solving, cognitive aance, behavioral avoidance), with age
group as a moderator. It was also the first stodsystematically examine age group
differences in internal states language for théogdegrom middle childhood to young
adulthood. The original study by Pennebaker andes(@003) examined age differences
with arbitrary age cutoffs (8-14, 15-24) and invexva meta-analysis using a multitude of
different narrative events and prompts. In the gméstudy, age groups were specifically

chosen due to their relations to stages of selélbgment (Harter, 2006) and all participants
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were administered the same questionnaire and atgtng, with only minor modifications
accommodating changes in circumstances acrossragesy

Whereas the results are intriguing, certain littotes should be taken into
consideration. First, the results for elementahost students in the relation between
positive reappraisal and current importance apfmesnggest that discounting (Harter, 1999)
took place; however, the current study did not ararthe full definition of discounting.
Questions that assess whether participants dinadisie importance of one domain and
increased the importance of another domain coulaldoed, such as a Likert scale and open
ended guestions asking them if they emphasizenhtpertance of another domain following
the disappointing experience.

Second, these reports were both retrospectivemss-sectional. Individuals’ reports
of coping with the experience and descriptionsveingés may be biased by current
perceptions of the experience. In addition, ageihces were cross-sectional in nature and
may represent cohort-related rather than true dpwetntal differences. Future studies
should follow individuals prior to a negative exjeeice to several months afterward in order
to fully appreciate developmental differences iramiag making following a potentially self-
threatening experience.

Third, since described events involved moderateemeryday issues and problems,
some may wonder whether this study was truly aestigation into self-threat. This study
did investigate potential everyday threats to selthat they were problems, issues or
conflicts in important domains. However, futuredsés should investigate greater threats to

self-worth by examining failures in domains of gexamportance to individuals. For
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example, future studies could examine narrativentsepf children and adolescents who do
not make it past th&merican ldolauditions, individuals who do not succeed in other
competitive tryouts (e.g., beauty pageants, Olyniyuts, movie/theater auditions) or
individuals who are halted in their career path\@y., not making it into college, graduate
or medical school). These events may offer a ctqacture of developmental differences in
response to a true threat to self.

Fourth, participants in this sample evidenced ayeito high levels of global self-
worth. However, some correlational analyses dete@kationships between high levels of
global self-worth and lower assistance seekingufeustudies should obtain a larger sample
to better understand the relationship between lefveélf-worth and responses to events.

These limitations notwithstanding, the presenestigation establishes the
importance of examining age group differences mglege use and responses to everyday
negative experiences. Further investigations of¢aétime process of change to these
recollections and coping patterns are needed. ®ockis important in understanding
developmental differences in meaning making andhses to better elucidate the

relationship between language use and psycholofginationing.
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Appendix A. Parent letter and consent forms

Dear Parent or Guardian,

The [insert name of group] is cooperating with my doctoral dissertation research, which
examines how children maintain a positive outlook. I am writing to describe this study and to
invite your child to participate.

The research examines age differences in perspectives on everyday, disappointing experiences.
The work is based on previous studies that indicate that how we interpret major life events
affects our health and adjustment. At this time, however, little is known about developmental
changes in the ways in which we interpret more minor and usual disappointing experiences (e.g.,
losing a sports game or having a disagreement with a friend). In doing so, we hope that this
research will help us learn more about typical memory and emotional development. We also
hope that this research will contribute to the identification of positive coping strategies at
different ages.

All of the procedures in this study are completed in one session requiring 30 minutes. With your
permission, your child will be interviewed individually at [insert name of group here|. Each child
will be asked to discuss two moderately disappointing experiences from the past six months.
Then, your child will be asked to recount the story of each event, as well as their thoughts and
feelings pertaining to that event, into a tape recorder. Following this, your child will rate several
aspects of the impact of the events selected. Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary,
and he or she may withdraw at any time. The children’s responses are identified only by number
to protect their privacy.

With regard to benefits, there is some research which has found that writing or talking about
stressful experiences is associated with positive psychological outcomes, such as decreased
anxiety and higher academic and work motivation. Additionally, each child will be given a §5
Target gift card to thank them for their participation.

Of course, we cannot interview your group without your permission and your child’s
permission. If your child has permission to take part, please sign the accompanying consent
form and have your child return it to their teacher.

Please call me or email me at Matry_Styers@ncsu.edu if you have any questions about this study.
You may also contact my supervising professor, Dr. Baker-Ward. Thank you very much for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Mary Styers, M.S.
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North Carolina State University
INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH

(This consent form is valid from December 15, 2008irough December 15, 2009)

Title of Study:Narrative accounts of everyday problem experiences

Principal InvestigatorMary Styers, M.S. Faculty Sponsbr.. Lynne
Baker-Ward

What are some general things you should know abougsearch studies?

You are being asked to take part in a researclystddur participation in this study is voluntary. Ybave the
right to be a part of this study, to choose nqgiddicipate or to stop participating at any timbeTpurpose of
research studies is to gain a better understardiagertain topic or issue. You are not guarantagdpersonal
benefits from being in a study. Research studies ialay pose risks to those that participate. ki¢bnsent
form you will find specific details about the resgain which you are being asked to participatgoli do not
understand something in this form it is your rightisk the researcher for clarification or moreinfation. A
copy of this consent form will be provided to ydiat any time you have questions about your pipaiton, do
not hesitate to contact the researcher(s) nameceabo

What is the purpose of this study?
Your child is invited to participate in a reseastindy. The purpose of the study is to investigdiiédien’s
reports of everyday events that are moderatelytivegand to explore their perceptions of these agpees.

What will happen if you take part in the study?

If you agree to allow your child to participatetins study, they will be asked to meet individuadlith a
researcher on one occasion that will last approbéma@0 minutes. Your child will be asked to seleed
recent life experiences, one a disappointing egpes in an important domain and one a disappointing
experience in a non important domain. The repoittde audio-recorded. Participants will also cdete
ratings scales that summarize their perceptiotiseimpact of these experiences and answer sonkgrtoand
guestions so that we can describe the sample &sla.w

Risks

Although there is minimal risk involved in this diy it is possible that describing past experiencasid
exacerbate pre-existing stress in some childrethdrevent that you observe symptoms of anxiegour child
following the interview and would like our assistenin obtaining counseling, please contact us ééerral
assistance. However, there is no provision fa fervices.

Benefits

Previous research has suggested that talking ati@sgsful experiences is associated with positiveames,
such as reductions in anxiety and increases inesc@dand work motivation. It is also hoped that tbsults of
this experiment will contribute to the understamgdiof children’s interpretation and reactions toirthe
experiences.

Confidentiality
Confidentiality will be strictly maintained unleagparticipant's narrative describes plans to hamm ar herself

or others or discloses child abuse. These ciramss would necessitate breeching confidentiatityaerting
the appropriate authorities. Audiotapes and trapsens of these tapes, identified only by a numivel be
kept in a locked office and available only to teegarchers. The master list linking names and ewsnhkill be
stored separately in a locked file in a facultyicgfand destroyed when interviews are transcribed.
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Compensation
For participating in this study your child will reiwe a five dollar Target gift card. If your childthdraws from
the study prior to its completion, your child widceive a five dollar Target gift card.

What if you have guestions about this study?
If you have questions at any time about the studyhe procedures, you may contact the researchary M
Styers, M.S., at NCSU, Department of Psychology,023tinson Drive, Raleigh, NC 27695.

What if you have guestions about your rights as aasearch participant?

If you feel you have not been treated accordindpéodescriptions in this form, or your rights gsaaticipant in
research have been violated during the course isf fitoject, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory
Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus9(915-4514), or Joe Rabiega, IRB Coordinator, Box
7514, NCSU Campus (919/515-7515).

Consent To Participate
“I have read and understand the above informatidrave received a copy of this form. | agreeadipipate
in this study with the understanding that | mayhgiaw at any time.”

Parent’s Signature: Date:
Child’s Name te @faBirth (Month/Day/Year):
Investigator’s Signature: Date:
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Assent Form

You are being invited to take part in a project twdl help psychologists know more about
how children your age remember experiences. Yolhbeilasked to talk about some recent
problems that you have had into a tape recordeu Wil also be asked to rate how you
remember and dealt with these problems. If you shdo participate, you will receive a $5
Target gift card as a token of our appreciationydti feel uncomfortable answering any
guestions, you may choose to skip them. If you vt@rstop, you can do so at any time. You
may still keep the Target gift card if you do notrplete the interview. The interview should

take about 30 minutes.

Would you like to take part? Circle YES or NO

Teen Signature:

Investigator Signature:
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North Carolina State University
INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH

(This consent form is valid from December 15, 2008irough December 15, 2009)

Title of Study:Narrative accounts of everyday problem experiences

Principal InvestigatorMary Styers, M.S. Faculty Sponsbr.. Lynne
Baker-Ward

What are some general things you should know abougsearch studies?

You are being asked to take part in a researclystddur participation in this study is voluntary. Ybave the
right to be a part of this study, to choose nqgiddicipate or to stop participating at any timbeTpurpose of
research studies is to gain a better understamdiagertain topic or issue. You are not guarantgdpersonal
benefits from being in a study. Research studies ialay pose risks to those that participate. ki¢bnsent
form you will find specific details about the resgain which you are being asked to participatgoli do not
understand something in this form it is your rightisk the researcher for clarification or moreinfation. A
copy of this consent form will be provided to ydiat any time you have questions about your pigaiton, do
not hesitate to contact the researcher(s) nameceabo

What is the purpose of this study?

You are being invited to participate in a reseastidy. The purpose of the study is to investigale a
differences in reports of everyday moderately nggagvents and to explore age differences in peicep of
these experiences.

What will happen if you take part in the study?

If you agree to participate in this study, you vk asked to meet individually with a researcherooe
occasion that will last approximately 30 to 45 niésu You will be asked to select two recent lifperxences,
one a disappointing experience in a important doraaid one a disappointing experience in a non itapor
domain. The reports will be audio-recorded. Paéinis will also be asked to complete ratings sctias
summarize their perceptions of the impact of treegeeriences and answer some background questidhatso
we can describe the sample as a whole.

Risks

Although there is minimal risk involved in this diy it is possible that describing past experiencasid
exacerbate pre-existing stress in some individualsthe event that you experience symptoms of ayxie
following the interview and would like our assistanin obtaining counseling, please contact us ééerral
assistance. However, there is no provision foe fervices.

Benefits

Previous research has suggested that talking ati@sgsful experiences is associated with positiveames,
such as reductions in anxiety and increases iness@dand work motivation. It is also hoped that thsults of
this experiment will contribute to the understamdiof individual’'s interpretation and reactions toeit
experiences.

Confidentiality
Confidentiality will be strictly maintained unless participant's narrative describes plans to haim- lor

herself. These circumstances would necessitatechiree confidentiality and alerting the appropriate
authorities. Audiotapes and transcriptions of theges, identified only by a number, will be keptai locked
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office and available only to the researchers. Tiester list linking names and numbers will be store
separately in a locked file in a faculty office ahebtroyed when interviews are transcribed.

Compensation
For participating in this study you will receivecBedits for PSY 200 in Experimetrix. If you withdvdrom the

study prior to its completion, you will receive Bedits for PSY 200 in Experimetrix. Other ways torethe
same amount of credit are to participate in anogiperiment or to write a course paper.

What if you have guestions about this study?
If you have questions at any time about the studyhe procedures, you may contact the researchary M
Styers, M.S., at NCSU, Dept. of Psychology, 640 Ral, 2310 Stinson Drive, Raleigh, NC, 27695.

What if you have guestions about your rights as agsearch participant?

If you feel you have not been treated accordinipéodescriptions in this form, or your rights gsaaticipant
in research have been violated during the coursei®project, you may contact Deb Paxton,

Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSampus (919/515-4514), or Joe Rabiega,

IRB Coordinator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/5155)51

Consent To Participate
“I have read and understand the above informatidrave received a copy of this form. | agreeadipipate
in this study with the understanding that | mayhgiaw at any time.”

Subject's signature Date
Investigator's signature Date
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Appendix B. Full questionnaire for participants

Self-Perception Profile
We are interested in what each of you is like; vidwadl of a person you are like. This is a survest, n
a test. There are no right or wrong answers. Tisemesample question at the top. This questiors talk
about two kinds of teens, and we want to know witégins are most like you.
(1) Decide first whether you are more like the geen the left side who would rather
play outdoors or whether you are more like the 4e@m the right side who would

rather watch T.V. Don't mark anything yet, but tficecide which kind of teen is
most like you, and go to that side of the sentence.

(2) Now, decide whether that is only sort of troee you, or really true for you. If it's

only sort of true, then put an X in the box undat sf true. If it's really true for you
then put an X in that box, under really true.

(3) For each sentence you only check one box. Soaetit will be on one side of the
page, and other times it will be on the other sifithe page but only check one box
for each sentence. You don't check both sidesthesbne side most like you.

(4) Now go ahead and check the other boxes bas#temtatement that is most like you.

REALLY | SORT SORT REALLY
TRUE OF OF TRUE
FOR ME | TRUE TRUE FOR ME
FOR FOR
ME ME

Some people would
rather play
outdoors in their
spare time

Other people would

BUT rather watch TV.

Some people are
pretty pleased with
themselves

BUT

Other people are
often unhappy with
themselves.

Some people don't
like the way they
are leading their
life

BUT

Other people do
like the way they
are leading their
life.

Some people are

Other people are

often not happy BUT happy with
with themselves themselves as a
person.

Some people often
wish they were
someone else

BUT

Other people like
the kind of person
they are.

Some people are
very happy being
the way they are

BUT

Other people wish
they were different.

Some people are
not very happy

with the way they
do a lot of things

BUT

Other people think
the way they do
things is fine.
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A. Sports

Not at
all

A little

Some

Medium

A lot

A whole lot

Extremely

B. Friendshi

psS

Not at
all

A little

Some

Medium

A lot

A whole lot

Extremely

C. School

Not at
all

A little

Some

Medium

A lot

A whole lot

Extremely

D. Having a boyfriend/girlfriend

Not at
all

A little

Some

Medium

A lot

A whole lot

Extremely

E. Having a

job

Not at
all

A little

Some

Medium

A lot

A whole

lot

Extremely
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Now that you have described this experience, plethseit the ratings below to let us know
more about the experience you just described.

Please circle the term that best describes youtioea

1) How bad did this event make you feel at the tim#hat it happened?

Ngi[l at A little Some Medium A lot A vl\glole Extremely
2) How bad do you feel about this event now
Ngi[l at A little Some Medium A lot A vl\glole Extremely

3) How important was this event to you at the timehat it happened?

Ngh at A little Some Medium A lot A Vl\glOle Extremely

4) How important is this event to you now

Ngh at A little Some Medium A lot A Vl\glOle Extremely

5) How much did this event reveal something abouthwo you are?

Ngh at A little Some Medium A lot A Vl\glOle Extremely

Try to think back, when did the event that you desgbed happen? If you cannot
remember the exact date, please write the month angear that it happened in. If you
are having trouble remembering, please write your bst guess.

Date:
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Listed below are some ways that children and teensagy to deal with their problems.
Please tell us how often each of these statemeastbéden true for you when you tried to deal
with the problem you described. (Check the box best describes your response)

Very

Never | Sometimes| Often Often

1. | asked someone in my family for help with
the problem.

2. | got advice from someone about what |
should do.

3. I shared my feelings about the problem wit
another person.

4. | kept my feelings to myself.

5. | thought about the problem and tried to
figure out what | could do about it.

6. | took a chance and tried a new way to sol
the problem.

7. 1 made a plan to solve the problem and thg
followed the plan.

8. I went over in my head some of the things
could do about the problem.

9. | thought about the problem in a new way
that it didn’t upset me much.

10. | learned a new way of dealing with the
problem.

11. I tried to figure out how I felt about the
problem.

12. | figured out what had to be done and the
did it.

13. I tried not thinking about the problem.
14. 1 went on with things as if nothing was
wrong.

15. | pretended the problem wasn’t very
important to me.

16. | knew | had lots of feelings about the
problem, but I just didn’t pay any attention to
them.

17. I tried to get away from the problem for a
while by doing other things.
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Please tell us how often each of these statemeastbéen true for you when you tried to deal
with the problem you described. (Check the box biest describes your response)

Never | Sometimes| Often | Very
Often

18. | pretended the problem had nothing to d
with me.

19. I tried to pretend that the problem didn’t
happen.

20. | hoped that things would somehow work
out so | didn’'t do anything.

21. | tried to pretend that my problem wasn’t
real.

22. | realized there was nothing | could do. |
just waited for it to be over.

23. | put the problem out of my mind.

24. | stayed away from things that reminded
of the problem.

25. | tried not to feel anything inside me. |
wanted to feel numb.

26. | went to sleep so | wouldn’t have to think
about it.
27. When | was upset about the problem, I w|
mean to someone even though they didn’t
deserve it.

28. | tried not to be with anyone who remindeg
me of the problem.
29. | decided to stay away from people and b
by myself.
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Below is a list of comments made by people afiessful life events. For each sentence,
circle an answer to tell how much it has been touggou WITHIN THE PAST WEEK . If
the statement doesn’t describe what you did omigling the past seven days, please circle
“A” in the “not at all” column.

Note: Please do not include the time you thou@loua the event within this session.

Not at All/
Doesnot Rarely Sometimes Often
Apply

| thought about it when | didn’t mean tc A B C D
| avoided letting myself get upset wher A B C D
thought about it or was reminded of it.
| tried to remove it from memory A B C D
| had trouble falling asleep or staying
asleep because of pictures of thoughts A B C D
about it that came into my mind.
| had waves of strong feelings about it. A B C D
| had dreams about it. A B C D
| stayed away from reminders of it. A B C D
Irgzllt as if it hadn’t happened or wasn’t A B C D
| tried not to talk about it. A B C D
Pictures about it popped into my mind. A B C D
i(t).ther things kept making me think abc A B c D
| was aware that | still had a lot of
feelings about it but didn’t try to deal A B C D
with them.
| tried not to think about it. A C D
Any re_mlnder brought back feelings A c D
about it.
My feelings about it were kind of numb A C D
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Now we are going to do something a little different. We are also interested in how
you can use words. Below we have different categories and we want you to write the
first three things you can think of that go within that category. Such as fruits, and you
write orange, and then you write two other fruits you can think of.

1) Fruits

2) Zoo animals

3) Clothing

4) Furniture

5) Vacation

Please STOP HERE and talk to the interviewer.
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Now that you have described this experience, plethseit the ratings below to let us know
more about the experience you just described.

Please circle the term that best describes youtioea

1) How bad did this event make you feel at the tim#hat it happened?

Ngi[l at A little Some Medium A lot A vl\glole Extremely
2) How bad do you feel about this event now

Ngi[l at A little Some Medium A lot A vl\glole Extremely
3) How important was this event to you at the timehat it happened?

Ngh at A little Some Medium A lot A Vl\glOle Extremely
4) How important is this event to you now

Ngh at A little Some Medium A lot A Vl\glOle Extremely
5) How much did this event reveal something abouthwo you are?

Ngh at A little Some Medium A lot A Vl\glOle Extremely

Try to think back, when did the event that you desgbed happen? If you can't
remember the exact date, please write the month angear that it happened in. If
you’re having trouble remembering, please write youbest guess.

Date:
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Below is a list of comments made by people afiessful life events. For each sentence,
circle an answer to tell how much it has been touggou WITHIN THE PAST WEEK . If
the statement doesn’t describe what you did omigling the past seven days, please circle
“A” in the “not at all” column.

Note: Please do not include the time you thou@loua the event within this session.

Not at All/
Doesnot Rarely Sometimes Often
Apply

| thought about it when | didn’t mean tc A B C D
| avoided letting myself get upset wher A B C D
thought about it or was reminded of it.
| tried to remove it from memory A B C D
| had trouble falling asleep or staying
asleep because of pictures of thoughts A B C D
about it that came into my mind.
| had waves of strong feelings about it. A B C D
| had dreams about it. A B C D
| stayed away from reminders of it. A B C D
Irgzllt as if it hadn’t happened or wasn’t A B C D
| tried not to talk about it. A B C D
Pictures about it popped into my mind. A B C D
i(t).ther things kept making me think abc A B c D
| was aware that | still had a lot of
feelings about it but didn’t try to deal A B C D
with them.
| tried not to think about it. A C D
Any re_mlnder brought back feelings A c D
about it.
My feelings about it were kind of numb A C D
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Please fill out the following information. Rememlbleat you can choose not to answer any
guestion.

The Basics:

A)laminthe __ grade.

B) My genderis: MALE FEMALE

C) My date of birth is: (MM/DD/YYYY) / /

D) | describe my racial/ethnic background as:

E) My hometown is best described as: RURAL SUBURB URBAN
F) My school is:  K-5 K-6 6-8 7-8 K-8 |am home schooled

G) My school is:  PUBLIC PRIVATE CHARRe

Please STOP HERE and talk to the interviewer.
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Appendix C. Preliminary analyses: Demographic défees in language use

In order to determine if language use differeadibynographic characteristics, four mixed
between-within analyses of variance were condusépérately for cognitive terms, positive emotion
terms, negative emotion terms and exclusions iméneative. Between participants factors were
ethnicity and community. The within-participantstiar was self-importance category (most versus
least) for all analyses. Beginning with the anaysfivariance for cognitive term usage, none of the
interactions were significant, however there wasain effect of ethnicityK(3,150)= 3.82,p = .01,
n2 = .07) (see Table 7 for means). The main efféethicity was between Caucasian participalts (
=6.82, SD = 3.08) and those who varied in tharalgethnic descriptions (e.g., American, offering
no answer, HispanicM = 8.33, SD = 3.50). Since the other racial/etlgnaup in itself has a large
amount of variance in ethnicity, subsequent analys# not control for ethnicity. An additional
analysis examined cognitive term differences wattatior? as the within subjects factor and self-
category importance as the within-subjects fadbere were no significant effects of location.

Subsequent analyses examining cognitive termswilcontrol for demographic differences.

® Location was examined in a separate analysisdardp investigate differences in location for tve
younger age groups. College students were all itedrfrom the same location (university campus) aede
not included in the analysis.
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Table 7.Means and standard deviations of cognitive termsriportance category and
demographic variables

Most Least
Location Important SD Important SD n
After School Clubs 6.18% (.03) 6.56% (.03) 56
University Campus 7.47% (.04) 7.59% (.04) 14
Personal
Connections 7.39% (.04) 7.74% (.04) 30
Ethnicity
Caucasian 6.94% (.03) 6.78% (.03) 104
African American 8.58% (.03) 7.92% (.03) 16
Asian 7.08% (.03) 8.52% (.04) 10
Other 7.73% (.03) 8.93% (.04) 24
Community
Rural 7.19% (.03) 7.48% (.03) 33
Suburban 7.19% (.03) 7.36% (.03) 105
Urban 7.71% (.03) 6.80% (.03) 15

Note. Means represent percentage of the narrative

Next, when examining demographic differences isitp@ emotion terms (Table 8), there
were no significant main effects or interactionsdthnicity or hometown. An additional analysis
examined positive emotion term differences withaldn as the within subjects factor and self-

category importance as the within-subjects fadbere were no significant effects of location.
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Table 8.Means and standard deviations of positive emogoms by importance category
and demographic variables

Most Least
Location Important SD Important SD n
After School Clubs 2.91% (.02) 2.62% (.02) 56
University Campus 2.81% (.02) 2.49% (.02) 14
Personal
Connections 2.27% (.02) 2.41% (.02) 30
Ethnicity
Caucasian 2.41% (.02) 2.33% (.02) 104
African American 3.07% (.02) 2.70% (.02) 16
Asian 1.32% (.01) 1.80% (.02) 10
Other 2.29% (.02) 2.63% (.02) 24
Community
Rural 2.27% (.02) 2.81% (.02) 33
Suburban 2.38% (.02) 2.35% (.02) 105
Urban 2.71% (.02) 1.77% (.01) 15

Note. Means represent percentage of the narrative

After exploring demographic differences in negatweotion terms (Table 9), there was one
significant main effect of event importandg1,151) = 4.20p = .01,n2 = .03) and no significant
interactions. The main effect of event importanees\n the expected direction, such that most
important self-event narratives contained a higiegcentage of negative emotion (2.5%) compared
to least important self-event narratives (2.1%).a8iditional analysis examined negative emotion
term differences with location as the within subgdfactor and self-category importance as the

within-subjects factor. There were no significaffiéets of location.
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Table 9.Means and standard deviations of negative emo&ang by importance category
and demographic variables

Most Least
Location Important SD Important SD n
After School Clubs 2.90% (.02) 2.33% (.02) 56
University Campus 2.64% (.02) 2.65% (.02) 14
Personal
Connections 2.57% (.02) 2.16% (.01) 30
Ethnicity
Caucasian 2.50% (.02) 2.18% (.02) 104
African American 1.99% (.01) 1.90% (.01) 16
Asian 3.24% (.02) 2.56% (.01) 10
Other 2.49% (.02) 1.71% (.02) 24
Community
Rural 2.71% (.02) 2.06% (.02) 33
Suburban 2.45% (.02) 2.20% (.02) 105
Urban 2.21% (.02) 1.47% (.01) 15

Note. Means represent percentage of the narrative

Finally, when examining demographic differencesxulusive terms (Table 10), there were no
significant main effects or interactions when exang ethnicity and community. An additional
analysis examined negative emotion term differemgdslocation as the within subjects factor and
self-category importance as the within-subjectsoiad here were no significant effects of location.

Subsequent analyses examining exclusion termswiiltontrol for demographic differences.

134



Table 10 Means and standard deviations of exclusion termsipprtance category and
demographic variables

Most Least
Location Important SD Important SD n
After School Clubs 3.96% (.03) 4.29% (.02) 56
University Campus 3.58% (.03) 5.02% (.03) 14
Personal
Connections 4.36% (.02) 3.93% (.02) 30
Ethnicity
Caucasian 4.02% (.02) 4.42% (.02) 104
African American 5.50% (.03) 4.59% (.02) 16
Asian 3.99% (.01) 6.35% (.04) 10
Other 4.06% (.02) 4.33% (.02) 24
Community
Rural 3.60% (.02) 4.74% (.02) 33
Suburban 4.32% (.02) 4.48% (.03) 105
Urban 4.31% (.02) 4.60% (.02) 15

Note. Means represent percentage of the narrative
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Appendix D. Preliminary analyses: Language diffeesnin questionnaire order

In order to determine if language use differed bgstionnaire version, four mixed between-
within analysis of variance were conducted sepbr&be cognitive terms, positive emotion terms,
negative emotion terms and exclusions in the naerathe between participants factor was
guestionnaire version. The within-participants éasvas importance self-category (most versus least)
for all analyses.

Across all analyses, examining cognitive termsjtpe@ emotion terms, and exclusive terms,
none of the main effects or interactions were $iggmt. Means and standard deviations are presented
in Table 11. There was only one significant mafecffor the model predicting negative emotion
terms €(1,152)= 4.51,p = .03,n2 = .03). There was a higher percentage of negativation terms in
most compared to the least self-category narrat&elssequent analyses will not control for
guestionnaire version.

Table 11 Means and standard deviations of key language éegaby importance category
and questionnaire version

Most Least
Version Important SD Important SD
Most-Least Cognitive terms 7.30% (.03) 7.09% (.03)
Positive emotion
terms 2.22% (.02) 2.23% (.02)
Negative emotion
terms 2.36% (.02) 1.87% (.01)
Exclusive terms 4.24% (.02) 4.35% (.02)
Least-Most Cognitive terms 7.21% (.03) 7.56% (.03)
Positive emotion
terms 2.54% (.02) 2.52% (.02)
Negative emotion
terms 2.59% (.02) 2.32% (.02)
Exclusive terms 4.12% (.02) 4.74% (.03)

Note. Means represent percentage of the narrative
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Appendix E. Manipulation check for different typégvents
Ratings of Overall Event Category Importance

As a manipulation check, a mixed between-withinysis of variance was conducted to
analyze differences in ratings of event self-catggmportance. These were the ratings from the
beginning of the questionnaire which the interviewsed to determine the events the participant
would discuss, by asking them to talk about evinta these highest and lowest rated self-
categories. The between-participants factors wenelegr and age group (Elementary, Middle,
College). The within-participants factor was eviemportance self-category (most versus least
important category). There was a main effect ofartgnce E(1,149)= 631.46p < .001 .2 = .81),
such that the interviewer appropriately asked tirtigipant to discuss events from categories
differing in importance to the self. In other wortige participants discussed events from two distin
self-importance categories, one being more impoead the other less important. There was also a
main effect of grade leveF(2,149) = 4.74p = .01,n2 = .06). Elementary school participants
discussed events from more important self-categ@e= 4.26, SD = 1.58) compared to middle
school M = 3.86, SD = 1.96) and college participamis{ 3.80, SD = 2.01)p6 < .05). There was
also a significant importance by grade level intéoa (F(2,149)= 13.83,p<.001n2 = .16) and a
significant importance by gender interactiifl(,149) = 7.76p < .006,n2 = .05). For the least event
category only, elementary school participants dised events with a significantly higher importance
rating (M = 3.23, SD = 1.46) compared to middle schdH2.27, SD = 1.37) and college
participants 1 = 2.04, SD = 1.24)p6 < .01). With regard to gender, males and fentdiféered in
their ratings of the most important event, with &es discussing events with a slightly higher matin
(5.5 versus 5.3)p(= .05). The three way interaction was not sigaific Means and standard

deviations are presented in Table 12. Interviewacseeded in choosing events that differed in
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categorical importance. The differences in categbriatings by grade level and gender will be
considered in the event of similar patterns of lteso tests of the main hypotheses.

Table 12 Means and standard deviations of event categoydambportance level, gender
and age group

Most Least
Important SD Important SD n
Male Elementary 5.23 (.86) 3.13 (1.41) 30
Middle School 5.26 (.96) 2.78 (2.00) 23
College 5.36 (.73) 2.27 (1.39) 22
Female Elementary 5.36 (.85) 3.36 (1.56) 22
Middle School 5.58 (.90) 1.81 (1.47) 26
College 5.69 (.47) 1.88 (1.13) 32

Note. Event self-category importance ratings wesessed on a 0 to 6 point scale, with O
indicating “Not at all important” to 6 indicating=ktremely important.”

Ratings of chosen event importance at the timbé®gvent

A mixed between-within analysis of variance wasdiated to analyze differences in ratings of the
discussed event importance at the time of the e¥dtar providing a narrative, participants rated
how important the discussed event was to themedtirtie that it happened. Ratings of importance at
the time of the event were assessed on a 0 tond gale, with 0 indicating “Not at all important

6 indicating “Extremely important.” The between4papants factors were gender and age group
(elementary, middle, college). The within-particiggfactor was event type (most versus least
important self-category). There were no significatgractions but there was one significant main
effect of event typeR(1,147) = 23.52p < .001,n2 = .14). Participants classified their most impatt
self-event narrativesV = 4.48, SD = 1.43) as more important at the tinag they happened
compared to their least important event narrat{iies 3.71, SD = 1.72). Not only did participants
discuss events from their most and least impogelfitcategories, but these specific events diffémed

their importance at the time of the experience.
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Ratings of event intensity at the time of the evaard the interview

A mixed between-within analysis of variance wasdiarted to analyze differences in ratings of event
intensity at the time of the event. The betweenigpants factors were gender and age group
(elementary, middle, college). The within-particiggfactor was event self-category (most versus
least important). There was a main effect of egeiftcategoryf(1,148)= 16.67,p < .001,n2 = .10).
Across all participants, events from the most ingoatrself-event category were rated as more intense
at the time of the even((= 4.22, SD = 1.54) compared to events from thst limaportant self-

category ¢ = 3.55, SD = 1.74). Additionally, there was a meiffect of age groupH(2,148)= 10.59,

p <.001n2 =.13). Across both event types, college studextedd their events as more intense at the
time M = 4.53, SD = 1.42) compared to middle schdbH 3.64, SD = 1.72) and elementary school
participants i = 3.43, SD = 1.67).

Since there were main effects of gender and deadé on intensity at the time of the
experience, an additional mixed between-within ysialof variance was conducted to analyze
differences in perceptions of event intensity attiime of the interview. The between-participants
factors were gender and age group (elementary,lejiddllege). The within-participants factor was
event type (most important versus least importategory). There was only one significant main
effect and no interactions. Participants reported the event from the most important self-category
(M =2.38, SD = 1.73) was more intense in the prethemt the event from the least importavit£
1.72, SD = 1.56) self-categoriy((L,148)= 11.57,p = .001 .12 = .07).

Ratings of self-relevance

A mixed between-within analysis of variance wasdiarted to analyze differences in ratings of self-
relevance. Participants rated how much each experigevealed something about who you are” on
a 0 (Not at all) to 6 (Extremely) point scale. Thetween-participants factors were gender and age

group (elementary, middle, college). The withintggpants factor was event importance self-
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category (most versus least important). There weoesignificant main effects and no interactions.
Across all participants, narratives from most impot self-categories were rated as more self-
revealing M = 2.90, SD = 1.82) compared to narratives frorsti@gaportant i1 = 2.57, SD = 1.71)
self categoriesH(1,148)= 4.23,p = .04,m2 = .03). Interestingly, there was also a mainaffer age
group. College students reported their events ae seif-revealing compared to middle school and

elementary school participants(g,148)= 9.09,p < .001,n2 = .11)
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Appendix F. Non-significant hierarchical models A&am II

Hypothesis A. Exclusions will be directly relatedd lessened importance of the event over
time and age will moderate this relationship.

Individuals may experience a change in importangehe relative change in importance does not
account for where they started. In order to de#h tiis issue, analyses were conducted again, with
the model predicting current event importance amdrolling for past event importance. Preliminary
analyses utilized Pearson correlations to assdestp relationships between the dependent variabl
(present importance) and potential confounds (gerdtual time, narrative importance self-category,
importance at the time of the event). There wagrafecant correlation for narrative importancefsel
category = .23,p = .01) and for importance at the time<(.23,p = .01). Events from most

important self-categories had higher present ingmae and higher levels of present importance were
rated to higher levels of past importance. A regjesanalysis was conducted to examine the extent
to which predictors involving age group and exaasierms account for individual differences in
present importance. As can be seen in Table 13irgt@redictor block accounted for 19% of the
variance in present importance. Narrative typezasi event importance were both significant
covariates(fs < .01). Exclusive term use, age group and thesractions were added in block 2 and
the amount of variance increased to 20%, whichneas significantf(5,297)= 0.60,p > .10)

increase from Block 1. Turning to regression est®athere were no significant interactions or main

effects with the exception of narrative categorgt anportance at the time.
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Table 13.Summary of regression analysis for exclusion ar&\agiables predicting present
importance

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Narrative type 0.55** 0.19 0.15 0.55** 0.19 0.15
Importance at the time 0.41** 0.06 0.37 0.39* 0.06 0.36
Elementary -0.54 0.52 -0.14
Middle -.075 0.53 -0.20
Exclusive terms -0.09 0.08 -0.11
Exclusive terms X Elementary 0.09 0.10 0.11
Exclusive terms X Middle 0.10 0.10 0.13
R2 19 20
AR? .01

Note. p<.10 p < .05 *p < .01

Hypothesis B. Cognitive term usage will be inveyselated to a lessened importance of the
event over time. Age is expected to moderate gadionship, such that cognitive term usage
will be more strongly related to a lessened impuargefor the college age group compared to
the two younger age groups.

Analyses were conducted, with the model prediatingent event importance and controlling for past
event importance. Preliminary analyses utilizedr&@acorrelations to assess potential relationships
between the dependent variable (present importamzepotential confounds (gender, actual time,
narrative importance self-category, importancénattime of the event). There was a significant
correlation for importance self-category=.23,p = .01) and for importance at the tinme=(.23,p =

.01). Events from most important self-categories higher present importance and higher levels of
present importance were rated to higher levelsaef mportance. A regression analysis was
conducted to examine the extent to which prediatorslving age group and cognitive terms account
for individual differences in present importancartRer preliminary analyses tested for

homeodasticity of the model and found there wascaise with a standardized residual over 3. The
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case was removed resulting in a loss of less th&oflithe data. As can be seen in Table 14, the firs
predictor block accounted for 19% of the varianceriesent importance. Narrative type and past
event importance were both significant covariapss<.01). Cognitive term use, age group and their
interactions were added in block 2 and the amotmaance increased to 20%, which was not a
significant £(5,297) = 0.60p > .10) increase from Block 1. Turning to regres®stimates, there
were no significant interactions or main effecttmthe exception of narrative category and
importance at the time.

Table 14 Summary of regression analysis for cognitive tena age variables predicting
present importance

Block 1 Block 2
Predictors B SE B B SE B
Narrative type 0.55** 0.19 0.15 0.56** 0.19 0.16
Importance at the time 0.41** 0.06 0.37 0.40* 0.06 0.36
Elementary 0.07 0.64 0.02
Middle -0.22 0.66 -0.06
Cognitive terms 0.04 0.06 0.08
Cognitive terms X Elementary -0.18 0.08 -0.04
Cognitive terms X Middle -0.01 0.08 -0.01
R2 19 .20
AR? .01

Note. p<.10 < .05 *p< .01
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