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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Therapeutic writing, also referred to in the literature as expressexgerimental
writing, utilizes the expressive nature of writing as a therapeutic meaesdvery and
growth. The notion of expression as it relates to therapy is based on the abridaciry
created by Freud and his colleagues at the inception of psychology (Breeud, Fr
1895/1966). This theory maintains that symptoms related to traumatic events can be
assuaged by recovering memories of trauma through expressive taltifrgen
association, thereby liberating the appropriate affect associatecheittatima.

The idea of expression as a means to therapeutic recovery remains aeeairtal
of psychology. Some evidence shows that the traditional expressive writingagsk m
create a venue for “abreaction,” allowing clients to explore feelmgke sense of
events, create narratives for experiences, and release appropridiecafésponses
(Lepore & Smyth, 2002). Regardless of the particular cause, it is apgaent t
expressive writing offers an easily manipulated task that has potentiattormany
clients quickly and cheaply, both in the context of formal therapeutic relatiorestdps
less traditional therapeutic interventions (e.g., online interventions). [Serr&sons,
among others, interest in expressive writing in both the practice and reseatars has
risen dramatically in the past two decades.

Over the past 20 years, researchers have accumulated findings datmydte
positive treatment effects of expressive writing. Three meta-asdtgs®e summarized
these findings. In the first of these meta-analyses, Smyth (1998) syathbgzindings

of 13 experimental writing studies. Using Cohen’s (1988) rules of thunrbeféect



sizes (small effect = .1; medium effect = .3; large effect = .5), the afatinod an
average of .23, indicating a small to medium overall mean effect of expressivagvrit
across physical and psychological health outcomes. Frisna, Borod, and Lepoje (2004
found a smaller, though significant overall average effect size amutssmes of .10
when analyzing 9 studies (only one of which was included in the Smyth meta-analysis).
More recently, Frattaroli (2006) meta-analyzed a total of 146 randomized studies
to determine what facilitative features allow for these benefidet®fto emerge and to
establish the overall average effect of expressive writing . In hey, sioel found the
overall average effect size across outcomes to be relatively sn@i8l atlowever, when
sub-sampling eight studies that administered the expressive writing intenventier the
most facilitative conditions, the overall average effect size acrossmescwas .20.
Although not conclusive, this result does give preliminary evidence of a largatlover
effect size when optimal conditions are utilized. However, Frattaroli (20@6%kan
and Marx (2004) warn researchers against weighting the average overdlsefe of
expressive writing too highly. Given the methodological diversity within traslitire,
Frattaroli advocated focusing on which variables might moderate the haineffiect
found in expressive writing. | will now use Frattaroli’s findings to examihat is
known in the field of expressive writing.
A majority of the studies within the expressive writing field have manipdldne
key design features, employed different types of samples, and included different
dependent variables (Sloan & Marx, 2004). Frattaroli examined these features t
determine effect size moderators of expressive writing outcomes. o aut

investigated (a) report information variables (e.g., publication statusyatéastics of the



authors), (b) setting variables (e.g. the use of special populations, locatieatwfent),
(c) treatment variables (e.g., treatment dose measured by length cfdiom setervals
between disclosure sessions, type of instructions and events), (d) participdiésaria
(e.g. individual difference variables), and (e) methodological variahlgstyee of
instructions, timing of follow-up period).

Frattaroli (2006) reached several conclusions about the types of conditions that
yielded the largest effect sizes. For example, the setting, ololocdithe treatment,
moderated the effect of expressive writing on psychological health, a broadigyddef
variable that included 13 subcategories (e.g. anger, distress, coping, positieigc
depression). Findings indicated that higher effect sizes were found irsstudibich
participants completed the tasks outside of the laborateryl2) as compared to
completing the tasks in a controlled setting (03). An example of a treatment
moderator variable was the number of treatment sessions implemented.sizéfeatere
slightly but significantly larger in studies where participantsengven three or more
sessions in contrast to less than three sessions for the overall eddict=si@8 vs. 04,
respectively). Frattaroli concluded that moderator variables had an imporpeat on
the effect size of resulting outcomes and suggested that future redearichfecus on
moderators that may elucidate the optimal conditions for administeerexfressive
writing task. This suggestion is consistent with Pennebaker’s (2004) argiomére
need to research the practical questions of when expressive writing does andtdoes
work and for whom.

In response to this call, the current study will test the moderatingsetita

client variablepersonalgrowth initiative(Robitschek, 1998), on cognitive and affective



therapeutic outcomes. More specifically, this study will explore wheth#cipants

differ in the extent to which they profit from two different versions of exgivesnriting
depending on whether they are high or low on the personality dimension of personal
growth initiative (PGI). The current research will also use regulditoityeory (Frietas

& Higgins, 2002; Higgins, 2000) to guide hypotheses on the interaction between type of
task and PGI on differential outcomes. | will now briefly introduce the moderator
variable of personal growth initiative, the two types of writing tasks, agudatory fit

theory which provides the theoretical framework for the interactional, ohimgic
hypotheses.

PGl is defined as one’s active and intentional involvement in changing as a
person (Robitschek, 1998). PGl is a metacognitive construct that describemngation
towards actively and purposefully engaging in the growth seeking prae€dscontains
cognitive components (e.g. motivation to change, knowledge of the change process, and
efficacy related to the change process) and behavioral components (e.g. gmalsral
relating to personal change and plans to attain those goals; Robitschek, 2803). F
example, an individual high in PGI might critically evaluate past, current,usunck f
experiences to both determine potential areas for growth and monitor growtieagps.
Behaviorally, these individuals would likely seek out experiences deemed amipkort
personal growth. In contrast, an individual low in PGl would not consider growth as a
criterion for examining past, current, and future experiences and thenefole: not
behaviorally seek out intentional growth experiences.

Given that PGl is a broad goal orientation, it is likely that PGI would atfiect t

outcome and process of a variety of decisions. One such decision is how an individual



chooses to cope with a stressful life event. An individual high in PGI might choose to
cope or “feel better” through striving to learn and change from the experidrhis goal

of personal growth might require a critical evaluation and deeper exploditfeelings

and thoughts related to this event. In contrast, an individual low in PGI might not aim to
grow past previous levels of perceived self-awareness and would instead hapenttore
baseline affective levels to facilitate “feeling better.” This stwdlaim to determine if

the level of PGI interacts with the type of expressive writing task wdiliagproduce
differential outcomes.

The two different expressive writing tasks expected to interact withéR@ll &re
the traditional expressive writing task and the “best possible self’ tasktralhional
paradigm asks participants to write about their deepest thoughts and feejargsigea
specific trauma, how it affected their life at the time, and how it affeats tioev. This
task has been shown to reduce health visits and to increase psychologicalvgell-bei
(Pennebaker, Colder, & Sharp, 1990; Russ, 1992). The “best possible self” paradigm
(BPS) asks participants to think about their life in the future and imaginevérgtreng
has gone as well as it possibly could. It asks participants to imagineasiccemere
they have accomplished all of their goals and realized all of their dreatheugh the
BPS does not ask participants to think about their specific trauma or stressfuklife it
has been found to produce similar reductions in iliness-related visits (HanszZL,a
McGovern, & Harrist, 2007) and improvements in psychological well-being (KRi&@1)
as did the traditional task. It has also been shown to produce an immediatgeintrea
positive affect following the completion of the task, in contrast to the imneedéxtrease

in positive affect found following the traditional writing task (King, 2001).



The current study will assess the effects of expressive writing onraéjisto
the dissolution of a romantic relationship. For young adults, the role of romantic
relationship partner can represent a defining aspect of identity. Sudbnshgis may
also be a source for emotional support and security, social status, and intimaay. Give
the potential importance of such relationships, romantic break-ups mayhgeadie
individual to cope with a variety of negative emotions which can lead to emotional
distress (Kaczmarek et al., 1990). Therefore, this common and potentially important
stressful life event provides an opportunity to explore the impact of expressing wn
psychological outcomes.

Goal orientation (or regulatory orientation) generally refers to aapetsonal
motivational goal that may affect a variety of decisions (Avnet & Higg@86). The
activities or strategies by which a goal orientation is pursued are diefsne goal
pursuit means. Regulatory fit theory proposes that when people engage inest aiteg
goal pursuit means) that match their goal orientation they “feel regiatit what they are
doing, and this fit experience will then strengthen subsequent evaluativenregétvnet
& Troy, 2005; Higgins, 2000). Beyond the strengthening of subjective evaluative
judgments, fit between the goal orientation of the individual and the type of task has bee
shown to increase both motivation to perform tasks and actual task performance
(Higgins, 2005). The beneficial treatment effects of the expressivagwask may be
linked to the regulatory fit between the particular writing task utilized laadlient’s
goal orientation. One such goal orientation is PGI.

It is expected that participants high in PGI will show greater increases in

psychological health in the traditional writing task than in the best possibtaself



because there will be a regulatory fit between type of task (the draaitvriting

paradigm) and PGl level (high PGI). That is, the goal of those high in PGl is to
experience growth out of their experiences and one way to pursue thisigotdtmm
would be to expend effort at exploring the stressor or traumatic experiencet-ob‘s0
pain, no gain” orientation. The traditional writing task would match the exploration
required to achieve the goals of change and growth for those high in PGI and, hence,
provide a regulatory fit.

In contrast to those high in PGI, the goal for individuals low in PGI is not to attain
growth out of traumatic experiences or stressors but rather to “feel lagttereduce the
impact of the trauma on their everyday life. The BPS task might feeiffetling
better” because it can raise positive affect and allow those low in PGI tegsdgivards
their goals, which emphasize symptom reduction over insight. It is expectetddhen t
participants low in PGI will show greater increases in psychologicahhieahe best
possible self condition than in the traditional writing task condition because thebe wil
a regulatory fit between type of task (the BPS task) and PGl level &y P

In sum, the current study will answer the call of current researchexplores
new client moderator variables that may contribute to the effectivenesgretsixe
writing. Furthermore, regulatory fit theory, which has not yet been applibe
expressive writing research domain, provides a logical rationale to supppretheted
matching personality x task hypotheses. This study will seek to test tbthbgis that
regulatory fit between PGl level and type of task will enhance the bemhefigets found

through expressive writing.



CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

The phrase, “the talking cure,” was coined by Breur and Freud (1895/1966) to
describe the goal of psychoanalysis at the inception of psychology. This ragiiones
the essence of abreaction theory, or the fundamental philosophy that sympé&beastoel
traumatic events can be “talked through” or worked through to a point of catharsis or
resolution. Abreaction theory has since been adapted by many psychotherapeutic
traditions and remains one of the central tenants of psychology to date.

Although Freud and Breur (1895/1966) referred specifically to talking as the
means to abreaction, researchers have looked towards writing as another vdraie for t
healing and growth experience. This “writing cure” has been studied over the past
twenty years and has proven to be an efficient therapeutic intervention ljBleane
2004). Researchers have focused on such outcomes as health functioning that includes
physiological and psychological functioning (Frattaroli, 2006). Findingsesidlyat in
as little as three twenty minute sessions, participants experienkedmaprovements
within their cognitive, affective, and behavioral functioning (Frattaroli, 2006)
Researchers have also examined the methodological, setting, participan¢agment
variables that enhance or minimize the beneficial effects of expraessting (Frattarol,
2006).

Although researchers have made progress in identifying some moderator
variables, only a small minority of studies have focused on specific poterdral cli
moderating variables. The few studies that directly address participaitleathave not

tested the possible interaction of client variables with types of writikg fHse purpose



of this study will be to address this gap by testing the moderating effextelevant
person variable, and by examining the potential interaction of this variable with the
particular type of writing task utilized.

The following literature review will first examine the current egsé on
moderators within the expressive writing literature. This reviewpudlide a
comprehensive look at the moderator research to date both generally andan telati
client moderator variables. Next, the proposed client moderator variablengers
growth initiative, will be introduced. The review will then highlight twpeg of
therapeutic tasks that have been used in expressive writing. Followingebesess
regulatory fit theory will be presented as the basis for the current imb@r@dypothesis
of this study. A final sub-section will discuss how regulatory fit thearylwe used to
explain how personal growth initiative might interact with the type of exmesgiting
task to produce differential effects on participants.

Overall Effects and General Moderators of Expressive Writing

The use of meta-analysis provides a unique opportunity to comprehensively
address if an intervention works, how well it works, and when and with whom it works
(Frattaroli, 2006; Rosenthal & DiMatteo, 2002). Several meta-analysesttawetad
to calculate the average effect size of expressive writing and to exgfect size
moderators on a variety of outcomes. Three such analyses will be discwsssuhatler
meta-analyses will be briefly reviewed and one larger recentasahll be discussed in
greater detail.

Smyth (1998) meta-analyzed thirteen studies of expressive writing using the

fixed-effects approach. A fixed-effects approach is often used whaedatixely small



number of articles are included in the analysis. In this approach, the sampde size i
determined by the total number of participants in the included studies; in other therds
participant is the unit of analysis (Hedges, 1994).

Using Cohen’s (1988) rules of thumb foeffect sizes (small effect = .1; medium
effect = .3; large effect = .5), Smyth (1998) found small to mediuatues reflecting the
effect of writing interventions on four outcome variables, including reportaithhe =
.23), physiological functioning & .32), general functioning (.33), and psychological
well-being ¢ = .31). Across all studies, Smyth found a small average effect size of .23
and concluded that expressive writing enhances health outcomes. Frisna et al. (2004)
examined the effects of written emotional disclosure on health outcornksicHl
populations. Using the fixed-effects approach, Frisna et al. meta-ashalymestudies,
yielding a smaller average effect size of .10.

Although these two meta-analyses provide a useful gauge of the overall effects
expressive writing, their use of a fixed-effects analysis may liemecalizability.
Specifically, the fixed-effects approach utilizes the participanteasartit of analysis,
which restricts researchers to make conclusions that apply only to tiogopats in the
studies that were included in the analysis (Raudenbush, 1994). In contrast, the random-
effects approach uses the study as the unit of analysis, which alloahess to
generalize findings beyond the studies included in the analysis. Furtkethese meta-
analyses used only a small number of studies in the literature. With the recent
proliferation of studies within this area, there seemed a need to reasd#esatioee and

conduct a more comprehensive and current meta-analysis.

10



Recently, Frattaroli (2006) meta-analyzed a total of 146 randomized studies
establish a more comprehensive overall effect size of expressive wntirtg determine
what study features moderate effect sizes. In her study, she founccaigrdfifect sizes
on many outcome variables. For the purpose of this review we will limit thesgist
to outcome variables used in the current study related to psychological health. Three of
the thirteen psychological variables explored were distressl(), depression £ .07),
and positive functioning (= .05), which included measures of mood, happiness,
optimism, and satisfaction with life. She found the overall unweighted niedre
relatively small at .08. However, when sub-sampling eight studies that athredi the
expressive writing intervention under the most facilitative conditions (ddtaglow),
the effect size was .20. Although not conclusive, this result does give preliminar
evidence of a larger overall effect size when optimal conditions are dtilize

In meta-analyzing the moderators of the expressive writing eReattaroli
(2006) determined that the “successful study” (established through acsigttifor F
value of the test of the moderator in this random effect analysis) tended to dnave th
following conditions: (a) a relatively short follow-up period , (b) the provision of ve
detailed instructions, (c) payment of participants, (d) administrationleést three
writing sessions, (e) participants who disclosed about events for which they had no or
little closure, (f) participants who wrote essays at home, (g) paitspwith health
problems, or (h) participants with a history of trauma. These moderators, mplnsexe
rarely been the primary focus of the research questions addressed withinutiese st
Frattaroli suggested that researchers further examine these potertteaiators, which is

consistent with Pennebaker’s (2004) recommendation that research in tlabaurieh
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examine the practical questions of when and with whom expressive writingis mo
beneficial.
Moderators of Expressive Writing

To date, there has been little attention given to client variables within the
expressive writing research literature. Participant variablesiheleled such factors as
situational components (e.g., type of trauma experience), stable trait congp@ngnt
the Big Five personality factors), or different cognitive, affective, and\betal styles
(Frattaroli, 2006). This review will summarize and critique the relevaaarels on
client variables in expressive writing.

Sheese, Brown, and Graziano (2004) investigated the Big Five dispositiosal trait
and the quality of social relationships as two possible moderators of thesatied
health outcomes of expressive writing. Participants were 546 undergraduatesn&ho w
randomly placed into either a control or experimental group. Participants in the
experimental condition wrote about the most traumatic experiences ofvksjniihile
participants in the control condition wrote about the occurrences of the day. $kegres
analyses revealed that extraversion and degree of social support nibttexatects of
expressive writing on self-reported general health functiofirg42,p = .23,
respectively). Specifically, participants with greater extragarand higher degrees of
social support were more likely to benefit from treatment than did those redortieg
levels of extraversion and social support. Although informative, it might be itmeres
to study the potential interaction of extraversion and the type of task utilizisd. |
possible that individuals who are extraverted versus introverted would Hemrefit

different types of writing tasks.
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Cameron and Nicholls (1998) examined the moderating effect of dispositional
optimism on the benefits of expressive writing in a sample of undergraduates adpsting
the college experience. In addition to the traditional disclosure and contrgl tasks
researchers examined an emotional regulation writing task. This taskmes at both
exploring thoughts and feelings and helping participants attend to, enact, andeapprais
coping strategies in regard to adjustment difficulties. The researglperthbasized that
pessimists might benefit more from the self-regulation task than thedreditisclosure
task. This logic followed a compensatory model holding that pessimists lack self
regulation ability and therefore might benefit more from a task that enhresesskills.
Results confirmed that when each treatment (i.e., writing task) wagsatcedhto the
control group, pessimists in the self-regulation condition showed a pre-post degrease i
health clinic visitsi( = .13); however, pessimists in the traditional disclosure condition
showed no such decrease in health clinic visits.02).

This study provided a more nuanced picture of how the type of writing task might
interact with client variables; however, this study, like many otherssritarature, only
investigated expressive writing’s effects on physical health outcoRrastaroli (2006)
noted small average effect sizes for psychological health including pdsiietoning,
distress, and depression. The current study, therefore, aims to examine additional
psychological outcome variables. The current research also aims to prowide a m
nuanced investigation by examining the interaction between two types ofgiasks
and a potentially important client variable. The next section will introduselient
variable and suggest its importance in the therapeutic process.

Personal Growth Initiative

13



Definition

Personal growth initiative is a metacognitive construct defined as tkie aatl
intentional engagement in changing and developing as a person (Robitschek, 1998). Itis
a global trait-like construct that may reflect the pursuit of a waaeaffective,
behavioral, or cognitive self-changes. Intentionality is of key importemitet those
with high Personal Growth Initiative (PGI) tend to select personal growdlgaal and
intentionally seek out personal growth experiences. Furthermore, P@brstibally
assumed to contain both individual cognitive and behavioral components comprised of
general goals relating to personal change and plans to attain thas@Rygatschek,
2003).
Research Findings

The literature on PGl is still in its infancy; therefore, the construmtriently in
need of further validation. However, initial evidence supports PGl as a unique construct
that is associated with a variety of relevant cognitive constructs. sRtsasured using
the Personal Growth Initiative Scale (PGIS; Robitschek). This likertdgake consists
of nine-items that capture an individual’s level of intentional focus on the “melfacfoa
self-change. These items capture both cognitive and behavioral aspects ohakent
self-change. One example of a cognitively oriented item on the PGI&nswl what |
need to do to get started toward reaching my goals.” An example of a behaviorally
oriented item, or a question that measures the actual behaviors relateng ishaf |
want to change something in my life, | initiate the transition process.”

Robitschek’s (1998) first validation study hypothesized a positive moderate

relationship between PGI and assertiveness, internal locus of control, anchergtility.

14



Theoretically, a person should be assertive to believe they are entitled to grow.
Furthermore, individuals high in PGI might be more likely to endorse the assunfyation t
their behavioral growth actions will lead to desired growth outcomes (an intecnsa of
control). Similarly, an individual high in PGI would theoretically be motivatedke t

action to get the “job” of growth in motion, which would reflect instrumentalitya

study involving 330 undergraduates, Robitschek (1998) found that assertiveness, internal
locus of control, and instrumentality were moderately to strongly asstevite PGl

=.41,r = .56,r = .45, respectively).

A subsequent study predicted a positive moderate correlation between PGI and
independent self-construal or the focus on the self, as distinct from other people
(Robitschek, 2003). This hypothesis was based on the assumption that PGI focuses on
one’s own growth, which may be independent of other’s growth. Using a sample of 165
undergraduates of Mexican descent, Robitschek found a strong relationship between
these two variables € .49).

In another study involving 169 undergraduate students, Robitschek (1999)
hypothesized that different ways of growing would be differentiallyetated with PGI
scores. Specifically, participants were asked to report the degree to dydelt they
had achieved growth using Ryff's (1989) domains of psychological well-beingy Th
were then asked, using a global behavioral self-report measure, to itldecat@ys in
which they had accomplished this growth. Robitschek reasoned that in espousing growth
as a goal, those high in PGl would be more likely to both recognize growth and report
growth as intentional. As hypothesized, findings indicated that participants who ha

higher PGI scores reported a greater level of growth that demandedvaoémess and
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intentionality ¢ = .51). In contrast, these participants reported lower levels of
unintentional growth, or growth not based on effort €.50).

PGl was also found to be associated with types of coping styles and vocational
variables. Specifically, Robitschek and Cook (1999) sampled 205 college students to
explore hypothesized associations between PGlI, two types of coping sfikesstijre,
and suppressive), and career exploration and vocational identity. She hypothesized that
there would be positive correlations between PGI and reflective coping (atiané
coping style), vocational exploration and, vocational identity; and that there would be
negative correlations between PGI and a suppressive coping style. Findingddic
that the reflective coping style, vocational exploration, and level of vocataeraity
were each associated positively with PGl scores (r = .42, r = .39, r = Hectresly).
Suppressive coping (indicating less willingness to explore) wadisagutly negatively
correlated with PGI, as predicted (r = -.37).

PGI scores were also found to be related to self-reported measureslyf fa
functioning. In a correlational study, Whittaker and Robitschek (2001) ad sesswral
family functioning variables in an undergraduate sample of 336 participa@Gtsvas
found to correlate positively with such family variables as problem solving,
communication, father differentiation, and mother differentiation .6,r = .30,r = .19,

r = .32, respectively). PGI also correlated negatively with family czr(fli= -.23).

Further evidence of construct validity comes from a study of the assométion
PGI with the theoretically related construct of hope (Shorey, Littlgd&r, Kluck, &
Robitschek, 2007). The construct of hope and PGI are both future oriented, positive, and

related to perceived abilities to change and grow. It is important, thetefdetermine
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that these constructs are related but not substantially overlapping. The samspeed

of 378 undergraduate participants. Researchers used structural equation modeling t
determine if hope and PGI are empirically distinct constructs. Shorey etiadl that a
two-factor model (portraying hope and PGI as unique but related construdte)ddta
better than did a one-factor (combined construct) model. The latent variablatamre
between PGI and hope was .84, indicating that the two constructs are highlyyetated
somewhat distinct.

PGI has also been found to be relatively distinct from social desirabilgy bia
cognitive ability, and age, which helps to establish its discriminant validitpadticular,
Robitschek (1998) found that theoretically unrelated constructs such as social
desirability, SAT scores, and age showed no significant association withh PQIZ, r =
-.03, r = .05, respectively).

Although all of the reviewed studies are correlational in nature, they provide
initial evidence that supports PGI as a unique construct of potential importance. Thes
studies suggest that PGI scores possess both convergent and discrimin&ge Valiti
now discuss the potential importance of this construct within the therapeutic context.
Applicability to the Therapeutic Contexts

Clients often enter therapy after experiencing a trauma or strésient. Itis
important, then, to determine which therapeutic techniques prove most benefio@l to t
client. It if often the case, however, that these techniques are not uniforpfiyl e
all clients but instead depend on client factors. One such client variable oftirgeres
PGI. Itis possible, for instance, that when confronted by a stressfaklierience or

trauma, those high in PGI will seek to find meaning and growth from their experience
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while those low in PGI simply seek to remediate the symptoms, with less emphasi
exploration. The current study will test how PGl interacts with two typesithgvtasks
that may enhance or minimize the beneficial outcomes of expressive wiitivith now
describe these types of tasks in detail.

Two Types of Task: The Traditional Paradigm and the Best Possible Self Tas

The findings reviewed earlier suggest the numerous benefits associdted wi
expressive writing and, more specifically, of a writing task that agkeipants to
disclose and explore their deepest emotions and thoughts related to a traumatic or
stressful life experience (Pennebaker & Beall, 1986). Although there\ssmbktheories
about why this task produces beneficial effects, these theories all re¢hapon
assumption that disclosure is a key mechanism through which results anedifkang
& Miner, 2000). For example, after a break-up an individual might benefit from
disclosing their deepest thoughts and feelings regarding the break-up. Tinen@hdi
expressive writing paradigm may provide an opportunity to do so in a secure manner, in
which the disclosure of potentially ego-threatening information and diftlsaughts and
feelings are anonymous.

However, an interesting new trend has led some researchers away from the
traditional paradigm and has called into question the necessity of emotiotediscn
reaping beneficial effects. Greenberg, Wortman, and Stone’s (1996) nowe&ppr
marked a departure from the traditional writing paradigm. This study dtéizample of
600 female college students (so as not to confound results with potential sex diferenc
in emotional expression) and contained two active experimental groupsaginech

trauma group and a real trauma group) and a control group. Participantsimagméd
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trauma group” read an account of an experienced trauma. They were eaddarag
“imagine” that they themselves had experienced this trauma and to use tlesigrpre
writing task to explore and disclose their imagined thoughts and feeliagsdéb the
event. In contrast, the “real trauma group” was asked to recall and write abotuan a
experienced trauma. Interestingly, both experimental groups experieccetparable
decrease in health care utilization as compared to the control group. Sihecifieadata
revealed that the two experimental groups experienced a medium to largg@sddan
iliness related visits, as measured by the university health center anoritrete
physicians (=.37). Further analysis revealed that iliness visits did not differ
significantly between experimental groups, such that the imagined tgrooma
experienced a similar decrease in illness related visits retatihe real trauma group (
(1,94) = 0.00ns).

King and Miner (2000) similarly departed from the traditional paradigm and
tested a new expressive writing task that asked participantsrtorexthe benefits of a
trauma. Participants were 118 undergraduates who were randomly assignedftthene
following four groups: (a) a “trauma-only group” that received the traditiparadigm
instructions asking participants to write about the most traumatic evenirdiféh€b) a
benefits-only group that was asked to write about only the positive aspectauwha,t
(c) a combination group that was instructed to spend half of their time writing about the
trauma and the other half writing only about the positive aspects of the trauma and, (d)
control group instructed to write about neutral control topics. Findings indicatatieha
benefit-only group and the trauma-only group (i.e., the traditional paradigmgdsad |

health clinic visits than the control group< .58 and .53 respectively) in a 5 month
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follow-up. These studies suggest that participants need not focus on an actual
experienced trauma nor explore the painful aspects of an experienced trauma to
experience the benefits of expressive writing.

Further departing from the traditional paradigm, King (2001) tested whether
writing that did not require disclosure could produce similar health benEfgbty-one
participants were randomly placed into the trauma writing group, the “besbleoself”
(BPS) writing group, a combination group (consisting of both a trauma writing portion
and a BPS writing portion), or a control group. Participants in the BPS-only groep wer
asked to imagine that all of their life goals had been realized and thdiféheas gone
as well as it possibly could. By contrast, participants in the trauma-only @reuphe
traditional paradigm writing group) were instructed to disclose an exgeddrauma.
The combination group was asked to spend half of their time writing about their best
possible self and the other half writing about an experienced trauma. For tloé cont
group, instructions asked participants to write in detail about their plans fordheaye
The researchers were interested in the effects of the two writing tagksreet positive
affectivity, (b) psychological health, and (c) physical health. The negtaeparagraphs
will describe the results of this study.

Net positive affectivity (PA) was calculated by subtracting negatifect (NA)
from PA. When writing about one’s BPS (including the BPS-only group and the
combination group), participants exhibited a medium to large increase in netgosit
mood (r = .45). In contrast, results revealed a small decrease in net PA witinautha
groups (including the trauma only and combination group; r = -.21). These results

indicate a mood benefit from writing about one’s BPS.
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To determine the effects of essay content on psychological well-being, King
(2001) performed a 2 (trauma vs. no trauma) x 2 (BPS vs. no BPS) two-way Apélysis
Variance (ANOVA). The term “no trauma” simply represents those congliti@at do
not include any instructions to disclose about a personal trauma (i.e. the BPS only group
and the control group). The term “no BPS” represents those conditions that do not
include any instructions to write about one’s BPS (i.e. the trauma only group and the
control group). Each level of the two writing task variables, therefore, repsdbe
presence or absence of the writing task. In other words, this analysis testé#tbtbrece
between the presence versus absence of the trauma or BPS writing tdsks on t
psychological health outcome variable. Findings revealed a main effeatiiog about
BPS, such that those who wrote about BPS (the BPS only and combination group) were
higher in psychological well-being than those who did not write about BPS at all (the
control and trauma only group; F (1,77) = 3.8, .05). No such effect was revealed for
the trauma variable.

In regards to physical health, findings indicated that participants in theoBly S-
group and disclosure group showed small to medium effects on physical health (as
indicated by the number of health related visits at the University Healtler¢Cent
compared with the control group at a five month follow-up (29 and .23, respectively).
In sum, King’s study indicates that those in the BPS condition might enjoy health,
psychological well-being, and mood benefits. Initial evidence, therefore, poitties t
utility of the BPS task as a viable alternative to the traditional dis@gsaradigm.

In a break-up situation, it may be that the potentially positive experience of

writing about life goals may momentarily increase positive affdgtasnd decrease
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distress. This may lead to a “broaden and build” cycle of positive outcomes, in which
one particular beneficial event may create a cascade of similar pesiénes
(Fredrickson, 2001). For example, it may be that the boost in positive affectivity
afforded by writing about life goals can create more positive sotekictions, which

lead to a stronger social support system and better psychological heatle. nidy be
cognitive effects such that this task succeeds in momentarily stiflingdcess of
ruminating over the pain and hurt over a romantic break-up, and instead focuses
participants on looking at possibilities of what lies ahead. This freed up ‘isegnit
space” may lead to a more hopeful perspective of the future and more goabloriente
actions.

Furthermore, writing about ones life’s goals may have implications ffier se
regulation (King, 2001). Perhaps the BPS task is useful to the extent that it helps
individuals to bring their higher level goals to awareness which may allowtthbave
“clearer” goals that provide increased motivation and focus. In support of ters@ss
individuals who have valuable and clear goals are generally more likelyolp mosgitive
psychological functioning than those who do not (e.g., Emmons, 1986; Omodei
&Wearing, 1990). In other words, the BPS task may offer the individual a unique
opportunity to clarify and elucidate higher-level life goals. This noveligctay also
help to reduce goal conflict between current goals and higher leve] gbath has been
found to be associated with physical illness (Emmons & King, 1988).

It is possible that an individual's level of PGI may affect which expressriting
tasks prove most beneficial. It may be that individuals benefit more frowitias or

task that are congruent with their prescribed goals. For example, an indhigluai
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PGI may benefit more from activities or tasks that are congruent withneodrage
progress towards growth oriented goals. Conversely, individuals low in PQenaiit
more from activities that do not focus on effortful growth and instead coneeatrat
alternative goals. The current study, therefore, will seek to estabbsio@ale for the
hypothesized connections between type of expressive writing task employ&P® vs.
the traditional writing paradigm) and PGl level. The next section will exami
particularly relevant theory that will guide the interactional hypoth@sisented in the
current research.

Regulatory Fit Theory: PGI as a Goal Orientation
Self-Regulation and Regulatory Orientation

Self-regulation describes a person’s ability to effectively pursaésgto register
feedback on the progress of goals, and then to change behavior accordingly (King, 2001)
The ultimate purpose of this monitoring process is to attain the goal of interasih a
series of “feedback loops” in which a person registers progress and, conse@uakamuty
their behavior. For example, if a student’s goal is to receive an A in clasy, Isée
would (a) recognize the grade received on a midterm as important feedbadk), raaat{(
by increasing, decreasing, or maintaining his or her study time in order toattiee
goal.

Regulatory orientation describes a person’s particular interests @erosrthat
guidehis or her behavior and the self-regulation process in general (Avnet & Higgins
2006). This regulatory orientation represents an abstract guiding prirm@plean be
characterized as a process goal or metagoal. In other words, the regulatdation

can be thought of as another type of goal that can be achieved via the pursuitnaira pr
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material goal. PGI can be seen as a type of regulatory orientation csporeEnted
metagoal that guides behavior and pursuits across domains.
Regulatory Fit: Relation between Regulatory Orientation and the Means of Goal Pursuit
Regulatory fit refers to the match between an individual’s regulategtation
and the methods used to pursue the primary material goal (Higgins, 2000). This fit is
concerned with whether the method of goal pursuit disrupts or sustains one’sorggulat
orientation (Avnet & Higgins, 2006). A fit situation would occur when the means of goal
pursuit sustain or match the regulatory orientation of the pursuer. Drawinghieom
example above, an individual who has a growth orientation (an individual high in PGI)
would experience a fit when he or she can receive an A via means that encoanage g
such as experiential exercises or challenging readings. In thitheaselividual would
achievetwo goals, a primary material oriented goal and a process oriented goal. In the
case of a non-fit situation, the means of goal pursuit would not match or, moreegcurat
would disrupt this orientation. A non-fit situation might be one where the growth
oriented student receives an A through minimal work and little challenge. kages
the individual would only receive the benefit of achieving the primary mhtgre of
receiving an A, but would not receive the additional benefit of accomplishing his or her
process goal of growth. This non-fit situation would allow the individual to achieve only
onegoal instead of the two goals achieved in the fit situation.
Applicability to the therapeutic process
According to regulatory fit theory, any means to pursue a primary goal thiy joi
fulfills a secondary process goal, will serve to (a) increase the pigreuaivation and,

(b) increase their subjective evaluation of the goal pursuit means. The issaea$ing
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motivation and satisfaction is particularly applicable to the therapeutiicgsetf a
psychotherapist succeeds at fitting the interventions used to the clezntlatory
orientation, they may enhance motivation and overall satisfaction with thpehéca
process. A parallel logic may be applied to expressive writing. If avidigil
experiences a fit between their regulatory orientation (in this caheaRd the type of
writing task utilized, than they may achieve more benefit than in the caseoffd
experience..
The Interactional Hypotheses: Regulatory Fit and Expressive Writing

When an individual experiences a stressful life event such as a relatiorestkp br
up, they will often seek to “feel better” and attempt to raise their psyclealdgealth to
previous baseline levels (Hill, 2006, pg.5). It may be, therefore, that when an individual
higher in PGI has experienced a stressful life event, they will seek toetger through
activities that allow for growth. One such growth activity is exploration of theuayid
feelings related to the stressful life event which is facilitated byr#éational writing
paradigm. This method of recovery would allow the individual to accomplish both the
primary goal of feeling better and the process oriented goal of achieawghgand
therefore sustain their regulatory orientation. Conversely, it is possdiledmeone
without this goal orientation might prefer to alleviate negative symptoms afiolagétto
normal” by elevating their positive affect, as in the case of the BP®gvtésk. This
method of recovery would sustain their orientation which is not concerned with
intentional growth, while achieving the “feeling better” primary godtisTmethod will

allow them to tap into other process oriented goals, such as future plans.

25



In line with the regulatory fit theory I, therefore, predict that PGl mitiderate
the effect of type of task such that individuals higher in PGI will find greater ib&oet
the traditional task than from the BPS task. Conversely, | predict that individuals w
are lower in PGI will find greater benefit from the BPS task than the vadittask.
Furthermore, this study will utilize the following psychological outcommeables found
to be significant in Frattaroli’'s (2006) meta-analysis: psychologiclibveeg, positive
affectivity, distress, and depression. More specific hypothesestarebislow in the
hypothesis section.

What This Study will Add to the Literature

This study will seek to employ a theoretical framework not previously askties
in the expressive writing literature. Furthermore, it will use a novel eansif personal
growth initiative (PGI) within a quasi-experimental design, thereby gddiGl's
construct validity data.

Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 There will be a larger improvement in psychological health (as indicated
by an increase in subjective well-being and a reduction in depression adsicom
pre-intervention to post-intervention) when there is a greater fit betpaéicipants’
regulatory orientation and the type of expressive writing task utilized.
Hypothesis 1aThe higher the PGI, the greater the increase in subjective wed-bei
for those participating in the traditional writing paradigm group as compaiéé t
BPS paradigm group at post-intervention. The lower the PGI, the greater the
increase in subjective well-being for those participating in the BPS paraa$

compared to the traditional writing paradigm at post-intervention.
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Hypothesis 1bThe higher the PGI, the greater the decrease in depression for those

participating in the traditional writing paradigm group as compared to the BPS
paradigm group at post-intervention. The lower the PGI, the greater thesgeicrea
depression for those participating in the BPS paradigm as compared to the
traditional writing paradigm at post-intervention.

Hypothesis 1c.The higher the PGI, the greater the decrease in distress for those
participating in the traditional writing paradigm group as compared to the BPS
paradigm group at post-intervention. The lower the PGI, the greater tleaskean
distress for those patrticipating in the BPS paradigm as compared to thenedditi

writing paradigm at post-intervention.

Hypothesis 2There will be a larger pre-post gain in positive affectivity when tisere
greater fit between the regulatory orientation and the type of task ditilize
Hypothesis 2aThose higher in PGI will experience a greater average increase in
PA across interventions by participating in the traditional writinggigm group as
compared to the BPS paradigm group.
Hypothesis2bThose lower in PGI will experience a greater average increase in PA
across interventions by participating in the BPS paradigm group as cahipéaine
traditional writing paradigm group.
Hypothesis 3Subjective evaluations of the task (as indicated by the participants’ average
subjective evaluations across writing sessions) will be higher when thegeeiater fit

between the regulatory orientation and the type of task utilized.
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Hypothesis 3aThose higher in PGI will report higher subjective ratings of task
experience when in the traditional writing paradigm as compared to the BPS
paradigm group.

Hypothesis3bThose lower in PGI will report higher subjective ratings of task
experience when in the BPS paradigm group as compared to the traditicimg wri
paradigm group.

Hypothesis 4 — Manipulation Check HypothesEsere will be significant differences in

the percentage of positive emotion, negative emotion, past tense, and future tensed words
between the two writing conditions.
Hypothesis 4a:The traditional paradigm will produce a significantly greater
number of negative emotion words than the BPS paradigm.
Hypothesis 4b:The traditional paradigm will produce a significantly lower
number of positive emotion words than the BPS paradigm.
Hypothesis 4cThe traditional paradigm will produce a significantly higher
number of past focused words (e.g. past tense used to reference pastleveths) t
BPS paradigm.

Hypothesis 4dThe BPS paradigm will produce a significantly higher number of

future focused words (e.g. using future tense to refer to future events)etteaditional

paradigm.
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CHAPTER 3
Method

Participants

A power analysis was completed using Cohen’s (1992) recommendations to
determine the sample size necessary to achieve a power of .80 with aasigeifievel of
.05. Given the exploratory nature of this research, type Il error (i.eningtéine null
hypothesis when it’'s false) was deemed to be of greater concerned thduetyqy.
Therefore, a relatively liberal alpha level was selected. To findumeeifect sizes
using moderated regression analysis with four independent variables (including
interaction terms), Cohen suggests 118 participants. The sample for this stallly init
consisted of 192 students at a large Mid-Atlantic university who had experigénced
romantic break-up within the past six months. However, the sample size used to test
specific hypotheses ranged from 110 to 159, given attrition over the course of the study.

Specifically, the attrition rate for those who completed the first sessiondnodi
complete the subsequent two writing sessions was 17% (thirty-threegaantsy. Of the
159 participants who completed all of the writing sessions, 49 failed to complete the
follow-up assessment, resulting in a posttest to follow-up attrition rate6f 31
Therefore, the tests of hypotheses 2 and 3 involved a sample of 159 participants who had
completed all three writing sessions within a one-week time pededg6 for the
traditional writing paradigm group amdi= 73 for the BPS group). A sample of 110 was
used to test hypothesis N 58 for the traditional writing paradigm group axdd& 52 for

the BPS group). These participants had completed all three writingresssitihe two-

29



week follow-up survey. ThM of 110 slightly undershoots the target sample size, based
on the power analysis.

The mean age of the participants was 19.5 y&ids=(1.28) and the average
length of the previous romantic relationship was 17 months (range = 1 to 71 months). Of
the entire sampleN=159), 88 of the participants were white (55%), 27 were African
American (17%), 26 were Asian (16%), 15 were Latino/a (9%), and three described
themselves as “other” (2%). Due to a technical error, no data were collegaéeding
the sex of the participants. However, prescreening data from the psychology
undergraduate research pool for the semester during which data werteedolidcated
that 67% of the pool was female and 33% were male.
Measures

Personal Growth Initiative Scale (PGIS; Robitschek, 1998) Personal
Growth Initiative Scale (PGIS) was used to assess Personal Grouwativaior the
“active, intentional engagement in the process of personal growth” (Rolit4&8s,
p.184; see Appendix A). The PGIS consists of 9 items rated on a 0 — 5 likert type scale,
with O indicating strong disagreement and 5 indicating strong agreenibrihei
statement. Scores were calculated by summing the responses to thantkoe) range
from O — 45. Those high on the scale possess a penchant for growth, while those low on
the scale do not intentionally seek out the growth process. Sample items indiage “|
a plan for making my life more balanced,” and “I know how to change specific things
that | want to change in my life.”

The PGIS has shown adequate reliability estimates including intefiadility

estimates ranging from .78-.88 and a test-retest reliability of .74 gréreeeks in a
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college student sample (Robitschek, 1998, 1999). The PGIS also shows acceptable
convergent validity estimates. For example, PGIS shows moderate positalatcmrs

with instrumentality, growth, assertiveness, and internal locus of controir(gaingm

.24 to .56) and moderate negative correlations with chance locus of control and growth
that is unintentional (ranging from -.24 to -.54; Robitschek 1998, 1999). The PGIS also
correlates with the conceptually related construct of hopeZ5; Shorey et al., 2007).
Evidence of discriminant validity includes small, nonsignificant correlatiotisthe
theoretically unrelated constructs of social desirability, SAT sconelsage ( = .12,r = -

.03,r = .05, respectively; Robitschek, 1998). The internal consistency reliabilityaés

for the PGIS in the current study was .92.

Impact of Events Scales (IES; Horowitz, Wilner, & Alverez, 19H8.IES (see
Appendix B) is one of the most commonly used measures of symptoms of distaess
to trauma and/or stressful life events. The IES consists of two subscalesésaire the
frequency of intrusive and avoidant thoughts relating to a stressful event. Thése ca
combined to form a total score reflecting symptom distress. The instructions a
respondents to indicate how frequently each distressing thought has occunmedheit
last seven days. The measure consists of 15 items rated on the following 4-ddeint sc
not at all = 0, rarely = 1, sometimes = 3, and often = 5. The range of totadcwas is
0 to 75, with higher scores indicating more intrusive thoughts and attempts anaeoida

The IES shows good internal and test-retest reliability and valislityates. For
example, Corcoran and Fisher (1994) found high average internal consistemeyessti
for the intrusive subscale € .86) and the avoidant subscale£ .90). Test-retest

reliability estimates were tested over the period of one week and indic#fieckst
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reliability estimatesd = .87 for the total score, .89 for the intrusion subscale, and .79 for
the avoidance subscale; Horowitz et. al, 1979). The IES demonstrates sufficient
convergent validity for both the intrusive and avoidant subscales (Hodgkinson & Joseph,
1995; Spurrell & McFarlane, 1995). For example, validity estimates showicagif
correlations between the intrusive and avoidant subscales and other measures of
psychological distress (Sundin & Horowitz, 2002), such as depressmod4,r = .52,
respectively; Spurrel & McFarlane, 1995), anxiety (53,r = .37, respectively; Spurrel

& McFarlane, 1995) and global symptom level of distress as measured by thhalGene
Health questionnaire € .60,r = .44, respectively; Hodgkinson & Joseph, 1995).

The IES is constructed so that it can apply to any stressful life experi€htse
study used an adaptation, following Lepore and Greenberg (2002), toiagsssge and
avoidant thoughts related specifically to a relationship break-up. The onlyecheatde
to the original scale was the replacement of the term “it” (refetdrige event) with “the
break-up.” Sample items include “I tried not to think about the break-up” and “My
feelings about the break-up were kind of numb.” This version of the scale fthesiyael
adequate reliability estimate (alpha = .90 for the total scale;dcepere & Greenberg,
2002).

The correlation between the intrusion and avoidance subscales of the IES was
examined to determine the utility of using a single scale score in tletatudy. The
two subscales were found to intercorrelate highlky (66,p <.01 and = .69,p < .01,
respectively, at the first and second assessments) and to correlatéanfashion with

the study’s other variables. Thus, the total score was used in the subsequent. analyses
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The reliability coefficient of the total IES scale score was .8Beapretest and .87 at the
two-week follow-up.

The Center for Epidemiological Studies — Depression Scale (CES-D: Radloff,
1977)The CES-D (see Appendix C) is a widely used measure for diagnosis and
evaluation of depressive symptoms. Created by the Center for Epidemiotyideds
(Radloff, 1977), this 20 item self-report instrument uses four points indicating the
frequency of experienced depressive symptoms over the past week. Spgdificall
indicates “rarely or none of the time (less than one day), 1 is some of the {huays),

3 is occasionally (3-4 days), and 4 indicates most or all of the time (5-7 dagmsiple

items include “I was bothered by things that don’t usually bother me” and feé&eful.”

Scores are summed and range from 0 — 80, with 15-21 indicating mild to moderate levels
of depression and a score of over 21 indicating more severe depression.

The CES-D yields good psychometric estimates. For example, Radloff (1977)
found a test-retest reliability of .59 over an 8 week period and an internal consistency
alpha of .85 in a community based sample. The CES-D also demonstrates sufficient
convergent validity with the Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, Ward, Mendelsmok, M
& Erbaugh, 1961), another commonly used instrument to assess depressive symptoms (
= .58; Wilcox, Field, & Prodromidis, 1998). For the current study, the reliability
coefficient of the CES-D scale was .92 and .93 for the pretest and posteshass,
respectively.

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988). The PANAS (see Appendix D) is a 20-item scale which measures both positive

and negative affective states. The study employed only the Positect f°A)
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subscale, consisting of a 10-adjective list of words describing positeet &g., active,
alert, attentive). The instructions ask participants to indicate to whait ¢éxéy are
experiencing these particular positive feelings at the moment. Eachswatdd along a
5-point scale with 1 indicating very slightly or not at all, 2 a little, 3 moderatajyite a
bit, and 5 extremely. Scale scores range from 10-50, with higher scoresimgdica
greater positive affect.

A possible detriment to measuring positive affect is that it is geneatisidered
dispositional in nature and exhibits stability over time. Specifically, thedesst
reliability, when measured twice over an 8 week time interval, was .68, suggest
moderate stability (Crawford & Henry, 2004; Watson, Clark, & Tellegan, 1988). The
PANAS, however, accounts for this concern by offering an alternative glabal, more
trait-like assessment of positive affectivity. The current study usedniiment to
moment” version that alters the directions to match the time-frame ofstitere
Instructions prompted the participants to “indicate to what extent you feet/dyi right
now, that is, in the present moment.” Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988) reported a test
retest reliability of .54 over an eight week interval, indicating modedee stability
over this time frame (i.e., scores may be somewhat sensitive to situatituezice).

Watson et al. (1988) found an internal consistency reliability estiimatiee
moment PA subscale of .89. Furthermore, this scale shows good convergent validity
as indicated by its correlations with similar mood scales. For examelPA subscale
correlates negatively with (a) the Hopkins Symptom Checklist (HSCigdodis et. al,
1974), a 58 item measure of distress and dysfunatien.@9; Watson et. al, 1988) and

(b) the Beck’s Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & BHau
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1961), a measure of depressive symptomology-(35). For the current study, the
reliability coefficient of the PA scale was .92 and .93 for pretest and gosttes
measurements, respectively.

Satisfaction with Life Scales (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985).
The SWLS (see Appendix F) assesses respondents' current satisfatttitheir life as a
whole. It consists of five questions (e.g., “In most ways my life is closgytimleal”),
which are rated on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1 (stronggguke) to 7
(strongly agree). The SWLS yields scores ranging from 7-35, witlehgglores
indicating a greater degree of satisfaction with life.

The SWLS shows good reliability estimates. Diener et al. (1985l téste
measure in a community based sample of older individuals. The authors reported both
high internal consistency & .87), and high test—retest reliability over a two-week period
and one-month period € .84 and .84, respectively). Furthermore, this scale
demonstrates sufficient convergent reliability with both other self-repstruiments and
peer reports. For example, the SWLS shows convergence with the LifeQuatrsf
Index-A (LSI-A; Neugarten, Havighurst, &Tobin, 1961), a 20-item measure I6f we
being in older individualsr (= .82; Diener et. al, 1984). Peer reports were obtained by
having a close other respond to the LSI-A for the target participant. The SWL8dshow
sufficient convergence with peer reports of life satisfaction, as demteashaits
moderate correlation with peer reponts=(.51).

The SWLS is a frequently used scale of subjective well-being whiein t
expressive writing literature (Frattaroli, 2006). It captures the siNgestperience of

how “happy” people are in their current state and would be expected to increase as t
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effects of trauma and/or stressors lessen. The current study yieldedliotnsistency
reliability coefficients of .87 and .86 at pretest and posttest assgssmaspectively.

Subjective Evaluation of Task Experien&articipants were asked to indicate
their subjective evaluation of how enjoyable, interesting, meaningful, andiatha
task was after each of the three writing tasks (see Appendix F). Thisddjeatives was
logically derived from both previous research and the current hypothesesrsthe fi
source was Frietas, Lieberman, and Higgins’ (2002) study on regulatory fit drebtize
enjoyment of goal-directed action. In this study, participants rated hexesting,
enjoyable, and exciting they found the task to be. These three adjectidesl ydelalpha
coefficient of .93. The term “exciting” was not be used in the current réskacause it
does not seem to fit the nature of the writing task.

In addition to interesting and enjoyable, the current study asked pantigito
evaluate howneaningfulthe task was for them, consistent with the procedures of
Norman et al. (2004). Participants were also asked to indicatedioablethey found
the task, consistent with the theory that a regulatory fit will increaseiped value of
the task (Avnet & Higgins, 2006). Specifically, after each writing sessioticipants
rated how enjoyable, interesting, meaningful, and valuable the tasks were omta 9 poi
scale, with 1 indicating not at all and 9 indicating extremely so. réimgs were
summed to create a total score averaged across writing sessions. ahigyedstimate
of this total Subjective Evaluation score averaged across writingsgssithe current
sample was .91. The reliability estimate for each writing sessieres .89, .93, .96,

respectively.
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The Personal Growth Subscale from the Psychological Well Being Sidate.
Personal Growth Subscale (PG) from the Psychological Well Being S341BS) was
used as an alternative way to assess the tendency to seek personal gyfiyiBER,
see Appendix G). Specifically, this subscale assesses the extent to mnvimdivigual
feels continued development, is open to new experiences, sees oneself as gmdwing
expanding, and has a sense of “changing in ways that reflect more seleégewand
effectiveness (Ryff, 1989, p. 101). The PG subscale consists of 14 items ratedona l-6
likert type scale, with 1 indicating strong disagreement and 6 indicating straregraagt
with the statement. Scores are calculated by summing the responsesamshaiid can
range from 14 — 84. Those high on the scale value growth and development, while those
low on the scale have a sense of personal stagnation and do not have a clear sense of life
meaning. Sample items include “With time, | have gained a lot of insight aboundife t
has made me a stronger, more capable person,” and “For me, life has been a continuous
process of learning, changing, and growth.”

The PG subscale has shown good reliability estimates with an average internal
reliability of .85 and a test-retest reliability ranging from .81 to .88 overa&eek
period (Ryff, 1989). The PG subscale also shows acceptable convergent validity
estimates. For example, PGIS shows moderate positive correlationsoxdle nself-
esteem, internal locus of control, and life satisfactisnrgnge from .25 to .44) and
moderate negative correlations with depression and an external locus of centzoge
from -.30 to -.48; Ryff, 1989). For the current study, the reliability coefitoof the PG
subscale was .88.

Procedure
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Recruitment Participants were recruited from an undergraduate psychology pool
in a major Mid-Atlantic public university. During the recruitment phase, an
advertisement was posted to the university’s undergraduate psychology \iedisge
used for the purposes of study recruitment. The advertisement (see Appenidireti) a
to both identify students who had experienced a relationship break-up in the last six
months and have been feeling some ongoing distress over this break-up. In return for
participating in the study, students were given three experimentalscrétist-hoc
analyses were conducted to determine the level of distress experientceditubreak-
up. The author compared baseline scores for the sample on the Impact of EMertts Sca
normative data (see Results section for details) in order to determirantiesof
generalizability of the findings (e.g., are the findings relevanidividuals experiencing
low vs. high distress after a break-up?).

Experimental conditionsParticipants who agreed to be in the study (see
Appendix J for Informed Consent) were randomly assigned to one of two conditions.
These conditions represent two treatment groups: the best possible self con&gpn (B
and the traditional writing paradigm condition. As per Pennebaker’s (1989)
recommendations, participants were instructed to type their responsgsi@t, a
comfortable, and private spot. Participants were allowed to complete talignesks
online. Consistent with Frattaroli’'s (2006) meta-analytic findings, ppatts were
instructed to write three 20-minute essays on three separate days witek'a time.

Prior to the first writing session, participants received a questionnaketphat
included the following measures: IES, SWLS, CES-D, and PA. For the remaiming tw

writing sessions, participants filled out only the PA scales prior to thimgvaession.
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After each writing session, participants filled out both PA measures andtsudhje
evaluations rating of how enjoyable, interesting, meaningful, and valuagléotired the
writing task. Two weeks following the completion of the last writing session,
participants were asked to complete a post-intervention questionnaire paaket whi
included the IES, SWLS, and CES-D measures. The figure, below, illustrates
experimental design of the study.
Participants received personalized e-mails from the experimenterdiagnthem
of their upcoming writing sessions, and the importance of writing for the fulli20tes.
Participants also received reminders if they had not completed their sabsegjiting
session within 48 hours of the prior completed writing session (Appendix I). Two weeks
following the completion of the last writing session, participants receivedalil
invitation to complete a follow-up questionnaire. Because participants hadilbern
their experimental credit at the completion of the third writing session, a &e0was
used as an incentive to complete the two-week follow-up questionnaire. If the
participants had not completed the follow-up assessment within 48 hours of receiving the
invitation to participate, they were invited to participate again in a rem@dsil. All
participants received these initial instructions (adapted from Lewited2er& Clarke,
2005) before their first writing session:
Over the next week, you will be asked to write for at least 20 minutes, these tim
over this week. You will be at home or some place you designate where you can
type your response alone and in a quiet, comfortable, and private location. It is
very important that you write for at least 20 minutes. Before and after eac

writing session, you will complete a brief questionnaire. Two-weeks fallgwi
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your last session, you will be contacted to complete a last, brief questionna
packet. Your writing is confidential. We will identify your responses by
participant number only. We have one list that matches your participant number
to your university id number. This is necessary so that we can give you oredit f
your participation. However, all identifying information will be destroykera
the close of the study. We are very interested in what you say. We assuretyou tha
none of your writing will be linked to you personally. The one exception is that, if
what you say indicates that you intend to harm yourself or others, we dhg lega
and ethically bound to match your ID with your name. It is very important that
you feel confident about our promise to maintain your privacy. If at any tme y
have questions, you may contact the primary researcher, Charles B. Gléso at
following phone number and e-mail: 301-405-5909; gelso@psyc.umd.edu.
Participants were then given different instructions depending on their randoml
assigned condition. Participants in the traditional writing paradigm exgetatngroup
received the following instructions on the first day of the writing task (Elsader &
Bealle, 1986):
We want you to let go and write for twenty minutes about your deepest thoughts
and feelings about the relationship. You can write about your thoughts and
feelings regarding the relationship, how the relationship affected youvhia
you were in it, or the effect of the relationship on your life in the present. The
important thing is that you dig down into your deepest emotions and explore them

in you writing. Do not worry about grammar and spelling.
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The instructions for the subsequent second and third days were similar except for
the additional beginning instructions to “build upon your previous essay(s) and write
about your deepest thoughts and feelings about the relationship.” Although the
researcher was not able to track the amount of time spent on the essays due toythe surve
program’s limitations, she imposed a character response limit of 12, 500 charBotrs.
hoc analyses were used to determine if the “dose” of the treatment diffeceddition
(i.e., if participants wrote different length essays as a function of eatrondition).

In the BPS condition participants read the following general instructiong(Ki
2001):

Think about your life in the future. Imagine that everything has gone as wvikll as

possibly could. You have worked hard and succeeded at accomplishing all of
your life goals. Think of this as the realization of all of your life’s dreafow write

for twenty minutes about what you’ve imagined.

Similar to the traditional writing paradigm group, the writing instructiomshe
subsequent days matched the first day except for the additional beginningiorsértact
“build upon your previous essay and think about your life in the future.” A similar
response limit was imposed to help control for the amount of time spent on each writing
session.

At the end of each writing session in each condition, participants completed the
dependent measures and were then reminded of the next daily writing sestien. |If
participants did not finish their next writing session within 48 hours, they wera sent
reminder e-mail. The writing sample was saved into the university expegnmeésite to

conduct manipulation checks.

41



In the last writing session, upon completion of the dependent measures,
participants were reminded of the two-week follow-up questionnaire, andeédtbree
credits for their participation. In addition, participants were given infoomaegarding
the counseling services available on campus. Two weeks following the last writing
session, participants received an e-mail inviting them to complete tbe/fop
guestionnaire. Upon completion of the follow-up questionnaire, respondents were fully
debriefed (see Appendix K) and were thanked for their participation. Téeyalso
entered into a drawing to win fifty dollars in cash, which aimed to provide ancaddit
incentive to complete the follow-up questionnaire packet. Information about the
counseling services on campus was again made available to all participants

Researchers matched participant responses across the various timeigdines
student ID number. After this match process was completed, all identifiyjorghation
was erased.

Manipulation check A manipulation check was used in order to ensure that
participants received the intended treatment and adhered to instructions. Twiesaria
used in the manipulation check were verb tense (i.e., past or future tensed words) and
affectivity (i.e., positive or negative emotion words). The current study asistese
variables using the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) software pragwhich
allows users to calculate the percentage of the writing session thahtfalthese
categories of words (Pennebaker, Booth, & Francis, 2001). Dose or length of {ise essa

was assessed through the average number of words written within each condition.
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CHAPTER 4
Results
The results of the statistical analyses will be presented in thisechdptst, |
describe the preliminary data screening process to check for the goolidata entry,
missing values, scale reliability, the normality of the distribution, andblaria
intercorrelations. Second, | describe the general analytiegyrahcluding the process
of standardization of the variables, dummy coding of conditions, and the creation of
interaction terms. Next, the hypothesis-testing analyses area@épdiinally, results of
the manipulation check and additional analyses are presented.
Data Screening and Descriptive Statistics
All the variables of interest were entered into SPSS 16.0 and checked foigmissi
values, distributional properties (i.e., skewness and kurtosis), and internal caysiste
reliability. The values of all individual items fell in the appropriate rangedisated by
the minimum and maximum data values within each scale (see Table 1). Allschtbs
yielded acceptable reliability estimates, with alpha coeffisiesaiging from .77-.95.
Means and standard deviations of the original scales are also presentee ih. Tehé
nine missing item values in the data set were replaced by individual patscipan
means on the relevant scale.
The skewness and kurtosis for almost all of the individual items and scales used in t
analysis were less than 1, suggesting that the scores were, for the mydairfya
normally distriubuted (see Table 2). Note that the predictor and moderatdesnaere
all standardized, as recommended by Frazier,Tix, and Barron (2006). Scores on one

scale, the PGI, however, produced substantial kurtosis (2.2). Because thepnvere
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normally distributed, a rank order transformation was conducted. The rank ordered
scores were then converted to z scores. This normalized rank order varisés] la
NPGI, was distributed much more normally (skewness = -.02, kurtosis = .35) and was
used in the subsequent analyses. The correlations, means, and standard devidiens for t
variables used in testing hypotheses 1-3 are shown in Table 2. Note that T1 and T4
denote pretest and follow-up scores, respectively. All of the correlatiemrgsinvthe
expected direction.
General Analytic Strategy

The primary predictions (hypotheses 1, 2, and 3) regarding the fit between
participant growth style and experimental condition were tested by meamnsoafesiated
multiple regression analysis (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Regression was chosen, asloppose
to analysis of variance, to preserve the continuous nature of PGI scores anid the
use of artificial cut points that may reduce power to detect interactionan(&ikest,
1991; Frazier et al., 2006). In the regression analyses, all predictor and wroderat
variables were normalized to reduce the potential for multicollineariong the
variables entered into the equation (West, Aiken, & Krull, 1996). In addition, the
categorical condition variable was contrast coded (traditional discloskre tg BPS = -
1) as is advised when testing two active treatments that are conceptughtedequally
(Aiken & West, 1991). Next, an interaction term (PGI x experimental conditias)
computed to test the hypotheses that PGI interacts with experimentalarotwlit
influence treatment efficacy.

Tests of Hypotheses
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Hypothesis 1: There will be a larger improvement in psychological health (as

indicated by an increase in subjective well-being and a reduction in depression and

distress from pre-intervention to post-intervention) when there is a griéderfeen

participants’ requlatory orientation and the type of expressive writing téigled.

The data from 110 participants, 58 of whom were randomly placed in the traditional
writing group and 52 of whom were in the BPS group, were used in the present group of
analyses. The pretest scores were assessed just before th&efivention and follow-up
(T4) scores were measured two-weeks following the last writirggosesThe regression
strategy was used to predict follow-up scores, controlling for pretegtssc8pecifically,
pretest scores were entered at the first step of each regressioaredaédwing by the
experimental condition and growth (PGI) score at the second step, and the PGI x
condition interaction at the third step.

Hypothesis 1a: The higher the PGI, the greater the increase in subjeastibenwg

for those participating in the traditional writing paradigm group as comparbhd BRS

paradigm group at post-interventiorhe lower the PGI, the greater the increase in

subjective well-being for those participating in the BPS paradigm as cedmathe

traditional writing paradigm at post-intervention.

The regression findings, summarized in Table 3, indicated that the main effects
were not significant yet the interaction between PGI and condition addedcsighifi
unique varianceAR = .02, p< .05) in the prediction of subjective well-being at follow-
up (see Table 3). Figure 2 plots the significant interactions by using thé ofitone
standard deviation below and above the mean for low and high PGI scores, respectively.

The hypothesized direction of the interaction was not supported by the (sseltFigure
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2). In fact, participants higher in PGI reported greater subjectilidriag when
exposed to the BPS task as compared to the Traditional Writing task. Theref@B3h
task differentially benefited those with higher PGI, which was the opposite of
expectations. In contrast, participants lower in PGI reported greatecsubjwell-
being when exposed to the Traditional Writing task as compared to the BPS task.
Therefore, the Traditional Writing task differentially benefited thogh lewer PGI,

which was the opposite of expectations.

Hypothesis 1b: The higher the PGI, the greater the decrease in depression for

those participating in the traditional writing paradigm group as compared BiPrthe

paradigm group at post-intervention. The lower the PGI, the greater thesdeicrea

depression for those participating in the BPS paradigm as compared to thenthdit

writing paradigm at post-intervention.

As shown in Table 4, the interaction term did not account for significant, unique
variance in follow-up depression beyond the effects of pretest depression, erfarime
condition, or PGl status. Thus, Hypothesis 1b was not supported.

Hypothesis 1c. The higher the PGI, the greater the decrease in disttbssd¢or

participating in the traditional writing paradigm group as compared to the BR&igrar

group at post-intervention. The lower the PGI, the greater the decreasecssdist

those participating in the BPS paradigm as compared to the traditional writaohigma

at post-intervention.

The interaction term in Table 5 did not reach significance. Therefore, Hypothesis

1c was not supported.
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Hypothesis 2: There will be a larger pre-post gain in positive affectihn

there is greater fit between the requlatory orientation and the type of iteddut

Pre-session PA scores for each writing condition were averageskdbe three
writing sessions . Post-session PA scores were similarly averaged aciting
sessions. A regression was conducted predicting post-session PA scoreBingpfur
pre-writing session, or baseline, levels of PA. Specifically, avenageeptment PA
scores across all three writing sessions were entered at the firfokoeyed by PGl and
experimental condition at the second step, and the PGI x condition interaction teem at
third step.

Hypothesis 2a: Those higher in PGl will experience a greater averagasadn

PA across interventions by participating in the traditional writing panadjeup as

compared to the BPS paradigm group.

The data from 159 participants, 86 of whom were randomly placed in the
traditional writing group and 73 of whom were in the BPS group, were used in the
present group of analyses. As shown it Table 6, the interaction term did not account for
unique variation in PA, thereby failing to support Hypothesis 2a. However, type of
condition did explain significant variance beyond pretest PA scores, wipglords the
result found in previous research (King, 2001). Specifically, those in the BPS@ondit
tended to report higher post-session PA scores than those in the traditiongl writi
condition, regardless of level of PGI.

Hypothesis2b: Those lower in PGl will experience a greater average inoréadse

across interventions by participating in the BPS paradigm group as @shipdhe

traditional writing paradigm group.
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As show in Table 6, the interaction term did not account for unique variation in
PA, thereby failing to support Hypothesis 2b.

Hypothesis 3: Subjective evaluations of the task (as indicated by the participants

average subjective evaluations across writing sessions) will be hibkerthere is a

greater fit between the requlatory orientation and the type of task ditilfzetest this

hypothesis, a total subjective evaluation score was created by averagitipadag
scores both across time points and across subjective evaluationoitem&/{.

Hypothesis 3a: Those higher in PGI will report higher subjective ratings of task

experience when in the traditional writing paradigm as compared to the BPyparadi

roup.
In the regression predicting subjective evaluation, the interaction tgiaireed

significant, unique variance beyond the main effects of condition and PGI (se&Yable

However, the hypothesized direction of the interaction was not supported by tie resul

Figure 3 plots the significant interactions by using the cut-off of one sthddaiation

below and above the mean for low and high PGI scores, respectively. As shown in the

graph of the interaction (see Figure 3), those with higher PGI scores deante

favorable evaluations of the task when participating in the BPS grdwgy than the

Traditional Writing paradigm group.

Hypothesis3b: Those lower in PGI will report higher subjective ratings of task

experience when in the BPS paradigm group as compared to the traditioimal writ

paradigm group.

In contrast to the predictions, those with lower PGI scores rated the waisk@bout

equally favorably, regardless of whether they were in the traditional or &Ri&ion.
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Manipulation Check Hypotheses: There will be significant differences in the

percentage of positive emotion, negative emotion, past tense, and future tense words

between the two writing conditions.

The Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC; Pennebaker et. al, 2001) was
used to calculate the percentage of positive and negative emotion words and past and
future tense words within each writing session. The percentage of each type efagor
summed across writing sessions for all four categories of word (e.gepsstvword
percentage sum, future tense word percentage sum). Multivatestis were run to test
the differences between the two writing conditions (traditional and BPS)ms tf the
percentage of each word category generated over sessions. The resulisnaaeized in
Table 8.

Hypothesis 4a: The traditional paradigm will produce a significantitere

percentage of negative emotion words than the BPS para@ignaverage, the

traditional task produced a significantly greater percentage of negativeeswwbrds
than the BPS task, thereby supporting the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4b: The traditional paradigm will produce a significantly lower

percentage of positive emotion words than the BPS parad@maverage, the

traditional task produced a significantly lower percentage of positive emeitimnas
than the BPS task, which was consistent with the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4c: The traditional paradigm will produce a significantly highe

percentage of past focused words (e.g. past tense used to referencemiastiean the

BPS paradigm On average, the traditional task produced a significantly higher
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percentage of past tense words than the BPS task. This difference watenbmsih the
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4d: The BPS paradigm will produce a significantly highee pege

of future focused words (e.q. using future tense to refer to future eventsh¢han t

traditional paradigm.On average, the BPS task produced a significantly higher

percentage of future tense words than the traditional task, thereby supporting the
hypothesis.

In sum, support was found for each of the sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 4 and
each of the obtained effect sizes was large, according to Cohen’s (19923 éoit thed
statistic.

Additional Analyses

Five sets of supplementary analyses were conducted. First, to determine the
population to which the data may be generalizable, normative data on the level of distres
(as measured by the IES) in both clinical and non-clinical samples werereanpshe
current sample. The current sample’s mean baseline level of digtres3§.2,SD=
14.02) was not significantly different than the level of distress found in aallisample
of 66 individuals’ seeking outpatient treatment for depresdiba 89.5;SD=17.2;

Horowitz, 1979)t (233) = -0.59p > .05. The current sample’s mean baseline level of
distress was also not significant when compared to that of a non-clianples of
undergraduate students in an introductory psychology class who acknowledged having “
significant romantic relationship end during the past 2 wedls® 89.4,SD= 11.72;

Smith & Cohen, 1993},(213) = .57p > .05. Taken together, the current sample shows

comparable levels of distress to clinical samples and to distressed undesysatuaies.

50



Second, to rule out the possibility that the findings are confounded by dose of
treatment (e.g., amount of time or effort spent on the writing task), post Hgsemna
were conducted to test if essay length varied significantly by wictamglition. The
Linguistic Inquiry Word Count (Pennebaker et. al, 2001) was used to calculateathe
number of written words produced by each participant, averaged across seststest A
was computed to compare the mean number of words produced by participants o the tw
writing conditions. Results indicate that the traditional writing tasklgd a
significantly greater number of average worlis< 393.39 SD = 248.75) than the best
possible self taskM = 256.66 SD= 149.68)1 (160 = 4.14p < .01,d = .65). This
difference represents a medium effect size.

Third, an additional set of regressions was run to determine if the signifieamt m
effect of word count influenced the regression findings. Specifically, thesggns
were replicated, controlling for word count. As shown in Table 9, once word count was
entered along with pretest scores at the first step of the regressionreguadicting
subjective well-being, the interaction between the NT1PGI and condition wasger |
significant. Likewise, the PGI x condition interaction term did not produce aisgymtif
change in explained variance above and beyond the main effects in predicting either
depression or distress (see Tables 10 and 11). However, the main effechgf writi
condition remained significant in the prediction of positive affectivity sca®s Table
12). Specifically, those in the BPS condition reported higher posttest posigeetatin
did those in the Traditional Writing Task condition.

Furthermore, the interaction between NT1PGI and condition predicted a gain in

positive affectivity once controlling for word count (see Table 12). Figurapghg the
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significant interactions by using the cut-off of one standard deviation beldatzove

the mean for low and high PGI scores, respectively. The hypothesized direchien of t
interaction was not supported by the results. In fact, participants higher nef&ed
greater PA when exposed to the BPS task as compared to the Traditional Wikting tas
Therefore, the BPS task differentially benefited those with higher Rtthveontrasted
with expectations. In contrast, participants lower in PGI did not experientferamtial
gain in PA depending on the condition to which they were randomly assigned.
Therefore, regardless of the type of writing task, participants low ireRgdrienced
roughly equal gains in PA.

The findings regarding the prediction of subjective evaluation resembled the
earlier findings in which word count was not controlled (see Table 13). Figure Shaots
significant interactions by using the cut-off of one standard deviation beldatzove
the mean for low and high PGI scores, respectively. The interaction term adcmunte
significant unique variance and a graph of the interaction indicated thatigbse PGI
evaluated the writing task more favorably in the BPS condition versus thé&dmabli
Writing task condition; however, those low in PGI rated the task comparably eggard|
of their experimental condition (see Figure 5).

Next, to track the within group pre-post changes, a repeated measures ANOVA
was conducted on the three outcome variables measured in the follow-up assessment.
This analysis determined if there was (a) a general improvement ioeeatross groups
as indicated by a significant main effect of time, and (b) if the conditions improve

differentially over time as indicated by a significant time x conditiorracteon.
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Repeated Measures ANOVA for Subjective Well-Being Scbhesmain effect of
time and the interaction of time x condition did not reach significance for swbjectl-
being scores (see Table 14). Thus, there were no significant changesatiseibyell-
being over time and participants in the two conditions did not improve differerdiadty
time.

Repeated Measures ANOVA for Depression Scorbs.main effect of time was
significant for depression scords ({1, 111) = 9.54p < .001], but the interaction of time
x condition was not (see Table 15). Thus, there was a general trend toward diminished
depression scores over time but no differential reduction by type of condition.

Repeated Measures ANOVA for Distress Scofég main effect of time was
significant for distress scorek [1, 111) = 30.00p < .001], but the interaction of time x
condition was not (see Table 15). Thus, there was a general trend toward diminished

distress scores over time but no differential reduction by type of condition.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion

This chapter will summarize, discuss, and interpret the study’s findiRgst,
the findings of the main and supplemental analysis will be discussed in refeyence
possible explanations for the results and their connection to previous findings. Next,
theoretical and methodological implications of the study will be discussed and
suggestions for future research will be presented. Finally, limitatibtie study will be
examined and a general conclusion will summarize the study.
Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis la stated that the higher the PGI, the greater the
increase in subjective well-being for those participating in the traditionghg
paradigm group as compared to the BPS group at follow-up. Consistent with the
literature, the preliminary analysis indicated that there were no nfastsfound for
either condition or level of PGI (King, 2001). However, there was a significant
interaction between level of PGI and writing condition in predicting subjeatdle
being scores at follow-up when controlling for pre-test scores. Theidirexdtthe
hypothesized interaction was, however, not supported by the results. In facipauais
higher in PGI experienced more subjective well-being at the follow-up when
participating in the BPS group as compared to the traditional writing paraplam.
The opposite was true of participants lower in PGI, who reported more welldteing
follow-up in the traditional writing paradigm group than in the BPS group. Itis
important to note that the repeated measures ANOVA indicated that there was no

significant increase over time in SWLS scores. This indicates that, althoughvimea
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significant interaction at follow-up, in fact, there was no increase in siygectll-being
over time.

The rationale for the hypothesis had been that the traditional writing tagéd w
provide an opportunity to engage in a growth experience, which would be more highly
prized by those higher in PGI. At the same time, the best possible self paveaigmot
expected to offer much opportunity for personal growth, which might be preferable fo
those lower in PGI. An optimal match between condition and PGI style was expected to
lead to more subjective well-being.

The results found instead that individuals high in PGI benefited more frork a tas
that allowed for the exploration of one’s ideal self in the future. One explanatiohema
that individuals perceived the BPS task as a valid growth enhancing expellieisce
plausible that an individual high in PGI would take the writing opportunity to engage in
thinking about changing and developing as a person. Therefore, individuals mayg see thi
as a growth experience regardless of whether it is connected to thesd$ties break-
up. However, those lower in PGl may have benefited from the opportunity to process
difficult experiences associated with the relationship break-up, a proceksch they
might not normally have engaged. Prior research suggests that individusdsndG|
tend to use a more suppressive coping style, which indicates less willingneglote e
under normal conditions (Robitschek & Cook, 1999).

Hypothesis 1b stated that the higher the PGI the greater the decreasegsidepre
at follow-up for those participating in the traditional writing task as coatptr the BPS
task. This hypothesis was not supported with the results of the study. Consisteime with t

literature, the results revealed that there were no significant maatsedfieeither the
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condition or the level of PGI (Austenfeld, Paolo, & Stanton, 2006). The interaction
between level of PGI and condition was not significant and, thus, the interactional
hypothesis was not supported. To test if there was a general improvement ever tim
across groups, a post hoc analysis was conducted using a repeated meagures desi
Results demonstrated that depression scores did decrease across time in daihszondi
however, there was no differential reduction by type of condition. This suggests that
participants experienced about the same improvement in depression scoregs®géard|
the condition to which they were exposed.

Hypothesis 1c stated that the higher the PGI, the greater the decreasess distr
for those who participated in the traditional writing task, as compared to those iR$he B
task. As expected, there were no significant main effects for either conalitibe level
PGI. However, contrary to predictions, the interactional hypothesis was not sdpporte
Post hoc analysis using a repeated measures design revealed a main eiifieet fohis
suggests that the amount of distress regarding the break-up did decressé¢iiaer;
however, this reduction of distress did not occur differentially by condition.

Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 2a stated that those higher in PGl would experience a
larger pre-post gain in PA by participating in the traditional writinggigm task as
compared to the BPS task. Hypothesis 2b stated that those lower in PGI would
experience a larger pre-post gain in PA by participating in the BPS taskngsired to
the traditional writing paradigm task. In congruence with past findingsthhem
literature, there was a significant main effect for condition suchhikaBPS group
yielded a greater pre-post gain in PA than did the traditional writing dkKiong, 2001;

Harrist et al., 2006). However, the main interactional hypothesis was not sddpprte
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the results of the study. The interaction between PGI and condition did not account for
any additional variance above and beyond the main effects of the pre scores for positive
affectivity (the covariate), PGI, and condition. In other words, PGI had nd effdbe
relationship between the type of task and posttest positive affectivityeoywwhen
controlling for word count, which was found to be significantly larger for ppeids in

the traditional writing group than the BPS group, a significant result emergedarim

to the findings regarding the follow-up subjective well-being scores, theidirex the
interaction was not supported. In fact, participants higher in PGl experiegcedtar
increase in PA in the traditional writing task condition than the BPS condition. In
contrast, participants lower in PGl experienced roughly the same gain in positive
affectivity regardless of the condition to which they were assigned.

Hypothesis 3 Hypothesis 3a stated that those higher in PGl would report higher
subjective ratings of the task experience when in the traditional writiagligar as
compared to the BPS task.  Hypothesis 3b proposed that those lower in PGl would
report higher subjective ratings of the task experience when assigned to ttesBBS
compared to the traditional writing paradigm task. Analyses revealethénatwere no
main effects found for either condition or level of PGI. The interaction betwegehdf
PGI and condition was found to add explanatory power to the regression model, although
the form of the interaction was contrary to expectations. Similar to the findiggseding
the follow-up subjective well-being scores, the direction of the interactsmaet
supported; participants higher in PGI gave higher subjective evaluatios gtdne BPS
condition as compared to the traditional writing condition. The opposite was true of

participants lower in PGI, as results revealed a higher subjective evalunethe
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traditional writing condition as compared to the BPS condition. The reasons for this
pattern of findings may be the same as those offered with respect to the findings
regarding subjective well-being (Hypothesis 1a, above).

Hypothesis 4 Hypothesis 4 stated that there would be significant differences in
the percentage of positive emotion, negative emotion, past tense, and future tensed words
between the writing conditions. This set of hypotheses was designed to basure t
participants’ received the intended treatment (i.e., that there wasergdidelity).
Specifically, it was expected that the traditional writing task would prodgoédisantly
more past tensed and negative emotion words (Hypothesis 4a and 4c). It was also
expected that the BPS task would produce significantly more future tensed ana positi
emotion words than the traditional writing task (Hypothesis 4b and 4d). Analyses
supported these predictions and revealed that the traditional writing task yigjceatex
number of past tense and negative emotion words than the BPS task. In contrast, the BPS
task yielded more future tense and positive emotion words. These results tugjgest
participants’ writing output was consistent with the instructions for theiditons;
hence, it may be assumed that they experienced the two treatments as intended.
Implications

When taken together, several conclusions can be made regarding the effectivenes
of each task in improving psychological health and of the role of PGI as a modé¢rator
treatment outcomes. First, results suggest that participants in both thertehaititing
task and the BPS task experienced a decrease in depression and distress thgarding
break-up. Specifically, the two tasks may do equally well at aiding tlhetred of

symptoms. In contrast, the BPS task may have done a better job at enhantivey posi
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affectivity. These results are consistent with previous research rag#rditwo tasks
(Austenfeld et al., 2005; King, 2001; S. Harrist, Carlozzi, McGovern, & A. W. Harrist
2006). However, these findings must be considered in light of the fact that the study did
not contain a no-treatment control condition. Although it is possible that the changes
observed were due to naturally occurring factors, such as the passage ofhienehee

to the writing tasks per se, prior research does suggest that both writingorenaiie
superior to no-treatment (Frattaroli, 2006; King, 2001).

The findings regarding the role of PGl as a moderator are more complex.sResult
suggest that the impact of the fit between PGI and type of task on psychologitaldeal
selective. Specifically, level of PGI affected the outcomes of theng/igonditions on
subjective well-being and subjective evaluation of the task, and PA whewndiog for
word count, but not on the outcomes of distress or depression. PGI represents a
preference towards growth experiences. As a preference, it may be maig liiesd
to how an individual feels about their satisfaction in life, how it positively esffideir
affect, and how they evaluate therapeutic activities rather than to thaqaedespecific
symptoms.

Individuals high in PGI may already be actively engaging in growpleences
which include the exploration of their thoughts and feelings related to their past
relationship and its break-up. The BPS paradigm may create a novel opgdaunit
them to pause and focus on more future-focused activities and on the discrepancy
between one’s current self and ideal self. This might lead the individual whdnighig
PGl to reduce this discrepancy and seek out growth experiences that are marentong

with their ideal self. This speculation, which is consistent with Rogegntetientered

59



approach to consciousness raising in therapy (as cite in Prochaska & N&00x5s
may offer fertile ground for future research.

In contrast, those low in PGI may benefit by being encouraged to use different
coping skills (e.g., exploration of past events, self-disclosure) than they ypaiaiiy
employ. It may be that such individuals will begin to apply a more reflecbpmg skill
style in which the exploration of past experiences or the process of confiding is
embraced. This may ultimately affect the way in which they interdbtathers, causing
them to be more open and honest about their thoughts and feelings (Pennebaker &
Graybeal, 2001). Evidence for this interpretation, which is consistent with socia
integration theory comes from studies that have found that participants dgsighe
traditional writing task were more likely than controls to discuss their saom
experiences in the months following the writing sessions (Kovac & Range,. 2000)

It is important to note that PGI is not only a new measure, but a new construct.
The current literature has reveled that those high in PGI are more likely tamave
internal locus of control, to be more assertive, and to have higher efficacyrialihigy
to achieve goals. Furthermore, the individual higher in PGI uses a more veftacti
active type of coping style, and is generally hopeful about the future (which tefeoth
the belief in things getting better and a sense of agency to accomplish those goals
Petersen, 2006). In regard to functioning, individuals higher in PGI exhibit greater
family functioning within their family of origins, which points to the adaptiveireof
having higher levels of PGI.

However, because the PGI construct is relatively new, more constructiealidat

work is needed to gain further clarity regarding what the PGI scale sunm&a
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Theoretically, it is possible that those who endorse such items as “I know widttone
do to get started towards reaching my goals,” or “I take charge of myatiéeSimply
more goal-directed. Alternatively, they may prematurely foredlosie decisions rather
than seeking to explore and “grow” in a self-actualized manner. It couldaBgued
that individuals who score high on goal-direction or fall into the premature closure
category would have similar correlates (e.g., internal locus of controltiassess, and
instrumentality). It may be, therefore, be that those high in PGI fallwdalistinct
groups of those that truly engage in the self-actualization process and those that ar
simply “goal-oriented” (which may encompass foreclosure and gaadtdat sub-types).
Although other correlates may counter this argument (e.g., positive domae&PGl to
functioning, and reflective coping), it is clear that more work needs to be donénimglef
and constructing the construct and scale of PGI.

It is also interesting to note that the PGIS scores were negativargdkethin
this sample. Because most participants endorsed high levels d/iIR39.56), the
characteristics of low scorers are unclear. For example, what would sob@elikewho
does not espouse growth goals and who disagrees with such items as “I know how to
change specific things | want in my life” or “I take charge of my lif€xjes this
individual follow the Eastern tradition of finding “peace” through recognizing les
control, or does this person lack a sense of agency, thereby feeling a sense of
ineffectiveness and hopelessness? The fact that the current evidence maglfeiod |
multiple theoretical formulations highlights the necessity for furthertoaetsvalidation.
However, the current results do not disconfirm the definition and conceptualization of

PGI. Therefore, the remaining discussion will be based on the assumption that the
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present conceptualization of PGI is correct, with the caveat that furtigarcé is needed
for clarification.

The data did not support the “matching” hypotheses regarding the fit betvecen t
individuals’ regulatory orientation (in this case PGI) and the means they use to pursue
their primary goal (the type of task engaged in). There are several dotsians for
this finding, for example, (a) PGI is more of a preference than a guiding aradiper
regulatory orientation, (b) the tasks did not sufficiently represent a persiofit
situation for those high or low in PGl, or (c) individuals may benefit frortirvgi
interventions that engage a coping style different from the ones they hyeicadloy.

Previous research points to the validity of the regulatory fit theory (Avnet &
Higgins, 2006; Higgins, 2000) and has shown that individuals will pursue goals with
greater vigor and achieve greater performance when the means of doinglsesitiao
regulatory orientation. However, most of these studies have been set in highly abntrolle
laboratory settings and have used different regulatory orientations compéned t
current study. Future work might explore the conditions under which this “fit”
hypothesis holds more or less well.

It is noteworthy that the current study used an online format for the writing
sessions and that there was a substantial amount of participant attritiontlaerbsse
writing sessions, despite numerous reminder e-mail messages. The auchbges of
words also distinguished the two writing conditions. Future research emplbging t
online writing format might try to provide a stronger rationale for why it would be
beneficial to write for the prescribed 20 minutes and for at least three sessions

Pennebaker’s website provides a useful example:
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http://homepage.psy.utexas.edu/HomePage/Faculty/Pennebaker/home2000/Background
Previous research has, in fact, found that individuals experience the graatestimpy
participate in at least three writing sessions lasting about 20 minutes esttir Oy

2006).

Only two other dissertations and no empirical journal articles have studied the use
of expressive writing in an online format and, to date, no studies have tested the use of
this intervention as an adjunct to personal therapy. More research is needd@ddr® e
the benefits and drawbacks of such writing and the practical implications viiéhfield
of psychology. Future work might explore the impact of client variables on different
expressive writing tasks in an actual clinical setting to address théoquefstvhen and
with whom does expressive writing work as a supplementary activity to thelapther
words, what client moderator variables affect the outcome of the differestdfpe
interventions?

Limitations

As with all studies, this study has several limitations. One limitatioolves the
sample. First, the sample was composed of students from one college campusevho wer
recruited from an undergraduate psychology pool. It is likely that many ofshekents
were more psychologically-minded than is true of the general population, vaulch ¢
have affected the results of the study. Furthermore, although the findingstsbgges
this sample had a comparable level of distress to that of an outpatient chniqgaé sit is
difficult to generalize the findings to other clinical or community populatidm&ne
meta-analysis (Smyth, 1998), larger psychological health effectweresfound for

writing interventions in studies with college students versus non-students.
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Another limitation concerns the description of the gender composition of the
present sample. Due to a technical error, information on gender was not dollecte
Although this information was estimated based on the pre-screening undergraduate
psychology recruitment pool information, a precise composition could not be obtained.
Smyth’s (1998) meta-analysis found that, across 9 studies, men tended to experience
greater gains from the expressive writing paradigm than women. It sanmelthe
current study how the gender breakdown may have affected the results.

Also, it may have been that giving participants credit after the thesicse rather
than giving them credit after the fourth session, may have contributed to the highe
attrition rates between the last writing session and the two-week followhgdecision
was made to help with recruitment; however, it may have been that the cost of this
decision was less patrticipation at follow-up which may have affected thadsdi

Furthermore, it is important to note that the significant difference on word count
between the writing tasks was conceptualized as a potential confound. Howevgr, it ma
be that the nature of the tasks naturally lend themselves to different “dosed’ so tha
differences in word counts are inherent to the tasks itself, rather than conédtinels
design. That is, people may simply have more to say about (and an easier tim
elaborating) their “deepest thoughts and feelings” than their best possiee sk this
is the case, it may be that controlling for word count is conceptually inappropriate

The online nature of the study may be considered as both a strength and a
limitation. Although the current study attempted to control for extraneous \exibipl
providing clear instructions to the participant and by performing severahpos

analyses and manipulation checks, it is impossible to discount the possibiligtadit
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participants followed instructions. Findings revealed a large standard devatioord
count in both writing conditions, which suggests that participants varied in their
adherence to the instructions. This potential non-compliance to protocol attenuates
confidence in the results obtained and the conclusions made. Finally, the self-report
nature of the study is another limitation. The issue of common method variance and the
possibility of a response set in the use of self-report measures maftatee the
relationship found among the variables in the study.
Conclusion

Despite these limitations, the overall results of this study speak to the glotenti
value of PGI as a moderator of the two types of expressive writing tasksdst
although the nature of the moderation may differ from the pattern originally
hypothesized. These findings suggest that PGI may play an important role in the
usefulness of certain therapeutic interventions and should be considered in therapeuti
work. Furthermore, this study’s online format highlights the potential to ussptheéic
writing under more naturalistic conditions, outside the confines of an attiibaratory
setting. Finally, this study responds to Pennebaker’s (2004) call for tesesia
examine relevant participant/client variables that may moderate tieédal effects

found in expressive writing.
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Table 1

Correlations, Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliability Coefficients of the

Predictor and Criterion Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. -
T1SWLS
2. TICES-| - -
D AT
3. T1IES A7 53* -
4. PGI AL**| - .08 -

25**
5. PWBS 27*| - -06 | 42* | -

39**
6. PrePA 37**| - .05 34%% | [ 20%* | -

29**
7. PostPA | .32** - .02 30%* | [25%* | 76** | -

19**
8. SE A7 | .07 A8*| .10 13 A5 65%* | -
9. .B65** | - .04 34%* | 33*%* | 49** | 38** | 25%* | -
T4SWLS A9**
10.T4CES- - .60** | .28* | -.16 | - -26 | - -08 | - -
D .30** 21 23** A8**
11.T4IES | -.05 | .46*% .50** | .07 -05 | .18 13 22*% -.10| .56%F -
Possible |7-35 | 0-80 | 0-75| 9-54, 14-|10- |10- |19 7-35 | 0-80| 0-75
Scale 84 50 50
Range
Obtained |7-35 | 0-52 | 0-73| 9-54| 35-|10- |10- |1-9 8-34 | 0-44| 0-67
Scale 84 50 50
Range
Mean 23.32 21.19| 38.20| 39.56| 66.89| 27.09| 29.31| 4.57 | 23.36 17.3 | 29.38
Standard | 6.29 | 11.73 14.08| 7.61 | 10.06 7.27 | 8.41 | 1.66| 6.01] 11.494.03
Deviations
o .87 .92 .85 .92 .88 g7 .79 .95 .86 .93 9

* Correlationsp < .05 ** Correlationg < .01
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Table 2

Skewness and Kurtosis of the Normalized Predictor Variables and Raw Criterion

Variables

Variable Skewness S.E. of Skewness Kurtosis S.E. of Kurtosis
ZT1SWLS -.39 .18 -.A7 .35
ZT1CES-D .29 .18 -.57 .35
ZT1IES -.15 .18 -.16 .35
NPGI -.02 .18 -.19 .35
ZPWBS -.49 .18 -.21 .35
ZPrePA .25 .18 -.30 .35
PostPA .10 .18 -31 .35
SE .26 .18 -.50 .35
T4SWLS -.54 22 -.56 44
T4CES-D .59 22 -.68 44
T4IES -.03 22 -.4A7 A4
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Table 3

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Subject
Well-being (Satisfaction with Life Scale; SWLS scores) at Follow-Up

Predictors R AR df AF B B p
Step1l ZT1SWLS .68 A7 108 95.02*3.76** .63** .00**
Step 2 Condition .68 .00 106 .23 -.03 -.01 .94
NT1PGI 5t .0¢ .27
Step 3 NT1PGI x .70 .02 105 4.03* -90* -14* .05’
Condition

p<.05*p< .01
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Table 4

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting £sipine
(Center for Epidemiological Center for Depression; CES-D scores) at Follpw-U

Predictors R AR df AF B B p
Step1l ZT1CES-D .60 36 108 60.47*6.71* 57** 00**
Step 2 Condition .60 .00 106 .08 -.10 -01 .90
NT1PGI )-.67 -.06 .50
Step 3 NT1PGI x .61 .02 105 3.29 1.76 14 .07
Condition

p<.05*p<.01
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Table 5

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis PredictingeBast
(Impact of Event or IES scores) at Follow-Up

Predictors R AR df AF B 8 p
Step1 ZT1IES 409 .24 108 34.31**  7.13**.49**  00**
Step 2 Condition .49 .00 106 .31 -.89 -.06 46
NT1PGI -.44 -.03 73
Step 3 NT1PGI x .52 .02 105 3.04 2.21 .15 .08
Condition

p<.05*p<.01
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Table 6

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting\Josit
Affectivity (PA scores)

Predictors R AR df AF B A p
Step1l ZPAPre A7 .59 157 233.10*6.54** . 77** .00**
Step 2 Condition .78 .02 155 3.59 -1.18* -.14* .01*
NT1PGI .18 .02 .70
Step 3 NT1PGI x .79 .01 154 341 -.80 -.09 .07
Condition

*p<.05*p<.01
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Table 7

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting the
Average Subjective Evaluation(SE) across Writing Sessions

Predictors R AR df AF A B p
Step 1 Condition .16 .03 156 2.01 13 .08 .33
NT1PGI .26 .16* .05’

Step 2 NT1PGI x Condition .24 .03 155 5.54*-31* -19* .02*
*p<.05**p<.01
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Table 8

Summary of t-tests of the Mean Differences between Conditions on the Four Word

Categories

Traditional Writing Best Possible Self

Task Task
Category of | Mean SD Mean SD t-value Cohen’s
Words
Positive 11.55 3.23 19.33 11.10 -6.30*  -.99
Emotion
Negative 8.17 2.87 2.30 1.95 14.87*%  -2.35
Emotion
Past Tense 18.59 6.92 5.83 3.86 14.071** 2.22
Future Tense| 3.15 1.37 7.19 5.87 -6.27*t*  -.1.0

*p<.05*p<.01
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Table 9

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Suéject
Well-being (Satisfaction with Life Scale; SWLS scores) at Follow-Up, Contrasling f
Word Count

Predictors R AR Df AF B A p
Stepl ZT1SWLS .69 A7 108 48.52**3.77** .63** .00**

WCSum .38 .07 .38
Step 2 Condition .69 .00 106 .34 -.15 -.03 72

NT1PGI oK .09 .29
Step 3 NT1PGI x Condition .70 .02 105 3.05 -81 -13 .08

*p<.05*p< .01
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Table 10

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting
Depression(Center for Epidemiological Studies of Depression; CES-D scoFes)aat-
Up, Controlling for Word Count

Predictors R AR df AF B 3 p
Stepl ZT1CES-D .60 36 108 30.16*6.71** .57** .00**
ZWCSum -.05 -.01 .96
Step 2 Condition .60 .00 106 .06 -.09 -.01 .93
NT1PGI -67 -06 .50
Step 3 NT1PGI x .61 .02 105 3.04 1.75 14 .08
Condition

*p<.05**p<.01
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Table 11

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis PredictingeBast
(Impact of Event Scale; IES scores) at Follow-Up, Controlling for Word Count

Predictors R AR df AF B A p
Stepl ZT1IES 51 .26 108 18.85**7.40** .51** .00**
WCSum -1.40 -.10 27
Step 2 Condition 51 .00 106 .07 -.55 -.04 .69
NT1PGI -43 -.03 74
Step 3 NT1PGI x 52 .01 105 2.00 1.85 .12 .16
Condition

*p<.05*p< .01
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Table 12

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting\rRosit
Affectivity (PA scores , Controlling for Word Count

Predictors R AR df AF B 3 p
Step 1 ZPAPre 7 .60 108 117.426.54* 77** .00**

WCSum -.32 -.04 A7
Step 2 Condition .78 .02 106 2.96* - -13*  .02*

1.09*

NT1PGI ¢ .02 .69
Step 3 NT1PGI x .79 .01 105 3.80 -.87* -10* .05*

Condition

*p<.05*p<.01
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Table 13

Summary of Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting the
Average Subjective Evaluation (SE scores) across Writing Sessions, ContavlNkigrd
Count

Predictors R AR df AF B B p
Stepl WCSum .10 .01 156 1.55 .07 .04 .61
Step 2 Condition A7 .02 156 1.68 .10 .04 45

NT1PGI .26* 16°  .05*

Step 3 NT1PGI x Condition .24 .03 155 *4.86-.30* -.18* .03*
*p<.05**p<.01
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Table 14

Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA on Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS scores),
an index of Subjective Well-being

Source | SS Df Mean Square F p
Time 6.82 1 6.82 .59 .45
Condition 130.26 1 130.26 2.15 15
Time x Condition 6.99 1 6.99 .60 44
*p<.05*p<.01
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Table 15

Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA on CES-D Depression Scores

Source | ss df Mean Square F p

Time 500.97 1 500.97 9.54 .003***
Condition 8791 1 8791 42 52
Time x Condition 16.66 1 16.66 .32 .58

* p< .05 * p<.01%* p<.001
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Table 16

Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA on IES Distress Scores

Source S df Mean Square F p

Time 2918.43 1  2918.43 30.0 .000**
Condition 656.77 1  656.77 232 .13
Time x Condition 34460 1  344.60 3.54 .06

* p< .05 * p<.01%* p<.001
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Time 1
1. Baseline Questionnaires
- IES, SWLS, CESD, PA,
PWBS
2. Writing Session 1
3. Post-Questionnaire 1
- PA, Subjective Evaluation

Time 4
Two-Week Follow-Up
1. Post-Questionnaire
- IES, SWLS, and the CESD

Figure 1.Experimental design of the study
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Time 2
. PA
. Writing Session 2
. Post-Questionnaire 2
- PA, Subjective Evaluation

WN -

Time 3
1. PA
2. Writing Session 3
3. Post-Questionnaire 3
-PA, Subjective Evaluation,
4. Reminder of Two-Week
Follow-Up
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Figure 2. Interaction between Personal Growth Initiative (PGI) and experiinenta
condition predicting subjective well-being at follow-up, as measured by tletaB8ton
with Life Scales (SWLS).
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Figure 3. Interaction between Personal Growth Initiative (PGI) and experiinenta
condition predicting the average subjective evaluation (SE) scores acitisg w
sessions.
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Figure 4. Interactions between Personal Growth Initiative (PGI) and condition preglicti

the average post writing Positive Affectivity (PA) scores acrosingrsessions,
controlling for word count.
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Figure 5. Interactions between Personal Growth Initiative (PGI) and condition preglicti
the average subjective evaluations (SE) across writing sessions, aogftiailword
count.
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APPENDIX A

Personal Growth Initiative Scale (PGIS)

Using the scale below, circle the number which best describes the extent tyethich
agree or disagree with each statement.

1 = Definitely disagree
2 = Mostly disagree

3 = Somewhat disagree
4 = Somewhat agree

5 = Mostly agree

6 = Definitely agree

1. I know how to change specific things that | want to change in my life.

1 2 3 4 5 6

2. | have a good sense of where | am headed in my life.
1 2 3 4 5 6
3. If  want to change something in my life, | initiate the transition process

1 2 3 4 5 6
4. | can choose the role that | want to have in a group.
1 2 3 4 5 6
5. I know what | need to do to get started toward reaching my goals.

1 2 3 4 5 6

6. | have a specific action plan to help me reach my goals.
1 2 3 4 5 6
7. | take charge of my life.

1 2 3 4 5 6
8. I know what my unique contribution to the world might be.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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9. | have a plan for making my life more balanced.

1 2 3 4 5 6
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APPENDIX B

Impact of Events Scale

Below is a list of comments made by people after stressful life evernitg the
following scale, please indicate (with a ) how frequently each of these aummere
true for you DURING THE PAST SEVEN DAYS.
1. I thought about the break-up when | didn’t mean to.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often

2. | avoided letting myself get upset when | thought about the break-up or was reminded
of the break-up.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
3. | tried to remove the break-up from memory.
Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
4. | had trouble falling asleep or staying asleep, because of pictures or thdaghtdha
break-up that came into my mind.
Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
5. I had waves of strong feelings about the break-up.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often

6. | had dreams about the break-up
Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
7. | stayed away from reminders of the break-up

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often

8. | felt as if the break-up hadn’'t happened or the break-up wasn’t real.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
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9. I tried not to talk about the break-up.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often

10. Picture about the break-up popped into my mind.
Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
11. Other things kept making me think about the break-up
Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
12. | was aware that | still had a lot of feelings about the break-up, but | didhivie
them.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often

13. | tried not to think about the break-up.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
14. Any reminder brought back feelings about the break-up.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
15. My feelings about the break-up were kind of numb.

Not at all Rarely Sometimes  Often
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APPENDIX C

The Center for Epidemiological Studies - Depression Scales (CES-D)

Please indicate how often you have felt this way during the past week bythesing
following numbers:

1 = rarely or none of the time (less than one day)
2 = some of the time (1-2 days)
3 = occasionally or a moderate amount (3-4 days)
4 = most or all of the time (5-7 days)

1
| was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me. [_]
| did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor. L]

| felt that | could not shake off the blues even with help[_]
from my friends.

| felt that | was just as good as other people.

| had trouble keeping my mind on what | was doing.
| felt depressed.

| felt that everything | did was an effort.

| felt hopeful about the future.

| thought my life had been a failure.

| felt fearful.

My sleep was restless.

| was happy.

| talked less than usual.

| felt lonely.

People were unfriendly.

O oo ddgddgdodoono O oo ds
O oo ddgddgddgdod O 0O0 e
N | A e A A A AR A ¥

O oo dddoddonooon o

| enjoyed life.
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| had crying spells.
| felt sad.
| felt that people disliked me.

| could not get “going.”
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APPENDIX D

Positive Affect Subscale

Please indicate to what degree you are feeling each item below at thentngimg the
scale below.

1 2 3 4 5

Very slightly A little Modately Quite a bit Extremely
or not at all

__ Interested
____ Excited
_____Strong
_____ Enthusiastic
_____ Proud

____ Alert
_____Inspired
__ Determined
_____ Attentive
0. Active

HOONOOR~WNE
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APPENDIX E

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS)

Directions: Below are five statements with which you may agree agidis. Using the
1-7 scale below, indicate your agreement with each item by placingphepaiate
number in the line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Slightly Disagree

4 = Neither Agree or Disagree

5 = Slightly Agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly Agree
1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal.
2. The conditions of my life are excellent.
3. | am satisfied with life.
4. So far | have gotten the important things | want in life.

5. If | could live my life over, | would change almost nothing.
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APPENDIX F

Subijective Evaluation of Writing Task

How enjoyable did you find this writing task today?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at All Somewhat Enjoyable Very Enjoyable  xtiemely
Enjoyable Enjoyable Enjoyable

How interesting did you find this writing task today?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at All Somewhat Interesting Very Interesting Extremely
Interesting Interesting Interesting

How meaningful did you find this writing task today?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at All Somewhat Meaningful Very Meaningful Extremely
Meaningful Meaningful egningful

How valuable did you find this writing task today?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at All Somewhat Valuable Very Valuable Eexhely
Valuable Valuable Valuable
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APPENDIX G

The Psychological Well-Being Scales (PWBS)

Directions: Below are fourteen statements with which you may agresagrde. Using
the 1-6 scale below, indicate your agreement with each item by plaeirgpropriate
number in the line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Moderately Disagree
3 = Slightly Disagree

4 = Slightly Agree

5 = Moderately Agree

6 = Strongly Agree

1.

12.

| am not interested in activities that will expand my horizons.

In general, | feel that | continue to learn more about myself as timbygoe
| am the kind of person who likes to give new things a try.

| don't want to try new ways of doing things--my life is fine the way it is.

| think it is important to have new experiences that challenge how you think
about yourself and the world.

When | think about it, | haven't really improved much as a person over the
years.

In my view, people of every age are able to continue growing and
developing.

With time, | have gained a lot of insight about life that has made me a
stronger, more capable person.

| have the sense that | have developed a lot as a person over time.

| do not enjoy being in new situations that require me to change my old
familiar ways of doing things.

For me, life has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and
growth.

| enjoy seeing how my views have changed and matured over the years.
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13. lgave up trying to make big improvements or changes in my life a long time
ago.

14. There is truth to the saying you can't teach an old dog new tricks.
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APPENDIX H

Advertisement for Recruitment

Have you experienced a relationship break-up in the last six months and &elyau
some

ongoing distress over this break-up? If so, you are eligible to participiis B credit
study.
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APPENDIX |
Hello There,

Thank you for completing the first part of my three part study. It has been 48 imzers s
you completed the first part of the studyote that the second and third partsof the

study requirelesstimeto completethan thefirst. As per my study's guidelines, all

three sections must be completed WITHIN ONE WEEK and must be a MINIMUM of 12
hours apart from each other in order to receive credit. To access the sight of the
SECOND SECTION (each section has a different link), complete the followepg s

made as simple as possible for your convenience:

1) To access the website, cut and paste the following link into your web browser.

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=0pZKOmJS3SOrH7yHKmpFNQ 3d 3d

2) When asked for passwordtype "write" (you will use this same password for each
session).

3) Once you access the survey, read and follow the directions provided.

4) IMPORTANT NOTE —the last page of the study will display the link to the final part
of the study.

If you misplace this e-mail or have any questions or concerns you can contacectig dir
athelenamimimartin@yahoo.coaor reply to this e-mail. Thank you very much, in
advance, for your participation and completion of my study!

Best,

Helena (Mimi) Martin
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APPENDIX J

Informed Consent Form
Project Title: Relationship Break-Ups

Statement of Age of Subject (Please note: parental consent always neededifs) im
signing this form you state that you are at least 18 years of age simtbvparticipate in
a program of research being conducted by Charles B. Gelso in the Department of
Psychology at the University of Maryland, College Park.

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to investigate thedffects
expressive writing following relationship breakups. Specifically, experiengmtill
attempt to assess what type of writing task is most beneficial foryartmarticipants.

Procedures: At the first session, lasting approximately 50 minutes, yowmitlete five
self-report measures which should take approximately 15 minutes. The inikat pait
include measures of the distress experienced over the break-up, subjectiveingelind
mood, a measure of your propensity towards growth, depression and your impressions of
the task. Following the completion of this questionnaire, you will be given instra¢b

do a writing task for approximately 20 minutes. You will then complete the isd#és

again and sign out of the program. At a second writing session lasting approximately 35
minutes, you will complete a second writing session lasting 20 minutes. Folldusng t
session you will complete some questionnaires. The last session will follow the
procedures described in the first. In addition, you will then be debriefed and reminded
that you will receive an invitation in one month’s time to complete a follow-up suifey.
you are in a psychology course, you will receive course credit for patiicipa

Confidentiality: All information collected in this study is confidential to éxéent
permitted by law. The data you provide will be grouped with data others provide for
reporting and presentation; your name will not be used in any reports or pieasntat

Risks: You may think about some things regarding your past relationship thatwou ha
not thought about before participating in this study. Some of the questions are personal i
nature.

Benefits, Freedom to Withdraw, & Ability to Ask Questions: The experiment is not
designed to help you personally, but to help the investigator learn more about methods to
help people deal with relationship break-ups. You are free to ask questions or withdraw
from participation at any time and without penalty. Your participation is cdeiple

voluntary. You can decline to answer any questions that make you uncomfortable.

Contact Information of Investigator: Charles B. Gelso, Department ohBlegy,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742. Email: gelso@psyc.umd.edu.

Contact Information of Institutional Review Board: If you have any queséabasat your
rights as a research subject or wish to report a research-related pigase contact:
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Institutional Review Board Office, University of Maryland, College Parkryiéad
20742; (emall) irb@deans.umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678.
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APPENDIX K
Debriefing Form — Break-Up Study

General Aim and Purpose

Thank you for participating in this study. There were two central purposes tartaptc
research. The first purpose was to look at the impact of two brief writimrgenteons
intended to target symptom reduction. The second purpose was to determine how one
particular client variable of interest can affect the interventionfmghon symptom
reduction. In other words, how might this variable differentially impact the loeadef
effects of the writing interventions. This client variable (in scientiguage this is

known as the moderator variable) was personal growth initiative (PGI) oresadje
preference for personal growth experiences.

Main Hypotheses

It was thought that those high on PGI, or those who are more likely to value personal
growth, would fair better with a writing intervention that would facilitadespnal

growth. As previous research has found that exploration is a key variable to gaining
insight and personal growth, than those individuals who were higher in PGI might benefit
more from an intervention that encourages exploration. In contrast, those lower in PGI
might instead prefer a more direct route to symptom reduction that does not require
exploration and personal growth. These individuals might benefit more fromiragwrit

task that aims to increase positive affect (or put them in a good mood) and therefore
reduce the frequency and intensity of problematic symptoms.

Independent Variables, Dependent Variablesand Procedures

The independent variable was the type of writing intervention assigned to thgpattic
As this was a quasxperimentatiesign, participants were randomly assigned to one of
two writing interventions. The traditional writing intervention required pigodints to
explore their deepest thoughts and feelings regarding the break-up. The&#sieP

Self (BPS) writing intervention required participants to write about ttieal self in the
future. This intervention has been shown to increase positive affectivity, whiclmin tur
has been proven to reduce problematic symptoms.

The moderator variable of interest was a naturally occurring fitkkaitvariable of PGI

that could not be manipulated in the study. This explaingubstexperimental nature

of the study. A total of three writing interventions were utilized, as previsesueh has
shown that three writing interventions proves to be an ideal number of writing sdssions
achieve the desired effect of symptom reduction.

The dependent variables of interest were well-being, positive affect, deprdke

impact of the stressful life event (i.e. the break-up), and the subjective tevalfathe
task itself. Positive affect was measured before and after eagigwmiervention to
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obtain an average change in positive affectivity due to the interventions. trwattos,
did the writing intervention in general lead to an elevation in mood? The subjective
evaluation of the task was also measured after to each writing interventialeiricor
capture the participant’s immediate reactions to the tasks. The other outc@bkesaf
interest were only measured prior to the first writing interventions to obtzaseline
score two weeks following the writing interventions to see if the wiringuatgions had
a lasting impact on these variables (i.e., depression, well-being, and thé afnihec
break-up).

Deception
It is important to note that no deception was used in this study.
Contact Information and Counseling Services

Thank you again for your participation in this study. If you are ever conceboet a

personal issues, you can contact the counselors at the Campus Counseling @enter at
University of Maryland (301.314.7651) or you may call the University Health Center
(301.314.8106). If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact
Helena Mimi Martin abelenamimimartin@yahoo.coor

UMDBreakupstudy@gmail.com
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