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Abstract 

Research has shown that prompting individuals to examine their experiences while assuming the 

perspective of a third-person, which is called self-distancing, buffers against negative emotional 

changes. Self-distancing and its conceptual opposite, self-immersion, have been previously 

studied as induced and spontaneously occurring states. I argue that the perspective that one takes 

when engaging in self-focus can be understood as a personality trait. Two studies are reported 

where I construct and evaluate the Self-Distancing Scale (SDS), which is a self-report measure 

of trait self-distancing. In Study 1 I found that evidence for construct validity of the SDS was 

poor. I further found that, contrary to expectations, exploratory factor analysis of the draft pool of 

SDS items revealed two unrelated factors corresponding to self-distancing and self-immersion, 

rather than a single bipolar factor. Study 2 examined if the SDS could be used to prospectively 

predict emotional change under standardized laboratory conditions, but contrary to what is 

suggested by prior research, the SDS was not found to be significantly related to emotional 

change. A post hoc confirmatory factor analysis identified methodological sources of variance as 

the cause of the SDS’s two factor structure. I offer suggestions for future research that could 

further investigate trait self-distancing without the limitations of the current studies. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 Experiencing unpleasant events often causes people to spend a considerable amount of 

time thinking about what happened. Previous research shows that thinking about unpleasant 

events is a cognitive activity that may provide relief from negative affect or could serve to 

worsen an individual’s negative feelings (Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Kross, Ayduk, & Mischel, 

2005; Mischkowski, Kross, & Bushman, 2012). This research indicates that it is the perspective 

that one takes when engaging in self-focus that determines its emotional consequences. 

Specifically, this line of research studies self-distancing, which is a form of self-perspective 

taking where individuals reflect upon their experiences from the perspective of a distanced 

observer. Self-distancing is conceptually opposed to self-immersion, which is defined as 

reflecting upon one’s experience from the perspective of a first-person, active participant. This 

area of social-cognitive research (see Kross & Ayduk, 2011 for a review) indicates that, when 

experimentally induced or when measured as a spontaneously occurring state, self-distancing 

causes individuals to experience less negative affect in reaction to thinking about emotionally 

upsetting events. The current studies examine if individuals show a general tendency to engage 

in self-distancing and if this tendency results in lower emotional reactivity across time and 

situations.  

  The present research questions were tested in two studies that were designed to produce 

a measure of trait self-distancing and to test the utility of the construct in predicting affective 

state change. Addressing this issue has implications for the current literature on self-distancing, 

as the notion of trait self-distancing has been postulated (Ayduk & Kross, 2010) but never 

properly addressed. Furthermore, the current studies also have implications for clinical research 
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as inducing a tendency to engage in distanced self-analysis is a technique that is used in 

cognitive-behavioural therapy (Beck, 2011) and in acceptance and commitment therapy (Harris, 

2009). Finally, below I argue that a trait conceptualization of self-distancing can help refine 

models of self-focus (Rude, Gortner & Pennebaker, 2004) and emotion regulation (Gross, 2002) 

that explain the generation of affect, as well as inform research on the relationship between 

personality and cardiac health. As a trait understanding of self-distancing has implications for 

mental health, understanding social and emotional processes, and personal wellbeing, the 

development of a trait measure of the construct may profitably contribute to future research.  

 Research investigating the benefits of self-distancing can be attributed to an inaugural 

experiment conducted by Kross et al. (2005). They predicted that avoiding negative affect when 

prompted to contemplate negative life events is dependent on focusing on why negative events 

happened from a distanced perspective. Kross et al. found that participants who were induced to 

analytically focus on negative life events from a third-person perspective experienced less 

negative affect relative to individuals who focused on negative life events from a first-person and 

unelaborated perspective.  

Kross and his colleagues’(2005) key ideas on the emotional significance of self-

distancing  have been extended in their subsequent research, which has come to focus on the 

emotional and cognitive consequences of adopting a self-distanced perspective while engaged in 

self-reflection. A cardiac reactivity study conducted by Ayduk and Kross (2008) found that 

participants who were prompted to recall an experience of anger from a self-distanced 

perspective experienced less physiological arousal relative to those who were prompted to recall 

their memories from an immersed perspective. Kross, Gard, Deldin, Clifton, and Ayduk (2012) 

found that depressed adults who were assigned to adopt a self-distanced perspective on sad 
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memories experience less negative affect and fewer depressotypic thoughts relative to those who 

were assigned to self-immerse. Experiments conducted by Mischkowski et al. (2012) also found 

that participants who were induced to engage in self-distancing when reflecting upon an anger-

provoking event experienced less anger, fewer aggressive thoughts, and exhibited less aggressive 

behaviour relative to controls and those who were induced to self-immerse. 

Although the above studies induced self-distancing to examine it as a state, Ayduk and 

Kross (2010) found that self-distancing is not only something that can be induced but is also a 

cognitive activity that individuals engage in on a spontaneous basis. Ayduk and Kross developed 

a questionnaire designed to measure the extent to which individuals spontaneously engage in 

self-distancing in response to a recalled experience of interpersonal rejection. This questionnaire 

conceptualizes self-focus as a bipolar continuum, producing a single score with self-distancing 

on one pole of the distribution and self-immersion on the opposite pole. Ayduk and Kross 

theorized that spontaneously reflecting upon distressing memories with a self-distanced 

perspective would facilitate greater psychological insight that would decrease emotional upset, 

whereas using a self-immersed perspective would be related to the opposite. Using this measure, 

they were able to demonstrate that spontaneous self-distancing is negatively correlated with 

emotional and physiological reactivity in response to recalling an unpleasant memory and is 

negatively associated with reciprocation of negativity during conflicts among romantic couples. 

They also found that self-distancing is related to a greater amount of insight relative to 

recounting concrete facts, which mediates the negative correlation between self-distancing and 

emotional reactivity. 

The literature reviewed above indicates that self-distancing can be either an induced or a 

spontaneous state that is conceptually opposed to self-immersion, and that self-distancing 
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increases emotional stability in response to reflecting upon events that produce negative affect. 

Therefore, it is possible that a dispositional tendency to engage in self-distancing would also 

result in emotional stability in response to negative events across time and situations. However, 

this hypothesis cannot be addressed scientifically because no measure of trait self-distancing 

exists. Nevertheless, Ayduk, and Kross (2010) found that their single-item measure of 

spontaneous self-distancing had a moderate test-retest correlation, r = .48, over the course of 5-6 

weeks, suggesting that self-distancing spontaneously can be explained by a general tendency to 

engage in self-distancing. Indeed, in their discussion Ayduk and Kross called for research 

addressing a dispositional conceptualization of self-distancing because of this finding.  

Although Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) results provide preliminary evidence for the notion 

that self-distancing is a trait, their findings do raise the need for the development of an 

independent trait measure of the construct. Ayduk and Kross’s measure is not suitable for 

developing an understanding of self-distancing as a broad personality trait, even if the 

instructions are reframed to ask participants how they would tend to behave in general. This is 

because Ayduk and Kross’s state measure of self-distancing requires respondents to self-induce 

negative affect based on recalling a negative social memory. This essentially creates a state 

situation that participants record their responses to and yields a measure that is specific to how 

respondents self-distance in relation to self-recalled negative social memories. Furthermore, 

Ayduk and Kross’s measure is a single item that has a low test-retest reliability by trait 

standards. Aiken (1997) has argued that test-retest reliabilities for trait measures should ideally 

be above .70 for research purposes. Another issue with trying to understand trait self-distancing 

with a single item is that it is not possible to use factor analytic methods to investigate the 

underlying structure of the latent construct with a single item. For these reasons, I believed that 
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developing a self-report questionnaire of trait self-distancing was essential for understanding 

self-distancing as an aspect of personality. 

Although self-distancing itself has never been conceptualized as a trait, similar constructs 

have. Two traits, mindful decentering and reflection, seem to each capture the third-person 

perspective taking and self-examination, respectively, that is characteristic of Kross and Ayduk’s 

(2011) conceptualization of self-distancing. Decentering, as defined by Davis, Lau, and Cairns 

(2009), is the tendency to not personally identify with one’s own thoughts or feelings or become 

overly absorbed in one’s internal experiences. Central to their construct of decentering is 

approaching one’s experience with a quality of distance and disidentification. Trait reflection, as 

measured by the Rumination-Reflection Questionnaire, is a tendency to engage in self-analysis 

motivated by epistemic curiosity (Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). Both reflection and decentering 

appear to be conceptual components of self-distancing as both reflection and decentering involve 

how one relates to their experiences, which is central to the concept of self-distancing. 

Decentering corresponds to the third-person focus of self-distancing, whereas reflection 

corresponds to the self-examination aspect of self-distancing. As self-distancing can be 

analogously thought of as reflective decentering, and both reflection and decentering have been 

shown to be traits, this suggests that self-distancing is a trait as well. 

A ready and direct application of a trait measure of self-distancing would be to extend 

existing research that has been conducted with state understandings of the construct. Indeed, in 

this paper I describe a study that attempted to use trait self-distancing in order to extend 

Mischkowski et al.’s (2012) finding that induced self-distancing is negatively associated with 

negative affect. As state self-distancing has also been found to be negatively associated with 

reciprocation of negativity in conflict and positively associated with problem solving (Ayduk & 
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Kross, 2010), developing a trait measure of self-distancing also could provide an avenue for 

researching associations between personality and conflict resolution. 

In addition to extending the literature on self-distancing, providing a trait 

conceptualization of the construct also has implications for clinical research and practice. 

Distanced self-analysis is a technique that is frequently used in cognitive-behavioural therapy. 

When inviting therapy patients to assess the validity of a maladaptive automatic thought, Beck 

(2011) suggested prompting them to analyze the thought from a third-person perspective. This 

technique is also recommended in self-help cognitive therapy handbooks (Greenberger & 

Padesky, 1995). Third-person analysis of one’s own maladaptive thoughts is achieved by asking 

the reader to imagine someone they know having the same maladaptive thoughts and if those 

thoughts appear reasonable from a third-person perspective. As inducing self-distancing is a 

technique in cognitive-behavioural therapy, increases in trait self-distancing may be a 

mechanism of change underlying the effectiveness of the treatment. Therefore, developing an 

understanding of trait self-distancing, as well as a way to measure it, would provide a means of 

investigating the underlying processes that mediate symptom reductions in those who receive 

cognitive-behavioural therapy. 

Another area of clinical research where a dispositional conceptualization of self-

distancing may have implications is the literature on acceptance and commitment therapy. 

Defusion is a process that is central to acceptance and commitment therapy and has some 

conceptual parallels to self-distancing. The objective and technique of defusion is to disrupt the 

literal interpretation of thoughts as absolute truths and instead understand them as a product of 

human language processes, thereby interrupting their maladaptive functions (Blackledge, 2007; 

Harris, 2009). Therapeutically, this is achieved through the use of mindfulness exercises that 
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induce recipients of acceptance and commitment therapy to view thoughts as just passing words 

and pictures in the mind rather than literal representations of reality (Harris, 2009). The 

similarity between self-distancing and defusion is that they both involve a shift in how one 

relates to their mental content, and therefore they may have similar correlates. The shift involved 

in self-distancing (Kross & Ayduk, 2011) and in defusion (Hayes, 2004; Wilson & Roberts, 

2002) is similar in that both involve pulling back from the concrete features of subjective 

experience. The difference between self-distancing and defusion is that self-distancing involves 

viewing thoughts from the perspective of a third-person (Kross & Ayduk, 2011), whereas 

defusion involves letting thoughts come and go as passing mental events without attempting to 

identify with or change them (Blackledge, 2007; Harris, 2009). Indeed, and Ayduk and Kross 

(2010) and Kross et al. (2014) themselves note conceptual similarities between state self-

distancing and processes used in acceptance and commitment therapy. Because self-distancing 

and defusion are similar but different, developing a dispositional measure of self-distancing 

would be useful for investigating whether trait self-distancing can be further refine the causal 

models of therapeutic change underlying the theory of acceptance and commitment therapy. 

Trait self-distancing could be related to physical functioning. As state self-distancing is 

negatively related to both negative affect and cardiac reactivity (Ayduk & Kross, 2008), and 

personality traits associated with negative affect and cardiac reactivity have been linked to heart 

disease (Pedersen & Denollet, 2006), an application of a trait understanding of self-distancing 

would be to further investigate the links between personality, emotional reactivity, and cardiac 

health. 

Conceptualizing self-distancing as a trait also can profitably inform more distal social-

cognitive research on self-focus. In a study of language use in writing about the self, Rude et al. 
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(2004) endeavored to find support for cognitive theories of depression that stipulate a causal link 

between greater frequency of self-focus and vulnerability to depression (Pyszczynski & 

Greenberg, 1987). In their research, Rude et al. operationalized frequency of self-focus as the 

amount of first-person pronouns people use during a writing task. By analyzing essays written by 

currently depressed, previously depressed, and never depressed individuals, Rude et al. found 

that currently and previously depressed people tend to use more first-person pronouns relative to 

never depressed individuals, supporting the notion that greater self-focus is linked to 

vulnerability to depression.  

However, a review of the self-distancing literature suggests that the perspective one uses 

while engaging in self-focus is an important aspect to consider in the generation of negative 

affect. Kross et al. (2012) found that inducing adults with clinical depression to self-distance 

while reflecting upon a sad personal memory lead to less depressotypic thought accessibility and 

negative affect compared to those who were instructed to self-immerse. A more recent series of 

studies by Kross et al. (2014) indicates that using non-first-person pronouns during self-talk is 

related to greater state self-distancing. Kross et al. also found that instructing people to use non-

first-person pronouns while mentally preparing for social situations is related to decreased stress 

and anxiety relative to those who are instructed to use personal pronouns. These findings suggest 

that the self-perspective one tends to take (either self-distanced or self-immersed) moderates the 

relationship between frequency of self-focus and depression vulnerability. Specifically, I expect 

that greater trait self-distancing would attenuate the relationship between frequency of self-focus 

and depression vulnerability. Developing a measure of tendencies to self-distance or self-

immerse is necessary for testing this hypothesis in future research, and showing such a 

relationship would lead to a refinement of our understanding of the cognitive processes theorized 
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to cause depression. 

Emotion regulation research also can be informed by a trait understanding of self-

distancing. Gross’s (2002) process model of emotion regulation outlines how specific regulation 

strategies and dispositions can down-regulate emotional reactivity. One such strategy and 

disposition that Gross reviews is cognitive reappraisal, which is reconstruing a potentially 

emotionally-eliciting experience in nonemotional terms. Although Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) 

operationalization of reconstrual focused on subjective perceptions of insight rather than viewing 

experiences in nonemotional terms, the common themes of a negative relationship between a 

disposition that has a relationship with reconstruing (either mediated in the case of self-

distancing or direct conceptual overlap in the case of cognitive reappraisal) and emotional 

reactivity suggests that related processes are at work. 

Ayduk and Kross (2010) noted the conceptual similarities between self-distancing and 

cognitive reappraisal in the introduction of their paper, and included measures of reappraisal in 

their studies. However, Ayduk and Kross did not find a statistically significant correlation 

between spontaneous self-distancing and dispositional tendencies to engage in cognitive 

reappraisal. This suggests that dispositional cognitive reappraisal and self-distancing are two 

separate mechanisms by which emotion may be regulated. Therefore, developing a trait measure 

of self-distancing may help identify tendencies other than cognitive reappraisal that lead to 

greater emotional regulation.  

In sum, creating a measure of trait self-distancing and demonstrating its usefulness in 

predicting affective states would expand upon the current understanding of the construct as a 

situation-specific state. A trait conceptualization of self-distancing would allow researchers to 

further extend current findings of the self-distancing literature. Furthermore, a trait 
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conceptualization of self-distancing would open avenues of research not amenable to an 

understanding of the construct as a state, such as exploring the respective relationships between 

trait self-distancing and depression vulnerability, cardiac health, and emotional regulation. 

Furthermore, because inducing state self-distancing is a frequently used technique in cognitive-

behavioural therapy, and is similar to theoretical concepts underlying acceptance and 

commitment therapy, developing a measure of trait self-distancing could inform research 

endeavoring to investigate the mechanisms of change in current forms of psychotherapy. 

Because a trait understanding of self-distancing could assist research in both social-cognitive and 

clinical domains, the purpose of the current research was to create, validate, and demonstrate the 

utility of a trait measure of self-distancing. 

The current research had two specific objectives that were addressed with two separate 

studies. The first objective was to create a self-report measure called the Self-Distancing Scale 

(SDS) that measures the construct of trait self-distancing. I expected that the SDS would be 

internally, temporally, and structurally reliable and would correlate with other constructs in a 

manner that is consistent with the conceptual understanding of state self-distancing. The second 

objective was to test the utility of the SDS in predicting affective change after a mildly stressful 

task. Based on previous findings, I expected that greater tendencies to engage in self-distancing 

would be negatively related to emotional reactivity. 
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Chapter 2 

Study 1 

In this study, a pool of draft items for the SDS was created, which were administered to 

participants along with measures of convergent and divergent constructs. The SDS was then 

reduced with scale construction and factor analytic techniques, assessed for reliability, and its 

correlations with other measures were examined. 

 As Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) measure of spontaneous self-distancing requires 

participants to rate their self-perspective on a bipolar continuum, with distancing and immersion 

on opposite ends, I expected that all of the SDS items would interpretably load on a single factor, 

with items written to tap self-distancing and self-immersion loading on opposite poles. I further 

hypothesized that the SDS would exhibit good internal consistency. 

I predicted that the SDS would correlate with a series of conceptually related measures. 

The SDS was predicted to positively relate to Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) measure of spontaneous 

self-distancing and was expected to predict the cognitive and emotional consequences of 

recalling upsetting memories in a similar manner as spontaneous self-distancing. Specifically, 

Ayduk and Kross observed that state self-distancing correlates negatively with their measures of 

emotional reactivity, recounting, and the predominance of recounting over reconstrual. I 

expected a similar pattern of relationships with trait self-distancing because trait self-distancing 

represents tendencies to engage in self-distancing states across time and situations. Furthermore, 

a strong positive association with mindful decentering was expected because this scale measures 

tendencies to assume a non-egocentric outlook on the world (Davis et al., 2009), which is similar 

to the third-person perspective necessary for the distanced self-analysis that the SDS is designed 

to measure. 
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I expected a negative relationship between trait self-distancing and emotional reactivity 

because that relationship has been observed with state and induced self-distancing (Ayduk & 

Kross, 2010; Kross & Ayduk, 2008; Mischkowski, Kross, & Bushman, 2012). Similarly, I 

expected trait self-distancing to relate negatively to depression because Verduyn, Van Mechelen, 

Kross, Chezzi, and Van Bever (2012) found that a greater tendency to spontaneously self-

distance in everyday life is related to shorter emotional episodes of sadness. A negative 

relationship with depression also was predicted on the basis that depressed adults who are 

induced to self-distance experience less negative affect when recalling sad memories (Kross et 

al., 2012). Because trait self-distancing was predicted to relate negatively with depression and 

emotional reactivity, I further believed that trait self-distancing would relate negatively with 

neuroticism and positively with mindful nonreactivity to inner experience. This is because 

neuroticism and mindful nonreactivity to inner experience represent different conceptualizations 

of tendencies to experience negative affect (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and emotional stability 

(Baer, Smith, Hopkins, Krietemeyer, & Toney, 2006), respectively. I predicted a negative 

relationship between self-distancing and rumination because previous research has found a 

negative relationship between state self-distancing and rumination (Kross & Ayduk, 2008; 

Ayduk & Kross, 2010). 

I believed that trait self-distancing would negatively correlate with believability of 

anxious thoughts and positively relate to nonjudgmental acceptance due to the conceptual 

parallels between defusion and self-distancing. Defusion is used therapeutically to help clients 

accept their experiences and end maladaptive literal interpretation of thoughts. As previously 

mentioned, through the process of defusion, individuals stop interpreting their thoughts literally 

and start accepting them (Harris, 2009). Because self-distancing (Kross & Ayduk, 2011) and 
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defusion (Hayes, 2004; Wilson & Roberts, 2002) both involve pulling back from the concrete 

features of subjective experience, I expected that self-distancing would share the same cognitive 

and emotional consequences as defusion. Specifically, I expected a negative relationship 

between acceptance of the concrete features of subjective experience, as measured with Herzberg 

et al.’s (2012) measure of the believability of anxious feelings and thoughts, and greater 

nonjudgmental acceptance (Harris, 2009).  

A negative relationship between self-distancing and psychological inflexibility in the 

form of experiential avoidance is implied by the conceptual similarities between defusion and 

self-distancing. This is because defusion is used therapeutically to help people end maladaptive 

and inflexible avoidance (Harris, 2009). However, Ayduk and Kross (2010) did not find a 

statistically significant correlation with state self-distancing and avoidance. Perhaps the narrow 

content coverage of Ayduk and Kross’s single-item measure can account for the lack of a 

relationship they observed between self-distancing and avoidance. Therefore, a measure of 

experiential avoidance was included in the current research to further investigate the relationship 

between self-distancing and avoidance.  

I expected a positive relationship between trait self-distancing and curiosity. Given that 

reflectiveness is an aspect of the self-distancing construct, trait self-distancing and curiosity 

should relate positively because reflective tendencies represent self-focus motivated by epistemic 

curiosity (Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). 

As previous research shows that a distanced self-perspective helps facilitate adaptive 

analysis of the self (Ayduk & Kross, 2010), and because reflection is an aspect of the self-

distancing construct, I expected that reflection would correlate positively with the SDS. 

Although the relationship between state self-distancing and trait rumination has been found to be 
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negative (Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Kross & Ayduk, 2008), the relationship between self-distancing 

and trait reflection has never been addressed. As Trapnell and Campbell (1999) found evidence 

indicating that tendencies to engage in rumination and reflection are both important factors that 

differentially explain correlates of self-focus, I deemed it important to also examine how self-

distancing relates to reflection.  

In a more exploratory vein, I also included general measures of psychopathology and 

normal personality. Although the association between self-distancing and psychiatric symptoms 

has not been explicitly addressed in previous research, self-distancing has been associated with 

problem-solving behavior and less reciprocation of negativity in conflicts (Ayduk & Kross, 

2010). Therefore, I had no basis for expecting a strong relationship between the SDS and 

psychiatric symptoms but I did predict that the SDS would be negatively associated with social 

symptomatology. Additionally, SDS scores were expected to positively relate to self-control 

because Kross et al. (2005) theorized that self-distancing is enabled by cognitive processes vital 

to self-control.  

Finally, consistent with test construction practice (American Educational Research 

Association, 1999), I also included a number of measures to establish the discriminant validity of 

the SDS. Just as a well-designed psychological measure is expected to show convergence with 

conceptually similar measures, a well-designed test is expected to be weakly correlated with 

conceptually dissimilar measures. Thus, I expected that the SDS would show discriminant 

validity with respect to socially desirable responding and with mindful observing, describing, 

and acting with attention. I expected these relationships to be weak because no conceptual, 

theoretical, or empirical parallels between self-distancing and these constructs have been 

described in previous research. In order to assess where the SDS might fit within psychological 
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framework defined by the well accepted Five Factor model of personality (Costa & Widiger, 

1994), I included a measure of the Big Five Traits. As explained above, I expected a negative 

relationship with neuroticism, but I was agnostic about how the SDS would relate to the 

personality dimensions of openness, extraversion, conscientiousness, and agreeableness; 

however, in the absence of a strong theoretically-based prediction either way, discriminant 

relationships with these traits were expected. 

Method 

 Participants. All participants were recruited using Amazon Mechanical Turk and were 

administered one of two questionnaire forms: Form A or Form B. As this study was intended to 

produce a measure that can be used with the general population, there were no exclusionary 

criteria for participation aside from requiring an Amazon Mechanical Turk account. A total of 

189 and 185 participants responded to Form A and Form B, respectively. After data cleanup, 

which is described in the results section below, a total of 150 and 145 cases were retained from 

the Form A and Form B datasets, respectively.  

Across both survey forms, there were 118 male and 175 female respondents, and two 

individuals did not specify their gender. The mean age of participants was 36.86 years with a 

minimum of 18 and maximum of 76, SD = 13.33. Altogether 72 participants were either 

unemployed or retired, six were students, and the rest (217) reported some form of employment. 

Other relevant demographic information can be found on Table 1. 
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Table 1 
 

   
  

Demographic Information for Study 1 
   

Education Frequency Percent   
Country of 
citizenship 

Frequency Percent 

Less than high school 
degree 

3 1  Australia 1 < 1 

High school degree 37 13  Belarus 1 < 1 

Some college but no 
degree 

68 23  Ethiopia 1 < 1 

Associate degree 31 11  India 35 12 

Bachelor degree 107 36  Philippines 1 < 1 

Master’s degree or 
equivalent 

38 13  Romania 1 < 1 

Doctorate or equivalent 7 2  Spain 1 < 1 

Missing 4 1  UK 4 1 

    USA 248 84 

    Missing 2 1 

Preferred language Frequency Percent   Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Arabic 1 < 1  White 215 73 

Armenian 2 1  Black 14 5 

English 270 92  
American First 
Nations 

3 1 

Hindi 8 3  Asian 43 15 

Russian 1 < 1  Multiple ethnicities 12 4 

Spanish 2 1  Other/Missing 8 3 

Other/Missing 11 4     

Income in US Dollars Frequency Percent         

under $20 000 124 42     

$20 000 to $40 000 75 25     

$40 000 to $60 000 43 15     

$60 000 to $80 000 24 8     

$80 000 to $100 000 12 4     

over $100 000 14 5     

Missing 3 1         

Note. Percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. 

 

 Measures. All of the scales cited below are used as variables in the present study. Full 

versions of each measure can be found in the appendices unless the scale is not in the public 

domain. Sample items are provided in parentheses for ease of reference. Cronbach’s alpha (α) 
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values observed in the citation are reported in text; Cronbach’s alpha values observed in the 

current samples are reported together in the results section for ease of reference. 

Scales of Spontaneous Self-Distancing. (SSD; Appendix A; Ayduk & Kross, 2010) This 

scale is a set of ten questions, one of which assesses state self-distancing and the rest that 

measure related aspects of recalling an upsetting experience. In this instrument, the participant 

reflects upon a memory of interpersonal rejection and indicates their mental perspective 

(distanced or immersed) on the memory, indicates the emotional/cognitive outcomes of recalling 

the unpleasant memory, and reports how long ago the event occurred and their feelings of 

resolution regarding the event. Distancing is measured by a single item (“As you recalled and 

thought about this event, to what extent did it feel as if you were a distanced observer of what 

happened…”; test-retest r = .47) with a response format of distancing on one pole and immersion 

on the other. The emotional/cognitive outcomes of recalling an interpersonal rejection are 

assessed by five subscales: Emotional reactivity (“As I think about the event now, my emotions 

and physical reactions to the conflict are still pretty intense”), Recounting (focusing on the 

specific chain of events that took place; “My thoughts focused on the specific chain of events—

the sequence of events, what happened, what was said and done…”), Reconstrual (expressing 

subjective perceptions of insight; “As I thought about my experience during the study I had a 

realization that caused me to think differently about the experience”), Avoidance (“When 

prompted to recall this experience, I tried to avoid thinking about it.”), the preponderance of 

Recounting over Reconstural (experiencing greater levels of recounting than reconstrual; 

Recounting - Reconstrual), and Resolution (“To what extent do you consider the event 

resolved”). 
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Toronto Mindfulness Scale. (TMS; Appendix B; Davis et al., 2009) This 13-item 

inventory measures trait mindfulness as an open awareness of the self and one's environment. 

The Curiosity subscale (“I am curious about what I might learn about myself by taking notice of 

how I react to certain thoughts, feelings or sensations”; α = .88) of the TMS measures awareness 

of the present moment with a quality of curiosity, whereas the Decentering subscale (“I 

experience myself as separate from my changing thoughts and feelings”; α = .84) measures 

awareness of one's experience with a quality of dis-identification and psychological distance.  

Holden Psychological Screening Inventory. (HPSI; Holden, 1996) This 36-item 

questionnaire is designed to quantify symptoms of psychopathology. It contains three subscales: 

Social Symptoms (“When hurt, I get revenge”; α = .73), Psychiatric Symptoms (“Harmless 

things can disturb me”; α = .74) , and Depression (“I feel contented”; α = .84) .   

Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire. (FFMQ; Appendix C; Baer et al., 2006) The 

FFMQ is a 39-item questionnaire that assesses a broad spectrum of mindfulness facets. It has 

subscales that measure nonreactivity to inner experience (“I perceive my feelings and emotions 

without having to react to them”; α = .75) , observing (“When I’m walking, I deliberately notice 

the sensations of my body moving”; α = .83), acting with awareness (“I don’t pay attention to 

what I’m doing because I’m daydreaming, worrying, or otherwise distracted”; α = .87) , 

describing (“I’m good at finding words to describe my feelings” α = .91) , and nonjudgemental 

acceptance (“I criticize myself for having irrational or inappropriate emotions”; α = .87). 

Rumination-Reflection Questionnaire. (RRQ; Appendix D; Trapnell & Campbell, 1999) 

This 24-item scale was included to asses an individual's tendency to engage in self-attentiveness 

in an open-reflective and a neurotic-ruminative manner. Specifically, the Reflection subscale (“I 

love analyzing why I do things”; α > .90 ) of the RRQ taps an individual's tendency to engage in 
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self-focus motivated by epistemic curiosity, whereas the Rumination subscale (“I often find 

myself re-evaluating something I’ve done”; α > .90) taps an individual's tendency to engage in 

neurotic self-focus motivated by subjective perceptions of threats. 

Believability of Anxious Feelings and Thoughts Questionnaire. (BAFT; Appendix E; 

Herzberg et al., 2012) This 15-item scale measures a person's tendency to directly identify, or 

fuse, with their anxious thoughts and feelings. The Somatic Concerns subscale (“Unusual body 

sensations are scary and something I need to act on to reduce or get rid of before I can do 

anything else”; α = .81) taps fusion with anxious feelings of a physical nature, the Emotion 

Regulation subscale (“I must stay in control of my emotions”; α = .81) taps a tendency to fuse 

with and struggle to control emotions, and the Negative Evaluation subscale (“Appearing 

nervous is not good and causes me to suffer”; α = .84) measures a tendency to fuse with negative 

evaluations of thoughts and feelings.  

Acceptance and Action Questionnaire II. (AAQ; Appendix F; Bond et al., 2011) This 7-

item measure assesses psychological inflexibility in the form of experiential avoidance , which is 

a tendency to alter the frequency and content of undesirable mental events even when doing so is 

inconsistent with one's goals (“I’m afraid of my feelings”; α = .84). 

Short Self-Control Scale. (SCS; Appendix G; Tangney, Baumeister, & Bonne, 2004) This 

measure is a 13-item scale of self-control, including tendencies to carefully regulate inner 

responses to the environment and to suppress tendencies to engage in unwanted behaviours (“I 

am good at resisting temptation” α = .89). 

Socially Desirable Responding. (Paulhus, 1991) This 40-item questionnaire assesses a 

tendency to provide responses that are socially desirable but likely to be untrue or socially 

undesirable but likely to be true. This scale has two subscales, Self-Deception (“My first 
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impressions of people usually turn out to be right”; α = .70), which measures the respondent's 

tendency to believe socially desirable responses about the self, and Impression Management (“I 

never read sexy books or magazines”; α = .83), which is a tendency to engage in a conscious and 

goal-directed process of manipulating the beliefs of others about the respondent. 

NEO-Five Factor Inventory. (NEO-FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992) This 60-item questionnaire that 

measures the dimensions of the five factor model of personality. The five scales are labelled as 

follows: Openness (“I have a lot of intellectual curiosity”; α = .87), Extraversion (“I like to be 

where the action is”; α = .89), Conscientiousness (“I work hard to accomplish my goals”; α = 

.90), Agreeableness (“I try to be courteous to everyone I meet”; α = .86), and Neuroticism (“I 

often feel tense and jittery”; α = .92).  

  Item construction. The SDS was developed specifically to measure the construct of 

self-distancing as a personality trait on a bipolar continuum, with self-immersion on one end and 

self-distancing on the opposite pole. I created a list of 96 items that tap self-distancing, and its 

conceptual opposite, self-immersion. Feedback was incorporated from the graduate students and 

faculty members associated with the Queen's Personality Assessment Laboratory. A total of 96 

draft items were chosen in order to yield a reasonably short measure of about 20 to 30 items after 

data reduction. Six items each were written to assess the poles of self-distancing and self-

immersion, respectively, in relation to the following content areas: memories, current experience, 

expectations, feelings/emotions, thoughts, beliefs/attitudes, actions, and identity/self. The draft 

pool of 96 SDS items can be found in Appendix H. 

These eight content areas were logically chosen to yield a table of specifications that 

covers self-distancing as broadly as possible. As Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) scale measures 

spontaneous self-distancing in reaction to reflecting upon an upsetting memory, this content area 
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was deemed important for the SDS. Following from that, it was deemed appropriate to generate 

items that tap distancing in relation to all points of time, including the present and future 

expectations. Because Verduyn et al. (2012) found implications of self-distancing when 

prompting participants to approach emotional episodes from a distanced viewpoint, feelings and 

emotions were deemed a content area supported by past research. As thought patterns have been 

found to be modified by self-distancing (Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Mischkowski et al., 2012), and 

beliefs and attitudes are theorized by the cognitive model to influence and be influenced by 

thoughts (Beck, 2011), thoughts and beliefs/attitudes also were seen as central to the concept of 

self-distancing. Finally, actions and identity/self were seen as concrete and abstract aspects of all 

prior content areas, respectively, and were thus included in the scale. 

 Procedure. The following procedure was approved by the Queen’s University General 

Research Ethics Board, designated as the BACH study, before data collection began (Appendix 

I). Participants were recruited through Mechanical Turk on the dates of August 22
nd

 (Form A) 

and August 23
rd

 (Form B), 2013, and were linked to the survey, which was a website hosted by 

SurveyMonkey. The reason participants were assigned to fill out one of two half-survey forms 

was to decrease participant fatigue and attrition. Form A included the following measures: Scales 

of Spontaneous Self-Distancing, Toronto Mindfulness Scale, NEO-Five Factor Inventory, 

Rumination-Reflection Questionnaire, and Believability of Anxious Feelings and Thoughts 

Questionnaire, and the Self-Distancing Scale (218 items). Form B included the following 

measures: Holden Psychological Screening Inventory, Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire, 

Acceptance and Action Questionnaire, Self-Control Scale, Socially Desirable Responding, and 

the Self-Distancing Scale (231 items).  

The survey was programmed so that, after filling out a demographics questionnaire, each 
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participant received the SDS followed by a random ordering of the remaining measures for the 

relevant Form. Participants received $1 monetary compensation for their participation. Before 

filling out any questions, all participants were provided with a digital letter of information 

(Appendix J). After completion, they were provided with a debriefing form (Appendix K). 

Results 

 Data preparation. Before any statistics relevant to the hypotheses of this study were 

computed, data cleanup and exploratory data analysis were conducted. Any participant who 

responded with an uncooperative style, such as leaving questionnaires blank or answering all 

items by selecting the same response, was removed. After this removal, less than 1% of the 

entire dataset was missing, and the amount of data missing did not exceed 2.7% on any scale 

item. Because such a small proportion of data were found to be missing, I decided that it would 

be appropriate to use prorating to cope with missing item responses in calculating scale scores. 

The prorating procedure involved estimating summed scale scores for participants who did not 

fill out each item by calculating their mean response and multiplying that by the number of items 

in the scale, thereby minimizing the systemic variation created by unanswered items. Only three 

extreme univariate outliers (> 1.5 × Interquartile Range) were found in the data, which were 

removed using listwise deletion. Mahalanobis distance values were calculated on each data set 

for both the SDS item responses and scored questionnaires as a method of detecting multivariate 

outliers. Multivariate outliers were removed from the pool of SDS items to insure that the 

planned factor analytic techniques would not be misleading. Only 19 multivariate outliers were 

discovered in the data at a significance level of p < .001. Each case that was identified as a 

multivariate outlier was removed using listwise deletion in order to protect the generalizability of 

the current results. After this data cleanup 295 valid cases remained across both survey forms 
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(Form A = 150; Form B = 145). 

 Following data cleanup, the pool of SDS items was distilled in order to create an item 

pool with a normal distribution that would conform to the assumptions underlying factor 

analysis. Items were selected to possess statistical properties that would maximally differentiate 

between individuals. Items were retained that had a relatively high degree of variability, a mean 

near the midpoint of the scale response format, and a low amount of skewness. Items were 

selected to have a mean within |.50| of the scale midpoint, have a SD > .70, and skewness of < 

.35. As I could not find universally accepted cut off values for the purposes of scale construction, 

these values were chosen pragmatically in order to eliminate the worst items while still retaining 

a reasonable amount of items (about two thirds) for scale construction. A total of 67 items met 

these criteria. 

 Scale refinement. After selecting items with good measurement characteristics, I 

conducted a series of principal components and maximum likelihood factor analyses. These 

analyses were conducted in an iterative manner that was intended to first reduce the pool of SDS 

items into a measure that was consistent with prior theoretical understanding of the construct. 

Because this is the first time ever assessing the structure of the SDS item pool, I wanted this 

analysis to be conservative, yet still informed by prior theory. Therefore, the manifest 

relationships between items were first examined and distilled with a series of principal 

components analysis. After this, I used factor analysis to investigate the latent structure of the 

surviving items and further refine the pool into a 24-item scale. The final solution was examined 

for fit to a single factor with a variety of methods.  

The 67 surviving items were first subjected to a principal components analysis. A total of 

13 components showed eigenvalues greater than one. Evidence for the existence of only two 
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components emerged through visual examination of the scree plot (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1. Scree plot for eigenvalues over 1 of the principal components analysis 

conducted on the surviving 67 SDS. 

Two components were extracted and were rotated with the varimax method. The majority 

of items that loaded on component 1 were written to tap self-distancing; whereas most of the 

items that loaded on component 2 related to self-immersion. Further exploration was attempted 

using promax rotation to see if an oblique rotation would provide a more interpretable solution, 

but this procedure did not yield a more easily interpretable structure and the components 

correlated at a trivial magnitude, r = .22 In order to assess interpretability, scores for each 

orthogonal component were calculated with the regression method and correlated with 

participants’ responses to Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) measure of spontaneous self-distancing. 

Component 1, which contained mostly positive items, correlated significantly with spontaneous 

self-distancing, r = .48, p < .01, whereas Component 2 was completely unrelated to spontaneous 
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self-distancing, r = .01, p = .96. This was taken to strongly suggest that self-distancing could 

only be tapped with a single dimension of items designed to tap the explicit pole of the construct. 

 A further examination of the manifest relationships of the item pool involved extracting a 

single principal component from the pool of 67 items. The majority of items that loaded above 

.30 on the single component were written to tap the self-distancing pole. Another 11 self-

immersion items loaded between .30 and .45 on this component. All the self-immersion items 

and all items that loaded under .30 were removed from the item pool, leaving 44 items. The 

principal components analysis was rerun and again a single component was extracted. All 44 

items loaded on the single component greater than .30, and no evidence for additional 

components was discovered. 

 Next, the latent structure of the remaining 44 items was assessed using maximum 

likelihood factor analytic techniques. One interpretable factor emerged, which was internally 

consistent, well defined by all the surviving variables, and explained 41% of the variance within 

the 44 items. In order to shorten the scale and avoid diminishing returns associated with 

redundant items, the final item pool was constructed by taking the three highest loading items for 

each of the eight content categories that the initial item pool was developed to reflect. This final 

pool of 24 items was reanalyzed using the same maximum likelihood factor analysis; one 

interpretable factor emerged, which explained 49.64% of the variance. The loadings of variables 

for this solution are shown in Table 2, along with a list of the content category each item was 

written to tap. These items were found to have a Cronbach’s alpha of .96. 
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Table 2 
 
Factor Loadings of The Self-Distancing Scale 
 

 

Item 
Self-

Distancing 

79. I examine my personality from the perspective of a neutral observer. .80 

86. I think about my memories from the perspective of a neutral observer. .79 

48. I examine my past experiences from the perspective of another person. .76 

49. I examine my beliefs from the perspective of a neutral observer. .76 

81. When I try to understand my actions I think about them from a distanced 
perspective. 

.75 

74. I inspect my thoughts from a distance. .75 

75. I try to understand my beliefs by viewing them as an outside observer would. .74 

42. I take a distanced perspective when I try to understand my opinions. .74 

60. I step outside of my experiences to examine myself having them. .73 

64. I take the perspective of an outsider when trying to figure out my emotions. .72 

71. I take a distanced perspective on my memories when I try to understand 
them. 

.71 

43. I analyze my character from an outsider’s viewpoint. .69 

25. I reason about my emotions from a third-person perspective. .69 

91. I examine how my actions look from a distance. .69 

66. I step outside of my sense of self so I may think analytically about it. .68 

53. I take a distanced perspective on my thoughts when I try to understand 
them. 

.68 

31. I view the way I expect myself to act in the future from an outside 
perspective. 

.66 

6. I examine my expectations for the future from the perspective of a neutral 
observer. 

.65 

7. When I review my thoughts I take a third-person perspective. .64 

58. I understand the current situation by thinking about how it might look from a 
bird’s-eye view. 

.64 

78. I step outside of my emotions so I can explore them neutrally. .61 

92. I pull back from my current experience when I think analytically about it. .60 

59. I put myself in another person’s shoes when thinking about the things I do. .57 

12. I keep a distanced perspective when I consider what the future might bring. .33 

Note. Content categorization per item is as follows: Memories: 86, 48, 71; Current 
experience: 60, 58, 92; Expectations: 31, 6, 12; Feelings/emotions: 64, 25, 78; Thoughts: 74, 
53, 7; Beliefs/attitudes: 49, 75, 42; Actions: 8, 91, 59; Identity/self: 79, 43, 66. 
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The 24-item solution was tested for model fit. The implied-model chi-square goodness-

of-fit test indicated the presence of additional factors in the data, χ²(252, N = 295)= 618.635, p < 

.01, and only became nonsignificant after eight factors were extracted. However, this test is 

commonly considered to be overly sensitive to sample size and has been argued to be 

excessively powerful at detecting theoretically inconsequential factors (Barrett, 2007; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  

In line with the recommendations of Fabrigar,Wegener,MacCallum, and Strahan (1999) I 

calculated fit indices to assess if a single factor fits the final pool of 24 items. I used the 

procedures and formulas described by Gignac (2009) to calculate the following fit indices: root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), normed fit index (NFI), Tucker-Lewis fit index 

(TLI), and the comparative fit index (CFI). The RMSEA is an index of how well the specified 

model reproduces the data, whereas the NFI, TLI and CFI assess fit relative to a baseline model 

that assumes no covariance between the observed variables (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 

2008). According to the standards cited by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), an RMSEA of .06 or 

less indicates good fit, and RMSEA of .07 to .10 indicates moderately good fit, and a NFI, TLI, 

and CFI of .95 or greater indicates good fit, although historically NFI, TLI, and CFI’s of .90 have 

also been considered to indicate acceptable fit (Hooper et al., 2008). The RMSEA was found to 

be .07 and the NFI, TLI, and CFI were found to be .85, .90, and .90, respectively. These results 

were taken to indicate that a single factor solution yields moderate fit. Incrementally extracting 

more factors, I found that all fit indices reached optimal levels at six factors; however, none of 

these solutions yielded interpretable or parsimonious factor matrices.  

Next, in line with the recommendations of Fabrigar et al. (1999), I conducted a parallel 

analysis using the procedures described by Hayton, Allen, and Scarpello (2004). They describe 
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parallel analysis as a method of determining how many factors to retain by comparing the 

obtained eigenvalues to a set of parallel eigenvalues generated with random data of the same 

sample size and number of variables. Nontrivial factors from the collected data should have 

larger eigenvalues than parallel factors derived from random data. Thus, Hayton et al. 

recommend comparing the observed eigenvalues to the average of a set of 50 eigenvalues 

generated with random data, and only retaining the factors in the observed data whose 

eigenvalues are greater than the average eigenvalues from the random data. Following Hayton et 

al.’s procedures, I generated 50 sets of eigenvalues on parallel sets of random data. I found that 

only one factor in the observed data exceeded average of the randomly generated eigenvalues, 

indicating that the final 24-item SDS has only one factor. 

Evidence for a single factor structure of the SDS was relatively strong and I decided that 

a single factor solution for the 24-item scale best represents the data in line with prior theory. 

The scores on the 24-item SDS were found to be normally distributed according to the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality, K = .03, df  =295, p = .20. The 24-item SDS was found 

to possess a scale mean of 65.45, SD = 14.67. No extreme outliers were found on this 

distribution. 

 Data analysis. After all exploratory analyses and data refinement were complete, I 

computed the statistics central to the hypotheses of this study. As correlation coefficients less 

than .30 have been described as “small” by Cohen (1992), correlation coefficients less than |.30| 

were considered trivial in all of the subsequent analyses.  

The SDS correlated positively with Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) measure of spontaneous 

self-distancing, and the SDS showed a pattern of correlations similar to that of spontaneous self-

distancing with the various outcome scales of the SSD (Table 3). The one exception was that 
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SSD Distancing did not correlate negatively with Reactivity, failing to reproduce previous results 

(Ayduk & Kross, 2010). The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the remaining measures included 

in this study were calculated, and these measures were then correlated with the 24-item SDS 

(Table 4). In keeping with the hypotheses of this study, TMS Decentering, TMS Curiosity, and 

RRQ Reflection correlated positively with the SDS.  

  
Table 3 
 

   

Comparison Between the SDS and Spontaneous Self-Distancing 
 

Scale SDS Distancing 

Distancing  .44*  1 

Emotional Reactivity  .19*  .00 

Recounting  .16  .02 

Reconstrual  .56*  .34* 

Recounting-Reconstrual - .32* - .25* 

Avoidance  .22*  .16 

Memory Age - .04 - .06 

Resolution  .10   .18* 

Note. Correlations > |.30| are in boldface. *p < .05. 
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Table 4  

Scale Reliabilities and Correlations Between the SDS and Convergent and 
Divergent Constructs 

Scale 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 
SDS 

Toronto Mindfulness Scale    

     Decentering .76  .53* 

     Curiosity .90  .56* 

Holden Psychological Screening Inventory    

     Psychiatric Symptoms .78  .21* 

     Social Symptoms .77  .20* 

     Depression .88 - .12 

Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire     

     Observe .75  .10 

     Describe .86  .03 

     Awareness .92 - .11 

     Nonjudgemental acceptance .90 - .25* 

     Nonreactivity to inner experience .79  .19* 

Rumination-Reflection Questionnaire    

     Rumination .93  .09 

     Reflection .92  .31* 

Believability of Anxious Thoughts and 
Feelings 

   

     Somatic Concerns .87  .04 

     Emotion Regulation .75  .20* 

     Negative Evaluation .87  .19* 

Acceptance and Action Questionnaire .91   .17* 

Self-Control Scale .90 - .03 

Socially Desirable Responding    

     Self-Deception .81 - .27* 

     Impression Management .87 - .16* 

NEO-FFI    

     Openness .73  .01 

     Extraversion .84  .21* 

     Conscientiousness .88 - .20* 

     Agreeableness .84 - .26* 

     Neuroticism .90  .19* 

Note. Correlations > |.30| are in boldface. *p < .05. SDS = Self-Distancing 
Scale, NEO-FFI = NEO-Five Factor Inventory 

 

 



31 

 Contrary to hypotheses, depression,  neuroticism, FFMQ nonreactivity to inner 

experience, rumination nonjudgmental acceptance, the BAFT, AAQ, SCS, and were all found 

was found to be correlated to the SDS scores below the .30 criterion.   

As predicted, scales of socially desirable responding, observing, describing, attention, 

psychiatric symptoms, and the NEO-FFM Openness, Contentiousness, and Agreeableness were 

not correlated with the SDS beyond the .30 criterion.  

Post-hoc analyses. Previous research has always conceptualized self-distancing and self-

immersion as being opposite ends of the same continuum of the perspective one takes when 

engaging in self-focus. I expected that the items written to tap self-immersion and self-distancing 

would load on opposite poles of the same factor. Finding two factors in the SDS was unexpected. 

As this finding is inconsistent with prior research and could possibly undermine the current 

understanding of self-distancing, I deemed it important to try to fully understand the nature of 

both factors. Therefore a series of unplanned analyses were used to further examine this finding. 

 If the SDS actually contains two unrelated constructs, as is suggested by the above 

findings, then individual scores derived from a factor analysis of the scale should exhibit distinct 

patterns of relationships with other measures. To address this hypothesis, I investigated if factor 

scores saved from both of the SDS factors would exhibit different patterns of relationships with 

all of the other measures included in this study in a series of principal components analyses. The 

full pool of 96 SDS items was subjected to a factor analysis with maximum likelihood extraction. 

Two factors were extracted and were rotated with the varimax method. As expected, the first 

factor contained items worded to capture self-distancing, whereas the second factor contained 

items relating to self-immersion. Parallel analysis did not reveal the presence of any additional 

factors. Promax rotation was attempted, but the two factors were trivially correlated, r = .11, and 
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this rotation did not increase the interpretability of the factor matrix. Factor scores for both 

factors based on the 96 items from the varimax rotated solution were saved using the regression 

method. The relationships between all of the measures included in this study, and the saved 

factor scores from both of the factors extracted from the full pool of SDS items, were analyzed in 

a series of varimax rotated principal components analyses. One principal components analysis 

was done for each survey form. The amount of components extracted from each analysis was 

determined by interpretability, and a post-hoc parallel analysis did not reveal the existence of any 

additional components. Analyzing the entire pool of items, as well as analyzing factor scores 

rather than creating total scale scores, was done to keep these unplanned analyses as close to the 

data and as empirically-driven as possible. In the absence of strong theoretically specified 

predictions concerning a dual-construct conceptualization of self-distancing, it was deemed 

inappropriate to try to refine either factor in this analysis. 

The results of this analysis for the Form A measures can be found in Table 5 and the 

results for the Form B measures can be found in Table 6. Consistent with the view that the SDS 

contains two unrelated constructs, the distancing and immersion factor scales loaded on distinct 

components. The self-immersion factor loaded positively on components that I qualitatively 

interpreted as tapping emotionally reactive self-reflection (Table 5) and descriptive observation 

(Table 6). The self-distancing factor loaded positively on components that I qualitatively 

interpreted as representing insightful self-reflection (Table 5) and emotional stability (Table 6). 

Due to the fact that the SDS uses advanced vocabulary and somewhat complex grammar, 

and this may be a hindrance to those who speak English as a second language, the pattern of 

correlations between the 24-item SDS and other measures was calculated excluding those who 

did not report English as their preferred language. These values trivially differed from the 
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correlations reported in the forgoing analyses, and did not alter the interpretation of the data. 

 

Table 5 
     
Rotated Component Matrix of Form A Measures 
 

  Component 

  1 2 

Distancing FS  .85  .04 

SSD Reconstrual  .81  .01 

TMS Decentering  .77  .08 

TMS Curiosity  .71  .50 

RRQ Rumination - .10  .86 

BAFT  .15  .70 

SSD Reactivity  .04  .64 

Immersion FS  .02  .57 

RRQ Reflection  .33  .39 

SSD Avoidance  .20  .34 

SSD Recounting   .09   .30 

Note. Loadings > |.30| are in boldface. FS = Factor Scale, 
SSD = Spontaneous Self Distancing, TMS = Toronto 
Mindfulness Scale, RRQ = Rumination-Reflection 
Questionnaire, BAFT = Believability of Anxious Feelings 
and Thoughts  
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Table 6 
       
Rotated Component Matrix of Form B Measures 
 

  Component 

  1 2 3 

AAQ  .82 - .07 - .15 

HPSI Psychiatric  .77  .16  .07 

FFMQ Awareness - .77  .28  .06 

FFMQ Nonjudge - .74 - .25  .02 

SCS - .72  .14  .25 

HPSI Social  .60  .11  .18 

HPSI Depression  .58 - .30 - .40 

FFMQ Describe - .49  .45  .33 

Immersion FS  .01  .87 - .15 

FFMQ Observe  .09  .79  .16 

Distancing FS  .23 - .05  .82 

FFMQ Nonreact - .31   .07   .68 

Note. Loadings > |.30| are in boldface. FS = Factor Scale, AAQ = Acceptance and 
Action Questionnaire HSPI = Holden Psychological Screening Inventory, FFMQ = 
Five Factor Mindfulness Questionnaire, SCS = Self Control Scale  

 

Discussion 

 In this study, a scale called the SDS was conceptualized, refined, and examined. The 24 

items selected from the original pool exhibited high internal consistency, and formed a normal 

distribution when aggregated. Different analyses indicated that the final 24-item SDS is a single 

factor scale.  

Although prior theory holds self-distancing as an oppositional construct to self-

immersion (Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Mischkowski et al., 2012), that was not observed in the 

development of the SDS. An unexpected outcome of the scale construction process is that the 

draft pool of items split into two distinct components and factors when subjected to a principal 

components analysis and factor analysis, respectively. In the refinement phase of the study, I 

found that the component that contained items designed to tap self-immersion was uncorrelated 
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with spontaneous self-distancing, therefore the final 24 item version of the SDS only contained 

items designed to tap the self-distancing pole of the construct. 

After determining its internal psychometric properties, I calculated the correlations 

between the SDS and convergent and divergent constructs. Evidence for validity appears to be 

mixed; however, the positive relationship between spontaneous self-distancing and the SDS, 

which is arguably critical in demonstrating the validity of the SDS, turned out as predicted. 

Although spontaneous self-distancing has been previously found to correlate negatively with 

state emotional reactivity (Ayduk & Kross, 2010), that result failed to replicate in the current 

study, and counter to prediction, the SDS correlated positively with emotional reactivity below 

the .30 criterion. Nevertheless, as expected, the SDS correlated with Ayduk & Kross’s measures 

of the cognitive consequences of self-distancing in a similar manner to their measure of 

spontaneous self-distancing. This pattern of relationships indicates that the SDS behaves 

similarly to Ayduk & Kross’s measure of spontaneous self-distancing, supporting the notion that 

the SDS measures trait self-distancing. Furthermore, a positive associations between the SDS, 

mindful decentering, and reflection were found, also supporting the notion that that the SDS 

measures tendencies to assume a non-egocentric and reflective outlook on the self, which is 

consistent with the conceptual foundation of the construct. 

  Trait self-distancing was expected to relate negatively to depression, rumination, and 

neuroticism, and positively to mindful nonreactivity. While the SDS correlated positively with 

nonreactivity, all of these relationships turned out to be below .30 in magnitude. These findings 

were inconsistent with previous research, which calls for further examination of the relationship 

between trait-self distancing and affect.  

I expected that trait self-distancing would negatively correlate with believability of 
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anxious thoughts, and experiential avoidance, and positively relate to nonjudgmental acceptance, 

due to the conceptual parallels between defusion and self-distancing. Contrary to my theorizing, 

self-distancing and defusion were not found to be related. Indeed, the lack of a strong 

relationship between trait self-distancing and avoidance is more consistent with what has been 

empirically found with state self-distancing (Ayduk & Kross, 2010). A positive relationship 

between self-distancing and curiosity was found, which was expected. 

Although the association between self-distancing and psychiatric symptoms has not been  

explicitly addressed in previous research, self-distancing has been associated with problem-

solving behavior and less reciprocation of negativity in conflicts (Ayduk & Kross, 2010). 

Therefore, I expected that the SDS would not be strongly correlated with psychiatric symptoms 

and negatively associated with social symptoms. Trait self-distancing did not correlate with any 

of the three self-report indices of psychopathology in my study, indicating a lack of any direct 

relationship with mental health. The expected relationship between self-distancing and self-

control did not appear in the current data. 

The SDS did show a good level of theoretically predicted discriminant relationships. No 

conceptual, theoretical, or empirical relationships between self-distancing and socially desirable 

responding, observing, describing, acting with attention, and the personality dimensions of 

openness, extraversion, conscientiousness, and agreeableness was noted in previous literature, 

and this was indeed reflected by the small associations between the SDS and these constructs. 

 Interestingly, and consistent with prior research, trait self-distancing appeared to be 

related to psychological insight. The relationship between the SDS and curiosity and reflection 

indicates that trait self-distancing is positively related to self-analysis, and the positive 

correlation with reconstrual and negative relationship with the predominance of recounting over 
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reconstrual implicates tendencies to self-distance as a progenitor of psychological insight. These 

observed relationships are consistent with Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) interpretation of their data, 

and suggests avenues of future research investigating if trait self-distancing causes individuals to 

think adaptively and insightfully about their environment. Due to the correlational nature of the 

current study, causality between trait self-distancing and insightfulness is unclear. Furthermore, 

it is unclear if the relationship between the SDS and the subjective expressions of insight that 

make up the Reconstrual scale are mediated by, or mediate, any other variables of interest; 

investigating this could be a possible avenue for future research. 

 The hypotheses and justification for the current research were based on the previous and 

replicated findings that state self-distancing is related to decreased negative emotional reactivity 

(Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Kross et al. 2005; Kross & Ayduk, 2008;  Kross et al., 2012; 

Mischkowski et al., 2012). However, that finding failed to replicate for state self-distancing and 

failed to unambiguously extend to trait self-distancing in the current research. It is a possible that 

these findings are due to the limitations of the SSD when used in an online questionnaire format. 

There is no previous research that uses an on line version of the SSD, so it is unknown if it 

performs differently relative to pencil-and-paper administration. Furthermore, the SSD itself is a 

very short questionnaire that requires participants select and focus on their own idiosyncratic 

negative personal memory as its affect induction procedure, which may introduce bias. The 

statistically significant and positive relationship that the SDS showed with mindful nonreactivity 

to inner experience was encouraging, but the effect size of this correlation was small. From the 

current study it is unclear if emotional reactivity can be predicted by trait self-distancing. 

Therefore, demonstrating a predictive link between trait self-distancing and a standardized affect 

induction was a priority for Study 2. 
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It is unclear why the draft pool of SDS items split into two components and factors when 

analyzed with principal components analysis and factor analysis, respectively. This could be 

because it is difficult to produce scale items that accurately reflect both poles of the self-

distancing and self-immersion; however, an equally plausible alternative explanation is that self-

distancing and self-immersion are not actually on a bipolar continuum. It was further found in 

post-hoc analyses that factor scores corresponding to self-distancing and self-immersion loaded 

on principal components defined by distinct sets of psychological measures. The self-immersion 

factor loaded on components that were interpreted as tapping emotional reactivity and 

descriptive observation, whereas the self-distancing factor loaded on components that were 

interpreted as representing insightful self-reflection and emotional stability. These findings are 

strikingly consistent with Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) findings concerning spontaneous self-

distancing: people who endorsed greater self-immersion experienced more emotional reactivity 

and concrete recounting of their experience, and people who endorsed greater self-distancing 

experienced more subjective insight relative to recounting and emotional stability. Collectively 

these results suggest that Kross and his colleagues may have forced two empirically unrelated 

constructs onto opposite ends of a false continuum. Although it is difficult to imagine a form of 

self-focused thought that is both immersed and distanced at the same time, this finding warrants 

continued investigation. If self-distancing and immersion are not opposites, then much of the 

prior research on self-distancing would need to be re-evaluated. Not only do Ayduk and Kross 

measure self-distancing with a semantic differential that presents immersion and distancing as a 

bipolar construct, but the results of previous experiments on self-distancing (Kross et al., 2005; 

Kross & Ayduk, 2008;  Kross et al., 2012; Mischkowski et al., 2012) also have been interpreted 

with an understanding that self-distancing and self-immersion lie on opposite ends of the same 
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dimension of self-perspective. For these reasons further investigation of the draft pool of SDS 

items is undertaken in the post-hoc analyses reported in Chapter 4. 

Taken together, the above results indicate that the SDS shows some evidence of construct 

validity.  It shows convergence with measures that are direct indicators for spontaneous self-

distancing and with traits that are conceptually aligned with self-distancing. The SDS also shows 

discrimination with measures of theoretically distinct constructs. However, when the 

relationships between the SDS and measures of correlates observed in previous state research are 

considered, specifically emotional reactivity, the evidence for construct validity appears less 

clear; the hypothesized negative relationship between emotional reactivity and self-distancing 

was not found in the present study. Furthermore, the expected relationship between trait self-

distancing and measures of defusion also did not appear in the current data. 

A central limitation of this current study is that the some affect measures, specifically 

depression and neuroticism, measure tendencies to experience stable negative emotions. Previous 

research on self-distancing has primarily focused on predicting affective change, not stable 

negativity. To properly investigate the relationship between trait self-distancing and emotional 

reactivity, it is necessary to employ a predictive study design. Therefore, in Study 2, I used a 

standardized affect induction procedure to directly assess if previously measured SDS scores can 

predict change in affect across time and situations. 
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Chapter 3 

Study 2 

In the current study, the SDS was examined in a behavioural context, using a paradigm 

similar to Mischkowski et al.’s (2012) experiments. In their research, Mischkowski et al. studied 

the effect of induced self-distancing on affective change and behaviour in response to a mood 

provocation. Participants were asked to solve difficult anagrams while being treated rudely by an 

experimenter and then were assigned to reflect upon their feelings from either an immersed or a 

self-distanced perspective. Before and after the provocation, participants’ affect was measured, 

and their behaviour was monitored. Mischkowski et al. found that those participants who were 

assigned to self-distance reported less negative affect and exhibited less aggressive behaviour as 

a result of the provocation relative to those who were instructed to self-immerse. 

 The current study sought to extend Mischokowski et al.’s (2012) findings. Instead of 

assigning participants to either self-distance or self-immerse, participants’ tendencies to engage 

in self-distancing was measured with the SDS beforehand and their amount of affective change 

was predicted by their SDS scores as an attempt to demonstrate the construct validity and 

predictive utility of the SDS. I predicted a negative relationship between SDS scores and 

affective change due to the highly replicated finding that state self-distancing leads to decreased 

emotional reactivity (Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Kross et al., 2005; Kross & Ayduk, 2008;  Kross et 

al., 2012; Mischkowski et al., 2012).  

Method 

 Participants. All participants were recruited from Queen’s University undergraduate 

subject pool. No specific eligibility criteria were imposed. 

 Participants who completed mass testing formed the sample at Time 1. Mass testing is a 
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voluntary questionnaire that researchers at Queen’s University use to survey large numbers of 

introductory psychology students. A total of 500 responses were collected at Time 1. A total of 

15 responses at Time 1 were rejected in data cleanup, which is described below. From this 

sample of 485 first year students, 136 participants were recruited for follow up testing. 

Mischkowski et al. (2012) observed medium sized effects in their study (Cohen’s d’s of .42 - 

.67); it was assumed that the SDS measures levels of self-distancing similar to the levels that 

their manipulation produced, a similar effect size will be produced. Nevertheless, a more 

conservative estimate of effect size was used in the current research. Furthermore, because the 

primary analysis in this study involves two inferential tests, a Bonferroni corrected critical p-

value of .025 was used to correct for inflated family wise type I error. GPower 3.1 was used to 

compute the sample size necessary to achieve desired statistical power. The sample size of 114 

was selected to exceed statistical a statistical power of .80 at a p-level of .025 under a small to 

medium effect size with two predictors (f
2 

= 0.12; Cohen, 1992) for the planned regression 

analyses. I estimated, based on my advisor’s prior experience, that approximately 20% of the 

cases might be lost due to missing data, outliers, and mechanical problems during data 

collection, so 22 extra participants were included, increasing the desired sample size to 136.  

After data cleanup, which is described in the results section below, 121 participants 

remained at Time 2 (18 males and 103 females). A total of 72 percent of these participants were 

Caucasian, 17 percent were East Asian, 3 percent were South Asian, 3 percent identified having 

both Caucasian and aboriginal heritage, and the remaining 5 percent were individuals who 

identified with other ethnicities. These participants had a mean age of 17.98, SD = 0.87. 

 Measures. 

 SDS. This study used the 24-item SDS developed in Study 1. 
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Positive and Negative Affect Schedule. (PANAS; Appendix L; Watson & Clark, 1999). 

This self-report scale measures negative and positive affect as two broad dimensions using two 

separate subscales. High negative affect is epitomized by subjective distress and unpleasant 

emotions, whereas high positive affect represents the extent to which an individual experiences 

pleasurable engagement. Both of these scales measure unipolar constructs, meaning that low 

scores represent a lack of affect. According to Watson and Clark, the reliability and validity of 

the PANAS are well supported by decades of research. The average (across three samples) 

Cronbach's alpha of the positive and negative scales are reported in the test manual as being .86 

and .88 for the positive and negative scales, respectively. The Cronbach's alpha for the positive 

and negative scales, collected-pre manipulation, were .83 and .70, respectively, in the current 

dataset. 

 Procedure. The following procedure was approved by the Queen’s University General 

Research Ethics Board, designated as the MOZART study, before data collection began 

(Appendix M). The data were collected at two time points. The draft pool of 96 SDS items was 

administered to introductory psychology students though fall mass testing in late September, 

2013. Participants who provided valid information through mass testing were randomly invited 

to participate in a single follow-up session at some point between October 22, 2013 and January 

30, 2014. 

At follow up, all participants were randomly sorted into two counterbalanced conditions. 

There were 67 and 69 participants in Condition 1 and Condition 2, respectively. The only 

difference between the two groups was the timing of the administration of SDS, as described 

below. All the questionnaires and materials described below were presented to participants with 

a computer using SurveyMonkey, except where otherwise noted.  
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All participants were first given a digital letter of information to read (Appendix N) and a 

physical consent form to sign (Appendix O). Participants were then told a spoken cover story by 

the experimenter: they were in a study investigating the effects of music and personality on 

intelligent behaviour, creativity, and emotions, and that the study involved solving anagrams 

while listening to music. They were told that an anagram task was chosen to assess intelligence 

and creativity because recent research shows a strong relationship between intelligence and 

anagram solving skills, and that relates to the “Mozart effect,” a theory that listening to classical 

music increases intelligence and creativity.  

Participants indicated their affective state on a pre-task PANAS. They were then told 

about the anagram task and were instructed to put on a pair of headphones. The anagram task 

consisted of filling out paper-and-pencil anagram sheet (Appendix P) while listening to an 

intense piece of music (The Rite of Spring by Igor Stravinsky) for two minutes. After the task 

was finished, the experimenter marked the completed anagram sheet in front of the participants. 

Regardless of how well participants performed, the experimenter always remarked: “Hmm… 

Your score is far below the average for first year psychology students. Are you sure you gave the 

task your best effort?” All participants responded affirmatively, at which point the experimenter 

instructed them to enter their score into the computer. 

After completing the anagram task, participants then completed a self-reflection task. The 

self-reflection task consisted of a textual prompt that asked participants to reflect upon the 

anagram task and let their deepest thoughts and feelings run through their mind (Appendix Q). 

Finally, participants responded to a post-task PANAS. The experimenter left the room while 

participants completed the reflection task and post-task PANAS to avoid creating social pressure 

and asked participants to knock on the door when they were finished. At this point, all 
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participants were provided with a physical copy of the debriefing form (Appendix  R), which was 

read out loud to them. They were then asked to again provide consent by signing a data release 

form (Appendix S). 

The only difference between Condition 1 and Condition 2 was that participants in 

Condition 1 filled out the 24-item SDS after the post-task PANAS, whereas participants in 

Condition 2 filled out the 24-item SDS before the pre-task PANAS. This counterbalancing was 

used because it was unknown if filling out the SDS would induce self-distancing, thus biasing 

the results of the manipulation, or if the emotional induction would bias responding on the SDS. 

The version of the SDS that was presented at follow up was the 24-item version that was refined 

in Study 1. 

Preliminary manipulation check. Before the actual study was run, 13 participants were 

run through the procedure to assess its efficacy. These participants were asked about the 

qualitative nature of their experience before being debriefed in order to determine if the 

manipulation was successful and if they believed the cover story. All participants reported being 

mildly distressed by the anagram task, and no participants reported knowing what the true 

purpose of the study was. 

Results 

 Data preparation. Before any statistics relevant to the hypotheses of this study were 

computed, data cleanup and exploratory data analysis were conducted. Time 2 participants who 

refused to complete the procedure at follow up, were removed. After this removal of invalid 

cases, less than 1% of the entire dataset was missing across both time points, and the amount of 

data missing did not exceed 3.4% on any item response. Because such a small proportion of data 

was found to be missing, I decided that it would be appropriate to use proration in calculating 
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scale scores. Mahalanobis distance values were calculated on the 500 SDS responses collected at 

Time 1 and a total of 15 multivariate outliers were detected and removed using listwise deletion, 

leaving a sample size at Time 1 of 485. At Time 2 a total of four extreme univariate outliers were 

found in the data, which were removed using listwise deletion. Mahalanobis distance values 

were calculated for the scored measures at Time 2. Only one multivariate outlier was discovered 

in the data at a significance level of p = .001, and the case was removed using listwise deletion. 

The Time 2 sample comprised of 121 participants after data cleanup. 

 Data analysis. All planned substantive analyses conducted in this study are described 

below. First the structure of the SDS was examined to confirm the single factor structure 

identified in Study 1 using both exploratory and confirmatory techniques. After this, I computed 

the statistics relevant to the central hypothesis of this study. 

Exploratory factor analysis. The structural reliability of the 24-item SDS was first 

assessed. The SDS responses from the sample of 485 participants who provided data during the 

mass testing session were examined with an exploratory factor analysis with maximum 

likelihood extraction. One factor was extracted, which accounted for 40% of the variance, and it 

was found that all 24 final items loaded on the single factor above .30.  

This analysis was examined to determine if a single factor fits the data well. Three 

eigenvalues were found to be over 1, however the factors associated with the second and third 

eigenvalues only accounted for 5.17 and 4.94 percent of the variance, respectively. Examination 

of the scree plot suggested the presence of only one interpretable factor. Only one eigenvalue in 

this analysis exceeded the average randomly generated parallel eigenvalues described in Study 1, 

indicating the presence of only one factor. The implied-model chi-square goodness-of-fit test 

was significant, χ²(252, n = 485)= 719.634, p < .01, but was disregarded for being overly 
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sensitive to theoretically inconsequential factors (Barrett, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

Using the procedures cited in Study 1, I calculated the RMSEA, NFI, TLI, and CFI and found 

them to be .06, .85, .89, and .90, respectively. According to the standards cited in Study 1, the 

RMSEA indicated good fit, the CFI indicated moderate fit, whereas the NFI and TLI indicated 

poor fit. Analyses with progressively higher numbers of factors were conducted, but none 

yielded an interpretable factor matrix. Because the scree plot, parallel analysis, and two fit 

indices indicate acceptable fit to a single factor solution, these analyses were taken to further 

indicate that the 24-item SDS indeed only has one consequential factor. 

This factor analytic approach was also applied to the 24 items of the SDS for the 121 

participants who provided data in the follow up session. Replicating all the procedures described 

in the paragraph above, the scree plot and parallel analysis only indicated the presence of a single 

factor, and the RMSEA indicated good fit (.03). The other indices did not perform as well, NFI = 

.71, TLI = .87, CFI = .88. Again, only one interpretable factor was found. I found that all 24 final 

items loaded on the single factor above .30, which explained 38% of the variance. 

 Confirmatory factor analysis. In order to be confident that the 24-item SDS is best 

conceptualized as a single factor measure, a confirmatory factor analysis was run on the 485 

respondents who provided data at Time 1. I developed an alternative two factor model using 

exploratory factor analysis on Study 1 data, then tested my preferred single factor model against 

the alternative two factor model using confirmatory factor analysis on Study 2 data.  

I first reanalyzed the 24 final SDS items with the responses gathered in Study 1 with an 

exploratory factor analysis. I extracted a two factor solution to compare against my preferred 

single factor solution. Because all the items in the 24-item SDS are designed to measure the 

same construct, I expected non-orthogonality and hence used promax rotation. Indeed, both 
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factors were highly correlated, r = .80. The pattern matrix from this analysis (Table 7) was used 

to develop the two-factor model.  

Table 7     

Pattern Matrix of Two Factor Exploratory Factor Analysis on Study 1 Data of 24 Final SDS Items    

Item 
Factor 

1 2 

6. I examine my expectations for the future from the perspective of a 
neutral observer. 

 .79 - .12 

86. I think about my memories from the perspective of a neutral observer.  .79  .04 

48. I examine my past experiences from the perspective of another 
person. 

 .75  .05 

64. I take the perspective of an outsider when trying to figure out my 
emotions. 

 .75  .00 

7. When I review my thoughts I take a third-person perspective.  .71 - .04 

79. I examine my personality from the perspective of a neutral observer.  .71  .13 

25. I reason about my emotions from a third-person perspective.  .67  .06 

43. I analyze my character from an outsider's viewpoint.  .62  .10 

49. I examine my beliefs from the perspective of a neutral observer.  .59  .21 

75. I try to understand my beliefs by viewing them as an outside observer 
would. 

 .58  .20 

31. I view the way I expect myself to act in the future from an outside 
perspective. 

 .54  .16 

91. I examine how my actions look from a distance.  .44  .28 

60. I step outside of my experiences to examine myself having them.  .02  .77 

53. I take a distanced perspective on my thoughts when I try to 
understand them. 

- .02  .75 

92. I pull back from my current experience when I think analytically about 
it. 

- .08  .74 

66. I step outside of my sense of self so I may think analytically about it.  .05  .69 

78. I step outside of my emotions so I can explore them neutrally. - .01  .67 

71. I take a distanced perspective on my memories when I try to 
understand them. 

 .12  .64 

42. I take a distanced perspective when I try to understand my opinions.  .17  .62 

74. I inspect my thoughts from a distance.  .30  .49 

81. When I try to understand my actions I think about them from a 
distanced perspective. 

 .36  .44 

59. I put myself in another person's shoes when thinking about the things I 
do. 

 .17  .44 

58. I understand the current situation by thinking about how it might look 
from a bird’s-eye view. 

 .33  .34 

12. I keep a distanced perspective when I consider what the future might 
bring. 

  .06   .29 

Note.Loadings in boldface indicate which factor each item was specified to indicate in confirmatory factor 
analysis 
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Using the data from the 485 respondents who provided data at Time 1 in the current study, 

maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis was employed to test the competing models 

implied on the basis of the exploratory analysis of Study 1 data. Path diagrams summarizing 

these models can be found in Figure 2, where circles represent unmeasured latent variables, 

boxes represent directly measured variables, single sided arrows represent a hypothesized direct 

effect, double sided arrows represent correlation, and numbers adjacent to arrows indicate factor 

loadings. 

I performed this analysis using IBM SPSS AMOS 22. Means and intercepts were 

estimated to deal with missing data. A summary of the results of my analysis can be found on 

Table 8.  

 

Table 8 

Goodness of Fit Indices For Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the SDS 

Model χ² RMSEA NFI TLI CFI 

Null model (df = 276)       

    No factors 4808*  .15 .00 .00 .00 

Model 1 (df = 252)       

    One factor 739*  .06 .85 .86 .90 

Model 2 (df = 251)       

    Two factors 698*  .06 .85 .88 .90 

Difference (df = 1)       

    Model 1 - Model 2 41*           

Note. *p < .05 

 

The null model that posits no relationship between the measured variables had exceptionally 

poor fit. The competing models I tested were next assessed for fit. Although the chi-square 

difference between the single factor model and the two correlated factors model was significant, 

the increase in model fit indices was negligible. Three out of the four fit indices calculated did  
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not increase from the single to two-factor model. Furthermore, I found that both factors in the 

two factor model were correlated so highly, r = .94, that they approached singularity. These 

findings indicate that any fit gained by conceptualizing the SDS as a two factor measure is trivial 

and comes at the expense of interpretability and parsimony. Indeed, these findings confirm that 

the SDS is best understood as a single factor measure. 

 Inferential analyses. The psychometric reliability of the SDS was assessed. Cronbach's 

alpha values were calculated for both the Time 1, n= 485,  and Time 2 data, n=121, and were 

found to be .92 at both times. The correlation between the mass testing and follow up SDS scores 

was calculated, and it was found that the SDS possess a test-retest reliability of r(121) = .62, p < 

.01.  

A 2 × 2 within-subjects ANCOVA was conducted to assess if the anagram task was 

successful in inducing affect change, to determine if there were any order effects, and to test if 

the SDS scores differed by condition. Positive affect and affect negative pre- and post-task 

PANAS scores were the dependent variables for the two within-subjects factors, and the two 

study conditions comprised the between-subjects factors. Condition was dummy coded in the 

data file before being entered into this analysis. Time 2 SDS scores were entered as a covariate. 

In order to investigate the interaction between SDS scores and condition, I specified a custom 

within-subject ANCOVA model where every possible main effect and interaction of the 

between-subjects factor and covariate was tested.  A summary of this analysis can be found on 

Table 9. I found a significant positive affect × negative affect interaction, which indicates the 

manipulation was successful. Collapsing across conditions, the positive and negative affect 

subscales of the PANAS changed from before (positive M = 28.91, SD = 5.87; negative M = 

12.92, SD = 2.96) to after (positive M = 21.98, SD = 6.35; negative M = 19.95, SD = 7.04) the 
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anagram task with an expected significant crossover interaction. This analysis revealed no 

within-subjects main effects of, or interactions with, the condition factor, indicating that the 

counterbalancing procedure did not introduce bias. No significant differences in SDS scores 

(sample mean = 64.61, SD = 13.36) was observed either within or between subjects. 

Table 9 

Within subjects ANCOVA of Study 2 variables 

Source of variation F df p 
partial 

η2 

Between subjects      

   SDS (Covariate) 2.92  1,117 .09 .02 

   Condition 0.33  1,117 .85 .00 

   Condition × SDS 0.01  1,117 .91 .00 

Within subjects      

   PA 0.85  1,117 .35 .01 

   PA × condition 2.92  1,117 .09 .02 

   PA × SDS 2.54  1,117 .11 .02 

   PA × condition × SDS 2.69  1,117 .11 .02 

   NA 0.58  1,117 .44 .01 

   NA × condition 0.02  1,117 .88 .00 

   NA × SDS 0.22  1,117 .63 .00 

   NA × condition × SDS 2.54  1,117 .11 .02 

   PA × PN 15.63  1,117 .00 .12 

   PA × PN × condition 4.78  1,117 .03 .04 

   PA × PN × SDS 0.38  1,117 .54 .00 

   PA × PN × condition × SDS 3.51   1,117 .06 .03 

Note. PA = positive affect scale of the PANAS; PN = negative affect 
scale of the PANAS; SDS = Time 1 Self-Distancing Scale. 

 

 In preparation for testing the main hypothesis, the key variables were assessed for 

multicolinearity. Pre and post positive affect PANAS scores had a correlation of r(121) = .68, p 

< .01, and pre and post negative affect PANAS scores had a correlation of r(121) = .47, p < .01. 

The SDS did not show statistically significant zero-order correlations with any set of PANAS 

scores. 

 To investigate if the SDS can prospectively predict affective change, a series of 
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hierarchical linear regressions was conducted. In each of these analyses, the post-task PANAS 

subscale scores served as the dependent variable. Each analysis had two steps: the pre-task 

PANAS subscale was entered at step 1, then the Time 1 SDS score was entered at step 2 to 

evaluate if the SDS could prospectively predict variance in the post-task PANAS scores beyond 

that predicted by pre-task PANAS scores. Essentially, this assessed whether the SDS could 

predict affective change. Two analyses were conducted, one for the positive and one for the 

negative subscales of the PANAS. As these calculations are central to the purpose of this study, 

they were both evaluated at a p-level of .025 in order to control for the inflated family-wise error 

rate associated with multiple significance tests. The detailed results of both analyses can be 

found in Table 10 and Table 11. The SDS did not predict affective change. 

Table 10       

Hierarchical Regression of Post-Provocation Positive PANAS Scores 

Variable B SE(B) β   R2 ΔR2 

Step 1     .46*  

   Pre-task PA  0.74 0.07 0.68 *   

Step 2     .46* .00 

   Pre-task PA  0.73 0.07 0.68 *   

   SDS -0.01 0.03 -0.05       

Note. *p < .025. PA= positive affect subscale of the PANAS; SDS = Self-
Distancing Scale. 

       

Table 11 

Hierarchical Regression of Post-Provocation Negative PANAS Scores 

Variable B SE(B) β   R2 ΔR2 

Step 1     .22*  

   Pre-task NA 1.12 0.19 0.47 *   

Step 2     .22* .00 

   Pre-task NA 1.14 0.20 0.68 *   

   SDS -0.02 0.04 -0.04       

Note. *p < .025. NA = negative affect subscale of the PANAS; SDS = Self-
Distancing Scale. 
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Discussion 

 This study further tested the psychometric adequacy of the SDS. I found that the 24-item 

SDS is structurally reliable when analyzed with both exploratory and confirmatory methods. 

However, the test-retest reliability of the SDS did not exceed Aiken’s (1997) standard of .70 for 

use as a trait measure in a research context. I expected that the SDS would be able to 

prospectively predict affective change; however, the data did not support this hypothesis.  

 The results of this study offer no support for the validity of the SDS. The scale did not 

predict affective change because both regression analyses failed to indicate that the SDS 

significantly predicts affect after a mood induction beyond what is predicted by baseline affect.  

It is possible that a limitation in the design of the current study may have obscured the 

relationship between the SDS and affective change. Recall that the SDS was intended to measure 

the perspective people take when reflecting upon themselves. In order to cue self-reflection, 

participants in this study were instructed to reflect upon their feelings regarding the anagram task 

before filling out the post-task PANAS. The experimenter left the room while participants did 

this so they would not feel awkward. However, participants were not given a suggested amount 

of time to reflect upon their emotions. The amount of time spent reflecting could have created an 

unanticipated confounding variable. It is also possible that participants could have skipped the 

reflection task altogether and immediately proceeded to the post-task PANAS without engaging 

in any self-reflection. If so, then the perspective that participants took during self-focused 

thought would have not modulated the way they would have felt about their experience 

completing the anagram task, because no self-reflection would have taken place. Some kind of 

quantitative check on the amount of self-reflection that occurred after the examiner left the room 

would have been helpful in ensuring the manipulation procedure was followed. 
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Alternatively, the manipulation may have induced unintended cognitive processes that 

obscured the relationships between the SDS and emotional reactivity. Although receiving poor 

feedback on an intelligence test indeed increased negative affect and decreased positive affect, 

some third psychological variable, such as psychological defensiveness, may have moderated the 

change in PANAS scores. For these reasons, future research looking to revisit the notion that 

trait self-distancing can predict affective states should employ study designs and methods of 

affect induction that unequivocally induce self-reflection and affective change, respectively, and 

not any other variables. 
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Chapter 4 

Correlated Measurement Error Analysis 

The large number of participants who responded to the original 96 draft SDS items 

collected at Time 1 of Study 2 provided a unique opportunity to revisit the decision to 

conceptualize the SDS as a single factor measure of items worded to tap the self-distancing pole 

of the perspective one may take when engaging in self-focus. Previous research had always 

conceptualized self-distancing and self-immersion as being two poles of the same continuum; 

however the results of Study 1 cast doubt on this notion. Because I did not find support for the 

main hypothesis of Study 2, I deemed it important to use confirmatory factor analysis see if the 

two factor structure identified in Study 1 would replicate in Study 2 data, and if this two factor 

structure is a statistical artifact caused by methodological sources of variance. This analysis is 

presented in its own chapter as the possibility that methodological variance may be responsible 

for the dual factor structure of the SDS was pointed out to me by a reviewer after all the 

foregoing analyses were complete. 

 Common method bias can be a problem in psychological trait measurement as it can 

invalidate a scale. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) explained that common 

method bias is the proportion of variance in a scale that can be attributed to methodological 

sources rather than to the relationship between the scale items and the latent construct they are 

designed to measure. Podsakoff et al. reviewed how method variance can create misleading 

factor structures within an item pool. As the items worded to assess self-distancing and self-

immersion loaded on distinct components and factors when analyzed with principal components 

analysis and factor analysis, respectively, this is reason to suspect that the SDS may suffer from 

heavy contamination by common method bias. Furthermore, Podsakoff et al. mathematically 
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demonstrated that methodological sources of variance can either inflate or deflate a measure’s 

manifest correlations with other variables, obscuring the true relationships between a scale and 

the variables used to indicate that it validly measures a given construct. For both of these 

reasons, Podsakoff et al. argue that methodological sources of variance can render a scale 

invalid. Therefore, I wanted to investigate the presence of method variance in the pool of SDS 

before making any decisions as to whether it warrants continued attention. 

Following the method outlined by Jarvis and Petty (1996), confirmatory factor analysis 

was used to determine if common method bias could account for the failure for the two groups of 

items to load in opposite poles of the same common factor. Jarvis and Petty argue that a type of 

common method bias, correlated measurement error, might produce a second factor in scales that 

have items worded to capture opposite poles of a construct because a methodological source of 

positive correlation between all items can attenuate the negative relationship between the two 

poles of items. This attenuation simultaneously strengthens the relationships within the groups of 

items, and makes the correlation between the groups of items less distinct. Therefore, they argue, 

correlated measurement error increases the likelihood that groups of oppositely worded items 

load on distinct factors. Because the items I wrote to tap both poles of the perspective one takes 

during self-focus loaded on distinct factors, I hypothesized that specifying a confirmatory model 

that takes methodological sources of variance into account would fit the data better than a single 

construct factor model, and that when methodological variance is taken into account the negative 

correlation between the groups of items corresponding to self-distancing and self-immersion 

would become strong. 

Method 

To test this hypothesis in the current data, a series of competing models were assessed for 
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fit using confirmatory factor analysis on AMOS. First, the Study 1 dataset of 96 draft SDS items 

was reanalyzed with an exploratory factor analysis using promax rotation. Two factors were 

extracted that explained 39% of the variance. As expected, self-distancing items loaded on the 

first factor and self-immersion items loaded on the second factor. The factors were trivially 

correlated, r = .11. As this analysis is intended to be a proof of concept that is informed by prior 

theory, rather than an attempt at scale refinement, I wanted to limit the complexity of its 

interpretation by only including items that were the three strongest indicators from the eight 

content areas the SDS was designed to tap. Therefore, the three highest loading self-distancing 

and self-immersion items from each of the content categories the SDS was written to tap were 

retained. These 48 items were reanalyzed with maximum likelihood factor analysis, and were 

found to explain 47% of the variance. The factors correlated at a trivial magnitude, r = -.08.  The 

pattern matrix from this analysis can be found on Table 12. 

Table 12 
Pattern Matrix of Three Highest Loading Items From Each Content Area 

Item 
Factor 

Distancing Immersion 

79. I examine my personality from the perspective of a neutral 
observer. 

 .81  .01 

86. I think about my memories from the perspective of a neutral 
observer. 

 .79 - .07 

87. I explore my internal experience from the perspective of an 
outside observer. 

 .79 - .07 

38. I analyze the thoughts I have from an outsider's point of view.  .79  .03 
48. I examine my past experiences from the perspective of 
another person. 

 .77 - .03 

49. I examine my beliefs from the perspective of a neutral 
observer. 

 .76 - .04 

75. I try to understand my beliefs by viewing them as an outside 
observer would. 

 .76  .01 

81. When I try to understand my actions I think about them from 
a distanced perspective. 

 .73 - .04 

90. I try to understand my hopes from a distanced, third-person 
perspective. 

 .73 - .06 

74. I inspect my thoughts from a distance.  .73 - .05 
64. I take the perspective of an outsider when trying to figure out 
my emotions. 

 .73 - .05 
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60. I step outside of my experiences to examine myself having 
them. 

 
 

 
.73 

 
 
.10 

42. I take a distanced perspective when I try to understand my 
opinions. 

 .72  .02 

43. I analyze my character from an outsider's viewpoint.  .71  .07 
91. I examine how my actions look from a distance.  .70  .09 
25. I reason about my emotions from a third-person perspective.  .69 - .04 
71. I take a distanced perspective on my memories when I try to 
understand them. 

 .68 - .03 

66. I step outside of my sense of self so I may think analytically 
about it. 

 .68  .05 

31. I view the way I expect myself to act in the future from an 
outside perspective. 

 .67  .07 

53. I take a distanced perspective on my thoughts when I try to 
understand them. 

 .66  .02 

6. I examine my expectations for the future from the perspective 
of a neutral observer. 

 .66 - .06 

58. I understand the current situation by thinking about how it 
might look from a bird’s-eye view. 

 .65  .06 

34. I take a neutral perspective when I examine my emotions.  .60 - .01 
59. I put myself in another person's shoes when thinking about 
the things I do. 

 .57  .11 

37. I review my beliefs from my own viewpoint.  .01  .69 
45. I try to understand my memories by looking at them from my 
own personal viewpoint. 

- .03  .67 

24. When figuring out who I am, I do it from a first-person 
perspective. 

- .03  .67 

62. I examine the effect of my behaviours from my own 
viewpoint. 

- .08  .67 

57. When thinking about my actions I take a first-person 
perspective on things. 

- .07  .67 

47. I think about who I am from my own inside viewpoint. - .08  .66 
29. I analyze the thoughts I am having from my inside point of 
view. 

 .06  .66 

20. When I review my thoughts I take a first-person perspective 
on things. 

- .10  .66 

44. I immerse myself in the thoughts I am having when I try to 
understand them. 

 .20  .64 

84. I stay inside of my own perspective when thinking about how 
things will turn out. 

- .13  .62 

95. I think about my opinions from my inside point of view. - .14  .62 
14. I inspect my attitudes from my own personal perspective. - .03  .62 
18. I examine my current experience as I see it happen though 
my own viewpoint. 

- .06  .61 

16. I think about the future by imagining how things will look 
through my own eyes. 

 .06  .61 

85. I immerse myself in what I'm feeling when I try to figure my 
emotions out. 

 .14  .61 

17. I immerse myself in my identity when I try to understand it.  .26  .60 

Table 12 (continued) Distancing    Immersion 
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33. I keep myself inside of my own perspective when thinking 
about my actions. 

 
 

- 

 
 
.02 

 
 
 
.60 

73. I explore my experiences the way I see them though my own 
eyes. 

- .18  .59 

68. I imagine future situations in terms of how things will appear 
from my point of view. 

 .05  .58 

35. I stay inside of the experience I am having when I examine it.  .12  .57 
83. When I am acting really emotional I analyze my feelings from 
an immersed perspective. 

 .12  .53 

4. I examine my feelings from my own perspective. - .09  .49 
1. When examining my memories I recall things as I saw them 
happen through my own eyes. 

 .00  .49 

77. I stay inside of my emotions when I think about what causes 
them. 

  .19   .41 

Note. Loadings in boldface indicate which factor item was specified to indicate in 
subsequent confirmatory analysis. 

 

The pattern matrix identified with Study 1 data was next examined using confirmatory 

factor analysis with Study 2 data. In this set of analyses, I compared four alternative models 

using AMOS. Maximum likelihood analysis was used to compute all estimates and means and 

intercepts were estimated to deal with missing data. Model A was specified to test the hypothesis 

that a single factor can best account for the 48 items extracted from the SDS in the exploratory  

factor analysis described above. Model B investigated if correlated measurement error exists 

across all scale items by adding a method factor. Because the hypothesized method factor should 

theoretically influence each scale item to the same degree, the regression weights for all of the 

paths between the method factor and scale items were constrained to be equal. By constraining 

the regression weights between the method factor and items to equality, the specified 

relationships between the method factor and each item captured variance that is equal across 

every item, thus reflecting a source of correlated measurement error, leaving the remaining 

variance to load upon the construct factor. Model C tested whether the two factor solution fits the 

data best. Lastly, Model D added a correlated measurement error factor to the two factor 

Table 12 (continued) Distancing    Immersion 
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structure, again constraining all of the regression weights between the method factor and scale 

items to equality. Each of these models was compared with each other to assess fit to the data. 

Path diagrams summarizing these models can be found on Figure 3, and the fit indices and 

statistics associated with each model can be found on Table 13. 

 

Table 13 

Goodness of Fit Indices For Correlated Measurement Error 
Analysis 

Model χ² RMSEA NFI TLI CFI 

Null model (df = 1128)       

    No factors 8142*  .12 .00 .00 .00 

Model A (df = 1080)       

    One factor 4757*  .08 .50 .52 .56 

Model B (df = 1079)       

    One factor + method  2323*  .05 .75 .83 .85 

Model C (df = 1079)       

    Two factors 2421*  .05 .75 .83 .84 

Model D (df = 1078)       

    Two factors + method  2318*  .05 .75 .84 .85 

Difference (df = 1)       

    Model B - Model A 2434*      

    Model A - Model C 2335*      

    Model C - Model D 103*           

Note. *p < .05 
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Figure 3: Path diagrams for correlated measurement error analysis.  
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The null model, which posits no covariance between observed variables, showed 

exceedingly poor fit. Model A, which reflects the assumption that the SDS item pool contains a 

single factor without correlated measurement error, showed a significant chi-square difference 

from the null model, but the RMSEA showed only moderate fit whereas NFI, TLI, and CFI 

showed unacceptably low levels of fit. When a method factor was added to the single factor 

solution, as reflected by Model B, significantly more of the data was explained and fit improved. 

Comparing models A and C showed a significant chi-square difference, and Model C showed a 

significantly higher chi-square than Model D. A chi-square difference between models A and D 

cannot be calculated because they are not nested.  

The above chi-square differences indicate that a single factor solution without accounting 

for method variance poorly fits the data, and that specifying higher numbers of factors and 

correlated measurement error significantly increases the amount of variance accounted for. All of 

the fit indices indicate that models B, C, and D are essentially equivalent in how well they 

reproduced the data (RMSEA) and how well they compared against the null model (NFI, TLI, 

CFI). However, looking at the standardized parameter estimates and correlations between factors 

reveals that a methodological source of variance did contribute to a two-factor solution. Under a 

single factor model where method variance is not accounted for (Model A) the average factor 

loading for the self-immersion items on the single factor was -.17 and only three of the 24 self-

immersion items exceeded -.30. However, when method variance was accounted for (Model B) 

the average factor loading for self-immersion items was -.36, and 17 self-immersion items 

exceeded a loading of -.30. This shows that the relationship between both poles of items in the 

draft pool of SDS items was indeed attenuated by methodological variance. Furthermore, under a 
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two factor solution the correlation between the distancing and immersion factors was small when 

correlated measurement error is not accounted for (Model C), r = -.23, but jumped up to a strong 

level by Cohen’s (1992) standards when method variance was accounted for in Model D, r = -

.84. This further shows that the lack of a relationship found in Study 1 between both poles of 

items was indeed the result of obfuscation caused by methodological sources of variance. 

In order to assess if the same methodological variance that affects the draft pool of SDS 

items also affects the Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) measure of spontaneous self-distancing, Model 

B was computed on Study 1 data and the scores from the method factor were imputed using the 

regression method. The correlation between the Ayduk and Kross’s measure of spontaneous self-

distancing and the method factor was statistically significant, r = .17, p = .04, but was trivial in 

magnitude. This indicates that the spontaneous self-distancing measure does not suffer from the 

same measurement error source that affects the SDS. 

Discussion 

In this chapter a post-hoc analysis that investigated the orthogonal nature of self-

distancing and self-immersion suggested by the results of Study 1 indicated that this finding was 

a statistical artifact created by correlated measurement error. This analysis strongly indicated that 

the SDS item pool is contaminated by correlated measurement error. As a result of this finding, 

the correlations observed in Study 1 need to be regarded as suspect, as Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

show that relationships used to demonstrate the convergent and divergent validity of a scale can 

be highly influenced by methodological sources of variance. Implications for future research 

attempting to measure and investigate trait self-distancing are covered in the general discussion 

below. 
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Chapter 5 

General Discussion 

 Spontaneous and induced self-distancing have both been conceptualized as constructs 

opposing self-immersion and have been found to be related to decreased emotional reactivity 

after upsetting events. Due to the fact that spontaneous self-distancing was found to have 

moderate test-retest reliability, I theorized that self-distancing is not only a state, but also a trait 

that would be related to decreased emotional reactivity. However, the current research did not 

find strong evidence supporting this notion. 

 In the first study, I developed a trait measure called the SDS that tapped only the self-

distancing pole of the construct. The SDS correlated positively with a previously validated 

measure of spontaneous self-distancing; however, mixed evidence of construct validity was 

found regarding the way the SDS correlated with other conceptually related and unrelated 

measures. Furthermore, the exploratory analyses conducted in Study 1 suggested that self-

distancing and self-immersion are not bipolar. I decided that the measure’s validity for predicting 

theoretically specified affective change under standardized conditions would be the final arbiter 

of whether the scale validly measured trait self-distancing. Although the second study 

demonstrated that the SDS had modest test-retest reliability, there was no evidence of criterion 

validity. A Post-hoc confirmatory factor analysis of the original item pool revealed that 

correlated measurement error highly affects the structure of the SDS item content and masked its 

true bipolar nature, which eliminates all hope that the SDS can actually be validated using 

conventional procedures. 

Limitations 

 The test-retest reliability of spontaneous self-distancing from Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) 
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research, and the emotional implications of employing self-distancing discovered in other 

research on the construct (Kross et al., 2005; Kross & Ayduk, 2008;  Kross et al., 2012; 

Mischkowski et al., 2012), all point in the direction of self-distancing being a trait that negatively 

affects emotional stability. However, the current research did not find strong evidence of the 

SDS tapping a trait. The post-hoc analysis conducted in Chapter 4 suggests that this is because 

the SDS item pool itself is plagued by measurement issues. This necessitates a discussion of how 

the notion of trait self-distancing may be revisited in future research in a manner that sidesteps 

the problem of common method bias. 

 One such class of solutions is statistical. In their review of methods that may be used to 

control for common method bias, Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommend that known sources of bias 

can be removed by calculating partial correlations that control for the known bias, or with more 

sophisticated structural equation modeling techniques. However, these techniques are not 

feasible on the basis of the current research. Although the post-hoc analyses do reveal a 

methodological source of measurement error, they give no indication as to what that source of 

measurement error may be. Using the confirmatory factor analysis techniques employed in the 

current research, it would be possible to control for the unknown source of methodological 

variance by imputing trait factor scores from a model that was specified to account for correlated 

measurement error (such as Model B in the post-hoc analysis of Study 2), however this solution 

is not particularly useful. Modeling out common method bias with this method requires a large 

enough sample size to appropriately make use of confirmatory factor analysis. Furthermore, as 

confirmatory factor analysis is an interpretively and technologically complex procedure, this 

solution would have the effect of decreasing the accessibility of any scale that would require its 

use. Finally, as it is impossible to determine the source of the common method bias identified in 
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Study 2, and using this approach ignores trait × error interactions, using confirmatory factor 

analysis to model out methodological variance raises the question: what exactly is being 

removed?  

 Because statistical controls of common method bias are not helpful in the current 

research context, any attempt at creating a trait measure of self-distancing would need to employ 

procedural remedies. One such procedural remedy that Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommend is 

improving the content of scale items. Specifically, they note that keeping item content simple is a 

good way to reduce common method bias. Every effort was made to use the simplest language 

possible in the creation of SDS items, and the final draft pool of 96 items reflects this: it has a 

Flesch-Kincaid grade level of 7.5, meaning that persons with a grade 8 education or higher 

education should be able to comprehend its contents (Stockmeyer, 2009). However, as 

Stockmeyer noted, the Flesch-Kincaid grade level is a mathematical indicator based on syllables 

per word and words per sentence. Therefore, it is insensitive to the semantic complexity and 

functional demands of written content. As the SDS requires the respondent to comprehend 

abstract aspects of their own patterns of self-focus and engage in metacognition, it may require 

too many cognitive resources for respondents and thus bias responding styles. Therefore, future 

research on measuring trait self-distancing should be sensitive not only to the structural aspects 

of the language it uses (i.e. syllables per word and words per sentence), but also to the functional 

demands of the item content. Concretely, this would mean that any further studies on developing 

a measure of trait self-distancing would have to first focus on intensively piloting item content 

for ease of understandability.  

 Another aspect of the item content of the SDS that may have contributed to common 

method bias is the specific formula I used when constructing items. I intended every item on the 
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draft pool to contain two aspects: a self-focus stem (e.g., “when I think about”, “when I analyze”, 

“when I try to understand”, “I examine”) and a perspective statement (e.g., “I take a distanced 

perspective”, “I pull back from my current experience”, “I take a third-person perspective”’). 

The scale was built this way because self-distancing and self-immersion have been 

conceptualized as the perspectives that one takes when engaging in self-focus. However, a 

problem with this approach is that dispositional tendencies to engage in self-focus, regardless of 

perspective, could have contributed method variance to the SDS that drowned out construct 

variance. Therefore, future efforts at constructing a scale of trait self-distancing should be careful 

to make sure that respondents are comprehending item content in such a way that they focus on 

and report the perspective they take when engaging in self-focus. 

 The SDS was designed to contain items that tap self-distancing and self-immersion, 

respectively. As Podsakoff et al. (2003) review, using an even mixture items worded to tap both 

poles of a construct under study in scale construction is a widely adhered to convention. The 

logic behind this convention is that changing the wording of the items requires participants to 

engage in more controlled, rather than automatic, cognitive processing. Indeed, reducing 

acquiescence is the reason I chose to include items measuring the poles of self-distancing and 

self-immersion. However, Podsakoff et al. reviewed a series of studies that show participants 

may fail to attend to the wording of items, thus increasing common method bias. In a related 

manner, the SDS departs from the response format used in Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) measure of 

state self-distancing. Ayduk and Kross used a semantic differential in the single item measure of 

self-distancing rather than multiple items designed to tap self-distancing and self-immersion. In 

line with the issues that Podsakoff et al. bring up regarding item wording, and also to address the 

discrepancy between Ayduk and Kross’s response format and that of the SDS’s, future attempts 
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to develop a trait measure of self-distancing might be assisted by using a semantic differential 

response format for all items, with self-distancing on one pole and self-immersion on the other. 

 Setting aside possible invalidating contamination with methodological sources variance, 

it is a possibility that the 24 item SDS may have been unable to significantly predict emotional 

reactivity due to problems with the criteria used in both studies. In Study 1, the measures of 

emotional reactivity selected may themselves be inadequate. Consider that they consisted of the 

emotional reactivity subscale of the Ayduk and Kross’s (2010) outcome measures and the 

nonreactivity to inner experience scale of the FFMQ (Baer et al., 2006). The relationship 

between SDS and these two scales were trivial in magnitude. The potential problems with these 

measures is that the Ayduk and Kross’s measure uses idiosyncratic personal memories as the 

basis of its affect induction, whereas the FFMQ nonreactivity scale assesses self-report of a trait-

like tendency and not actual affective change. Study 2 was designed explicitly to circumvent 

these problems because it induced a negative emotion directly, relying neither on memory nor 

self-reported general tendencies. This study did not produce evidence for the predictive validity 

of the SDS. Although the SDS could indeed be invalid, the lack of a significant prediction of 

emotional reactivity may alternatively be due to the fact that the manipulation did more to 

participants than simply change their affective state. 

Directions for Future Research 

 All of the limitations of the current studies suggest new avenues for future research. As 

the post-hoc analyses in Study 2 reveal, part of the challenge in coming to a definitive conclusion 

regarding the validity of the SDS is that common method bias obscured the true nature of the 

self-distancing construct. Therefore, in order to unambiguously study trait self-distancing with a 

self-report scale, it is essential for all future research on the construct to enact strategies that will 
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minimize methodological sources of variance. As discussed above, future research endeavoring 

to minimize the effect of common measurement error would have to reword the scale items of 

the SDS in order to increase respondents’ comprehension of their intended meaning. Future 

efforts at measuring trait self-distancing might also find more success with using the same 

semantic differential response format that Ayduk and Kross (2010) employed. 

 If the issues regarding common method bias can be resolved, another possible avenue for 

future research would be to revisit the notion that self-distancing is a personality trait that relates 

to emotional reactivity. Emotional reactivity was selected as the primary dependent variable in 

both of the current studies because the relationship between state self-distancing and emotional 

reactivity has been researched more extensively than with any other variable. Although the 

current methodology was selected to loosely match what has been done in Mischkowski et al.’s 

(2012) research, it might be more profitable to look at the impact of self-distancing on emotional 

reactivity using other criteria. For example, Verduyn et al. (2012) used a daily diary method to 

examine the relationship between spontaneous self-distancing and duration of emotional 

reactivity in response to events that happen in daily life. Although using such a method to 

examine the relationship between trait self-distancing and emotional reactivity would lose the 

strict control of the laboratory setting, that shortcoming might be offset by relative advantages of 

a diary approach. Such a methodology might be sensitive to important aspects of the criterion of 

emotional stability that the current methodology missed, or it might be insensitive to potential 

confounds that were included in the current research. 

 Another possibility for future research on trait self-distancing is to use other dependent 

variables to validate the notion that self-distancing is a stable tendency that affects thoughts and 

behaviour across time and situations. Ayduk and Kross (2008) found that participants who were 
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prompted to recall an experience of anger from a self-distanced perspective experienced less 

cardiac reactivity relative to those who did so from an immersed perspective. Ayduk and Kross 

(2010) found that greater spontaneous self-distancing leads to less reciprocation of negativity in 

interpersonal conflicts. Greater non-first person pronoun usage was found to be positively related 

to self-distancing by Kross et al. (2014). Finally, Kross and Grossman (2011) found that 

inducing self-distancing during a reasoning task is related to greater dialecticism and intellectual 

humility. Taken together, all of these findings indicate that cardiac reactivity, conflict style, 

pronoun usage, and reasoning style can all be used as dependent variables to validate the 

construct of trait self-distancing. Although emotional reactivity was used as the dependent 

variable in the current research, future research does not need to be limited to this topic. 

 Naturally, if revisiting the construct of trait self-distancing does yield positive and 

predicted results, the next potential avenue for future research would be to investigate the 

relationships with other areas of research posited by the introduction of this paper. Specifically, 

determining the impact of trait self-distancing on cardiac health and mental health, as well as the 

place of self-distancing in models of emotional regulation and depression vulnerability could all 

have implications for human wellbeing. Furthermore, as covered in the introduction and 

attempted in Study 2, a trait understanding of self-distancing can be used to extend findings 

concerning the effects of state self-distancing. 

Conclusions 

 The current research endeavored to develop a trait measure of self-distancing called the 

Self-Distancing Scale. The evidence for validity of the Self-Distancing Scale was poor. 

Furthermore, when confirmatory methods were used to investigate the structure of the draft pool 

of items, severe contamination with correlated measurement error was found. These results 
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indicate that future research investigating trait self-distancing could profit from addressing the 

problem of methodological sources of variance. 
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Appendix A 

Spontaneous Self-Distancing 

Think of a recent time when you felt rejected by someone who meant a lot to you. Perhaps you 

were looking to them for affection, for recognition, or for understanding or sympathy. This 

person turned away and cast you off as if they didn’t value you at all. Please try to recall one 

event specifically that is relatively recent and unresolved and still highly upsetting to you. Take 

your time as you try to do this. Once such an event comes to your mind, allow yourself to ponder 

this event, letting your deepest thoughts and feelings run through your mind for a few moments. 

Stop here briefly to think about the event. Allow yourself to ponder what happened, letting your 

deepest thoughts and feelings about it run through your mind. Think about what happened.  

After a few moments, continue below. 

1. As you recalled and thought about this event, to what extent did it feel as if you were a distanced 

observer of what happened (i.e., watched the event unfold as an observer) vs. an immersed 

participant in the experience (i.e., saw the event replay through your own eyes as if you were 

right there), as you replayed the experience in your mind’s eye, and thought about and analyzed 

your emotions about the experience you recalled? 

O O O O O O O 

Predominately 

immersed 

participant 

  Both 

more or 

less 

equally 

  Predominantly 

distanced 

observer 

2. As I think about the event now, my emotions and physical reactions to the conflict are still 

pretty intense.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 
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3. My thoughts focused on the specific chain of events—the sequence of events, what happened, 

what was said and done— as I thought about the experience in this study.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 

4. As I thought about my experience during the study I had a realization that caused me to think 

differently about the experience.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 

5. As I thought about my experience during the study I had a realization that made me experience 

a sense of closure.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 

6. Thinking about my experience during the experiment led me to have a clearer and more 

coherent understanding of this experience.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 

7. When prompted to recall this experience, I tried to avoid thinking about it.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 
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8. When prompted to recall this experience, I tried to suppress (push away) my feelings about it.  

O O O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral 

or neither 

  Strongly 

agree 

9. How long ago did the event take place?  

O O O O O 

0-5 months 

ago 

About 6 mo. 

Ago 

About 1 year 

ago 

2-3 years ago 4+ years ago 

10. To what extent do you consider the event resolved?  

O O O O O 

Unresolved, 

active source 

of stress 

   Resolved 
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Appendix B 

Toronto Mindfulness Scale 

We are interested in your day-to-day experiences. Below is a list of things that people sometimes 

experience. Please read each statement. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each 

statement. In other words, how well does the statement describe your experience. There are no 

“right” or “wrong” answers, so please answer in a way that reflects your own experiences. This 

questionnaire takes about 2 minutes.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit Very much 

1. I experience myself as separate from my changing thoughts and feelings.  

2. I am more concerned with being open to my experiences than controlling or changing them.  

3. I am curious about what I might learn about myself by taking notice of how I react to certain 

thoughts, feelings or sensations.  

4. I experience my thoughts more as events in my mind than as a necessarily accurate reflection 

of the way things ‘really’ are.  

5. I am curious to see what my mind is up to from moment to moment.  

6. I am curious about each of my thoughts and feelings as they occur.  

7. I am receptive to observing unpleasant thoughts and feelings without interfering with them.  

8. I am more invested in just watching my experiences as they arise, than in figuring out what 

they could mean.  

9. I approach each experience by trying to accept it, no matter whether it is pleasant or 

unpleasant.  

10. I remain curious about the nature of each experience as it arises.  

11. I am aware of my thoughts and feelings without over identifying with them.  

12. I am curious about my reactions to things.  

13. I am curious about what I might learn about myself by just taking notice of what my attention 

gets drawn to.  
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Appendix C 

Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire 

Please rate each of the following statements using the scale provided. Write the number in the blank that 

best describes your own opinion of what is generally true for you.  

 

 

Never or very 

rarely true 
Rarely 

true 
Sometimes 

true 
Often true Very often or 

always true 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

_____ 1. When I’m walking, I deliberately notice the sensations of my body moving.  

_____ 2. I’m good at finding words to describe my feelings.  

_____ 3. I criticize myself for having irrational or inappropriate emotions.  

_____ 4. I perceive my feelings and emotions without having to react to them.  

_____ 5. When I do things, my mind wanders off and I’m easily distracted.  

_____ 6. When I take a shower or bath, I stay alert to the sensations of water on my  

body.  

_____ 7. I can easily put my beliefs, opinions, and expectations into words.  

_____ 8. I don’t pay attention to what I’m doing because I’m daydreaming, worrying, or  

otherwise distracted.  

_____ 9. I watch my feelings without getting lost in them.  

_____ 10. I tell myself I shouldn’t be feeling the way I’m feeling.  

_____ 11. I notice how foods and drinks affect my thoughts, bodily sensations, and  

emotions.  

_____ 12. It’s hard for me to find the words to describe what I’m thinking.  

_____ 13. I am easily distracted.  

_____ 14. I believe some of my thoughts are abnormal or bad and I shouldn’t think that  

way.  

_____ 15. I pay attention to sensations, such as the wind in my hair or sun on my face.  

_____ 16. I have trouble thinking of the right words to express how I feel about things  

_____ 17. I make judgments about whether my thoughts are good or bad.  

_____ 18. I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present.  

_____ 19. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I “step back” and am aware of the  

thought or image without getting taken over by it.  

_____ 20. I pay attention to sounds, such as clocks ticking, birds chirping, or cars  

passing.  

_____ 21. In difficult situations, I can pause without immediately reacting.  

_____ 22. When I have a sensation in my body, it’s difficult for me to describe it because  

I can’t find the right words.  

_____ 23. It seems I am “running on automatic” without much awareness of what I’m  

doing.  

_____24. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I feel calm soon after.  

_____ 25. I tell myself that I shouldn’t be thinking the way I’m thinking.  
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_____ 26. I notice the smells and aromas of things.  

_____ 27. Even when I’m feeling terribly upset, I can find a way to put it into words.  

_____ 28. I rush through activities without being really attentive to them.  

_____ 29. When I have distressing thoughts or images I am able just to notice them  

without reacting.  

_____ 30. I think some of my emotions are bad or inappropriate and I shouldn’t feel  

them.  

_____ 31. I notice visual elements in art or nature, such as colors, shapes, textures, or  

patterns of light and shadow.  

_____ 32. My natural tendency is to put my experiences into words.  

_____ 33. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I just notice them and let them go.  

_____ 34. I do jobs or tasks automatically without being aware of what I’m doing.  

_____ 35. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I judge myself as good or bad,  

depending what the thought/image is about.  

_____ 36. I pay attention to how my emotions affect my thoughts and behavior.  

_____ 37. I can usually describe how I feel at the moment in considerable detail.  

_____ 38. I find myself doing things without paying attention.  

_____ 39. I disapprove of myself when I have irrational ideas.  

 

Scoring Information:  
Observe items:  

1, 6, 11, 15, 20, 26, 31, 36  

Describe items:  

2, 7, 12R, 16R, 22R, 27, 32, 37  

Act with Awareness items:  

5R, 8R, 13R, 18R, 23R, 28R, 34R, 38R  

Nonjudge items:  

3R, 10R, 14R, 17R, 25R, 30R, 35R, 39R  

Nonreact items:  

4, 9, 19, 21, 24, 29, 33  
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Appendix D 

Rumination-Reflection Questionnaire 

For each of the 12 items below, select the scale option that most accurately describes you by 

indicating how much you agree or disagree with the statement. Answer fairly quickly, but as 

honestly and accurately as possible. This questionnaire takes 2 minutes.  

 

O O O O O 

Strongly 

disagree 
Slightly 

disagree 
Neutral or 

neither 
Slightly agree Strongly agree 

Rumination 

1. My attention is often focused on aspects of myself I wish I’d stop thinking about.  

2. I always seem to be “re-hashing” in my mind recent things I’ve said or done.  

3. Sometimes it is hard for me to shut off thoughts about myself.  

4. Long after an argument or disagreement is over with, my thoughts keep going back to what 

happened.  

5. I tend to “ruminate” or dwell over things that happen to me for a really long time afterward.  

6. I don’t waste time re-thinking things that are over and done with.  

7. Often I’m playing back over in my mind how I acted in a past situation.  

8. I often find myself re-evaluating something I’ve done.  

9. I never ruminate or dwell on myself for very long.  

10. It is easy for me to put unwanted thoughts out of my mind.  

11. I often reflect on episodes in my life that I should no longer concern myself with.  

12. I spend a great deal of time thinking back over my embarrassing or disappointing moments.  

Reflection 

1. Philosophical or abstract thinking doesn’t  appeal to me that much.  

2. I’m not really a meditative type of person.  

3. I love exploring my “inner” self.  

4. My attitudes and feelings about things fascinate me.  

5. I don’t really care for introspective or self-reflective thinking.  

6. I love analyzing why I do things.  

7. People often say I’m a “deep”, introspective type of person.  

8. I don’t care much for self-analysis.  

9. I’m very self-inquisitive by nature.  

10. I love to meditate on the nature and meaning of things.  

11. I often love to look at my life in philosophical ways.  

12. Contemplating myself isn’t my idea of fun.  
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Appendix E 

Believability of Anxious Thoughts and Feelings 
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Appendix F 

Acceptance and Action Questionnaire-II 

Below you will find a list of statements. Please rate how true each statement is for you by 

circling a number next to it. Use the scale below to make your choice. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Never 

true 

Very 

seldom 

true 

Seldom 

true 

Sometimes 

true 

Frequently 

true 

Almost 

always 

true 

Always 

true 
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Appendix G 

Self-Control Scale 

Using the scale provided, please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects 

how you typically are. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all    Very much 

 

1. I am good at resisting temptation. 

2. I have a hard time breaking bad habits. I 

3. I am lazy. I 

4. I say inappropriate things. I 

5. I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun. I 

6. I refuse things that are bad for me. 

7. I wish I had more self-discipline. I 

8. People would say that I have iron self-discipline. I 

9. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done. I 

10. I have trouble concentrating. I 

11. I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. 

12. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing something, even if I know it is wrong. I 

13. I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. I 

 

  



87 

Appendix H 

Instructions: 
For each of the following items please indicate how often the statement describes you by 
selecting one of the scale numbers below. Answer all statements. 

 

 
When examining my memories I recall things as I saw them happen through my own eyes. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I get immersed in my expectations when I think about them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I try to understand myself from the perspective of another person. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my feelings from my own perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I become immersed in my experiences when I try to understand them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my expectations for the future from the perspective of a neutral observer. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I review my thoughts I take a third-person perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I explore the current moment by considering how other people might be experiencing things. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my emotions from the perspective of an active participant. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When thinking about the future I imagine how things will look through my eyes at that point in time. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I evaluate my wishes objectively. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I keep a distanced perspective when I consider what the future might bring. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I wrap myself up in my ideas when I try to understand them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I inspect my attitudes from my own personal perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I think about my memories subjectively. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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I think about the future by imagining how things will look through my own eyes. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I immerse myself in my identity when I try to understand it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my current experience as I see it happen though my own viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I neutrally study myself having the thoughts that occur in my mind. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I review my thoughts I take a first-person perspective on things. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I try to understand how my thoughts would be interpreted by another person. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I absorb myself in my beliefs when I try to understand them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I remember a past event I feel like I experience it again. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When figuring out who I am, I do it from a first-person perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I reason about my emotions from a third-person perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
Other people analyze my beliefs more objectively than I do. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When thinking about my actions I try to understand how they look to others. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I analyze my personality from a subjective viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I analyze the thoughts I am having from my inside point of view. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I distance myself from my beliefs when I examine them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I view the way I expect myself to act in the future from an outside perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
After experiencing an intense emotion I reflect on it subjectively. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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I keep myself inside of my own perspective when thinking about my actions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I take a neutral perspective when I examine my emotions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I stay inside of the experience I am having when I examine it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I explore who I am in a self-distanced manner. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I review my beliefs from my own viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I analyze the thoughts I have from an outsider’s point of view. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I inspect my actions from an immersed viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my past experiences from the perspective I had at the time. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I step outside of my beliefs when I think analytically about them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I take a distanced perspective when I try to understand my opinions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I analyze my character from an outsider’s viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I immerse myself in the thoughts I am having when I try to understand them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I try to understand my memories by looking at them from my own personal viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I come to understand the present by imagining my place in the larger situation. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I think about who I am from my own inside viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my past experiences from the perspective of another person. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my beliefs from the perspective of a neutral observer. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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I objectively analyze the causes of my behaviour. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
 
I examine who I am from an insider’s perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I try to see how another person would understand my opinions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I take a distanced perspective on my thoughts when I try to understand them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I stay inside of my thoughts when I think analytically about them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I step outside of my memories so I can think analytically about them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I analyze the current moment while staying inside my subjective perception of it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When thinking about my actions I take a first-person perspective on things. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I understand the current situation by thinking about how it might look from a bird’s-eye view. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I put myself in another person’s shoes when thinking about the things I do. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I step outside of my experiences to examine myself having them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I try to understand my thoughts I analyze them from my subjective viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine the effect of my behaviours from my own viewpoint. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I think about what I might do based on how my actions would look to someone else. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I take the perspective of an outsider when trying to figure out my emotions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When reviewing a past situation I step back to recall the broad picture. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I step outside of my sense of self so I may think analytically about it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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I try to understand my memories from the viewpoint of a “fly on the wall.” 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I imagine future situations in terms of how things will appear from my point of view. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I stay inside my sense of self when I think analytically about it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I analyze my actions by considering how they look to another person. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I take a distanced perspective on my memories when I try to understand them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I analyze my beliefs I take an insider’s point of view. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I explore my experiences the way I see them though my own eyes. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I inspect my thoughts from a distance. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I try to understand my beliefs by viewing them as an outside observer would. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I am acting emotional, I imagine how my emotions might look to others. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I stay inside of my emotions when I think about what causes them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
 
 
 
I step outside of my emotions so I can explore them neutrally. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine my personality from the perspective of a neutral observer. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I think about what causes my behaviour I focus on my own internal reactions. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I try to understand my actions I think about them from a distanced perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I analyze my actions I immerse myself in what caused them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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When I am acting really emotional I analyze my feelings from an immersed perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I stay inside of my own perspective when thinking about how things will turn out. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I immerse myself in what I’m feeling when I try to figure my emotions out. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I think about my memories from the perspective of a neutral observer. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I explore my internal experience from the perspective of an outside observer. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When trying to understand my hopes I analyze them subjectively. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I distance myself from my sense of identity when I reflect upon it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I try to understand my hopes from a distanced, third-person perspective. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I examine how my actions look from a distance. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I pull back from my current experience when I think analytically about it. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I explore my current experience with the perspective of an immersed participant. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When figuring out why I feel the emotions I do, I consider the broader situation. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
I think about my opinions from my inside point of view. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
When I analyze a past event I experience the same emotions I felt at the time. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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Appendix I 

 

Ethical Approval for Study 1 
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Appendix J 

 

Letter of Information 

“BACH study” 

 

This research is being conducted by James Ducas, B.A.Hon., under the supervision of professor 

Cynthia Fekken, Ph.D., in the Department of psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, 

Ontario. 

 

This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian 

ethics guidelines, and Queen’s policies.  

 

What is this study about? The purpose of this research is to develop a new personality scale. This 

scale measures the perspectives that people tend to take when they think about themselves, and it 

will be used in future research to see if certain perspectives that people take on themselves are 

emotionally helpful. The study will require that you fill out a questionnaire that asks about how 

you think about yourself, and a few more questionnaires that measure general personality traits. 

Participating in this study should only take you about 40 minutes. There are no known physical, 

psychological, economic, or social risks associated with this study. Aside from receiving 

monetary compensation, you will not benefit directly from participation in this research. 

 

Is my participation voluntary? Yes. Although it be would be greatly appreciated if you would 

answer all material as frankly as possible, you should not feel obliged to answer any material that 

you find objectionable or that makes you feel uncomfortable. You may also withdraw at any time 

with no future consequences by simply exiting the survey. Your decision to complete the 

questionnaires in this study will be interpreted as an indication of your consent to participate. 

 

What will happen to my responses? We will keep your responses confidential. Only 

experimenters will have access to your responses and they will be stored securely on password-

protected computers. Data from this study will be saved for a period of at least five years then 

destroyed, as mandated by the Canadian Psychological Association (CPA). To help us ensure 

confidentiality you will not be asked for your name. The data may be published in professional 

journals or presented at scientific conferences, but any such presentations will be of general 

findings (for example: group averages and percentages) and will never breach individual 

confidentiality. Should you be interested, you are entitled to a copy of the findings. 

Will I be compensated for my participation? Yes, you will receive $1.00 for filling out the 

questionnaires, which should take you about 40 minutes. This payment will be electronically 

deposited in your Amazon Mechanical Turk account. Should you withdraw from the study 

before completion you will not be compensated for your participation. 

 

What if I have questions or concerns?  Any questions about study participation may be directed 

to the principle investigator, James Ducas, at 11jd44@queensu.ca.  Any ethical concerns about 

the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at Queen’s 

University. They may be reached at 613-533-6081 or Chair.GREB@queensu.ca . 
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Again, thank you. Your interest in participating in this research study is greatly appreciated. 
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Appendix K 

Debriefing form 

“BACH study” 

 

The study now over. Thank you for your participation. 

 

The purpose of the study you just participated in is to develop a new personality questionnaire 

that measures self-distancing as a personality trait. Self-distancing is the process of viewing your 

experiences and thoughts from a third-person perspective. Previous research has found that when 

self-distancing is experimentally induced, it results in feelings of insight and closure in response 

to negative events. The researchers conducting this study believe that people who have a 

tendency to automatically engage in self-distancing should tend to experience less negative 

emotional states in different times and situations, which is why we are trying to develop a 

personality scale that can measure self-distancing. 

 

In this study we had you fill out the questionnaire that measures self-distancing, as well as 

questionnaires that measure other personality traits and mental activities. This way we can 

investigate if the self-distancing scale that we are developing relates to other questionnaires in a 

manner that is consistent with previous research. 

 

If you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, or if you would like a 

copy of the results, please contact the principle investigator, James Ducas, 

at11jd44@queensu.ca. In addition, you might want to read the following articles available at 

http://selfcontrol.psych.lsa.umich.edu/papers.php: 

 

Ayduk, O., & Kross, E. (2010). From a distance: Implications of spontaneous self-distancing for 

adaptive self-reflection. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98, 809-829. 

 

Mischkowski, D., Kross, E., & Bushman, B. (2012). Flies on the wall are less aggressive: Self-

distancing “in the heat of the moment” reduces aggressive thoughts, angry feelings and 

aggressive behavior. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48, 1187-1191. 

 

Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research 

Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or Chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

Thank you very much for helping us in this research! 
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Appendix L 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each item 

and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to what extent you feel this way right 

now (that is, at the present moment). Use the following scale to record your answers: 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Very slightly or 

not at all 

A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 
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Appendix M 

Ethical Approval for Study 2 
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Appendix N 

MOZART 

Letter of Information 

 

This research is being conducted by James Ducas, B.A. Hon., under the supervision of professor 

Cynthia Fekken, Ph.D., in the Department of psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, 

Ontario. 

 

This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian 

ethics guidelines, and Queen’s policies. 

 

What will I do in this study? Participation in this study will require that you fill out a few 

questionnaires that ask you about your mood and personality, solve anagram puzzles while 

listening to classical music, and reflect upon your feelings. Participating in this study should take 

you about 25 minutes. There are no known physical, economic, or social risks associated with 

this study. Any psychological risks experienced in this study are not anything beyond what you 

would experience in your day-to-day life. You will not benefit directly from participation in this 

research. 

 

Is my participation voluntary? Yes. Although it be would be greatly appreciated if you would 

complete the study, you should not feel obliged to answer any material that you find 

objectionable or complete any activity that makes you feel uncomfortable. You may also 

withdraw at any time while still receiving full credit with no effect on your standing at this 

institution by simply informing the researcher that you no longer wish to participate. 

Furthermore, at the very end of the study you will be asked to sign a release indicating your 

consent to allow the researchers conducting this study to keep your data. Should you choose not 

to consent, you will still receive full credit and your choice will not influence your standing at 

this institution. 

 

What will happen to my data? We will keep your responses confidential. Only the experimenter 

will have access to your responses and they will be stored securely on password-protected 

computers. Data from this study will be saved for a period of at least five years after publication 

and then destroyed, as mandated by the Canadian Psychological Association (CPA). To help us 

ensure confidentiality your name will not be stored with your responses. The data may be 

published in professional journals or presented at scientific conferences, but any such 

presentations will be of general findings (for example: group averages and percentages) and will 

never breach individual confidentiality. Should you be interested, you are entitled to a copy of 

the findings. 

 

Will I be compensated for my participation? Yes, you will receive .5 credits toward the 

completion of your research participation requirement. You will automatically be credited upon 

completion. 

 

What if I have questions or concerns? Any questions about study participation may be directed to 

the principal investigator, James Ducas, at 11jd44@queensu.ca, or Dr. Cynthia Fekken at 
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fekkenc@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the 

General Research Ethics Board at Queen’s University. The Chair may be reached at 613-533-

6081 or Chair.GREB@queensu.ca . 

 

Again, thank you. Your interest in participating in this research study is greatly appreciated. 
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Appendix O 

 

Consent Form 

MOZART Study 

 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

1. I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my 

satisfaction. 

 

2. I understand that I will be participating in the study called MOZART. I understand that this 

means that I will be asked to fill out questionnaires about my mood and personality, solve 

puzzles while listening to music, and reflect upon my feelings. 

 

3. I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time 

with no consequences and still receive credit. I understand that every effort will be made to 

maintain the confidentiality of the data now and in the future. Only the principal investigator, 

James Ducas, will have access to this data. The data may also be published in professional 

journals or presented at scientific conferences, but any such presentations will be of general 

findings and will never breach individual confidentiality. Should you be interested, you are 

entitled to a copy of the findings. 

 

4. I am aware that if I have any questions about study participation they may be directed to the 

principal investigator, James Ducas, at 11jd44@queensu.ca, or Dr. Cynthia Fekken at 

fekkenc@queensu.ca. I understand that any ethical concerns about the study may be directed 

to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or 

Chair.GREB@queensu.ca . 

 

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 

 

Signature: _____________________________________   Date: _______________________ 
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Appendix P 

Anagram Task 

Instructions: Anagrams are puzzles where the goal is to rearrange the letters in a word to make a 

new word. On this page there is a list of anagrams for you to solve. As you can see below, the 

first two questions have been answered: The letters in hornet can be rearranged to spell throne 

and the letters in teenager can be rearranged to spell generate. When the music starts, rearrange 

the letters in the list of remaining words to make new words. Put down your pencil when you are 

finished or when the music ends. Do them in order or you will be docked 2 points for each 

skipped item. Work as fast as you can and please try your hardest. 

1. HORNET: Throne                              19. NEUTER: _____________________ 

2. TEENAGER: Generate                      20. HUSTLE: ______________________ 

3. MUG: ________________________ 21. EDITOR: ______________________ 

4. LOOT: ________________________ 22. COSMIC: ______________________ 

5. FLEE: ________________________  

6. CLAY: ________________________  

7. LIED: ________________________  

8. WELD: ________________________  

9. LATEX: ________________________ 

10. DEATH: _______________________ 

11. BRIEF: ________________________ 

12. FAKER: _______________________ 

13. FLESH: _______________________  

14. IDEAS: ________________________  

15. CHARM: ______________________ 

16. LAMBS: _______________________  

17. DENSE: _______________________ 

18. IGNORE: ______________________  

  

For examiner use only 

SCORE: _______ / 20 
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Appendix Q 

 

Reflection Task 

 

Instructions: 

 

Go back to the time and place of the anagram task and remember the scene. Take your time as 

you try to do this. Once you fully recall the anagram task, allow yourself to ponder this event, 

letting your deepest thoughts and feelings run through your mind for a few moments. Stop here 

briefly to think about the event. Allow yourself to ponder what happened, letting your deepest 

thoughts and feelings about it run through your mind. Think about what happened. 

 

After a few moments, press next below. 
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Appendix R 
 

MOZART debriefing form 

 The purpose of the study is not only for us to collect data, but also for you to learn what 

psychological research is like. It gives you a chance to see how studies really work and an 

opportunity to learn how we test hypotheses. At the beginning of the study you were told we 

were testing the idea that classical music helps people behave intelligently and creatively. 

However, this was not the true purpose of the study. Sometimes psychology studies don't give a 

description of what they are actually investigating. That way we are able to get natural responses. 

It is important to note that not every psychology study does this. 

 There is no credible scientific evidence that solving anagrams relates to intelligence or 

that classical music makes people smarter. We also did not actually compare your results on the 

anagram task with other people. Everyone who participates in this study is told they scored 

below the average, regardless of how well they actually did. 

 We were actually interested in how the scores you provided on the personality scale you 

filled out can predict changes in your mood in reaction to a mildly stressful event, which was the 

anagram task. That personality scale measures the perspective you take on yourself. We believe 

that taking a third-person, or self-distanced, perspective on yourself leads to more emotional 

stability in reaction to stressful and ego-threatening events, which was why we are interested in 

the relationship between your mood in reaction to the anagram task and your responses on that 

questionnaire. The reason we told you that your performance was below average on the anagram 

task and that this study was about the effects of classical music on intelligence was that we 

needed a way of measuring your response to a mildly stressful and threatening event in order to 

correlate that with your personality questionnaire scores. 
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Although we are exposing people to relatively minor stressors here, we would eventually 

like to be able to address how self-distancing helps people in reaction to major life stresses that 

require psychotherapy. Therefore, it was really important that we had to get your natural 

response to the stress of the anagram task. For that reason, please do not talk to anyone about the 

details of the study especially any of your friends who are in Psychology 100.  We will be 

running this study for at least a couple of months, and sometimes if people know what the study 

is about it can bias their responses even when they don't mean for it to. If your friends have 

already been in the study, then that’s fine, and you can talk all you want, but with your friends 

who haven’t been in the study yet, we just ask that you refrain for giving them the details about 

the true nature of the anagram task. It really is important that we know how people actually 

respond to stress if we want to be able to say anything about the relationship between self-

distancing and stressful events.  

If you feel concerned or uncomfortable about the fact that you were intentionally 

deceived, you may tell us to withdraw your data from the sample. Remember that your results 

are confidential to myself and my supervisor, and that all results are published anonymously as 

group data. If participating in this experiment has caused sufficient distress you that you wish to 

speak to a counsellor, please contact one of the following: 

           Phone Number  

Queen’s Student Counselling Service 613-533-6000, ext 78264 

TALK Distress & Information Line 613-544-1771 

Canadian Mental Health Association 613-549-7027 

This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of 

Canadian ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
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If you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, or if you would like a 

copy of the results, please contact the principal investigator, James Ducas, 

at11jd44@queensu.ca. You can also contact James’ supervisor, Dr. Cynthia Fekken, at 

fekkenc@queensu.ca.  In addition, you might want to read the following articles available at 

Stauffer Library or on-line through PsycARTICLES: 

Ayduk, O., & Kross, E. (2010). From a distance: Implications of spontaneous self-distancing for 

adaptive self-reflection. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98, 809-829. 

Mischkowski, D., Kross, E., & Bushman, B. (2012). Flies on the wall are less aggressive: Self-

distancing "in the heat of the moment" reduces aggressive thoughts, angry feelings and 

aggressive behavior. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48, 1187-1191. 

Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research 

Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or Chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

Thank you very much for helping us in this research! 
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Appendix S 
 

Data Release Form 

MOZART Study 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

1. I have participated in the study called MOZART and have been fully debriefed by the 

experimenter. 

 

2. I understand that deception was used in this study. I understand that there is no credible 

scientific evidence that solving anagrams relates to intelligence or that listening to classical 

music makes people more intelligent. I understand that the experimenter did not actually 

compare my results on the anagram task with other people, and that everyone who 

participates in this study is told they scored below the average, regardless of how well they 

actually did. 

 

3. I understand that my participation in this study is consensual and voluntary, and that I may 

choose to withdraw my consent at this point with no consequences and still receive full 

credit. I understand that should I choose to withdraw from the study at this point, all of my 

responses will be immediately destroyed. 

 

4. I have had the opportunity to have all of my immediate questions or concerns addressed by 

the researcher. 

 

5. I am aware that if I have any additional questions about study participation they may be 

directed to the principal investigator, James Ducas, at 11jd44@queensu.ca, or Dr. Cynthia 

Fekken at fekkenc@queensu.ca. I understand that any ethical concerns about the study may 

be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at 613-533-6081 or 

Chair.GREB@queensu.ca . 

 

I have read and agree with the above statements. I freely consent to having my responses used in 

this research: 

 

Signature: _____________________________________   Date: _______________________ 

 


