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Statement of the Problem

Research in the area of the covert process and cognitive be-
havior therapy indicate that particular cognitions both determine
and accompany emotion and behavior. Studies which have investigated
the theory of rational emotive therapy have demonstrated that "ir-
rational beliefs" are correlated with various types of psychological
maladjustment. Some studies have suggested a causal relationship be-
tween irrational self-talk and psychological disorder. In addition,
research has demonstrated the efficacy of rational emotive therapy
in the treatment of these disorders.

A specific kind of irrational self-talk is implicit in the pro-
cess of self-esteem, according to E11is and Grieger (1977). This
irrational self-talk includes the two major components of the self-
esteem model (Miller, 1976): (a) that it is a dire need to be
competent in almost all behaviors to consider oneself worthwhile,
and (b) that it is a dire need to be loved and approved by almost
everyone to consider oneself worthwhile.

Investigations in the area of self-esteem have applied a cog-
nitive methodological procedure. Self-esteem, in both its positive
and negative forms, has been experimentally manipulated to determine
the differential effects on emotion, beliefs, and performance.

E11is has proposed an alternative to self-esteem which he has
termed self-acceptance. While E11is' rational and irrational self-
talk have been experimentally manipulated in a cognitive procedure

in a few studies, the self-acceptance model has not been manipulated






METHOD

Design

A4 x 2 x 2 factorial design was used. The first factor was
type of treatment administered to subjects: (a) positive self-
esteem statements, (b) negative self-esteem statements, (c) self-
acceptance statements, and (d) control or neutral statements. The
second factor was a subject variable, namely, depression, which in-
cluded individuals scoring high and low on the MMPI D-Scale. The
last factor was expectancy and included high and low expectancy.
Subjects

Subjects were 80 female student volunteers solicited from un-
dergraduate psychology classes for extra credit at Appalachian State
University based on scores on the Depression Scale (D-Scale) of the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). (See Appendix
A.) Subjects with raw scores 22 and above were placed in the high
depressed group. Those with raw scores 19 and below were placed in
the low depressed group. See Table I for a description of the means
for high depressed and lTow depressed groups in each treatment.

Independent Variables

The positive and negative self-esteem, self-acceptance and con-
trol statements and accompanying instructions for each treatment

condition were typed, one statement per card, on 3 x 5 cards. (See
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Appendix B.) The experimental manipulation required subjects 1in
each of the conditions to read a different set of 60 statements.

The statements used for the positive and negative self-esteem
groups and the control group were the same as those used by Coleman
(1975) and Wilson and Krane (1980).

Subjects in the positive self-esteem group received positive
attitudinal statements suggesting self-confidence, energy, efficien-
cy, optimism and ease in interpersonal situations. Examples of such
statements were "I think of myself as an okay person", "I am pro-
ductive, I will get things done today", and "I am optimistic that
I can get along well with most of the people I meet." Subjects in
the negative self-esteem group received negative statements suggest-
ing low self-esteem, lack of energy, inefficiency, pessimism and
difficulty in interpersonal relationships. Examples of such state-
ments were "I think of myself as an okay person, I guess", "I have
little faith in my abilities", and "Sometimes I feel so alone. No
one loves me."

Subjects in the control group received non-self-referent state-
ments to serve as a control for statement reading and experimental
participation. Examples of such statements were "Oklahoma City is
the largest city in the world in area, 631,166 square miles", "At the
end appears a section entitled 'Bibliography Notes'", and "The
System is supervised by the Board of Regents."

Subjects in the self-acceptance group received statements with
attitudes suggesting a desire for self-confidence, energy, efficien-

cy, optimism, and ease in interpersonal situations, but also
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possible score is nine and indicates maximum belief in these two
irrational values.

The Situational Self-Statement and Affective State Inventory

(Harrell, Chambless, & Calhoun, 1981). The inventory consists of

five hypothetical statements, all concerning interpersonal conflict.
Following each situation, five sets of beliefs and five sets of
affective state descriptors are listed. The statements and descrip-
tors represent anger, anxiety, depression, suspicion, and rational-
ity. Each statement and descriptor is followed by a five-point
scale. Subjects were asked to rate how characteristic each state-
ment and descriptor was of them. Composite scores for each state-
ment or descriptor over all five situations were found by adding

the total scaled values that applied for each and dividing by five.
Scores were calculated for 12 subtests: Rational Beliefs, overall
Irrational Beliefs (Anger, Anxiety, Depression, and Suspicion scores
divided by four), Anger Beliefs, Anxiety Beliefs, Depression Be-
liefs, Suspicion Beliefs, Rational Affect, overall Irrational Affect
(Anger, Anxiety, Depression, and Suspicion scores divided by four),
Anger Affect, Anxiety Affect, Depression Affect, and Suspicion Af-
fect. The highest possible score on each of these measures was
five, indicating maximum rationality, irrationality, anger, anxiety,
depression or suspicion.

Inductive Reasoning Test (Baldwin, 1946). This test, a cogni-

tive task measuring numerical ability, consisted of 20 items on
legal size paper, each containing a number series. Subjects were

asked to choose and mark two of five numbers after each series which












RESULTS

As seen in Table II, significant main effects of depression
were found on the Depression Adjective Check List scores, on the
Irrational Values Scale and on ratings for Rational Beliefs, Anxious
Beliefs, Depressive Beliefs, Irrational Affect, and Depressive
Affect on the Situational Self-Statement and Affective State Inven-
tory (SSASI).

A main effect of treatment was found on the Depression Adjec-
tive Check List, F(3,64) = 5.590, p < .01 (see Table I). ANOVA
tables are found in Appendix E. Duncan's Multiple Range Test was
used to determine which groups were significantly different (see
Table I). Duncan's Multiple Range Test tables are found in Appendix
F.

The mean scores of the positive group (M = 3.65) and the self-
acceptance group (M = 5.20) were both significantly lower (less
depressed) than the mean scores of either the negative group
(M = 9,70) or the control group (M = 8.70). However, there was not
a significant difference between mean scores of the positive group
and the self-acceptance group.

A main effect of treatment was found on the average of the mean
scores of the first two irrational beliefs of the Irrational Values

scale, F(3,64) = 3.999, p < .01 (see Table II). The two irrational
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MEAN SCORES ON DEPENDENT VARIABLES PRODUCING

SIGNIFICANT MAIN EFFECTS FOR DEPRESSION

Dependent Variable

Means

High Depressed

Low Depressed

Group Group
Depression Adjective
Check List 9.900 3.725%**
Irrational Values Scale 32.025 25.950*
Situational Self-Statement
and Affective State
Inventory (SSASI)
Rational Beliefs 3.865 4.140*
SSAS1
Anxious Beliefs 2.475 2.060*
SSASI
Depressive Beliefs 2.398 2.025%
SSASI
Irrational Affect 2.750 2.370%*
SSAI
Depressive Affect 2.705 2. 115%*

*p < .05
**p < .01
***p < ,001
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beliefs dealt with the major components of self-esteem (Miller,
1976):

1. The need to have the approval of virtually all significant
others, and

2. The need to be competent in everything one does.

To determine which groups were significantly different,
Duncan's Multiple Range Test was used (see Table II). The mean
score of the positive group (M = 5.25) was significantly higher
(more irrational) than the mean score of the control group (M =
3.76). Mean scores of the positive group (M = 5.25) and the nega-
tive group (M = 4.65) were both significantly higher than the mean
score of the self-acceptance group (M = 3.05).

A main effect of treatment was found on four measures on the
SSASI. The significant effect was found on depressive beliefs,
F(3,64) = 2.983, p < .05; on irrational affect, F(3,64) = 4.702,

p < .0l; on anxious affect, F(3,64) = 3.278, p < .05; and on de-
pressed affect, F(3,64) = 10.866, p < .001 (see Tables III, IV, V,
and VI). Duncan's Multiple Range Tests were used to find which
groups were significantly influenced (see Tables III through VI).

As can be seen in Table III, the mean ratings of the negative
group were significantly higher on three subscales than the mean
ratings of the other three groups. The mean rating of the negative
group was significantly higher (more anxious) than the mean ratings
of the positive or self-acceptance groups on anxious affect.

A main effect of expectancy was found on anxious affect on the

SSASI, F(1,64) = 5.573, p < .05 (see Table V). Subjects who were

























































































































































































































































































