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* Likert or verbal frequency estimates of a behavior (e.g., not often,
very often) do not neatly and consistently map onto numerical Self Common Rule- —_ Self Common Rule - —r—
estimates of behavior frequency (e.g., Conrad et al., 1998; Schwarz, 1999; Woltz et e [ U U ————— .................................................................
al., 2.012). | | Expert - - Expert - —o- ®
* This may be because vague verbal frequency estimates might oo
m_adv_erte_ntly mduc_e people to make comparisons, leading to Sirect Global - ] measures == |obal - i
differing interpretations of frequency (schwarz & Oyserman, 2001; Parducci, 1965) comparison Direct
| | measures A comparison
*The Current Research: Examines how social and other Local - ¢ measures “A~ | ocal - —o— ®
comparisons of behavioral frequency influence Likert-type ratings
about the self's "absolute” frequency of behavior engagement Dravious Self- . Previous Self - o0
Comparisons-Inform hypothesis: Only relevant comparisons (i.e.,
global, local, temporal, expert) predict self-Likert frequency estimates. Distant Social Group- . Distant Social Group - _A_ 4
Shared-Method hypothesis: Relevant and irrelevant comparisons Y SN I . ,,,,,,,,, I |
(1.e., a distant social group) predict self-Likert frequency estimates, 00 o 0.5 1.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
possibly due to the similar format of Likert- type scales. Standardized coefficients (averaged across behaviors) Standardized coefficients (averaged across behaviors)
Method The values below the dotted line reflect the extent to which each | The values below the dotted line reflect the extent to which each
Three pre-registered studies, total N = 689 undergraduates &%%, comparison predicts self Likert-type responses beyond what iIs | common-rule or comparison predicts self Likert-type responses
(510 women, 166 men, 13 unreported, M, = 19.11 years) oe° predicted by self common-rule estimates, from a series of beyond what is predicted by self common-rule estimates, from a
Procedure: RPs provided self Likert-type frequency, self hierarchical regressions. series of hierarchical regressions.
common-rule, and 5 direct comparison estimates for eight health- | Rajevant comparisons were predictive of self Likert-type | Common-rule measures were largely not predictive of self
L??\j%igeishsg;?;sel(f gocr?]l;nn;ir?jfr;(;ficrgélgsswdy 5 RPs also frequency responses (average R2 = .175), but the irrelevant|  Likert-type frequency responses (average R? = .008).
) ) | comparison was also predictive (average R2 = .088). - - S
Behaviors: Eating red meat, flossing teeth, washing face, eating P P ( J ) Qf nOte, the Irrelevant comparison wWas significantly
breakfast, eating fish, washing hands, drinking caffeinated beverages, yP— . > - " - - predictive (average R?=.058), but the irrelevant common-
drinking alcoholic beverages oo Liken - ' ' ' ' ' rule measure was not (average R = .006), which
Measures (examples) > Self Common.Rule 67 _ strengthens the Shared-Method hypothesis.
Self Likert-type: How often do you eat fish? (1 = Never, 7 = Very 3 Expert Comparison 69 .89 -
often) 4. Global Comparison 71 .59 .70 - : : : :
| | . 5. Local Comparison - e - - _ * Direct comparisons, even about a distant social group,
Direct comparisons: How often do you... (-3 = significantly less 7. Distant Social Group .. - - - - o rule measures (Studies 1 and 2).
than. .., +3 = significantly more than...): ~omparison »But common-rule estimates about the same comparison
Local: ...eat fish compared to your close peers? Correlations (averaged across behaviors) between measures. All significant at p < .001. groups (Study 3) did not predict self-Likert frequency ratings.
Global: ...eat fish compared to the average person? . .
e - The wide scope of comparative responses that seem to
Expert eat fISh Compared tO What experts recommend? Conrad, F. G., Brown, N. R., & Cashman, E. R. (1998). Strategies for estimating behavioural frequency in d t th Lk t t f t th t
Temporal ea't fISh Compared to a year agO’? Parducc?u,ér\vzggge)rv(liea\l,:esg(I:/Ir;:rtlj(zlgmese(:t)::r))agnzzesfrequency model. Psychological Review, 72(6), 407-418. pre IIC e I erf- ype requhenk():y respcgsel Sugges S fa a
D|Stant SOC|aI group eat f[Sh COmpared tO the average Schwarz, N. (1999). Self-reports: howthe-question.s shape the ansvv.eré. Ame-ri.can Psycholc-)gis.t, 54(2), 93-105. Slimiliar queSthn Ormat mlg t € ahn unhder ylng reason 10r
European person? S estomte corehsson N o o Evson, 5 a0 2 the effects. |
Non-self common rule (global comparison example, Study 3): O B epresantod by common rating scale labels. Peychological Assesament 24(4). 0950007, |- o eaeney *This reSGarC_h helps further '[_he understanding of the
How many times a month does the average person eat fish? (0-30) jane-miller@uiowa.edu nuances of Likert-type question formats.




