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The Effect of Problem Construction Creativity on Solution
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Model of Problem Construction
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FFE ML 1. Hypothesized Relationship Among Core Creative Process
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This is a test to find out how many different ways you can think of to state a problem. After reading a
problem description, you should try to find as many different ways to state the problem as you can. State
each problem in the form of a question (e.g., “How can we” or “How can I”) and then write the problem.
Here is a sample item.

Problem description: Mice are in my basement.

Sample problem statements:

1. How can I build a better mousetrap?

2. How can we get rid of the mice?

3. How can I not be bothered by the mice?
FFE ML X 3. Instructions and Sample Problem for Problem Constriction Task

Originality. The degree to which the problem
Please rate all problem restatements together as a restatements are free from the problem situation

group. presented and go beyond it. The degree to which
the problem restatements are not obvious from

. the situation. The degree of novelty and unique-
Qulity. The degrec to which the mbkm re- ness in the problem restatements. The degree to

statement are plausible and viable restatements of which the problem restatements cover multiple

the problem presented. different views of the problem.
1 very low originality, problem restatements
1 very low quality, problem restatements are directly tied to the problem, only one way of
t plausible viewing the problem.
not p L 2 low originality, problem restatements tied to
2 low quality, most problem restatements are the problem, few different but obvious ways
not p]ausiblc, of viewing the problem.
3 average quali blem restatements 3 average originality, problem r
av € q ity, some probiem restatemen somewhat tied to the problem, one non- ob-
are plausible. vious way of viewing the problem.
4 hi i t problem rest. nts are 4 high originality, problem restatements
:;i: Sq:ltl iy, most p oble ateme somewhat free from the problem, few non-
101, obvious ways of viewing the problem.
5 very high quality, all problem restatements § very high originality, problem restatements
are plausible. free from the problem, multiple different

non-obvious ways of viewing the problem.

FFKE X 4. Rating scales for Problem constructions.
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Table 2. Analysis of Covariance for Quality

Leadership Social School

Source of Variance MS df F MS df F MS df F
Cues 0.07 1 0.19 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 1 0.02
AP 0.07 1 2.16 0.38 1 1.28 0.14 1 0.63
PC 1.85 1 5.16% 138 1 4.61* 1.73 1 5.82*
Cues x AP 0.09 1 0.24 0.10 1 0.34 0.03 1 0.09
Cues x PC 1.85 1 5.15* 1.34 1 4.45* 0.84 1 284
AP xPC 0.06 1 0.18 0.11 1 0.36 0.39 1 1.31
Cues x AP x PC 0.14 1 0.39 022 1 0.72 1.09 1 3.66
Within 0.36 177 0.30 177 0.30 178

Note: AP = Active processing; PC = problem construction ability.

*p< 05,
Table 3. Analysis of Covariance for Originality

Leadership Social School

Source of Variance MS df F MS df F MS daf F
Cues 0.00 1 0.00 0.07 1 0.19 0.05 1 0.14
AP 1.39 1 3.62 0.34 1 0.94 0.24 1 0.71
PC 0.40 1 1.03 2.19 1 6.05* 095 1 2.85
Cues x AP 0.10 1 0.27 0.66 1 1.82 0.19 1 0.56
Cues x PC 2.07 1 5.39* 0.33 1 092 1.39 1 4.16*
APxPC 0.03 1 0.07 0.07 1 0.18 0.18 1 0.53
Cues x AP x PC 0.06 1 0.15 0.20 1 0.56 0.08 1 024
Within 0.38 177 0.36 178 033 178

Note: AP = Active processing; PC = problem construction ability.
*p < .05.

FREZW LK 6. Palmon et al. (1997) DfEHE



Problem Construction and Creativity
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ffif2 X 7. Four problems with alternative problem restatements representing four content categories, by
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Scores on Probiem Construction Scales—and Correlations With Ability and Criterion Task Scores

Advertising Tock Probilem Sobwtion Keyboard Divergent  Verbal

M SD  Quality Origisality Quality Origisality SAT® GPA®  Skillk  Thinking Reasoning
Quality
Information 3.81 121 -00 00 1 12 00 04 23w o 01
Goals 131 098  -00 00 .05 —01 06 03 03 ) 01
Procedures 293 1.16 2%k 7% 24pxe 14 12 -0 00 Al .04
Restrictions  3.30 127 a7t A8 18w 14 15 00 05 A5 05
Originality
Information 199 0.84 -13 -10 ol 00 04 -0T 06 11 1
Goals 0.77 078 - 16* - 17* - 20 =20** -13 -04 02 -13 01
Procedures  1.56 1.01 05 04 ~04 00 15 -1 10 o1 00
Restrictions 2.10 1.10 05 05 20 .14 A2 -.05 -11 0 00

“Scholastic Aptitude Test. *Grade-point average.
“p<.10. **p < 05. ***p < OI.

R 8.
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2. Problem-Finding Test Instructions:

The next test is to find out how many different ways you can think of to
state the problem. Start each question with “How can we” or “How can I
and then write the problem. You should try to find as many different ways to
state the problem as you can. After four minutes you will be given two more
minutes to select and circle the best problem statement. Use the same prob-
lem that you used in the last (data-finding) test.

Additional verbal instructions were given at each testing situation as follows:
“For example, if the problem were mice in my basement, I might ask ‘How can I
build a better mousetrap?’ “How can we get rid of the mice?’ or *“How can I not be
bothered by the mice?’ ™ This was the result of questions asked by subjects the first
time the test was given (to the experimental group). To be consistent, the same
instructions were repeated each time.

Reliability coefficients were acceptable (.72 for the pretest and .91 on the
posttest).

Problem-Finding test scoring: (a) Quantity (0-25): Count the number of dif-
ferent problem statements and multiply by two. Maximum score is 25; (b) Orig-
inality (0-10): Are there unusual or interesting problem statements?; (c) Selectivity
(0-15): How good is the problem statement selected? Is it broad enough to allow for
many possible solutions? Does it include most relevant aspects of the problem?

fili X 9. REFE REREIC DO WT

TABLE 1
Mean Gain Scores of Experimental and Control Groups

Data- Problem- Idea- Solution Total
Group Finding Finding Finding Finding Battery
Experimental  13.500 23.929 24.143 14.714 76.286
(n = 28)
Control —10.450 6.700 10.000 -0.300 5.950
(n = 20)
Difference 23.950 17.229 14.143 15.014 70.336
p<.0005 p<.0005 p<.005 p<.005 p<.0001

(One-tailed r—test)
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& 47Vt OREICH T R 2 FEFE AR R v 710 7o IR & R RE g D RR
ELTREIL, 22 hicMAa<Th 7y =7 P OUBGTECANRER R L2 EE L CHE
FRARZHEBL 72
v MERERBERRT v FoRLEE O & AHBI L Tz

Purpose of Study
> NEMREE S EEMERIICE D > T 3 2122 0T D Getzels & Csikzentmihalyi (1976) DOHf5EI
EMDIICRESIN T LAREEDRH D, AR P A v ORI I N2 REFETH 5

> ZIZTAWMEIEIUTO2o%HIIET S
O HEMZRREE XA Vit »T, FEoMEEEOBLETER R & 2 ORER O BLEMER R D
MIOBRZI~5 Z &
@ FEEORERE ORISR, RIEMRAET) & 2 OMEFROBEWS R Z BN T 20 L5
PICDVBTHRBE Z &
v EEOHZE IR TE, HRAIE. SE e & o BLEE O Ml 2R X . Bk A e 2 R T Dk A
R E 5 2 5 2 & 2EET & LT & 72 (Reiter-Palmon, Illies, Cross, Buboltz, &Nimps, 2009;
Runco, Illies, & Eisenman’s, 2005) * Gl & FYEEMHR I T 25 b @

Hypotheses
>  LEEOHMIICHE 2 D OREMEE - FEER & R 7 21T o 724581, L TORFBICIORT % 2 & A
FRINT
(1) MEREEERES X, BEEDORIEIC D 72 2 MIEREEE L R O E & Sl & IEOBIRIC S 5
(2) RIEREEEOE LARAIE X, RIEREEET] & 2 ORTERRE D SE & OBIRZ A3 2
(3) MIEREEE DR LAl L. FIREMEEERET) & % O MERRE O AN & OBIR 2 N3 2

KA A — K (FH R 10)

%@F‘n’ﬁi‘éﬁccz"o’b‘é %@Ftﬁ%_\a:ﬁbjé

— B 7 B B R SR AL >
I R BRSO E - AT MEfRR R O E - AT




Method

Participants
> 167 Z oA (KM 113 4,81 52 %4, FEAH 2 4,M = 24, SD=4.06) 23 Web L THNL 72

Procedure
> EBRIIUT O3 FMHIC LY FEis s
® %79, Bear(1988)0 7 7'm —F Zffif] L CRIEREERE ) 2 HIE T 2 -0 D2 Eid 2
& RWP5ECoOREMERN & 13, R EREBEREICE T 2 AES Az L. ShEo
AR AR O AED V 2t 2 b0 TH B
v ZINE BRI RN S, AR Y % K oD ZER 3 2 X ) icfiRa
(*FEREF  BF 5 < Mumford et al.(1996) & [6]— D ZiH)
® flLLT [HukiNEROKRETT, H/zDEHED 1 ABSGHSY FO~E%F
BOAENTEC, 77—V oRl>TnE I LIZRIOEE L] BHVLNT
@ R HE R 72 MG 351 5 FRERSEE - MERRGEE% Eiid 2
v B3 HEN BRI 2 B S, 2 i3 2 RERE R % 926 L 72, [
RN L 72
& Palmonetal (1997) <Ti3. MEEEEZLoZ0Icc DX ) BREXTERL TS
o HEMEMERIIZILUTD 22oTH>7-(*B% 5 £ Palmonetal. (1997) & [6l— D #H)
. KKF—2DF ¥ 7TV ThHIRAEZTED . KkF v 7T v OEMEIEL
TRREANEDERENTZT 2L VIV LY =ICEHEBLTHEHD
2. RERFRELEZBICMETZNICONT, HEOBWINARA 7L a vICHERE L T
WL REEZRTW 25D
o [HEMFIECTIE., MERNZ TE 27204 DHETH WX 2 X Kiinank
o [HEMARAE CIE., MEDRKEZLR 2 X5 IciiREnik
@ HABL L CoRBEZIEST 2720, FINEEZE LR 7 2EET 5

Tasks and Ratings
> BAEER3ADEYIA PL =y SRR EHEEHIC L) K nre
O br—=vZRALEEOM R, HE ORERRICE T 28L&, X W FHERE. B X OFE
fifi X 7= € DRE D ICER 2 T
@ HEEM—BIIERIPN B (1 - James, Demaree,& Wolf, 1984) & #kNAHBE %42 (ICCs : Shrout &
Fleiss, 1979)iIc X W iR T2 2 & & L 72
V' Ty TIE70 LB, ICCs TiE.60 LA 23WF5E H B CRIA rlRE Znaffi & A7z X 1 5

Quality and originality of problem constructions.
> [EERGE O GE & A X Amabile (1996) O FHFE DB IEMRDSH G b L7z *FERE T « MIEREE
e & F v 21198 O K413 Amabile Z5[H L Tw 3



> MERMERECIMELEEGIR S 270, 2hoz 1207 —7 L LCifiz¢s 2 &t L

> MRERESE O FE XL T O 4 Bl S 5 BRFE TRk 7z

O MEO V- T DENERFEITARETH 5. 72IIATRETH o 7 FEE
@ D 7V — 7 DRRERIL D SUIRIC IR > T 5 FEEE

® MDA — 7 BRI E FEICHA T & Tv» 2 1

@ MED 7N —TPERORE DLW G% 1N — L T R

> FEREEOMBIMEIZAT O 3825 5 BRScilli x L7z

O MO 7V — 7 O |

@ MO 7V — 7D ERCHIPA % 25 L 70 L~V CRIERILA b o3I, Bk U 72 F2
@ D 7N — T HRRIRDILD 5 5 2> Tl o 71

> INHOIHEDHEEM —BUREIZIZ LA Yy VA7 23T % Elalo Tz (Table 1)
> 2 LHEMZEE2 oEEC O LTI TR > TWwWE Z EIClEL AL TE AL RN

Table 1
Rater Reliabilities for Quality and Originality of Problem
Constructions and Solutions

Rating Fog ICC
Problem construction ability ratings
Item 1: Quality E3 90
Item 1: Originality T4 83
ltem 2: Quality 74 &9
ltem 2: Onginality &0 &7
Problem 1 ratings
Problem construction quality 83 90
Problem construction originality 74 5
Solution quality B4 &7
Solution originality 82 .85
Problem 2 ratings
Problem construction quality &1 E8
Problem construction originality 63 iy
Solution quality 82 &7
Solution criginality T8 3

Note. ICC = intraclass correlations.

> MEREREIICO VT 2 DO EZ N o WES S L MAIES SO FEEREE L. Zh 2 R
L7z D &ESHTICH 72
> HENZFEOREEEREOMS AT 3 ADFHIH © MBS A & MBIER R 0PI fEA 534 1 v
b
& [EREER O RE L HEW 2 MEO FEBEO R, /X n 2 REOE N LT ic i
LBMHEDOE N E NS 20DEWDH 2 I LICHET 2 LEDLH B



Quality and originality of solutions to everyday problems.
> HE R 7o I o BERR R o SV & AT & Amabile (1996) O FHliTiE OB IER S & 4, FE5flliC
DWW RTEREEIRE O FEE L [FfkIC L 72

> [REMRER O SE T, FERRED S o & b 5 L <, @Y c, Mg L CRITATRED &) DR &
L T 5 BRFERTE Caffifi * 7z

> RO EITE X, FEMRE A E 22 b O T, MR L OBERE NS DTH 2 2L ) HhDiE
JE& LT 5 B CREM & 7z

> Table1 D& &Y HEEHHR—-BUREIC O CFFRFIN TS - 72

Fluency as a Control Variable

> [N & MR OB 2 HL 2 RO KGR & LT, SMEaT AT 7 24T % & v ) it
Ez2 bz
€ Runco(199Dic k2 &, 7 A 77 OMEANIE L G EIIMHEBIT 2 2 L5 bh T3

> AW CRFEMNEETEEZ itttz e L, ofricilws 2 e e L
v O RERBRETE I Tv vy o RBHTE] 220 23 ESH w0
& G EREINAETATTORE LTHIEIND

*REHE  REMEH T A T (Guilford, 1967) IZU T 4 BlA CitllE N2 DM TH 5
Fluency Giithath) : W&HJE DR

Originality GREIE - JHEME)  BwoZicd &

Flexibility GRERYE - THEH &) : iEHSIRD A &

Elaboration (K5 #{t - Z244k) « /B E L CoFHE

® ©® 0

Results

> HENZZFEREC S UEFIERB RS kw2 & 2l L 7=

> RE Lo wTIkERERE ) L. HEW RMEZ W Lo BEEEESE - JhaltE, RERTSE -
THAENEE oMEZ R 2 sk > THEEE iz

> KA 2, 3 ICE T, RTERR O SE L HRBIE IS O W TR D BN ECR f A AL T B TE 1 E [
SIHTIC & 0 MREE & 4172 (Preacher & Hayes,2008)
® ERIFVIAE5000 D7 — A+ Ty FEEHGT IS5WEHEXE(CDIC X ) FHlli X 47z



Everyday Problem 1

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Fluency, Problem Construction Ratings, and Solution Ratings for Problem §
Rating M 0 Min Max Statistic 2 3 4 5 ]

1. Fluency 1292 1.75 1.5 41 r Ad- i 7 B 25
N 150 152 144 151 152

1. PC ability  [ERU j.l& | 15 r . 33 ars Bt
N 163 160 164 163

1. PC quality 196 1.1 | 5 r 56 i a 26"
N 163 156 165

4. PC originality 104 1.1 | 5 r a5 35
N 151 162

5. Boluticn quality 290 3 | 167 r A4
N 164

f. Solaticn originality A0 &l | 5 r
N

MNote.
"p e 05

PC = problem constraction.

=p = 0l

> MIEREEEEE I HE R R RE 1 O SHE (r=.26, p<.01), fESEIAITE (r=.33, p<.01), f#kR&SE

(r=.37,p<.01). fRPIAIE(r=.34P<.01) Z N Z 1 & IEDOMEIZ & - 72 (Table2)

v ZNIRE 1 2 FE— P T AETH B

Table 4

Problem Construction Quality Partially Mediating the
Relationship Between Problem Construction Ability and Solution
uality Controlling for Fluency for Problem 1

Model 1] SE pB B F  AF 95O

Muode] 1 B 1 1

Intercept 251 12 [2.26, 2.75]

Fluency o3 op 29 [01. 5]
Muode] 2 Al 15 07"

Interoept 21T 15 [1.87, 2.47]

Fluency ool a6 [—.00, 03]

PC ability 0501 507 [.02, .07]
Made] 3 . N Pl |

Intercept L3 13 [.B5. 1.74]

Fluency oroooaor e [—.00, 03]

PC ahility o3== ol 20 [0, 10&]

PC quality A4 07 43 [.21, A7)

PC onpimality 03 08 03 [—.13, 20]

Note. n = 167. PC = problem construction; CI = confidence interval.
= p = 0L

Table 5
Indirect Effecis of Problem Construction Ability on Solufion

Cuality and Criginality Through Problem Construction Qualiny

and Criginalify

Table &

Problem Construction Originality Partially Mediating the
Relationship Between Problem Construction Ability and Sodution
Originality Controlling for Fluwency for Problem |

Midel b 5E B R B AR 05% CI

Maodel | 25 06T e

Intercept 241 [2.13, 2.69]

Fluency A3 25 [0, .05]
Muodel 2 T I B M

Intercept 24" I8 [ .69, 2.40]

Flaency o2 o a3 [—.01, 4]

PC ahbility s e oW [0, J0E]
Muodel 3 A4 20 07

Intercept 1267 18 [T, 1.E2]

Fluency o2 o s [—.00, 0d4]

PC ahility LU | N [-00, .06]

PC quality M 0 M [—.13, .20

PC originality 287 11 .25 [ 08, .49]
Note. m = 167. PC = problem constraction; Cl = confidence inteqval.
*p= 05 Tpe 0L

Medistor Dependent variable & SE B Q5% Cl
Problem 1
PC quality Solution quality nr o1 e 00, 03]
PC ongmnality  Solution quality oo ol 02 [-.01 02
PC guality Solution originality .00 .00 02 [—.00,.01]
PC originality  Solution oginality .02 01 10 [01, ]
Problem 2
PC quality Solution quality 0r ol 1t i, 03]
PC originality  Solution quality oo 03 [-.01, .02
PC guality Solution originality 01" .01  07°  [.00, 02
PC originality  Solution orginality .01 01 04  [-.00, .02]

Nojfe. a = 147, Indirect effects were computed for each of 5000 bool-
strapped samples. PC = problem construction; O = confidence interval.

p - 05

>

a2 23R L <. EREEERE ) L HE N 72
M 1 D sE O BRI X, FilsE % HilfH
L7254 ORESEME I X - THEA I A
(MEBEMHRI0) TN Bk
(Tabled,5)

At 3 & 3CHRF L €. [IRERGSERE S & HE W 75
MIRE 1 Dbl E o B TE 1. W%
L 7= 5 & OREGURAINE I X o THB A9 I
NMEEHRIDT N B2 o
(Table5,6)



Everyday Problem 2

Table 3
Dexcriptive Statistics and Correlations Berween Fluency, Problem Construction Ratings, and Solution Ratings for Problem 2
Raling M 5D Min Max Saatistic 2 3 5 &
1. Fluency 1292 175 L5 41 r Ad=- A7 i) A ]
L. N |50 153 150 150 150
1. PC ability 1099 5.16 1 25 r ar A= g I a
L. N 154 161 1&l 161
3. PC quality 190 o4 1 5 r Age AT B
L. N 164 I&d 164
4. PC originality 186 ED | 5 r X e
L. N 151 161
5. Solution quality 119 3 1 5 r L Th
L. N 162
f. Solaion ongenality 1277 3 1 5 r
N

Mole.
"o D5

> [HIERERAE

PC = problem constraction.
p = 0l

FHEN - 2 OREME (=27, p<.01), HFEMAEITE (=40, p<.01). MR

(r=.38,p<.01). fiF#EhAIM:(r=.32,P<.01) 2 NF N & [EDHEEA B - 72 (Table3)

v ZNIRE 1 2 FE— P T AETH B

Table 5

Indirect Effects of Problem Construction Ability on Solution
Quality and Originality Through Problem Construction (alily
and Criginalify

Table 7

Problem Construction Quality Partially Mediating the
Relationship Between Problem Construction Ability and Solution
Ouality Controlling for Fluency for Problem 2

Medistor Dependent variable b SE B o5& 1
Problem 1
PC quality Solution quality o o1 o0 [0, 03]
PC originality  Solution quality 00 o1 o2 [-.0l, .02
PC quality Solution orginality 00 00 02 [-.00,.01]
PC originality  Solution odginality .02 01 10 [.01, 0d]
Problem 2
PC quality Solution quality 0T ot Lo, 03]
PC originality  Solution quality oo 03 [-0l, .02
PC quality Solution originadity .01° 01 07°  [00, 07]
PC originality  Solution odginality .01 01 04  [-.00, .02

Note. n = 167. Indirect effects were computed For each of 5000 boot-
strapped samples. PC = problem construction; C1 = confidence interval.

p = 05

Table &

Problem Construction Originality Partially Mediating the
Relationship Between Problem Construction Ability and Solution
Originality Controdling for Finency for Problem 1

Model b 5E B R B AR b5t 1

Model 1 25 06T e

Intercept 241 [213, 2.69]

Fluency A== 25 [.00, .05]
Model 2 7T I i

Intercept 204= 18 [1.68, 2.40]

Fluency UL 1 I [—.01, 0]

PC ability LR | [.02, .08]
Model 3 A4 20~ 07

Intercept 1267 IR [.70, LE2]

Fluency JULCJ ] N ] [—.00, 0]

PC ability 03 02 18 [.00, .06]

PC quality UL i [—.13, .10

PC originality 28 .11 257 [0, .49]
Note. g = 167. PC = problem constraction; C1 = confidence interval.
*p=05 Tp= 0L

Model b OSE B R F AR R
Madk! 1 36 13 13

Intercept 173 4 [196. 251]
Fluency Mmoo 3 [.03, 0g]
Madel 2 T T

Intercept 187 17 [153,221]
Fluency om0 M [0, 03]
PC ability B o e [.02, D8]
Madel 3 LT e P

Intercept s [.37, 1.38]
Fluency |- o - [0, 05]
PC ability mroomos [.00, 06]
PC quality 3y~ 8 35 [.20, 49]
PC originlity 08 08 08 — 08, 25]

Naote.
p= D5

a = 167. PC = problem constraction; C1 = confidence interval.
=p = 0L

a2 2 3CFE L <. [MIEREEERET) &L HE 7%
M 2 OffikiE OBIRIMEIX. it % H
L7856 oMM EIC X o THE I A
(BRI TN BN o7k
(Table5,7)

Rt 3 LY, MEMERT) L HHEN %
M 2 b Al DBMRME I, TRl % H
H L 725G OMENEIC X o TH B
(MBEHRODE N RN >
(Table5,8)



Discussion

>

H DRI DT, FIEORESEME & JRAIE, il X 261 L 2R OFEOMERE I &V ) 2 —
v a v OHE B X HAIEORIR 2 ER i 5 2 L BN L -
® /272l FIERRICK o TGEI NX—VILESZ I Z-EL RS TIAL RV

Theoretical Implications

>  BEDONFE(Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi, 1976; Lyles & Mitroff, 1980; Okuda et al., 1991) & [A]EE I [
EEsAE A Th b LR L
> SRIOWIERR T, & 2RI 3 2 RIEREE O BLENES R & MR O BLEMERS RO EER 72 B
BREMUEL TV L) BERClifERH 25 DTH 2
®  EfEFIC B B HZER (Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi, 1976) % H & [ D F X 4~ T
L 720 i3 fthic e L 2
> AWM OFEEPHEERTIC L > TRAEZ XX -V ERLAZC &I, BEWES N A4 VEHED S D5
ICOWT ORISR % 5.2 9
v RS ARMEANZTEIERNAL Dy P TAENTH L2 L3 TE S L 2HEfZE LT
%3735 D 1EE 9 % (Baer, 1993; Baer & Kaufman, 2005; Reiter-Palmon et al., 2009)
> D DLRITORLEMEICHE L 5 2 5 RMNERER, MORTTORLEEICOHE L G2 208 %2R
T LMEND B
> ADEMRANCEE % Rt o SR, ] 2 XM 2 O & (Schlesinger, 1980) % RaT 3 2 465 S &
20b Liten
v ALERRRAI O E T4 (Mumford et al.,, 1994) I BTG hTwadboodb I ViFEHI AT
3K o 72
v EE I OENER R & OFEOZH) (Reed & Abramson, 1976)) 23AIEMRAANIC & D X 9 1T
BTl 08D 5
> SEOMETEFI ALY — X =% 5 HEITH 2 285 ] BSMNE OMEREE ST I\ % 5 2 A
AlRETEDS B 5
Limitations
> R¥EICLoTEZET THENARE] 2HET2 LA TEZORICDONT
> CRUPEBEZAHRICL Cw 3720, SMEMREZETHET R AR L T2 AR TH 5
722 &iconT
> REOREICOVWCTHSHS 2B L ENAr o 2AlREMEAH 2 2 LicOnT
> HAOFEZZHEZEITBEYRD L0, 24 v 7EELERED 2 AlHEMEICD W T
> RKR¥PEDH VTN TH o722 LI 2T (Greenberg, 1987;Highhouse, 2009; Mook, 1983)



Future Directions
> FAA voREEELZE2 CREBE L ALEE0BRZ 5 2 2 ERATREGED I H 2 0b LiL
7\
> ANAPREZ ED XS IR L TR 20 108 % 5.2 2 RElED » 2 REER D EE T 5
MEEH B (Mischel & Shoda, 1998)

> MEREEZHD CHEMLZGE TR FEI» L5 26 NLGEICH T 2 REERORLEEICD W
THRE L TH 2 1MlifEDH 5

> EADECOBEROMPITHEICGHEELY 52 5 2 L BHI LN T 5 72 ® (Bar-Haim, Lamy, Paragamin,
Bakermans-Kranenburg, & van Ijzendoorn, 2007; Derryberry & Reed, 1994; Downey & Feldman,
1996),). fEAf] DZEHLDE IO WT b Bratd 3 ffifE 23 H 2



