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Abstract

Altering presentations or text by inserting interesting, but not necessarily relevant information in order to secure students’ attention often hinders learning (known as seductive details effect). The current study examined a potential interaction between seductive details and a graphic organizer designed to help learners make connections among ideas in the text. Undergraduate students (N = 207) read a passage about Freud’s psychosexual stages. Depending on condition, the participants also read a biographical paragraph (SD-only), viewed a graphic organizer that linked the seductive details to the target material (GO-only), read both (GO+SD), or only read the target material (Control). After reading, students took a quiz. Participants in the GO-only group and the Control group performed significantly better on the quiz items than participants in the SD-only group. Results suggest that the graphic organizer may have mitigated but did not reverse the seductive details effect, providing evidence for both the diversion hypothesis (seductive details priming inappropriate schema) and the distraction hypothesis (seductive details focusing the reader’s attention on the seductive details as opposed to the target material).
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Investigating the Interaction of Graphic Organizers and Seductive Details:

Can a Graphic Organizer Mitigate the Seductive Details Effect?

To increase learners’ interest, educators and authors may include interesting and but not always relevant details (i.e., seductive details). Students often learn the seductive details, but including seductive details frequently hinders learning important or target material. The well-documented phenomenon has been termed the seductive details effect (Garner, Brown, Sanders, & Menke, 1992; Garner, Gillingham, & White, 1989; Harp & Maslich, 2005; Harp & Mayer, 1997, 1998; Schraw, 1998; Wade, Schraw, Buxton, & Hayes, 1993). The distraction hypothesis suggests that as including seductive details in the text may cause learners to focus too much of their selective attention on the seductive details, as opposed to the target material (Garner et al., 1989; Garner et al., 1992; Sweller & Chandler, 1991). However, research on placement and type of seductive details support other causal mechanisms. 

Researchers have found that including seductive details prior to target content almost always hinders learning (Garner et al., 1989; Harp & Mayer, 1998; Mayer, Heiser, & Lonn, 2001; Mayer & Jackson, 2005). Schraw (1998) described two types of seductive details: context-dependent and context-independent. Context-independent seductive details are interesting or seductive by themselves; however, context-dependent seductive details are only interesting when related to the target material. Schraw found evidence that context-dependent seductive details do not reduce target-material learning. Rowland, Skinner, Davis-Richards, Saudargas, and Robinson (2008) investigated the impact of placement (prior to and after target material) and type (context-dependent and context-independent) of the seductive details on learning from text. Rowland et al. found that the type of seductive details did not affect learning. However, when both types of seductive details were placed before the target material, students performed significantly poorer on the target material learning assessment than did students who read the seductive details after the target material and those who did not read any seductive details.  

The cognitive diversion hypothesis has been used to explain the seductive details placement effect (e.g., Sweller & Chandler, 1991). People have limited cognitive resources. When seductive details are presented prior to the target material, the learner may activate schema that are related to the seductive details and not the target material, resulting in poorer learning of the target material. When the seductive details are presented after the target material, they do not pose such a threat to learning the target material since the appropriate target-material schema were already activated. Thus, presenting seductive details before the target material may divert cognitive resources from the target material as well as activate seductive details schema instead of schema related to the target material (Garner et al., 1989; Harp & Mayer, 1998; Mayer et al., 2001; Mayer & Jackson, 2005). 
The seductive details placement effect is unfortunate as educators and authors may want to place seductive details prior to presentation of target material in order to secure learners’ attention and enhance their interest and motivation to learn (Harp & Mayer, 1997; Schraw, 1998). One plausible solution to the problem is to use graphic organizers designed to prevent cognitive diversion. Graphic organizers are learning tools that have long been incorporated into textbooks and lesson plans. Also known as advance organizers (Ausubel, 1960) and structured overviews (Robinson & Kiewra, 1995), graphic organizers may help learners make connections among the ideas in the text by visually representing the concepts to be learned. 

Researchers have posited several theoretical explanations describing the cognitive processes involved when learners interact with advanced organizers (e.g., Ausubel, 1960, 1982; Kloster & Winne, 1989; Mayer, 1978). Ausubel (1960) was one of the first researchers to examine the role of advance organizers in learning. His assimilation theory was based on the assumption that cognitive structure is hierarchically organized and that unfamiliar verbal material could be learned and retained better with an advance introduction (advanced organizer) of “appropriate and relevant subsuming concepts” (p. 267). Thus, advanced organizers allow learners to file the unfamiliar information that follows under the correct concept in the hierarchical long-term memory, thereby enhancing learning and retention.  
Ausubel explained the effect of the advance organizer as a result of two processes. First, the advance organizer highlights whatever relevant concepts already exist in the learner’s long-term memory (i.e., the “selective mobilization of the most relevant existing concepts;” p. 271). As a result, the new information seems more familiar and meaningful and the information becomes integrated into preexisting cognitive structure. Second, Ausubel suggests that advance organizers provide “optimal anchorage” (p. 270) that encourages integration in the beginning and, later, resistance to forgetting (e.g., assimilation theory). Kloster and Winne (1989) also emphasized cognitive structure when they posited two similar explanations describing the cognitive processes involved when learners interact with advanced organizers. First, advanced organizers may cue the learner to make connections between the new information and more general, abstract information already known by the learner. The second explanation is grounded in the assumption that the advance organizer provides a new cognitive structure to the learner.  

Mayer’s (1978) assimilation encoding theory is similar to previous assimilation theories and suggests that advance organizers facilitate learning by providing a cognitive anchor (i.e., a meaningful context) for new information. Because learning involves integrating and assimilating new information into existing cognitive structures, the participant should perform better on learning measures after viewing an advance organizer. However, highly technical details are likely to become “lost” in the integrating process, and so “this theory predicts that retention of specific details may be hindered” (p. 881). Mayer’s research examining specific detail learning supported the assimilation encoding theory, suggesting that advance organizers can facilitate learning of target ideas but not specific facts (1978). 

As with seductive details, the placement of graphic organizers may influence effectiveness. Ausubel (1960) indicated that organizers should be presented at the very beginning of the material to be learned (hence his term “advanced organizers”). If advanced organizers are available to the learner from the beginning, “their integrative properties are much more salient than when introduced concurrently with the learning material” (p. 271), a concept supported by other researchers (Kloster & Winne, 1989; Mayer, 1978) and a meta-analysis which showed advance organizers enhanced learning and retention (Luiten, Ames, & Ackerson, 1980). 
Purpose 
When connected to the target text, seductive details should facilitate the assimilation of target material to conceptual anchors already in long-term memory (Schraw, 1998). Rowland et al. (2008) found that both context-dependent and context-independent seductive details presented prior to target material hindered target-material learning, but did not hinder learning when placed after the target material. The current study was design to replicate and extend the Rowland et al. study. Using similar materials and procedures researchers attempted to replicate the placement effect of context-dependent seductive details. More importantly, researchers extended this research by examining the interaction between seductive details and graphic organizers by including a condition with a graphic organizer presented prior to the context-dependent seductive details and target material. This graphic organizer was designed to make the connection between the seductive details and the target material clearer, thereby facilitating students’ abilities to assimilate and connect seductive and target material (e.g., Ausubel, 1960; Ausubel & Fitzgerald, 1962; Robinson, Corliss, Bush, Bera, & Tomberlin, 2003). 
Method

Participants and Setting 
Participants were 207 undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory psychology class at a land grant university in the southeastern US. Students received course credit for participating in this study (i.e., approximately 1% extra credit). As per institutional human subject review policies, those who did not consent to participate were offered an alternative written assignment in lieu of participation. Using a departmental web site, students signed up to attend one of four 1-hour sessions. Sessions took place in a large lecture hall on weekday evenings and were held early in the semester to ensure that the material covered had not been covered in class.  

The sample included 113 women and 93 men and 1 participant who did not complete the demographic questionnaire. The majority of these students were 18 (n = 85; 41%) or 19 years old (n = 85; 41%). Most students were in their first year of college (n = 146; 71%). For most of the participants (n = 147; 71%), the course in which they were currently enrolled was their first psychology class. About 6% (n = 12) of the participants expected to major in Psychology. Roughly 6.3% of the sample identified themselves as African-American (n = 13), 6.3% as Asian (n = 13), 83.1% as Caucasian (n = 172), 1% as Hispanic/Latino (n = 2), and 2.9% as “Other” (n = 6). 
Materials

Four different packets were prepared according to condition: 1) graphic organizer and seductive details (GO+SD); 2) graphic organizer only (GO-only); 3) seductive details only (SD-only); and 4) Control. Each packet had 6 pages: 1) a page instructing the participants not to turn the page until instructed to do so; 2) a brief demographic questionnaire; 3) a page with spaces for the participant’s signature, identification number, and email address (necessary for providing extra credit); 4) a graphic organizer or multiplication problems (depending on condition); 5) the text (which may or may not include a paragraph containing seductive details prior to the target material, depending on condition); and 6) multiplication problems. Refer to Table 1 for a description of the conditions and corresponding packet materials.

Figure 1 is the graphic organizer experimenters developed for this study. The purpose of the graphic organizer was to connect the seductive details with target material in the text passage. The pages containing multiplication problems (i.e., page 6 for all students and page 4 and 6 for students in the SD-only and control group) included 20 two-by-two (e.g., 76 x 48) problems. Digits over 3 were used for all problems. The purpose of the multiplication problems on page 4 of the SD-only and Control conditions was to keep the time required to complete the packet consistent with the time required in the GO+SD and GO-only conditions. The participants spent 1 min on page 3. The multiplication problems on page 6 served as an interpolated task and were similar to problems that were used by Rowland et al. (2008). All participants spent 1 min working on these problems before responding to quiz items. 
The seductive details (see Appendix A) and target material text (see Appendix B) were the identical materials used by Rowland et al. (2008). The seductive details were presented in the form of a 145-word biographical paragraph and contained some material that was factually accurate and some that was not accurate but was developed by researchers to be interesting only in light of the target material (i.e., contextually-dependent). The 344-word target-material passage included an introduction paragraph of Freud’s psychosexual stages followed by one paragraph describing each of the five stages. 

Most of the quiz items (15 of the 20 items) were identical to those used in Rowland et al. (2008). However, 5 items from Rowland et al. (2008) were removed because they addressed material that was not included in the current study (i.e., context-independent seductive details items). To ensure that the quizzes were the same length as those used by Rowland et al. 5 additional items were constructed; 3 assessed the target material and 2 assessed the seductive details. The target-material and seductive details items are in Appendices C and D, respectively. All participants received the same quiz. 

Design and Dependent Variables
A between-subjects, post-test only design was used with random assignment of participants to one of four conditions. A pre-test condition was excluded to avoid testing effects. Random assignment to conditions was used to control for prior knowledge and interest. The primary dependent variables were the number correct on the 13 target-material quiz items. The number correct on the 7 seductive details quiz items also was analyzed. Two one-way between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted for each of the dependent variables. All statistical tests were conducted using an alpha level of 0.05. 
Procedure

After the students were seated, the Principal Investigator (PI) distributed a scantron form and a packet to each participant and gave the participants verbal instructions. For each session, the same number of each of the four packets were prepared and then placed in counterbalanced order before being distributed to students after they entered the classroom. 

The PI guided the participants through the demographic questions in the packet (on pages 2 and 3). Then the PI instructed the participants to turn to page 4 and either review the graphic organizer (GO+SD and GO-only conditions) or work on the math problems (SD-only and Control conditions) until instructed to stop. After 1 min the PI told the participants to turn to page 5 and read the passage until instructed to stop after 3 minutes. Next the PI told the participants to turn to page six and complete the math problems until instructed to stop. After 1 minute the PI told the participants to stop and pass their packets to the aisle to be collected. 

Once all packets were collected, the quizzes were distributed to participants. They were instructed to complete the quiz and wait quietly until further instruction. When all participants were finished with the quiz, the PI instructed participants to pass quizzes and scantron forms to the aisle to be collected. Later, the quizzes were scored by computer using the scantron system.
Results


Table 2 displays the average target-material item accuracy across groups. A one-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant main effect, F(3, 203) = 5.15, p < .01. Post-hoc analysis of all possible paired comparisons revealed two statistically significant differences among the conditions. Students in the GO-only group answered significantly more target-material items correctly (M = 9.75) than students in the SD-only condition (M = 7.80), d = .71, a medium effect size (Cohen, 1977). Students in the Control group answered significantly more target-material questions correctly than students in the SD-only condition (M = 9.20 compared to M = 7.80, respectively), d = .49, a small-medium effect (Thalheimer & Cook, 2002). 
Table 3 displays the average seductive-details items answered correctly across groups. One-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant main effect for condition, F(3, 203) = 86.55, p < .001. Post-hoc pair-wise comparisons revealed no significant differences across students in the GO+SD group (M = 8.83) and the SD-only group (M = 7.80). Students in the GO+SD group and the SD-only group performed significantly better than the GO-only (M = 4.78) and Control (M = 2.52) groups. Students in the GO-only group scored significantly higher on the seductive detail questions that those in the Control group. 
Discussion

Significant differences on the seductive details items confirmed that exposure to these details increased their accuracy on seductive details items, and more exposure to the seductive details (i.e., in both the graphic organizer and the text for the GO+SD group) resulted in greater accuracy of the seductive details items. These finding suggest that student did read the seductive details passage and study the graphic organizer. 
The students in the Control group performed significantly better than students in the SD-only group on the target-material quiz items. These results support Rowland et al. (2008) and provide evidence for the presence of the seductive details effect (i.e., including the seductive details prior to target material impeded learning of target material). 
The primary purpose of the current study was to investigate the interaction between seductive details and a graphic organizer. The graphic organizer was designed to provide a hierarchical structure highlighting the connections and interrelations between the seductive details and target material. Based on assimilation theories, presenting the graphic organizer prior to the seductive details and target material should have provided a meaningful context (e.g., cognitive anchor) and enhanced learning by allowing target material information to be more easily assimilated into existing cognitive structures (Ausubel, 1960; Ausubel & Fitzgerald, 1962; Kloster & Winne, 1989; Mayer, 1978). Thus the target material would be more meaningful, and more remembered, if the learner “filed” it under the correct concept in hierarchical long-term memory provided by the graphic organizer. Results showed that students in the GO+SD condition did not learn significantly more or less than those in the other conditions. The failure to find a significant difference on target-material item accuracy between the GO+SD and Control groups suggests that the graphic organizer did not activate appropriate schemas and provide a conceptual anchor that enhanced target material learning.  
Although no evidence was found that combining the graphic organizer and seductive details enhanced target-material learning over the Control passage (no graphic organizer or seductive details), some evidence was found suggesting that including the graphic organizer may have mitigated the seductive details effect. The SD-only participants demonstrated significantly less learning of target material than Control participants (seductive details effect); but, target-material learning was not significantly different across the GO+SD and Control groups. Although this finding suggests that adding the graphic organizer may have mitigated the seductive details effect, because the differences between the SD-only and GO+SD groups also were not significant, additional studies will have to be conducted before forming any conclusions regarding mitigating effects of graphic organizers. 

Perhaps the most interesting findings are related to how the seductive details were presented. Target material learning was lowest for the two groups who were exposed to the seductive details via text (i.e., SD-only and GO+SD); however, the group that received the seductive details only in the graphic organizer and not in the text (GO-only) had the greatest accuracy on target-material items. If the seductive details effect found in Rowland et al. (2008) was caused by failure to prime appropriate schema that allowed the reader to link the seductive details with the target material, then the cognitive diversion hypothesis suggests that introducing a graphic organizer before a passage with seductive details would improve learning because appropriate schemas would be activated to aid in the interpretation of the target material and seductive details. Results from the current study suggest that including the graphic organizer mitigated the effects of the seductive details (i.e., there were no significant differences in learning across the GO+SD and control), providing some support for the cognitive diversion hypothesis. However, providing the graphic organizer prior to the passage with the seductive details (GO+SD) did not enhance learning over the Control condition, which suggests that the cognitive diversion hypothesis may not fully account for the seductive details effect. These findings suggest that the seductive details effect is partially, but not fully, caused by the activation of inappropriate schema, which prevents the “filing” of the target material under the correct concept in long-term memory (i.e., the cognitive diversion hypothesis of seductive details). 
In the current study the students who were exposed to the seductive details in the graphic organizer, but not in the actual body of text (GO-only group) scored significantly higher on target material items than those who had the seductive details presented in both the graphic organizer and text (GO+SD). This suggests that the inclusion of seductive details in the text hindered learning, even when attempts were made to link the seductive details with the target material with a graphic organizer. This finding supports the distraction hypothesis, as including seductive details in the text may have caused readers to focus too much of their selective attention on the seductive details, as opposed to the target material. 
With respect to seductive details effects, the current findings provide some support for both the distraction and cognitive diversion hypotheses. This suggests that rather than attempting to isolate a single variable or mechanism responsible for the seductive details, researchers should examine the interaction of several variables, theories and hypotheses.

Researchers should investigate other factors that may have influenced the current results. First, it is possible that students in the GO-only condition merely had more time to read and study the target material (1 minute to review the graphic organizer and 3 minutes to read the text that did not contain the seductive details). Second, providing the graphic organizer without the seductive details in the text may have caused students to ignore the seductive details, as they were not presented in the text, and use the graphic organizer to form a better overall picture of the target material (Ausubel, 1960). Third, the inclusion of the seductive details in the graphic organizer, but not in the text, may have primed the students to more actively form their own connections between the seductive details and the target material because they were not clearly presented in the text. Conducting studies with three different graphic organizers (target material only, seductive details only, and a combination of both) and two different passages (target material only, seductive details and target material) may allow researchers to test these hypotheses. 

Before concluding that seductive details and graphic organizers that link seductive details to target material do not enhance learning, additional studies are needed to address external validity limitations. Mayer (1978) suggested that advance organizers may be unnecessary when the text is well organized and/or with highly skilled readers. The passage used in this study was well organized: there was an introductory paragraph followed by one paragraph of each psychosexual stage in sequential order (Rowland et al., 2008), the participants were college students, and therefore can be assumed to have strong reading skills. Also, graphic organizers may have little impact unless students use them effectively (Kloster & Winne, 1989). Thus, future researchers should determine if graphic organizers can significantly moderate the seductive details effect and perhaps even enhance learning when a) target material text is less organized, b) readers are less skilled, and/or c) students are instructed on how to use graphic organizers to enhance learning. 

In the current study the students were presented with graphic organizers and seductive details before the target material. Perhaps presenting the seductive details first, followed by the graphic organizer would allow educators to use seductive details to capture students’ attention and enhance their motivation to learn and the subsequent graphic organizer may then enhance learning of the target material presented in the text. In addition, making the graphic organizer accessible throughout the reading task, (e.g., leaving it on a screen in the front of the room) might make it easier for students to identify the main ideas in the text and sort them hierarchically. Future research should investigate whether these changes in graphic organizer presentation can more effectively minimize the seductive details effect. 

Conclusions
Results from this study indicate that a graphic organizer designed to link seductive details with the corresponding target material did not reverse the seductive details effect and enhance target-material learning. Rather, results suggest that the graphic organizer may have moderated the negative impact of including seductive details prior to target material in text. These results do not support the presentation of seductive details prior to target material, even when graphic organizers designed to link the seductive details and target material are provided before the seductive details and target material. However, if authors insist on including seductive details before the target material text, then they should also include a graphic organizer. Although the current results suggest that including the seductive details in a graphic organizer, but not in the text, could enhance target-material learning, additional studies that can explain these findings are needed before any applied recommendation can be made.   
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Figure 1 

Matrix graphic organizer used in packets

	Psychosexual stage:


	Oral
	Anal
	Phallic
	Latency
	Genital

	Primary conflict:


	Weaning
	Toilet 

Training
	Romantic feelings for parent
	Schoolwork, friendships
	Romantic relationships

	Freud’s life:


	Smoked cigars
	Chronic bed-wetter
	Said wife was inferior to mother
	Enjoyed soccer with friends
	Divorced, never remarried


Table 1 

Packet materials by condition

	
	Graphic organizer
	No graphic organizer

	Seductive details
	GO+SD condition

Packet contains a graphic organizer (page 4) and text containing both seductive details and target material (page 5)
	SD-only condition

Packet contains multiplication problems instead of graphic organizer (page 4) and text containing both seductive details and target material (page 5)

	No seductive details
	GO-only condition

Packet contains a graphic organizer (page 4) and text containing only target material (page 5)
	Control condition

Packet contains multiplication problems instead of graphic organizer (page 4) and text containing only target material (page 5)


Table 2 

Average recall accuracy on 13 target material items across groups

	Condition
	n
	M
	SD

	GO-only
	51
	9.75
	2.38

	Control 
	50
	9.20
	2.64

	GO+SD
	52
	8.83
	2.32

	SD-only
	54
	7.80
	3.08


*Significant differences: GO-only > SD-only; and Control > SD-only.
Table 3 

Average recall accuracy on 7 seductive details items across groups

	Condition
	n
	M
	SD

	GO-only
	51
	4.78
	1.38

	Control 
	50
	2.52
	1.16

	GO+SD
	52
	6.00
	.93

	SD-only
	54
	5.69
	1.30


*Significant differences: Control < GO-only, GO+SD, and SD-only; GO-only < GO+SD and SD-only. 

Appendices

A. Main Text in Passages

B. Seductive Details in Passages

C. Target Material Quiz Items

D. Seductive Details Quiz Items

 Appendix A

Main Text in Passages

Sigmund Freud proposed that each individual passes through five different developmental stages on his/her path to adulthood. Successful completion of a stage results in healthy emotional development. Unsuccessful completion results in abnormal and dysfunctional development. Freud proposed that as a child matures, the sex instinct (the libido) shifts from one part of the body to another. The libido shifts in order to satisfy the child’s biological needs. This brief article summarizes Freud’s theory of psychosexual stages. 

From birth until a child is one year old is the oral stage. The libido is focused on the mouth as a source of pleasure. It is critical that the child receives oral gratification through his/her mother in order to pass through the stage successfully. Unsuccessful oral gratification results in a life-long fixation on obtaining oral gratification. This may occur through smoking, overeating, or talking too much.

The second stage is called the anal stage. The libido is focused on the anus from the ages of one to three years old. Toilet training is the main conflict in this time. The child must learn to control his/her biological urges in order to comply with societal demands. Unsuccessful completion of this stage may result in an anal-retentive or an anal-expulsive personality. Anal-retentive personalities hold on to biological urges too much and have a hard time relaxing. Anal-expulsive personalities refuse to control biological urges and have problems with self-discipline. 

The phallic stage, the third psychosexual stage, occurs from ages three through six years old. The libido is focused on the genitals. The child develops romantic feelings for his/her opposite sex parent. Successful completion of this stage requires a resolution of these incestuous feelings. Unsuccessful completion may result in a lack of moral development.

The fourth stage is the latency period. Between the ages of six and twelve children’s libido is latent, or quiet. Children can focus on schoolwork and developing same-sex friendships.

Finally, the genital stage begins at adolescence and continues for the remainder of a person’s life. As children reach puberty, they must learn to develop healthy romantic relationships. 

Appendix B

Seductive Details in Passages


Some people speculate that Freud’s stage theory is based on his own life experiences. Freud was well-known for his habit of smoking cigars. He became very defensive when a student suggested this habit was a result of his mother not breastfeeding him long enough. Freud’s anal-expulsive personality was reflected in the fact that he suffered from enuresis (chronic bed-wetting) until his twelfth birthday. Perhaps Freud never resolved his inappropriate romantic feelings for his mother. Freud’s own marriage dissolved because of continual arguments with his wife, in which he claimed she was inferior to his mother. It appears that Freud enjoyed a successful latency period as he was an active participant in sporting events with his neighborhood friends. Freud particularly enjoyed soccer games. Freud never learned how to engage in meaningful relationships. After his divorce, Freud never had a romantic relationship again.

Appendix C: Target Material Quiz Items

1. Abnormal and dysfunctional development results from:


a.
Childhood sexual abuse, particularly by the same-sex parent


b.
Unsuccessful completion of a stage


c.
An anal-retentive personality


d.
An anal-expulsive personality

2. The anal stage begins around age ___ and ends around age ___.


a.
0, 1


b.
0, 2


c.
1, 2


d.
1, 3

3. Which of the following is NOT a manifestation of an oral fixation?


a.
Lack of moral development


b.
Smoking


c.
Talking too much


d.
Overeating

4. Same-sex friendships are formed in the _______________.


a.
Oral stage


b.
Anal stage


c.
Phallic stage


d.
Latency period

5. Between the ages of 6 and 12 the child’s libido is:


a.
Focused on the anus


b.
Quiet


c.
In conflict with his/her parents’ wishes


d.
Focused on the mouth

6. From 3 to 6 years old a child is in the _______ stage.


a.
Phallic


b.
Anal


c.
Oral


d.
Genital

7. During the _______ stage, the child must learn to control his/her biological urges in order to comply with societal demands.


a.
Oral


b.
Anal 


c.
Phallic


d.
Genital

8. According to Freud, smoking is a habit caused by unresolved conflict during the _______ stage.


a.
Phallic


b.
Anal


c.
Oral


d.
Genital

9. During the latency period, children can focus on:


a.
Family relationships


b.
Religion and personal philosophies


c.
Schoolwork



d.
Apprenticeships with local artisans

10. A child must cope with romantic feelings toward his/her same-sex parent during the ______________.


a.
Latency period


b.
Genital stage


c.
Phallic stage


d.
Oral stage

11.  ______________ personalities have problems with self-discipline.


a.
Anal-expulsive


b.
Anal-retentive


c.
Oral-expulsive


d.
Oral-retentive

12.  In the first stage, oral gratification comes through:


a.
Thumb-sucking


b.
Eating


c.
Drinking


d.
His/her mother

13.  As a child matures, the libido shifts from one part of the body to another in order to:


a. 
Satisfy the child’s biological needs


b.
Present the child with opportunities for growth


c.
Prevent overemphasis on one part of the body


d. 
Promote responsible citizenship

Appendix D: Seductive Details Quiz Items

1. What was the issue in Freud’s arguments with his wife?

a.
Her constant criticism about his weight

b.
His constant criticism about her weight

c.
Her inability to measure up to his mother

d.
His inability to measure up to her father

2. Freud’s wife disliked his habit of:

a.
Playing cards

b.
Drinking too much

c.
Sleeping late

d.
Smoking cigars

3. After his divorce, Freud:

a.
Never had a meaningful romantic relationship again

b.
Was frequently seen out on the town with his beautiful assistant Marie

c.
Hired one of his students to psychoanalyze him

d.
Began his habit of writing daily in his journal

4. Freud suffered from enuresis (chronic bed-wetting) until his ________ birthday.

a.
Tenth

b.
Twelfth

c.
Fourteenth

d.
Sixteenth

5. During neighborhood games with his friends, Freud:

a.
Was forced to stay indoors and study English

b.
Insisted on playing soccer

c.
Watched from the sidelines

d.
Was an active participant

6.  Freud’s stage theory may be based on:


a. 
Psychodynamic research of the time



b. 
His own life experiences


c. 
Observations of his schizophrenic patients


d. 
Collaborations with his graduate students

7.  Freud particularly enjoyed:


a.
Soccer


b.
Football


c.
Tennis


d.
Polo 
