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Abstract
Undergraduate students watched a target material PowerPoint (tmPP) presentation with voice-over lecture covering the Big Five trait theory of personality. Students in the two experimental conditions watched the tmPP with 10 seductive video clips (SVC), each exemplifying an extreme for each trait. SVC were presented either before or after the corresponding target material. The No-SVC group was only exposed to the tmPP and the Control group merely completed a quiz containing 40 target-material and 20 SVC items. Both groups who watched the SVC scored higher on the target-material items than those who did not view the SVC. These results suggest that adding seductive details can enhance learning, even when they are presented prior to the target content.  
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The Effect of Seductive Details on Learning from Multimedia Presentations

Based on the emotional interest hypothesis, adding interesting content to lessons (e.g., lectures, texts, multimedia presentations) may enhance learning because including this information increases students’ attention, interest, and their motivation to learn (Harp & Mayer, 1997). However, researchers have found that adding interesting content (e.g., seductive details), often hinders learning of target material (e.g., Garner, Brown, Sanders, & Menke, 1992; Harp & Maslich, 2005; Harp & Mayer 1998; Rowland, Skinner, Davis-Richards, Saudargas, & Robinson, 2008). This deleterious effect has been referred to as the seductive details effect (e.g., Mayer, Griffith, Jurkowitz, & Rothman, 2008).


Cognitive load theory has been used to explain the seductive details effect (Mayer, Heiser, & Lonn, 2001; Sweller & Chandler, 1991). The capacity to attend to and process new information is limited. If too much of this limited capacity is expended by attending to and processing seductive details, the learner may have insufficient cognitive capacity to apply to the subsequent target material. Researchers have examined the placement of seductive details prior to and after target material in text, lecture, and multimedia presentations and found that placement of seductive details prior to the target material is most harmful to learning the target material (Garner et al., 1992; Garner, Gillingham, & White, 1989; Harp & Maslich, 2005; Harp & Mayer 1998; Mayer & Jackson, 2005; Rowland et al., 2008). These findings support cognitive load theory, and more specifically the cognitive diversion hypothesis which suggests that cognitive capacity being applied to seductive material interferes with learning the target content (Garner et al., 1989; Harp & Mayer, 1998; Mayer & Jackson, 2005; Mayer et al., 2001; Sweller & Chandler, 1991).

However, some researchers have found that including seductive information prior to content material has not interfered with learning (Beishuizen, Asscher, Prinsen, & Elshout-Mohr, 2003; Mathis & Skinner, in press; Mayer et al., 2001; Saecker, 2008; Schraw, 1998). Schraw (1998) found that if seductive information is interesting only in relation to the target material (context-dependent seductive information), then including this information may not hinder, and could possibly enhance learning. Adding seductive information that is interesting independent of context (context-independent seductive details) interfered with learning. Including context-independent seductive information may impede learning by diverting cognitive resources away from the target material, priming inappropriate assimilative schemas, and interrupting an otherwise coherent presentation (Schraw, 1998; Sweller & Chandler, 1991). However, adding context-dependent seductive details might improve learning because it may enhance interest and prime appropriate and broader assimilative schema that incorporates the important target details (Schraw, 1998).


Using a multimedia presentation format, Mayer et al. (2001) found no significant decrements in learning when seductive details were placed before the target material. These results lead Mayer et al. to apply cognitive load theory (Sanchez & Wiley, 2006; Sweller & Chandler, 1991) to develop a theory of multimedia learning, which is grounded on three assumptions. First, it is assumed that there are two separate channels by which learners can process information (i.e., auditory and visual). Second, each channel is limited in processing capacity (cognitive load theory). Finally, it is assumed that meaningful learning is the result of integrating information from the two channels into a well-organized mental representation. According to this theory, the learner makes sense of the material by selecting pieces of it, organizing the selected material, and then integrating it with existing schemas in long-term memory (Kalyuga, Chandler, & Sweller, 1999, 2004; Mayer et al., 2001; Mayer et al., 2008).


Researchers have identified several causal mechanisms that may allow educators and authors to present seductive information prior to target content (in order to capture learners’ attention and interest) and enhance, as opposed to hinder, learning. It is insufficient for the seductive details to be interesting; the seductive information also must be related to the target content so that it primes appropriate schema (Schraw, 1998). Additionally, the seductive material must place few demands on the cognitive capacity and reduce the cognitive capacity required to process the target content (Mayer et al., 2001; Sanchez & Wiley, 2006; Sweller & Chandler, 1991). This may be accomplished by presenting seductive information that the learner is already familiar with (Ausubel, 1960; Ausubel & Fitzgerald, 1962), by presenting seductive information and target material via different channels, and/or by presenting both types of information using multiple channels (Mayer et al., 2001; Mayer et al., 2008).


In order to capture learners’ attention, educators and author may want to present seductive detail before target material; however, researchers have found that presenting seductive details prior to target content almost always hinder learning of target content (Garner et al., 1989). The purpose of the current study was to determine if we could present seductive information prior to content material and enhance, as opposed to hinder learning. Thus, we applied seductive material that was clearly related to target material (Schraw, 1998) and attempted to minimize the cognitive resources required to process the seductive material by employing video clips from popular movies and television shows. Because these clips where taken from popular media, students were likely to be familiar with the content, which could reduce the cognitive resources required to process this information (Sweller & Chandler, 1991). Both the target and seductive material were presented using multimedia to tap visual and auditory channels, which also should have reduced the probability of cognitive overload interfering with learning (Mayer et al., 2001; Mayer et al., 2008). 
Method

Participants and Setting 

Participants were 1027 undergraduates who were enrolled in one of eight sections of an introductory psychology class at a large public university in the southeastern U.S. Students received approximately 4 points toward a research requirement (of 36 points) in the course. As an alternative to participating in research studies, students could instead write a brief research paper for the same amount of credit. Each student participated in one of four experimental conditions that were administered in their classroom, a large lecture hall, during their regularly scheduled class. The sessions were all held on the same day and early enough in the semester to ensure that the material covered in the lesson had not yet been presented in class or in course readings.

The sample consisted of 616 women and 411 men whose ages ranged from 18 to 30 years (M = 18.97, SD = 1.11). The majority of these students were in their first year of college (N = 739; 72%). Roughly 6% of the sample identified themselves as African-American (n = 62), 4% as Asian (n = 41), 88% as Caucasian (n = 904), 1% as Hispanic (n = 10), and 1% as “Other” (n = 10). 


Materials

The lesson material covered the Big Five trait theory of personality (i.e., openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism; see Carver & Scheier, 2004). A target material PowerPoint (tmPP) presentation was prepared which provided factual information about the characteristics of each trait. Both high and low levels of each trait were described. The slides were timed so that the presentation continued at the same speed each time. In addition to the visual information on the screen, a male voice-over recording of a lecture on the material was presented with each slide. The timing and the recorded lecture kept the experimental conditions comparable. 

The seductive details were in the form of video clips of popular television shows and movies. These seductive video clips (SVC) were intended to exemplify a personality trait. Because two clips were shown for each trait (to demonstrate both high and low levels of the trait), a total of ten clips were shown. The length of these clips ranged between 30 and 90 seconds. For instance, the Big Five trait of neuroticism was demonstrated with two video clips. The first was taken from the movie Ferris Beuller’s Day Off  (Hughes, 1986) in which the character displayed intense anxiety when making a seemingly simple decision. This SVC represented a high level of neuroticism. The second clip, representing a low level of neuroticism, was taken from the movie Office Space (Judge, 1999) in which the character displayed extreme casualness when describing his poor work ethic.

Three versions of the lesson were prepared: No-SVC, SVC-After, SCV-Before. The No-SVC lesson only included the 10 min tmPP. In the SVC-After condition, each of the 10 SVC was presented after the information about the personality trait it exemplified. In the SVC-Before condition, each video clip was presented prior to the information about the personality trait it exemplified. The SVC-After and SVC-Before lessons were approximately 20 min. In the fourth condition, the Control condition, the participants simply completed the quiz, described next. 
Learning was assessed using a 60-item multiple-choice quiz. See Appendix A for the full quiz. Each item on the quiz had four response options. There were three types of items on the quiz: 20 applied and 20 fact items that assessed target material learning and 20 seductive detail items. With respect to the target material items, two fact and two applied items were written for each of the ten main ideas (e.g., 2 items on high openness and 2 items on low openness). Appendix B illustrates which quiz items assessed which category and main idea. Quiz items were piloted in another class and revised or excluded based on the groups performance (e.g., 75% of the students responded correctly) and/or feedback regarding the items.  

Applied items required the student to use information from the lecture to identify the Big Five personality traits in a fabricated scenario. An example of an applied item is: “Jenny’s friends describe her as a drama queen who exaggerates negative events in her life. Jenny would probably score high on the ________ personality dimension.” The correct answer to this question is “neuroticism.” Factual items measured the student’s recall of the facts presented in the video lecture. An example of a factual item is: “Some researchers disagree about the labels for the Big Five personality factors. Which of the following factors has also been labeled as ‘conformity,’ ‘likeability,’ ‘love,’ and ‘friendly compliance’?” The correct answer to this question is “agreeableness.” The third and final category of quiz items, seductive, required the participants to recall information presented in the seductive video clips. An example of a seductive item is: “The comedian wants to bring _______ to parties.” The correct answer to this question is “a chair.” This question was only relevant to those who viewed the seductive clips inserted in the tmPP lesson lecture. 

Design  


A between-subjects, post-test only design was used to test for significant differences. By excluding a pre-test condition we hoped to avoid testing effects (e.g., students focusing their attention on material covered in the pre-test). From the original eight sections, random assignment was used to place two sections in each of the four conditions (SVC-After, 
SVC- Before, No-SVC, or Control/Test Only). A four condition (SVC-After, SVC-Before, No SVC, and Control) by three item type (applied, factual, and seductive) between-subjects ANOVA was used to test for significant differences on the quiz items. All statistical tests were conducted using an alpha level of .05. 

Procedures
Eight different class sections were randomly assigned to the one of four conditions: SVC-After, SVC-Before, No-SVC, or Control. Thus, the students in attendance during a particular section of Psychology 110 were all in the same experimental condition. Upon entering the lecture hall, students were handed an informed consent form. Across all eight classes all students agreed to participate in the study.

After the informed consent forms were signed, the experimenter thanked the students for coming and gave them instructions. The experimenter told the students that they would be watching a brief PowerPoint presentation and afterwards would complete a quiz. The experimenter then began the PowerPoint lesson. The slides were projected onto a large screen in front of the lecture hall. After the presentation was finished, the experimenter distributed the 60-item multiple-choice quiz and scantron forms for the students to record their responses. There was no time limit for completion of the quiz. Once the student completed the quiz, he or she returned the materials to the front of the room and quizzes were scored by computer using the scantron system. 
Results

Table 1 displays the average quiz scores for each of the experimental conditions, broken down by type of item. ANOVA revealed a significant interaction effect, F(3,1023) = 268.65, p < .001. The main within-subject effect for question type was significant F(2, 1023) = 146.60, p < .001. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons showed that across all groups students scored significantly higher on the fact questions relative to the applied questions. Additionally, pairwise comparisons showed that both groups that receive the SVC (SVC-After and SVC-Before) performed significantly better on the seductive items (M = 16.07 and M = 16.01, respectively) than they did on the applied (M = 10.68 and M = 10.85, respectively) and factual items (M = 13.11 and M = 13.50, respectively), which suggest that the video clips were in fact more interesting or seductive. 


The between-subjects main effect for condition was significant, F(3, 1023) = 245.24, p < .001. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons showed that both groups that received the seductive information (SVC-After and SVC-Before) answered more total items correct (M = 39.86 and M = 40.36, respectively) than both groups that did not receive the seductive information (No-SVC and Control; M = 26.97 and M = 24.74, respectively). Additional analysis of just the seductive items showed that the two groups that received the SVC scored significantly higher on seductive items (the average for the SVC-After group was 16.07 and the average for the SVC-Before group was 16.01) than the two groups that did not received the SVC (the No-SVC group scored an average of 6.10 and the Control group scored an average of 6.13).


Several important findings emerged from our pairwise comparisons across groups on both applied and factual items. First, there were no significant differences across the two groups that received the SVC (SVC-After and SVC-Before). However, both the SVC-After and 

SVC-Before groups scored significantly higher on applied items (M = 10.68 and M = 10.85, respectively) and factual items (M = 13.11 and M = 13.50, respectively) than the No-SVC group (M = 9.34 on applied items and M = 11.53 on factual items) and the Control group (M = 8.18 on applied items and M = 10.43 on factual items). These results suggest that adding the seductive details enhanced, as opposed to hindered learning of the target content, even when the seductive details were presented before the target material. Because the SVC groups scored significantly higher than the Control group on both the applied and factual items, the results suggest that the tmPP enhanced applied and factual item learning. 

Discussion


Previous researchers have found that including seductive details either hinders or has no significant effect on learning target material (e.g., Garner et al., 1989; Schraw, 1998). We designed the current study to determine if we could enhance learning by supplementing a multimedia lesson (tmPP) with seductive material (SVC). Analysis of both factual and applied items sugests that the presentation of the SVC both prior to and after the presentation of target material enhanced target material learning. 

Previous researchers have found that the presentation of seductive information is most likely to hinder learning when this information is presented prior to the target material (Garner et al., 1992; Garner et al., 1989; Harp & Maslich, 2005; Harp & Mayer 1998; Mayer & Jackson, 2005; Rowland et al., 2008). In the current study, we found no significant differences on fact- or applied-item accuracy across the SVC-After and SVC-Before groups. Thus, we found no evidence of a seductive information placement effect on student learning. This finding has implications that provide directions for future research. One possible conclusion is that the video clips used in the current study were not seductive. This conclusion is not supported by between-item analysis which showed that students who were exposed to both the seductive and target material (SVC-Before and SVC-After) scored significantly higher on seductive items than applied or factual items, which suggests that the material in the video clips was more interesting or seductive.


The primary purpose of this study was to determine if we could enhance learning by supplementing a multimedia lesson with seductive material. Therefore we attempted to simultaneously apply several research-based strategies. Although our results suggest we were successful, additional studies are needed to identify the variable(s) that account for our findings. 

Researchers have suggested that the presentation of seductive material prior to target material interferes with learning of target material because cognitive resources (e.g., attention, information processing) are being expended on the seductive material (Garner et al., 1989; Harp & Mayer, 1998; Mayer & Jackson, 2005; Sweller & Chandler, 1991). In the current study the video clips were taken from popular media. Therefore, students may have already been exposed to these video clips. If this is the case, then students may have required fewer cognitive resources to attend to and process the seductive details. This familiarity also may explain why the SVC-Before and SVC-After groups scored higher on the seductive items than the factual or applied items. Regardless, researchers should determine if student familiarity with the seductive details influences their impact on learning of the target material. 


In the current study the tmPP presentation contained printed words on a screen with recorded voice-over describing the slides. The video clips included both spoken words and visual action. Thus, the presentation of the target material and the seductive information tapped both visual and auditory channels. Future researchers should determine if utilizing both channels across both information types enhanced learning by reducing the probability of either channel being overloaded (Mayer et al., 2001; Mayer et al., 2008).  


The video clips used in the current study were taken out of their original context (i.e., TV show or movie) and interspersed in a lesson. As the clips were removed from their original context, the clips may not have been interesting or seductive by themselves and/or may have been more interesting when they were related to the target material (i.e., they may have been context-independent information; see Schraw, 1998). Therefore, future researchers should determine if the context-dependency of the video clips influenced the current results. 


In the current study, the students exposed to the seductive information were presented with a lesson that shifted back and forth between the PowerPoint lesson and the video clips. These abrupt shifts of seductive information and target material were likely very salient as they occurred concomitant with changes in the presentation media. Future researchers should attempt to determine if these shifts influenced our findings. Specifically, these abrupt shifts may have: a) made it easier for students to distinguish the seductive material from the target material; b) made it easier for students to link the target material to the seductive information; and/or c) caused students to attend more to the target material.

Conclusion



One tool that educators and authors have used to capture students’ attention and enhance their motivation to learn is to present seductive information prior to target material. Unfortunately previous researchers suggest that this strategy often interfered with learning target material (e.g., Garner et al., 1992; Garner et al., 1989; Harp & Maslich, 2005; Harp & Mayer 1998; Mayer & Jackson, 2005; Rowland et al., 2008). In the current study we attempted to design our lesson so that the seductive information presented prior to target material would enhance as opposed to hinder target material learning. While our results are encouraging to those who may want to use seductive details to enhance learning, additional studies are needed across students (e.g., secondary students), target material (e.g., history, science), seductive details (e.g., familiar, unfamiliar), mode of presentation (e.g., multi-media, text), and dependent variables (e.g., maintenance of material learned) before any applied recommendations can be made. More importantly, because we attempted to capitalize on many variables simultaneously (e.g., using familiar seductive details, using multi-media and multiple channels, abrupt and salient shifts between seductive and target material) future studies are needed to indicate which variable(s) or combination of variables account for our findings. Such studies that allow for a better understanding of the processes which cause seductive details to help or hinder learning are critical; as such information may allow researchers to develop generalizable principles that can be applied across students and lessons.

Footnote

 1This research was supported by the Korn Learning Assessment and Social Skills (KLASS) Center, The University of Tennessee.
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Table 1

Mean Quiz Scores of Experimental Conditions

	Condition
	n
	Type of Item
	M
	SD

	SVC-After
	267
	Applied
	10.68
	3.43

	
	
	Factual
	13.11
	4.15

	
	
	Seductive
	16.07
	2.99

	SVC-Before
	219
	Applied
	10.85
	3.59

	
	
	Factual
	13.50
	4.14

	
	
	Seductive
	16.01
	3.08

	No-SVC
	268
	Applied
	9.34
	3.82

	
	
	Factual
	11.53
	4.75

	
	
	Seductive
	6.10
	2.38

	Control (Test Only)
	273
	Applied
	8.18
	2.77

	
	
	Factual
	10.43
	3.92

	
	
	Seductive
	6.13
	2.33


Appendices

A. Quiz Items

B. Breakdown of Quiz Items

Appendix A

Quiz Items
1. Jenny’s friends describe her as a drama queen who exaggerates negative events in her life. Jenny would probably score high on the _________ personality dimension.

a. extraversion

b. agreeableness

c. openness to experience

d. neuroticism

2. Some researchers disagree about the labels for the Big Five personality factors. Which of the following factors has also been labeled as “conformity,” “likeability,” “love,” and “friendly compliance”?

a. openness to experience

b. conscientiousness

c. extraversion

d. agreeableness

3. Extraversion has been found to correlate highly with which of the following?
a. avoidance of unsafe sex

b. more existential outlook on life

c. firm handshakes

d. cooperation

4. The characteristics of warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, impulsiveness, and excitement seeking would be most closely associated with the trait

a. neuroticism.

b. extraversion.

c. introversion.

d. conscientiousness.

5. Businesses that gather late fees, such as Blockbuster, collect most of the fees from customers who score low on which personality dimension?

a. openness to experience

b. conscientiousness

c. extraversion

d. agreeableness

6. Openness to experience correlates with which of the following?

a. having social impact

b. desiring artistic expression

c. maintaining positive relations with others

d. being cooperative

7. A person who scores high on the openness dimension of the Big Five model of personality would tend to be:

a. talkative, sociable, fun-loving, and affectionate

b. sympathetic, warm, trusting, and cooperative

c. ethical, dependable, and productive

d. daring, non-conforming, and imaginative

8. Neuroticism is defined as

a. viewing others as in control over meaningful events in your life.

b. a tendency to experience unpleasant emotions relatively easily.

c. a tendency to seek new experiences and enjoy the company of others.

d. a tendency to be compassionate toward others.

9. Someone who is likely to experience anxiety, hostility, depression, self-consciousness, and impulsiveness would be high in the trait

a. neuroticism.

b. extraversion.

c. introversion.

d. conscientiousness.

10.  The comedian wants to bring _______ to parties.

a. a dog

b. scissors

c. a chair

d. a ladder

11.  The boss who is reprimanding his employees would probably score high on:

a. openness to experience

b. agreeableness

c. conscientiousness

d. extraversion

12.  If you were an employer and you wanted to hire someone who would be a better than average worker and would be likely to complete whatever task he or she took on, which personality characteristic would you be most interested in?

a. gregariousness

b. extraversion

c. agreeableness

d. conscientiousness

13.  Flanders refers to Homer’s flyer as:

a. “rubbish”

b. “a little doozie”

c. “blasphemy”

d. “suspicious”
14.  Chloe is a bit of a conformist, and she really doesn't like to try anything new. She is not very imaginative and she has a fairly narrow range of interests. Based on the Big Five model of personality, Chloe would probably score:

a. low in extroversion

b. low in openness

c. low in agreeableness

d. high in neuroticism

15.  Conscientiousness is the tendency to

a. be compassionate toward others.

b. enjoy new experiences, especially intellectual experiences.

c. enjoy the company of other people.

d. show self-discipline and be orderly.

16.  The boss is reprimanding his employees for:

a. wasting post-it notes

b. playing music too loud in the office

c. failing to refill the coffee pot

d. taking too long of a lunch

17.  The comedian says that ________ are full of deliciousness.

a. bananas

b. strawberries

c. mangos

d. apples

18.  People high in the trait ______ generally trust each other and expect other people to trust them.

a. neuroticism

b. extraversion

c. agreeableness

d. conscientiousness

19.  A person who scores high on the agreeableness dimension of the Big Five model of personality would tend to be:

a. sympathetic, warm, trusting, and cooperative

b. talkative, sociable, fun-loving, and affectionate

c. daring, non-conforming, and imaginative

d. ethical, dependable, and productive

20.  Cameron sits in his car debating whether or not:

a. he should go out

b. he should grab his umbrella

c. he should take his dad’s car instead

d. he should call the restaurant first

21.  The consultants ask the employee to describe:

a. his boss’ managerial style 

b. interoffice personality dynamics

c. his professional goals

d. a typical day’s work

22.  People who score high on the conscientiousness dimension are NOT likely to be regarded by others as:

a. unambitious

b. stuffy

c. responsible

d. perfectionistic

23.  Flanders tells Homer that he accidentally got his bill in the mail and he’ll:

a. leave it in Homer’s mailbox

b. write “return to sender” on the envelope

c. pay it for him

d. call the post office to report the error

24.  The individual who is struck by the bull is:

a. Tom Green

b. Johnny Knoxville

c. Ricky Bobby

d. Jimmy Stewart

25.  The big five trait of "agreeableness" is a tendency to

a. experience unpleasant emotions relatively easily.

b. be compassionate and considerate towards others.

c. seek new experiences and enjoy the company of others.

d. show self-discipline and strive for achievement.

26.  Michelle is extremely relaxed and secure, and she seldom appears self-conscious when she is around others. Based on the Big Five model of personality, Michelle would probably score:

a. high in extroversion

b. low in neuroticism

c. high in agreeableness

d. high in openness

27.  Because of how Flanders handled the mail mistake with Homer, he would most likely score high on:

a. openness to experience

b. conscientiousness

c. extraversion

d. agreeableness

28.  A person who has low openness to experience would likely prefer tax dollars be allocated to:

a. Medicare.

b. foreign aid.

c. environmental initiatives. 

d. military defense.

29.  Art is very anxious and insecure, and he often appears self-conscious when he is around others. Based on the Big Five model of personality, Art would probably score:

a. low in extroversion

b. low in agreeableness

c. high in neuroticism

d. low in openness

30.  Flanders would most likely score low on: 

a. extraversion

b. agreeableness

c. conscientiousness

d. openness to experience

31.  According to Ferris Bueller, which of the following is NOT a good way to fake out parents?

a. phony fever

b. clammy hands

c. moaning and wailing

d. faking a stomach cramp

32.  Openness to experience correlates with _____________ but there is only a very weak correlation with _____________.

a. DNA, creativity

b. tradition, religion

c. communication style, interpersonal style

d. creativity, intelligence

33.  Before being charged by the bull, the man:

a. ties his shoes

b. combs his hair

c. lights up a cigarette

d. brushes off his hands

34.  The doctor would most likely score low on:

a. conscientiousness

b. agreeableness

c. neuroticism

d. extraversion

35.  The employee tells the consultants that:

a. he’s lazy but cares about work

b. he only does about 15 minutes of actual work each week

c. he greets his boss every morning even though he’s late

d. he hates TPS reports

36.  The man is writing his first journal entry in:

a. five months

b. six months

c. one year

d. two years

37.  Serena is very quiet and avoids large groups. She doesn't seem to like to have fun, and she seldom shows affection. Based on the Big Five model of personality, Serena would probably score:

a. low in agreeableness

b. low in extraversion

c. low in openness

d. high in neuroticism

38.  The tendency to show self-discipline, to be dutiful, and to strive for achievement and competence is called

a. neuroticism.

b. extraversion.

c. agreeableness.

d. conscientiousness.

39.  Arnold is extremely talkative and sociable. He likes to have fun, and he is very affectionate. Based on the Big Five model of personality, Arnold would probably score:

a. high in agreeableness

b. high in openness

c. high in extraversion

d. low in neuroticism

40.  A low score on the ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_________________ personality dimension indicates a conventional and traditional outlook and behavior.

a. agreeableness

b. openness to experience 

c. extraversion

d. conscientiousness

41.  Innis is very suspicious and uncooperative. His friends think he is a cold person, and he is seldom sympathetic. Based on the Big Five model of personality, Innis would probably score:

a. low in extroversion

b. low in openness

c. high in neuroticism

d. low in agreeableness

42.  A person who scores high on the conscientiousness dimension of the Big Five model of personality would tend to be:

a. talkative, sociable, fun-loving, and affectionate

b. sympathetic, warm, trusting, and cooperative

c. daring, non-conforming, and imaginative

d. ethical, competent, and productive

43.  Who would be most likely to score high on the agreeableness personality dimension?

a. Talk show host

b. Film critic

c. Scientist

d. Soldier

44.  The doctor is mad because he sees the intern:

a. leaning up against the wall

b. stealing a coworker’s cookie

c. dozing off in the corner

d. sneaking into work late

45.  Agreeableness has been found to highly correlate with which of the following?

a. seeking more revenge

b. infidelity in romantic relationships

c. protection against peer victimization

d. desire for political influence

46.  People who score low on openness to experience tend to prefer _________ and people who score high on this factor tend to prefer __________.

a. familiarity; flexibility

b. creativity; discipline

c. entrepreneurship; management

d. competition; cooperation

47.  Which of the following tends to correlate with low openness to experience?

a. curiosity

b. antagonism

c. traditional  

d. unusual

48.  The main reason that Cameron decides to go is because:

a. he has nothing better to do.

b. his friend will keep calling him.

c. he told his friend he would.

d. he was getting cabin fever. 

49.  Which of the following is the most accurate description of an introvert?

a. Flexible, generous, compassionate

b. Unique, passionate, withdrawn

c. Quiet, low-key, reflective

d. Non-conforming, creative, sincere

50.  After eating her cereal, Sally accidentally put the milk in the pantry and the cereal box in the refrigerator. She would most likely score:

a. low on extraversion. 

b. low on openness.

c. low on conscientiousness.

d. low on agreeableness.

51.  A low score on the ___________ trait corresponds to being emotionally stable; a high score corresponds to being self-conscious. 

a. conscientiousness

b. extraversion

c. agreeableness

d. neuroticism

52.  Which of the following would NOT be a preferred career by someone who scored low on the extraversion personality dimension?

a. Forest ranger

b. Telephone operator

c. Freelance editor

d. Security guard

53.  According to Ferris, what is worse than school?

a. Doctor’s office

b. Forced bed rest

c. Quality time with parents

d. Flu shots

54.   A criminal with anti-social tendencies would most likely score low on:  

a. agreeableness. 

b. openness to experience.

c. extraversion.

d. adaptability.

55.   Which of the following best describes someone who scores high on extraversion?

a. quiet, energetic, low-key

b. people person, energetic, reflective

c. assertive, likes solitude, energetic 

d. energetic, outgoing, assertive

56.   Low scores on the conscientiousness dimension correlate with:

a. being energetic.

b. professional competency. 

c. procrastinating.

d. popularity.

57.   Andy scored low on neuroticism. Because of this, he would most likely excel in a profession such as: 

a. electrical engineering. 

b. crisis intervention.

c. accounting.

d. marketing.

58.   Extraverts feel energized when they are:

a. in the center of attention. 

b. giving a speech.

c. running for office.

d. around other people.

59.   Impulsivity is associated with __________. 

a. neuroticism

b. openness to experience 

c. conscientiousness 

d. agreeableness

60.   The man thinks he is incapable of meeting someone new because: 

a. he spends too much time in the office. 

b. he gets too nervous. 

c. he can’t make eye contact with a woman he doesn’t know.  

d. he is still getting over his last girlfriend.

Appendix B

Breakdown of Quiz Items
	
	Openness
	Conscientious
	Extraversion
	Agreeable
	Neurotic
	Total

	Applied High
	6, 32
	12, 22
	3, 39
	43, 45
	1, 29
	10

	Applied Low
	14, 28
	5, 50
	37, 52
	41, 54
	26, 57
	10

	Factual
	7, 40, 46, 47
	15, 38, 42, 56
	4, 49, 55, 58
	2, 18, 19, 25
	8, 9, 51, 59
	20

	Seductive High
	24, 33
	11, 16
	10, 17
	23, 27
	20, 48
	10

	Seductive Low
	13, 30
	31, 53
	36, 60
	34, 44
	21, 35
	10

	Total
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12
	60


