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Abstract 

The overall aim of this study was to examine whether personal responsibility messages – as 

individualistic positive psychology proposes – backfire and cause more harm than good. 

Motivational messages promoting personal responsibility are a big part of the self-help 

industry. A priming study was conducted for 494 participants as personal responsibility 

messages were used as a stimulus. Results showed that personal responsibility messages had 

no impact on negative affect respondents overall. Interestingly, for those with symptoms of 

depression and anxiety; great self-discrepancy and low life satisfaction reported more 

negative affect after exposure of personal responsibility messages. Thus, these messages are 

harmful to those they are designed for and need the uplifting the most. 
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Introduction 

In Western societies happiness seems to be a key aspect of life. However, the pursuit of 

happiness can be hard, and people use various ways of finding it. Every year, millions of 

people who believe they are not happy enough turn to find it in happiness therapies, services, 

and products such as life coaching services, mindfulness courses, positive psychology advice, 

mood-boosting medication, self-improvement smartphone applications, or self-help books 

(Cabanas, 2018; Lipovetsky, 2007). People look to find happiness in these solutions at an 

increasing rate (Rusk & Waters, 2013). However, it is difficult to pinpoint the economic size 

and audience outreach of the global happiness and self-help culture. The size of the entire 

American self-help industry, including self-help books, infomercials, seminars, and training, 

has been roughly estimated to be around 10.5 billion dollars (Marketdata Enterprises, 2010). 

Many of these happiness-related therapies, services, and products have been sponsored and 

promoted by the field of positive psychology. Positive psychology has been called the leading 

edge for this so-called happiness movement. Positive psychology was founded by Seligman 

and Csikszentmihalyi as an alternative to traditional psychotherapy and has been growing at a 

fast rate over the past decade (Binkley, 2011; Rusk & Waters, 2013). The field has spread the 

idea that nearly every achievement or problem, regardless of its kind, can be traced back to 

happiness. According to protagonists of positive psychology, the way towards the good life is 

to maximize positivity and get rid of any trace of negativity. Happiness is therefore no longer 

a consequence but a cause of desirable outcomes in life (Cabanas, 2018). However, this 

approach has been criticized. Other important factors have been suggested to play an 

important role in happiness. The current study will address this topic by studying personal 

responsibility messages promoted by individualism, neo-liberalism and positive psychology. 
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Individualism and the pursuit of happiness 

Individualism is a dominant value system in Western modern society (Triandis, 2018). 

Individualistic values such as success, competition, and independence are held to high regard. 

Based on these values, the individual should see individual interest as more important than 

societal interests, compete for success and aspire to be superior to others (Dittmar, 2008; 

Schwartz, 1994). Individualism can be further separated into liberalism and neo-liberalism 

(Krys, Uchida, Oishi & Diener, 2018; Masquelier, 2017). According to neo-liberalistic 

doctrines, individuals are personally responsible for their own socio-economic status 

(Masquelier, 2017). Recently, the self-help industry and positive psychology have been 

criticized for delivering the neo-liberalistic message that individuals are responsible for 

acquiring their own well-being and happiness. Placing responsibility of a person’s well-being 

and happiness levels on the individual has been termed responsibilization (Cabanas, 2018; 

Masquelier, 2017). According to this stance, if people are not doing well it is because they 

have not been working hard enough to be happy or don’t have enough self-esteem. People 

should, according to the happiness industry, have full control over their emotions as anything 

should be achievable. Society could be improved, and the failures and shortcomings of our 

organizations should be covered by harvesting individual well-being, not the other way 

around (Cabanas, 2018).  

Another way positive psychology has been linked with individualism is that the field 

sees self-fulfillment as the ultimate life goal and promotes self-improvement via personal 

effort and its lack of interest in social aspects. People should increase their happiness by 

working on their ‘selves’ and that should ultimately lead them to self-fulfillment. That could 

be achieved by self-help exercises such as writing gratitude letters and repeating self-

motivating mantras. The self-help market has been flooded with how-to books and 

smartphone applications with ideas that happiness, individual strength, and good character 
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can be acquired through the application of therapeutic and other technologies devised by 

scientists (Becker & Marecek, 2008).  

Happiness is an ill-defined concept and to measure it researchers have often turned to 

the concept of subjective well-being (Dittmar, 2008). Subjective well-being has been defined 

as a person’s cognitive and affective evaluations of one’s life (Diener, Oishi & Lucas, 2002). 

Subjective well-being divides into three parts, one being cognitive which is a measure of 

satisfaction with life, used in this study. The other two being emotional elements of negative 

and positive affect (Pavot & Diener, 1993). According to positive psychology, happiness and 

human flourishing is equally available to all. Everybody, independent of culture and 

situation, should strive for happiness and it should be their decision to be happy. The 

emphasis on individual flourishing as the primary objective in life is not new in scientific 

studies and professional interventions. Although, with the emergence of positive psychology 

as a popular field this emphasis has become much stronger (Becker & Marecek, 2008). 

Downsides of the “happiness equal for all”  

Multinational studies have shown that most people report being happy most of the time. The 

founders of positive psychology have indicated that it is a universal field and the pursuit of 

happiness is good for everybody. The self-help and positive psychology movement sounds 

effective on the surface. However, these statements have been heavily criticized for being 

ignorant of social and societal factors (Diener, Diener, Choi, & Oishi, 2018; Diener & 

Diener, 1996; Freedman, 1978). Most people are not happy in countries under adverse 

conditions in which both social and material quality of life are lacking. Poor life 

circumstances obviously affect happiness (Diener, Diener, Choi, & Oishi, 2018). Poverty is 

now widely accepted as among the most significant risk factors for illness and premature 

death. Holding individuals in poverty responsible for their health choices is not only 

simplistic but very problematic (Syme, 1996). Minimizing the importance of evidence about 
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the environmental assault on health and instructing people to be individually responsible at a 

time when they are not capable as individuals of controlling their health environment is 

morally unsettling (Cabanas, 2018; Crawford, 1977). 

Countries on top of the happiness reports are not the ones with the highest income per 

capita, even though it does matter to some point. However, countries enjoying the highest 

degree of well-being are those closest to reaching the 17 sustainable development goals made 

by the United Nations. Those countries have the highest social capital, the most inclusive and 

equal economies, and policies that preserve the natural environment (Sachs, 2019). In that 

regard societal responsibility should be the focus point  of increased well-being. 

Competition and mental health problems. Although individuals are increasingly turning to 

self-help to boost their happiness and well-being the world is facing a mental health crisis, 

especially among young people (Patel et al., 2018). Researchers have linked this so-called 

“me culture” that blossoms in capitalist and modern society to the striking rate of mental 

health issues such as depression, anxiety, mood disorders, loneliness, medication use and 

detachment (Eckersley, 2005; Hidaka, 2012; Horwitz & Wakefield, 2005; Lasch, 1984; 

Watters, 2010; Whitaker, 2010). Telling people that happiness is a choice is perhaps not the 

right way. If it is people’s choice to be happy then unhappiness is surely their fault, as well as 

depression and anxiety.  

Competition is one of the key values in individualism and neo-liberalism, but studies 

have linked competitivity and striving to avoid inferiority to depression, anxiety and even 

self-harm (Gilbert, McEwan, Bellew, Mills, & Gale, 2009; Hammond, Gialloreto, Kubas, & 

Davis IV, 2013; Masquelier, 2017). Moreover, the rising rate of mental health problems in 

Western societies have been linked to the increase in competitive behavior (Gilbert, 1989; 

James, 1998; Lasch, 1979). Societies with more emphasis on competition have higher mental 

ill-health and national levels of fear compared to caring societies (Arrindell et al., 2003, 
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2004). Competition is understood as a key market principle and driving force behind the 

emergence of utility-maximizing and personally responsible individuals (Masquelier, 2017). 

Focusing on personal responsibility can have a negative effect on happiness 

(Happiness Research Institute, 2014). Overriding emphasis on personal responsibility can be 

victim blaming, ignoring social context in which individual decision making and health-

related actions take place (Minkler, 1999). The neoliberal condition dismisses the state’s 

responsibility for the existence of structural inequalities determining individuals’ life 

opportunities (Masquelier, 2017). 

Positive psychology and the individualist conception of happiness may be 

contributing to and sustaining some of the unhappiness they promise to heal. These 

happiness-based interventions can be good for some people but in the long run, they have not 

proven effective and can indeed backfire. Some positive psychologists even acknowledge that 

their field is contributing to some of the world’s anxiety, depression, emptiness, narcissism 

and a large set of mental and physical disorders (Bergsma & Veenhoven, 2011; Veenhoven, 

2010). The impact of social, cultural and structural conditions is ignored while personal 

features, and inward-looking remedies are rather chosen as solutions for these pressing 

challenges. According to positive psychology, political and social transformations are 

therefore not necessary because life is generally getting better according to global happiness 

reports despite living in troubled times. In that way, happiness is therefore equally available 

for all regardless of their situation (Cabanas, 2018). However, structural differences such as 

disparities in power and status due to skin color, gender, nationality, race, and caste can affect 

one’s well-being drastically in many ways. Some say that it is not only short-sighted but 

morally repugnant to suggest that self-help exercises can suffice in the absence of social 

transformation (Becker &, Marecek, 2008). 
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Explanations for higher levels of happiness in individualistic countries 

Countries on top of the most prominent global happiness reports have the strongest 

individualist values, as measured by Hofstede‘s (2001) individualism-collectivism dimension 

(Cabanas, 2018). Higher well-being in individualistic cultures is consistent with the definition 

of individualism as promoting independence and freedom of choice, according to positive 

psychologists as Scimmack, Oishi, and Diener (2005). However, this happiness-

individualism association has been questioned as it seems to diminish when other social, 

economic, and political variables are considered (Bhullar, Schutte & Malouff, 2012). What 

also characterizes happiness in countries such as the Scandinavian countries is their strong 

welfare system, which might be a stronger explanation of higher levels of happiness than 

individualism, contrary to what positive psychologists usually claim (The Happiness 

Research Institue, 2014) 

Positive psychologists’ claim, that the pursuit of happiness is good for everybody 

regardless of culture, is not in line with the studies of social theorists. Individualism promoted 

by positive psychology and neoliberalism has been linked to higher rates of depression and 

even suicide in developing countries. India has increasingly been turning to the Western idea 

of what happiness is and how it should be acquired and earned. According to Ashis Nandy 

(2013), this happiness pursuit and its underlying individualism are bringing loneliness and 

despair to Indian citizens and which could partially explain the rising suicide epidemics in 

India. 

Neoliberal governmentality and self-discrepancy. 

Since the 1970s, neoliberal policies have been implemented all over the world. These policies 

are driven by short-term profit maximization in place of long-term societal and environmental 

balance. We can see traces of these policies deep in our culture, worldviews, and institutions. 

Some even go so far as to argue that these policies have produced a culture of narcissism 
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where identity has been transformed into a strongly individualized process and the loss of 

importance of community (Lasch, 1991; Tiaynen-Qadir, 2018). 

According to Helga Dittmar (2008), identity deficits are discrepancies between actual 

and ideal self. The self-discrepancy theory explained by Festinger (1957) states that a 

discrepancy between values and a person’s circumstances causes an imbalance that leads to 

various psychological problems. The discrepancy between the current situation and one’s 

believes makes people defenseless to guilt, self-humiliation, and uneasiness (Higgins, 2006). 

The consumer culture capitalizes on this discrepancy in order for people to desire material 

things (Dittmar, 2008). 

Societal effect on well-being  

Happiness and well-being are getting much attention from governments around the world. 

Three things are bringing happiness and well-being on the top of the global policy agenda, 

according to The Global Happiness and Wellbeing Policy Report. Firstly, nations are learning 

that economic growth solely is not enough to make people happy. Secondly, happiness and 

well-being measures are getting more accurate and therefore scientists can study it with more 

rigor. Thirdly, there are now effective public policies that have the objective to boost societal 

well-being. The Global Happiness and Wellbeing Policy Report is one of them as it claims 

that the pursuit of happiness should no longer be left alone to the individual or the 

marketplace. Happiness and well-being should be of equal interest for all of society, engaging 

governments, companies, school, healthcare systems and other sectors of society (Sachs, 

2019). 

The fact that people are not happy in bad circumstances can be useful knowledge for 

those implementing policies and practices. It indicates that not all happiness or unhappiness is 

“in your head”. Internal factors can, of course, be important to people’s well-being such as 

personality and outlook, but external circumstances are important too. Not all circumstances 
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are adaptive to all individuals, but policymakers and practitioners must recognize that societal 

and personal circumstances can have a significant effect on people’s well-being. It may well 

be that gratitude, optimism, and mindfulness are very important, but so are people’s life 

circumstances. Practitioners working with individuals must realize that only changing 

people’s outlook on life might just not be enough and examine whether it is possible to 

improve the circumstances that are fostering unhappiness. Further, policymakers need to 

consider the power of societal and local policies in substantially affecting people’s subjective 

well-being.  Societal factors as the rule of law, job programs for the unemployed, progressive 

taxation, a clean environment, as well as many other societal factors influence subjective 

well-being (Diener, Oishi, & Lucas, 2015; Oishi & Diener, 2014). 

Self-help and personal responsibility messages 

Motivational messages promoting personal responsibility are a big part of the self-help 

industry. Those short, simplified messages that often appear on social media, in self- help 

books, or even on the walls on your gym (Tiaynen-Qadir, 2018; Wood et al., 2008). The 

objectives of these messages are often to make individuals feel good, motivate them or to 

give general life advice. Those messages are a manifestation for individualism and neo-

liberalism as many of them indicate that people must change their behaviour, cognition or 

affect to acquire success of some kind or cure physical and mental illness. When the 

researchers collected self-help messages for this study, collectivistic messages were hard to 

find as nearly all of them were individualistic and promoted personal responsibilization. 

Some people like reading those messages and believe they are doing them some good and use 

them as a motivation in life. But the question is whether the messages are in fact doing what 

they intend to?  
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Different effect on different people. The content of these messages can matter. Wood et al. 

(2008) explained how positive self-statements can affect people. Positive self-statements as 

“I’m a lovable person” are only a small booster of mood and state self-esteem for those 

individuals who have high self-esteem already. On the contrary, for those with low self-

esteem positive self-statements have a negative effect on mood and state self-esteem. 

Messages that fall close to one’s own attitude are more persuasive than messages that are far 

from one’s attitude (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Messages outsides one’s attitude can even 

backfire as they meet resistance and can lead to an even stronger original position (Zanna, 

1993). 

Positive self-statements may benefit individuals with low self-esteem under specific 

circumstances, such as when the self-views at stake are not major, when careful consideration 

of the self-statement is impossible and when the statements are relevant to one’s own 

attitudes. Global positive self-statements have shown to be less likely then specific attributes 

to arouse disconfirming thoughts or self-verification motives among people with low self-

esteem. Self-statements that are unreasonably positive are very likely harming individuals 

with low self-esteem, which they are designed for (Wood et al. 2009). 

Self-help messages promote individualism and personal responsibilization more often. 

That could be a key in finding the answer to the question whether the individualistic 

emphasis in positive psychology is doing more harm than good. Are these personal 

responsibilization messages making people feel good or could they be backfiring? Focusing 

on personal responsibilization could be making people feel bad about themselves. Therefore, 

we have in this study collected a variety of self-help messages and divided them into those 

whom people found either promote personal or societal responsibility.  
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Hypotheses and aims 

The overall aim of this study is to test whether personal responsibility messages – as 

individualistic positive psychology proposes – backfire and cause more harm than good. We 

do this by using personal responsibility messages as a stimulus in a priming condition and 

measure reported negative affect after exposure to the stimulus. Priming studies have been 

criticized recently. Firstly, for its lack of interest in the range of phenomena that include 

priming, secondly, for its insufficient appreciation for the mechanisms through which 

priming occurs and thirdly for its lack of replicability (Cesario, 2014; Molden, 2014). In this 

study, however, the aim is to measure the effects of these messages equivalent to how they 

appear to people, whether it being on social media, smartphone apps or in advertisements. 

Negative affect will be measured after people are exposed to personal or public responsibility 

messages. Before exposure of the messages indicators of well-being will be measured as 

anxiety and depression, self-discrepancy and satisfaction with life along with measure of 

cultural values. 

Focusing on personal responsibility can have a negative effect on happiness 

(Happiness Research Institute, 2014). Overriding emphasis on personal responsibility can be 

victim blaming as it ignores the social context in which individual decision making and 

health-related actions take place (Minkler, 1999). With that in mind, the first hypothesis 

states that exposure to personal responsibility messages will make people feel worse when 

controlled for indicators of well-being. 

Setting goals towards personal achievement is a part of individualism that promotes 

competition. Striving towards personal growth is connected to the discrepancy between actual 

and ideal self which is important to people with individualistic attitudes (Chan, 1997; 

Higgins, 1996; Kwon, Choi, Choi & Choi, 2018). The greater the discrepancy between actual 

and ideal self the stronger the negative impact is on happiness for those high on individualism 
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(Kwon, Choi, Choi, Choi, 2018). The second hypothesis, therefore, states that if there is a big 

discrepancy between people’s actual self and ideal self then they will report more negative 

affect after exposure of messages that promote personal responsibility. 

According to Wood et al. (2009), individuals with low self-esteem feel worse after 

repeating positive self-statements and individuals with high self-esteem feel better. Low self-

esteem has been linked to depression and anxiety (Sowislo, & Orth, 2013). Positive self-

statements and individual responsibility messages, used in this study, are similar as they both 

are part of the self-help industry promoting personal growth. Accordingly, the third 

hypothesis claims that individuals with high levels of depression and anxiety will report 

increased negative affect after exposure of personal responsibility messages. As life 

satisfaction has likewise been associated with self-esteem (Diener, & Diener, 2009), the same 

goes for the fourth hypothesis which states that individuals with low levels of satisfaction 

with life report more negative affect after exposure of personal responsibility messages.  

Messages that are in line with one’s own attitude are more persuasive than messages 

that are far from one’s attitude which can backfire and meet resistance (Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993; Zanna, 1993). The fifth hypothesis states the more individualistic people are the less 

negative emotions they report having when exposed to personal responsibility messages as 

those messages fall close to people’s attitudes.  
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Method 

Participants 

The number of participants in the pilot study was 29. They were all friends or family of the 

researcher and recruited via Facebook. To pilot a total number of 42 messages, a 

questionnaire was delivered via private Facebook messages to participants using opportunity 

sampling. 

The total number of participants in the main study was 494, of which 204 got a 

questionnaire with personal responsibility messages (Group 1), 165 got a questionnaire with 

public responsibility messages (Group 2), and 125 were in the control group with no 

messages (Group 3). As is common in research relying on volunteers, the majority of the 

participants were women, 333 (67,4%), 138 were men (27,9%), two identified as being of 

another gender (0,4%) and 21 chose not to disclose information on gender. The mean age in 

the sample was 31 years (SD = 11) with a range of 18-77 years. Participants were all 

collected by convenience sampling.  

Measurements 

Three versions of online questionnaires were constructed, one for each of the study groups. 

All questionnaires contained scales measuring positive and negative affect, symptoms of 

anxiety and depression, individualism and collectivism, self-discrepancy and satisfaction with 

life, as well as background questions. Negative and positive affect was measured after 

stimulus exposure while the other scales were measured before stimulus exposure. 

Symptoms of anxiety and depression were measured with six items from the SCL-90-R 

dimension, a multidimensional self-report symptom inventory, of which three measured 

symptoms of anxiety and three measured symptoms of depression (Derogatis, & Cleary, 

1977), see Appendix A. The items were picked from an Icelandic version of the SCL-12 

which originally contained three anxiety items and nine depression items. Of the nine 
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depression items, three items with the highest factor loadings were chosen (Morgan, 1998; 

Derogatis, & Cleary, 1977). Short forms of the SCL-90, such as the SCL-5 and SCL-10, have 

been shown to perform nearly as well as the full version (Strand, Dalgard, Tambs, & 

Rognerud, 2003). The shortened scales have frequently been used to screen for emotional 

problems in Nordic populations (Nettelbladt, Hansson, Stefansson, Borgquist, & Nordström, 

1993; Sandanger et al., 1998; Veijola et al., 2003). Participants responded to how often in the 

last two weeks they had experienced the symptoms on a four-point frequency scale ranging 

from almost never (1) to often (4).  

Self-discrepancy between actual self and the ideal self was measured with the Self 

Discrepancy Scale by Dittmar and Garðarsdóttir (2010), see Appendix B. The items assess 

difference or discrepancies between actual and ideal self as well as the importance placed on 

this discrepancy. The scale includes of eight statements of which two of them describe 

satisfaction with one‘s self as “I would not want to change anything about myself” and the 

other five describing dissatisfaction with one‘s self as “I would like to change how I am”. 

The statements are answered on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” to 

“strongly disagree”. The scale has proven to have high reliability with α = .93 (Guðnadóttir, 

& Garðarsdóttir, 2013). 

Satisfaction with life was measured with the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener 

o.fl., 1985; Translated into Icelandic by Garðarsdóttir, 2006), see Appendix C. The scale has 

five self-evaluation questions that evaluate attitude towards ones’ life. SWLS is shown to 

have favorable psychometric properties, including high internal consistency, α = 0.87, and 

high temporal reliability, with α between 0.79 and 0.89 (Pavot & Diener 1993; Diener, 

Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The scale includes five positive self-statements about 

satisfaction with in the present and the past. Participants respond using a seven-point Likert-
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type scale ranging from “strongly agree” (1) to “strongly disagree” (7) (Diener, Emmons, 

Larsen, & Griffin, 1985).  

Individualistic and collectivistic values were measured with three items from the Icelandic 

version of the 2017 European Value Study (EVS), see Appendix D. These items have been 

used to map cross-cultural differences in individualism and collectivism. Participants were 

asked to place their views on a ten-point range with a left and right anchor. An example of 

the items would be “how would you place your views on this scale” as the left anchor stated 

that “individuals should take more responsibility for providing for themselves” while the 

right anchor state that “the state should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is 

provided for”. The other items asked respondents about freedom of choice and control over 

their life outcome and whether they thought competition to be good or harmful. 

Positive and negative affect was measured with 17 items from the Positive and Negative 

Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Translated into Icelandic by 

Garðarsdóttir, 2006), see Appendix E. The scale was used to examine participants feelings 

after having been presented with the stimulus. Nine items were used to measure positive 

affect and eight negative affect. The original scale has 20 statements with ten of them 

describing positive affect while the other describing a negative affect.  Watson and colleagues 

(1988) administered the PANAS with timeframes ranging from “right now” to “during the 

last year”. They showed internal consistency with high reliability ranging from α = 0.86 to α 

= 0.90 for positive affect and α = .84 to α = .87 for negative affect, values similar to those 

obtained from independent research involving clinical and non-clinical populations (Jolly et 

al., 1994; Mehrabian, 1998; Roesch, 1998). The scale also has proven to have low 

intercorrelation between positive and negative affect ranging from -.12 to -.23 (Watson et al., 

1988). 



 21 

Stimulus 

A total of 42 motivational messages were collected from Facebook and Instagram pages of 

self-help advocates, self-help books, and websites, self-improvement smartphone 

applications, from educators of positive psychology and life coaching. As it proved difficult 

to find a large enough number of sentences with a public responsibility emphasis, the 

researchers constructed a few themselves, by paraphrasing sentences containing messages of 

personal responsibility, thus creating their opposite. An example of this would be sentences 

as “Take care of yourself before others” and “Take care of others before yourself”. A 

questionnaire, including a total number of 42 messages, was delivered via private Facebook 

messages to participants using opportunity sampling. The objective of the pilot study was to 

examine the nature of the motivational sentences by asking participants to rate the extent to 

which the sentences delivered messages of personal or public responsibility. A total number 

of 14 messages were selected based on the pilot results. Seven on each side of the scale, that 

had the highest mean scores of personal (“Be the best version of yourself”) and public (“You 

cannot control everything that happens to you”) responsibility according to participants. 

Appendix F shows the selected 14 messages used in the main study and Appendix G shows 

means and standard deviations for all 42 messages presented in the pilot study. In the main 

study, Group 1 was presented with seven personal responsibility messages, Group 2 with 

seven social responsibility messages and Group 3 (control) received no messages. In groups 1 

and 2, participants were encouraged to think about the content of the messages by asking 

them two questions about each message; whether they found the message useful and how 

positive or negative their feelings towards the messages were. These items were intended to 

increase the likelihood of the priming effect and were not used in analyses.  
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Procedure 

Three online questionnaires were delivered to participants in two different ways. Firstly, 1st 

years' psychology UG students at the University of Iceland were randomly assigned to three 

different groups. Two of the groups received a questionnaire including personal (Group 1) or 

public (Group 2) responsibility messages and the third (control) group received a 

questionnaire without any messages. The randomization was done in Excel and online 

versions of the questionnaires were made on questionpro.com. The students received a link to 

the questionnaire and instructions via e-mail from their teacher. A few days earlier the 

researcher visited the class and promoted the forthcoming questionnaire. Secondly, the three 

questionnaires along with instructions were shared publicly via Facebook. Participants were 

informed that the survey was a pilot study and the results would be used for a developing a 

psychological scale measurement only to examine the wording of the scales items. This was 

both expressed in the classroom visit and in the survey instructions. Participants were 

therefore blind to the real objective of the research. All participants were informed of their 

rights to refuse participation or answer particular items and of their anonymity. No incentives 

were offered for participation. 

Statistical analysis 

All statistical analyses and graphs were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 24 and 

tables made in Excel. All three questionnaires; including personal responsibility messages, 

public responsibility messages, and no messages were merged into one dataset. A listwise 

deletion method was used to remove missing data; i.e. cases that had one missing observation 

on any of the following variables: anxiety and depression, satisfaction with life, self-

discrepancy, cultural values, positive and negative affect, were dropped from the analysis. 

After omitting all missing data, respondents of the final sample were 451. This is 91.3% of 

the former 494 observations.  
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Reverse items within each scale were inverted so scores could be interpreted. 

Aggregated mean variables were made from the questions representing each scale. All the 

aggregated variables, except the dependent variable of negative affect, were centered before 

the interaction term was computed and before they were entered the regression model. The 

variables were centered at two levels; one standard deviation below the mean and one 

standard deviation above the mean. Low represents those who scored one SD below the mean 

and high represents those who scored one SD above the mean. 

Reliability analyses using Cronbach’s alpha were performed for all measured 

variables. As the target of our investigation is the effect of responsibilizing messages, we 

created a dummy variable for the type of message where 1 indicated personal responsibility 

messages and 0 indicated other. There was no significant difference between means of the 

control group and the group exposed to public responsibility performed by one-way ANOVA 

analysis, shown in Appendix H, therefore, the making of these dummy variables was 

justified. All hypotheses were tested using hierarchical multiple regression analyses, 

controlling for well-being levels in the first step, before entering Group in the second step and 

the appropriate interaction term in the third and final step. Hypotheses 2-5 were further tested 

with simple slope analyses. Assumptions of linear regression, linearity, and exogeneity; 

normality of the error variance; homoscedasticity were tested and were not found to be 

violated.  



 24 

Results 

Descriptive statistics and Cronbach‘s alpha reliability measures very calculated for all scales 

used in the main study as shown in Table 1. All the scales have favorable reliabilty values as 

they are over .80 apart from the cultural value measure which had an unacceptable alpha 

value well below .60 (DeVellis, 2012). The cultural value items were therefore not combined 

to form a scale but used as three single items. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliability. 

Measures M Mdn SD α 

SWL 5.01 5.20 1.01 0.87 

SCL-90 2.01 2.00 0.66 0.81 

SD-scale 3.31 3.13 1.14 0.92 

Cultural values 5.46 5.42 1.54 0.36 

PANAS - all 2.29 5.00 0.56 0.84 

PANAS – negative 1.65 1.38 0.71 0.86 

PANAS – positive 3.14 3.22 0.82 0.89 

 

A correlation matrix of all the measured variables is shown in Table 2. Self-discrepancy was 

negatively associated with satisfaction with life. Intrestingly, none of these well-being control 

indicators were associated with neither positive affect or negative affect.  
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Table 2. Pearson correlations between all measured variables. 

 Depression

/anxiety 

Self-

discrepancy 

Life 

satisfaction 

Positive 

affect 

Negative 

affect 

Freedom of 

choice and 

control 

Personal/ 

public 

responsibility 

Self-discrepancy 0.48**       

Life satisfaction -0.48** -0.58**      

Positive affect -0.27 -0.42 0.47     

Negative affect 0.62 0.39 -0.33 -0.04    

Cultural values:        

Freedom of 

choice and 

control 
0.15** 0.17** -0.30** -0.17** 0.12*   

Personal/ 

public 

responsibility 
0.06 -0.01 -0.02 -0.09 0.00 0.06  

Pro/anti 

competition 
0.09 0.03 -0.12* -0.13* 0.01 0.03 0.34** 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

Hypothesis 1 

According to the first hypothesis, participants who were exposed to personal responsibility 

messages will report greater negative affect than the control group or those exposed to public 

responsibility messages. As shown in Table 3, this hypothesis was not supported. After 

having controlled for previous well-being levels, type of message was not associated with 

negative affect.  
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Table 3. The effect of personal responsibility messages on negative affect when controlled for well-being.  

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

Hypothesis 2  

The second hypothesis states that people with a large discrepancy between their actual and 

ideal self were would report higher levels of negative affect after being exposed to messages 

promoting personal responsibility. Results from the regression analysis show support to this 

hypothesis as can be seen in Table 4. As previously stated in the first hypothesis, the main 

effect of messages promoting personal responsibility on negative affect was not significant. 

However, there is a significant interaction between type of message and self-discrepancy 

after having controlled for previous well-being levels. The overall regression equation 

explained a great proportion of the variance in negative affect among respondents. 

Table 4. The interaction effect of self-discrepancy and personal responsibility messages on negative affect 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B SE B β B SE B β 

Anxiety/depression 0.62 0.06 0.57** 0.63 0.06 0.58** 

Self-discrepancy 0.08 0.03 0.12* 0.08 0.03 0.12* 

SWL 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.02 

Personal responsibility messages    0.12 0.06 0.08 

R2  0.40**   0.41  

F  73.02**   3.65  

Variable B SE B β 

Anxiety/depression 0.62 0.06 0.57** 

Self-discrepancy 0.04 0.04 0.06 

SWL 0.02 0.04 0.04 

Personal responsibility messages 0.12 0.06 0.08 

Personal responsibility X  

Self-discrepancy 0.12 0.06 0.11* 

R2  0.42  

F   46.49**  
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Figure 1 shows that personal responsibility messages increase negative affect significantly 

more than public responsibility messages or no messages with increasing discrepancy 

between actual and ideal self. The slope for public responsibility messages or no messages is 

less steep than the slope for personal responsibility. 

 

Figure 1. Scatterplot of the interaction of self discrepancy and types of messages on negative affect. 

Separate equations, for those with high and low self-discrepancy scores, were created to test 

the effect of type of messages on negative affect for high and low scores of self-

discrepancies. Simple slope tests, shown in Table 5, revealed that the slope for types of 

messages for those with high self-discrepancy scores was significant while the slope for types 

of messages for those with low self-discrepancy score was not significant. Thus, the larger 

the discrepancy individuals have the worse they feel after seeing personal responsibility 

messages.  
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Table 5. The interaction effect of high/low self-discrepancy and personal responsibility messages on negative 

affect. 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

Hypothesis 3 

It was expected that individuals with symptoms of depression and anxiety would report more 

negative affect after reading messages promoting individual responsibility. Results from the 

regression analysis with negative affect as the dependent variable is shown in Table 6. The 

hypothesis was supported as there was a significant interaction effect between personal 

responsibility messages and high anxiety and depression scores, after controlling for previous 

well-being and value scores. This means that as scores for symptoms and anxiety increase, 

the more negative affect people report after reading personal responsibility messages. The 

overall regression equation of Model 3 explained a great proportion of variance in negative 

affect among respondents. 

Table 6. The interaction effect of anxiety and depression and personal responsibility messages on negative affect 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01  

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B SE B β B SE B Β 

Personal responsibility messages 0.24 0.10 0.17* -0.06 0.10 -0.04 

High self-discrepancy 0.19 0.04 0.30**    

Low self-discrepancy    0.19 0.04 0.30 

Personal responsibility X high self-discrepancy 0.13 0.06 0.17*    

Personal responsibility X low self-discrepancy    0.13 0.06 0.17 

R2  0.17   0.17  

F  21.92**   21.92**  

Variable B SE B β  

Anxiety/depression 0.54 0.06 0.50** 

Self-discrepancy 0.08 0.03 0.12* 

SWL 0.02 0.04 0.03 

Personal responsibility messages 0.12 0.06 0.08* 

Personal responsibility x Anxiety & depression 0.25 0.10 0.13* 

R2  0.42  

F  46.84**  
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To examine the nature of this interaction, the effect of type of messages on negative affect for 

high and low levels of anxiety and depression, was plotted in Figure 2. Individuals with high 

levels of anxiety and depression report more negative affect after being exposed to personal 

responsibility messages than after exposure to public responsibility messages. 

 

Figure 2. Scatterplot of the interaction of anxiety/depression and types of messages on negative affect. 

Separate equations, for those high and low on anxiety and depression, were developed to test 

the effect of type of messages on negative affect for high and low scores of depression and 

anxiety. As shown in Table 7, simple slope tests revealed that the slope for type of messages 

for those with high levels of anxiety and depression was significant while the slope for types 

of messages for those low on anxiety and depression was not.  
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Table 7. The interaction effect of high/low anxiety/depression and personal responsibility messages on negative 

affect. 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

Hypothesis 4 

People who are not satisfied with their life report more negative affect after seeing personal 

responsibility messages, as the fourth hypothesis predicted. Results from the regression 

analysis with negative affect as the dependent variable is shown in Table 8. The hypothesis 

was supported as there was a significant interaction effect between personal responsibility 

messages and low satisfaction with life when controlling for indicators of well-being and 

cultural values. The overall regression equation of Model 3 explained a great proportion of 

variance in negative affect among respondents. 

Table 8. The interaction effect of satisfaction with life and personal responsibility messages on negative affect 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B SE B β B SE B β 

Personal responsibility messages 0.30 0.09 0.21** -0.06 0.09 -0.04 

High anxiety and depression 0.59 0.06 0.53**    

Low anxiety and depression    0.59 0.06 0.53** 

Personal responsibility X High anxiety 

and depression 0.27 0.10 0.20**    

Personal responsibility X low anxiety 

and depression    0.27 0.10 0.19** 

R2  0.41   0.41  

F  76.13**   76.13**  

Variable B SE B β  

Anxiety/depression 0.62 0.05 0.58** 

Self-discrepancy 0.08 0.03 0.13* 

SWL 0.12 0.05 0.17* 

Personal responsibility messages 0.11 0.06 0.08 

Personal responsibility X Satisfaction with life -0.24 0.06 -0.21** 

R2  0.43  

F   49,46**   
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For further exploration, the interaction effect of type of messages on negative affect for 

respondents with high and low levels of satisfaction with life was plotted in Figure 3. The 

slope for public responsibility messages remained relatively constant compared to the slope 

of personal responsibility messages. Therefore, personal responsibility messages seem to 

negatively impact negative affect more than public responsibility messages or no messages 

do for people with low satisfaction with life. 

 

Figure 3. Scatterplot of the interaction of anxiety/depression and types of messages on negative affect. 

Separate equations for those with high and low satisfaction with life were developed to test 

the effect of type of messages on negative affect for high and low scores of depression and 

anxiety. As shown in Table 9, simple slope tests revealed that the slope types of messages for 

those with high levels of depression and anxiety was significant while the slope for types of 

messages for those with low levels of depression and anxiety was was not. Thus, the lower 

the satisfaction with life the more negative emotions respondents experienced after seeing 

personal responsibility messages.  
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Table 9. The interaction effect of high/low satisfaction with life and personal responsibility messages on 

negative affect. 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

Hypothesis 5 

The fifth hypothesis predicted that the more individualistic values people hold, the less 

negative emotions they report having when exposed to personal responsibility messages. 

After having controlled for previous well-being levels, none of the three cultural value items 

had a significant interaction with type of message. The results for one such analysis is shown 

in Table 10. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported and no further analyses done. 

Table 10. The interaction effect of cultural values and personal responsibility messages on negative affect 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

  

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B SE B β B SE B β 

Personal responsibility messages -0.15 0.11 -0.11 0.29 0.10 0.20** 

High satisfaction with life -0.13 0.05 -0.19**    

Low satisfaction with life    -0.13 0.05 -0.19** 

Personal responsibility X high 

satisfaction with life 
-0.22 0.07 -0.27**    

Personal responsibility X low 

satisfaction with life 
   -0.22 0.07 -0.25** 

R2  0.14   0.14  

F  17.26**   17.26**  

Variable B SE B β  

Anxiety/depression 0.63 0.06 0.58** 

Self-discrepancy 0.07 0.03 0.12* 

SWL 0.02 0.04 0.02 

Personal responsibility messages 0.12 0.06 0.08 

Personal responsibility X cultural values -0.03 0.02 -0.07 

R2  0.41  

F  49.46**  
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Discussion and conclusion 

The overall aim of the present study was to address the question of whether personal 

responsibility messages – as individualistic positive psychology proposes – backfire by 

causing more harm than good. The results partly support the hypotheses of the study. Results 

showed that personal responsibility messages alone did not make people experience increased 

negative affect overall. However, personal responsibility messages did backfire for the people 

they are designed for and needed an uplifting the most; individuals with high levels of 

anxiety and depression, a large discrepancy between the actual and ideal self and low 

satisfaction with life. 

When controlling for indicators of well-being, people who were exposed to personal 

responsibility messages did not report more negative affect compared to those exposed to 

public responsibility messages or no messages, thus the first hypothesis was not supported. 

On the other hand, those who perhaps need a mood boost the most are not getting it from 

personal responsibility messages as the results of hypotheses 2-4 show. The second 

hypothesis was supported as individuals with a great discrepancy between their actual self 

and ideal self reported more negative affect after exposure of messages that promote 

individual responsibility. The same goes for the third hypothesis, as individuals with high 

levels of anxiety and depression reported more negative affect after exposure of personal 

responsibility messages than after seeing public responsibility messages or no messages. The 

fourth hypothesis was also supported, as individuals with low levels of satisfaction with life 

reported more negative affect after exposure of personal responsibility messages rather than 

public responsibility messages or no messages. Thus, people whose self-reported well-being 

levels were low are the ones who are harmed by exposure to personal responsibility 

messages. 
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The fifth hypothesis had partial support but overall it was not supported. The 

hypothesis stated that the more individualistic people are the less negative emotions they 

report having when exposed to personal responsibility messages rather than public 

responsibility messages or no messages at all. This was not true for people who were pro 

competition or people who indicated they had much freedom of choice and control over their 

life outcomes. However, the hypothesis was supported for those who thought that individuals, 

not the public, should take more responsibility for providing for themselves.  

The first hypothesis, that people will feel bad after exposure to personal responsibility 

messages, was not supported. This may seem contrary to what The Happiness Research 

Institute (2014) has indicated, that focusing on personal responsibility can have a negative 

effect on happiness and to Minkler (1999) who states that the overriding emphasis on 

personal responsibility is victim blaming as it ignores the social context. However, The 

Happiness Research Institute (2014) and Minkler (1999) do not specify whether these 

responibilizing messages may have worse effects on certain subgroups as we have. Nor have 

they based their findings on priming studies such as this one, so predictions in accordance can 

be hard. Other factors seem to control the association of personal responsibility messages on 

negative affect. However, personal responsibility messages as other motivational and self-

help messages are at least partially designed for boosting people’s mood but they did not 

fulfil that objective for the overall group who received those messages. In view of that, levels 

of well-being together with personal responsibility messages seem to be important in 

moderating the effect on negative affect, as supported hypotheses 2-4 show. Although 

personal responsibility messages are designed for making people feel good, they are not 

fulfilling their potential. Not only did personal responsibility messages fail at boosting 

people’s mood but harmed people with great self-discrepancy, anxiety and depression and 

unsatisfied with their lives, arguably the people who need the uplifting the most. It could be 
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that unhappy people receive messages of personal responsibility messages as victim blaming, 

as Minkler (1999) suggests. People might believe that because they are responsible for their 

own health and life outcomes - as personal responsibility messages promote - they are also 

responsible for their own anxiety, depression, and unhappiness, even though there may be 

situational explanations for their distress. Victims of discrimination because of belonging to a 

minority group, harassment and violence could blame themselves for their situation when 

reading personal responsibility messages and resultantly experience increased negative affect.  

Overall, the fifth hypothesis was not supported as it was not true that the more 

individualistic people were the less negative affect they reported having when exposed to 

personal responsibility messages. This is counter to former studies that state that messages 

that fall close to one’s own attitude will meet less resistance and are more persuasive than 

messages outside one’s attitudes (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Zanna, 1993). However, the 

measures we used to assess individualism are not intended to measure individual differences, 

as detailed below, and this may explain our finding.  

As common in psychological research, this study relies on self-reported measures. 

When using self-reported measures there is always a chance of social desirability, a tendency 

for people to present a favourable image of themselves (DeVellis, 2012). Therefore, it can be 

hard to generalize reported negative affect to experienced negative affect. Future studies 

could examine the physiological character of negative affect after exposure of personal 

responsibility messages. Another limitation of this study is linked with the measurement of 

individualism and collectivism. The three cultural value items could not be combined to form 

a scale as they had unacceptable reliability, thus they were used as three single items. 

Although the measurement has been used to map cross-cultural differences in individualism 

and collectivism it is possible that it does not distinguish differences between individuals 

within cultures. These three single items have been widely used as part of the European 
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Value Study, still, the items have not been used as a scale separate from the EVS. In future 

research, another measurement of individualism and collectivism should be considered. 

The effects on negative affect were examined over positive affect as negative affect 

was considered better at covering the harmful effects of exposure to personal responsibility 

messages. Exploring both the high levels of negative affect and the low levels of positive 

affect could indeed strengthen the argument of the harmful effect of personal responsibility 

messages. Both negative and positive affect were included in the statistical analysis, however, 

the focus of this study was turned to only negative affect for the sake of simplicity. The 

impact of personal responsibility messages on positive affect remains unknown for further 

studies on this matter. 

In this study, we decided to collect personal and public responsibility messages 

currently being promoted in the field of smartphone apps, social media and self-help books 

for example, rather than constructing them ourselves. This can be viewed as a strength as it 

might increase the external validity of the study but at the same time as a weakness as some 

of the messages could be more incisively promoting personal responsibility, such as “I am 

responsible for my own health” and “Happiness is a decision”. The aim of this study was to 

examine the priming effects of personal responsibility messages on negative affect on an 

individual level. Future studies should, however, explore the effect of self-help messages 

over time with longitudinal design and address the question whether repeated exposure of 

personal responsibility messages has a long-term effect on individuals with low levels of 

well-being. Another limitation regarding the messages used in the main study is that they 

were all selected from the pilot study based on their mean scores of personal and public 

responsibility. However, cognitive in-depth interviews could have been a plausible option for 

examining the nature of the two groups of messages, to further gauge the interpreted meaning 

of the messages and whether they were truly interpreted as promoting personal responsibility. 
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Although the sample size was relatively large and the dropout rate low, participants 

were collected via convenience sampling which limits the generalizability of the results. A 

random sampling method would prevent that limitation to a large extent by increasing 

generalizability. 

The theoretical implications regard individualism that is dominant in Western 

societies. Although it is hard to generalize the studies’ results over the broad concept of 

individualism, they give us a glimpse of how individualism and self-help can be harmful. 

Personal growth, individual responsibility and the pursuit of happiness promoted by self-help, 

positive psychology and individualism could be freeing governments of responsibility. 

Governments have enormous power to increase the well-being of its citizens by structural 

change, legal actions, and policy-making without promoting self-help and personal 

responsibility. Some claim that the self-help and happiness movement was created by private 

industries, academics, and governments of the Western world together as they wanted to 

promote happiness only for the benefit of economic growth. Accordingly, individuals who 

are unhappy, depressed and have anxiety are after all bad for profits because of their 

productivity level drops (Blinkley, 2011; Davies, 2015). Sometimes the objective of self-help 

messages is to shape readers emotions and moods for the pursuit of commercial success 

(Tiaynen-Qadir, 2018). 

The fact that personal responsibility messages cause harm for individuals with anxiety 

or depression, with great self-discrepancy or unsatisfied with their lives, has many practical 

implications. First and foremost, these results have practical implications for those exposing 

personal responsibility messages to people as they are wrongfully trying to positively 

influence people by motivating them or giving them simple life advice. To social media 

influencers, health educators, and smartphone app developers these results are vital as they 

can lead them away from messages promoting personal responsibility as they do not seem to 



 38 

benefit people. People are widely exposed to personal responsibility messages perhaps on a 

day to day basis thus, without putting too much emphasis on the individual, people should 

also be aware of its harmful impact. 
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Appendix A 

Symptom Checklist 90 short version (SCL-90) 

 

 

Að neðan eru atriði sem lýsa líðan sem fólk upplifir stundum. Vinsamlegast lestu hverja 

lýsingu og segðu okkur hversu oft þú varðst var/vör við hvert og eitt atriði síðastliðna viku? 

 

 Nær aldrei Sjaldan Stundum Oft 

Þér fannst þú einmana      

Þú varst niðurdregin(n) eða dapur/döpur     

Finnst þú vera einskis virði     

Taugaóstyrk/ur     

Skyndilega hræðslu án nokkurrar ástæðu      

Þú varst uppspennt/ur     
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Appendix B 

Self-Discrepancy Scale (SDS) 

 

 

Hér að neðan eru 8 fullyrðingar sem þú kannt að vera sammála eða ósammála. 

Notaðu kvarðann hér að neðan til að gefa til kynna hve sammála eða ósammála þú ert 

hverri fullyrðingu. Vinsamlegast vertu opin/n og heiðarleg/ur í svörum þínum. 

 

 
Að öllu 

leyti 

ósammála 

Mjög 

ósammála 

Frekar 

ósammála 

Hvorki 

sammála 

né 

ósammála 

Frekar 

sammála 

Mjög 

sammála 

Að öllu 

leyti 

sammála 

Ég vil breyta því hvernig 

ég er. 
       

Ég er nálægt því að vera 

alveg eins og mig langar 

helst til að vera. 

       

Ég hugsa mikið um það 

að vera öðruvísi en ég er. 
       

Það fer mikið í taugarnar 

á mér að ég skuli vera 

öðruvísi en ég vildi 

gjarnan vera. 

       

Ég er langt frá því að 

vera eins og ég helst 

vildi. 

       

Ég vil vera öðruvísi en 

ég er. 
       

Ég er ánægð/ur með mig 

eins og ég er. 
       

Ég myndi ekki vilja 

breyta neinu í fari mínu 
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Appendix C 

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) 

 

 

 

Hversu sammála eða ósammála ertu eftirfarandi staðhæfingum? 

 

 
Að öllu 

leyti 

ósammála 

Mjög 

ósammála 

Frekar 

ósammála 

Hvorki 

sammála né 

ósammála 

Frekar 

sammála 

Mjög 

sammála 

Að öllu 

leyti 

sammála 

Að flestu leyti er líf 

mitt eins og ég vil hafa 

það. 

       

Ég er sátt(ur) við líf 

mitt. 
       

Aðstæður í lífi mínu 

eru frábærar. 
       

Hingað til hef ég 

fengið það sem mér 

þykir mikilvægt að fá í 

lífinu. 

       

Ef ég gæti lifað lífinu 

upp á nýtt myndi ég 

nánast engu breyta. 
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Appendix D 

Cultural Value from European Value Study 

 

 

Sumir telja að þeir hafi algjörlega frjálst val og ráði sjálfir hvernig þeim vegnar í lífinu. Aðrir 

telja hinsvegar, að það sem þeir gera sjálfir hafi í rauninni engin áhrif á hvaða stefnu líf þeirra 

tekur. Notaðu mælistikuna til þess að sýna hversu mikið valfrelsi og stjórn þér finnst þú hafa 

á lífi þínu og hvernig þér vegnar. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

          

 

Hvar myndir þú staðsetja þínar skoðanir á mælistikunni frá 1-10?1: Einstaklingar ættu að 

bera ríkari ábyrgð á eigin framfærslu 10: Hið opinbera ætti að bera ríkari ábyrgð á að allir 

hafi í sig og á  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Hvar myndir þú staðsetja þínar skoðanir á þessari mælistiku frá 1-10?1: Samkeppni er af 

hinu góða10: Samkeppni er skaðleg 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Appendix E 

Positive and Negative Affact Scale -PANAS – 17 item version 

 

 

Eftirfarandi hluti samanstendur af nokkrum orðum sem lýsa mismunandi tilfinningum. Lestu 

hvert orð og merktu við í reitinn sem best lýsir svari þínu. Gefðu til kynna að hvaða marki þér 

líður svona núna. Notaðu kvarðann hér að neðan til að skrá svar þitt.  

 
 
 

Undanfarnar vikur hef ég verið... Alls ekki Smávegis Í meðallagi Þó nokkuð Ákaflega 

Áhugasöm(samur)      

Spennt(ur)      

Í uppnámi      

Sterk(ur)      

Með sektarkennd      

Hrædd(ur)/óttaslegin(n)      

Óvinveitt(ur)      

Áköf(afur)/full(ur) áhuga      

Stolt(ur)      

Pirruð(aður)      

Vökul(l)/athugul(l)      

Skömmustuleg(ur)      

Innblásin(n)      

Taugaóstyrk(ur)      

Ákveðin(n)      

Á nálum      
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Virk(ur)      

  



 50 

Appendix F 

Personal and public responsibility messages 

 

 

Eftirfarandi hluti samanstendur af nokkrum heilræðum sem fólk notar stundum. Lestu hvert 

og eitt heilræði vel og vandlega og svaraðu spurningunum um heilræðin.  

 

Public responsibility messages 

1. "Þú getur ekki stjórnað öllu sem kemur fyrir þig" 

2. "Lífið er 90% heppni og 10% þín ákvörðun" 

3. "Þú ert ekki ein/n" 

4. "Ber er hver að baki, nema sér bróður eigi" 

5. "Aðeins líf sem er lifað fyrir aðra er líf sem er þess virði að lifa" 

6. "Gagnrýndu þig ekki of hart. Hlutirnir eru ekki alltaf í þínum höndum." 

7. Hversu jákvæða eða neikvæða afstöðu hefur þú til þessarar setningar?"Þiggðu styrk 

frá fólkinu í kringum þig" 

 

Personal responsibility messages 

1. Vertu besta útgáfan af sjálfri/sjálfum þér. 

2. Lífið er 10 prósent það sem kemur fyrir mig og 90 prósent hvernig ég bregst við því. 

3. Hugsaðu betur um sjálfa/n þig, þá mun þér líða betur. 

4. Ekki láta neinn stjórna því hver þú ert eða hvernig þú átt að vera. 

5. Hugsaðu um sjálfa/n þig áður en þú hugsar um aðra. 

6. Leggðu áherslu á eigin velgengni. 

7. Markmiðin þín geta verið stór og smá, stutt eða löng. Þú setur reglurnar. 
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Appendix G 

Means and standard deviations for all pilot study messages.  

 

  M SD 

Vertu besta útgáfan af sjálfri/sjálfum þér 1.41 0.57 

Lífið er 10 prósent það sem kemur fyrir mig og 90 prósent hvernig ég 

bregst við því. 
1.41 0.63 

Hugsaðu betur um sjálfa/n þig, þá mun þér líða betur. 1.45 0.69 

Ekki láta neinn stjórna því hver þú ert eða hvernig þú átt að vera 1.48 0.83 

Hugsaðu um sjálfa/n þig áður en þú hugsar um aðra 1.48 0.69 

Leggðu áherslu á eigin velgengni 1.52 0.69 

Markmiðin þín geta verið stór og smá, stutt eða löng. Þú setur 

reglurnar 
1.54 0.64 

Farðu kokhraust/ur í átt að draumum þínum. 1.55 0.69 

Ekkert jafnast á við það að leggja hart að sér 1.55 0.78 

Þú getur náð stjórn á tilfinningum þínum 1.59 0.78 

Hvað sem þú þarft að gera, er það alltaf þín ákvörðun. 1.62 1.01 

Ekki sætta þig við minna en fullkomna útgáfu af sjálfum/sjálfri þér 1.72 0.96 

Ekki segja fólki frá áætlunum þínum. Sýndu þeim árangurinn. 1.75 0.93 

Lifðu lífinu sem þú hefur ímyndað þér. 1.76 0.95 

Farðu kokhraust/ur í átt að hverju því sem lífið hefur upp á að bjóða. 1.76 0.79 

Ekki taka sjálfri/sjálfum þér of alvarlega 1.76 0.83 

Lifðu í núinu 1.79 0.86 

Þú átt að gera hluti sem þú heldur að þú getir ekki gert. 1.79 1.05 

Vertu vansæl/l. Eða taktu þér tak. 1.79 0.98 

Ekki fá samviskubit yfir því að setja þig í fyrsta sæti 1.79 0.82 

Hættu að vorkenna sjálfri/sjálfum þér og vertu þakklát/ur 1.83 1.00 

Að vera maður sjálfur er mikilvægara en að vera fullkomin/n 1.90 0.82 

Lykillinn að hamingju er frelsi og lykillinn að frelsi er hugrekki. 2.07 0.96 

Lifðu lífinu sem þú átt, ekki lífinu sem þú ímyndar þér að þú fáir 2.07 0.96 

Ekki afneita draumórum þínum, þeir eru leiðin að alsælu 2.07 1.03 

Verðu tíma með þeim sem þér þykir vænt um, þá mun þér líða betur. 2.17 1.26 
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Þegar öllu er á botninn hvolft fæðist maður og deyr einn. 2.28 1.31 

Leggðu ekki áherslu á velgengni heldur á lífsgildi 2.31 1.11 

Enginn getur gert allt, sýndu þér skilning 2.41 1.27 

Umkringdu þig fólki sem bætir líf þitt 2.41 1.38 

Lykillinn að hamingju er nánd og lykillinn að nánd er einlægni 2.45 0.87 

Vertu óhrædd/ur um að biðja um aðstoð. Þannig nærðu árangri. 2.59 1.21 

Þú hefur ekki fulla stjórn á tilfinningum þínum 2.69 1.17 

Megir þú umbera fólkið í kringum þig 2.76 1.18 

Hugsaðu um aðra áður en þú hugsar um sjálfa/n þig 2.86 1.27 

Þiggðu styrk frá fólkinu í kringum þig 3.00 1.25 

Gagnrýndu þig ekki of hart. Hlutirnir eru ekki alltaf í þínum höndum. 3.31 1.26 

Aðeins líf sem er lifað fyrir aðra er líf sem er þess virði að lifa 3.34 1.17 

Ber er hver að baki, nema sér bróður eigi 3.45 1.24 

Þú ert ekki ein/n 3.55 1.27 

Lífið er 90% heppni og 10% þín ákvörðun. 3.69 1.17 

Þú getur ekki stjórnað öllu sem kemur fyrir þig 3.83 0.93 
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Appendix H 

One-way ANOVA analysis for the control group and the group exposed to public 

responsibility messages. 

 

 

 

 

  
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Between Groups 81853031 36 2273695 0.98 0.50 

Within Groups 692772657 299 2316965   

Total 774625688 335    


