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Abstract
Positive self-view refers to the tendency to hold favorable beliefs and evaluations
about oneself and to prioritize positive self-relevant information during informa-
tion processing. Although various operationalizations of positive self-view (e.g.,
self-esteem, core self-evaluations, and optimistic self-beliefs) have been exten-
sively studied, the relationships among different measurements remain insuffi-
ciently characterized. Here, we present a dataset designed to measure positive
self-view through multiple instruments. The dataset includes item-level data
from 12 self-report questionnaires and trial-level data from three behavioral
tasks, collected from 771 adult participants (503 of them have valid data for
all items). In total, these yield 161 measures of positive self-view, compris-
ing 135 questionnaire items reflecting subjective self-evaluations and 26 behav-
ioral indices capturing bias in self-related information processing. Moreover,
the dataset included four scales to measure the psychological outcomes: depres-
sion, anxiety, subjective well-being, and procrastination, providing resources
for investigating the role of positive self-view in psychological functioning. This
dataset offers a comprehensive resource for investigating the construct of posi-
tive self-view and its associations with psychological outcomes.
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Abstract
Positive self-view refers tendency favorable beliefs evaluations about oneself pri-
oritize positive self-relevant information during information processing.

Although various operationalizations positive self-view (e.g., self-esteem, self-
evaluations, optimistic self-beliefs) extensively studied, relationships among dif-
ferent measurements remain insufficiently characterized.

Here, present designed measure positive

self-view through multiple instruments. includes item-level self-report question-
naires trial-level three behavioral tasks, collected adult participants valid items).
total, these yield measures positive self-view, comprising questionnaire items
reflecting subjective self-evaluations behavioral indices capturing self-related in-
formation processing.

Moreover, included scales measure psychological outcomes: depression, anxiety,
subjective well-being, procrastination, providing resources investigating positive
self-view psychological functioning. offers comprehensive resource investigating
construct positive self-view associations psychological outcomes.

Keywords
Positive self-view, Self-evaluation, Self-referential, Self-cognition, jingle fallacy.

Summary
Positive self-view refers tendency individuals favorable views (e.g., beliefs eval-
uations themselves relative objective standards social comparisons Beyond sub-
jective evaluation ositive self-view manifests individuals process self-relevant in-
formation, including biases attention, perception, memory favor positive self-
relevant content multi-faceted construct positive self-view documented across
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social, cognitive, clinical psychology, operationalized using variety measurement
approaches making central topic understanding self.

Positive self-view operationalized using multiple measurement measured self-
report measures self-esteem, perceived self-worth, self-evaluations These mea-
sures capture individuals’subjective appraisals self.

Additionally, positive self-view assessed through behavioral tasks, which exam-
ine self-relevant information processed across cognitive domains including atten-
tional orienting, perceptual discrimination, memory encoding These measures
include self-referent encoding tasks, self-matching tasks, implicit association
tests worth noting while self-report measures directly index individuals’positive
self-view, performance-based measures capture self-referential processing biases
broadly, positive self-view component specifically reflected processing advantage
shown positive neutral negative self-relevant information. integration self-report
measures performance-based behavioral tasks, therefore, enables comprehensive
characterization positive self-view across conscious

appraisal and task-based cognitive processing. 59

However, relationships among these diverse measures extent which reflect co-
herent construct remain insufficiently examined, partly datasets simultaneously
capture multiple operationalizations positive self-view reason these measures
difficult integrate self-report scales behavioral tasks originate separate research
traditions designed serve different theoretical purposes, resulting partially over-
lapping non-identical construct coverage. methodological divergence

reflected empirically consistently correlations observed between self-report
performance-based measures construct, including positive self-view specifically
example, associations between self-report scales (e.g., self-esteem self-efficacy
measures) behavioral tasks small moderate because approaches operationalize
different aspects positive self-view through ifferent response processes Moreover
open-access datasets exist support systematic comparisons across self-report
behavioral measures positive self-view. publicly available datasets provide ag-
gregated measures, questionnaire total scores reaction times Although released
large-scale open-access comprising behavioral multiple self-bias paradigms,
sample relatively small.

Therefore, field still lacks large-scale datasets provide trial-level across self-
report behavioral measures positive self-view, limiting researchers’ability
conduct fine-grained analyses replication studies. address datasets apture
self-report behavioral measures positive self-view, present open-access collected
adult participants comprising trial-level self-report questionnaires three behav-
ioral tasks spanning multiple operationalizations positive self-view. addition,
includes measures depression, anxiety, subjective well-being, procrastination,
providing empirical resource examining functional relevance positive self-view
across diverse psychological outcomes.

publicly available intended support flexible reproducible research measurement
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positive self-view.

Methods
Participants Quality Control collected NAODAO online experimental platform
(Chengdu Fangsel Technology Ltd., China). total participants responded re-
cruitment.

Adult participants between years recruited within China. participants provided
informed consent prior participation adapted version Brain Consent share their
anonymously Participants monetary compensation completion study procedure
Chinese person). study protocol adhered relevant ethical guidelines approved
Institute Review Board Nanjing Normal

University (No. NNU202202034). 101

ensure quality, rigorous multi-stage quality control procedure implemented par-
ticipant levels. screening followed serialized exclusion protocol:

Participants excluded failed minimal attention-check items embedded within
questionnaires; Participants excluded their

results
following: Reaction times longer seconds Implicit Association (IAT), trials re-
action times Overall accuracy lower below chance level accuracy specific exper-
imental condition Self-Matching (SMT);

Accuracy lower during recognition Self-Referent Encoding (SRET), trials re-
action times faster during source memory phase Self-Referent Encoding After
applying these rigorous quality control criteria, participants (Mean years, years;
range: years) inclusion criteria treated clean here.

Study Design, Questionnaires, Tasks Design collected using combination self-
report questionnaires behavioral tasks, including questionnaires three behav-
ioral tasks. tasks include Implicit Association (IAT), Self-Matching (SMT),
Self-Referent Encoding (SRET). three behavioral tasks designed capture pos-
itive self-view across reference (self friend other), valence (positive negative),
domain (morality competence). participant contributed trial-level responses
across experimental conditions. morality competence selected because domi-
nant dimensions social evaluation Implicit Association (IAT) Implicit Associa-
tion (IAT) assess strength automatic associations between self-related concepts
positive attributes structure stimulus selection followed established paradigms.

Target concepts consisted categories: other. category included

commonly Chinese self-referential words (e.g., whereas other category included
words referring others (e.g., others Attribute concepts comprised Chinese ad-
jectives selected covering levels valence (positive negative) social evaluative do-
mains (morality competence). words selected experimental conditions. separate
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effects morality competence domains, implemented sub-tasks, which words so-
cial evaluative domain. separate sub-tasks (morality competence) consist seven
blocks target discrimination block (self other), attribute discrimination block
(positive negative), practice combined block first compatibility condition, for-
mal combined block first compatibility condition, reversed target discrimination
block, practice combined block second compatibility condition, formal combined
block second compatibility condition Figure These blocks formed compatible
blocks (self positive other negative) incompatible blocks (self negative other pos-
itive). compatibility condition comprised practice block followed formal block,
resulting blocks block structure followed standard procedure.

Participants instructed categorize stimuli quickly accurately possible. partici-
pants completed sub-tasks random order Table Reaction times recorded trial
level, standardized scores computed based reaction differences between compat-
ible incompatible

conditions following improved scoring algorithm proposed Greenwald Block
Trials Function Left-key response Right-key response Valence practice Tar-
get practice Other Compatible practice Bad-Other Good-Self Compatible
Bad-Other Good-Self Target practice (reversed) Other Incompatible practice
Bad-Self Good-Other Incompatible Bad-Self Good-Other compatible blocks,
paired Other Self. incompatible blocks, paired Other.

Practice blocks contained trials each, blocks Implicit Association Test.

Self-Matching (SMT) Self-Matching (SMT) adapted Simple geometric shapes
visual stimulus minimize cognitive demands.

Before experiment, participants asked recall close friend known

least years interacted frequently daily life. friend surname gender recorded deter-
mine appropriate pronoun stimulus labels. stimulus included eight geometric
shapes (equilateral triangle, square, diamond, trapezoid, circle, pentagon, el-
lipse, hexagon) eight labels: positive self, negative self, positive other, negative
other morality competence. consisted three phases: learning phase, practice
phase, formal phase Figure learning phase, shape consistently paired specific
label, participants instructed memorize these associations.

During practice phase, participants judged whether presented shape label pairs
matched learned associations proceeded formal phase after achieving accuracy
above formal phase, participants presented shape label pairs trial required judge
whether pairing matched learned association.

Trial-level reaction times accuracy recorded. Based these data, reaction differ-
ences sensitivity indices (e.g., under signal detection theory computed charac-
terize perceptual matching performance across conditions Self-Matching

Self-Referent Encoding (SRET) Self-Referent Encoding (SRET) adapted clas-
sic paradigm developed Rogers stimuli Chinese trait adjectives consists three
phases Figure encoding phase, participants instructed judge whether presented
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adjective described themselves their friend. responded pairing adjective referent
(self friend) presses response mapping counterbalanced across participants.

Participants first completed practice trials, followed formal encoding trials. first
words filler words control primary recency effect excluded subsequent analyses.

Following encoding phase, participants completed 3-minute distraction involving
simple arithmetic problems, designed prevent rehearsal maintenance previously
evaluated words.

Subsequently, participants tested surprise recognition memory task.

Participants first completed short practice session consisting previously studied
(old) words words presented random order. formal recognition test, total words
presented random order, including previously studied (old) words words.

Participants instructed indicate presses whether appeared during encoding
phase familiar, old). items judged familiar participants further required identify
original referent (self friend) additional presses response mappings

counterbalanced across participants. generated include reaction times endorse-
ment during encoding phase, accuracy measures recognition source memory
phases.

These trial- phase-level provide detailed record self-referential processing mem-
ory performance.

Self-Referential Encoding Paradigm Self-report Questionnaires self-report ques-
tionnaires assessed positive self-view across multiple dimensions, including self-
evaluation, self-concept, personality-related constructs locus control, narcissism,
socially desirable self-presentation. measures validated Chinese versions scored
according their guidelines.

Internal consistency indices observed current sample reported below.

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES), Chinese version translated consists items
rated 4-point scale, including reverse-scored items.

Item-level responses total scores recorded. present sample, internal consistency
Cronbach McDonald Domain-Specific Self-Esteem Scale (DSSE), Chinese ver-
sion translated includes items assessing self-evaluations across competence, phys-
ical attractiveness, wealth, social competence, morality. rated scale.

Internal consistency present study Cronbach

McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.889. 232

Moral Identity Scale, Chinese version translated comprises items rated 5-point
scale distinguishes implicit explicit dimensions.

Chinese version demonstrated internal consistency Cronbach

McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.824 in the current sample. 236
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Moral Self-Image Scale, Chinese version translated contains items rated 9-point
scale below expectations, above expectations), total scores ranging Internal con-
sistency

Cronbach ′ s 𝛼 = 0.948 and McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.949. 240

Self-Evaluations Scale (CSES), Chinese version translated includes items rated
5-point scale, positively worded reverse-scored items.

Internal consistency present sample Cronbach

0.938 and McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.941. 244

Self-Concept Clarity Scale (SCC), Chinese version translated consists items
rated 5-point scale, positively keyed items remaining items reverse-scored.

Internal consistency Cronbach

McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.935. 248

Orientation Revised (LOT-R), Chinese version translated includes items rated
5-point scale.

Pessimism items reverse-scored combined optimism items compute total score.

Internal consistency Cronbach McDonald Balanced Inventory Desirable
Responding (BIDR) includes

subscales: Self-Deceptive Enhancement (SDE) Impression Management (IM).
present study, internal consistency Cronbach McDonald Cronbach McDonald
Internal Locus Control subscale Scale, Chinese version translated includes eight
items rated 7-point scale ranging constant added compute total scores ranging
Internal consistency Cronbach McDonald Narcissistic Personality Inventory-16
(NPI-16), Chinese version translated consists forced-choice items, yielding total
scores Internal consistency present sample Cronbach McDonald

s 𝜔 = 0.845. 264

Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale (HNS) includes items rated 5-point scale, total
scores ranging Internal consistency

Cronbach ′ s 𝛼 = 0.700 and McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.718. 267

Psychological outcome questionnaires questionnaires assess psychological out-
comes.

Patient Health Questionnaire-9 (PHQ-9), which measures depression level par-
ticipants, includes items rated 4-point scale (0-3), total scores ranging Chinese
version translated Internal consistency present sample Cronbach McDonald Gen-
eralized Anxiety Disorder-7 (GAD-7), which measures anxiety level participants,
consists seven items rated 4-point scale (0-3), yielding total

scores Chinese version translated Internal consistency

was Cronbach ′ s 𝛼 = 0.912 and McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.913. 277
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Satisfaction Scale (SWLS), Chinese version translated which measures overall
satisfaction participants, includes items rated 7-point scale.

Internal consistency Cronbach

McDonald ′ s 𝜔 = 0.938. 281

Short General Procrastination Scale (SGPS), Chinese version translated Zhang
consists items rated 5-point scale, including three reverse-scored items.

Procrastination measured because regarded negative behaviour Internal consis-
tency Cronbach McDonald

𝜔 = 0.957 286

Indicator Domain Calculation

Method
{morality} Morality (Incongruent Congruent) {competence} Compe-
tence {{{RT}}{{morality}}}{positive} {{{RT}}{{morality}}}{negative}
Morality difference: (self friend) {{{RT}}{{competence}}}{positive}
{{{RT}}{{competence}}}{negative} Competence d{{{morality}}{{positive}}}
d{{{morality}}{{negative}}} Morality difference: friend where Z(hit) Z(FA)
d{{{competence}}{{positive}}} d{{{competence}}{{negative}}} Competence
SRET_{Encoding} {{{encoding}}{{endorsement}}}{{{morality}}{{positive}}},
{{{encoding}}{{endorsement}}}{{{morality}}{{negative}}} Morality Fre-
quency difference P(yes P(yes friend {{{encoding}}{{endorsement}}}{{{competence}}{{positive}}},
{{{encoding}}{{endorsement}}}{{{competence}}{{negative}}} Competence
{{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{{{morality}}{{positive}}}, {{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{{{morality}}{{negative}}}
Morality difference friend {{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{{{competence}}{{positive}}},
{{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{{{competence}}{{negative}}} Competence SRET_{Recognition}
RJ1{{{morality}}{{positive}}}, RJ1{{{morality}}{{negative}}} Moral-
ity difference: friend where Z(hit) Z(FA) RJ1{{{competence}}{{positive}}},
RJ1{{{competence}}{{negative}}} Competence RJ2{{{morality}}{{positive}}},
RJ2{{{morality}}{{negative}}} Morality difference: friend where Z(hit) Z(FA)
SRET_{Source} Memory RJ2{{{competence}}{{positive}}}, RJ2{{{competence}}{{negative}}}
Competence Note.

Implicit Association Test; Self-Matching Task; Self-Referent Encoding Task; Re-
action Time; Standard Deviation; Proportion Sensitivity index Signal Detection
Theory; False Alarm rate; Self-Prioritization Effect. -scores indices calculated
using standardized algorithms facilitate cross-domain cross-task comparisons.

Morality Competence represent dimensions self-evaluation.

Positive values difference scores differences generally indicate stronger positive
self-view processing positive information.

Collection Procedure jsPsych 7.3.1) program questionnaires behavioral tasks
uploaded Naodao platform. ensure temporal precision reaction measurements,
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jsPsych plugin psychophysics implement program. collection distributed across
sessions conducted participants completed informed consent filled demographic
questionnaire, followed Self-Concept Clarity Scale (SCC), Generalized Anxi-
ety Disorder Scale (GAD-7), Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9). partici-
pants completed Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES), Self-Evaluations Scale
(CSES), Narcissistic Personality Inventory-16 (NPI-16), Hypersensitive Narcis-
sism Scale (HNS), Short General Procrastination Scale (SGPS), subsequently
performed Implicit Association (IAT). participants completed Satisfaction Scale
(SWLS), Internal Control subscale Internal-Powerful Others-Chance Scale (IPC-
I), Orientation Test-Revised (LOT-R), Self-Referent Encoding (SRET), Self-
Matching (SMT), Moral Identity Scale (MIS), Moral Self-Image Scale (MSIS),
Self-Deceptive Enhancement scale (SDE), Impression Management scale (IM).
participants re-invited complete self-report

questionnaires again test-retest reliability. control order effects between be-
havioral tasks administered participants randomly assigned sequences: followed
followed SRET.

Attention-check items embedded within questionnaire batteries These items con-
sisted logically implausible clearly incorrect statements (e.g., three years gradu-
ated school Moon.

Responses these items during subsequent processing evaluate response quality).

Preprocessing questionnaires behavioral preprocessed. quality control imple-
mented participant levels ensure reliability reusability final dataset.

Behavioral Processing Derived Indices Implicit Association processing fol-
lowed standardized procedures described Greenwald preprocessing included
following steps: trials classified compatible incompatible conditions; trials
single-discrimination blocks excluded, trials combined categorization blocks
retained; compatible incompatible combined blocks identified; trials reaction
times exceeding 10,000 excluded; participants trials faster excluded further
analyses; reaction times

standard deviations computed separately remaining combined blocks practice
blocks).

Reaction times incorrect trials replaced block correct trials reaction differences
computed between practice combined blocks between combined blocks; stan-
dardized scores calculated based reaction differences between compatible incom-
patible conditions.

Domain-specific scores morality competence conditions {morality} {com-
petence} retained derived indices. total, indices positive self-view derived
task.

Self-Matching processing followed procedures described trials formal phase in-
cluded analysis.
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Trials reaction times shorter longer 1,200 excluded, missing accuracy responses
treated incorrect. categories derived indicators computed: reaction-time-based
sensitivity-based. reaction-time-based indices, trials analyzed separately posi-
tive negative valence conditions. participant, reaction times friend conditions
computed separately morality competence domains friend positive self-view ef-
fect defined difference between conditions friend sensitivity-based indices, dis-
crimination performance quantified under framework Signal Detection Theory,
correct responses classified incorrect responses misses whereas under mismatch-
ing condition, correct responses classified correct rejections

incorrect responses false alarms Sensitivity indices computed Z(Hit) Z(FA).

Sensitivity analyses conducted separately positive negative valence conditions,
domain-specific self-prioritization effects calculated difference between condition
friend condition morality competence domains.

Domain-specific indices {{{RT}}{{morality}}}{positive} {{{RT}}{{morality}}}{negative}
{{{RT}}{{competence}}}{positive} {{{RT}}{{competence}}}{negative}
d{{{morality}}{{positive}}} d{{{morality}}{{negative}}} d{{{competence}}{{positive}}}
d{{{competence}}{{negative}}} retained. total, eight indices derived task.

Self-Referent Encoding resulted multiple indices capture different aspects pos-
itive self-processing across encoding phase, recognition phase, source memory
phases. encoding phase, there dependent measures computed: proportion re-
sponses reaction times (RT), eight indices encoding phase total.

First, differences number endorsed adjectives between self- friend-referential
conditions computed positive negative words morality competence. ex-
ample, endorsement’s effect positive words morality calculated {{{encod-
ing}}{{endorsement}}}{{{morality}}{{positive}}} number endorsed positive
moral words number endorsed positive moral words friend friend Second, reac-
tion differences between self-referential friend-referential conditions computed
positive negative words morality competence. example, reaction times effect
positive words morality

calculated {{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{{{morality}}{{positive}}} positive moral
words positive moral words friend friend indices obtained recognition phase
SERT: domain-specific recognition accuracy derived signal detection (SDT)
sensitivity Trials classified follows: previously studied (old) words judged
familiar coded hits, words judged coded misses, words judged familiar coded
false alarms, words judged coded correct rejections.

Sensitivity indices computed Z(Hit) Z(FA). Domain valence specific self-
processing indices derived computing differences between self-referenced
friend-referenced positive conditions morality competence domains: friend
Additionally, there indices source memory phase.

Source memory performance quantified using signal detection theory sensitivity
defined correctly identifying encoding source previously presented items, false
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alarms defined incorrectly attributing items target source. source positive self-
view score computed friend Positive values indicate accurate source memory self-
encoded traits friend-encoded traits. total, under conditions valence (positive
negative) domain (morality competence), measurement indicators collectively
generate indices.

Standardization Derived Measures harmonize measures across different scales
modalities, derived indices standardized using -score transformation based
participant-level means standard deviations.

Specifically, total behavioral indices included, comprising indices Implicit Associ-
ation (IAT), eight indices Self-Matching (SMT), indices Self-Referent Encoding
(SRET) Table item-level scores self-report scales included standardization pro-
cedure. total, standardized -score variables derived questionnaires behavioral
tasks constitute finalized positive self-view indicators included dataset.

Records final comprises multiple levels granularity. de-identified includes item-
level responses questionnaires trial-level behavioral tasks. cleaned included pro-
cessed data, i.e., scale-level composite scores questionnaires derived indices be-
havioral tasks mentioned above. strictly anonymized.

Sensitive identifiers, names, addresses, specific contact information, removed.
hosted Science (SciDB, adopts structured hierarchical folder system facili-
tate navigation reproducibility researchers. organized three primary folders:
01_{Code}:

Contains complete

analysis
code; 02_{Data}: Contains complete unprocessed

deidentified participants clean participants; 03_{Figure}:

Contains visualization scripts dataset. scripts processing generating derived in-
dices (organized project: directory. files stored comma-separated values (.csv)
format ensure cross-platform compatibility. directory provides metadata de-
scriptions operational guidelines entire dataset.

Technical Validation 432

Self-bias Behavioral Tasks verify validity behavioral indicators dataset, exam-
ined whether cognitive produced expected other differences reflecting self-bias.
specifically, focused whether self-versus-other differences non-zero positive con-
ditions across competence morality domains, yielding total indices indices other
differences negative conditions, reported statistics, which reflect self-bias general
instead positive self-view.

Given non-significant -values cannot distinguish between evidence effect insuffi-
cient evidence effect,
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results
primarily based Bayes factor Implicit Association (IAT) One-sample -tests
Bayesian one-sample -tests conducted examine D-scores morality competence
domain Figure

Results
showed D-scores significantly deviated morality domain,

(502) 28.41, .001, Cohen 0.46, [0.43, 0.50], 5.70e+102, competence domain, (502)
22.74, .001, Cohen 1.01, [0.93, 1.10],

BF 10 = 3.76e+75. 449

Higher D-scores indicate stronger implicit associations between positive
attributes relative others.

Self-Matching (SMT) Self-bias assessed using indices: sensitivity indices derived
signal detection theory Figure competence domain, values significantly higher
self- friend-related trials positive valence condition, (502) 10.64, .001, Cohen
0.47, [0.38, 0.57], 5.43e+20. negative valence condition, values significantly
deviated zero, consistent presence broader self-bias, (502) 4.61, .001, Cohen
0.21, [0.12, 0.29], 1.53e+3. similar pattern observed morality domain, values
significantly higher self-related friend-related stimuli positive valence condition,
(502) 14.04, .001, Cohen 0.63, [0.53, 0.72], 4.43e+34. contrast, negative valence
condition, values significantly differ between self-related

friend-related stimuli, (502) 0.18, .858, Cohen -0.008, 0.10,

0.08], BF 01 = 20. 467

Response times significantly faster self-related other-related stimuli competence
domain, (502) 12.32, .001, Cohen 0.55, 0.64, 0.46], 2.30e+27, moral domain,
(502) 14.06, .001, Cohen 0.63, 0.72, 0.53], 5.18e+34. negative valence condition,
response times significantly faster self-related other-related stimuli competence
domain, (502) 7.81, .001, Cohen 0.35, 0.44, 0.26], 1.33e+11. morality domain,
however, significant difference observed, (502) 1.57, .118, Cohen 0.07, 0.16,

0.02], BF 01 = 5.88. 476

Self-view Self-Matching Task. positive self-view (self friend) source-stage com-
petence morality traits under positive negative valence conditions. positive self-
view (self friend) adjective labeling task.

Negative values indicate faster responses compared friend.

Self-Referent Encoding (SRET) multiple indices captur different aspects positive
self-bias across

encoding phase, recognition phase, source memory phases Figure encoding
phase, positive self-view assessed using encode rates reaction times. encoding
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rates, competence domain, encode rates indices indicated participants endorsed
fewer positive words self-descriptive friend-descriptive, (502) 5.82, .001, Cohen
0.26, 0.35, 0.17], 6.01e+5, negative words self-descriptive friend-descriptive,
(502) 7.42, .001, Cohen 0.33, [0.24, 0.42], 9.60e+9. morality domain, negative
words, encode rates indices showed strong evidence higher self-endorsement
compared friend-endorsement, (502) 3.41, 0.001, Cohen 0.15, [0.06, 0.24],
However, positive morality words, although -value significant, Bayes factor
indicated inconclusive evidence, (502) 2.40, .017, Cohen 0.11, 0.20, 0.02], 1.16,
suggesting insufficient support either presence absence difference. reaction
times, offer evidence self- friend- differences conditions. recognition phase,
sensitivity indices derived signal detection theory assess memory performance.
competence domain, indices provided moderate evidence supporting absence
differences between friend positive words, (502) 1.35, .180, Cohen 0.06, 0.02,
0.13], negative words, evidence self-bias inconclusive, (502) 2.44, .015, Cohen
0.11, [0.02, 0.18],

1.06. In
morality domain, indices showed moderate-to-strong evidence

friend differences positive, (502) 1.24, .214, Cohen 0.06, 0.03, 0.13], 9.10, nega-
tive word, (502) 1.14, .253, Cohen

d = 0.05, 95 % CI [ − 0.03, 0.12], BF 01 = 10. 508

source memory phase, indices showed strong evidence self-bias across domains.
competence domain, higher values observed self-related friend-related conditions
positive words, (502) 16.85, .001, Cohen 0.75, [0.59, 0.75], 2.27e+47, under neg-
ative valence, similar pattern extreme evidence supported effect self-bias, (502)
17.73, .001, Cohen 0.79, [0.61, 0.77], 2.83e+51. similar pattern extreme evidence
observed morality domain, higher values self-related friend-related conditions
positive words, (502) 17.25, .001, Cohen 0.77, [0.57, 0.72], 1.68e+49.

There extreme evidence self-bias under negative valence, (502) 13.88, .001, Co-
hen 0.62, [0.46, 0.61], 8.00e+33.

Self-view Self-Referent Encoding Task. ositive self-bias endorsement responses
during encoding phase (EW), calculated difference proportion responses between
friend conditions (Self Friend).

Positive self-bias reaction times during encoding phase, computed difference
response latency between friend judgments friend ositive self-bias recognition
sensitivity, quantified using signal detection theory ositive self-bias source mem-
ory sensitivity, measured using

Effect Sizes for Positive Self-View in Three Cognitive Tasks Cross Two Domains
528

Domain Indicator Positive Negative Cohen’s Cohen’s Morality {morality}
[0.43, 0.50] 5.70e Competence {morality} [0.93, 1.10] 3.76e+75 Morality
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{{{RT}}{{morality}}} [-0.72, -0.53] 5.18e+34 [-0.16, 0.02] Competence
{{{RT}}{{competence}}} [-0.64, -0.46] 2.30e+27 [-0.44, -0.26] 1.33e+11
Morality d{morality} [0.53, 0.72] 4.43e+34 [-0.10, 0.08] Competence
d{competence} [0.38, 0.57] 5.43e+20 [0.12, 0.29] 1.53e+3 Morality {{{en-
coding}}{{endorsement}}}{morality} [-0.20,-0.02] [0.06, 0.24] Competence
{{{encoding}}{{endorsement}}}{competence} [-0.35, -0.17] 6.01e+5 [0.24,
0.42] 9.60e+9 Morality {{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{competence} [-0.17, 0.01]
[-0.02, 0.15] Competence {{{encoding}}{{RT}}}{competence} [-0.17, 0.01]
[-0.02, 0.16] Morality RJ1{morality} [-0.03, 0.13] [-0.03, 0.12] Competence
RJ1{competence} [-0.02, 0.13] [0.02, 0.18] Morality RJ2{morality} [0.57, 0.72]
1.68e+49 [0.46, 0.61] 8.00e+33 Competence RJ2{competence} [0.59, 0.75]
2.27e+47 [0.61, 0.77] 2.83e+51 Note. represents Cohen’s effect difference
between friend conditions. denotes Bayes.

Values square brackets indicate confidence intervals effect size.

Reliability Self-report Scales Behavioral Tasks reliability self-report measures
behavioral task-derived indices assessed using internal consistency coefficients
test-retest reliability.

Self-Report Scales internal consistency positive self-view scales assessed evalu-
ate reliability questionnaire-based measures. scales demonstrated internal con-
sistency, indicating items within scale coherently related.

Internal consistency assessed self-report scales. Cronbach’s coefficients ranged
across scales.

Test-retest reliability evaluated using retest session conducted after initial as-
sessment.

Spearman correlation coefficients ranged Regarding test-retest reliability, Spear-
man correlation analyses conducted using retest session. variables measured
multiple points, test-retest reliability interval ranged between These

results
suggest scales demonstrated acceptable reliability, supporting their suitability
future analyses.

Stability Behavioral Indices examined stability behavioral indices analyzing
their overall correlational structure across participants.

Specifically, computed pairwise correlations among indices summarized distri-
bution these associations.

Across behavioral indices, pairwise correlations ranged

0.06), indicating substantial variability strength direction associations. pattern
suggests while indices share common variance, others capture distinct opposing
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aspects positive self-view. further assess robustness, conducted bootstrap re-
sampling analyses, which showed overall correlational structure remained stable
across resamples

(mean correlation = 0.06, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.08]). 559

Together, these

results
suggest behavioral indices provide stable heterogeneous representation positive
self-view, capturing shared distinct components across tasks.

Reliability and Validity of Positive Self-View Scales. 564

Variable Total Score Internal Consistency Test-Retest Reliability( Internal
Locus Control Optimism Explicit Narcissism Hypersensitive Narcissism Self-
Evaluations Rosenberg Self-Esteem Self-Concept Clarity Moral Identity Moral
Self-Image Self-Deceptive Enhancement Impression Management Domain-
Specific Self-Esteem Note. table presents psychometric properties scales
measure various facets positive Consistency:

Measured using Cronbach Reliability: Calculated using Spearman correlation
coefficients between measurements taken Test-retest reliability calculated
Domain-Specific Self-Esteem (measured Subjective Socioeconomic Status
(measured

Usage Notes Researchers interested measurement positive self-view choose
either self-report behavioral indices depending their theoretical framework.
present provides comprehensive standardized indicators derived measurement
approaches enabling systematic comparisons across paradigms (e.g., explicit
implicit measures).

Researchers these indicators examine heterogeneity positive self-view evaluate
consistency findings across different operationalizations. investigate associations
between positive self-view mental health related constructs. linking positive
self-view indicators measures depression, anxiety, satisfaction, researchers assess
relative predictive utility different operationalizations positive self-view.

Given relatively large sample size, well-suited examining individual differences
positive self-view self-referential information processing. example, researchers
explore variability behavioral indices (e.g., reaction time, signal detection mea-
sures) function trait-level characteristics. addition, although current descriptor
focuses cleaned data, original preprocessing pipeline allow researchers explore
alternative quality control strategies. include testing different criteria handling
missing comparing online-collected in-lab samples.

Finally, serve valuable resource educational purposes.

high-resolution, trial-level structure makes suitable teaching preprocessing (e.g.,
outlier detection, trial exclusion) computation psychometric indices (e.g., sig-
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nal detection theory measures). demonstrate advanced statistical modeling ap-
proaches, including confirmatory factor

analysis
(CFA) structural equation modeling (SEM), spanning pipeline item-level latent
constructs.

Availability processing validation scripts publicly available contains

analysis
code, project configuration files (Measuring_{{{posit}}_{{self}}}.Rproj), visu-
alization scripts. analyses performed using 4.4.1) statistical programming lan-
guage. packages utilized project include tidyverse 2.2.0), psych 2.5.3), foreign
(0.8.86).
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