Supplementary Materials
The data on which the manuscript’s analyses are based are freely available online on the Open
Science Framework (https://osf.io/uqh5d/)
STUDY 0 (not reported in manuscript)
Study 0 serves as the pilot study for our preregistered Study 1.
Participants
Participants (N=329, 183 female, Mage = 39.67) were randomly selected to watch one of
two TED talks (video one N = 166; video two N = 163). Note that the automatic randomization
procedure used to assign participants to conditions resulted in slightly unequal sample sizes
across conditions.
Procedure
Participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk and completed the study
using their personal computers. Participants were randomly assigned to watch one of two 3minute TED talks in one of five conditions: 1) In the Control condition, participants (N=70)
simply watched the TED talk with no further instruction. 2) In the Reflect condition, participants
(N=62) received prompts during the TED talk that asked them to think about their experience. 3)
In the Write condition, participants (N=70) received prompts during the TED talk that asked
them to type their thoughts and experiences into a space provided onscreen. These participants
were told that their responses would be erased at the end of the study. 4) In the Record condition,
participants (N=63) received prompts during the TED talk that asked them to type their thoughts
and experiences into a space provided onscreen. These participants were told that their responses
would be saved and provided as a personal transcript at the end of the study. 5) In the Share
condition, participants (N=64) received prompts during the TED talk that asked them to type
their thoughts and experiences into a space provided onscreen. These participants were told that

their thoughts would be saved and shared with others as soon as the study was over. Importantly,
participants were instructed not to pause the video while responding to any prompt.
Participants in this study first completed a training phase to familiarize themselves with
the task structure. During training, participants watched a 1-minute video, and were cued to
begin and end a practice secondary task (solving word jumbles) by a set of audiovisual prompts.
The training session familiarized participants with doing a task while watching the TED talk,
without allowing them to practice their specific task. During the task, participants in the Reflect,
Write, Record, and Share conditions were prompted to engage with their condition-specific tasks
for two 20-second periods during the video. Prompts appeared as a word (e.g., WRITE) in the
center of the screen, and were accompanied by a tone. Prompts to begin the task appeared at the
same time for each condition. The end of each period was signaled by a second tone. The TED
talk continued to play as participants responded to their prompts. Participants in the Write,
Record, and Share conditions were provided with a web-based form in which to write about their
thoughts and experiences when prompted.
Immediately after the task, participants completed a set of surveys designed to measure
aspects of their subjective and objective experiences. First, they reported on their engagement
during the tour with two measures, presence and mind-wandering. We used a modified version
of the Telepresence Scale (e.g., “I felt immersed in the video”; Nowak & Biocca, 2003) and a
three-item mind-wandering scale (e.g., “My mind wandered during the video”). They also
reported on their enjoyment of the tour with a modified version of the Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule (e.g., “How happy do you feel right now?” cf. Watson & Clark, 1988) as well as
questions that asked about their opinion of the video itself (e.g., “I enjoyed watching the video”).
Finally, they completed a five-item multiple-choice memory test about the content of the video.

See Supplementary Materials for the complete list of questions used in Study 1a. In this and all
studies, we report all measures, manipulations and exclusions.

MEASURES
Enjoyment Questions
[5-point Likert scale (1 = Very Slightly, 5 = Extremely)]
Interested
Excited
Enthusiastic
Inspired
Attentive
Happy
Sad (reverse-coded)
Upset (reverse-coded)
Proud
Alert
Active
[5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)]
Watching the video was fun
I enjoyed watching the video
I would watch the video again
I would recommend this video to others
Watching the video was boring (reverse-coded)
The video was interesting
Presence Questions
[7-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much)]
The experience of watching the video was engaging
I felt "present" while watching the video
I felt involved in the experience of watching the video
I felt immersed in the video
I was "sucked in" by the video
Mind-Wandering Questions
[7-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much)]

I felt like I was hanging on the speaker's words while watching the video (reverse-coded)
I was focused on the video while it was playing (reverse-coded)
My mind wandered during the video
I was distracted by other thoughts while the video was playing
Openness Questions
[7-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much)]
I feel like this video helped me see things in a new way
I felt open to new ideas while watching this video
Inspiration Questions
[7-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much)]
I felt challenged to live or think differently by this video
I feel like this video will cause me to reexamine how I interact with the world
I felt inspired while watching this video
Memory Questions
Video 1:
Note: Correct answers are always ‘a’. Answers were randomized when presented to
participants.
According to the video, what is the perfect amount of time to start a new habit (or quit an
old one)?
a. 30 days
b. 20 days
c. 40 days
d. 60 days
What is the speaker in this video's occupation?
a. Computer Scientist
b. Author
c. Geography Teacher
d. Psychologist
According to the video, what's the trick to making changes "stick"?
a. Small, sustainable changes
b. Occasionally “cheating”
c. Having a friend make changes with you
d. Shooting for the moon
The speaker in this video mentioned climbing a mountain--which one was it?

a. Mount Kilimanjaro
b. Mount Everest
c. Mount Washington
d. K2
The speaker in this video wrote a novel in a short amount of time--how many words were
in this novel?
a. About 50,000
b. About 40,000
c. About 30,000
d. About 75,000
Video 2:
According to the speaker in this video, what technology do people use more than any
other?
a. The “tush”
b. Cars
c. The Internet
d. Cell Phones
Approximately how long does the average person sit for each day?
a. 9.3 hours
b. 6.4 hours
c. 7.8 hours
d. 11.2 hours
What other health hazard does the speaker in this video compare sitting to?
a. Smoking
b. Skin cancer
c. Driving without a seatbelt
d. Alcoholism
How was the speaker in this video introduced to the idea of scheduling meetings during
walks?
a. Someone asked the speaker to join her for a meeting while she walked her dogs
b. Someone asked the speaker to push her in her wheelchair during a meeting
c. Someone was late for a meeting, so they had to talk while rushing to a
conference room
d. Someone showed her an article about the health benefits of walking
What is the "bottom line" of this talk?
a. “Walk and talk. Walk the talk.”
b. “Your body is your responsibility.”
c. “People are inefficient.”
d. “Always reach out to people you want to meet.”

RESULTS

We first conducted a set of four 5 (condition: Control, Reflect, Write, Record, Share) × 2
(video variant: one, two) ANOVAs, one for each measure of experience: memory, enjoyment,
presence, and mind-wandering. All four analyses revealed a significant effect of condition, so we
proceeded with the four contrasts of interest. There were no main effects of video for enjoyment,
presence, or mind-wandering. However, there was a main effect of video for memory (p = .001).
Because there were no condition × video interactions, all analyses were conducted across both
video variants.
Memory
First, we assessed the effects of interrupting an experience by contrasting the Control and
Reflect conditions. This analysis revealed that simply interrupting the TED talk for purposes of
internal reflection does not impact memory (F(1,320)=2.343, p=.127, partial η2=.007).
Next, we assessed the effects of externalizing one’s reflections by contrasting the Reflect
and Write conditions. This analysis revealed that externalizing an experience by writing down
one’s reflections, even if that text will soon be deleted, did have a significant negative impact on
how well participants remembered the experience (F(1,320)=8.028, p=.006, partial η2=.023).
In order to assess whether the impact of externalizing the experience depended on
whether that text was saved or not, we next contrasted the Write and Record conditions. This
analysis revealed no significant effects of saving on subsequent memory F(1,320)=.256, p=.613,
partial η2=.001).
Finally, we assessed the effects of sharing one’s experience with others by contrasting
the Share and Record conditions. Here we found that recording an experience with the intent of
sharing for others did not impact memory over and above recording an experience for oneself
(F(1,320)=.178, p=.673, partial η2=.001).

Together, these results suggest that media use impairs memory specifically when that
media is used to externalize an experience. We found no evidence that media use further impairs
memory by merely interrupting, saving, or sharing that experience.
Engagement and Enjoyment
We next ran the same set of planned comparisons to examine the impact of media use on
subjective measures of experience, namely participants’ self-reports of their engagement
(presence and mind-wandering) and enjoyment.
We assessed the effects of interrupting an experience by contrasting the Control and
Reflect condition. Simply interrupting the TED talk, even just to reflect on it, had a significantly
negative impact on enjoyment (F(1,319)=4.939, p=.027, partial η2=.015) and both measures of
engagement (Presence: F(1,319)=4.443, p=.036, partial η2=.014; Mind-Wandering:
F(1,319)=7.952, p=.005, partial η2=.024).
Next, we assessed the effects of externalizing one’s reflections by contrasting the Reflect
and Write conditions. Externalizing an experience by writing down one’s reflections did not
impact enjoyment (F(1,319)=.541, p=.463, partial η2=.002) or engagement (Presence:
F(1,319)=2.142, p=.144, partial η2=.007; Mind-Wandering: F(1,319)=1.325, p=.251, partial
η2=.004) over and above the effects of interrupting the experience.
In order to assess whether the impact of externalizing an experience depended on whether
that text was saved or not, we next contrasted the Write and Record conditions. This analysis
revealed no significant effects of saving on enjoyment (F(1,319)=.152, p=.697, partial η2=.000)
or engagement (Presence: F(1,319)=1.115, p=.292, partial η2=.003; Mind-wandering:
F(1,319)=.584, p=.445, partial η2=.002).

Finally, we assessed the effects of sharing one’s experience with others by contrasting
the Share and Record condition. Here we found that reflecting on an experience with the intent
of sharing for others, as opposed to no such intent, exerted a negative impact on both measures
of engagement (Presence: F(1,319)=6.777, p=.010, partial η2=.021; Mind-Wandering:
F(1,319)=3.778, p=.053, partial η2=.012), but left enjoyment (F(1,319)=2.634, p=.106, partial
η2=.008) intact.

Omnibus results for DVs.

Context-specific experiences. Context-specific questions assessed feelings of openness (e.g., “I
felt open to new ideas while watching this video”, α = .90) and inspiration (e.g., “I felt inspired
while watching this video”, α = .94), two experiences that might reasonably be activated by
watching an inspirational TED performance.

Omnibus ANOVA
condition main
effect

video main effect

condition x video
interaction

Inspiration

Openness

F(4,319) = 6.893
p < .001
η2 = .080
F(4,319) = 6.168
p < .001
η2 = .072

F(1,319) = 1.800
p = .181
η2 = .006
F(1,319) = .115
p = .734
η2 < .001

F(4,319) = 1.118
p = .348
η2 = .014
F(4,319) = 1.119
p = .348
η2 = .014

Planned Contrasts
Control vs.
Reflect

Reflect vs. Write
& Record

Inspiration

F(1,319)=4.490,
p=.035
partial η2=.014

F(1,319)=.453
p=.501
partial η2=.001

Openness

F(1,319)=5.937,
p=.015
partial η2=.018

F(1,319)=.044,
p=.832
partial η2<.001

Write vs.
Record
F(1,319) =
1.670, p = .197
partial η2 =
.005
F(1,319)=.532,
p=.466
partial η2=.002

Share vs.
Record
F(1,319)=8.241,
p=.004
partial η2=.025
F(1,319)=6.483,
p=.011
partial η2=.020

All pairwise comparisons. The complete set of pairwise comparisons between each condition,
for each outcome variable is below. Significant correlations are in bold. There were no
preregistered hypotheses for Study 0.
MEMORY:

Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

F(1,319) = 2.343
p = .127
partial η2 = .007

F(1,319) = 19.359
p < .001
partial η2 = .057

F(1,319) = 14.267
p < .001
partial η2 = .043

F(1,319) = 17.851
p < .001
partial η2 = .053

F(1,319) = 7.573
p = .006
partial η2 = .023

F(1,319) = 4.794
p = .029
partial η2 = .015

F(1,319) = 6.862
p = .009
partial η2 = .021

F(1,319) = .256
p = .613
partial η2 = .001

F(1,319) = .006
p = .940
partial η2 < .001

Reflect
Write
Save

F(1,319) = .178
p = .673
partial η2 = .001

ENJOYMENT:

Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

F(1,319) = 4.939
p = .027
partial η2 = .015

F(1,319) = 9.316
p = .002
partial η2 = .028

F(1,319) = 6.664
p = .010
partial η2 = .020

F(1,319) = 18.125
p < .001
partial η2 = .054

Reflect

F(1,319) = .541
p = .463
partial η2 = .002

Write

F(1,319) = .115
p = .735
partial η2 < .001

F(1,319) = 3.827
p = .051
partial η2 = .012

F(1,319) = .152
p = .697
partial η2 < .001

F(1,319) = 1.623
p = .204
partial η2 = .005

Save

F(1,319) = 2.634
p = .106
partial η2 = .008

PRESENCE:
Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

F(1,319) = 4.443
p = .036
partial η2 = .014

F(1,319) = 13.582
p < .001
partial η2 = .041

F(1,319) = 6.408
p = .012
partial η2 = .020

F(1,319) = 27.175
p < .001
partial η2 = .079

F(1,319) = 2.142
p = .144
partial η2 = .007

F(1,319) = .162
p = .688
partial η2 = .001

F(1,319) = 8.974
p = .003
partial η2 = .027

F(1,319) = 1.115
p = .292
partial η2 = .003

F(1,319) = 2.595
p = .108
partial η2 = .008

Reflect
Write
Save

F(1,319) = 6.777
p = .010
partial η2 = .021

MIND-WANDERING:

Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

F(1,319) = 7.952
p = .005
partial η2 = .024

F(1,319) = 16.790
p < .001
partial η2 = .050

F(1,319) = 10.397
p = .001
partial η2 = .032

F(1,319) = 27.372
p < .001
partial η2 = .079

F(1,319) = 1.325
p = .251
partial η2 = .004

F(1,319) = .145
p = .704
partial η2 < .001

F(1,319) = 5.369
p = .021
partial η2 = .017

F(1,319) = .584
p = .445
partial η2 = .002

F(1,319) = 1.505
p = .221
partial η2 = .005

Reflect
Write
Save

F(1,319) = 3.778
p = .053
partial η2 = .012

OPENNESS:
Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

F(1,319) = 5.937

F(1,319) = 9.487

F(1,319) = 5.148

F(1,319) = 23.921

p = .015
partial η2 = .018

Reflect

p = .002
partial η2 = .029

p = .024
partial η2 = .016

p < .001
partial η2 = .070

F(1,319) = .301
p = .584
partial η2 = .001

F(1,319) = .030
p = .863
partial η2 < .001

F(1,319) = 5.577
p = .019
partial η2 = .017

F(1,319) = .532
p = .466
partial η2 = .002

F(1,319) = 3.536
p = .061
partial η2 = .011

Write
Save

F(1,319) = 6.483
p = .011
partial η2 = .020

INSPIRATION:

Control
Reflect

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

F(1,319) = 4.490
p = .035
partial η2 = .014

F(1,319) = 11.994
p = .001
partial η2 = .036

F(1,319) = 4.321
p = .038
partial η2 = .013

F(1,319) = 25.330
p < .001
partial η2 = .074

F(1,319) = 1.530
p = .217
partial η2 = .005

F(1,319) = .002
p = .961
partial η2 < .001

F(1,319) = 7.896
p = .005
partial η2 = .024

F(1,319) = 1.670
p = .197
partial η2 = .005

F(1,319) = 2.716
p = .100
partial η2 = .008

Write
Save

F(1,319) = 8.241
p = .004
partial η2 = .025

STUDY 1
MEASURES
Participants in Study 1 answered the same set of questions as participants in Study 0 with two
exceptions. First, there were not Openness or Inspiration questions. Second, there were
additional questions assessing Observer Perspective and Self-Presentational Concerns.
Observer Perspective Questions:
Think back to the experience of watching the video. We're interested in your image of
this event. So, we would like you to take a moment to form a clear picture of it in your
mind. First, shut your eyes and visualize the situation, then answer the question below.
Please rate your image of your experience according to the endpoints below:
A. I saw the scene from my original point of view (not as an external observer would see
it). I did not see myself in the image, since it was as though I was looking at the event

through my own eyes.
B. I saw the scene as an observer might see it (not from my original point of view). I saw
myself in the image, since it was as though I was looking at the event through the eyes of
an observer.
[7-point Likert Scale (1=Mostly A, 4=Mixture of A and B, 7=Mostly B)]
Self-Presentational Concerns Questions:
[7-point Likert Scale (1=Not at All, 7=Extremely)]
How anxious did you feel while watching the video?
How worried were you that your behavior on the task (thoughts you wrote) would show
yourself in the best possible light?
To what extent were you attempting to control your impression while completing the task
(writing your thoughts)?
RESULTS
Omnibus results for DVs reported in manuscript.

All pairwise comparisons. The complete set of pairwise comparisons between each condition,
for each outcome variable is below. Significant correlations are highlighted in bold. Significance
is determined by a preregistered, uncorrected threshold of p < .05. Preregistered hypotheses are
presented inside double bordered cells.
ENJOYMENT:

Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,370) = 2.233
p = .136
partial η2 = .006

F(1,370) = .606
p = .437
partial η2 = .002
F(1,370) = .537
p = .464
partial η2 = .001

F(1,370) = .473
p = .492
partial η2 = .001
F(1,370) = .659
p = .417
partial η2 = .002
F(1,370) = .007
p = .932
partial η2 = .000

F(1,370) = 3.430
p = .065
partial η2 = .009
F(1,370) = 11.275
p = .001
partial η2 = .030
F(1,370) = 7.061
p = .008
partial η2 = .019
F(1,370) = 6.514
p = .011
partial η2 = .017

F(1,370) = .516
p = .473
partial η2 = .001
F(1,370) = 4.619
p = .032
partial η2 = .012
F(1,370) = 2.163
p = .142
partial η2 = .006
F(1,370) = 1.903
p = .169
partial η2 = .005
F(1,370) = 1.106
p = .294
partial η2 = .003

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,370) = .572
p = .450
partial η2 = .002
F(1,370) = 2.901
p = .089
partial η2 = .008

F(1,370) = .159
p = .690
partial η2 = .000
F(1,370) = 1.782
p = .183
partial η2 = .005
F(1,370) = .128
p = .721
partial η2 = .000

F(1,370) = 6.663
p = .010
partial η2 = .018
F(1,370) = 12.429
p < .001
partial η2 = .033
F(1,370) = 3.488
p = .063
partial η2 = .009
F(1,370) = 4.854
p = .028
partial η2 = .013

F(1,370) = 20.814
p < .001
partial η2 = .053
F(1,370) = 30.034
p < .001
partial η2 = .075
F(1,370) = 15.263
p < .001
partial η2 = .040
F(1,370) = 17.756
p < .001
partial η2 = .046
F(1,370) = 4.350
p = .038
partial η2 = .012

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,370) = .744
p = .389
partial η2 = .002

F(1,370) = .648
p = .422
partial η2 = .002
F(1,370) = .004
p = .949
partial η2 = .000

F(1,370) = 2.293
p = .131
partial η2 = .006
F(1,370) = .433
p = .511
partial η2 = .001
F(1,370) = .529
p = .467
partial η2 = .001

F(1,370) = 6.613
p = .011
partial η2 = .018
F(1,370) = 3.006
p = .084
partial η2 = .008
F(1,370) = 3.275
p = .071
partial η2 = .009

F(1,370) = 44.767
p < .001
partial η2 = .108
F(1,370) = 35.055
p < .001
partial η2 = .087
F(1,370) = 36.239
p < .001
partial η2 = .089

Reflect
Write
Save
Share

PRESENCE:
Reflect
Control F(1,370) = .856

p = .356
partial η2 = .002

Reflect
Write
Save
Share

MIND-WANDERING:
Control
Reflect
Write

Save

F(1,370) = 1.170
p = .280
partial η2 = .003

F(1,370) = 28.020
p < .001
partial η2 = .070
F(1,370) = 17.788
p < .001
partial η2 = .046

Share

MEMORY:
Reflect
Control F(1,370) = .460

p = .498
partial η2 = .001

Reflect
Write
Save
Share

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,370) = 8.861
p = .003
partial η2 = .023
F(1,370) = 5.354
p = .021
partial η2 = .014

F(1,370) = 6.288
p = .013
partial η2 = .017
F(1,370) = 3.407
p = .066
partial η2 = .009
F(1,370) = .205
p = .651
partial η2 = .001

F(1,370) = 5.822
p = .016
partial η2 = .015
F(1,370) = 3.087
p = .080
partial η2 = .008
F(1,370) = .267
p = .606
partial η2 = .001
F(1,370) = .005
p = .945
partial η2 = .000

F(1,370) = 36.937
p < .001
partial η2 = .091
F(1,370) = 30.010
p < .001
partial η2 = .075
F(1,370) = 11.073
p = .001
partial η2 = .029
F(1,370) = 13.901
p < .001
partial η2 = .036
F(1,370) = 14.119
p < .001
partial η2 = .037

Omnibus results for Observer Perspective and Self-Presentational Concern questions
The significant main effect by condition for Self-Presentational Concerns was driven by the fact
that participants in the Reflect condition reported much higher levels of self-presentational
concerns than participants in every other condition (all ps < .026), except for the Distract
condition (p = .101). Reported Self-Presentational Concerns did not differ between any other
conditions.

STUDY 2
MEASURES
Competed before the tour
Please describe in one or two sentences what you will be doing in this study. [free
response]
Before you go on the tour, please answer the following questions.
How interesting do you thinking this tour will be? [5-point Likert scale (1=not at
all interesting, 5=extremely interesting)]
How boring do you thinking this tour will be? [5-point Likert scale (1=not at all
boring, 5=extremely boring)]
How much fun do you expect to have on this tour? [5-point Likert scale (1=none,
5=a great deal)]
What is the likelihood that you will visit Memorial Church again after this tour?
[5-point Likert scale (1=very unlikely, 5=very likely)]
How many times have you visited Memorial Church? [free response]
How many times have you done a tour of Memorial Church? [free response]
Which religion do you identify with most? [multiple choice with free response as
an option]
How religious are you? [5-point Likert scale (1=not religious at all, 5=very
religious)]
Completed immediately after the tour
Enjoyment Questions
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and
emotions. Read each item and then list the number from the scale below next to
each word. Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the
present moment [5-point Likert scale (1 = very slightly or not at all; 5 =
extremely)].
Interested
Excited
Enthusiastic

Inspired
Attentive
Happy
Sad (reverse-scored)
Upset (reverse-scored)
Proud
Alert
Active
Indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements [5-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree)]:
This tour was fun
I enjoyed the tour
I will return to Memorial Church in the future
I would recommend this tour to others
The tour was boring (reverse-scored)
The tour was interesting
I appreciate Memorial Church more after the tour than I did before the
tour
I appreciate Memorial Church less after the tour than I did before the tour
(reverse-scored)
Questions about Tour Experience
Please write in your responses to the following questions [free response]:
How many minutes do you think you spent doing the tour?
How many other people were in Memorial Church during your tour?
What percentage of these people was taking pictures?
Please describe the tour that you just completed.
Presence Questions
Answer the following questions about your experience on the tour [7-point Likert
scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much)]:
The experience was intense
I felt present inside of the church
I felt involved in the experience
I felt immersed in the church
I felt surrounded by the church
Mind-Wandering Questions

Answer the following questions about your experience on the tour [7-point Likert
scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much)]:
I was focused on the church during the tour (reverse-scored)
My mind wandered during the tour
I was distracted by other thoughts on this tour
Experience-Specific Questions
Answer the following questions about your experience on the tour [7-point Likert
scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much)]:
I felt open toward others on this tour
I felt awe during this tour
I saw beauty all around me on this tour
I felt wonder during this tour
How much did you feel the following sensations while you were on the tour:
Warmth in chest
Lump in throat
Muscles relaxed
How much did you feel the desire to do the following while you were on the tour:
Do something good for other people
Become a better person
I felt just the right amount of challenge
I did not notice time passing
I was totally absorbed in what I was doing
I was completely lost in thought
My thoughts/activities ran fluidly and smoothly
My mind was completely clear
The right thoughts/movements occurred of their own accord
I knew what I had to do each step of the way
I felt that I had everything under control
Condition-specific questions
CONTROL condition:
[7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much)]:
I enjoyed not taking pictures on the tour
How much did you feel the desire to do the following while you were on the tour:
Take pictures

Post about the tour on social media
RECORD condition:
[free response]
How many pictures did you take during the tour?
What do you think you may do with these pictures?
Indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements [7-point Likert
scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much)]:
I enjoyed taking pictures on the tour
How much did you feel the desire to do the following while you were on the tour:
Not take pictures
Post about the tour on social media
SHARE condition:
[free response]
How many pictures did you take during the tour?
How many pictures did you post on your Facebook?
How many likes do you think these pictures will get in total?
How many comments do you think these pictures will get in total?
How many likes have your pictures already received?
How many comments have your pictures already received?
How many likes do your pictures TYPICALLY get?
How many comments do your pictures TYPICALLY get?
Indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements [7-point
Likert scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much)]:
I enjoyed taking pictures on the tour
I enjoyed posting pictures of the tour on Facebook
I felt uncomfortable posting pictures on Facebook
How much did you feel the desire to do the following while you were on
the tour:

Not take pictures
Not post about the tour on social media
Follow-Up Questions (completed 1-2 weeks after the tour)
Participants responded to the same set of questions as above, in the past tense. They also
responded to a set of memory questions (below).
Memory Questions
Note: Correct answers are always ‘a’. Answers were randomized when presented to
participants.
1. The tour first instructed you to notice 4 items before entering the church. Which of
the following was NOT mentioned?
a. The beautiful mountain setting
b. Celtic cross
c. A small memorial garden
d. Bronze class plaques, each sealing the class time capsule
2. What greets you from the massive entry doors?
a. Bronze angels
b. The dedication plaque
c. Mosaics
d. Busts of famous scholars
3. Who does a unique window portray ascending toward the throne of heaven?
a. Leland Stanford Jr.
b. The architect of Memorial Church
c. Jesus
d. Angels
4. What shape does the church take?
a. Cruciform
b. A perfect circle
c. Quadrilateral
d. No specific shape
5. How many stained-glass windows are in the church?
a. 140
b. 19
c. 365
d. 90
6. Which of the following statements is FALSE?
a. Men are overrepresented in the church
b. There are recurring themes of comfort and divine guardianship
c. Biblical reference are found beneath all windows and mosaics
d. Biblical images honor both Jewish and Christian traditions
7. Before 1906, the candle niches held what?
a. Statues of the apostles

b. A glory of angels
c. A Eucharist wreath
d. Brightly lit candles
8. Which statement about the dome is FALSE?
a. The dome represents Islamic tradition
b. The dome is supported by four archangels
c. The dome surmounts an ivy band
d. The dome includes symbols of the Ten Commandments and the star of the
Epiphany
9. The stone in the beautiful sandstone carving is from where?
a. San Jose, California
b. Venice, California
c. Madrid, Spain
d. Amherst, Ohio
10. Which was NOT listed as a recurring theme of Memorial Church?
a. Education
b. Sorrow
c. Comfort
d. Inclusiveness
RESULTS
Forecasted experience. After learning about the tour but before leaving for the tour, participants
answered a set of questions designed to assess their forecasted experience (e.g., how much fun
they expect to have on the tour).
Participants’ forecasted experience did not differ between conditions (p > .90).
Positive forecast: We assessed participants’ positive forecast with a composite of three
questions: “How interesting do you think this tour will be?”, “How much fun do you expect to
have on this tour?”, and “What is the likelihood that you will visit Memorial Church again after
this tour?”.
This positive forecast correlated with actual reports of presence immediately following the tour
(r=.35, p<.001) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=.37, p<.001), mind wandering immediately
following the tour (r=-.18, p=.047) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=-.22, p=.017), enjoyment
immediately following the tour (r=.48, p<.001) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=.50, p<.001), and
context-specific experiences immediately following the tour (r=.49, p<.001) and after a 1-2 week
delay (r=.42, p<.001).
Negative forecast: We assed participants’ negative forecast with the question, “How boring do
you think this tour will be?”
This negative forecast correlated with actual reports of presence immediately following the tour
(r=-.26, p=.004) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=-.32, p<.001), mind wandering after a 1-2 week
delay (r=.32, p<.001), enjoyment immediately following the tour (r=-.33, p<.001) and after a 1-2

week delay (r=-.41, p=.001), and context-specific experiences immediately following the tour
(r=-.35, p<.001) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=-.31, p=.001).
Together, these results suggest that participants’ expectations about experiences are strongly
connected to their actual experiences. Importantly, expectations did not differ systematically
across conditions.
Time away from testing room. Researchers recorded the time that participants left the lab for
the tour and that time that they returned to the lab after completing both the tour as well as their
packet of questionnaires. This provided us with a measure of how long each participant was
away from the testing room. Post hoc tests showed that time away from the testing room differed
between conditions (F(2,122)=11.05, p < .001, η2=0.16) such that participants in the Share
condition (M=42.68, SD=11.49) spent a significantly longer time away from the testing room
than participants in the Record (M=35.19, SD=11.85, t(122)=3.20, p=.002, d=.65) and Control
conditions (M=31.93, SD=8.35, t(122)=4.59, p<.001, d=1.10). This difference is likely explained
by the fact that participants in the Share condition, but not the other conditions, were required to
take the extra step of posting their pictures to Facebook.
Participants’ estimates of how long they spent on the tour did not differ between condition
(as reported in the manuscript). A violin plot that shows the distribution of their estimates is
below.

Context-specific experiences. We tested for differences in context-specific experiences (that is,
differences in experiences that might be expected in the specific context of a historic church)
between our experimental conditions. Media did not significantly affect these context-specific
experiences (F(2,124)=1.20, p=.31, η2=.02) during the tour. Further, reports of remembered
context-specific experiences did not differ across conditions (all p’s > .29).
Word count. All participants were asked to provide a written description of the tour that they
just completed. We computed the word count that each participant used for their description. The
assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for this word count measure, so we ran a

Brown-Forsythe test as opposed to a one-way ANOVA to investigate differences between
conditions. Word counts differed between conditions (F(2,113.80)=3.44, p=.04, eta w2=.04) such
that participants in the Share condition (M=82.17, SD=44.14) wrote fewer words than
participants in the Control condition (M=112.86, SD=67.55, t(74.60)=2.50, p=.02, d=.54) and
the Record condition (M=105.24, SD=53.64, t(78.77)=2.14, p=.035, d=.47). There were no word
count differences between participants in the Control and record conditions (p=.56).
Condition-specific questions. Participants also answered questions specific to their
experimental condition. We included these questions to provide ancillary data to help explain
factors that might have led to group differences. Correlation matrices are below. The top value in
each cell is the Pearson Correlation and the bottom value is the p-value.

A. Control Condition

Presence

-0.154
-0.317

"How much did
you feel the
desire to take
pictures?"
0.118
0.447

Mind-Wandering

0.102
0.508

-0.187
0.225

-0.172
0.263

Enjoyment

-0.195
0.204

0.187
0.224

.367
0.014

Experience Specific

-0.212
0.167

0.181
0.239

.352
0.019

Presence

-0.077
0.634

0.081
0.617

.315
0.045

Mind-Wandering

0.302
0.055

-0.19
0.234

-0.076
0.637

Enjoyment

-0.209
0.19

0.074
0.646

0.188
0.24

Experience Specific

-0.218
0.171

0.181
0.258

.319
0.042

"I enjoyed not
taking pictures
on the tour"

follow-up

follow-up

follow-up

follow-up

"How much did you
feel the desire to
post about the tour
on social media?"
.396
0.008

B. Record Condition

Presence
Mind-Wandering

"How many
pictures did
you take
during the
tour?"
0.162
0.3
0.007
0.967

"I enjoyed
taking
pictures on
the tour"

"How much did
you feel the
desire to not take
pictures?"

0.495
0.001

0.063
0.688

"How much did
you feel the
desire to post
about the tour on
social media?"
0.184
0.237

-0.172
0.27

-0.147
0.348

-0.099
0.528

Enjoyment

0.076
0.626

0.373
0.014

0.016
0.917

0.119
0.448

Experience
Specific

0.223
0.15

0.461
0.002

0.191
0.22

0.187
0.23

Presence

0.119
0.459

0.468
0.002

0.11
0.494

0.002
0.99

Mind-Wandering

0.071
0.657

-0.175
0.274

-0.28
0.076

0.07
0.663

Enjoyment

0.181
0.259

0.451
0.003

0.018
0.911

-0.047
0.773

Experience
Specific

0.167

0.408

0.165

0.029

0.298

0.008

0.303

0.859

follow-up

follow-up

follow-up

follow-up

C. Share Condition

Photo Quality. A group of independent raters assessed the quality of the photos that participants
took. For each participant in the Record and Share conditions, we randomly selected two photos
to be evaluated. Twenty mechanical turk workers rated each image on four dimensions: valence
(“How does this photo make you feel?”), quality (“How good is this photo?), number of actual
people, and number of representations of people (i.e. in art).
There were no differences in the number of people (actual or represented) in photos taken by the
Record and Share conditions (ps > .38).
Participants in the Share condition took photos that were rated as being higher quality (M=3.14,
SD=.78) and more positively valenced (M=4.05, SD=.32) than participants in the Record
condition (Mquality=2.72, SDquality=.65, t(82)=-2.69, p=.009, d=-.59; Mvalence=3.75, SDvalence=.31,
t(82)=-4.32, p<.001, d=-.95).
Valence and Quality ratings did not correlate with participants’ own rating of how much they
enjoyed taking pictures (all ps > .37).

We conducted a median-split of photo quality in the Record condition and reported Facebook
likes in the Share condition to investigate potential media-specific effects (e.g., do participants
who take higher-quality and more popular photos have different experiences?). Comparing
Record participants with relatively high-quality photos, Share participants with relatively popular
photos, and Control participants show that the differences in presence (F(2,81)=.02, p=.98) and
mind-wandering (F(2,81)=.34, p=.71) by condition is eliminated. Participants with high-quality
photos and many likes on their Facebook posts report being as present and report their mind
wandering as much during the tour as participants in the Control condition. This same mediansplit analysis does not eliminate the effects of memory (F(2,77)=3.54, p=.03). These results
highlight the importance of investigating how media is being used during an experience.
STUDY 3
MEASURES
Participants in Study 3 received the same measures as participants in Study 2. Additionally,
participants in Study 3 answered questions about their study partner (below).
Social Questions
Describe your study partner and how they took the tour. [free response]
How well did you know your study partner before this study? [7-point Likert scale
(1=Not at all; 7=Very Much)]
Please indicate the picture (below) that best describes your current relationship with your
study partner:

Use the scale below to respond to the following statements about your study partner:
[7-point Likert scale (1=Not at all; 7=Very Much)]
I feel that I would like my study partner
I feel that I would enjoy working in a class experiment with my study partner

Interpersonal Social Attraction Scale
Use the scale below to indicate your agreement with the following statements about your
study partner:
[7-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree)]
I think my study partner could be a friend of mine
It would be difficult to meet and talk with my study partner
My study partner just wouldn't fit into my circle of friends.
My study partner and I could never establish a personal friendship with each other.
I would like to have a friendly chat with my study partner
Need to Belong Scale
Indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements using this scale:
[5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 5=Strongly Agree)]
If other people don't seem to accept me, I don't let it bother me.
I try hard not to do things that will make other people avoid or reject me.
I seldom worry about whether other people care about me.
I need to feel that there are people I can turn to in times of need.
I want other people to accept me.
I do not like being alone.
Being apart from my friends for long periods of time does not bother me.
I have a strong need to belong.
It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people's plans.
My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others do not accept me.
UCLA Loneliness Scale
The following statements describe how people sometimes feel. For each statement, please
indicate how often you feel the way described.
[4-point Likert scale (1=Never; 4=Always)]
How often do you feel that you are "in tune" with the people around you?
How often do you feel that you lack companionship?
How often do you feel that there is no one you can turn to?
How often do you feel alone?
How often do you feel part of a group of friends?

How often do you feel that you have a lot in common with the people around you?
How often do you feel that you are no longer close to anyone?
How often do you feel that your interests and ideas are not shared by those around
you?
How often do you feel outgoing and friendly?
How often do you feel close to people?
How often do you feel left out?
How often do you feel that your relationships with others are not meaningful?
How often do you feel that no one really knows you well?
How often do you feel isolated from others?
How often do you feel you can find companionship when you want it?
How often do you feel that there are people who really understand you?
How often do you feel shy?
How often do you feel that people are around you but not with you?
How often do you feel that there are people you can talk to?
How often do you feel that there are people you can turn to?
Sense of Belonging Scale
Here are some statements with which you may or may not agree. Using the key below,
indicate the number that most closely reflects your feelings about each statement.
[4-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 4=Strongly Agree)]
I often wonder if there is any place on earth where I really fit in.
I am just not sure if I fit in with my friends.
I would describe myself as a misfit in most social situations.
I generally feel that people accept me.
I feel like a piece of a jig-saw puzzle that doesn’t fit into the puzzle.
I would like to make a difference to people or things around me, but I don’t feel
that what I have to offer is valued.
I feel like an outsider in most situations.
I am troubled by feeling like I have no place in this world.
I could disappear for days and it wouldn’t matter to my family.
In general, I don’t feel a part of the mainstream of society.
I feel like I observe life rather than participate in it.
If I died tomorrow, very few people would come to my funeral.
I feel like a square peg trying to fit into a round hole.
I don’t feel that there is any place where I really fit in this world.
I am uncomfortable that my background and experiences are so different from
those who are usually around me.
I could not see or call my friends for days and it wouldn’t matter to them.
I feel left out of things.
I am not valued by or important to my friends.
It is important to me that I am valued or accepted by others.
In the past, I have felt valued and important to others.

It is important to me that I fit somewhere in this world.
I have qualities that can be important to others.
I am working on fitting in better with those around me.
I want to be a part of things going on around me.
It is important to me that my thoughts and opinions are valued.
Generally, other people recognize my strengths and good points.
I can make myself fit in anywhere.
RESULTS
Forecasted experience. After learning about the tour but before leaving for the tour, participants
answered a set of questions designed to assess their forecasted experience (e.g., how much fun
they expect to have on the tour).
Participants’ forecasted experience did not differ between conditions (F(2,217) = .358, p = .700).
Positive forecast: We assessed participants’ positive forecast with a composite of three
questions: “How interesting do you think this tour will be?”, “How much fun do you expect to
have on this tour?”, and “What is the likelihood that you will visit Memorial Church again after
this tour?”.
This positive forecast correlated with actual reports of presence immediately following the tour
(r=.226, p=.001) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=.279, p<.001), mind wandering after a 1-2 week
delay (r=-.144, p=.034), enjoyment immediately following the tour (r=.478, p<.001) and after a
1-2 week delay (r=.552, p<.001), and context-specific experiences immediately following the
tour (r=.364, p<.001) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=.354, p<.001).
Negative forecast: We assed participants’ negative forecast with the question, “How boring do
you think this tour will be?”
This negative forecast correlated with actual reports of presence immediately following the tour
(r=-.168, p=.013) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=-.197, p=.004), mind wandering immediately
following the tour (r=.195, p=.004) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=.221, p=.001), enjoyment
immediately following the tour (r=-.340, p<.001) and after a 1-2 week delay (r=-.399, p<.001),
and context-specific experiences immediately following the tour (r=-.313, p<.001) and after a 12 week delay (r=-.250, p<.001).
Together, these results suggest that participants’ expectations about experiences are strongly
connected to their actual experiences. Importantly, expectations did not differ systematically
across conditions.
Time away from testing room. Researchers recorded the time that participants left the lab for
the tour and that time that they returned to the lab after completing both the tour as well as their
packet of questionnaires. This provided us with a measure of how long each participant was
away from the testing room. Post hoc tests showed that time away from the testing room differed
between conditions (F(2,215)=7.107, p < .001) such that participants in the Share condition

(M=49.05, SD=15.285) spent a significantly longer time away from the testing room than
participants in the Record (M=42.21, SD=10.437, p=.012) and Control conditions (M=40.77,
SD=12.182, p<.001). This difference is likely explained by the fact that participants in the Share
condition, but not the other conditions, were required to take the extra step of posting their
pictures to Facebook.
Participants’ estimates of how long they spent on the tour did not differ between condition
(as reported in the manuscript). A violin plot that shows the distribution of their estimates is
below.

Context-specific experiences. As in Study 2, we tested for differences in context-specific
experiences (that is, differences in experiences that might be expected in the specific context of a
historic church) between our experimental conditions. Media did not significantly affect these
context-specific experiences (F(2,181.19)=1.158, p=.316) during the tour. Further, reports of
remembered context-specific experiences did not differ across conditions (all p’s > .22).
Condition-specific questions. Participants also answered questions specific to their
experimental condition. We included these questions to provide ancillary data to help explain
factors that might have led to group differences. Correlation matrices are below. The top value in
each cell is the Pearson Correlation and the bottom value is the p-value.
A. Control Condition

B. Record Condition

C. Share Condition

Photo Quality. A group of independent raters assessed the quality of the photos that participants
took. For each participant in the Record and Share conditions, we randomly selected two photos
to be evaluated. Twenty mechanical turk workers rated each image on four dimensions: valence
(“How does this photo make you feel?”), quality (“How good is this photo?), number of actual
people, and number of representations of people (i.e. in art).
There were no differences in the number of people (actual or represented) in photos taken by the
Record and Share conditions (ps > .17).
Participants in the Share condition took photos that were rated as being higher quality (M=3.14,
SD=.67) and more positively valenced (M=4.03, SD=.32) than participants in the Record
condition (Mquality=2.74, SDquality=.53, t(83)=-3.044, p=.003; Mvalence=3.62, SDvalence=.26, t(83)=6.402, p<.001).
Valence and Quality ratings did not correlate with participants’ own rating of how much they
enjoyed taking pictures (all ps > .33).

Social Consequences: We also assessed the social consequences of media use on the participant using
media. These analyses were designed to assess individual experiences specific to media use, so
participants were categorized by their individual tasks (Control, Record, or Share). Control participants
paired with Record and Share participants are not included in this analysis. This allowed us to separately
assess the effects of media on the media user and the media user’s partner. We conducted linear mixed
effects-models, entering condition (i.e., Control with Control, Record, Share) as a fixed effect and dyad
as a random effect. We then conducted ANOVAs over five measures of social interaction (i.e., liking,
closeness, loneliness, sense of belonging, and need to belong), comparing participants in Control,
Record, and Share conditions.
Results showed marginally significant effects of media on how close participants felt to their
partner (F(2,91.86)=2.79, p=.07), and how much they liked their partner (F(2,99.37)=2.80,p=.07). Posthoc test revealed that participants in the Share condition reported feeling significantly closer to their
partners (M=2.59, t(90.14)=-2.36, p=.02, d=-.55), and liked their partners significantly more (M=5.29,
t(78.26)=-2.35, p=.02, d=-.53) than participants in the Control condition (Mcloseness=1.93,
Mliking=4.78). These simple effects, though weaker, persisted in the follow-up survey, with participants
in the Share condition continuing to report greater feelings of closeness (M=2.42, t(80.90)=-1.79, p=.08,
d=-.40) and liking (M=4.89, t(80.31)=-1.78, p=.08, d=-.40) compared to Control participants
(Mcloseness=1.87, Mliking=4.44) up to two weeks later. There were no significant effects of media use
on measures of loneliness, sense of belonging, and need to belong either at the time of tour or at follow
up (all p’s > .13).
Finally, we assessed how media impacted the participant sharing an experience with a media
user. Here we compared Control participants based on the participant with whom they were paired:
Control, Record, or Share. To do so, we conducted linear mixed effects-models, entering condition (i.e.,
Control with Control, Control with Record, Control with Share) as a fixed effect and dyad as a random
effect. We then conducted ANOVAs over the same five measures of social interaction (i.e., liking,
closeness, loneliness, sense of belonging, and need to belong).
The social effects of media use on these Control participants was markedly similar to the effects
on media users, such that media had marginally significant effects on how close participants felt to their
partner (F(2,92.20)=2.67, p=.07), and how much they liked their partner (F(2,93.33)=2.64, p=.08). As
with media users, post-hoc test revealed that Control participants in a Share dyad reported feeling
significantly closer to their partner (M=2.47) than participants in a Control dyad (M=1.93, t(87.76)=2.15, p=.03, d=-.46), and marginally closer to their partner than participants in a Record dyad (M=2.07,
t(118.98)=-1.73, p=.09, d=-.32). Control participants in a Share dyad also reported liking their partner
significantly more (M=5.30, t(78.70)=-2.22, p=.03, d=-.50) than participants in a Control dyad
(M=4.78). These simple effects on liking and closeness persisted in the follow-up survey, with
participants in the Share dyad continuing to report greater liking (M=5.02, t(82.23)=-2.24, p=.03, d=.49) than participants in the Control dyad (M=4.44) up to two weeks later. The momentary effects of
closeness did not persist. However, participants in a Share dyad did report at follow-up feeling
significantly greater Sense of Belonging, antecedents subscale (M=3.13) than participants in a Record
dyad (M=2.95, p=.007). All other effects of media use on measures of loneliness, need-to-belong, or the
Sense of Belonging psychological state subscale either at the time of tour or at follow up did not
approach significance (all p’s > .13).

UNREPORTED STUDY
We ran an additional replication on mechanical turk. This study was identical to Study 1, except for a
different, more distracting, Distract condition. In this study, participants in the Distract condition solved
a series of jumble puzzles. To solve the task, participants had to unscramble a series of letters to form an
English word.
450 participants were assigned to one of six conditions: Control (N = 78), Reflect (N = 73), Write (N =
76), Save (N = 70), Share (N = 76), and Distract (N = 77).
RESULTS
The complete set of pairwise comparisons between each condition, for each outcome variable is below.
Significant correlations are in bold. Significance is determined by a preregistered, uncorrected threshold
of p < .05. Preregistered hypotheses are presented inside double bordered cells.
ENJOYMENT:
Reflect
Control F(1,438) = 2.418
p = .121
partial η2 = .002

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,438) = 5.258
p = .022
partial η2 = .012
F(1,438) = .501
p = .480
partial η2 = .001

F(1,438) = .644
p = .423
partial η2 = .001
F(1,438) = .525
p = .469
partial η2 = .001
F(1,438) = 2.054
p = .153
partial η2 = .005

F(1,438) = 8.567
p = .004
partial η2 = .019
F(1,438) = 1.769
p = .184
partial η2 = .004
F(1,438) = .396
p = .529
partial η2 = .001
F(1,438) = 4.201
p = .041
partial η2 = .010

F(1,438) = 4.233
p = .040
partial η2 = .010
F(1,438) = .222
p = .638
partial η2 = .001
F(1,438) = .058
p = .809
partial η2 = .000
F(1,438) = 1.443
p = .230
partial η2 = .003
F(1,438) = .763
p = .383
partial η2 = .002

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,438) = 7.115
p = .008
partial η2 = .016
F(1,438) = 1.473
p = .226
partial η2 = .003

F(1,438) = 1.382
p = .240
partial η2 = .003
F(1,438) = .049
p = .824
partial η2 = .000
F(1,438) = 2.034
p = .154
partial η2 = .005

F(1,438) = 13.181
p < .001
partial η2 = .029
F(1,438) = 4.664
p = .031
partial η2 = .011
F(1,438) = .915
p = .339
partial η2 = .002

F(1,438) = 20.279
p < .001
partial η2 = .044
F(1,438) = 9.071
p = .003
partial η2 = .020
F(1,438) = 3.292
p = .070
partial η2 = .007

Write
Save
Share

PRESENCE:
Reflect
Control F(1,438) = 2.005
p = .158
partial η2 = .005

Reflect
Write

Save

F(1,438) = 5.584
p = .019
partial η2 = .013

F(1,438) = 10.288
p = .001
partial η2 = .023
F(1,438) = .731
p = .393
partial η2 = .002

Share

MIND-WANDERING:
Control

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,438) = 4.445
p = .036
partial η2 = .010

F(1,438) = 12.834
p < .001
partial η2 = .028
F(1,438) = 2.029
p = .155
partial η2 = .005

F(1,438) = .174
p = .677
partial η2 = .000
F(1,438) = 2.695
p = .101
partial η2 = .006
F(1,438) = 9.426
p = .002
partial η2 = .021

F(1,438) = 5.738
p = .017
partial η2 = .013
F(1,438) = .067
p = .797
partial η2 = .000
F(1,438) = 1.392
p = .239
partial η2 = .003
F(1,438) = 3.668
p = .056
partial η2 = .008

F(1,438) = 48.900
p < .001
partial η2 = .100
F(1,438) = 22.723
p < .001
partial η2 = .049
F(1,438) = 11.394
p = .001
partial η2 = .025
F(1,438) = 40.767
p < .001
partial η2 = .085
F(1,438) = 20.793
p < .001
partial η2 = .045

Reflect

Write

Save

Share

Distract

F(1,438) = .363
p = .547
partial η2 = .001

F(1,438) = 5.889
p = .016
partial η2 = .013
F(1,438) = 3.186
p = .075
partial η2 = .007

F(1,438) = .479
p = .489
partial η2 = .001
F(1,438) = .009
p = .925
partial η2 = .000
F(1,438) = 2.798
p = .095
partial η2 = .006

F(1,438) = 7.377
p = .007
partial η2 = .017
F(1,438) = 4.281
p = .039
partial η2 = .010
F(1,438) = .082
p = .774
partial η2 = .000
F(1,438) = 3.818
p = .051
partial η2 = .009

F(1,438) = 26.475
p < .001
partial η2 = .057
F(1,438) = 19.828
p < .001
partial η2 = .043
F(1,438) = 7.248
p = .007
partial η2 = .016
F(1,438) = 18.611
p < .001
partial η2 = .041
F(1,438) = 5.783
p = .017
partial η2 = .013

Reflect
Write
Save
Share
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