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An Effect for Sequential Information Processing by the Anxiety Level
and Temporary Affect Induction
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Abstract The current paper was conducted to unravel the influence of affect induction as a background emotion in
the process of cognitive task to judge the degree of sequence in groups with or without anxiety symptoms. Four types
of affect induction and two sequential task types were used as within-subject variables, and two types of college
students groups classified under the Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI) as a between-subject variable were selected to
determine reaction times involving sequential judgment among the lexical relevance information. DmDx5 was used
to present a series of stimuli and elicit a response from subjects. Repeated measured ANOVA analyses revealed that
reaction times and error rates were significantly larger with anxiety participants compared to the normal group
regardless of affect and task types. Within-subject variable effects found that specific affect type (sorrow condition)
and number-related task type showed a more rapid response compared to other affect types and magnitude-related task
type, respectively. In sum, these findings confirmed the difference in tendency with reaction time and error rates that
varied as a function of accompanying affect types as well as anxiety level and task types suggesting the that
underlying background affect plays a major role in processing affect-cognitive association tasks.
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Table 1. General characteristics for the parameter of

participants
parameter sub-parameter N(%)
19 - 22 28((70.0)
age 23 - 28 9(22.5)
29 ~ 3(7.5)
male 13(32.5)
sex fomale 27(67.5)
R undergraduate 34(85.0)
education
graduate 6(15.0)
. . liberal arts 25(62.5)
majors in -
high school Tlamral sc@nces 12(30.0)
physical education & art 3(7.5)
. capital region 7(17.5)
residence
local 33(82.5)
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Fig. 1. Presentation format of each trial stimuli appeared
in an experimental task (correct answer is 'no' at
the upper panel and ‘yes' at the bottom panel)
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Table 2. Mean reaction times and its SDs between
stimulus task types at each affect induction
condition as a function of anxiety
level(num.rel.: number-related sequential task,
mag.rel.:magnitude-related sequential task)

tion ti D
affect x task type reaction time (S '), ms
normal group anxiety group
num. rel. 1303.3 (290.2) 1495.0(287.9)
control
mag. rel 1380.8 (235.4) 1326.5(267.9)
) num. rel. 1241.4(295.9) 1382.0(295.3)
()
1oy mag, rel 1414.8(268.9) 1451.7(398.5)
num. rel. 1242.3(236.7) 1462.0(363.5)
anget mag. rel 1325.9(167.1) 1409.5(155.6)
num. rel. 946.5(331.5) 1296.1(455.4)
SOITOW
mag. rel 1233.9(274.4) 1524.9(329.2)
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Fig. 2. Mean reaction times (ms) as a function of
stimulus types and affect induction including
control condition

(Table 3).
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Table 3. Repeated measured ANOVA table for
between-subject variable of anxiety level
and within-subject variable of task vs. affect
types

Source of ss df MS F
variation
anxiety (A) 1495323.7 1 1495323.7 10.04**
error 4914506.2 33 148924.4
affect(E) 652901.2 3 217633.7 2.88*
sequence (S) 460914.1 1 460914.1 6.12%*
AxE 590029.9 3 196676.6 2.60
AxS 279560.9 1 279560.9 3.71
ExS 802453.4 3 267484.5 3.83*%
AxExS 72573.1 3 24191.0 .35
errorl (E) 7486623.2 99 75622.5
error2 (S) 2486135.8 33 75337.4
error3 (ExS) 6919006.4 99 69888.9
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Fig. 3. Mean reaction times for affect types (upper

graph) and task types (lower graph) as a
function of anxiety level
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55.3(17.2)
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normal
39.6(12.3)
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