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Memory Biasfor SAf - Reevant Infor mation of People
with Different Sdf- Edeem

TIAN Lu-mei*  ZHANG Xiangrkui®
(1. Schod d Psychdogy, Shandong Normal University , Jinan 250014 ;
2. Department d Psychdogy , Northeast Normal University , Changchun  130024)

Abgract : Hf-egeem is not only high or low , but a9 has different typesin each level. Menory bias lies not only anong
groups, but a o in groups themsalves. However , very few researches are paid enough attention to these issues. 4 (types
of sdf-esteem) x 2(valence of words) mixed desgn was mainly adopted in this sudy to explore different menory bias of
sf rdevant irformation of 184 participants with different sf-egeem, in which types of saf-eteem were divided
according to the conssency between explicit seif-eseem, measured with Rosenberg (1965) SHf- Edeem Scde, and
implicit seif-eteem, measured with Inplicit Asociation Test. The results were as follows: (1) participants with high
explicit sf-edeem had nore postive menrory bias than those with low saif-egeem; while those with low inplicit seif-
eseem had less poditive or negative menory bias than those with low seif-eseem. (2) for the menory bias as a kind of
difference in groups, al groups had podtive bias; for the bias as a kind of difference anong groups, participants with
fragle high sdif-eseem had nore postive bias, but those with low self-esteem had no obvious negetive bias either. These
results indicate that people with different seif-eseem, in different levelsor different types, have different menory bias of
sif-relevant informetion.

Key words:levd of sdif-edeem; types of sdf-eseem; sdf-rdevant irformation; menory bias
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