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Abstract: - Research studies have established a relationship between self-esteem, performance, and attentional bias. There are no 

published papers to our knowledge that have defined a clear association between how one influences the other, i.e., different levels 

of self-esteem (low, medium, or high) affects (improves or worsens) the performance of people, and encourage attentional bias 

towards either negative or positive stimuli.  There are still grey areas which need to be studied. A practical model is used to 

establish that self-esteem (negative feedback) affects attentional bias (negative or positive words) and performance (decreases their 

memory). This experimental study conducted with 30 subjects found link between feedback (self-esteem), attentional bias, and 

performance (memory). Within this model, feedback (negative or neutral) is conceptualized as one of the reasons for the change in 

performance and attentional bias (positive or negative). Negative feedback resulted in poor performance in subjects with low and 

high self-esteem, and attentional bias is directed towards negative words. These findings underscore the importance of 

understanding self-esteem and how it affects our day to day actions. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Distinguished scholars have endlessly been fascinated by 

the idea of self-serving bias. Reasons for people accepting 

responsibilities for excellent and desirable results, yet 

denying and externalizing the responsibilities for negative 

and unacceptable results has always been a debatable topic 

around the world. A student who scores significantly well in 

the examination tells himself that he studied very hard for the 

test, which is why he got good marks. However, when he 

gets bad marks, he reasons the paper was difficult, or the 

teacher did not like him (Arkin & Maruyama, 1979). What is 

the reason for the student's bias (excuse)? Is it the constant 

need to be accepted and desired that steers us, humans, a 

social animal?  

People often refuse to accept certain stimuli as they feel 

threatened by it, it makes them anxious and motivates them 

to ignore the event as they want to maintain their optimal 

sense of self, that is, they want to feel good about themselves 

(Kernis, 2003). Self-serving bias behaviour is relatively 

common and universal, and it acts for both unfavourable and 

favourable environments and situations (Kaplan & Ruffle, 

1998). Explained in the preceding example, individuals 

accept their own choices (studied hard) for positive events 

(scored well in exam), in contrast, for adverse events (and 

scores), they attribute the results to the situational or other 

external factors that are out of their control (the teacher did 

not like him, or paper was hard) (Arkin & Maruyama, 1979).  

Lin, Lin and Raghubir (2003) explained people believe 

chances of them experiencing an adverse event are much 

lower and the experiencing a positive event are much higher, 

from that of the other people in the same situation, this 

concept is self-positivity bias, commonly known as 

optimism. They elucidate that the reason for doing so is to 

maintain positivity (optimism), i.e., people devote more 

attention to non-threatening words than they do to 

threatening words in threatening stimuli (Lin et al., 2003). 

Gyurak and Ayduk (2007) clarify that defensive reactions 

that are inherently psychological are mechanically activated 

in certain negative stimuli in all individuals, especially in 

people with low self-esteem. Lin et al. (2003) explain that the 

reason for defense reactions is self-serving bias, but people's 

ability or want to pay attention to a certain kind of stimulus 

moderates this effect. They found individuals believe in 

maintaining self-positivity as it moderates their level of self-

esteem. They further elaborate individuals are driven by the 

need to be better than others as inherently present prejudice 

like self-positivity, attentional bias, and defense mechanisms 

motivate this drive and steer their actions. They further 

describe these inherent prejudice leads one to focus on non-

threatening stimuli; disengages them from the full reality, and 

causes one to focus only on one part of the reality is known 

as attentional bias. Their research found that hence 

individuals' judgments and performance are distorted, and 

actions undertaken by them are affected. Lin et al. (2003) 

enlighten self-esteem affect people's actions; which is why it 

is essential to study different levels of self-esteem (Low, 
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Medium, and high) in order to understand how it affects 

individuals' performance and attentional bias in different 

situations. Individuals' self-esteem is questioned as inherent 

biases are based formed on the belief of their present state of 

self-esteem (Lin et al., 2003). 

According to the paper by Kaplan and Ruffle (1998), self-

serving bias exists when an individual takes action, which in 

turn affects the final result or belief and favors his or her 

reward. "Beliefs may be about one's ability, environment, 

other player's type, or about what is a fair outcome" (Kaplan 

& Ruffle, 1998, p.243). Individuals tends to act in a certain 

way and seek information that furthers their welfare and 

interests. Humans tend to credit a chain of pleasing results to 

their ability and effectiveness., in contrast, unpleasant results 

are seen as unlucky, making a delusory feel of influence over 

merely casual incidents (Gilovich, 1983). Kernis (2003) 

found that self-esteem works with self-serving bias and forms 

a belief of an individual that acts as a central component and 

conducts the daily actions of an individual. The goal is to 

fulfil their fundamental belief. He said both (self-esteem and 

self-serving bias) affect people's feelings about themselves, 

and it affects how they act in their environment, depending 

on how they encounter it. When they get negative results, 

defense mechanisms and other prejudices are elicited in 

individuals, i.e., when their lifestyle or prospects are 

threatened (Klein & Harris, 2009). Klein and Harris (2009) 

found defense mechanisms (attentional bias, self-positivity) 

motivates individual to react to threatening situations. They 

further elaborate few individuals are unable to account for the 

full reality, as they only focus on the part of a picture; in such 

situations, a self-positively and attentional bias towards non-

threatening words is triggered.  

On the other hand, the hypothesis of Tracy and Robins 

(2004) says that few individuals have a negative sense of 

being; their attentional bias focuses on threatening words 

rather than non-threatening words as their self-positivity does 

not always get activated. They found this pushes them to 

focus on negative words, and if given negative feedback, 

individuals with low and high self-esteem cannot perform 

effectively. Tracy and Robins (2004) found that when people 

seem to think that they are being threatened, they get 

defensive. As a result, they tend to focus on a particular 

stimulus more than the others, which can often push them to 

make more mistakes than they would usually make. Tracy 

and Robins (2004) found that people get more cautious and 

end up making more mistakes. A negative outcome could be 

a surprise for individuals due to self-serving bias; they blame 

it on the external factors rather than taking personal 

responsibility for it. Self-serving bias can be harmful as it can 

make people avoid mistakes as they do not take responsibility 

(Tracy & Robins, 2004). 

Primarily, this paper will discuss concepts of self-esteem, 

attentional bias, and performance (memory ability). Self-

serving bias will be looked at as a broader concept, which 

will connect all the other factors mentioned above. This 

paper will look at the correlation between self-esteem, 

performance, and attentional bias. The association between 

self-esteem, performance, and attentional bias will be looked 

at as a cause and effect relationship i.e., and self-esteem 

affects attentional bias and performance. The objective of this 

research is to confirm self-esteem is one of the reasons 

behind individuals' alteration of attentional biases, that 

pushes them to remember more negative or positive words in 

a threatening stimulus (negative feedback). The other 

objective is to see when self-esteem is threatened (when 

given negative feedback), their performance (memory) is 

affected, and they perform worse than before. 

My research hypothesis is that feedback (negative) 

influences attentional bias and performance (memory). This 

paper aims to demonstrate that when participants' self-esteem 

seems to be threatened (negative feedback), 1) their 

attentional bias is altered, affecting them to focus either on 

negative or positive words, depending on their level of self-

esteem (low, medium and high) and 2) they are unable to 

perform according to their optimal capabilities, i.e., they 

perform worse than before. Moreover, this research aims to 

find if participants are given negative feedback, depending on 

their level of self-esteem; do they focus more on; negative or 

positive words? This study engages in understanding if the 

level of self-esteem (low, medium, and high) plays a role in 

influencing individual performance and attentional bias in a 

threatening situation. That is if there is a difference in 

performance and attentional bias in individuals with different 

levels of self-esteem after receiving feedback (negative and 

neutral). The experiment done in this research will contribute 

to understanding our actions in a threatening or non-

threatening situation, help the individuals reason their 

actions, and learn from their mistakes instead of blaming luck 

for every regretful action they take. This research is 

significant as it shows the reasons for our actions and how it 

affects our daily life and performances. 

There are many reasons for the attentional biases, but this 

paper will primarily focus only on self-esteem. Concepts like 

self-serving judgments, conditioning, and other reasons for 

disengagement, i.e., culture, religion, upbringing, will not be 

discussed in this paper as the focus of the paper is to discuss 

attentional bias and self-esteem coherently. Participants 

between the age of 18-26 years will be participating due to 

limited resources. The gender and age difference will not be 

accounted for in the experiment as such factors will need 

further research and an additional lens, and due to limitations 

in time and sources, this study focuses on the overall 
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population. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The relationship between self-esteem, attentional bias, and 

performance has been discussed in many papers, i.e., self-

esteem affects attentional bias (alteration, focus on either 

positive or negative words) and performance (better or 

worse). Self-serving bias is an influencer of self-esteem, and 

self-esteem is an influencer of attentional bias and 

performance (Lin et al., 2003). The literature review will be 

analysing self-serving bias and how it motivates self-esteem 

positively or negatively. Further, the literature review will be 

divided thematically into the following parts; The Role of 

Self-Esteem on and how the environment, inherent biases, 

and self-positivity play a role in our everyday actions. The 

last theme is attentional bias and how self-esteem affects 

whether we pay attention to negative or positive stimuli. 

2.1. Self-Serving Bias  

Self-serving bias has been defined in many ways. Kaplan 

and Ruffle (1987) explain that individuals' choice towards a 

positive direction and beneficial results are self-serving bias. 

Individuals believe that the positive outcome is their doing, 

and the negative outcome is due to external factors (Arkin & 

Maruyama, 1979). They try to reason the lousy result to 

factors beyond their control, this is due to their inclination 

and urge to explain results in a way that gives them 

favourable inference to themselves (Blaine & Crocker, 

1993).   

Lin et al. (2003) people think of themselves as better than 

others as they have a "self-serving bias," which, according to 

research, could initiate a path to well-being (self-positivity or 

confidence). However, if not regulated or controlled, it can 

be harmful as it affects everyday life. Their paper needs 

further study to understand the relationship among self-

positivity and confidence and self-negativity and confidence. 

Roese and Olson (2007) examines why people need to 

regulate and keep their self-esteem optimal. They elaborate 

that self-serving biases are defense mechanisms activated in 

threatening situations, as the situation requires individuals to 

act in a way that will help them get out of the negative 

situation. Once the situation is fixed, their inherent 

mechanism returns to an inactive state and then again gets 

activated when the threatening situation arises. Self-serving 

biases help people deal with a new threat as defense 

mechanism gets activated when needed (Roese & Olson, 

2007) 

Lin et al. (2003) describe that people believe they are less 

prone to encounter bad results, more prone to excellent 

results and that others are more susceptible to adverse events. 

Previous research shows that selective processing is usually 

acquired by humans to only listen to positive knowledge 

about oneself (Ditto & Lopez, 1992). Although a research 

show individuals have a better emotional state after getting 

positive responses and self-positivity from the environment 

(Kwang & Swann Jr., 2010). Gilovich (1983) hypotheses that 

there are many negative consequences to selective 

processing. He explains the theory of self-positivity by taking 

the example of people who continue to gamble even after 

persistent losses and set a standard of "near wins," i.e., even 

after a continuous loss, they believe that their luck will 

change in next hand. He found gamblers accept their random 

winnings as their ability but excuses adverse outcomes as 

unlucky breaks; thus, they set an illusory sense of power over 

total random events and continue to gamble. Self-positivity is 

more robust when people have a false belief that they can 

control an event and shape it in their favor. (Gilovich, 1983) 

Lin et al. (2003) describe self-positivity as people believe 

they are less likely to experience failure than the average. He 

found that although self-positivity steers people's actions, 

people's perception of future events moderate self-positivity. 

Their study found the following: 

Base-rate information is more likely to be incorporated 

into judgments for uncontrollable outcomes than it is for 

controllable outcomes; when participants use base rates as a 

criterion for their self-judgments, the difference between 

these judgments and judgments of others are attenuated or 

eliminated (Lin et al., 2003, p. 474).  

People want to protect their positive image by pursuing 

knowledge that enhances their self-image but dismissing the 

ones that hurt their self-image (Zhang, Pan, Li & Guo, 2018). 

Also, the positivity and negativity of individuals alert these 

biases. Optimists believe that they can avoid cynically, and 

pessimists believe they cannot avoid adverse events (Lin et 

al., 2003).  

2.2. The Role of Self-Esteem 

       Rosenberg defined self-esteem as “a favorable or 

unfavorable attitude toward the self”  (Rosenberg, 1965, p. 

15). Many theorists, like Branden (1991), highlight that self-

esteem is an exhibition of our personality traits and 

encourages a sense of good feeling or happiness. The 

research article written by Leary, Barnes, Griebel, Mason & 

McCormack (1987) found the impact of threats on self-

esteem and social-esteem; subjects took an ego-threatening 

test and were evaluated later. Their study found that people 

become apprehensive about the environment after receiving 

feedback (negative or positive); they fear that the feedback 

will invalidate their self-image. They found that people think 

negative feedback will show them as less desirable, 

intelligent, and smart than they would like to believe; hence 

they do not want the feedback (negative or positive)  (Leary 

et al.,  1987). The  Results showed that the apprehension of 

the participants increased in the case of self-esteem threats. 

When people are put in uncomfortable situations that threaten 
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their self-esteem, they become anxious and relentless (Leary 

et al.,  1987). Though this paper only studies dual-threat and 

does not have evidence to prove that single-threat will have a 

different result than the double-threat conditions. 

Kernis (2003) differentiates between optimal self-esteem 

and high self-esteem. He illustrates the difference in his 

paper and insinuates “narcissism, defensive processing 

models, and cross-cultural self-esteem perspectives” (Kernis, 

2003, p. 1) as some of the reasons for fragile self-esteem. He 

furthers his argument and says that self-esteem plays a vital 

role in how people behave and act in a specific situation. 

Moreover, individuals do not want assistance when they feel 

significant and positive about themselves as they believe that 

they will be able to finish the task before them (Kernis, 

2003). Individuals with self-deprecating feelings about 

oneself often make wrong choices that have negative 

consequences as they have a negative sense of self-image 

when they are taking those actions (Street & Isaacs, 1998). 

“Self-positivity is a strategic device that individuals use to 

maintain or enhance their self-esteem” (Lin et al., 2003, p. 

475). That is when people feel bad about themselves; they 

use positivity to return to the same state. Their self-esteem is 

affected by the expectation of positive or negative feedback 

from our environment (Baccus et al., 2004). 

2.2.1. Role of Self-esteem: Different levels   

There are many reasons for people to use or not use self-

serving bias. However, one hypothesis says there is more 

probability for individuals who have low self-esteem to use 

self-serving bias as their want for better self-esteem is more 

than the others (Wills, 1991). Blaine and Crocker (1993) 

demonstrate that individuals with both high and low self-

esteem make use of self-serving bias in various situations. 

However, people with high self-esteem are seen to have a 

self-intensifying attitude, i.e., they think of them being better 

than others. In contrast, people with low self-esteem are seen 

to have a self-deprecating attitude (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). 

Wills (1991) People use self-serving bias depending on the 

level of self-esteem. Wills says ones who have low self-

esteem are in more critical requirement of self-enhancement 

than the one with high self-esteem. However, few kinds of 

research found people with low self-esteem are less expected 

to make usage of self-serving bias, and as the use of self-

serving bias is low, it can be the cause of low self-esteem 

(Crocker, Thompson, McGraw, & Ingerman, 1987). Blaine 

and Crocker (1993) theorize that there may be no major 

differentiation among people with high or low self-esteem 

and their usage of self-serving bias.   

There are other reasons for levels of self-esteem in people. 

The theoretical paper by Tracy and Robins (2004), discusses 

the importance of self-conscious emotions. They found that 

people with low self-esteem often ignore the self-conscious 

emotions like shame, pride, guilt, or embarrassment. They 

saw when individuals believe that self-conscious emotions 

affect their decisions and actions and further elaborates that 

these emotions are different from basic emotions like 

happiness and sadness and are also very important. "Self-

conscious emotions, such as shame, guilt, and pride, play a 

central role in motivating and regulating people's thoughts, 

feelings and behavior" (Tracy & Robins, 2004, p. 103). They 

found self-awareness helps in understanding these self-

conscious emotions and, in turn, increases their level of self-

esteem and intricate self-evaluation, which, in turn, helps in 

self-awareness. Their research show that negative feedback 

to people with fragile self-esteem and less awareness of self-

conscious emotions can lead to a change in self-and can lead 

to poor performance as they feel less of themselves (Tracy & 

Robins, 2004).  

2.2.2. Role of Self-Esteem: Effect on performance  

Tracy and Robins (2004) found that when individuals 

seem to think less of themselves, they are unable to perform 

efficiently; individuals with a negative sense of self have a 

different reaction to negative feedback. "Individuals engage 

in self-serving attributional distortions following failure in 

part because they experience a threat to their hubristic pride" 

(Campbell, Foster & Brunell, 2004, p. 150). This means that 

when individuals face a danger to their belief of self-esteem, 

it leads to poor results (performance) (Campbell et al., 2004) 

Research shows that low self-esteem results in the 

unwanted consequences that lead to poor memory and 

concentration, and shows a significant connection between 

academic performance and self-esteem (Alyami et al., 2017). 

People who have low self-esteem are already prepared for 

failure, and they do not try hard enough to get good results, 

in turn, they full-fill the self-serving bias by not performing 

well enough (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). Individuals with low 

self-esteem participate in straightforward forms of self-

enrichment, i.e., they rely on positive reactions from others, 

and when they are unable to acquire a positive reaction, their 

performance tends to go down (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). 

Low self-esteem individuals underestimate their performance 

no matter how they did on a task. Hence, they perform worse 

than people with high self-esteem who over-estimate their 

performance (Crary, 1966). 

Hertel1 and Mathews (2011) found that functions like 

attention, memory, and performance are affected by the 

emotional distress of the person, which could be due to an 

unsafe environment. Thus, the actions and responses of an 

individual depend on the stimulus they are in and their self-

esteem. They found that anxious individuals are not very fast 

in responding to two or more threats simultaneously as they 

are unable to engage in multiple activities and pay equal 

attention to more than one threat at the same time. Their 
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paper elaborates that emotionally distressed individuals pay 

more attention to negative stimuli than non-distressed 

individuals. Hertel1 and Mathews (2011) research has proven 

that using a specific systematic design to change the 

particular course of cognitive operations, which could be a 

contributor to disorders or unwanted emotional reactions, has 

been successful. This process is known as cognitive bias 

modification, by using CBM, one can direct one's attention to 

other positive stimuli (Hertel1 & Mathews, 2011). Zhang, 

Pan, Li, and Guo (2018) research shows in the long term, an 

individual's coping mechanism comes into play as they tend 

to forget the threatening information that puts them in a 

disadvantageous position. This process is a way for oneself to 

cope up with the frustrating situation and threatening 

feedback that one receives (Zhang et al., 2018). Individuals 

try to erase the information from their memories as the 

knowledge received upsets them (Anderson & Green, 2001; 

Gagnepain, Henson, & Anderson, 2014; Kim & Yi, 2013). 

2.3. The role of attentional bias  

 "People often respond defensively to messages that 

threaten their attributes, lifestyle, or prospects" (Klein & 

Harris, 2009, p. 1463). Klein and Harris (2009) said that 

people want to feel positive, which is why they try to pay 

attention to the positive environment, and positive stimulus 

rather than the negative one. They elaborate that people 

defend themselves from any negative feedback which can 

harm their self-esteem and try to hold on to the belief that 

they are true to themselves, kind and trustworthy, this is 

known as self-affirmation theory; it suggests that messages 

that are directed towards the behavior change of a person are 

avoided to restore the affirmation of self. Individuals have a 

particular belief about themselves (negative or positive). 

They ignore anything that might force them to look to the 

other side on a deeper level as they want to maintain the 

formal belief about themselves (Klein & Harris, 2009).  

Study shows that some people tend not to process the 

negative environment; instead, they see positive stimulus 

which might not be present and externalize the negativity 

(blame it on external factors), this is self-serving bias (Blaine 

& Crocker, 1993). 

Klein and Harris (2009) conducted an experiment were 

participants read an article on the connection between alcohol 

consumption and breast cancer and then were given a visual 

probe-dot test to complete. The test consisted of a target 

(negative) and neutral words. They found that in self-

affirmed individuals who were relatively heavy drinkers, 

attentional bias was towards threatening words (negative), 

i.e., they remembered more negative words and saw a 

substantial connection between alcohol and cancer. Whereas 

in relatively heavy drinkers, who were not self-affirmed, 

attentional bias was towards non-threatening words (neutral), 

and away from the hostile words (negative), i.e., they 

remembered less negative words (Klein & Harris, 2009). In 

other words, self-affirmed individuals recognized their 

shortcomings, which is why they saw the relationship 

between alcohol consumption and cancer. Whereas 

individuals who were not self-affirmed, their defense 

mechanism (self-serving bias and self-positivity) was 

activated, and they did not want to see the connection 

between alcohol and cancer, as that would threaten their self-

belief.  Paper by Klein and Harris (2009) only takes the 

participation of moderately heavy drinkers, which is why the 

study is one-sided. That is, they do not look at the other 

drinkers, so this study cannot be generalized to the general 

population. Furthermore, it does not elaborate on the effects 

of attentional biases on the cognitive process (effect of 

performance, memory, attention).   

 Over time, individuals lessen their connection with 

negative stimuli or knowledge and reinforce their knowledge 

of positive stimuli (Zhang et al., 2018). Paper elaborated 

according to psychodynamics defense mechanisms like 

denial, repression, projection, which narrow the gap among 

the model self and real self by discouraging the recognition 

of hostile episodes especially the occurrence which tends to 

have a high level of threat on self-esteem (Baumeister, Dale, 

& Sommer, 2010).   

Negative feedback from the environment threatens our 

self-esteem. However, few mechanisms like narcissism and 

self-praise refocus our attention to self, which results in 

higher self-esteem, and positive feedback from the 

environment gives birth to positive self-conscious emotions 

(Tracy & Robins 2004). Kernis  (2001) argues that high self-

esteem, which results from narcissism, is fragile and can be 

hurt easily and can lead to poor performance and worse 

actions. Individuals who have low or high self-esteem are 

anxious due to the adverse environment. They pay more 

attention to threatening stimuli and make bad choices; hence 

it is essential to understand our self-esteem in order to 

regulate it  (Cai et al., 2018). This paper does not investigate 

the effects of attentional bias in the long run. 

  Gyurak and Ayduk (2007) conducted an experiment 

on people with low low-self-esteem and how defensive 

mechanism is activated when they face rejection, moderation 

of this effect is done using inherent attentional bias. They 

calculated the number of times the subjects' eyes blinked 

while looking at the paintings with two different themes 

(acceptance and rejection). The experiment shows that 

attentional bias was moderating the effect of defense 

mechanism. As, "Attentional control enables the modulation 

of reflexive emotional responses, whereas low attentional 

control leaves the individual vulnerable to acting on 

dominant emotional tendencies that might be dysfunctional" 
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(Gyurak & Ayduk, 2007, p. 887). Their study suggests that 

people who have low self-esteem easily get startled when 

exposed to a threatening stimulus (here painting with 

rejection theme). The stimuli (painting with rejection theme) 

threatened their self-esteem, i.e., subjects with low self-

esteem blinked more when they saw a painting with the 

theme of rejection. Although the effect of moderation by 

attentional control cannot be substantially proven by this 

study (Gyurak & Ayduk, 2007). The study by Gyurak and 

Ayduk (2007) does not answer whether attentional control 

helps in coping mechanisms in a real relationship by 

moderating psychological reactions among people with low 

self-esteem. Although data do not provide a causal 

relationship, a further evidential study is needed.  According 

to Kaplan and Ruffle (1998), self-serving biases and 

attentional bias are open to subjective interpretations, which 

is why it becomes difficult to study it. 

Similarly, one cannot control one's self-esteem; thus, it 

becomes harder to see its effects and roles. There are many 

theories, and none of them have given specific results. Every 

paper leans towards a new theory. This paper aims at 

understanding the real result of self-esteem and attentional 

bias. 

3. METHODS 

The main objective of this experiment was to test the 

research question of whether self-esteem affects attentional 

bias and memory. The experiment also to check if due to the 

feedback (negative or neutral), people's performance 

(memory after the feedback is given) is affected.   

3.1.Participants 

Young adults (age: 18-26 years) were engaged via the 

official e-mail address of O.P. Jindal Global University. The 

percentage of males and females was 50% each. Total sample 

was (N = 30), Female (n = 15), male (n = 15). Participants 

had an average age of 22. The sample size only consisted of 

only South Asian ethnicity. Participants were of Indian origin 

and are also residing in India. Subjects were selected on a 

random basis. Psychology majors were excluded from the 

group to avoid prior knowledge bias. Potential participants 

were excluded if they were on any extra medication or had 

any prior knowledge of the study. On a random basis, the 

participants were separated into two equal groups; Group 1 

and Group 2.   

3.2. Design 

This particular experiment was a combination of both 

within and between-subject designs. The first variable 

manipulated was feedback (negative and neutral) divided into 

two groups - this was between-subject design. The neutral 

feedback acted as a control group to see the effect of negative 

feedback. The second variable within the independent 

variable is the word valence - positive/negative valence for 

different levels of self-esteem; all the participants were tested 

in this condition, which was within-subject design. The 

dependent variables were attentional bias and performance 

(memory). Moreover, another independent variable is the 

level of self-esteem. The whole procedure was done between 

30 - 40 minutes per participant. 

3.3. Procedure   

The experiment was conducted online via the Zoom video 

calling application, and Google form was used. At the 

beginning of the meeting, participants were asked basic 

questions, like their age, degree major, degree of education, 

and if they were on any extra medication. Participants who 

were psychology majors and if they were on any medication 

were not engaged further for the study. Subjects were 

randomly assigned to two groups (negative or neutral 

feedback) group with equal members (15 participants). 

The first page of the google form included a consent form, 

which was a mandatory requirement before moving further 

into the experiment. The consent form included brief 

information about the task, experiment, and the duration of 

the study. The subjects were instructed to be in a comfortable 

environment with minimal disturbance, and good internet 

connection in order to regulate the differences. Then subjects 

took a self-esteem questionnaire to test the level of their self-

esteem. The self-esteem questionnaire was based on the 

Rosenberg self-esteem scale. After they were done with the 

questionnaire, the experiment method was explained in 

detail. The instructions clarified the process and time of the 

experiment. Tasks were a memory ability test to exam their 

performance. The words were presented using a YouTube 

video, and the video's duration was 1 minute and 56 seconds, 

with 58 words in total for 2 seconds each, alternating 

between negative and positive words. 

The first task - each participant was presented using a 

YouTube video with the 58 words (alternating between 

negative and positive words), and the next page of google 

form was a blank sheet where they had to write as many 

words as they could remember in five minutes. 

Then they were asked to wait for five seconds before 

moving to the feedback section. Group 1 was then given 

negative feedback, and Group 2 was given neutral feedback. 

After the feedback, they were given the second task 

The second task - a similar task as the first task was given 

with a different set of 58 words (negative and positive). After 

the 2nd task, they were given a blank sheet to write as many 

words as they can recollect in five minutes. 

Once subjects completed both tasks, they were asked to 

write about one experience where they felt an emotion of 

pride in five minutes. This task was given to balance the 

manipulation done in this experiment. The pride task was not 

analyzed and had no other purpose but to ensure that no 
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emotional harm was done to any of the participants. 

The experiment took 30-40 minutes with each subject and 

was done in three days, five subjects participating every day. 

Participants did not interact with each other during the test to 

avoid any influence, or errors. They were on a video call with 

the experimenter only when they were doing the task as 

Rosenberg's self-esteem questionnaire was personal and was 

done in isolation. The experimenter was on the video call to 

ensure that participants were not cheating or getting confused 

while doing the task. Subjects were asked not to discuss the 

results with each other, to protect each other's privacy. After 

the experiment was over, the results of each participant were 

recorded. Results were analyzed using SPSS i.e., repeated 

measure ANOVA.  Participants were briefed about the reason 

for the experiment after the tasks were done and mailed the 

study's hypothesis and result after the whole study was 

conducted. 

3.4.Materials 

1. Google Form, YouTube Video and Zoom online 

video platform. 

2. Self-esteem. Self-esteem was assessed using the 

ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE (RSE) 

(Rosenberg, 1965). The measures consist of ten 

items that scored from 0 to 3. Initially, the RSE 

scale was formulated to measure self-esteem in 

high-school students. However, after the 

modification over the years, it is now used for adults 

and different groups of people. Participants rated the 

extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each 

statement on a 0-3 Likert scale ranging from 

strongly disagree to agree strongly. 

a. RSE - Guttman Scale (ordinal), the 

statements in the questionnaire are 

organized in an order (hierarchical), if 

individual agrees on item, they are likely to 

agree to items on the lower-order (easy, not 

very radical) (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008). 

i. Scoring is complex and can be 

changed by combining methods of 

ratings. In this experiment 

following scoring are calculated as 

follows:  

For positively worded items 1,3,4,7, and 10: 

Strongly disagree = 0 

Disagree = 1 

Agree = 2 

Strongly agree = 3 

   For negatively worded items 

2,4,6,8, and 9 

Strongly disagree = 3 

Disagree = 2 

Agree = 1 

Strongly agree = 0 

ii. This is a reverse scoring system 

for the negatively and positively 

worded items. The scale ranges 

from 0 - 30. Scores between 15 

and 25 – medium self-esteem, 

below 15 suggests low self-esteem 

and score 25 and above show high 

self-esteem.  

b. The RSE has very good internal 

consistency with coefficient of 

reproducibility of .92, The scale generally 

has a high reliability in the range of .82 to 

.88 (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1993) 

3. Task - 1 and Task 2 - Memory test (self-made), 

ANEW pool of words (Bradley & Lang, 1999) used 

to select stimuli. 58 words for task 1 and 58 words 

for task 2 were selected from the Bradley and Lang 

vocabulary. Each word was shown for 2 seconds via 

YouTube video.  

4. Two Feedbacks were given after the test 

(manipulated, negative and neutral)  

a. Negative - “Your performance on the 

previous tasks indicates that you are among 

the [bottom 5%] of participants. Because 

you belong to a sample of individuals that 

are underrepresented in research, we would 

like you to complete one more task.” (Swift 

& Peterson, 2018, p.6) 

b. Neutral - “Your performance on the 

previous tasks indicates that your score is 

like those of most people. In order to obtain 

a more detailed assessment, please 

complete the second task.” 

5. Pride. Participants at the end of the experiment were 

given five minutes to write about one experience 

where they felt the sense of pride. 

 

4. RESULT 

The experiment results were analyzed using repeated 

measure ANOVA for (within-subject) and (between-subject). 

The first analysis showed the relationship between the 

participants and feedback (negative and neutral). Two graphs 

show the relationship between different level of self-esteem 

and their performance difference in task 1 and task 2 when 

given negative feedback (figure 2) and neutral feedback 

(figure 3). With addition to this the second ANOVA test was 

further broken down into groups of four, and based on their 

self-esteem level (low, medium and high) 1) positive words 

and negative feedback, 2) negative words and negative 
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feedback, 3) positive words and neutral feedback, 4) negative 

words and neutral feedback.  

 The repeated measure ANOVA for (within-subject) was 

run with feedback (negative and neutral) as an independent 

variable, and performance in task 2 as the dependent variable. 

It suggests that performance was analyzed based on the 

feedback given after task 1 for task 2. The results of ANOVA 

did not reveal any significant difference between the 

performance in task 1 and task 2 (p = 0.547). While there was 

no general trend between the main factor, there was a trend 

between task and the feedback, F (1,1) = 3.28, (p = 0.081). 

The repeated measures ANOVA for (between-subject) shows 

that there is a small trend in the people’s performance and the 

feedback (P = 0.350).  

Descriptive correction revealed that the people who got 

neutral feedback performed slightly better in task 2 ( M = 

9.03, SD = 5.13) than the people who got negative feedback 

in task 2 ( M = 6.71, SD = 3.6).  

 
Figure 1: Shows that performance of the participants 

who got negative and neutral feedback.  

It decreased from task 1 (M = 7.86, SD = 3.968) to task 2 ( 

M = 6.7, SD = 3.78).  Performance of the participants who 

got neutral feedback increased form task 1 ( M = 8.47, SD = 

4.34) to task 2. (M = 9.04, SD = 5.13). Overall,  participants 

who got negative feedback performed worse than the 

participants who got positive feedback in task 2.  

 
Figure 2: shows the mean performance of the 

participants in each of the three self-esteem conditions in 

task 1 and task 2.  

Performance of the participants with high self-esteem was 

higher than participants with medium and low self-esteem in 

task 1. Whereas, performance of the participants with 

medium self-esteem was highest in task 2, supporting the 

idea that negative feedback given after the task 2 affected the 

performance of the participants. The negative feedback after 

task 1 seems to have an effect on participants performance in 

task 2: Low self-esteem , M = 3.84 from M = 5.34, Medium 

self-esteem, M = 8.34 from M = 7.84, High self-esteem, M = 

6.5 from M = 9.34. 

 
Figure 3: shows the mean performance of the 

participants in each of the three self-esteem conditions in 

task 1 and task 2.   

The performance of the participants with high self-esteem 

was lowest, and participants with medium self-esteem were 

highest in both task 1 and task 2. Neutral feedback 

significantly affected the performance of participants with 

low self-esteem from M = 7.6 to M = 9.4. High self-esteem, 

M = 4.67 to M = 4.5. Performance remained the same for 

participants with medium self-esteem for both tasks, M= 

10.71.  

The repeated measure ANOVA for (within-subject) was 

run with Self-esteem (Low, Medium, and High) as a control 

variable. Performance in task 2 as the dependent variable for 

positive words when presented with negative feedback. It 
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suggests that performance was analyzed based on their self-

esteem given. The results of ANOVA did not reveal any 

significant difference between the performance in task 1 and 

task 2 for positive words (p = 0.738). While there was not a 

general trend between the main factor, there was also not a 

statistically significant interaction between task and the self-

esteem, F (1,2) = 0.82, (p = 0.46), p > 0.05. The repeated 

measures ANOVA for (between-subject) shows that there is a 

small trend in people’s performance and self-esteem (P = 

0.112). 

Descriptive data revealed that the people low self-esteem 

performed worse in task 1 (M = 4.0 , SD = 3.6) and task 2 (M 

= 3.34, SD = 2.5) than people with high and medium self-

esteem.  

 
Figure 4: Shows the graph of people with different 

levels of self-esteem (Low, medium and high) and their 

performance in task 1 and task 2 for positive words, when 

given negative feedback.  

The graph shows that people with medium self-esteem 

performed significantly better than other two groups in task 1 

( M = 7.78, SD = 4.17), task 2 (M = 9.33, SD = 3.6). People 

with low self-esteem performed least well, task 1 (M = 4.0 , 

SD = 3.6) and task 2 (M = 3.34, SD = 2.5).   

 The repeated measure ANOVA for (within-subject) was 

run with Self-esteem (Low, Medium and High) as an control 

variable, and performance in task 2 as the dependent 

variable for negative words when presented with negative 

feedback. It suggests that performance was analyzed based 

on their self-esteem given. The results revealed a significant 

difference between the performance in task 1 and task 2 for 

negative words (p = 0.019, p < 0.05). There was also a small 

statistically significant interaction between task and the self-

esteem, F (1,2) = 1.48, (p = 0.265). The repeated measures 

ANOVA for (between-subject) shows that there was a not a 

big trend in the people’s performance and their self-esteem, 

(P = 0.43).  

Descriptive data revealed that the people low self-esteem 

performed worse in task 1 (M = 6.67 , SD = 0.57) and task 2 

(M = 4.33, SD = 2.3) than people with high and medium self-

esteem.   

 
Figure 5: Shows the graph of people with different 

levels of self-esteem (Low, medium and high) and their 

performance in task 1 and task 2 for negative words, 

when given negative feedback.  

The graph shows that people with high self-esteem 

performed significantly better than other two groups in task 1 

( M = 11.33, SD = 5.5), task 2 (M = 8.0, SD = 6.5). People 

with low self-esteem performed least well, task 1 (M = 6.67 , 

SD = 0.57) and task 2 (M = 4.33, SD = 2.3). 

  The repeated measure ANOVA for (within-subject) was 

run with Self-esteem (Low, Medium and High) as an control 

variable, and performance in task 2 as the dependent 

variable for positive words when presented with neutral 

feedback. It suggests that performance was analyzed based 

on their self-esteem given. The results revealed a small 

difference between the performance in task 1 and task 2 for 

positive words (p = 0.23). There was not a significant  

interaction between task and the self-esteem, F (1,2) = 0.79, 

(p = 0.47). The repeated measures ANOVA for (between-

subject) shows that there was a small trend in the people’s 

performance and their self-esteem, (P = 0.201). 

Descriptive data revealed that the people high self-esteem 

performed worse in task 1 (M = 4.6 , SD = 3.05) and task 2 

(M = 5.34, SD = 1.55) than people with low and medium 

self-esteem.   
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Figure 6: Shows the graph of people with different 

levels of self-esteem (Low, medium and high) and their 

performance in task 1 and task 2 for positive words, when 

feedback was neutral.  

The graph shows that people with medium self-esteem 

performed better than other two groups in task 1 ( M = 10.71, 

SD = 4.4), task 2 (M = 10.8, SD = 5.8). People with high 

self-esteem performed worse, task 1 (M = 4.6, SD = 3.05) 

and task 2 (M = 5.34, SD = 1.15).  

The repeated measure ANOVA for (within-subject) was 

run with Self-esteem (Low, Medium and High) as an control 

variable, and performance in task 2 as the dependent 

variable for negative words when presented with neutral 

feedback. It suggests that performance was analyzed based 

on their self-esteem. The results reveals no difference 

between the performance in task 1 and task 2 for negative 

words (p = 0.98). There was no significant  

interaction between task and the self-esteem, F (1,2) = 0.58, 

(p = 0.57). The repeated measures ANOVA for (between-

subject) shows that there was a small trend in the people’s 

performance and their self-esteem, (P = 0.127). 

Descriptive data revealed that the people high self-esteem 

performed worse in task 1 (M = 4.6 , SD = 4.04 and task 2 

(M = 3.67, SD = 3.2) than people with low and medium self-

esteem.   

 
Figure 7: Shows the graph of people with different 

levels of self-esteem (Low, medium and high) and their 

performance in task 1 and task 2 for negative words, 

when feedback was neutral.  

The graph shows that people with medium self-esteem 

performed better than other two groups in task 1 ( M = 10.7, 

SD = 4.5), task 2 (M = 10.58, SD = 3.6). People with high 

self-esteem performed worse, task 1 (M = 4.6 , SD = 4.04 

and task 2 (M = 3.67, SD = 3.2).  

 

5. DISCUSSION 

The present study tries to establish a relationship between 

self-esteem, attentional bias, and performance. That is, using 

the negative feedback as the medium, it tries to show that 

negative feedback affects the performance and attentional 

biases of the people. The purpose of the study is to show that 

feedback (negative or neutral) affects performance (memory, 

i.e., word recall) of the individuals. The second purpose was 

to show the effect of feedback on an individual's attentional 

bias, causing subjects to focus either on positive or negative 

words depending on their level of self-esteem. A final 

purpose was to show self-esteem (different levels, high, low, 

and medium) affects memory recall performance by showing 

that people with different levels of memory perform (recall 

words) differently when they are given negative feedback. 

The research primarily predicts that self-esteem affects 

individuals' performance (depending on different levels of 

self-esteem) when they are given feedback. In this research, 

negative feedback was provided to the Group 1 (experimental 

group) and neutral feedback to Group 2 (control group). The 

hypothesis was supported as it shows that feedbacks alter the 

performance. The feedback (negative and neutral) given to 

the individuals after task 1 affected, i.e., decreased their 

performance in task 2 (Figure 1); that is, they remembered 

fewer words than they did in task 1. Tracy and Robins (2004) 
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describe that people are unable to perform well when they 

have a terrible sense of self. In this case, feedback 

supposedly decreased their sense of self, which resulted in 

reduced performance than before, i.e., they remembered 

fewer worlds than they did before the feedback was given. 

Further, when negative feedback was given, a small 

interaction is observed between positive or negative words 

and self-esteem, but it does prove that negative feedback 

affects people's performance. (Figure 4 and Figure 5). When 

neutral feedback is given, minimal interaction is observed 

between positive words and self-esteem, whereas almost 

negligible interaction is seen between negative words and 

self-esteem (Figure 6) this show that neutral feedback does 

not affect performance as much as the negative feedback 

does. This result shows that individuals' performance was 

affected mostly due to negative feedback. This finding is 

coherent with Hertel and Mathews (2011) emotional distress 

is affected by the threatening environment; thus, actions, 

attention, and performance of an individual are affected. 

The second hypothesis; feedback effects individuals' 

attentional bias, and they focus either on positive words or 

negative words depending on their level of self-esteem when 

given negative feedback can be observed. People with low 

and high self-esteem remembered fewer positive and more 

negative words in task 2, than they did in task 1. In contrast, 

people with medium self-esteem recalled more positive 

words and almost the same negative words when the negative 

feedback was given (figure 4) (figure 5). Based on their mean 

values when given negative feedback, it is interesting to see 

people with; low self-esteem recollected more negative 

words (M = 4.34, SD = 2.3) than positive words (M = 3.34, 

SD = 2.5) in task 2, however, their overall performance 

decreased after task 1. Whereas, high self-esteem individuals 

recollected more negative words (M = 8, SD = 6.56), than 

positive words (M = 5, SD = 6.2) and their overall 

performance decreased. In contrast, medium self-esteem 

individuals' performance increased after task 1, and they 

remembered more positive words (M = 9.34, SD = 3.5) than 

they recalled negative words (M = 7.34, SD = 3.08). Blaine 

and Crocker (1993) hypothesis that people's attentional bias 

is directed towards threatening stimuli rather than positive 

stimuli, and their performance is hampered. In this case, 

negative words rather than positive words stand true for 

people with low and high self-esteem as their positivity bias 

is unable to get activated. Hence, their performance decreases 

i.e., after the negative feedback, and they recall negative 

words more. The reason could be a negative reaction 

(recollection of negative words) to threatening situations due 

to defense mechanisms (Klein & Harris, 2009). This 

experiment is not coherent with Blaine and Crocker (1993), 

who elaborated that people want to feel positive about 

themselves when they feel threatened; that is why they pay 

more attention to positive stimuli (positive words), but this 

study shows opposite results. Moreover, Baumeister et al. 

(2010) also found that due to defense mechanisms (denial, 

repression, so fourth), people do not focus on stimulus (here 

negative words) that can be a high threat to self-esteem. In 

this case, self-positivity of individuals with medium self-

esteem might have been activated, as their attentional bias 

steers them to focus more on positive words than negative 

words. And performance of people with medium self-esteem 

is not hampered but get better (due to practice) (Lin at el., 

2003). 

When neutral feedback is given, people with high and low 

self-esteem recalled more positive words in task 2. In 

contrast, individuals with medium self-esteem remembered 

almost the same words (Figure 6). People with high self-

esteem remembered fewer negative words in task 2, and low 

self-esteem individuals recalled more negative words in task 

2 than they did in task 1. In contrast, medium self-esteem 

individuals remembered almost the same positive and 

negative words (Figure 7). Based on their mean values when 

given neutral feedback, people with low self-esteem collected 

almost the same negative words (M = 9.0, SD = 7.07) as they 

did positive words (M = 9.8, SD = 5.7) in task 2 although 

their overall performance increased after task 1. Whereas 

individuals with high self-esteem recollected more positive 

words (M = 5.34, SD = 1.16) than negative words (M = 3.67, 

SD = 3.2), their performance almost remained the same, 

medium self-esteem individuals performance remained 

almost same, and they recalled almost same positive words 

(M = 10.9, SD = 5.9) as they did negative words (M = 10.57, 

SD = 3.6). This shows that neutral feedback did not affect the 

performance as much as the negative feedback did. The 

hypothesis that people optimism, i.e., self-positivity bias, is 

in play (Lin et al., 2003) could be seen as neutral feedback 

was non-threatening; it did not make any significant 

alteration to their memory. When they were given the neutral 

feedback they did not get defensive as they did not feel 

threatened, which is one of the possible reasons of attentional 

bias (Blaine & Crocker, 1993).  

Although the difference in performance before and after 

the feedback is minimal, difference in performance in people 

with different level of self-esteem can be seen from the result 

(figure 6). However, performance of people with high self-

esteem were minimally affected and decreased when given 

neutral feedback in the 2nd task; one possible reason could 

be the "re-test" word, that was presented to them when they 

were given the 2nd task. Also, the 2nd task might have 

created a slightly uncomfortable environment for few people, 

which might have affected their performance, as it might 

have shown that their performance in the 1st task was not as 
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good. This result can be explained using the findings of 

Hertel1 and Mathews (2011). They found that when an 

individual is stressed, or in an uncomfortable environment 

(here people with high self-esteem were uncomfortable due 

to the “re-task”) their functions like attention, memory, and 

performance are affected. So in this case, their performance 

slightly went down.  

Finally, the last hypothesis, feedback (mainly negative) 

affects the performance of the individuals depending on their 

level of self-esteem (low, medium, and high). The hypothesis 

stood true, as different levels of self-esteem yielded a 

different level of performance depending on the feedback 

given to them. When negative feedback was given, the 

overall performance of people with low self-esteem was 

worse than medium and high self-esteem individuals, and 

their performance decreased is task 2 (Figure 2). This 

supports Blaine and Crocker (1993) hypothesis that people 

with low-self-esteem are self-deprecating and do not expect a 

good result, especially after the negative feedback; they 

accept the result and do not put effort to do better in the next 

task. The performance of people with high self-esteem also 

decreased in task 2. Blaine and Crocker (1993), reasons that 

people with high self-esteem believe highly of themselves 

and overestimate their performance, so the negative feedback 

surprised them, distracting them from the task in hand and 

they are unable to perform effectively. This is also coherent 

to the research by Kernis (2001), high self-esteem is fragile 

and easily hurt, according to Tracy and Robins (2004) when 

self-esteem is hurt this hinders with the performance of the 

individuals. Performance of people with low and high self-

esteem reduced, whereas people with medium self-esteem 

increased in task 2. The possible reason could be healthy self-

serving bias and activation of self-positivity bias in case of 

medium self-esteem and in-activation in case of low and high 

self-esteem (Lin et al., 2003). The other possible reason of 

the better performance of individuals with medium self-

esteem is, they might have utilized negative feedback in a 

self-critical way and used it to self-evaluate and do a better 

job in the next task (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). Similarly, 

when the neutral feedback was given no matter the self-

esteem, the subjects' performance almost remained the same 

in task 2, although they performed differently (Figure 3). The 

neutral feedback did not give any positive or negative 

feelings to the subjects, which is why their performance was 

not affected (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). 

One thought-provoking finding of this research was the 

difference in attentional bias due to the different levels of 

self-esteem. While low and high self-esteem directed their 

attention to negative words as they might have felt 

threatened, people with medium self-esteem directed their 

attention to positive words when given negative feedback. 

Few interesting observations made while experimenting 

were: people who received negative feedback, especially 

with high self-esteem, gave excuses for unfavorable results. 

"I was distracted," "I was not sure what I had to do," "I would 

have done better in a different environment." This could be 

co-related to the finding of Arkin and Maruyama (1979) who 

show self-serving bias is inherent, and individuals blame 

external stimuli for the unwanted results; this is done to 

maintain a positive image of oneself. Here they were not 

ready to accept that they were the reason for poor results. 

Whereas low self-esteem individuals underestimate their 

performance no matter what they did and after the task was 

completed, their excuse included self-degrading sentences 

like, “I do not think I performed well”, “I was so scared 

throughout, I am sure I was the worst one of all”. This 

finding is consistent with Crary (1966) findings that people 

with low self-esteem perform worse than people with high 

self-esteem as they underestimate their performance. Also, 

people who received negative feedback were more interested 

in knowing the result of the experiment and how well did 

they perform than the others. One conclusion that can be 

drawn is as they felt threatened, the results might give them a 

sense of confirmation, and not being the only one to get 

negative feedback would give them relief and validation. 

5.1. Limitations  

It should be noted that the present research is restricted. 

However, there is a trial practicality, i.e., the experiment did 

show results, and internal validity appears to be reliable for 

this study it cannot be generalized. Generalizability and the 

external validity of the sample are limited and restrictive as 

the sample was taken according the availability and 

convenience, and thus, cannot be applied to the widespread 

population, aa the sample size of the experiment was small 

and it needs further research on a larger scale. There are 

several limitations of measurement validity as well, in this 

study. The researcher constructed a measure of self-esteem 

levels, though it is seemingly appearance effective i.e., has a 

higher validity and shows almost correct results, the study 

still anticipates concept validation i.e., needs to be studied 

using different measures. The sample consisted of Indian 

citizens mainly residing in India, so this outcome cannot be 

generalized to the other nationalities. 

There were a few other limitations to this study. Research 

shows that males and females, psychologically and 

biologically, react differently in a particular situation 

(threatening or non-threatening) (Verma, Balhara, & Gupta, 

2011). However, gender is not accounted for in this study. 

The age range was small (18-26 years), and the result was not 

analyzed based on a larger age range. Due to the experiment 

being online, the results might have been different than first 

predicted. The researcher was on a video call when the 



ISSN (Online) 2456 -1304 

  

International Journal of Science, Engineering and Management (IJSEM) 

Vol 5, Issue 10, October 2020 
 

  

 

 All Rights Reserved © 2020 IJSEM  200 

participants were doing the experiment, which led few 

participants to feel uncomfortable and conscious. They might 

not have been able to perform effectively due to this reason. 

The connectivity issue was constant and the unique 

environment of every participant could not be constant 

throughout. It was difficult to control all the variables like 

internet, environment, and time. Lastly, self-esteem level was 

assessed using one questionnaire, Rosenberg Self-esteem 

questionnaire, and performance was tested only using a 

simple memory task; thus, the results are tentative and 

additional research and different methods of an experiment 

are required in order to make any further claims. 

5.2. Further Research  

Further research is needed in this area to find other ways to 

motivate individuals' actions and performance, apart from 

their level of self-esteem. To help people get to an optimal 

level of self-esteem or to help them moderates the effects of a 

negative environment. It is necessary to study whether males 

and females take self-esteem differently as a result might 

differ due to the difference in their biological and 

psychological states. It is essential to look at the different age 

spectrum, as the reaction in a threatening situation to the self-

esteem of a teenager might be different from the self-esteem 

of an adult. Further, how self-esteem affects the performance 

of an individual  of different age groups can be an interesting 

detailed study. A different approach to this paper, to study 

the relationship between self-esteem, performance and 

attentional bias can also be unique. One way of approaching 

this could be designing an experiment with unique kinds and 

more complicated tasks with different levels of stress 

intensity, although moderating different factors will be 

challenging. As this experiment was done online, if done in 

person, the result might be slightly different than what was 

found. 

5.3. Conclusion  

As addressed in my analysis, the connection between self-

esteem, attentional bias, and performance is established in 

this study. Self-esteem (feedback, especially negative 

feedback) affects the performance and attentional bias 

(positive words or negative words) of the individuals 

depending on the different levels of self-esteem (low, 

medium, and high). The paper shows that when given 

negative feedback, people with low and high self-esteem 

engage in negative stimuli (negative words), and their 

performance decreases after the feedback. Whereas 

performance of people with medium self-esteem increases 

after the negative feedback and they remember more positive 

words than they did before.  

 Understanding how self-esteem is affected by the 

environment (threatening or non-threatening) can help people 

develop their reactions and action, and help them modify 

their behavior and performance. Self-esteem is a complex 

phenomenon that develops over time; a threat to self-esteem 

leads to poor performance as it activates defense 

mechanisms. So it is essential to see how it works in 

everyday life. So, instead of blaming the teacher for bad 

marks, it is the student's responsibility to acknowledge their 

mistake and work harder for the next test. Similarly, if 

gamblers will recognize that their wining is not because they 

are good players but is just a pure probability of (50-50%) 

chance of winning and losing, they will be able to get away 

from the vicious cycle. People of low and high self-esteem 

should moderate how much threatening environment can 

alter their actions, and this will help them achieve the optimal 

level of self. These concepts will allow an individual to 

moderate the effect of self-esteem on their performance and 

actions. 
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 Appendix A  

ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM 

SCALE (Rosenberg, 1979) 

 

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with 

myself.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

2. At times I think I am no good at all.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

3. I feel that I have a number of good 

qualities.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

4. I am able to do things as well as most 

other people.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

6. I certainly feel useless at times.   

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

7. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least 

on an equal plane with others.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

8. I wish I could have more respect for 

myself.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a 

failure.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.  

Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  
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