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ABSTRACT 
 
Test taking is ubiquitous in academic life. Often, a student’s desire to perform well in these evaluative situations leads 
them to experience test-anxiety. However, test-anxiety has been repeatedly correlated with reduced test performance. 
Research suggests that reappraisal interventions promote the reduction of test anxiety which may result in improved 
test performance. But can linguistic tense mediate the effect of these interventions? If so, are these interventions help-
ful for GT students for whom test anxiety is a significant concern? This intervention study tested whether reading a 
message containing a type of reappraisal technique, objective psychological distancing, in a certain linguistic tense 
could reduce test anxiety and improve test performance for high school GT algebra students. Two hours before taking 
an exam, students read one of three messages: a first-person distancing, a third-person distancing, or a control message. 
There existed a slight improvement in student test performance from the control condition to the distancing conditions, 
yet this trend was not statistically significant.   
   

Introduction 
 
Test taking plays a paramount role in a student’s academic experience. Between pre-kindergarten to high school, 
American public schools administer approximately 112 mandatory standardized tests, not including the vast quantity 
of additional tests, such as diagnostic tests and teacher-developed tests (Council of the Great City Schools et al., 2015). 
By high school, test scores typically account for over fifty percent of the student’s overall course grade (Brady et al., 
2018). In addition, tests play a ubiquitous role in the admissions process to higher level educational institutions (Brady 
et al., 2018). 

Due to their decisive role, testing often induces anxiety in students (Brady et al., 2018). Test anxiety is a 
circumstance-specific form of anxiety that is primarily caused by a student’s ambition to perform well on an exam 
(Reteguiz, 2006). Generally, the more important a student appraises the test to be, the more threatened they feel in 
response to taking it, culminating in greater situational test anxiety (Reteguiz, 2006). Since the 1970s, there has been 
consensus that test anxiety consists of two distinct dimensions: “heightened physiological activity” and “self-depre-
cating ruminations,” more commonly referred to as emotionality and worry, respectively (Cassady & Johnson, 2002). 
Emotionality, the affective component of test anxiety, relates to the physiological manifestations of anxiety, such an 
increase in heart rate and blood pressure (Cassady & Johnson, 2002). Conversely, worry comprises the cognitive 
dimension of test anxiety and includes an individual’s negative mental reactions towards the evaluative situation (Cas-
sady & Johnson, 2002).  

Test anxiety has been repeatedly correlated with reduced academic performance (Rizwan & Mahmood, 2010; 
von der Embse et al., 2018). Relevant to the current study, the strongest correlation between test anxiety and perfor-
mance was found among secondary students (grades six to twelve; von der Embse et al., 2018). In addition, correla-
tional studies, meta-analyses, and path analyses have frequently concluded that the cognitive dimension of test anxiety 
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(i.e., worry) is the primary factor associated with this decline of performance in both children and students in higher 
education (Bandalos et al., 1995; Brady et al., 2018; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Rizwan & Mahmood, 2010; Williams, 
1991). Even those who are thoroughly prepared for anxiety-provoking situations, such as test taking, can experience  
Detrimental consequences due to worry (Beilock&Ramirez,2011). 

Cognitive Emotion Regulation of Test Anxiety Research suggests that emotion regulation strategies have the 
potential to reduce test anxiety (Brady et al., 2018; Jamieson et al., 2010, 2016). Emotion regulation is defined as 
“conscious, mental strategies individuals use to cope with the intake of emotionally arousing information” (Garnefski 
et al., 2009). One particularly effective strategy within this field is cognitive reappraisal (Powers & LaBar, 2019), 
which involves “cognitively transforming one’s construal of an emotion-eliciting stimulus in a way that alters its 
emotional impact” (Denny & Ochsner, 2014; Gross, 2002). A shift in perspective from a negative mental perception 
to a neutral/positive one, in turn, alters the resulting emotional response (Brady et al., 2018). Although reappraisal is 
but one of many emotion regulation strategies, it is particularly effective in the context of test taking since it allows 
an individual to process the event with less behavioral and attentional disruption (Powers & LaBar, 2019).  For exam-
ple, studies conducted by Jamieson et al. (2010) and Brady et al. (2018) conclude that reappraisal-type emotion regu-
lation strategies improve test performance by reducing test anxiety. Together, these two studies support the under-
standing that reappraisal strategies are effective in promoting emotion regulation of test anxiety within the domain of 
test-taking.   
.  

Objective Psychological Distancing  
 
Although existing research in test anxiety interventions primarily focus on reappraisal as a whole, there are two main tactics within 
this strategy: reinterpretation and psychological distancing. The latter has proven particularly versatile, making it a suitable candi-
date for study on its own in the context of test taking (Webb et al., 2012). Psychological distancing involves stimulating a new 
perspective to alter the psychological distance and emotional impact of a stimulus (Powers & LaBar, 2019). The Construal Level 
Theory (CLT), a dominant theory on distancing, theorizes the existence of many forms (i.e., spatial, temporal, objective) within 
distancing (Trope & Liberman, 2010). Additionally, this theory states that as one distances themselves from the stimulus through 
any such form, their overall mental construal of the threatening stimulus appears to become more abstract and self-removed (Powers 
& LaBar, 2019; Trope & Liberman, 2010). Thus, it can be concluded that distancing in any form of distancing can contribute to 
some degree of emotion regulation of test anxiety.  

One such form of distancing, as supported by CLT, is objective distancing. Objective distancing downregulates an emo-
tional response by invoking an objective perspective, similar to an imagined observer or generic neutral party (Powers & LaBar, 
2019). For example, one may employ this technique by imagining themselves to be a fly on the wall, who is simply observing an 
event unfold in front of themselves. A study by Denny and Ochsner (2014) concluded that adopting an objective distancing view-
point led to a drop in participants’ overall negative affect when viewing adverse photographs in a clinical setting. In addition, a 
study by White et al. (2019) confirmed that objective distancing in a clinical simulation reduced the anxiety adolescents felt towards 
a prospective stressful experience. This second study is especially significant to the current study because it suggests that object 
distancing may be a form of psychological distancing capable of down-regulating anxiety towards a perceived future experience, 
such as test-taking, therefore supporting the potential of adolescents using this technique prior to taking an exam (White et al., 
2019).   
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One mechanism that makes objective distancing effective is that it allows an individual to reduce negative emotionality while 
reconstruing their feelings in a more insightful and mindful manner (Kross & Ayduk, 2017). In addition, objective distancing 
reduces vivid imagery of a stressful experience, which in turn lowers emotionality (White et al., 2019).  In the context of test taking, 
objective distancing may cause an individual to regard the anxiety associated with a test indifferently, resulting in a reduced per-
sonal attachment to this negative emotion and improved test performance.         

 Figure 1. Overview of techniques within cognitive emotion regulation. 
 

Differences in Linguistic Tense of Psychological Distancing Self-Talk  
  
Individuals may spontaneously engage in psychological distancing tactics through the use of self-talk (Kross & Ayduk, 2017). Self-
talk is an internal monologue that serves as an inner voice, guiding one’s moment-to-moment reflections (Vygotsky & Kozulin, 
2012). However, when using self-talk to regulate emotion, one may refer to themselves through an array of linguistic perspectives, 
consequently affecting the degree to which psychological distancing promotes emotion regulation. For example, an individual in a 
state of rejection may address the self through an immersed first-person tense (i.e., involves the pronouns I/me) by asking, “how 
do I feel about being rejected?” Research suggests, however, that this tense is not as effective in promoting spontaneous emotion 
regulation in a stressful situation as taking a third-person perspective (Kross et al., 2014; Nook et al., 2017). That tense, in contrast, 
involves referring to oneself through third person pronouns (i.e., him/her) and one’s own name (e.g., “how does [person’s name] 
feel about being rejected?”).  

A study by Kross et al. (2014) supported that non-first-person language is a more feasible and effective alternative to 
using first-person language for self-talk. Specifically, participants in the non-first-person language condition experienced less anx-
iety and higher performance while engaged in a socially stress-inducing situation. These results are bolstered by another study 
performed by Nook et al. (2017), which concluded that using second person (“you”) and third person pronouns in self-talk improved 
cognitive task performance and reduced anxiety within the sample group. One possible explanation for these findings is that non-
first-person pronouns serve as a self-distancing instrument, thus prompting an individual to view themselves more objectively 
(Kross & Ayduk, 2017). This, in turn, advances psychological distancing. Therefore, current literature suggests that simple linguis-
tic shifts in self-talk may notably influence emotion regulation.      
 

Present Study       
          
Through the examination of various sources, the efficacy of general reappraisal strategies in the test-taking context and objective 
distancing techniques in other clinical contexts have been established. However, the sources failed to consider the implications of 
objective distancing in a test-taking context and the relation between this tactic and linguistic tense. Moreover, there exists no 
research that inquires the effectiveness of this technique in improving test performance specifically among gifted and talented (GT) 
students attending rigorous GT high schools. Existing literature has proven that high school GT students face greater levels of test 
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anxiety when compared to the general student population (Beer, 1991). In addition, it has been concluded that difficult exams, 
which are frequently administered in GT schools, also contribute to greater test anxiety (Spielberger & Gonzalez, 1980). Conse-
quently, it can be assumed that high school GT students attending GT schools would theoretically receive the greatest benefits from 
a targeted distancing intervention relative to the general student population. Finally, existing reappraisal-based interventions ad-
dressing test anxiety have been administered to students in a face-to-face testing environment or clinical setting. Given the preva-
lence of virtual schooling and test-taking during the COVID-19 pandemic, and the likelihood that virtual classroom formats will 
persist to some extent after the pandemic, it is important to understand how test anxiety can be managed in an online setting.  
 In sum, the aim of the present study was to determine whether objective distancing using a certain tense of self-talk can 
improve test performance in the stated scope. The intervention was administered through an online platform and the findings 
contribute to the present literature on objective distancing by determining if this tactic can be employed in a test-taking context and 
determining the effect of linguistic tense on outcome variables (i.e., test anxiety and test performance).     
 

Methods 
 

Participants  
 
Subjects were drawn from a GT high school in Houston, TX. Furthermore, subjects consist of GT students from honors Algebra 
classes because interventions in academic test performance have the greatest benefits in the domain of mathematics (Brooks, 2014; 
Johns et al., 2008). Approximately two fifths of the students in this study were freshmen algebra one students and three fifths were 
algebra two students (14.6% freshmen, 75.6% sophomores, 9.8% juniors). Slightly over one half of the students were women (63.3 
% women, 36.6 % men). This gender imbalance is typical in reappraisal research (Brady et al., 2018; Denny & Ochsner, 2014) and 
poses no significant risk for bias. Regarding the ethnic and racial breakdown, 28% of the students identified as Caucasian, 27% as 
African American, 38% as Latino or Hispanic, 16% as Asian, 4% as Native American, and 1% as Middle Eastern. In addition, 14% 
of students indicated identifying as multiple races/ethnicities. Of the total participants, 19.7% were fourteen years old, 49.3% were 
fifteen, 28.2% were sixteen, and 2.8% were seventeen. 
 

Research conditions 
 
Seventy-one algebra students were placed into three conditions: objective distancing through the first-person tense, objective dis-
tancing through the third person tense, and the control condition. Students were stratified by level of algebra and then randomly 
assigned to one of three conditions without regard to prior academic performance (n = 24 in the control condition, n = 23 in the 
first-person distancing condition, n = 24 in the third person distancing condition).  
 
Hypotheses  
 
The primary hypothesis was that students in the experimental distancing conditions would have (a) higher exam performance and 
(b) lower cognitive test anxiety levels than those in the control condition. Additionally, one would expect test performance to be 
higher and test anxiety to be lower for subjects in the third person condition compared to those in the first-person condition.      
 

Procedure and Materials  
 
Students were contacted about their interest in participation through the Microsoft Teams platform. Upon initial agreement, they 
were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire and parental consent form (appendices A & B). Those who completed this 
form were then informed of the experimental procedures of this study and their responsibilities as a participant. The night before 
the exam, students received a message that contained final instructional reminders along with one of three versions of a Google 
Form, containing the treatment procedure, which varied based on their condition assignment. Students were instructed not to com-
plete this treatment procedure until at most two hours before they take their algebra exam. The next day, all students took an exam 
based on their level of algebra (Exam 1 for algebra one students and Exam 2 for algebra two students). Both were real algebra 
course exams and counted towards the students’ class averages. The exam was administered remotely through a digital platform.    
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Throughout the process, students were given the opportunity to ask questions regarding any procedure of the study. All operations 
were approved by the Carnegie Vanguard High School Campus Review Board. The course instructors were blind to the study 
hypothesis and the student condition assignments. All tests were automatically graded by the online platform through which they 
were administered.   
 
Test Day Treatment Procedure (Part 1): Treatment Message   
As mentioned in the preceding text, all three conditions completed a treatment procedure administered through Google Forms. This 
platform was chosen due to its immense reliability, security, and efficiency (Rayhan et al., 2013). The first section of the Google 
Form contained either a distancing or a reflection message, based on the condition group. The two experimental conditions were 
each given a distancing message (appendix C). Distancing messages for both conditions were identical in content and adapted from 
previous research (Brady et al., 2018; Kross et al., 2014). The key difference is that the first-person condition had a message that 
instructed students to employ the stated distancing techniques through a first-person tense while the message for the third-person 
condition told students to use a third-person tense. Specifically, both versions ended with a sentence instructing students to “practice 
these distancing tactics now and anytime you feel nervous while taking the exam” using the appropriate linguistic pronouns (i.e., 
I/me or him/her based on the condition).  

The control condition message (appendix C) was identical in structure to the distancing message with the exception that 
it instructed students to reflect “on the various parts of the upcoming exam” without mentioning any distancing tactics. 
One potential limitation is that students in all conditions may have employed, out of habit, emotion regulation strategies not spe-
cifically mentioned in their treatment message. However, this occurs by random chance within every condition group and is not a 
source of bias. All students were instructed to read and employ their given tactics for approximately four to six minutes.   
 
Test Day Treatment Procedure (Part 2): Manipulation Checks  
In line with prior research that measured the effect of linguistic tense in moderating a certain outcome (Kross et al., 2014), students 
were given a series of experimental manipulation checks (appendix D) following the treatment message. These checks were inserted 
in the second section of the Google Form and were taken to gauge how effectively the students employed the intervention practices 
outlined by the messages.  

First, students in all conditions rated how well they felt they exercised the distancing/reflection techniques (1 = not well 
at all, 5 = perfectly well). Next, students in the experimental conditions received an additional question inquiring about the extent 
to which they used the correct pronouns when referring to themselves while practicing the distancing techniques (1 = not at all, 5 
= exclusively). Finally, students in all conditions were given a writing manipulation check in which they were instructed to note in 
a few sentences specific instances of the techniques they used. Consistent with prior research (Kross et al., 2014; Kross & Ayduk, 
2017), this final manipulation is particularly noteworthy because it provides a direct window into how language differences influ-
ence the ways students appraise upcoming academic stressors (Kross & Ayduk, 2017). 
 

Measures 
 
Test Anxiety  
After completing the manipulation checks, all students were asked to take a twenty-seven-question cognitive test anxiety question-
naire developed by Cassady and Johnson (2002). This questionnaire was inserted into the third section of the Google Form. Ques-
tions were either positively valanced (e.g., “I am less nervous about tests than the average high school student”) or negatively 
valanced (e.g., “During tests, I find myself thinking of the consequences of failing”). This questionnaire serves to assess student 
feelings of worry post treatment procedure. It is vital to assess this experience in order to determine if the intervention had any 
effect in reducing test anxiety among certain conditions. 
 
Test Performance  
At most two hours after completing the full treatment procedure (i.e., treatment message, manipulation checks, and anxiety ques-
tionnaire), the students took their respective exams. Previous research has found test scores to be a suitable measure of test perfor-
mance (Brady et al., 2018). Student test scores were collected from the course instructors through an anonymous unique ID system.   
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Figure 2. Method design structure. 
 

Results 
 

Preliminary Statistics and Analysis  
 
Table 1 provides descriptive statistics by condition for both test anxiety and test performance. Manipulation check performance (M 

question 1 = 3.59, SD question 1 = .70; M question 2 = 3.81, SD question 2 = 1.154) was typical of that of prior research (Kross et al., 2014). All 
students articulated condition appropriate tactics in the written manipulation check (a few selected responses provided in appendix 
E).  
 
 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics for test scores and test anxiety by condition 

 
 
Test Anxiety 
Based on prior research utilizing this cognitive test anxiety scale, the present sample is characteristic of high test anxiety (M = 
75.66, SD = 15.047; Cassady et al., 2004; Cassady & Gridley, 2005; Cassady & Johnson, 2002). In order to determine if the inter-
vention had a significant effect on test anxiety, group means were examined (M control = 74.00, SD control = 12.01; M first-person = 79.86, 
SD first-person = 15.64; M third-person = 72.89, SD third-person = 17.45) and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted. The 
ANOVA utilized test anxiety as the dependent variable and condition as the factor. These analyses did not provide evidence of a 
statistically significant difference in test anxiety across the three conditions (F(2,68) = 1.811, p = .171). Further, pairwise Bonfer-
roni post-hoc tests did not  

      95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 

  

  N Mean Std. Devi-
ation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum 

Scores Control 22 79.136 14.9134 3.1795 72.524 85.749 46.0 100.0 
 First-per-

son 
20 81.700 12.9659 2.8993 75.632 87.768 58.0 100.0 

 Third-per-
son 

23 85.174 13.2241 2.7574 79.455 90.892 54.0 100.0 

 Total 65 82.062 13.7646 1.7073 78.651 85.472 46.0 100.0 

Anxi-
ety 

Control 24 74.50 11.996 2.449 69.43 79.57 47 93 

 First-per-
son 

23 81.04 15.636 3.260 74.28 87.81 50 102 

 Third-per-
son 

24 73.46 16.315 3.330 66.57 80.35 46 103 

 Total 71 76.27 14.928 1.772 72.73 79.80 46 103 
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provide evidence of significant difference in test anxiety across any pair of conditions (e.g., 1st person vs. control, 3rd person vs. 
1st person). 

Figure 3. Test Anxiety by condition (0 = control, 1 = first-person, 3 = third-person) 

Figure 4. Test scores by condition (0 = control, 1 = first-person, 3 = third-person) 

Volume 10 Issue 3 (2021) 

ISSN: 2167-1907 www.JSR.org 7



Test Performance 
 Despite a slight, apparent elevation in test scores from the control to the third person distancing conditions (M control = 79.136, SD 
control = 14.91; M first-person = 81.889, SD first-person = 13.06; M third-person = 84.47, SD third-person = 13.60), a one-way ANOVA utilizing test 
scores as the dependent variable did not provide evidence of statistically significant differences in test performance across condi-
tions  (F(2,62) = 1.095, p = .341). In addition, pairwise Bonferroni post-hoc tests did not provide evidence of statistically significant 
differences in test performance across any two conditions. 
 

Discussion 
 
This study examined whether objective psychological distancing through a certain linguistic tense of self-talk could improve test 
performance among GT high school students. To investigate this, a one-factor two-level experiment was conducted. It was pre-
dicted that participants in both distancing conditions would have lower cognitive test anxiety and higher test performance than 
those in the control condition and that this effect would be greater in the third person over the first person condition. The findings 
of this study do not support the hypotheses. No evidence of statistically significant differences in test performance or anxiety 
emerged across groups. Although there was a slight, apparent improvement in mean test scores between the control and the dis-
tancing conditions, this effect was not statistically significant. 

The absence of significant differences across conditions is unexpected since prior research has strongly suggested that a 
targeted reappraisal intervention could improve test performance (Brady et al., 2018; Jamieson et al., 2010, 2016). For example, a 
field experiment conducted by Jamieson et al. (2016) found that students in the reappraisal condition performed better on an exam, 
suggesting that this type of intervention can be effective in the domain of mathematics, the domain examined in this study. Addi-
tional research by Brady et al. (2018) bolstered this conclusion by providing strong evidence (p < .01) that even a minimal reap-
praisal message could not only provide students immediate benefits to test performance but also result in greater long term academic 
success. Thus, it would be anticipated for this improvement in test performance to be greater in the present study since psychological 
distancing is a particularly effective subset of general reappraisal strategies (Webb et al., 2012).  
 

Factors Influencing Effectiveness of Procedure  
 
Though it is unclear why distancing had little effect in this study, differences between prior and current research in method design 
might explain the unusual results. For example, it is likely that the online environment in which the current intervention was 
administered had a detrimental influence on the effectiveness of the treatment procedure. Perhaps the students found the directions 
on the Google Form to be unclear, causing them to incorrectly employ the treatment and, given the virtual format, remediation for 
any misunderstanding was not feasible. It is also possible that students completed the procedure without adequate regard to the 
instructions. Both problems may have been alleviated through an in-person environment (Bowling, 2005). The apparent ineffec-
tiveness of the current treatment procedure may also be attributed to the intervention’s inadequate length and intensity. Past studies 
suggest that individuals who report greater usage of reappraisal strategies experience more adaptive emotional outcomes (Gross, 
1998; Gross & John, 2003; Gross & Levenson, 1993; Richards & Gross, 2000), suggesting that the brief nature of this intervention 
may explain the absence of group differences.    

The characteristics of the subjects themselves may also be another contributing element. It is well established that GT 
students attending GT high schools experience notably high levels of test anxiety due to extreme school and exam rigor (Beer, 
1991; Spielberger & Gonzalez, 1980). Indeed, this trend is reflective of the GT students who participated in this study. With an 
average cognitive test anxiety score of 76.54, this sample is high in test anxiety when compared to prior research (Cassady et al., 
2004; Cassady & Gridley, 2005; Cassady & Johnson, 2002). Therefore, it may be possible that the intervention was not substantial 
enough to result in a noticeable improvement in test performance for this high-anxiety sample.    
Finally, the current intervention may have been misguided in its focus. The target of this intervention was to prompt students to 
use a certain tense to objectively distance themselves from the test. However, general reappraisal interventions in previous studies 
prompted students to instead reinterpret their test anxiety and arousal (Brady et al., 2018; Jamieson et al., 2010, 2016). Although 
both are potent reappraisal strategies (Denny & Ochsner, 2014), perhaps distancing cannot be as efficiently employed in a test 
taking domain as reinterpretation.    
 

 

Volume 10 Issue 3 (2021) 

ISSN: 2167-1907 www.JSR.org 8



Limitations 
 
In addition to the aforementioned limitations pertaining to the online nature of the intervention, a few additional drawbacks of the 
present work should be noted. One such limitation is the modest sample size. Research in experimental design by Martínez-Mesa 
et al. (2014) suggested that a small sample size may be incapable of demonstrating desired effects. As compared to existing studies 
in the field (Brady et al., 2018; Denny & Ochsner, 2014), the sample size of the present study may be deemed small.    
 Furthermore, another drawback to this study is its reliance on self-reporting of test anxiety. Self-reported data is typically 
considered to be less reliable and more prone to social desirability bias (Smith et al., 2018). In addition, Likert scale questions, such 
as the ones administered in this study, are also subject to individual interpretation and may incline one to provide a middle or 
extreme response to many questions (Salters-Pedneault, 2020). However, given its accessibility and affordable nature, self-report 
questionnaires are often utilized in emotion regulation research despite their drawbacks. To increase accuracy, future studies relying 
on self-report should utilize multiple sources of reporting within an experimental design.  

Lastly, the recruitment of subjects from only one school is another limitation of this study. Single school recruitment was 
due in part to the virtual administration of the present intervention as well as the disconnected nature of GT schools across Texas. 
While a number of previous studies in the field of emotion regulation have also drawn subjects from a single school (Brady et al., 
2018; Jamieson et al., 2010), there is still the possibility that the inclusion of more classes in the present study could have increased 
the academic diversity of the sample, resulting in different outcomes.  
 

Implications  
 
Regardless of its drawbacks, the current study is novel since it piloted a test anxiety intervention during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
during which secondary schooling has been disrupted and moved to a virtual platform. Existing research about interventions for 
test anxiety have not been delivered in a virtual format and, thus, the current study adds important new information for the devel-
opment of effective interventions in virtual education contexts. Given the absence of significant findings, the current study suggests 
that refinement of existing interventions for test anxiety is needed for virtual schooling and GT students, for whom test anxiety is 
a significant concern.  

In addition, if the present findings are replicated in future research, it may suggest that linguistic tense is not as significant 
of a contributor to emotion regulation of anxiety as previously hypothesized (Kross et al., 2014; Nook et al., 2017). Although earlier 
work has shown that simple shifts in everyday language may have profound implications for the efficacy of emotion regulation, 
this may not be as applicable within the context of test-taking. 
 

Conclusion and Future Directions 
 
In summary, the current work found that linguistic differences in self-talk of objective distancing strategies had no significant 
influence on test-performance among GT high school students. This conclusion is contrary to prior work that supports the efficacy 
of reappraisal strategies in the test-taking context (Brady et al., 2018; Jamieson et al., 2010) and objective distancing techniques in 
clinical contexts (Denny & Ochsner, 2014; White et al., 2019).           

Future work may expand on the current study by examining the effects of reappraisal training, specifically in objective 
distancing, among GT samples, since study of this high anxiety population is needed. As previously mentioned, the efficacy of a 
reappraisal strategy is dependent on the duration of its implementation. Consequently, the brief nature of the present intervention 
may be a possible explanation for its insignificant effect on this high-anxiety sample group. Perhaps a longer intervention may 
result in different results. Future avenues of research can expand on this perception by varying the longevity of a reappraisal 
intervention administered to a GT sample and measuring the corresponding effect size of the resulting elevation in test-performance. 
Determining the ideal intensity for this intervention may be key to understanding the practical applicability of reappraisal strategies 
in a GT classroom context. Additionally, future research should vary the scope of this topic of inquiry by sampling non-GT on-
level students. Perhaps this comparatively lower test-anxiety sample may produce greater effect sizes which would support the 
usage of objective distancing reappraisal strategies within the test-taking context. 
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