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FEOFLIC W Thhvb it Rosenzweig P-F Study o T4 Hiic Lo TH LN ERFARR L,
FEEBREEC Lo (A DN BAER S L OBREC O W TH LY.

RETEREL LR, 2@E0 LI VA A 1/2 OBBEET IR, By 1/2 0BRBYAETICX
5 XICERNCHBIFT 2ERFETH 2. coFER Lewin oBBERCESH L RERHRPE
2L WSERTH- T, 192741 Zeigarnik ko THAIhE., ThURRECE? T
85O UEFENHIEL TELL, RECHERORBERL TRV BB, LORALRL TV 2HEH
o—o & LT Butterfield 123:#% &5 (Criterion Scores) oREAHT T 3?2, Tihbb, fFH
MRSk & 2 ERERIABEB K> € grouping +2522Icdko TERINTE2, Lilk
ROXOREBIOBEERECH 4 THD, TR LOBEN - UMK T 58 ATER LI L
TWwirys, % o T Butterfield»® RAEEAWOR TEFREREB S LKL TR D 3BcHT 7.

(1) Straight Recall Measures H—F 4 HIE

COBEOWERTEINLRTT c ETHRBHTHY, TR LBKAJECHELR TN S

(2) Relative Recall Measures XTG4S =

SR OFAEE S JUBEREBA XA, KAETHEE O oF4L % IR, 5£578H (O
oFELY CR L LTRlT 5 EKROML 5.
A A s ; IR-CR, CR-IR, X IR

Cc 1
4 . IR IR/1 e
BALEER TR CR/C’ IHICEM DD

3 Repetition Choice (RC) BIREYHEST
REOHT Y ERBRL L D TH 5.
PR ERIE S 0 LR MBI L% b » 7= Butterfield 13, z o 3498 AEM L LcHEan 1LT.P.EL
FOMERBRELTIEL &5 & L, BT NERAES IU 6FEEN DR S 128 ADRELHEIRE &
LTHWA, £85E R nonskill &4 2 skill £EE 2253 N, 2D 2 00BBTH 2 OWBMER
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3R BARD 6 ODEE (puzzles) 235z bhik, REREBRCKE, 5 v X A 3 OORERRE
Tzebn, BODO3IO20BER RETLEEDONE., 6BERTET S BEHOBFEN KD D
n, ToBTCCEAARD bR, BFRBEEOEMUMC X » T e RET - T 2H#HE
DERICHREBECERIN, WInh—A2BREN T2 L5 CERBNE 2 bR, ik c oFERF

EFC Lo TH-DEEEELRDE, Thdbik IR CRETHEOFAR, CR (RTHEOFE

30, R+CR (RBEAREEA, 8 cp o RC GERMER) T3, #R0To0%

BEACDNWT, &4 skill &, nonskill &ff & O FMFic st 2 HEIRK Z RS, o HEEFH
X O EEEK X - CTRTOW2fT e\, varimax rofation 2T L7z, TOHMRIOVFERRO XS
WCRESR L 2.

(D REFE :BEOERRNELE & oMcBRAR W &,

(2) skill &ff& nonskill £¢koRTFEEORBIC X b, skill £HOHF B I VEELBERNE
nTtwsensdz e,

Q) HBEEL T~ 2 —0FE LWo, IR & CR »E—EERORTE LTTAIRED
DTHBT &,

Butterfield © (3) o#E#iz, Glixman o intersession measure O A4#F L, intrasession
measure @Y TH B L ER LK Alper? 7B ICE L\,

W TABED B, Butterfield oEBREROBFN LT 5 e X » THERELCHET 2%
BELO HFERE s 2cd s, I, R CEsyThhbhi FEREED JlEE LT
Alper 5d\5 intrasession measure K-S &, HWNNTFEES N IR-CR ouEs & - 12 23,
Rl TLOUBNRYTHo ¥ S h it TRHE L.,

o0 seBAE

1 wRE

INSERE B A B X8 6 4 313 4k Rosenzweig P-F Study BARM (EEH) #ERL, %£id
EOLNERTFRARIVAFEALL, FEFEELRFATMERLULBLRE 104 Ao HRE
E Lk,

2 EEME

bBREOMEET A P B LICRBRERET A b BIKE IR paper and pencil tests T, 4%
EREHTIINH» R 218BOT A TH 5.

3 ERFhE

HMER X UEERBOBELUL T3 RE2~5A% 1 B L UTER L. SR, low stress
f & high stress £HH/INTHWT, WEBFLCEVWTRERECEMEZKET 2405 2R
FAL, BERHECEWTRAET AP LTOUBYRALLERSEERBC L bk, BEEE
LU CABBRER, Ficd e paper and pencil tests 23— D 7y 2 vy b EEDHDORALIDOE
B Uk, FEEDPEIEEE LCSSBBRZE M b, TO0BT S cBEoBERERI L.
BRE “WABARTAMERD EF L, EARBHEOMELR, kA TEARTEIBVHELTE
WTFEW, ” CHREIRTWR, RE, ECEBELLZTy 7V POBEZORBALTVRENWDHOY
BREREET, TH53—FEROLW] ~T35—FRD kv, Of% 5 BEICT, 5 BRI
ETERIRPBFT R,



RlT RS (Interrupted Task Paradigm; 1I.T.P.) f:%818 & (Criterion Scores)izBi3 2 W F SR 37

I #HRESLUER

FUFFREIACE T 5 T o0 BER R, Thbb, IR, CR, IR-CR, IR+CR

IR-CR = IR
" IR+CR* CR”

IR RC

COoOWTEERES L CLTOBELRD e, BEFBLOHEOBAIR, ETRICRETHEORH
Butterfield ZKk5ET

AL LCEF E L.

e FRIRREBTOHE OB/ RCon T,

(%*Hﬁéﬁﬂ@iiﬂi’r%x P VAHS.), E“Fai)

# 1 BEER L OB BAF vAMLSHEED S DORRT.
— #H--E H (1966
A j H. S.
FEHEIR IR—-CR IR
o IR CR IR—CR IR+CR | 155¢x . RC
R 415 548 | .%6‘ 458 380 062
| \
: |
. CR 161 — 556 ,wgi —.355 — 374 —.127
I
‘ \
| IR-CR| 519 —.623 —.109 .859 .896 182
o i \
g [IR+CR| 673 767 —.063 | 035 450 — 034
: R |
'IR—CR ! \
TRecr| 615 — 240 584 1109 892 193
R 542 —.286 646 ‘ 132 441 056
R 542 . . | . ) .
| RC 022 —.159 252 | — 124 035 046
Butterfield (1965)%
) I‘u% R CR IR—CR \ IR+CR | IR=CR IR RC
Rtk L . | IR+CR CR
IR 318 253 | 575 124 621 052
CR | .3% —.658 593 — 619 — 237 —.126
| -
1 |
| IR-=CR| 801 — 827 ~.353 967 163 242
g |IR+CR| 544 616 — 067 —.429 322 — 064
IR—CR N B
ey 813 — 768 970 — 005 015 206
i
IR
o | 688 — .87 933 <w1’ 938 206
| RC ’ 016 012 002 024 | 019 025
]
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BREOBTZERLEZFLLTVEDT, s TRAWRLEVWTHOTHE- T, TETHHD
—ELDV, BIF T35—EFEL0D) OHEZRIRLABE X 14, “BE8” »ERLLE

#2 EBEOHRFHT

u Low Stress N=54 High Stress N=50
g7 1| m | w I l mw | ow
A [ L
' |
IR (408 | 846 } 095 { 8012 | 624 | 648 l 3049017
—_— —— -
CR 715 .621‘ 135’ S e —166 9124
IR—CR 888 143 1061 8202 | .931|-.333 .33 1,102
N @ S
IR+CR | —.214 | .83 ‘ 299 } 8628 | 269 | 963 —.093 10084
, —_ , I ‘ —
IR—CR \ e | | B _ o
R icr 63| 305|161 53 89| —.219 | 077 8567
& 658 | 357 ‘ -us s 959 | —.203 | —.313|  1.0589
| f |
| S | )
RC 256 —1s1 | 3% 108 189 | —.075| 183 0748
I | .
2.4141 2,150 2016 48557 3, 1453\ 23792 390 |  5.9151
% 34.5% 30.7% 4.2% - 69.4% 44.9% | 34,09 | 5.6% ; 84.5%
#3 LEFEMRTTI G250 508ETTHD
\\ %ﬁ: Low Stress N=54 i High Stress N=50
S EEEC L, | m, | m he ' I 11 11 e
sy | L | | | b ‘ » | |
| s ‘ ‘
IR 5%} ml\-Amsl 36 T a5
\ ‘ | e
- | : ; i
CR ) ~.608 | 731 | —.106 ’ 95 -5, 786 | ‘ —.089 o
IR—CR 9| 035 00| .10 H 9891 / 351, 1102
‘ \ | ‘ o ,
—— ] ( a
IR+CR | —.076 926 001 863 | —.om3 - 007 | 1,003
| ‘ - i ! -
— — | i | |
IR—CR L ! | 5 — 067 | 5
R-CR I R I N 105 —.067 e
= g6 | er| -0z s | e K 166 —.298| 1.0
- “ S “
RC ,212i -‘_045} E AT 203} — 024 % 8L 075
\ | | o -
2500 2062| 298| 484 | 325 2273 45 5 903
% 35.7% | 20.5% 4.2% | 69.3% | 46.1% |32.5% 5.8% 8135
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A1 0.548&L THELRE.

M LCELNR T O0EBERSOERSMERANLE A, BEERCOML VR, s T,
HZEMEE EOFIR L CERFEE YRS T, SEADEEY Z-score LB Lk, Kic, low stress
Mk L high stress HEOE 2 oWTHIEIR 2 @ 7 oD FEES SOME AR Z RS, F1iKR

Tk 5 EBATI RSk, EROET O, Butterfield 23% O REREERE 2 HE L HBETFI L e <
FILCERLE.

% 1 0 #BfT%lic Thurstone pELRFHMEEZ RV ER, BOhLBELETAIIREK21E
Fohtws, COELRTAIIGODEENLBRER> TuRvhr b, TRICDEBEER LIRS T
b2 %icdic BEERI L STz, %@uﬁ%m@%ﬁﬂ(%@@%nﬂ)%fsmT? [FEfIc
Buterfield @558 & KT 2 dic, HOBEREYELICRT.

%4 Butterfield o LEFHRTFTF®

Nonskill V Skill
- 1 | om | om | | I | wm | W v
IR ‘ 808 575 003 | —.141 332 | .00 j — 112 926
|
CR ?—ﬂm 586 o011 435 —.146 <m4} 880 | —.118
IR;-é;QAt o8 | —om | —.00 ‘ P T e P
. _ 4 | -
IR +CR l —.039 1999 o2 25 155 | —.026 664 | 684
_~§§}%§ e | _@£*4¥T1_1-<9m T I
= 1963 az o oz 937 : 115 | .05 324
e 008 119 % 999 | 125 1 o i 0 | —om | —oon
% 59.8% | 24.1% | 14.3% | 303% | 151% | 14.4% 4@3;»&5;'

(1) EF#Edc->wT
Butterfield @ EER® T, nonskill &Hic BT 3 o0 BFrnEE I, Betifhr—HL
T .05 Ticde» ens, skill £@AT TR, &b BRHEBEER 05U Treh2ETs5o0 RF2H

Hahke\w>, bbb, nonskill fKfes Tk, HIRTREL 3 SOEMNTFAEEN AR~
RC, INCR, &0 KARLTHY, BIRTFReAFERS (R+CR) & Lo H—F4RA (R,
CR) i, & RBIEFRERGAT RO CECARL TV S, 07, skill &for, #1IRTFR

350 ENIFESLD 55025 (R-CR, [R=600) 1€, HIRFR O O B Hal A

(B &, BURTRERGERC, BVETF2BVETFR, & bcE—FE#ETH5CRE IR

CENFNEERATFAFES T L EB<TWS, 0k > nonskill 44 skill &#: DR
FREZEO B A WA Butterfield kD X5 BRLTWA
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“skill BURTFCRFTHBERZ X ORELEHIZRL TV, hikskill BOR T coBELSS
Blo RBENAGENRTWBC L2 RT. bk skill #HFETresnwe, IR & CR 2 xHx0RF
CHEFL, HENABEEEAN 2 20RTEASM LS L WS k2, success-striving & failure-a-
voidance »% competence motivation OB - 2 2 OOBREETHHEWVWS T EERTLTWS, ¥

ST, RFHECHELT, bbhoERERE®D, TRbLRIPLABVZETELINTR

3BT, low stress 4kff & high stress £HOMORTFEELO L DICITKRELRFRL TWhinW,
IR-CR IR

MAMHTICE T, FLRFRI<CTHENNELBA (R-CR, gy ¢g) © AR KT AR
BARLTEY, FILAFRE~FHABS (R, CR) &z (R+CR) tXE AWML TWS,
BILRFR, SVE®KTH 5. Thbb, low stress £ETRBRNERT RC) AR LTWS
L E 2 & 543, high stress £HTRREL»RS. Tihbb, $25RBERIFT RO BT
560 CH5H5%, IR & IR-CR k0 kEHAH AL > TR ENELNINLTH B,
REEFERBICOWTHESMO bR WE R TS X5, FILRFRBW Tk, BFEEL FRKC
FM&EMICKZRRL, BIESELVWEEL LS, LirLiard, ELATF TR, FEEMc»RLO
RYATTEOE?S bR %, high stress £HF0HFR LV RERETFATEZRL TS, CORT
AMBEOERY, RCBREZRFOMRCKERFELE2L LD THS.

Ll F Butterfield & 0B CHRFEEICOWTRRTELN, HFeR10ERERE OFLUER X
CHESEBEHL CEH ey, RTFHEECHLTES DI L Thi.

75 Butterfield 24 D EBRER L OWHFE

e REE | _ N
W S Butterfield | — KB B
s i
|
Low Stress | IR-CR IR IR-CR IR
RRE |1 IR-CR. IRICR" CR r IR-CR, TR {CrR’ TR
nonskill) ‘ I IR+CR, IR, CR | IR+CR, IR, CR
IR-CR IR-CR I
High Stress I IR-CR, TR7CR IR-CR, JRICR’ CR
(Ffazskil) | @ 7%% IR+CR, IR, CR,
m RC (IR, IR—CR, RC)
vl CR |
v IR
|

E5 0B Stk X 5k, low stress & crt Butterfield i+« M UEREYHBTW5. LaiL,
high stress 44 -Ci%, Butterfleld 235 o0RFAHHEL T3 0EHL, AR 200FFOH%
W Le. FULETREC R~ E S, BB CR K420 Th2&Bbnss, ch
IR XX IR-CR tbHARMBIKRTHHLDEEGD L AWMEN TR R VWRD—GHEEL Uiz,

HLCOERR, BokBEFSMEBEOBRRBIL Xo TWwa b0 e ThiE, Tiaibs Butterfield #°
FHhki e v, ap Thurstone OBELOHERFOMELZ AV WS ot ks kdoEe THIE,
CCTORBEETZATEIONE, TLALDEEXDOLDOORINEEITRITADRWESD, -
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<, Butterfield »&HMOETEEZED bV A D skill £HOHEMILERL, KB TANE
DB A S high stress £EEOBEBCBE XIIFT LI ORERFHBELHERLI > TH2 LR, L
HEUL A FHICEATHE L HETHINDI,

(23 R¥#Eho @R

R EEEICEIT 5 T o0 S S L CRTAM LR b, TORTHRECOWTHRLT
7. low stress ¥ X ¢ high stress M&He kv, TNEFN3OoORFEHE LD TS %4,
ChuBLAETF, FILARFS JOBILRToSERTEZ—FME2ERLTHW50DTH 5 5 2. Butter-
field® 13 BFE O AT EF - T, T TRARESEESSOMHELZRC AN
b, ERERCH- TELTW&RkL, BEOHA LEILRT2bHBDSECL: 5.

i) SHILEF

#HILATFIC A ECEATHLTW S0, IR+CR, IR, CR T 3. chbR¥E—~FAEERE O
TH %, IR LRFETHHALFELELEEOb D THY, Al CR RETHELBELLREOD
LTHS. LT IRHCRIBKSETHRE - ETHREOMMC b b S, BeErHEAEALLE WD
HTRINTHED, EWz5E, BEAZVOARILSTRELTCWEN L WS 2 ERTHETH 5 &
2%, BTFAMEYH5E, IR & CR 2 RRIEELVWASIOEFAREY > T5E., TOC
LM E 2, RETHEELETHEENS LLEHING X5 CiHE L e RERITOFER 2R
LTWw3EE2LE5. 36Kk, IR+CR AR RESAT LTI E WS 22k, CORTAREKC
BlifEad st > ot x 8550 Ch %, i low stress fff & bigh stress LB,
CORFOARMBAFKA LT LAV E WS 2 &, FEBREEOHORICEEINEVWERLOD
LOXPELALDLOTRA»SI B2, FLANNEEBARTAT, CoEFTRRALEN
FEMBL LRV, chbORERSRTRE BRI VW O TH S, ¥h, BROREEFT
LABMOERLRKRVBEFREE TR W Enb LT, CORTAMEAYELRVWOREXRTHS S,
#- T, oo X FILRFREBORTFTCHEIELEL LS.

iy SLIRTF

MLETICK & MRTARRLY R LT 55168 12, MYHNEEEA o R-CR, %{_%, =
TH5., ShHOBAR, IR & CR 2 bCBRENDRTCARDRESDTES. Bz s
& IR & CR pMAGOFTUa R 5BIREZR LT B AR TRETS 5. - T, cORTRH
R BFREERES b0 TR, RETHELETHREC L > TEEI R bR AN BT 2 EEN
REBICBR LTS L8> TR2 55, RTARERS %L, high stress & TORMNFLER
gk, low stress £&E4ETOMKNEAEBEIDD, IOKEIFRERTAMELZRLTWS, ok
¥%, high stress &HEHE W THEEDCEERN ADONEIVEZFCERL T 2L W32 LRADFT
EERTLOTRES N, ERDLENERTHS IR+CR »RALYEFARBEL AW WS T L
357453 %, IR & CR ORFAFRE 24 5:, HECADBEKR 2d-> T3, ik, IR &
CR BB IBE L THIERROER LR > T3 WS o enbELrEBbIs, HEoEx
DELRFRBEBNATFLELLRS,

i) #ILET

low stress G CRBEOBIRNET RO KEFAMETRLTWS & W 523, high stress £&
HCRBEOERNET RC) 223k IR-CR, IR b EFAMYTLTWS, - T, &40
m<, BULAFRBIRNEITOMTHZLELONRE, s &0 LREHTERTER L,
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LaLisd, HEHrsnT RC riowWwirikh 2FEBAL b BEABRRZR LW ARWC L
BHLATHY, tOC LB LTRE A OFERE Butterfield 0ERER L —HK LT3,

(3) TirERER OXEEE N

RTEOMRD bR RBILATAZEERL, FLEFRBEINAROOERT LW o &+ iR
LT&iz, 3C, AREEOEEER L LTRERNZYETHS S0,

HERREEC X THIDLHFL T 2301, TRBACERBENCR L AARTETHEELET
BENMEERNOR TR ERT AL WS L Th- €, HgriBFEEAYWUET 520 TN
CERBELNTH S, o THEREE COWTORBEE S, FLRTLEE RS 2L 02 5. £
izl S, ELRTFEHMCTEANNBESArKERETAHELYF-> w5, Fol—-F4H
HTh5IR & CR I, HNHNBEBARERARLEVWARLEATCOIERTFATRREY 2 00, HIL
RAFeFELARFEM LY RTLTWS, FLETHMCET 2 HNNHAE AR L B85 oRT
ATTEOERR, Alper @ Glixman i3 2 #HHOR ML TR L T\ %, Alper? & Rosenzweig
78,9 B intrasession measure Tdo THBOORRTF ~ 2 — 2 F L DD TH 54, Glixman it
Z hic intersession measure *FAWTHZEZR L. hiexl € Alper? (2 HE o intrasession
measure QIEMMEZER UL, T/hbb, intersession measure i3 epli B EME BB E CIRIE IR
LiekRET - ETHREOLHEEN L HEKERREZEHTI IO TH» (HYTRAL, FEIZER
ThHhkdicrdin LD OEFEZEILBCHRECH U T 2B N 2R THETHvREk b
W kAL, intrasession measure L BT LI ALTNS,

Butterfield & WiEREEOHET — & —~OF F LWAHTE, IR & CR 2 3iR#E A KT (within-Ss
dimension) & LTHAZINTWAS3DThHY, ZOFHEEIWR, OHWMOMERER (between Ss)
OHRIC KT 2eEALE—F4EL O, X0 ORRER (within Ss) HZKic ki3
BB EOEMEERBICAND C LA TELLMUTN S,

By rpcfEme LT, FEEEORVWEEESR, MERCsWT IR & CR Av sk 308
HBERIC S B2 v a i LE S HABIHEB R TH 2 E 25, - THIHTY KW TBENNEELESSE
O—D2THEHHANEBELAVR L RBUTH- L2 b, Iz 30BN EESS
BT, MEGHTTRIRELSBLETCATL T3 0REMNNEEES S IR-CR Th 220
5 RERRERE, WMERY BB ERFTIB L WS 2 BRLTWE S,

BEHciintdnds b o b1k, Butterfield 0FERERWTh, REMICI T, HEHE
LEREOERNES E ORI R o 2 WS C L TH B, R OTER—ERLDTH S
2, FRRBRERLOTHEELREBEINTWAELDTH %, Butterfield® 12z 0mE OBIR A KD X
SEBRTWBDTHHLEW,

CINBOBREREBEFSELET A ERE IR VWCEERR L. ThOORREI, RETHED
MELFEHOBIRNBAPEITL T L VWS, BRENCREAKIE & T % Rosenzweig o3 F
EFETHHOTH B, e Lewin RODMRAEL TEF L ZHOFALFTLIZE bledlic k-
THEST SN AR oE (k% (cognitive tension system) € k- CTHAMAKINZITHEAS L WVD
HELOHTTHHDOTEHES, RSAREBLELHNTENEERTEILEVWIEENLF FHT~E
BLRYERT, AERE—ET0H5d0 (& 21f loucus of control) k- THEIND
Dy LR w, BEEARIDCEEARETHY, TLTthw 2zl v RWEEORTI. X -
TEEINDTHAS, KT - B THREOFACH JETHROPFRLC OV TOWEDOR—EEEH
COTEEXELTHWS,
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A RBERLC W CHMBREEOFABRCOW TR EDOEREY LD Th 523, BEOFHEL
REOBRIRNBAE L BB LWL WIBRLE LD TH 500, BEOBRRCOWTRHD
RS G2 bhhie bicwv, - THREBTC W TDELR, SEOMBEL Lw,

IV EN&IUHR

FETRERCOW TS E THL OMEN LI N TE LM, FLEHECHERST DI DBEICERT
Wigw, ZORE® 1ok LT Butterfield kv bk 3R 5 (criterion scores) Db 235
7, WHEENCE L CRFOMISERE 2 X5 & LY,

Fx REERTS kW PEERED & Rosenzweig P-F Study & o B8R oW L2, ©
O, BEESSL L CHREOENHELEESR AR-CR) AfffLwvwi LT, Thuaffle, <
iz IR=CR RGO BN ERTOREL TV EE WS EL LR > LbDTH S,
> TRERO HAZ

1. Butterfield o BF42 58 0 #54

2. HENRFEEB A AR-CR) MNFEEEBEORERHE LTRYTH- b,
ZHLNCTHCETH B,

EHRER L OUTOBREL G,

1) high stress 4#:ci% Butterfield (R U< 3 o0RFAMEIh, HEEHFAL LS HTF
Bir ko Tk, Lol low stress & T3, # 41k high stress L E U< 3 o0 FA2HEL
7e 23, Butterfield o4 5 o0RFEHEL TV 3,

2) Butterfield REHEFH#ICOWTERY S 2 Twin W, RAnBEBerid 2 3 >0RTEC
OV TROMEMP LS 272, FLRFRAMORT <o, FHILEFREHHRT o5, HIL
AT, S ABRNETORTFEBbh b2, ELETHBTE 5.

3) BEOREAE L BIRWEITICOW T, Butterfield & MRICRIRL LRV T LAVEE T,

4 PMREEORETEONF F LWEES S ENNEEES GLETCAR) Tbs, XE
BRiesnt, ToFTcbEMyEEEBS (R-CR) MELEVWRTARELZ - Thid w3 En
B, BT IR-CR #H¥EASL LTV L REYTHE-REE X5,

2 £ X M@
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Summary

Previous studies which have dealt with the interruption task paradigm (I.T.P.) have used
various criterion scores. Depending upon the criterion measures selected by the experimenters,
the results obtained have also been different from each other.

The present study attempts to clarify the criterion measure which should be adopted when
the problems of the I. T. P. are investigated.

The subjects used were 104 elementary school children of the fifth and sixth year grades.
They were divided into two groups according to the stress conditions i. e. the lower stress and the
higher stress. The former involved 54 children, and the latter 50 children. The tasks used
were eighteen subtests of the various intelligence tests and vocational aptitude tests. Half of
them were completed and the remaining half were interrupted. They were all pencil and paper
tests. In the lower stress group it was emphasized that these were the interest tests,
while, in the higher stress group, it was emphasized that they were the intelligence tests. Seven

scores were selected as the criterion scores. They were IR, CR, (IR-CR), (IR+CR), ——ég )
(M%E—T-gg ), and RC. IR was the number of the interrupted tasks which each subject recalled.

CR was the number of the completed tasks which he (or she) recalled. RC was the number
of repetition choices.

The intercorrelations of these seven scores were calculated by the product moment method
and were analyzed by Thurstone’s method separately according to the stress conditions.

The results were as follows :

(i) Three factors were gained in each group.

(i) The two factors were identical in both groups, but the remaining one was somewhat
different from each other.

(iii) The first factor of the two similar factors had high loadings on (IR~CR),<%§~:_—S%),
and %T}%‘ Among these three scores, (IR—CR) had the highest loading. This factor was
identified with emotionality (or conativeness). Thus it was suggested that (IR—CR) was an
adequate measure for exploration of the intrapsychic dynamics of the individual. It was also

found that the loadings of these scores were higher in the high stress group than in the



chil @ (Interrupted Task Paradigm; 1.T.P.)p#t#a78 & (Criterion Scores)iz B84 5 W T o #0IFIE 45

low stress group. )
(iv) The second factor had high loadings on IR, CR, and (IR+CR). This was identified
with memory. In this factor, it was found that (IR+CR) was loaded highest among the three
scores.
(v) The third factor of the low stress group was high loaded on RC. So this factor was
identified with resumption tendency. In the high stress group, however, the third factor was
not so certainly identified as in the low stress group. Though not so positively, the third

factor of the high stress group seemed to be resumption tendency. RC seemed to be indepen—
dent of IR and RC.



