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Anomalous self-experiences (ASEs) are among the first symptoms to appear in the prodrome, predict the
development of psychosis over and above clinical symptoms, and are common in people with schizo-
phrenia. Although there are well-validated phenomenological interviews for assessing ASEs, there are no
self-report measures. The current research describes 4 studies designed to develop and validate a new
scale to assess ASEs: the Inventory of Psychotic-Like Anomalous Self-Experiences (IPASE). In Study
1, an overinclusive item pool was generated based on phenomenological descriptions of ASEs, and items
were kept or discarded based on factor loadings in an exploratory factor analysis. Five factors were
extracted including disturbances in Cognition, Consciousness, Self-Awareness and Presence, Somatiza-
tion, and Transitivism/Demarcation. The 5-factor structure was confirmed in Study 2, and the scale
showed measurement invariance between sexes. IPASE scores were correlated with self-report and task
measures of self-processing including self-concept clarity, self-consciousness, and self-esteem as well as
measures of psychotic-like experiences. In Study 3, people with positive schizotypy had higher IPASE
scores than a negative schizotypy and comparison group. In Study 4, people with schizophrenia had
higher IPASE scores than healthy controls. Overall, the IPASE displayed strong psychometric qualities
and is a brief alternative to resource-intensive phenomenological interviews in clinical, at-risk, and
general population samples.
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Anomalous self-experiences (ASEs) are disturbances in the sub-
jective experience of the self and are common in people with
schizophrenia (Parnas & Henriksen, 2014). ASEs are heteroge-
neous, including several different experiences related to the self as
an actor and an object of introspection (Parnas et al., 2005). ASEs
have a long history in psychiatry, dating back to some of the early
thinkers who defined schizophrenia (Bleuler, 1911; Parnas, 2011).
ASEs have gained much greater attention in recent years (Nelson,
2013), with theorists defining schizophrenia as primarily a self-
disorder (Sass, 2014; Sass & Parnas, 2003), and noting a conspic-
uous lack of self-related phenomena among the official Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual 5 criteria for schizophrenia (Park & Nas-
rallah, 2014). One reason why more research has focused on ASEs
in recent years is the emergence of new psychometrically sound
interview measures of ASEs such as the Examination of Anoma-
lous Self-Experience (EASE; Parnas et al., 2005). These inter-
views have allowed for more standardized measurement of ASEs
and improved communication among researchers interested in the
same phenomenon. However, there are currently no questionnaires

of ASEs that can be administered quickly via self-report without
extensive training. Thus, the primary goal of the current research
is to develop a new self-report inventory to measure ASEs.

Research on ASEs is important for a number of reasons. First,
theorists have suggested that ASEs are central to schizophrenia
(Sass & Parnas, 2003). Second, research has suggested that ASEs
may be a premorbid marker for future development of schizophre-
nia (Brent, Seidman, Thermenos, Holt, & Keshavan, 2014). Third,
ASEs have been found to predict conversion to psychosis in people
at risk for its development over and above other clinical symptoms
(Nelson, Thompson, & Yung, 2012). Fourth, ASEs have been
shown to be correlated with both positive and negative symptoms,
and may provide insight into the course of schizophrenia (Nor-
dgaard & Parnas, 2014). Finally, research has shown that changes
in ASEs are associated with recovery from schizophrenia (Ly-
saker, Lysaker, & Lysaker, 2001). Thus, research on ASEs could
help to understand premorbid, prodromal, acute, and recovery
phases of schizophrenia.

Contemporary researchers interested in self-relevant informa-
tion processing in schizophrenia have used several different theo-
retical frameworks to understand ASEs (Lysaker & Lysaker,
2010), the most common of which is the phenomenological ap-
proach. One prominent example is the ipseity-disturbance model
(Sass, 2014). Ipseity, from the Latin ipse for self, refers to the core
or minimal self, and the model suggests that this core is disturbed
in two important ways in people with schizophrenia: hyper-
reflexivity and diminished self-affection (Sass, 2014). Hyper-
reflexivity is an excessive attention or self-consciousness to pro-
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cesses that would ordinarily be implicitly experienced. Diminished
self-affection refers to an experience of a loss of self-agency or the
perception that one is acting out one’s behaviors. Additionally,
people with schizophrenia report a diminished hold or grip on
reality that includes a loss of common sense.

Perhaps the measure of ASEs with the strongest support for its
scores’ reliability and validity in people with schizophrenia is the
EASE (Parnas et al., 2005). The EASE is a semistructured phe-
nomenological interview that assesses anomalous, experiential,
and subjective disturbances in the experience of self. The EASE
was developed after aggregating years of phenomenological de-
scriptions of ASEs among inpatients with schizophrenia. It con-
tains questions pertaining to five broad domains of ASEs: Cogni-
tion and Stream of Consciousness, Self-Awareness and Presence,
Bodily Experiences (i.e., Somatization), Demarcation/Transitiv-
ism, and Existential Reorientation. Disturbances in cognition and
stream of consciousness reflect problems with the perception of a
normal stream of consciousness over time that is cognitively
assessable and inhabited by the individual. This may include
experiences like thought interference, silent thought echoes, spa-
tialization of cognitive experiences (e.g., thoughts occupying a
space in the real world outside of the head), disturbances in
intentionality, and an altered experience of time. Disturbances in
self-awareness and presence are disturbances of the sense of one’s
own existence and immersion in the world and everyday activities.
This can manifest as diminished sense of basic self, distorted
first-person perspective, depersonalization, derealization, dimin-
ished presence, hyper-reflexivity, identity confusion, and dimin-
ished initiative. Disturbances in bodily experiences (i.e., somati-
zation) are related to both physically and psychically or spiritually
inhabiting one’s own body. Examples of disturbances in bodily
experiences may include the feeling of body parts changing sizes
or shapes, feelings of strangeness when seeing oneself in the
mirror, bodily estrangement, psychophysical misfit or split, un-
usual bodily sensations, and abnormal motor experiences. Demar-
cation/transitivism is a disturbance in the perception of the bound-
ary between the self and the outside world. This may include
experiences of being someone else, feeling unsure of who one is,
feeling threatened by bodily contact, and having a passive mood.
Finally, Existential Reorientation refers to a reorientation in life
philosophy, worldview, or interests. Examples of this include
self-referential phenomena, self-centrality, solipsistic grandiosity,
and intellectual changes.

Several studies using the EASE have found its scores to have
high internal consistency (e.g., Nordgaard & Parnas, 2014; Raballo
& Parnas, 2012) and interrater reliability (Møller, Haug, Raballo,
Parnas, & Melle, 2011), to be specific to schizophrenia as opposed
to affective psychosis (e.g., Haug et al., 2012; Raballo & Parnas,
2012) or borderline personality disorder (Nelson, Thompson,
Chanen, Amminger, & Yung, 2013), and to be positively corre-
lated with positive and negative symptoms in an expected manner
(Nordgaard & Parnas, 2014). However, one potential limitation to
the EASE is that it is a phenomenological interview that relies on
the use of a trained and highly skilled interviewer. Thus, it would
be useful to have a relatively short self-report measure available
for research and clinical work.

A key concern in developing a new scale is to show that its
scores have construct validity in the target populations by ensuring
it is associated with variables in its nomological network (Cron-

bach & Meehl, 1955). One such variable for the IPASE is self-
concept clarity (SCC), which refers to “the extent to which one’s
beliefs about one’s attributes are clear, confidently held, internally
consistent, stable, and cognitively accessible” (Stinson, Wood, &
Doxey, 2008, p. 1541). We hypothesized that IPASE scores would
be negatively correlated with self-report and behavioral measures
of SCC. Previous research has shown that people with schizophre-
nia have decreased SCC compared to healthy controls (Cicero,
Martin, Becker, & Kerns, 2016), and that low SCC interacts with
other risk factors to predict attenuated psychotic symptoms (Ci-
cero, Becker, Martin, Docherty, & Kerns, 2013; Cicero, Docherty,
Becker, Martin, & Kerns, 2015). In addition to self-concept clarity,
we hypothesized that the IPASE would be correlated with self-
consciousness. Self-consciousness can be viewed as a form of
excessive self-focused attention (Fenigstein & Vanable, 1992),
which may be a less severe and more normative experience of
hyper-reflexivity or solipsistic-like experiences that are an essen-
tial part of the phenomenological conceptualization of ASEs.

In addition to measures of SCC, we hypothesized that IPASE
scores would be correlated with both positive and negative symp-
toms. Researchers have suggested that ASEs may underlie all
aspects of schizophrenia symptoms (Kean, 2009). Thus, we in-
cluded measures of magical ideation (i.e., subclinical delusion-like
experiences), perceptual aberration (i.e., subclinical hallucination-
like experiences), and social anhedonia (i.e., a lack of interest in or
pleasure from social experiences), as well as a comprehensive
measure of schizotypal personality disorder, the Schizotypal Per-
sonality Questionnaire (SPQ; Raine, 1991). Finally, given the
conceptual overlap between ASEs and dissociation, particularly
within the Self-Awareness and Presence domain, we expected that
IPASE scores would be positively associated with dissociative
processes.

We employed Clark and Watson’s (1995) steps for objective
scale development in the current research. In Study 1, we gener-
ated an overinclusive item pool and administered it to a large
sample of participants. Items were retained or discarded based on
item frequencies and factor loadings in an exploratory factor
analysis (EFA). In Study 2, we administered the scale to a different
large sample, conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and
examined the scale score’s construct validity based on correlations
with self-concept and psychotic-like experiences. We expected to
find that the factor structure identified in Study 1 would fit the data
well in Study 2 and that the correlations among the latent variables
could be accounted for by a second-order factor. We expected to
find that the factor structure would be invariant between sexes,
which would suggest that the scores mean the same thing in men
and women. Moreover, we expected to find that IPASE scores
would be correlated with measures of psychotic-like experiences
including magical ideation, perceptual aberration, schizotypal per-
sonality disorder, and dissociation. We expected that IPASE scores
would be associated with self-processing variables including neg-
ative correlations with self-report and task measures of self-
concept clarity, negative correlations with self-esteem, and posi-
tive correlations with self-consciousness. In Study 3, we selected
participants who were either high in positive schizotypy or high in
social anhedonia, and compared their IPASE scores to one another
as well as to a group of control participants to see if only the
positive group had elevated IPASE scores. We expected to find
that the positive schizotypy group would have higher scores than
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both the negative schizotypy and comparison groups, and that the
negative group would have higher scores than the comparison
group. Finally, in Study 4, we administered the measure to a
sample of patients with schizophrenia and a healthy control group
to test whether the group with schizophrenia had elevated IPASE
scores. We expected to find that the schizophrenia group would
have higher scores than the healthy control group.

Study 1: Item Generation and Scale Refinement

In Study 1, we generated items and administered them to a large
sample of undergraduates. Although a convenience sample, there
are several reasons to test the initial psychometric properties of
the IPASE in undergraduates. First, ASEs are common during the
prodromal and premorbid stages of psychosis, and may play an
important role in its development (Nelson et al., 2009), and un-
dergraduates are close to the average age of onset for psychosis.
Second, psychotic-like experiences are relatively common among
undergraduates (Cicero, Martin, Becker, Docherty, & Kerns,
2014), and psychotic-like symptoms can be modeled in college
students using the psychometric schizotypy approach (Kwapil &
Barrantes-Vidal, 2015). Finally, Studies 1–3 included a total of
1,834 participants, and sample sizes this large would not have been
possible in clinical samples. For this reason, methodologists rec-
ommend examining the initial construct validity of new scales in
convenience samples, which are often composed of undergradu-
ates (Clark & Watson, 1995).

Study 1 Method

Participants. Participants were 650 undergraduates recruited
from a subject pool at a large, public Pacific university who
participated in exchange for partial completion of a course require-
ment. They were 74.5% percent female, 33.3% Asian, 18.6%
White, 2.0% Hispanic, 0.5% Black or African American, 13.8%
Pacific Islander, 29.5% Multiethnic, and 3.4% other. Their mean
age was 21.31 (SD � 4.18). They were 19.6% first-year, 23.7%
second-year, 25.8% third-year, 16.4% fourth-year, and 11.5%
fifth-year or above students. Participants with missing data were
excluded listwise. Twenty-seven participants began the study but
discontinued prior to completing the IPASE portion of the study,
and another 58 participants had missing data on one or more item.
Thus, the final analyses included 565 participants.

Initial item pool. An item pool of 112 items was generated by
the first author based on a thorough literature review of phenom-
enological descriptions of ASEs. These descriptions included
ASEs reported during the prodrome (e.g., Møller & Husby, 2000;
Nelson et al., 2009), first-episode psychosis (e.g., Møller et al.,
2011; Parnas & Handest, 2003), and chronic schizophrenia (e.g.,
Kean, 2009; Parnas et al., 2005; Raballo & Parnas, 2011; Sass &
Pienkos, 2013). Rather than restricting items to specific dimen-
sions, we emphasized content validity by creating an overinclusive
item pool. Thus, we did not make a priori hypotheses about the
factor structure of the IPASE, and did not write items with a
specific factor structure in mind. Since the gold-standard in the
assessment of ASEs is the EASE, an effort was made to include all
five of the aspects of ASEs, as described above, but no items were
taken directly from the instrument. At the same time, we also made
an effort to include the conceptualization of ipseity disturbance,

including hypersensitivity and diminished affection, in our mea-
sure. We drew broadly on all relevant phenomenological descrip-
tions of ASEs.

Items were written to include simple language appropriate for
people of all levels of education and to avoid double-barreled
language. The final scale has a grade reading level of 5.3 according
to the Flesch Reading Ease Formula (Flesch, 1948). The initial
item pool was overinclusive, and the goal of Study 1 was to refine
this item pool into the final, shorter version of the scale (Clark &
Watson, 1995; Floyd & Widaman, 1995). Participants were given
the following instructions: “This questionnaire contains a series of
statements. Read each statement carefully, and then mark the
appropriate response. Use the following scale to record your re-
sponses: 1 Strongly Disagree, 2 Disagree, 3 Neutral, 4 Agree, 5
Strongly Agree.”

Study 1 Results and Discussion

Prior to conducting an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), items
that were answered 5 (strongly agree) or 4 (agree) by less than 5%
of the sample were excluded from the scale because they did not
contribute enough variance to warrant their inclusion. This resulted
in 24 items being excluded. Next, we ran an EFA on the data in
Mplus 7.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015). We conducted an
EFA, as opposed to a principal components analysis, because the
primary goal of this stage of data collection was to uncover the
latent factor structure of the data, rather than to reduce the manifest
variables down to as few components as possible. Since the re-
sponse options were ordinal, the “categorical” specification was
used, which employs a polychoric rather than a Pearson correlation
matrix. We used the Weighted Least Squares, Mean and Variance
(WLSMV) adjusted estimation method (Brown, 2006; Muthén &
Muthén, 1998–2015). WLSMV does not assume a normal distri-
bution and is less likely than maximum likelihood extraction to
produce spurious multidimensionality (Beauducel & Herzberg,
2006).

After data extraction, we plotted the eigenvalues on a scree plot
in Microsoft Excel (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan,
1999), and the slope of the line approached zero at five factors. In
addition, we conducted a parallel analysis. The line of eigenvalues
plotted against number of factors intersected with the scree plot
between five and six factors, suggesting that five factors should be
extracted. The fit statistics for these models can be found in Table
1. Factors 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 explained 7.82%, 11.21%, 15.50%,
12.53%, and 9.18% of the variance, respectively, in the five-factor
solution. Next, we rotated the solution with geomin rotation, an
oblique rotation, because we expected the factors would be mod-
erately to strongly correlated with each other (Fabrigar et al.,
1999). We eliminated items that had loadings less than .35 on any
factors and items that loaded higher than .35 on more than one
factor (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). This resulted in 31 additional
items being excluded; ultimately, the final scale contained 57 items
(� � .97). The geomin-rotated factor loadings can be found in the
online Supplemental Table 1 and the first factor correlations can be
found in the online Supplemental Table 2.

This EFA revealed a theoretically meaningful set of five factors
that are consistent with phenomenological descriptions and inter-
view measures of ASEs. The first factor, labeled Cognition, in-
cludes seven items (� � .94) and represents anomalous experi-
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ences of one’s cognitions or thoughts, (e.g., hearing one’s thoughts
echoed outside of one’s head), which are common in people with
schizophrenia (Kean, 2009). The second factor to emerge, Self-
Awareness and Presence, includes 22 items (� � .97) and repre-
sents the subjective experience of the notion of the self being
altered. This is consistent with many phenomenological reports of
feeling the self fundamentally changing (Møller & Husby, 2000).
This factor also encompasses items related to hyper-reflexivity, in
which excessive self-focused attention seems to blur the first-
person experience of existence. The third factor, Consciousness,
represents disturbances in conscious experience of reality and
includes six items (� � .86) related to difficulty in determining
whether the individual really experienced something or just imag-
ined it. This is also common in the schizophrenia prodrome, and is
one of the most common attenuated psychotic symptoms (Marshall
et al., 2014). The fourth factor, Somatization, includes 17 items
(� � .93) and is composed of items related to distortions of body
sensations, such as feeling changes in shape of arms or legs, or
electric sensations. This factor may be similar to early theories of
perceptual aberrations which focused on distortions of bodily
experiences rather than visual or auditory experiences (Chapman,
Edell, & Chapman, 1980). The fifth factor, Demarcation/Transi-
tivism, includes five items (� � .86) and represents the existential
feeling of nonexistence. This may manifest in people with schizo-
phrenia as the feeling of having once existed, but no longer
existing following the development of psychosis (Uhlhaas &
Mishara, 2007). Overall, the IPASE has a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.97.

These five factors are very similar to the five factors of the
EASE. However, despite items being included in the pool for
existential reorientation, an existential reorientation factor was not
identified with our EFA. Instead, items written to cover the Cog-
nition and Stream of Consciousness facets of the EASE loaded
distinctly onto two separate factors, which we termed Cognition
and Consciousness, respectively. The cognition factor included
items pertaining to the experience of thoughts, while the Con-
sciousness factor included the way in which the individual inter-
acted with and remembered experiences. This suggests that dis-
turbances related to stream of consciousness and those related to
cognitions are sufficiently distinct from one another in ASEs.

One potential limitation of the IPASE is that its subscales have
unequal numbers of items. This is likely a result of an unequal
number of items representing each empirically derived factor be-
ing included in the original overinclusive item pool. Since items
were written based on a wide range of phenomenological descrip-

tions, more items were written to represent constructs that were
more common in the literature than constructs that were less
prevalent in the literature.

Overall, Study 1 yielded a refined set of 57 items based on
theoretical and empirical concerns. The five factors extracted are
consistent with a long line of empirical and phenomenological
work on ASEs in people with schizophrenia. The next step was to
confirm this factor structure in a separate large sample and to
examine whether a higher-order model—in which the five factors
load on a single higher-order factor—would fit the data just as well
as a first-order factor. If a higher-order model fits the data well,
then it would be appropriate to sum the scores of the five subscales
into a single IPASE score.

Study 2: Confirmation of Factor Structure and Initial
Construct Validity

In Study 2, we administered the IPASE to a new sample of
undergraduates. The first goal of Study 2 was to confirm the factor
structure that was found in the EFA in Study 1 via confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). We expected to find that the five-factor
model would fit the data well. We also expected to find that a
higher-order factor model in which the five first-order factors
loaded on a single higher-order factor would not fit significantly
worse than a first-order factor model in which all the factors were
allowed to correlate freely. If the higher-order model fits the data
well and does not fit significantly worse than the first-order model,
then it makes sense to sum all of the subscales of the IPASE into
a single score (Rubio, Berg-Weger, & Tebb, 2001). If the higher-
order model does not fit the data well and fits significantly worse
than the first-order model, then the scale should be viewed as
multidimensional and should not be summed into a single score.
We also expected to find that the factor structure would be invari-
ant between men and women.

The second goal of Study 2 was to examine the construct
validity of the scale by examining its correlations with other
constructs in its nomological network. We examined the nomo-
logical network of the IPASE by examining the correlations with
a) other measures of self-relevant information processing, and b)
measures of psychotic-like experiences, symptoms of schizotypal
personality disorder, and dissociation. We expected to find that
IPASE scores would be negatively correlated with self-concept
clarity (both behavioral and self-report measures), but positively
correlated with self-consciousness. Since SCC has been shown to
be associated with self-esteem (Campbell, 1990; Campbell et al.,

Table 1
Fit Statistics for the Exploratory Factor Analysis Models in Study 1

Model �2 df RMSEA 90% CI TLI CFI BIC AIC % Var Explained �diff
2 (df)

1-Factor 20495.86 3740 .089 [.088, .090] .612 .621 120455.836 119310.914 43.15 —
2-Factor 15600.95 3653 .076 [.075, .077] .717 .730 116112.230 114590.004 50.58 4894.91 (87)
3-Factor 13574.61 3567 .070 [.069, .072] .757 .774 114630.862 112735.669 53.55 2026.34 (86)
4-Factor 11752.48 3482 .065 [.064, .066] .794 .813 111083.540 113347.363 56.23 1822.13 (85)
5-Factor 10512.99 3398 .061 [.060, .062] .819 .839 112640.161 110012.045 58.24 1239.49 (84)

Note. df � degrees of freedom; RMSEA � Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; TLI � Tucker Lewis Index; CFI � Comparative Fit Index; BIC �
Bayes Information Criterion; AIC � Akaike Information Criterion; �diff

2 � Satorra-Bentler chi-square difference test between the 2- vs 1-factor, 3- vs
2-factor, 4- vs 3-factor, and 5- vs 4-factor.
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1996), we expected to find significant zero-order correlations
between IPASE scores and self-esteem, but hypothesized that this
correlation would be diminished when removing shared variance
with SCC. Finally, we expected to find that IPASE scores would
be positively correlated with all measures of psychotic-like expe-
riences, schizotypal personality disorder symptoms, and dissocia-
tion. In the interest of limiting participant burden, we did not
include additional measures to establish discriminant validity.

Study 2 Method

Participants. Participants were 733 undergraduates from a
large Pacific university who participated in exchange for partial
completion of a course requirement or extra credit. The mean age
was 20.61 (range 18–62; SD � 4.73). They were 69.5% female,
20.6% White, 24.7% Asian, 19.1% Pacific Islander, 25.1% Mul-
tiethnic, and 10.5% other. 37.3% were first-year, 18.8% second-
year, 27.3% third-year, 9.7% fourth-year, and 7.0% were fifth-year
or above students.

Materials.
Anomalous self-experiences. ASEs were measured with the

57 items of the IPASE that were retained in Study 1.
Self-concept. Global self-esteem was measured with the

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965), a 10-item
Likert scale ranging from 1 strongly agree to 4 strongly disagree.
The RSES may be the most commonly used measure of self-
esteem (Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995). The first mea-
sure of SCC was the Self-Concept Clarity Scale (SCCS; Campbell,
1990). The SCCS is a 12-item scale on which participants rate
statements from 1 strongly agree to 5 strongly disagree. A second
measure of SCC was the Me Not-Me Decision Task (MNMDT;
Campbell et al., 1996) in which participants are asked to decide
whether 60 adjectives describe or do not describe themselves.
Among these 60 adjectives are 30 pairs of opposites. SCC is
conceptualized as the number of consistent responses. Self-
consciousness was measured with the Self-Consciousness Scale
(SCS; Fenigstein et al., 1992), a 23-item true–false questionnaire
designed to access self-awareness and self-focused attention. This
scale is commonly used to measure self-consciousness in psycho-
sis research (e.g., Combs & Penn, 2004; Lenzenweger et al., 1997).

Psychotic-like experiences (PLEs). The first measure of PLEs
was the Magical Ideation Scale (Eckblad & Chapman, 1983), a
30-item true–false scale designed to measure “beliefs in forms of
causation that by conventional standards are invalid” (Eckbald &
Chapman, 1983, p. 215). A second measure of PLEs was the Per-
ceptual Aberration Scale (Chapman, Chapman, & Raulin, 1978)
which is a 35-item true–false scale that measures schizophrenic-like
distortions in perception of one’s own body. The MagicId and
PerAb have considerable support for the reliability and validity of
their scores (for a review, see Edell, 1995). Social anhedonia was
measured with the Revised Social Anhedonia Scale (SocAnh;
Eckbald, Chapman, Chapman, & Mishlove, 1982), a 40-item true–
false questionnaire designed to measure a lack of pleasure from
relationships. The SocAnh has been found to predict future
schizophrenia-spectrum disorders (Gooding, Tallent, & Matts,
2005; Kwapil, 1998). A final measure of PLEs was the Schizotypal
Personality Questionnaire (SPQ; Raine, 1991). The SPQ is a
74-item yes–no questionnaire with one subscale for each of the
nine symptoms of schizotypal personality disorder (STPD).

Dissociation. The Dissociative Processes Scale (DPS; Harri-
son & Watson, 1992), designed to measure relatively normal
dissociative experiences as opposed to clinical dissociation (Wat-
son, 2001), was used to measure dissociation. The DPS is a
33-item questionnaire with responses ranging from 1 strongly
agree to 5 strongly disagree. The DPS has been found to have high
internal reliability and to load on a factor with other measures of
dissociation (Cicero & Kerns, 2010; Watson, 2001).

Procedure. Some participants completed the study in person
in private cubicles (n � 332). To reduce participant burden, the
remaining participants completed the study online (n � 401).
Participants completed the tasks in the following order: the Rosen-
berg Self-Esteem Scale, the Inventory of Psychotic-Like Anoma-
lous Self-Experiences, the Self-Concept Clarity Scale, the Me
Not-Me Decision Task, the Aberrant Salience Inventory, the Sur-
vey of Attitudes and Experiences (Magical Ideation, Perceptual
Aberration, and Social Anhedonia Scales mixed together), the
Dissociative Processes Scale, the Schizotypal Personality Ques-
tionnaire, and the Self-Consciousness Scale. Scales were given in
this order, as opposed to random order, to alternate psychotic-like
questionnaires with self-concept questionnaires in an effort to
avoid participant fatigue. The participants who completed the
study online did not complete the Me Not-Me Decision Task. The
entire study took approximately 1 hour.

Study 2 Results and Discussion

Data analysis. Model fitting was done using Mplus 7.3 soft-
ware (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015). As in Study 1, factors were
specified with Weighted-Least Squares Mean and Variance ad-
justed (WLSMV) parameter estimates. Three test statistics were
used to determine whether the model fit the data well (Hu &
Bentler, 1998): a) Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) � .05, b) Comparative Fit Index (CFI) � .95, and c)
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) � .95.

First, we tested a one-factor model in which all 57 items loaded
on a single factor. Second, a five-factor model in which the items
loaded on their identified factor from Study 1 was specified. In this
model, the latent factors were allowed to correlate freely with each
other. Third, a higher-order model was tested in which the latent
factors were specified to load on a single higher-order factor. No
additional constraints were placed on the model. The higher order
model is more restrictive, and thus cannot provide a better fit to the
data (Brown, 2006; Rubio et al., 2001). We tested whether this
model fit the data significantly worse than the five-factor model in
which the factors were allowed to correlate freely. Model compar-
isons were done with the �2 difference test in the “difftest”
command in Mplus. However, previous research has shown that
the �2 difference test is too sensitive with a large sample size,
creating a high Type I error rate (e.g., Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).
Thus, we supplemented the �2 difference test with the Target
Coefficient (T) developed by Marsh and Hocevar (1985), and used
this extensively to compare the fit of higher-order and second-
order models (e.g., Dedrick, Tan, & Marfo, 2008; Marsh, Parada,
& Ayotte, 2004). The T coefficient is the ratio of the �2 of the
first-order model to the �2 of the higher-order model. The T
represents how well the higher-order factor accounts for the cor-
relations among the first-order factors, and a value over 0.90

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

17INVENTORY OF ANOMALOUS SELF-EXPERIENCES



suggests that it accounts for these correlations well (Arendt, Hou-
gaard, & Thastum, 2014).

CFA and model comparisons. The one-factor model did not
fit the data well (�2(1952) � 9637.43, RMSEA � 0.076, 90% CI
[.075, .078], CFI � 0.911, TLI � 0.908). The five-factor model
identified in Study 1 fit the data well in Study 2 (�2(1942) �
5989.36, RMSEA � 0.056, 90% CI [.054, .057], CFI � 0.953,
TLI � 0.951). The higher-order factor model in which the five
factors were specified to load on a single higher-order factor also
fit the data well (�2(1947) � 6099.721, RMSEA � 0.056, 90% CI
[.055, .058], CFI � 0.952, TLI � 0.950). The one-factor model fit
significantly worse than did the five-factor model (�2 diff (10) �
1148.94, p � .001) and the higher-order model (�2 diff (5) �
916.79, p � .001). The higher-order model fit the data signifi-
cantly worse than the model in which the factors were allowed to
correlate freely (�2 diff (5) � 90.377, p � .001), according to the
Satorra-Bentler �2 difference test. However, the T score is equal to
0.98, which suggests that the higher-order factor adequately ac-
counts for the correlations among the first-order factors. Since the
higher-order factor model fit the data well and the T value was
very close to one, it suggests that the higher-order factor model fit
the data as well as the five-factor model. The standardized factor
loadings for the higher-order model can be found in the online
Supplemental Table 3.

This confirmation of the factor structure in a separate sample is
important because it shows that the factor structure identified in
Study 1 was not a result of something unusual about the original
sample. The finding that the higher-order model fit the data as well
as the first-order model suggests that five subscales are facets of a
larger ASE construct and that subscale scores can be summed
across all subscales for a single meaningful IPASE score. This
interpretation of the higher-order model is consistent with theoret-
ical explanations of hierarchical models (Rubio et al., 2001),
common practice in scale development (e.g., Hu, Wang, & Li,
2014; Hunt, Peters, & Rapee, 2012; Jopp & Hertzog, 2010), and
supported by the finding that both the five-factor and higher-order
model fit better than a one-factor model. An alternative interpre-
tation of the finding that the higher-order factor fit as well as the
five-factor first-order model could be that the subscales cannot be
discriminated from each other. This is supported by the finding
that subscales are highly correlated and have similar correlations
with the convergent validity indicators. Future research could
continue to examine whether the subscales of the IPASE are
distinct from each other by testing whether they have differential
associations with other variables.

Measurement invariance by sex. Next, we examined the
measurement invariance of the higher-order model between men
and women. Due to the well-documented limitations of chi-square
change tests in measurement invariance research (e.g., Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002), we compared the model fit with the change in
comparative fit index (�CFI) and the change in McDonald’s
noncentrality index (Mc; McDonald, 1989) and as suggested by
Meade, Johnson, and Braddy (2008). Following the recommenda-
tions of by Cheung and Rensvold (2002), the cutoffs of .02 for Mc
and .010 for �CFI were used. To enable a test of metric invariance,
we treated the Likert data as continuous and used a Maximum
Likelihood extraction. To test the measurement invariance, we
specified three models. First, we allowed the factor loadings and
intercepts to vary between groups (i.e., the configural model).

Second, we constrained the factor loadings to be equal between
groups, but let the intercepts vary between groups (i.e., metric
model). Third, we constrained both the intercepts and loadings to
be equal between groups (i.e., scalar model). The configural model
fit the data reasonably well (�2(4012) � 11531.51, RMSEA �
0.076, 90% CI [.074, .078], CFI � .749, TLI � 0.741), as did the
metric (�2(3963) � 11634.54, RMSEA � 0.076, 90% CI [.074,
.077], CFI � .748, TLI � 0.743) and scalar models (�2(4017) �
11769.87, RMSEA � 0.076, 90% CI [.074, .077], CFI � .744,
TLI � 0.745). Most important, the metric and scalar models did
not fit worse than the configural model (�CFI � .001, .005, Mc �
.0001, .0004, respectively). These results suggest that the IPASE
measures the same constructs in men and women, and the magni-
tude of the scores has the same meaning in each group.

Correlations with self-processing. We hypothesized that the
IPASE would be negatively correlated with both measures of
self-concept clarity (the SCCS and the MNMDT) and positively
correlated with self-consciousness. Given that SCC is strongly
correlated with self-esteem, we expected to find that the IPASE
would also be correlated with self-esteem, but that it would no
longer correlate with self-esteem after partialing out variance
shared with SCC. As can be seen in Table 2, the IPASE and all five
subscales were negatively correlated with both measures of SCC
and positively correlated with self-consciousness. This is consis-
tent with previous work showing that people with schizophrenia
tend to have lower SCC than healthy controls (Cicero et al., 2016).
Self-consciousness as a construct is similar to hyper-reflexivity,
which has been suggested to be a key feature of ASEs. The IPASE
also had a significant negative correlation with RSES scores. As
expected, a partial correlation between IPASE scores and RSES
scores removing shared variance with SCC was much weaker,
albeit still significant (rsccs � �.15, p � .001). Conversely, a
partial correlation between IPASE and the SCCS, removing shared
variance with RSES, was still moderately large and significant
(rrses � .36, p � .001). Taken together, these results suggest that
the relation between IPASE and RSES scores can be mostly
accounted for by shared variance with the SCCS, but that the
IPASE is still correlated with the SCCS after accounting for RSES.

Correlations with psychotic-like experiences. As our sec-
ond check of the convergent validity of IPASE scores, we hypoth-
esized that IPASE scores would be correlated with positive and
negative schizotypy, symptoms of schizotypal personality disor-
der, and dissociation. The IPASE was positively correlated with all
of these measures (see Table 3). These results provide evidence for
the convergent validity of IPASE scores in this population.

Having established the psychometric properties and initial con-
struct validity of the scale scores in an unselected sample, the next
step was to test whether people at an increased risk for the
development of schizophrenia-spectrum disorders would have el-
evated IPASE scores compared to people with high negative
schizotypy and a healthy comparison group.

Study 3: Validation in an At-Risk Sample

The goal of Study 3 was to examine the validity of IPASE
scores in a sample of people at risk for the development of
schizophrenia-spectrum disorders. One common approach to ex-
amining risk for schizophrenia-spectrum disorders is the Psycho-
metric High-Risk Strategy (Lenzenweger, 1994; Miller, 1995), by
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which participants are assigned to “positive,” “negative,” and
“psychometric control” groups based on scores on schizotypy
scales. Performance on tasks and questionnaire scores are then
compared across groups (e.g., Chapman, Chapman, Kwapil, Eck-
blad, & Zinser, 1994; Gooding et al., 2005; Kwapil, 1998; Len-
zenweger, 1993). Previous research has shown that creating
schizotypy groups in this manner can be used to identify people at
risk for the future development of schizophrenia-spectrum disor-
ders (see Kwapil & Chun, 2015, for a review).

In Study 3, we selected participants with high positive and
negative schizotypy scores as well as control participants who had
low schizotypy scores. If IPASE scores are valid indicators of
ASEs in people at risk for schizophrenia, then we would expect to
find that people with positive and negative schizotypy would have
higher scores than the control group. Given that IPASE scores

were more strongly correlated with positive schizotypy scales than
negative schizotypy scales in Study 2, we expected to find that the
positive schizotypy group would have higher scores than the
negative schizotypy group.

Study 3 Method

Participants. Participants (n � 452) were recruited from a
larger pool of undergraduates (n � 1,890) who completed a battery
of questionnaires including abbreviated versions of the Magical
Ideation Scale (MagicId), Perceptual Aberration Scale (PerAb),
and Social Anhedonia Scale (SocAnh). Participants were recruited
over two semesters. During the first 2 weeks of each semester,
participants completed a screening, which took approximately 30
min to complete. In an effort to attract more people with elevated

Table 2
Correlations Among the Inventory of Psychotic-Like Anomalous Self-Experiences and Other Measures of Self-Processing in Study 2

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. IPASE .97
2. IPASE-Cognition .76� .87
3. IPASE-Self-Awareness and Presence .94� .64� .96
4. IPASE-Consciousness .78� .61� .65� .82
5. IPASE-Somatization .89� .62� .75� .63� .92
6. IPASE-Demarcation/Transitivism .80� .57� .80� .55� .61� .84
7. Self-Concept Clarity Scale �.56� �.56� �.55� �.49� �.42� �.47� .88
8. Me Not-Me Decision Task �.26� �.21� �.21� �.22� �.24� �.24� .36� .77
9. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale �.49� �.31� �.53� �.35� �.33� �.53� .51� .21� .89

10. Self-Consciousness Scale .33� .21� .31� .33� .31� .28� �.46� �.28� �.29� .93
Mean 1.90 1.82 1.80 2.54 1.89 1.71 36.84 27.89 30.27 32.91
Standard deviation .66 .74 .75 .90 .75 .76 9.37 4.63 5.36 5.31
Skewness .58 .70 .89 �.07 .65 1.11 �.32 �.67 �.19 .66
Kurtosis �.36 �.17 .20 �.71 �.32 .86 �.03 2.43 �.31 .05

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha. Cohen’s (1988) guidelines for effect sizes are small: r � .1, medium: r � .3, and large: r � .5	.
� p � .05.

Table 3
Correlations Among the Inventory of Psychotic-Like Anomalous Self-Experiences and Psychotic-Like Experiences in Study 2

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

1. IPASE .97
2. IPASE-Cog .76� .87
3. IPASE-SAP .94� .64� .96
4. IPASE-Con .78� .61� .65� .82
5. IPASE-Som .89� .62� .75� .63� .92
6. IPASE-DT .80� .57� .80� .55� .61� .84
7. Magical Ideation Scale .52� .45� .43� .47� .52� .39� .80
8. Perceptual Aberration Scale .53� .43� .47� .38� .52� .48� .65� .86
9. Social Anhedonia Scale .43� .32� .44� .29� .35� .46� .27� .42� .81

10. SPQ-Magical Ideation .36� .32� .30� .30� .38� .27� .62� .49� .22� .72
11. SPQ-UPE .50� .41� .42� .43� .51� .39� .61� .61� .32� .70� .78
12. SPQ-Ideas of Reference .45� .35� .39� .40� .46� .31� .57� .43� .29� .54� .65� .80
13. SPQ-Suspiciousness .44� .33� .41� .40� .42� .35� .43� .40� .41� .43� .59� .72� .81
14. SPQ-Excessive Social Anxiety .40� .27� .39� .37� .32� .38� .28� .26� .35� .29� .43� .54� .57� .85
15. SPQ-No Close Friends .45� .32� .43� .38� .37� .46� .27� .38� .67� .34� .50� .47� .59� .62� .79
16. SPQ-Constricted Affect .47� .34� .46� .37� .40� .46� .30� .42� .55� .35� .48� .47� .57� .62� .76� .77
17. SPQ-Odd Behavior .42� .32� .37� .39� .42� .34� .35� .36� .32� .44� .53� .53� .56� .47� .51� .50� .83
18. SPQ-Odd Speech .49� .36� .43� .48� .46� .38� .41� .39� .37� .38� .55� .58� .66� .60� .57� .64� .67� .81
19. Dissociative Processes Scale .57� .41� .47� .52� .55� .40� .49� .43� .27� .41� .51� .45� .43� .34� .33� .33� .45� .51� .95
Mean 1.90 1.82 1.80 2.54 1.89 1.71 9.15 5.44 12.75 1.51 1.96 3.43 2.96 3.91 2.90 2.46 2.48 3.82 89.71
Standard deviation .66 .74 .75 .90 .75 .76 5.08 4.66 5.96 1.75 2.15 2.69 2.48 2.75 2.50 2.19 2.29 2.75 24.93
Skew .58 .70 .89 �.07 .65 1.11 .46 2.06 .57 1.20 1.19 .32 .47 �.01 .60 .67 .48 .19 �.02
Kurtosis �.36 �.17 .20 �.71 �.32 .86 �.33 5.02 �.01 .81 .98 �1.00 �.87 �1.38 �.58 �.41 �1.11 �1.07 �.07

� p � .05.
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schizotypy, participants with z-scores greater than 1.96 on the
abbreviated MagicId, PerAb, SocAnh, or a combined z-score
greater than 3.00 on the MagicId and PerAb were invited via
e-mail to participate in the full study online. Participants scoring
less than 0.5 SD above the mean on all three scales were also
contacted via e-mail to participate in the study. In addition, the
study was open for participation to all participants in the subject
pool.

Positive schizotypy group. Schizotypy group membership was
determined using the full version of the scales. Following previous
research (Chapman et al., 1994; Eckblad & Chapman, 1983;
Kwapil, Crump, & Pickup, 2002), participants in the positive
schizotypy group (n � 43) scored 1.96 SDs above the mean on
either the MagicId or the PerAb or scored a combined three SDs
above the mean on both scales. They ranged in age from 18–46
with a mean age of 20.77 (SD � 4.87). They were 59.1% female,
15.9% White, 22.7% Asian, 18.2% Pacific Islander, 34.1% Mul-
tiethnic, and 9.1% other.

Negative schizotypy group. Participants in the negative schizo-
typy group (n � 173) scored 1.96 SDs above the mean on the
SocAnh. Participants ranged in age from 18–48 with a mean age
of 20.51 (SD � 3.56). They were 64.1% female, 18.5% White,
26.0% Asian, 13.9% Pacific Islander, 32.4% Multiethnic, and
5.2% other.

Psychometric control group. Participants in the psychometric
control group (n � 236) scored less than 0.5 SD above the mean
on the MagicId, PerAb, and SocAnh scales. They ranged in age
from 18–56 with a mean age of 20.55 (SD � 4.16). They were
78.4% female, 27.5% White, 22.9% Asian, 10.6% Pacific Islander,
33.9% Multiethnic, and 4.2% other.

Procedure. In the final testing session, participants completed
the MagicId, PerAb, and SocAnh scales, which were mixed to-
gether and called the “Survey of Attitudes and Experiences.” Then,
participants completed the IPASE.

Study 3 Results and Discussion

The IPASE had an internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of .98,
.98, and .96 in the positive, negative, and control groups, respec-
tively. First, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
run to compare the means for the five subscales. There was a
statistically significant difference among means in this analysis
(Wilks’s Lambda (10) � .511, F � 30.875, p � .001). To examine
which specific scales differed, mean scores among the positive
schizotypy, negative schizotypy, and psychometric control group
were compared with a one-way ANOVA and follow-up t test

comparisons of a) positive versus control groups, b) positive
versus negative groups, and c) negative versus control groups. To
account for multiple comparisons, the Bonferroni correction to p
values was applied. As can be seen in Table 4, the omnibus F test
was statistically significant for the total score and each of the five
subscales. As expected, the positive schizotypy group had higher
scores than both the negative schizotypy group and the control
group for the total score and all five subscales. The negative group
had higher IPASE scores than the psychometric control group for
the total score and all five subscales.

These findings suggest that people at risk for the future devel-
opment of psychotic-spectrum disorders have increased ASEs, and
are consistent with previous findings that ASEs are common in the
schizophrenia prodrome (Nelson et al., 2009) and predict conver-
sion to psychosis over and above positive and negative attenuated
symptoms (Nelson et al., 2012). However, the current research
extends these results by showing that ASEs are common in psy-
chometric schizotypy, which represents an earlier, preprodromal,
or premorbid phase of the disorder, from which most people do not
progress on to prodromal or frank psychosis (Cicero et al., 2014).
Theorists have suggested that ASEs may be a premorbid indicator
of schizophrenia and may be more common among adolescents
and emerging adults due to typical brain development during these
time periods (Brent et al., 2014). Moreover, these results are
consistent with recent research findings that people with high
levels of schizotypy have more ASEs than healthy comparisons
(Torbet, Schulze, Fiedler, & Reuter, 2015).

One limitation of Study 3 is that other concurrent validity
measures such as interpersonal difficulty or other measures of
psychological functioning were not included. Future research
could include these measures as well as semistructured interview
measures. For example, future research could examine the con-
struct validity of the IPASE by testing its scores’ correlations with
symptom ratings on the Structured Interview for Prodromal Syn-
dromes (Miller et al., 2003) or the EASE (Parnas et al., 2005).

Study 4: Validation in a Clinical Sample

The results from Study 3 demonstrate that IPASE scores are
associated with subclinical psychotic symptoms, and that its scores
have high internal consistency and evidence for convergent valid-
ity in people at risk for the future development of psychosis.
However, the IPASE was designed to also assess ASEs in people
with schizophrenia. Thus, it is important to examine the psycho-
metric properties of the scale in this population and to establish

Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations for Positive, Negative, and Control Groups in Study 3

Score
Positive schizotypy

(n � 43)
Negative schizotypy

(n � 173)
Comparison group

(n � 236) F-Score 
2

Total score 3.04 (.74) 2.19 (.76) 1.46 (.46) 104.52� .418
Cognition 2.77 (.96) 2.14 (.88) 1.35 (.47) 108.11� .328
Self-Awareness and Presence 2.90 (.90) 2.18 (.82) 1.38 (.50) 121.29� .366
Consciousness 3.36 (.81) 2.72 (.96) 1.88 (.88) 55.18� .200
Somatic 3.28 (.70) 2.13 (.79) 1.45 (.52) 152.30� .415
Demarcation/Transitivism 2.67 (.97) 2.18 (.88) 1.38 (.51) 94.11� .300

� p � .001.
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that people with schizophrenia have higher IPASE scores than
healthy controls.

Study 4 Method

Participants. Participants were a group of outpatients with a
diagnosis of schizophrenia or schizoaffective disorder (n � 27)
and a group of healthy controls (n � 21) without a history of
mental illness. Participants with schizophrenia were recruited from
community mental health centers and clubhouses associated with
the state Department of Health and from a local supported housing
program. The mean age of the experimental group was 47.19
(SD � 11.07). They were 59.3% female, 18.5% Asian, 29.6%
White, 25.9% Pacific Islander, 14.8% Multiethnic, 7.4% African
American, and 3.7% other. Healthy controls were recruited via
Craigslist advertisements and flyers posted in community organi-
zations. Their mean age was 44.24 (SD � 13.34). They were
62.4% female, 19.1% Asian, 42.9% White, 4.8% Pacific Islander,
28.6% Multiethnic, and 4.8% other.

Materials.
Diagnosis. In order to confirm a diagnosis of schizophrenia or

schizoaffective disorder in the experimental group, and to verify
the absence of mental illness in the control group, all participants
were administered the Structured Clinical Interview for the
DSM–IV (SCID; First, Spitzer, Gibbon, & Williams, 1998). The
SCID has high test–retest and interrater reliability (Zanarini et al.,
2000). In the current research, the SCID was conducted by the
second, third, and fourth authors, who are graduate students in a
clinical psychology PhD program.

Anomalous self-experience. As in Studies 1–3, participants
completed the IPASE.

Procedure. As part of a larger study, all participants provided
informed consent and then completed the SCID and IPASE. The
entire study took place in two or three sessions lasting between 2
and 3 hours each. Participants were compensated either $50 or
$75, depending on the length of time it took to complete. The study
was conducted in a private room at the community mental health
centers, the clubhouses, the supported residential program, or an
office in our laboratory.

Study 4 Results and Discussion

Compared to healthy controls, participants with schizophrenia
had higher IPASE total scores (M � 2.34, SD � 0.90 vs. M �
1.41, SD � 0.45, t(46) � 4.37, p � .001, d � 1.31), as well as
higher scores on the Consciousness (M � 2.58, SD � 1.05 vs. M �
1.84, SD � 0.90, t(46) � 2.58, p � .013, d � 0.92), Cognition
(M � 2.18, SD � 0.98 vs. M � 1.39, SD � 0.63, t(46) � 3.80, p �
.003, d � 0.96), Self-Awareness and Presence (M � 2.37, SD �
0.92 vs. M � 1.33, SD � 0.42, t(46) � 4.80, p � .001, d � 1.46),
Somatization (M � 2.39, SD � 0.94 vs. M � 1.39, SD � 0.52,
t(46) � 4.374, p � .001, d � 1.46), and Demarcation/Transitivism
(M � 2.01, SD � 1.01 vs. M � 1.31, SD � 0.45, t(46) � 2.92, p �
.005, d � 0.90) subscales. Moreover, a logistic regression analysis
found that the IPASE total score could be used to predict group
membership (�2(1) � 11.34, p � .001, O.R. � 7.71, 95% CI �
[2.35, 25.35]). These results suggest that for each one-unit increase
in IPASE total score (range 1–5), the odds of being classified as
schizophrenia increased by 771%. The IPASE had an internal

consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of .98 in the schizophrenia group
and .96 in the healthy control group. To determine the relative
strength of the subscales in predicting group membership, all five
subscales were entered stepwise into a logistic regression. In this
model, only the Self-Awareness and Presence subscale was re-
tained (�2(1) � 12.19, p � .001, O.R. � 9.13, 95% CI � [2.64,
31.567]). This suggests that the finding that IPASE scores predict
group membership may be driven mostly by this one subscale. At
the same time, the lack of significance for the other subscales over
and above the SAP subscale may be related to a lack of statistical
power due to the small sample size.

General Discussion

The primary goal of the current research was to develop and test
a new measure of ASEs, the IPASE. Results suggest that IPASE
scores are reliable and valid in a general sample of undergraduates,
undergraduates with high levels of schizotypy and a risk for the
future development of psychosis, and in people with schizophre-
nia. The current research suggests that it is possible to measure the
construct of ASEs with a self-report measure in these populations,
and the IPASE may provide a shorter and more easily administered
alternative to phenomenological interviews.

The results of Study 1 revealed that the IPASE has a five-factor
structure that is very similar to the EASE. The first factor, Cog-
nition, consisted of items related to difficulties with thought pro-
cesses like thought interference, feeling like thoughts exist in space
outside of the head, and thought echoing. The second factor,
Self-Awareness and Presence, contained items related to a loss of
basic self or identity and a loss of a connection to the world. The
third factor, Consciousness, included items about disturbances in
the experience of time, disturbances in intentionality, and diffi-
culty with distinguishing between imagination and reality. Al-
though this factor is generally grouped with Cognition in phenom-
enological descriptions of ASEs and in interview measures like the
EASE, Consciousness was found to split into its own distinct
factor in Study 1. The fourth factor, Somatization, included items
involving disturbances in bodily experiences, such as feeling like
the body was changing shape or difficult to control, as well as
thoughts of not feeling present either physically or psychically
within one’s own body. Finally, the fifth factor, Demarcation/
Transitivism was composed of items related to a disintegrating
boundary between the self and the world or a feeling of nonexis-
tence. One notable difference between the IPASE and other mea-
sures of ASEs is that the items written to describe existential
reorientation did not form a distinct factor. Instead, some of these
items loaded on different factors, while others did not load strongly
onto any factor and thus were excluded. The results of Study 2
confirmed this five-factor structure, and the higher-order factor
analysis suggests that the first-order factors are all part of a
broader, more unified construct of ASEs. Therefore, it is reason-
able to sum the items on the total scale into a single IPASE score.

In addition to confirming the factor structure of the IPASE,
Study 2 found that the IPASE and its subscales were correlated
with several measures of self-experience and psychotic-like expe-
riences that are part of its nomological network. The IPASE total
score and all of its subscales were negatively correlated with a
self-report and behavioral measure of self-concept clarity and
positively correlated with self-consciousness. In addition, IPASE

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

21INVENTORY OF ANOMALOUS SELF-EXPERIENCES



scores were positively correlated with magical ideation, perceptual
aberration, social anhedonia, all nine subscales of the SPQ, and
dissociation. This pattern of correlations provides strong support
for the construct validity of the scale scores in an undergraduate
sample. Moreover, the results of Study 3 provide support for the
construct validity of IPASE scores in people with high positive and
negative schizotypy, and Study 4 provides this evidence in people
with a diagnosis of schizophrenia or schizoaffective disorder.

Despite this strong evidence for convergent validity, one poten-
tial limitation of the current research is a lack of clear evidence for
discriminant validity. We hypothesized that the IPASE would not
be correlated with self-esteem. However, given the high correla-
tion between self-concept clarity and self-esteem in the current
research and in several previous studies (e.g., Campbell, 1990;
Stinson et al., 2008), it is not surprising that the IPASE was
moderately correlated with self-esteem. The partial correlation
when removing shared variance with self-concept clarity was weak
(r � .15), but still statistically significant due to the large sample
size. Future research could further work to establish the discrim-
inant validity of scale scores in unselected, at-risk, and schizophre-
nia samples by including measures that are not hypothesized to be
in the IPASE’s nomological network. For example, ASEs are
hypothesized to be related to many symptoms of schizophrenia
including positive, negative, and disorganized domains (Nor-
dgaard & Parnas, 2014). However, ASEs are not hypothesized to
be related to other psychiatric symptoms that are common in
people with schizophrenia spectrum disorders, such as depression
and anxiety. Future research could examine the discriminant va-
lidity of the IPASE by examining whether its scores are correlated
with measures of depression and anxiety.

In addition to a lack of discriminant validity, another limitation
of the current research is a lack of evidence for the incremental
validity of IPASE scores. As mentioned, some previous research
suggests that the EASE has incremental validity over and above
other measures of clinical symptoms in predicting “conversion” to
psychosis in an ultrahigh risk sample. Nelson et al. (2012) found
that the EASE was a significant predictor of the development of
psychosis even when removing shared variance with initial sever-
ity and duration of symptoms. Future research could examine
whether the IPASE is also a significant predictor of the future
development of psychosis while removing variance shared with
more commonly measured clinical symptoms such as positive,
negative, and disorganized dimensions of schizophrenia.

In all of the samples in the current research, the IPASE had high
indices of internal consistency, ranging in Cronbach’s alpha from
.96 to .98. However, ASEs, like psychosis and psychotic-like
experiences, may fluctuate with time as people experience epi-
sodes of increased ASEs. Future research could work to establish
test–retest reliability while examining how IPASE scores fluctuate
over time and whether increases in IPASE scores are correlated
with increases in positive and negative symptoms.

Another potential limitation of the current research is that ASEs
may be difficult or impossible to measure with a self-report.
Researchers have suggested that ASEs cannot be measured with
checklists or self-reports due in part to the idiosyncratic nature of
the experiences (e.g., Parnas & Henriksen, 2014), while at the
same time finding some success extracting items from existing
measures like the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI) with a face validity approach (Parnas, Carter, & Nor-

dgaard, 2016). Whether ASEs can be measured with self-reports is
a question that can be answered with empirical research. A clear
next step is to examine correlations between the IPASE and EASE
in samples of people with and at risk for schizophrenia. Likewise,
future research could examine whether IPASE scores are corre-
lated with other measures of subjective experiences in schizophre-
nia, such as the Bonn Scale for the Assessment of Basic Experi-
ences (Vollmer-Larsen, Handest, & Parnas, 2007). Future work
could also examine the relations between the IPASE and other
self-report measures of self-experiences in people with schizophre-
nia. For example, researchers have measured disturbances in self-
experiences in schizophrenia by rating the lack of coherence in
participants’ personal narratives (e.g., Lysaker, Clements, Plascak-
Hallberg, Knipscheer, & Wright, 2002). One possible avenue
would be to use the Narrative Coherence Rating Scale (Lysaker et
al., 2002) to further validate IPASE scores in people with schizo-
phrenia.

Another limitation of the current research is that the comparison
groups in Study 3 and Study 4 were healthy controls without any
psychopathology. Previous research examining self-disturbances
has shown that ASEs are specific to schizophrenia, even when
considering other types of psychotic disorders (e.g., affective psy-
chosis; Haug et al., 2012; Raballo & Parnas, 2012). It is possible
that the elevated scores of the schizotypy groups in Study 3 and the
schizophrenia/schizoaffective group in Study 4 could be related to
poor overall mental health, rather than psychotic-like and psy-
chotic symptoms in particular. Future research could further ex-
amine the construct validity of the IPASE by comparing people
with schizophrenia to psychiatric controls, especially people with
affective psychosis. If IPASE scores are valid in people with
schizophrenia, we would expect these individuals to have higher
IPASE scores than people with affective psychosis.

In addition to psychiatric comparison groups, future research
could examine the construct validity of IPASE scores in clinical
high-risk populations. As mentioned, previous work has suggested
that ASEs are one of two core experiential dimensions of the
schizophrenia prodrome (Møller & Husby, 2000), and ASEs pre-
dict conversion to psychosis in people at high clinical risk (Nelson
et al., 2012). In the current research, IPASE scores were elevated
in people with high schizotypy. Previous work has shown that
people with high schizotypy have high levels of psychotic-like
experiences, but that few of them are at high clinical risk for
psychosis (Cicero et al., 2014), and the majority of people with
high schizotypy do not develop schizophrenia if followed longi-
tudinally (Kwapil, 1998), which is consistent with the original
conceptualization of schizotypy (Lenzenweger, 1994). Thus, the
results of the current research may not generalize to clinical
high-risk populations. Future research could examine the psycho-
metric properties of the IPASE in these populations and examine
whether its scores predict conversion to psychosis.

All of the items on the IPASE are scored in the affirmative, such
that higher agreement with the statements was related to higher
levels of ASEs. Although some methodologists argue that the
absence of reverse scoring can lead to acquiescence, others argue
that reverse coding can introduce method variance into the scale,
noting that exploratory factor analyses tend to find a separate
factor for the reversed-scored items (Rodebaugh, Woods, Heim-
berg, Liebowitz, & Schneier, 2006). At the same time, disagreeing
with the absence of ASEs (i.e., a reversed-coded item) is not the
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same as agreeing with the presence of ASEs (Rodebaugh, Woods,
& Heimberg, 2007), and reverse-scored items may be confusing to
participants (Conrad et al., 2004) and interfere with the goal of
writing simple, straightforward, easy to understand questions that
are unlikely to be misinterpreted. Thus, we decided not to reverse
score any items because the potential error introduced by reverse
scoring items seemed to outweigh the potential benefit.

The finding that the means of the scores for people with schizo-
phrenia in Study 4 were lower than the means for people at risk for
the future development of schizophrenia in Study 3 may appear
counterintuitive. One would expect people with schizophrenia to
have more ASEs than people at risk for schizophrenia. However,
this result is consistent with several previous studies that have
compared people at risk for schizophrenia with a psychometric
schizotypy approach to people with schizophrenia. People with
schizophrenia have been shown to have lower means on the
Perceptual Aberration Scale (e.g., means between 4 and 8; Horan
et al., 2008) and Magical Ideation Scale (e.g., means between 6
and 10; Horan et al., 2008) than high risk participants. Researchers
have suggested that cut-scores should be between 20 and 21 and
16–20 for the Perceptual Aberration and Magical Ideation Scales,
respectively, in college students (Chmielewski, Fernandes, Yee, &
Miller, 1995). Additionally, a recent series of studies found a
similar pattern for Aberrant Salience Inventory scores, such that
participants with schizophrenia had lower scores than at-risk un-
dergraduates (Cicero, Kerns, & McCarthy, 2010). One explanation
for people with schizophrenia having lower IPASE scores than
at-risk individuals could be that people with schizophrenia are
especially likely to underreport symptoms as a defensive mecha-
nism against the consequences of their illness, a lack of awareness
into their illness, or a desire to avoid perceived stigmatization
(Kruck et al., 2009). The scores in people with schizophrenia may
represent a lower-bound estimate of their levels of ASEs. Another
reason for the differences could be that the sample of people with
schizophrenia was older, and ASEs may be more common in a
younger cohort. Future research may address whether these dif-
ferences represent real differences in ASEs for the psychometric
properties of the scales with appropriate techniques such as mea-
surement invariance or differential item functioning. This research
could examine whether there is measurement invariance in people
with schizophrenia compared to at-risk participants, across ages,
and among different ethnicities.

References

Arendt, K., Hougaard, E., & Thastum, M. (2014). Psychometric properties
of the child and parent versions of Spence Children’s Anxiety Scale in
a Danish community and clinical sample. Journal of Anxiety Disorders,
28, 947–956. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2014.09.021

Beauducel, A., & Herzberg, P. Y. (2006). On the performance of maximum
likelihood versus means and variance adjusted weighted least squares
estimation in CFA. Structural Equation Modeling, 13, 186–203. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1302_2

Bleuler, E. (1911). Dementia praecox oder gruppe der schizophrenien.
Leipzig, Germany: Deuticke.

Brent, B. K., Seidman, L. J., Thermenos, H. W., Holt, D. J., & Keshavan,
M. S. (2014). Self-disturbances as a possible premorbid indicator of
schizophrenia risk: A neurodevelopmental perspective. Schizophrenia
Research, 152, 73–80. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2013.07.038

Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research.
New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Campbell, J. D. (1990). Self-esteem and clarity of the self-concept. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 538–549. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.59.3.538

Campbell, J. D., Trapnell, P. D., Heine, S. J., Katz, I. M., Lavallee, L. F.,
& Lehman, D. R. (1996). Self-concept clarity: Measurement, personality
correlates, and cultural boundaries. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 70, 141–156. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.1.141

Chapman, L. J., Chapman, J. P., Kwapil, T. R., Eckblad, M., & Zinser,
M. C. (1994). Putatively psychosis-prone subjects 10 years later. Journal
of Abnormal Psychology, 103, 171–183. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-
843X.103.2.171

Chapman, L. J., Chapman, J. P., & Raulin, M. L. (1978). Body-image
aberration in schizophrenia. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 87, 399–
407. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.4.399

Chapman, L. J., Edell, W. S., & Chapman, J. P. (1980). Physical anhedo-
nia, perceptual aberration, and psychosis proneness. Schizophrenia Bul-
letin, 6, 639–653. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/6.4.639

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit
indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Mod-
eling, 9, 233–255. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Chmielewski, P. M., Fernandes, L. O., Yee, C. M., & Miller, G. A. (1995).
Ethnicity and gender in scales of psychosis proneness and mood disor-
ders. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 104, 464–470. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0021-843X.104.3.464

Cicero, D. C., Becker, T. M., Martin, E. A., Docherty, A. R., & Kerns, J. G.
(2013). The role of aberrant salience and self-concept clarity in
psychotic-like experiences. Personality Disorders: Theory, Research,
and Treatment, 4, 33–42. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027361

Cicero, D. C., Docherty, A. R., Becker, T. M., Martin, E. A., & Kerns, J. G.
(2015). Aberrant salience, self-concept clarity, and interview-rated
psychotic-like experiences. Journal of Personality Disorders, 29, 79–
99. http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/pedi_2014_28_150

Cicero, D. C., & Kerns, J. G. (2010). Can disorganized and positive
schizotypy be discriminated from dissociation? Journal of Personality,
78, 1239–1270.

Cicero, D. C., Kerns, J. G., & McCarthy, D. M. (2010). The Aberrant
Salience Inventory: A new measure of psychosis proneness. Psycholog-
ical Assessment, 22, 688–701. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019913

Cicero, D. C., Martin, E. A., Becker, T. M., Docherty, A. R., & Kerns, J. G.
(2014). Correspondence between psychometric and clinical high risk for
psychosis in an undergraduate population. Psychological Assessment,
26, 901–915. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036432

Cicero, D. C., Martin, E. A., Becker, T. M., & Kerns, J. G. (2016).
Decreased self-concept clarity in people with schizophrenia. Journal of
Nervous and Mental Disease, 204, 142–147. http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/
NMD.0000000000000442

Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (1995). Constructing validity: Basic issues in
objective scale development. Psychological Assessment, 7, 309–319.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.309

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Combs, D. R., & Penn, D. L. (2004). The role of subclinical paranoia on
social perception and behavior. Schizophrenia Research, 69, 93–104.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0920-9964(03)00051-3

Conrad, K. J., Wright, B. D., McKnight, P., McFall, M., Fontana, A., &
Rosenheck, R. (2004). Comparing traditional and Rasch analyses of the
Mississippi PTSD Scale: Revealing limitations of reverse-scored items.
Journal of Applied Measurement, 5, 15–30.

Cronbach, L. J., & Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological
tests. Psychological Bulletin, 52, 281–302. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
h0040957

Dedrick, R. F., Tan, T. X., & Marfo, K. (2008). Factor structure of the
Child Behavior Checklist/6–18 in a sample of girls adopted from China.

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

23INVENTORY OF ANOMALOUS SELF-EXPERIENCES

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2014.09.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1302_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1302_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2013.07.038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.3.538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.3.538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.1.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.103.2.171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.103.2.171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.4.399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/6.4.639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.104.3.464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.104.3.464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027361
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/pedi_2014_28_150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019913
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0000000000000442
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0000000000000442
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0920-9964%2803%2900051-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0040957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0040957


Psychological Assessment, 20, 70–75. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-
3590.20.1.70

Eckbald, M., & Chapman, L. J. (1983). Magical ideation as an indicator of
schizotypy. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 51, 215–
225. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.51.2.215

Eckbald, M., Chapman, L. J., Chapman, J. P., & Mishlove, M. (1982). The
revised social anhedonia scale. (Available from L. J. Chapman, Depart-
ment of Psychology, 1202 West Johnson Street, University of Wiscon-
sin, Madison, WI 53706).

Edell, W. S. (1995). The psychometric measurement of schizotypy using
the Wisconsin Scales of Psychosis-Proneness. In G. Miller (Ed.), The
behavioral high-risk paradigm in psychopathology (pp. 1–46). New
York, NY: Springer-Verlag. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-
4234-5_1

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J.
(1999). Evaluating the use of exploratory factor analysis in psycholog-
ical research. Psychological Methods, 4, 272–299. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272

Fenigstein, A., & Vanable, P. A. (1992). Paranoia and self-consciousness.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 129–138. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.1.129

First, M. B., Spitzer, R. L., Gibbon, M., & Williams, J. B. W. (1998).
Structured Clinical Interview for DSM–IV Axis I Disorders. New York,
NY: New York State Psychiatric Institute.

Flesch, R. (1948). A new readability yardstick. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 32, 221–233. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0057532

Floyd, F., & Widaman, K. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and
refinement of clinical assessment instruments. Psychological Assess-
ment, 7, 286–299. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.286

Gooding, D. C., Tallent, K. A., & Matts, C. W. (2005). Clinical status of
at-risk individuals 5 years later: Further validation of the psychometric
high-risk strategy. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 114, 170–175.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.114.1.170

Harrison, J. A., & Watson, D. (1992). The Dissociative Processes Scale.
Unpublished manuscript, Department of Psychology, University of
Iowa, Iowa City, IA.

Haug, E., Lien, L., Raballo, A., Bratlien, U., Oie, M., Andreassen, O. A.,
. . . Møller, P. (2012). Selective aggregation of self-disorders in first-
treatment DSM–IV schizophrenia spectrum disorders. Journal of Ner-
vous and Mental Disease, 200, 632–636. http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/
NMD.0b013e31825bfd6f

Horan, W. P., Blanchard, J. J., Clark, L. A., & Green, M. F. (2008).
Affective traits in schizophrenia and schizotypy. Schizophrenia Bulletin,
34, 856–874. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbn083

Hu, F.-W., Wang, P., & Li, L.-J. (2014). Psychometric structure of the
Chinese Multiethnic Adolescent Cultural Identity Questionnaire. Psy-
chological Assessment, 26, 1356 –1368. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
a0037690

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure
modeling: Sensitivity to underparameterized model misspecification.
Psychological Methods, 3, 424–453. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-
989X.3.4.424

Hunt, C., Peters, L., & Rapee, R. M. (2012). Development of a measure of
the experience of being bullied in youth. Psychological Assessment, 24,
156–165. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0025178

Jopp, D. S., & Hertzog, C. (2010). Assessing adult leisure activities: An
extension of a self-report activity questionnaire. Psychological Assess-
ment, 22, 108–120. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017662

Kean, C. (2009). Silencing the self: Schizophrenia as a self-disturbance.
Schizophrenia Bulletin, 35, 1034 –1036. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/
schbul/sbp043

Kruck, C. L., Flashman, L. A., Roth, R. M., Koven, N. S., McAllister,
T. W., & Saykin, A. J. (2009). Lack of relationship between psycholog-
ical denial and unawareness of illness in schizophrenia-spectrum disor-

ders. Psychiatry Research, 169, 33–38. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
.psychres.2008.07.010

Kwapil, T. R. (1998). Social anhedonia as a predictor of the development
of schizophrenia-spectrum disorders. Journal of Abnormal Psychology,
107, 558–565. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.107.4.558

Kwapil, T. R., & Barrantes-Vidal, N. (2015). Schizotypy: Looking back
and moving forward. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 41(Suppl 2), S366–S373.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbu186

Kwapil, T. R., & Chun, C. A. (2015). The psychometric assessment of
schizotypy. In O. Mason & G. Claridge (Eds.), Schizotypy: New dimen-
sions (pp. 7–32). London, UK: Routledge.

Kwapil, T. R., Crump, R. A., & Pickup, D. R. (2002). Assessment of
psychosis proneness in African-American college students. Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 58, 1601–1614. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jclp
.10078

Leary, M. R., Tambor, E. S., Terdal, S. K., & Downs, D. L. (1995).
Self-esteem as an interpersonal monitor: The sociometer hypothesis.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 518–530. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518

Lenzenweger, M. F. (1993). Explorations in schizotypy and the psycho-
metric high-risk paradigm. Progress in Experimental Personality &
Psychopathology Research, 16, 66–116.

Lenzenweger, M. F. (1994). Psychometric high-risk paradigm, perceptual
aberrations, and schizotypy: An update. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 20,
121–135. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/20.1.121

Lenzenweger, M. F., Bennett, M. E., & Lilenfeld, L. R. (1997). The
Referential Thinking Scale as a measure of schizotypy: Scale develop-
ment and initial construct validation. Psychological Assessment, 9, 452–
463. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.9.4.452

Lysaker, P. H., Clements, C. A., Plascak-Hallberg, C. D., Knipscheer, S. J.,
& Wright, D. E. (2002). Insight and personal narratives of illness in
schizophrenia. Psychiatry: Interpersonal and Biological Processes, 65,
197–206. http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/psyc.65.3.197.20174

Lysaker, P. H., & Lysaker, J. T. (2010). Schizophrenia and alterations in
self-experience: A comparison of 6 perspectives. Schizophrenia Bulletin,
36, 331–340. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbn077

Lysaker, P. H., Lysaker, J. T., & Lysaker, J. T. (2001). Schizophrenia and
the collapse of the dialogical self: Recovery, narrative and psychother-
apy. Psychotherapy: Theory, Research, Practice, Training, 38, 252–261.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-3204.38.3.252

Marsh, H. W., & Hocevar, D. (1985). Application of confirmatory factor
analysis to the study of self-concept: First- and higher-order factor
models and their invariance across groups. Psychological Bulletin, 97,
562–582. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.97.3.562

Marsh, H. W., Parada, R. H., & Ayotte, V. (2004). A multidimensional
perspective of relations between self-concept (Self Description Ques-
tionnaire II) and adolescent mental health (Youth Self-Report). Psycho-
logical Assessment, 16, 27–41. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.16
.1.27

Marshall, C., Denny, E., Cadenhead, K. S., Cannon, T. D., Cornblatt, B. A.,
McGlashan, T. H., . . . Addington, J. (2014). The content of attenuated
psychotic symptoms in those at clinical high risk for psychosis. Psychi-
atry Research, 219, 506–512. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014
.06.023

McDonald, R. P. (1989). An index of goodness-of-fit based on noncen-
trality. Journal of Classification, 6, 97–103. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
BF01908590

Meade, A. W., Johnson, E. C., & Braddy, P. W. (2008). Power and
sensitivity of alternative fit indices in tests of measurement invariance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 568–592. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.93.3.568

Miller, G. A. (Ed.). (1995). The behavioral high-risk paradigm in psycho-
pathology. New York, NY: Springer. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-
4612-4234-5

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

24 CICERO, NEIS, KLAUNIG, AND TRASK

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.20.1.70
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.20.1.70
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.51.2.215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4234-5_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4234-5_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.1.129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.1.129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0057532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.114.1.170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0b013e31825bfd6f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0b013e31825bfd6f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbn083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0025178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbp043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbp043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2008.07.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2008.07.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.107.4.558
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbu186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jclp.10078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jclp.10078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/20.1.121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.9.4.452
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/psyc.65.3.197.20174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbn077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-3204.38.3.252
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.97.3.562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.16.1.27
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.16.1.27
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.06.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.06.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01908590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01908590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4234-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4234-5


Miller, T. J., McGlashan, T. H., Rosen, J. L., Cadenhead, K., Ventura, J.,
McFarlane, W., . . . Woods, S. W. (2003). Prodromal assessment with
the structured interview for prodromal syndromes and the scale of
prodromal symptoms: Predictive validity, interrater reliability, and train-
ing to reliability. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 29, 703–715. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a007040

Møller, P., Haug, E., Raballo, A., Parnas, J., & Melle, I. (2011). Exami-
nation of anomalous self-experience in first-episode psychosis: Interrater
reliability. Psychopathology, 44, 386–390. http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/
000325173

Møller, P., & Husby, R. (2000). The initial prodrome in schizophrenia:
Searching for naturalistic core dimensions of experience and behavior.
Schizophrenia Bulletin, 26, 217–232. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordjournals.schbul.a033442

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2015). Mplus user’s guide (7th
ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.

Nelson, B. (2013). Varieties of self-disturbance: A prism through which to
view mental disorder. Early Intervention in Psychiatry, 7, 231–234.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12080

Nelson, B., Fornito, A., Harrison, B. J., Yücel, M., Sass, L. A., Yung,
A. R., . . . McGorry, P. D. (2009). A disturbed sense of self in the
psychosis prodrome: Linking phenomenology and neurobiology. Neu-
roscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 33, 807–817. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.01.002

Nelson, B., Thompson, A., Chanen, A. M., Amminger, G. P., & Yung,
A. R. (2013). Is basic self-disturbance in ultra-high risk for psychosis
(‘prodromal’) patients associated with borderline personality pathology?
Early Intervention in Psychiatry, 7, 306–310. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
eip.12011

Nelson, B., Thompson, A., & Yung, A. R. (2012). Basic self-disturbance
predicts psychosis onset in the ultra high risk for psychosis “prodromal”
population. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 38, 1277–1287. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1093/schbul/sbs007

Nordgaard, J., & Parnas, J. (2014). Self-disorders and the schizophrenia
spectrum: A study of 100 first hospital admissions. Schizophrenia Bul-
letin, 40, 1300–1307. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbt239

Park, S., & Nasrallah, H. A. (2014). The varieties of anomalous self
experiences in schizophrenia: Splitting of the mind at a crossroad.
Schizophrenia Research, 152, 1–4. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres
.2013.11.036

Parnas, J. (2011). A disappearing heritage: The clinical core of schizophre-
nia. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 37, 1121–1130. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/
schbul/sbr081

Parnas, J., Carter, J., & Nordgaard, J. (2016). Premorbid self-disorders and
lifetime diagnosis in the schizophrenia spectrum: A prospective high-
risk study. Early Intervention in Psychiatry, 10, 45–53. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/eip.12140

Parnas, J., & Handest, P. (2003). Phenomenology of anomalous self-
experience in early schizophrenia. Comprehensive Psychiatry, 44, 121–
134. http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/comp.2003.50017

Parnas, J., & Henriksen, M. G. (2014). Disordered self in the schizophrenia
spectrum: A clinical and research perspective. Harvard Review of Psychi-
atry, 22, 251–265. http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/HRP.0000000000000040

Parnas, J., Møller, P., Kircher, T., Thalbitzer, J., Jansson, L., Handest, P.,
& Zahavi, D. (2005). EASE: Examination of Anomalous Self-
Experience. Psychopathology, 38, 236–258. http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/
000088441

Raballo, A., & Parnas, J. (2011). The silent side of the spectrum: Schizo-
typy and the schizotaxic self. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 37, 1017–1026.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbq008

Raballo, A., & Parnas, J. (2012). Examination of anomalous self-
experience: Initial study of the structure of self-disorders in schizophre-
nia spectrum. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 200, 577–583.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0b013e31825bfb41

Raine, A. (1991). The SPQ: A scale for the assessment of schizotypal
personality based on DSM–III–R criteria. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 17,
555–564. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/17.4.555

Rodebaugh, T. L., Woods, C. M., & Heimberg, R. G. (2007). The reverse
of social anxiety is not always the opposite: The reverse-scored items of
the social interaction anxiety scale do not belong. Behavior Therapy, 38,
192–206. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2006.08.001

Rodebaugh, T. L., Woods, C. M., Heimberg, R. G., Liebowitz, M. R., &
Schneier, F. R. (2006). The factor structure and screening utility of the
Social Interaction Anxiety Scale. Psychological Assessment, 18, 231–
237. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.18.2.231

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Rubio, D. M., Berg-Weger, M., & Tebb, S. S. (2001). Using structural
equation modeling to test for multidimensionality. Structural Equation
Modeling, 8, 613–626. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0804_06

Sass, L. A. (2014). Self-disturbance and schizophrenia: Structure, speci-
ficity, pathogenesis (Current issues, new directions). Schizophrenia Re-
search, 152, 5–11. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2013.05.017

Sass, L. A., & Parnas, J. (2003). Schizophrenia, consciousness, and the
self. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 29, 427–444. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordjournals.schbul.a007017

Sass, L. A., & Pienkos, E. (2013). Varieties of self-experience: A compar-
ative phenomenology of melancholia, mania, and schizophrenia, Part I.
Journal of Consciousness Studies, 20(7–8), 103–130.

Stinson, D. A., Wood, J. V., & Doxey, J. R. (2008). In search of clarity:
Self-esteem and domains of confidence and confusion. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 34, 1541–1555. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167208323102

Torbet, G., Schulze, D., Fiedler, A., & Reuter, B. (2015). Assessment of
self-disorders in a non-clinical population: Reliability and association
with schizotypy. Psychiatry Research, 228, 857–865. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.psychres.2015.05.011

Uhlhaas, P. J., & Mishara, A. L. (2007). Perceptual anomalies in schizo-
phrenia: Integrating phenomenology and cognitive neuroscience.
Schizophrenia Bulletin, 33, 142–156. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/
sbl047

Vollmer-Larsen, A., Handest, P., & Parnas, J. (2007). Reliability of mea-
suring anomalous experience: The Bonn Scale for the Assessment of
Basic Symptoms. Psychopathology, 40, 345–348. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1159/000106311

Watson, D. (2001). Dissociations of the night: Individual differences in
sleep-related experiences and their relation to dissociation and schizo-
typy. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 110, 526–535. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0021-843X.110.4.526

Zanarini, M. C., Skodol, A. E., Bender, D., Dolan, R., Sanislow, C.,
Schaefer, E., . . . Gunderson, J. G. (2000). The Collaborative Longitu-
dinal Personality Disorders Study: Reliability of Axis I and II diagnoses.
Journal of Personality Disorders, 14, 291–299. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1521/pedi.2000.14.4.291

Received August 3, 2015
Revision received February 3, 2016

Accepted February 4, 2016 �

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

25INVENTORY OF ANOMALOUS SELF-EXPERIENCES

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a007040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a007040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000325173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000325173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a033442
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a033442
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbs007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbs007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbt239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2013.11.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2013.11.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbr081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbr081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/comp.2003.50017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/HRP.0000000000000040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000088441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000088441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbq008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NMD.0b013e31825bfb41
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/17.4.555
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2006.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.18.2.231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0804_06
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2013.05.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a007017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.schbul.a007017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167208323102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167208323102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2015.05.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2015.05.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbl047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbl047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000106311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000106311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.110.4.526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.110.4.526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/pedi.2000.14.4.291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/pedi.2000.14.4.291

	The Inventory of Psychotic-Like Anomalous Self-Experiences (IPASE): Development and Validation
	Study 1: Item Generation and Scale Refinement
	Study 1 Method
	Participants
	Initial item pool

	Study 1 Results and Discussion

	Study 2: Confirmation of Factor Structure and Initial Construct Validity
	Study 2 Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Anomalous self-experiences
	Self-concept
	Psychotic-like experiences (PLEs)
	Dissociation

	Procedure

	Study 2 Results and Discussion
	Data analysis
	CFA and model comparisons
	Measurement invariance by sex
	Correlations with self-processing
	Correlations with psychotic-like experiences


	Study 3: Validation in an At-Risk Sample
	Study 3 Method
	Participants
	Positive schizotypy group
	Negative schizotypy group
	Psychometric control group

	Procedure

	Study 3 Results and Discussion

	Study 4: Validation in a Clinical Sample
	Study 4 Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Diagnosis
	Anomalous self-experience

	Procedure

	Study 4 Results and Discussion

	General Discussion
	References


