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Abstract

In the present study we present Brazilian normative ratings of pleasantness and relevance for a sample of German adjectives, with
the aim of contributing to the development of psychosocial and neuropsychological instruments, among other related fields. Three
judges validated a preliminary list of 186 German adjectives translated to Brazilian Portuguese. A coefficient of content validity
(CCV) was obtained to evaluate the degree of agreement among the judges in two dimensions: equivalence and clearness. The final
list contained 136 items. The CCV for the aggregate of the 136 adjectives was .90 for equivalence and .91 for clearness. These
adjectives were subsequently rated for pleasantness and relevance by 385 Brazilian participants aged 17 to 68 years. The Brazilian
ratings were compatible with the original German ratings. Agreement frequency was 73-99% for pleasantness and 44-96% for
relevance. These norms may be useful for both national and cross-cultural studies between Germany and Brazil and can be used in
a wide range of fields including social cognition, cognitive psychology, and clinical neuropsychology. Importantly, items from this
list of adjectives can be used to develop instruments to assess memory, language, and mental representations, among other cognitive

processes. Keywords: pleasantness, relevance, word lists, cross-cultural research, neuropsychological assessment.
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Introduction

Neuropsychological assessment can be conducted
based on a set of clinical and experimental procedures
such as interviews, observations, clinical or ecological
tasks and standardized performance, and functional
cognition tests (for review, see Lezak, Howieson, &
Loring, 2004; Strauss, Sherman, & Spreen, 20006).
To accurately adapt verbal stimuli to assess cognitive
processes or social cognitive abilities, obtaining norms
for word and sentence-level lists is essential. In Brazil,
words for which norms have been obtained have been
rated with regard to semantic association in children
(Salles, Holderbaum, & Machado, 2009) and college
students (Salles et al., 2008). In these specific studies,
the authors considered semantic association as (1)
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association strength (i.e., which word is retrieved from
memory after presentation of a target word) and (2) the
number of words generated for each previously presented
target word. Normative data have also been established
for concreteness with words evaluated according to
levels of abstraction or concreteness (Janczura, Castilho,
Rocha, van Erven, & Huang, 2007). These norms are
especially important for researchers who work with
memory and language. Concrete words are theoretically
more easily retrieved and recognized in lexical decision
tasks (see Janczura et al., 2007). Semantic association
norms are also useful when working with the semantic
priming paradigm in which processing the target is
facilitated by the prime when prime and target are
semantically related. In addition to linguistic and
mnemonic processes, Santos, Silveira, Gomes, and Stein
(2009) recently provided affective norms for the verbal
material included in the Brazilian version of the Deese-
Roediger-McDermott (DRM) paradigm (Stein, Feix, &
Rohenkohl, 2006). To the best of our knowledge, this
was the first study to provide such normative ratings
of pleasantness for Brazilian-Portuguese words, thus
accomplishing emotional processes.

Considering the scarce norms for emotional verbal
stimuli mainly with regard to social and emotional aspects,
the present study sought to provide normative ratings of
pleasantness and relevance for a set of adjectives used
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in Germany in experimental studies of social cognition.
This interdisciplinary field combines methods and
theoretical models from cognitive psychology, cognitive
neuroscience, and social psychology. One important
issue in this field concerns the dual-process models of
automatic versus controlled components (for review, see
Lieberman, 2007). In this study, automatic processes
were the main focus and represented the thoughts and
concepts that people cannot control and generally are not
aware of feeling or thinking.

Within these automatic social-cognitive processes,
emotional connotations of words are an important
domain to be considered when planning experimental or
clinical tasks that investigate cognitive processes such
as attention, memory, mental representations, lexical
abilities, executive function, and emotional processing.
Pleasantness and relevance are aspects related to
emotional connotations of words, which are briefly
reviewed below.

Pleasantness

Pleasantness refers to the domain of emotionality
related to verbal material (e.g., words). Therefore, one
may categorize words as positive/pleasant, neutral, or
negative/unpleasant. Studies have demonstrated that
the affective connotations of words may differentially
influence word processing. For example, for researchers
in the field of neuropsychology, the emotional valence
of a word is related to enhanced memory recovery (e.g.,
Kensinger & Corkin, 2003). Individuals remembered
more negative words than neutral words mainly when
the valence was associated with arousal.

In the field of social cognition, words with affective
connotations have been used in experiments that
explored social attitudes such as prejudice. A popular
task used to investigate implicit social attitudes is the
affective priming or evaluative priming (Fazio, Jackson,
Dunton, & Williams, 1995). In this task, participants
work through a sequence of trials in which two stimuli
are presented: a prime and a target. The participants
must evaluate the valence of the target (i.e., whether it is
a positive or negative word). In the evaluative priming
paradigm, the prime and target are either evaluatively
congruent or incongruent. The prime is irrelevant
to the evaluation task but is said to be automatically
processed, thus influencing the participant’s decision
regarding the target’s pleasantness. Therefore, if the
prime and target share the same valence (i.e., they are
congruent), then the participant’s response latency is
faster because of facilitation than when they do not
share the same valence (i.e., they are incongruent).
Fazio et al. (1995) examined the automatic activation
of racial attitudes from memory. Photographs of white
and black individuals were used as primes and positive
and negative adjectives were used as targets. Among
the white participants, white faces further facilitated
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the evaluation of positive targets, whereas black faces
facilitated the evaluation of negative targets. The
authors concluded that the participants’ attitudes toward
black people were negative. Many other studies tested
the affective priming with social attitudes (Degner &
Wentura, 2011; Livingston & Brewer, 2002; Lowery,
Hardin, & Sinclair, 2001; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park,
2001). Norms of pleasantness for adjectives are then
important for researchers in the social cognition field.

International and national studies have generated
pleasantness (affective) norms for verbal materials.
Bradley and Lang (1999) provided emotional norms for
a large sample of English nouns rated in the dimensions
of pleasantness, arousal, and dominance. Bellezza,
Greenwald, and Banaji (1986) provided normative data
for 399 English words rated by male and female students
according to their pleasantness, imagery, and frequency.
Gender differences with regard to pleasantness and
association norms for 101 English words were explored
by Silverstein and Dienstbier (1968). In a recent study,
Eilola and Havelka (2010) provided affective norms
for a list of 210 English and Finnish nouns. Ratings
for pleasantness, concreteness, and familiarity were
collected from English and Finnish participants. In
addition to pleasantness norms, the authors conducted
cross-linguistic comparisons among British English,
Finnish, and American ratings. In Brazil, Santos et al.
(2009) established affective norms for the Brazilian
version of the Deese-Roediger-McDermott (DRM)
paradigm (Stein at al., 2006). This paradigm includes 44
lists of 15 words that are semantically related to a critical
word. Later, Stein and Gomes (2009) complemented
the affective norms with norms of concreteness,
word frequency, and semantic association. Word lists
generally include mainly nouns and do not consider
adjectives.

Relevance

Relevance is a dimension associated with words
that have been recently explored in studies of social
attitudes. Specifically, prejudice is a research area in
which the relevance domain has been explored. The
idea is that prejudice is better defined as a complex
social phenomenon that encompasses a wide range of
negative reactions toward out-groups than as a one-
dimensional attitude like positive vs. negative or I
like it vs. I do not like it (Degner, Wentura, Gniewosz,
& Noack, 2007; Degner & Wentura, 2011; Mackie,
Devos, & Smith, 2000; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007).
Researchers debate that beyond wvalence, different
negativity types may be activated at the automatic
processing level. Degner et al. (2007) and Degner and
Wentura (2011) proposed a differentiation known as
the possessor-relevance vs. other-relevance distinction.
This differentiation is based on the distinction between
other vs. self profitability, which was first introduced
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by Peeters (1983; see also Peeters & Czapinski, 1990).
Peeters theorized that the evaluative meaning of a trait
does not depend solely on its valence (i.e., positive
vs. negative) but also on the trait’s adaptive value for
humans in general. A trait can be considered positive or
negative while having adaptive value for the trait holder
or social context. Within this perspective, prejudice is
characterized as a negative attitude in two domains: (1)
possessor-relevant domain (i.e., negativity associated
with traits that are related to the target person such as
being depressive and lonely) and (2) other-relevant
domain (i.e., negativity associated with traits that are
related to the target person and harmful to others who
interact with such a person such as aggression and
dishonesty). Other-relevance is related to derogation
and hostility toward social groups that are negatively
perceived as threatening to the social context (e.g.,
Turkish people in Germany who are socially perceived
as hostile; Degner et al., 2007; Degner & Wentura,
2011). Possessor-relevance is associated with feelings
of pity toward social groups such as older persons
who are perceived as worthless, weak, or incompetent
(Degner & Wentura, 2011).

The possessor-relevance vs. other-relevance
distinction has been tested in studies that assessed
the differentiation of implicit prejudice by using the
Affective Priming paradigm (Fazio et al., 1995). In
Germany, for example, prejudice toward Turks, elderly
persons, and homeless people has been assessed through
the evaluative priming task (Degner & Wentura, 2011).
The main goal of the study was to determine whether
the attitudes toward these social groups were negative
and, if so, what relevance type would be automatically
activated in response to group exemplars. The findings
confirmed that negativity was associated with elderly
persons and Turks. Importantly, the results indicated that
this negativity was reflected in the priming effects based
on possessor-relevant targets (i.e., older persons) and
other-relevant targets (i.e., Turks). This means that as
assessed implicitly, attitudes match how elderly persons
and Turks are socially perceived (i.e., weak, lonely,
worthless, nonthreatening with former, and hostile and
threatening with the latter).

Materials used in affective priming experiments
that evaluated prejudice differentiation include frontal
portraits as primes (e.g., portraits of older persons vs.
portraits of young persons) and words as targets. The
words are positive and negative adjectives that can be
further classified as either possessor-relevant or other-
relevant (Degner et al., 2007; Degner & Wentura, 2011).
Such a target set contains 20 German adjectives with
five to eight letters and was developed by Wentura,
Kulfanek, and Greve (2005) who selected the adjectives
from a normative list of 908 adjectives (Hager,
Mecklenbrauker, Moller, & Westermann, 1985; Moller
& Hager, 1991) based on their pleasantness values. The
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absolute values were 50 or more on a scale that ranged
from —100 to +100. They later generated normative
data (Wentura, Rothermund, & Bak, 1998) in which in
addition to being positive and negative, the adjectives
had possessor-relevant and other-relevant meanings.

One can establish relevance norms by training
a small group of participants with clear and detailed
explanations  regarding the possessor-relevance
vs. other-relevance distinction. Ensuring that the
participants recognize the distinction without any doubts
is important. The reliability of categorizations may be
estimated with Cronbach’s alpha by taking the raters
as items. The other possibility is to collect normative
data using untrained participants such as in large-
scale data collection studies that utilize questionnaires.
In this case, one must provide explanations of the
possessor-relevance vs. other-relevance distinction
using a questionnaire instruction and observe how
categorization is carried out. Although clearly in this
case, error variance will occur, this is a valuable way
of establishing relevance norms because it provides
evidence of how ingrained the distinction is in ordinary
language psychology. However, because of the resulting
error variance, categorizations should be checked
for non-randomness (i.e., participants understand the
distinction and securely categorize items). Another
aspect that must be emphasized is that beyond the way
of collecting normative data, the instructions provided
to the participants may also influence the participants’
categorizations.  Developing  instructions  that
communicate well the relevance distinction is crucial.
In the present study we obtained normative relevance
data by using questionnaires.

Although ratings of pleasantness for Brazilian-
Portuguese nouns are available (Santos et al., 2009;
Stein & Gomes, 2009), Brazil still lacks norms for
relevance. Therefore, conducting studies on the
assessment of implicit prejudice and its differentiation
that are comparable to studies performed in Germany is
impossible. Establishing Brazilian norms of relevance for
the words is clearly needed, specifically for adjectives
that have been used in German experiments (Degner et
al., 2007; Degner & Wentura, 2011; Wentura & Degner,
2010; Wentura et al., 2005). Thus, experiments on
prejudice and its differentiation can be executed in Brazil,
allowing for comparisons between Germany and Brazil.

Considering the need for normative data for
adjectives regarding pleasantness and relevance within
the same investigation, the present study sought to (a)
generate a valid list of Brazilian-Portuguese adjectives
(based on the German list by Wentura, Rothermund, &
Bak, 1998), (b) establish Brazilian norms of pleasantness
and relevance for the generated list of valid Brazilian-
Portuguese adjectives, and (¢) compare the Brazilian
norms of the words included in the target set of Wentura
et al. (2005) with the original German norms.
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Overview

In the present study we sought to establish Brazilian
norms for ratings of pleasantness and relevance for a
sample of adjectives. These adjectives comprise an
existing German list that includes the target set by
Wentura et al. (2005). The final norms were generated
in two phases. In Phase 1 we translated and validated
to Brazilian-Portuguese an existing set of 186 German
adjectives. In Phase 2 we generated the Brazilian norms
of pleasantness and relevance. Finally, we compared the
Brazilian norms with the German norms to generate a list
of emotional adjectives that clinicians and researchers
can use as standardized stimuli when developing social
cognitive or neuropsychological tasks.

Methods

Participants

The sample included 385 participants. Because
we were interested in college students and adults, we
decided on two criteria to calculate the sample size: (1)
participants should be from Porto Alegre (Rio Grande do
Sul, Brazil) and (2) have studied for at least 11 years. We
considered a 5% error rate'. The participants consisted
of 270 women and 111 men (four missing cases) with
a median age of 25 years (range, 17-68 years). They
were either college students from public and private
universities and different faculties (i.e., Psychology,
Nutrition, Nursing, Dentistry, Publicity, Journalism,
Public Relations, Linguistics, Philosophy, Sports, Law,
Sociology, and Agronomy) or adults with at least an
undergraduate level of education (i.e., psychologists,
engineers, journalists, historians, biologists, and
nurses). Median years of education of participants was
16 (range, 11-24 years).

Materials

In Phase 1 we used a list of 186 German adjectives
elaborated by Wentura etal. (1998) based on the 908 norm
list by Hager et al. (1985) and Méller and Hager (1991).
The list contained the 20 adjectives of the Wentura et
al. (2005) target set. We initially translated the adjective
list to Brazilian-Portuguese. Some words could not be
translated in a one-to-one manner. Thus, some German
words (n = 9) were translated into Brazilian-Portuguese
as expressions (e.g., humorlos - sem senso de humor).
We presented the translated list to be evaluated so that
the German adjective was paired with its Brazilian-

'According to the data provided by the Brazilian Institute
of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) — Results of the
Demographic Census, 2000 - Malha municipal digital do
Brasil: 2001 (available at Cidades@/IBGE - www.ibge.gov.
br/cidadesat). In Porto Alegre there are 303,476 inhabitants
who are more than 10 years old and have studied between 11
and 14 years. There are also 164,151 inhabitants who are 10
years old or more and have studied for 15 years or more.
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Portuguese translation (e.g., schén — bonito). Each
adjective was rated on a 5-point scale according to two
criteria, equivalence and clearness (Cassepp-Borges,
Balbinotti, & Teodoro, 2010). Equivalence refers to the
precision of the translation from German to Brazilian-
Portuguese (i.e., the adjective is precisely translated
from German to Brazilian-Portuguese). Clearness refers
to how clear the adjective is when translated to Brazilian-
Portuguese (i.e., the translated adjective is clear and
understandable to the study population). A higher rating
of the adjective indicates higher equivalence to the
German version and a clearer translation to Brazilian-
Portuguese. We provided space at the end of the list for
the judges to write their suggestions.

Three bilingual judges’ rated the translated
adjectives on a 5-point scale according to the two
aforementioned criteria, equivalence and clearness®. The
judges evaluated the list in two rounds. They first rated
all 186 translated adjectives. Their evaluations were
then analyzed, and suggestions were made for 40 listed
adjectives. Based on these suggestions, a second list
that contained only those 40 adjectives was generated,
which the judges then reevaluated.

To validate the German list of adjectives translated
to Brazilian-Portuguese, we followed the procedure
suggested by Hernandez-Nieto (2002) and described
by Cassepp-Borges et al. (2010). These authors
recommended using a coefficient of content validity
(CCV), which evaluates the amount of agreement
among the judges. The judges must rate a series of
items on a S5-point scale according to three areas:
language clearness, item adequacy, and theoretical
relevance. These recommendations best suit validating
psychological instruments such as scales and
questionnaires. However, because the aim of the present
study was to validate a list of words, we opted for the
two areas of equivalence and clearness. The judges thus
did not rate the adjective list according to theoretical
relevance. We accepted only items with a mean above
4 (on a scale from 1 to 5) for equivalence and clearness
(i.e., CCV > .80). To avoid evaluation bias, we also
calculated an error*.

’The judges were three bilingual Brazilians (two men
and one woman) who were fluent in German and Brazilian
Portuguese. They were 25, 39, and 60 years old. They all had
graduated and studied for at least 17 years. Two of the judges
were German teachers, and one was a native German speaker.

3The instructions given to judges included the following:
(1) Equivalence, referring to how accurate the translation is
from German to Portuguese (i.e., was the adjective translated
accurately [is equivalent] from German into Portuguese? At
what level? (2) Clearness, referring to how clear each adjective
was translated (i.e., is the translated adjective sufficiently clear,
understandable, and appropriate for the study population? At
what level?).
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After completing the analysis of the CCV, we
eliminated 30 adjectives because their CCV did not reach
.80 in either equivalence or clearness. We excluded
another five adjectives, three because they were missing
responses from one of the three judges and the other two
because they lacked a proper translation into Brazilian-
Portuguese. The list then consisted of 151 adjectives.
After controlling for synonyms, the final list for Phase
2 contained 136 valid Brazilian-Portuguese adjectives.
The CCV for the aggregate of the 136 adjectives was .90
for equivalence and .91 for clearness.

Procedure

We used the list of 136 adjectives validated for
Brazilian-Portuguese from Phase 1 in Phase 2. Each
listed adjective was rated according to its pleasantness
and relevance. Pleasantness was rated on a 7-point
scale, from -3 for “very negative” to +3 for “very
positive.” Relevance was evaluated according to three
categories: “‘possessor-relevant,” “0,” and ‘“other-
relevant.” Option “0” was used when participants could
not decide between possessor-relevance and other-
relevance. However, we instructed the participants to
avoid as much as possible answering with “0” and label
each adjective as either possessor-relevant or other-
relevant. We included questions in the list that asked
for demographic information such as gender, age, years
of education, faculty, and profession. We randomized
the final list of 136 adjectives four times to create four
different test forms.

In groups of approximately 20 persons each, the
participants rated the list of 136 Brazilian-Portuguese
adjectives in two steps. First, they rated the adjectives
according to their pleasantness. We instructed them
to read each adjective and then decide whether it was
negative or positive’. Once they finished this step, they
rated the list according to the relevance associated
with the adjectives. We told the participants to first
think about the pleasantness of each adjective. If the
adjective was positive, they should then consider which
of the following would be better: if they have the trait
or if someone with whom they have a relationship has
the trait. For example, with intelligence, which of the
following is best for you: that you yourself are intelligent
or that someone with whom you have a relationship
is intelligent? If the adjective was negative, then the
participants should think of which of the following
would be worse for them: that they have the trait or
that someone with whom they have a relationship has
the trait. With aggression, for example, which of the
following is worse for you: that you yourself are

“The error is calculated with the following formula in
which J represents the number of judges who evaluated the
item (Cassepp-Borges et al., 2010): Y
The calculated error was .04 (i.e., 1/27). Pe= (7)
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aggressive or that someone with whom you have a
relationship is aggressive toward you? If they thought
that it would be better/worse to have the trait, then they
should rate the adjective as possessor-relevant. If instead
they thought it would be better/worse that someone with
whom they have a relationship has the trait, then they
should rate the adjective as other-relevant.

The Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do
Sul Ethics Committee (Institutional Review Board)
approved the present study. Participants provided
written informed consent prior to data collection.

Results

Prior to the analysis, we calculated an estimate
index of sensitivity separately for pleasantness and
relevance based on Signal Detection Theory (SDT).
This index indicates the proportion of correct answers
that the participants gave when evaluating the adjectives
by considering the German norms. Hits were correctly
categorized positive or other-relevant words, respectively,
and false alarms were incorrectly categorized negative
or possessor-relevant words. The index varied from —1
(100% of errors) to 1 (100% of hits). A higher value
indicates a higher proportion of hits.

We expected the sensitivity index to be lower for the
relevance domain. Pleasantness is a clearly defined domain
for evaluation. However, we assumed that relevance
would not be as clear a domain for the participants to
evaluate because they may not have previously heard of
relevance associated with adjectives. For this reason, we
established a cut-off point of .20 for selecting participants
with regard to the relevance domain. We thought that
due to the difficulty associated with this domain, the
participants with less than 20% correct answers probably
did not fully understand the instructions. Once we
selected the individuals who answered at least 20% of
the items correctly, the final sample for the relevance
domain consisted of 210 participants. We did not use
such a cut-off for the pleasantness domain; thus, its
final sample included 385 participants. The mean of the
sensitivity index for pleasantness was .86 (SD = .10) and
for relevance was .42 (SD = .16).

After this analysis, we calculated the Brazilian
means (and standard deviations/proportions) for
ratings of pleasantness and relevance for each ofthe 136
adjectives. For this, we recoded the answer categories
for the items’ relevance into “1” for other-relevance,
“1.5” for neither, and “2” for possessor-relevance. The
complete rating set for the 136 words is presented in
Appendix A. To determine whether the categorization

The instructions given to the participants were the
following: We are interested in knowing whether the words
convey either positive or negative reactions or whether they
describe either positive or negative objects/contexts.
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of words was non-random, we performed a binomial
test (disregarding the null-ratings and with Bonferroni-
Holm adjustment) for each of the 136 adjectives
within the two dimensions of pleasantness and
relevance. With regard to pleasantness, the binomial
tests indicated non-randomness of categorizations for
all 136 adjectives. With regard to relevance, we found
random categorizations for 34/136 adjectives (see
Appendix A). Among these random categorized items,
12 were misclassified: just (justo), humane (humano),
compassionate (compassivo), loving (amoroso), nice
(simpatico), delicate (delicado), beloved (querido),
amiable (adoravel), interesting (interessante),
cowardly (covarde), slow (preguicoso), and lame
(letargico). Interestingly, these adjectives are either
other-relevant-positive or possessor-relevant-
negative. To verify whether the -categorizations
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of these types of adjectives were associated with
more noise, we subjected the means of relevance
for possessor-relevant-positive, possessor-relevant-
negative, other-relevant-positive, and other-relevant-
negative adjectives to a repeated-measures analysis of
variance (ANOVA). We found an adjective type effect
(F, 4540005 = 246.30, p < .001, * = .54). To further
explore the main effect of adjective type, we performed
the following planned contrasts: possessor-relevant-
positive vs. possessor-relevant-negative and other-
relevant-positive vs. other-relevant-negative. The
participants categorized possessor-relevant-positive
adjectives less ambiguously than possessor-relevant-
negative adjectives (,,, = 9.70, p < .001, d = 1.02).
With regard to other-relevant adjectives, negative
adjectives were less ambiguously categorized than

positive adjectives (¢, =—8.37, p <.001, d = —.85).

200

Table 1. German and Brazilian relevance norm values for the Wentura et al. (2005) 20-item target set

Other—Relevant items

Possessor—Relevant items

Germany* Brazil® Germany  Brazil
giitig/bondoso 1.06 1.43 begabt/talentoso b 1.89%
(kind) (talented)
treu/fiel 1.04 1.27* heiter/alegre b 1.82*
(faithful) (serene)
gerecht/justo 1.04 1.55 aktiv/ativo 1.83 1.88*
(just) (active)
ehrlich/honesto 1.23 1.44 schén/bonito 1.90 1.81%
(honest) (beautiful)
zdrtlich/carinhoso 1.14 1.36* gesund/saudavel 2.00 1.96*
(affectionate) (healthy)
grausam/cruel 1.00 1.09%* einsam/solitario 1.99 1.71%
(cruel) (lonely)
boshaft/malicioso 1.01 1.22% lustlos/apatico 1.94 1.51
(malicious) (listless)
gemein/malvado 1.01 1.12% leblos/apagado 2.00 1.55
(mean) (lifeless)
geizig/avarento 1.15 1.20%* unfidhig/incapaz 1.75 1.68%
(miserly) (incapable)
gierig/ganancioso 1.40 1.25% deprimiert/deprimido 1.98 1.66*
(greedy) (depressed)
Mean 1.11 1.29 Mean 1.92 1.75
(SD) (.13) (.15) (SD) (.09) (.15)

*Values ranging from 1 (other-relevance) to 2 (possessor-relevance) with 1.5 as the midpoint.

"The words talented (begabt/talentoso) and serene (heiter/alegre) were not included in the norm values of Wentura et al. (1998)
used as the standard for comparison for the Brazilian norm values.

*Number of possessor vs. other categorizations significantly different from 0.5 chance probability (overall alpha = .05;

Bonferroni-Holm adjustment for multiple testing).
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Table 2. German and Brazilian pleasantness norm values for the Wentura et al. (2005) 20-item target set
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Positive Germany® Brazil Negative Germany  Brazil
giitig/bondoso 51 2.25% grausam/cruel -84 -2.88%*
(kind) (cruel)

treu/fiel 62 2.51% boshaft/malicioso =72 -1.78*
(faithful) (malicious)

gerecht/justo 60 2.58* gemein/malvado -66 -2.66*
(just) (mean)

ehrlich/honesto 74 2.69%* geizig/avarento -61 -2.36*
(honest) (miserly)

zértlich/carinhoso 80 2.35% gierig/ganancioso -60 -2.23%
(affectionate) (greedy)

begabt/talentoso 49 2.19%* einsam/solitario -60 -1.40*
(talented) (lonely)

heiter/alegre 56 2.37* lustlos/apatico -52 -1.66*
(serene) (listless)

aktiv/ativo 60 2.02* leblos/apagado -52 -1.17*
(active) (lifeless)

schon/bonito 77 1.64* unfahig/incapaz -50 -2.27*
(beautiful) (incapable)

gesund/saudavel 79 2.46* deprimiert/deprimido -59 -1.99%
(healthy) (depressed)

Mean 65 2.31 Mean -62 -2.04
(SD) (12) (.40) (SD) (10) (.50)

*According to Hager et al. (1985) and Moller, & Hager (1991). Values range from -100 (very negative) to 100 (very positive).
"Values range from -3 (very negative) to 3 (very positive).
*Number of possessor vs. other categorizations significantly different from 0.5 chance probability (overall alpha = .05;

Bonferroni-Holm adjustment for multiple testing).

Table 3. Frequency of agreement among Brazilian participants with German norms of pleasantness (pleasant/unpleasant) and

relevance (possessor/other-relevance) for the Wentura et al. (2005) 20 item target set

Positive N? f(%)° Negative N f(%)
giitig/bondoso 377 98 grausam/cruel 382 99
(kind) (cruel)

treu/fiel 365 95 boshaft/malicioso 364 86
(faithful) (malicious)

gerecht/justo 383 98 gemein/malvado 373 99
(just) (mean)

ehrlich/honesto 376 99 geizig/avarento 368 97
(honest) (miserly)

zartlich/carinhoso 383 98 gierig/ganancioso 375 92
(affectionate) (greedy)

begabt/talentoso 383 96 einsam/solitario 378 79
(talented) (lonely)
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Table 3. Continued
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Positive N? f(%)° Negative N f(%)
heiter/alegre 383 98 lustlos/apatico 381 88
(serene) (listless)

aktiv/ativo 378 94 leblos/apagado 379 73
(active) (lifeless)

schon/bonito 376 87 unfahig/incapaz 378 94
(beautiful) (incapable)

gesund/saudavel 382 97 deprimiert/deprimido 378 95
(healthy) (depressed)

Possesor relevant N f(%) Other relevant N (%)
begabt/talentoso 210 88 giitig/bondoso 210 56
(talented) (kind)

heiter/alegre 210 81 treu/fiel 197 72
(serene) (faithful)

aktiv/ativo 210 87 gerecht/justo 209 44
(active) (just)

schén/bonito 210 78 ehrlich/honesto 210 55
(beautiful) (honest)

gesund/saudavel 210 96 zartlich/carinhoso 209 63
(healthy) (affectionate)

einsam/solitario 204 70 grausam/cruel 210 90
(lonely) (cruel)

lustlos/apatico 207 47 boshaft/malicioso 196 73
(listless) (malicious)

leblos/apagado 204 52 gemein/malvado 209 88
(lifeless) (mean)

unfahig/incapaz 206 66 geizig/avarento 198 79
(incapable) (miserly)

deprimiert/deprimido 208 64 gierig/ganancioso 210 74
(depressed) (greedy)

“Total number of participants who rated the item.

"Percentage of participants who rated the item in agreement with the German norms.

The next step was to compare the German norms
for the 20 adjectives on the Wentura et al. (2005) target
set with the Brazilian norms of the same target set. In
Germany, valence norm values vary from —100 (very
negative) to 100 (very positive), and relevance norm
values vary from 1 (other-relevance) to 2 (possessor-
relevance). The Brazilian norms for valence vary from
-3 (very negative) to 3 (very positive) and for relevance
vary from 1 (other-relevance) to 2 (possessor-relevance).
Two adjectives from the German target set, “humane”
and “slow,” were evaluated differently in Brazil in terms
of their relevance. “Humane” was evaluated as other-
relevant in Germany (1.00) and possessor-relevant
in Brazil (1.54). “Slow” was evaluated as possessor-

relevant in Germany (1.85) and other-relevant in Brazil
(1.41). Because of such incompatibilities, we chose two
other adjectives to include in the target set: “faithful”
(other-relevant; Germany: 1.05; Brazil: 1.27) and
“depressed” (possessor-relevant; Germany: 1.98; Brazil:
1.66). Despite the incompatibility in the evaluation of
“just” (gerecht/justo) between the German and Brazilian
samples, we opted to retain this word because we believe
it is an example of a prototypical other-relevant item.
Table 1 presents the German and Brazilian relevance
norm values for the Wentura et al. (2005) 20-item
target set. Despite being correct, categorizations for the
adjectives “kind,” “honest,” “listless,” and “lifeless”
were random (i.e., with considerable error variance).



Pleasantness and relevance of Brazilian-Portuguese adjectives

Table 2 depicts the German and Brazilian pleasantness
norm values for the same target set with categorizations
for all of the set being correct and non-random.
Finally, Table 3 shows the frequency of agreement of
Brazilians with the German norms of pleasantness and
relevance. The data demonstrate that the values for the
Brazilian and German norms were overall compatible.
The pleasantness and relevance means for all of the
adjectives, with the exception of “just,” were within our
expected range, with agreement frequencies that ranged
from 44% to 99%. Again, the cells of other-relevant-
positive and possessor-relevant-negative adjectives
were noisier than the cells of other-relevant-negative
and possessor-relevant-positive adjectives.

Discussion

We structured this study into two phases. The
main goal of Phase 1 was to develop a valid list of
Brazilian adjectives based on an existing list of 186
German adjectives. From the original list of 186
German adjectives, 136 were correctly validated and
thus comprised the final list of Brazilian-Portuguese
adjectives to be evaluated in Phase 2. The exclusion
of 50 adjectives highlights the importance of this
adaptation process. The common practice of only
translating foreign stimuli and applying them to tasks
that assess social cognition, memory, language, and other
neurocognitive abilities can be harmful to an accurate
evaluation process (Acevedo et al., 2009; Fonseca,
Parente, Coté, & Joanette, 2007) even when they are
simple words (e.g., in the case of this study, adjectives
with emotional connotation). Validity evidence obtained
through the equivalence between Brazilian and German
adjectives is another index of the high quality of the
adaptation process, allowing for cross-cultural studies.

Phase 2 aimed to establish Brazilian norms for two
dimensions associated with the adjectives: pleasantness
(positive vs. negative) and relevance (possessor-
relevance vs. other-relevance). In Phase 2 we made
available the pleasantness and relevance norms for the
list of 136 German adjectives validated to Brazilian-
Portuguese during Phase 1. These norms were also
presented for the 20 adjectives of the investigated
German target set (Wentura et al., 2005). Compared
with the original target set, we retained 18 adjectives
and modified two (i.e., “slow” and “humane”) because
of incompatibilities in their relevance evaluation by
Brazilians and Germans. The two adjectives added to
the target set—*“faithful”” and “depressed”’—obtained the
same evaluation by the participants. These differences
in emotional judgment between Brazilian and German
participants through linguistic stimuli may show that
even paralinguistic aspects are culturally dependent.

The mode of establishing ratings of relevance did
appear to play a role in how our untrained participants
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categorized the adjectives. This is reflected by the
random categorizations observed for 34 adjectives from
the set of 136. However, having chosen to test untrained
participants with questionnaire instructions, error
variance in categorizations was expected as a result of
such a choice. Interestingly, noisy categorizations were
mainly common for possessor-relevant-negative and
other-relevant-positive adjectives (see Appendix A and
Table 3). In this case we asked whether the participants’
categorizations were biased by the specific instructions
we gave them concerning relevance. We instructed
the participants to first decide on the pleasantness
of the adjectives and then categorize them as either
possessor-relevant or other-relevant by answering the
following question: What is best/worst for you: that you
have the trait or that someone with whom you have a
relationship has the trait? The expression “with whom
you have a relationship” may have evoked a more
concrete representation of others with whom they relate
(e.g., parents, superiors, and teachers). Instructing the
participants to think of people they “potentially have to
interact with” may have been more useful. This could
have evoked a more abstract idea of a wider range of
potential interactions and a larger number of social
roles. For example, the adjective “just” was categorized
as possessor-relevant instead of other-relevant. “Just”
is a clear example of an other-relevant adjective. It
is good when people are just toward us. However,
emphasizing the relationship domain may have elicited
ambiguity. Although we want others to be just with us,
dealing with just decisions that are not necessarily good
for us can be difficult, such as when a parent makes a
just but severe decision. The same may have happened
with the categorizations of possessor-relevant-negative
adjectives. It is indeed bad if I am lifeless, but it may
be equally bad if someone close to me is lifeless. Thus,
having instructed the participants to think of people
with whom they had a relationship may have created
some ambiguity regarding their categorizations of
other-relevant-positive and possessor-relevant-negative
adjectives. This is interesting, especially in the domain
of the automatic evaluation process. In this case, one
could ask what really drives such a process (i.c., the
clear classification of a trait derived from an abstract
decomposing of its semantic meaning or the ambiguity
of the trait caused by spontancous associations).

The list of adjectives generated can be considered
valid and standardized for healthy adults in southern
Brazil. As described by some international studies, some
stimuli can be used to build experiments using behavioral
or neuroimaging methods. For example, functional
or emotional assessment scales can be developed
in Brazil such as an adaptation of the Automated
Neuropsychological Assessment Metrics (Johnson,
Vincent, Johnson, Gilliland, & Schlegel, 2008), which
includes dimensions of mood (vigor, depression,
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anxiety, happiness, among others). Additionally, the
provided list of 136 Brazilian-Portuguese adjectives
and their Brazilian norms of pleasantness and relevance
may be useful for future Brazilian researchers who may
conduct priming studies in which the targets are positive
(e.g., feliz, adordvel) and negative (e.g., manddo,
agressivo) adjectives. With regard to social cognition
within the field of automatic prejudice, the list offers
targets suited for investigating the other vs. possessor
distinction. Theory of mind abilities, which can be
considered an awareness of the relationship between
two or more people’s mental state that can lead behavior
(van Buijsen, Hendriks, Ketelaars, & Verhoeven, 2011),
could also be evaluated through these judgments of the
pleasantness and relevance of words that qualify nouns.

In addition to the possibility of contributing to
the development of scales, performance tests could be
constructed or adapted. For example, assessment of
facial expressions and emotions, a task that demands
perceptual, emotional, and memory abilities, may
benefit from the provided list. Adjectives such as alegre
(serene), apdtico (listless), and colérico (angry) from
this new Brazilian list may be associated with facial
expressions depicted in photographs (e.g., study by
Girardi, MacPherson, & Abrahams, 2011, inamyotrophic
lateral sclerosis patients). Language aspects as lexical-
semantic components and metacognitive abilities
that represent one of the executive functions could be
evaluated using a semantic judgment task with pairs of
adjectives as stimuli. In this case, patients with aphasia
or right-hemisphere communication impairment could
judge whether a relationship exists between the words
egoista (selfish) and avarento (stingy).

Functional neuroimaging experiments could
also utilize tasks with adjectives to verify activation
and deactivation during the reading of pleasant and
unpleasant emotional words (e.g., Herbert et al., 2009).
These authors found a preference for processing pleasant
content, followed by stronger activation in prefrontal
regions. Crosson et al. (2002) showed specific neural
connections between anterior frontal lobe and limbic
regions where the semantic processing of words with
emotional connotations occurs.

The applicability of the stimuli provided by this
newly available list of adjectives with emotional content
can be estimated. The present study was performed to
provide Brazilian normative data for a list of German
adjectives for only two aspects: emotional and social.
Therefore, this list can still be validated and standardized
with regard to other criteria such as arousal and the level
of semantic association with nouns, famous faces, and
familiarity, among others. We suggest that more studies
should be conducted to standardize lists of stimuli for
neuropsychological instruments in Brazil and Latin
America, contributing to the diagnostic process in
neurological and psychiatric populations.

Couto, Fonseca and Koller
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Appendix A. Brazilian norms of pleasantness (z = 385) and relevance (n = 210) for 136 Brazilian-Portuguese adjectives

Item (alphabetical order) Pleasantness M (SD) Relevance M (% of other, null, and possessor ratings)®
1. adoravel 2.11 (.83)* 1.53 (45, 3, 52)
2. afetuoso 2.15 (.90)* 1.44 (56, 1, 43)
3. agradavel 2.15 (78)* 1.49 (51, 1, 48)
4. agressivo -2.30 (.96)* 1.12 (88, 0, 12)*
5. alegre 2.37 (.85)* 1.82(17,2.0, 81)*
6. amargurado -2.25 (.84)* 1.55 (42, 5, 53)
7. amoroso 2.45 (.78)* 1.51 (49, 1.0, 50)
8. apagado -1.17 (1.04)* 1.55 (41,7, 52)
9. apatico -1.66 (.99)* 1.51 (44,9, 47)
10. arrogante -2.46 (.81)* 1.14 (85, 2, 13)*
11. ativo 2.02 (95)* 1.88 (11,2, 87)*
12. autoconfiante 1.94 (1.03)* 1.95 4, 1, 95)*
13. auténomo 1.61 (1.17)* 1.86 (10, 7, 83)*
14. autoritario -1.53 (1.34)* 1.25 (74, 2, 24)*
15. avarento -2.36 (91)* 1.20 (79, 2, 19)*
16. belicoso -1.76 (1.24)* 1.13 (81, 11, 8)*
17. bonachao 35 (1.45)* 1.35 (56, 18, 26)*
18. bondoso 2.25 (.80)* 1.43 (56, 2, 42)
19. bonito 1.64 ((.99)* 1.81 (15,7, 78)*
20. brigado -2.27 (.84)* 1.13 (87, 1, 12)*
21. brutal -2.62 (.77)* 1.86 (4, 19, 77)*
22. camarada 1.79 (.96)* 1.34 (65, 2,33)*
23. carinhoso 2.35 (73)* 1.36 (63, 1, 36)*
24. colérico -2.12 (1.04)* 1.20 (77, 6, 17)*
25. com boa auto-estima 2.31 (.90)* 1.96 (4, 0, 96)*
26. com consideraco 1.28 (1.70)* 1.25 (74, 2, 24)*
27. com senso de humor 2.29 (.85)* 1.40 (58, 5, 37)
28. compassivo (com 1.84 (1.12)* 1.53 (46, 2, 52)
compaixao)

29. compreensivo 2.22 (.89)* 1.38 (61, 2, 37)*
30. confiavel 2.49 ((92)* 1.42 (58, 1, 41)
31. contente 2.01 (.93)* 1.83 (17, 1, 82)*
32. cooperativo 2.42 (.81)* 1.26 (73, 1, 26)*
33. covarde -2.33 (.83)* 1.53 (45,4, 51)
34. criativo 2.25 (.80)* 1.86 (13, 2, 85)*
35. criminoso -2.80 (.61)* 1.16 (83, 2, 15)*
36. cruel -2.88 (49)* 1.09 (90, 1, 9)*

37. decadente -2.19 (.89)* 1.64 (32, 6, 62)*
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Item (alphabetical order) Pleasantness M (SD) Relevance M (% of other, null, and possessor ratings)®
38. decidido 2.29 (.85)* 1.94 (6, 0, 94)*
39. delicado 1.61 (95)* 1.52 (45, 5, 50)
40. dependente -1.47 (1.16)* 1.56 (42, 5, 53)
41. depressivo -2.25 (.92)* 1.62 (36, 4, 60)*
42. deprimido -1.99 (.93)* 1.66 (32, 4, 64)*
43. descontraido 1.62 (.97)* 1.62 (37,1, 62)*
44. desencorajado -1.61 (.88)* 1.64 (33, 5, 62)*
45. desonesto -2.77 (.52)* 1.18 (81, 1, 18)*
46. despreocupado .00 (1.42)* 1.66 (31, 7, 62)*
47. desumano -2.74 (.64)* 1.19 (80, 2, 18)*
48. determinado 2.38 ((78)* 1.96 (4, 0, 96)*
49. dissimulado -2.37 (91)* 1.12 (87, 2, 11)*
50. egoista -2.37 (.84)* 1.23 (76, 2, 22)*
51. empolgante 2.31 (.81)* 1.50 (49, 2, 49)
52. entediado -1.46 (94)* 1.61 (36, 5, 59)*
53. equilibrado 2.14 (99)* 1.78 (20, 3, 77)*
54. estimado 1.76 (1.04)* 1.76 (22, 3, 75)*
55. explorador -1.89 (1.75)* 1.24 (75, 2, 23)*
56. fanatico -1.48 (1.36)* 1.22 (75,7, 18)*
57. feliz 2.55 (70)* 1.93 (7, 1, 92)*
58. fiel 2.51 (.89)* 1.27 (72, 2, 26)*
59. flexivel 1.86 (.92)* 1.46 (53, 2, 45)
60. franco 2.22 (98)* 1.43 (57,0, 43)
61. frio -1.93 (1.10)* 1.23 (75, 4, 21)*
62. frustrado -2.03 (.96)* 1.73 (25, 3, 72)*
63. ganancioso -2.23 (1.13)* 1.25 (74, 2, 24)*
64. generoso 2.44 (.68)* 1.38 (61,2, 37)*
65. habil 1.97 (.87)* 1.92 (7, 1. 92)*
66. hipocrita -2.65 (.63)* 1.16 (82, 2, 16)*
67. honesto 2.69 (.70)* 1.44 (55, 2.0, 43)
68. hospitaleiro 1.94 (.88)* 1.33 (66, 2, 32)*
69. hostil -1.84 (1.40)* 1.10 (89, 2, 9)*
70. humano 2.35 (94)* 1.54 (42, 6, 52)
71. impiedoso -2.26 (1.14)* 1.15 (84, 2, 14)*
72. incapaz -2.27 (.95)* 1.68 (29, 5, 66)*
73. incorrigivel -2.11 (1.09)* 1.38 (60, 4, 36)*
74. independente 2.06 (.95)* 1.89 (10, 2, 88)*
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Item (alphabetical order) Pleasantness M (SD) Relevance M (% of other, null, and possessor ratings)®
75. inescrupuloso -2.63 (.82)* 1.16 (83, 2, 15)*
76. infeliz -2.50 (.87)* 1.70 (29, 3, 68)*
77. infiel -2.71 (.58)* 1.16 (82, 4, 14)*
78. injusto -2.69 (.56)* 1.18 (81, 2, 17)*
79. insistente (chato) -2.00 (1.03)* 1.12 (88, 0, 12)*
80. inteligente 2.52 (77)* 1.95 (5, 0, 95)*
81. interessante 2.06 (.88)* 1.59 (40, 2, 58)
82. intolerante -2.27 (.84)* 1.21 (78, 3, 19)*
83. invejoso -2.56 (.67)* 1.20 (78, 3, 19)*
84. irreconciliavel -2.18 (93)* 1.26 (71,7, 22)*
85. irresponsavel -2.32 (.79)* 1.30 (69, 2.0, 29)*
86. justo 2.58 ((70)* 1.55 (43, 3, 54)
87. letargico -1.54 (.96)* 1.40 (56, 8, 36)
88. livre 1.92 (1.12)* 1.92 (5,7, 88)*
89. maduro 2.09 (91)* 1.78 (20, 4, 76)*
90. maldoso -2.77 (.62)* 1.08 (90, 4, 6)*
91. malicioso -1.78 (1.19)* 1.22 (73, 8, 19)*
92. malquisto -2.08 (1.10)* 1.54 (44, 3, 53)
93. malvado -2.66 ((72)* 1.12 (87, 2, 11)*
94. mandao -1.61 (1.07)* 1.16 (82, 3, 15)*
95. mau -2.48 (.88)* 1.15 (82, 4, 14)*
96. mentiroso -2.64 (.68)* 1.14 (85, 2, 13)*
97. nao confiavel -2.63 (.66)* 1.10 (89, 1, 10)*
98. natural 1.58 (1.18)* 1.69 (24, 13, 63)*
99. nojento -2.50 (.88)* 1.25 (73, 3, 24)*
100. odiado -2.39 (.95)* 1.50 (48, 3, 49)
101. ofensivo -2.29 (1.01)* 1.11 (88, 3,9)*
102. otimista 2.42 (.86)* 1.86 (13, 2, 85)*
103. paciente 1.85 (1.00)* 1.48 (50, 2, 48)
104. persistente 2.15 (1.03)* 1.92 (7, 2,91)*
105. perspicaz 1.76 (1.08)* 1.86 (13, 2, 85)*
106. perverso -2.60 (.84)* 1.13 (86, 2, 12)*
107. preguigoso -1.70 (1.00)* 1.41 (57,4, 39)
108. querido 2.11 (.92)* 1.59 (40, 2.0, 58)
109. racista -2.74 (.65)* 1.23 (77,1, 22)*
110. raivoso -2.45 (.78)* 1.17 (82, 3, 15)*

111. rancoroso -2.51 (.75)* 1.30 (68, 4, 28)*
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Appendix A. continued

Item (alphabetical order) Pleasantness M (SD) Relevance M (% of other, null, and possessor ratings)®
112. repulsivo -2.40 (.87)* 1.21 (76, 5, 19)*
113. responsavel 2.53 (\72)* 1.74 (25, 2, 73)*
114. sabio 2.64 (.69)* 1.87 (12, 2, 86)*
115. sadico -2.36 (1.00)* 1.15 (84, 2.0, 14)*
116. satisfeito 1.78 (1.03)* 1.90 (8, 3, 89)*
117. saudavel 2.46 (81)* 1.96 (4, 0, 96)*
118. sem consideragdo -2.34 (.83)* 1.18 (81, 2, 17)*
119. sem criatividade -1.29 (1.03)* 1.60 (38, 5,57)
120. sem senso critico (acritico) -1.68 (1.20)* 1.53 (45,4, 51)
121. sem senso de humor -1.66 (1.19)* 1.25 (74, 3, 23)*
122. sem vontade -1.69 (1.00)* 1.60 (38, 4, 58)
123. sensivel 1.63 ((.99)* 1.42 (55, 4, 41)
124. simpatico 227 (75)* 1.58 (41, 2, 57)
125. sincero 2.62 (.65)* 1.41(58,1,41)
126. solicito 1.94 (1.13)* 1.36 (62, 3, 35)*
127. solidario 2.35 (1.08)* 1.38 (61, 1, 38)*
128. solitario -1.40 (1.17)* 1.71 (27, 3, 70)*
129. subornavel -2.27 (1.05)* 1.27 (70, 6, 24)*
130. talentoso 2.19 (.87)* 1.89 (9, 3, 88)*
131. tolerante 1.79 (97)* 1.39(59, 4, 37)
132. traigoeiro -2.79 (.67)* 1.06 (93, 1, 6)*
133. trapaceiro -2.78 ((61)* 1.05 (94, 2, 4)*
134. venenoso -2.55 (.93)* 1.16 (83, 2, 15)*
135. violento -2.78 (.66)* 1.07 (92, 2, 6)*
136. vivaz 2.01 (91)* 1.84 (15, 2, 83)*

Note. Pleasantness values range from -3 (very negative) to 3 (very positive). Relevance values range from 1 (other-relevance) to

2 (possessor-relevance).
*Proportions for relevance were rounded.

*Number of possessor vs. other categorizations significantly different from 0.5 chance probability (overall alpha = .05;
Bonferroni-Holm adjustment for multiple testing).



