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ABSTRACT 

 

 Two studies tested whether suppression and concentration goals for an initial 

sentence completion task about social events would result in a rebound effect on a 

subsequent social judgment task.  For the initial task, participants received instructions to 

avoid completing the sentences with negative content (negative suppression), to focus on 

completing the sentences with positive content (positive concentration), or to simply 

complete the sentences with whatever completion comes to mind (no goal control).  For 

the second task, participants watched a video of a child performing a spatial ability task.  

Instructions either emphasized careful thought and accuracy while judging the child’s 

ability (motivating), or simply asked participants to form an impression of the child’s 

ability (nonmotivating).  Participants then evaluated the child’s ability and performance, 

and completed a measure of future-event expectancies.  Study 2 was identical to Study 1 

except that the directional goals were opposite in valence (positive suppression, negative 

concentration, and no goal control).   

 In the motivating condition of Study 1, participants who pursued a negative 

suppression goal in the first task judged the child’s performance as more successful in the 

second task than did positive concentration participants, showing evidence of correction 

for the biasing influence of accessible thoughts.  In the nonmotivating condition, 

participants with a positive concentration goal in the first task judged the child’s ability 

and success more positively in a second task than did those who received no goal.  In the 

motivating condition of Study 2, participants who followed the positive suppression goal 
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in the first task categorized the child’s performance in the second task as more successful 

than did no goal participants, showing a rebound effect.  Finally, assimilation of social 

inferences to future-event expectancies occurred in all conditions of Study 1, and in the 

motivating conditions of Study 2.   

 These findings have several implications for theories of correction for bias.  

Correction for the biasing influence of accessible thoughts following suppression or 

concentration may depend on a) the focus of the monitoring process, b) the familiarity of 

the biasing influence, and c) the perceived inappropriateness of applying the accessible 

thoughts to subsequent judgments.  Clinical implications also are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 As humans, we are equipped with a keen organ of social perception (Mather, 

2000) that allows us to attempt to understand why other people behave as they do.  

Heider (1958) suggested that we are all intuitive scientists, seeking to “predict and 

control reality” (p. 79).  Thus, we make inferences about others and the causes of their 

behaviors.  As social psychologists, we have an advantage over laypersons who are not 

trained in the scientific method, but we should not discount the keen organ of social 

perception that laypersons possess.  Examine the following two quotes from football 

coach Paul “Bear” Bryant (as cited in Dent, 1999, pp. 91, 227). 

 The first time you quit, it’s hard.  The second time, it gets easier.  The third time, 
 you don’t even have to think about it. 
  
 If anything goes bad, I did it.  If anything goes semigood, we did it.  If anything 
 goes real good, you did it.  That’s all it takes to get people to win football games. 

 
These quotes reflect an understanding of the processes of social inference, automaticity, 

and motivation.  Bryant had to understand these aspects of human behavior in order to be 

successful at motivating other people to perform to the best of their abilities. 

 While people are intuitive scientists, they frequently do make errors and are prone 

to biases.  Researchers in psychology have made important contributions to science by 

identifying and examining such errors and biases.  The recent award of a Nobel Prize to 

Daniel Kahneman suggests that the scientific community does in fact value these 

contributions, which allow us to go beyond the layperson’s understanding of behavior.  
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However, the fallibility of human thought processes is not recognized solely by 

psychological researchers.  Laypersons are sometimes aware of their tendency to be 

biased or preoccupied with certain thoughts, and therefore sometimes work to control 

their own thoughts.  

 We all seek to control the content of our own minds, and this serves a variety of 

purposes.  For example, a pessimist might seek to be more positive in his or her thinking.  

Another person might seek to avoid using a stereotype when making a hiring decision, 

while still another might wish to stop thinking about food when on a diet.  Of course, a 

person might wish to avoid unwanted thoughts about a past romantic partner, as well.  

 Given that people make attempts at mental control, how do they go about 

controlling their thoughts?  One strategy people may use to control the content of their 

thoughts is to suppress unwanted thoughts—to merely banish the unwanted thoughts 

from their minds altogether.  However, this technique can backfire and make the 

unintended thought more likely to come to mind (Wegner, 1994).  Imagine a person on a 

diet thinking constantly, “Don’t think of food, don’t think of food, don’t think of food.”  

It seems counterintuitive to use one’s cognition to not think about something.  Does it 

work?  I can picture the client’s response to the counselor now: “Think about food so that 

I won’t think about it? Doc, I’d like a refund…” 

 Sometimes suppressed thoughts come back with a vengeance, becoming even 

more prevalent than before the thought was avoided (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & 

Jetten, 1994; Wegner, Schneider, Carter, & White, 1987).  Such an occurrence is called 

an ironic effect.  There are different paradigms in which ironic effects of thought 
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suppression have been studied.  One paradigm examines the ironic effects of cognitive 

load on thoughts that occur during a single task (e.g., Mather & Reich, 2004b; Wenzlaff 

& Bates, 2000).  The other paradigm involves two tasks and is designed to detect a 

“rebound effect”; people suppress certain thoughts on the first task, and thoughts 

occurring during a second task are examined for ironic effects (e.g., Wegner et al., 1987).  

To further examine why and when these ironic effects occur, I will begin with a more 

formal review of ironic process theory. 

Ironic Process Theory 

 The theory of ironic processes of mental control (see Wegner, 1992; Wegner, 

1994; Wegner, 1997; Wegner & Wenzlaff, 1996) explains why a person’s efforts at 

thought suppression sometimes backfire.  Wegner (1997) suggested that mental control is 

governed by a conscious operating process and a nonconscious monitoring process.  The 

operating process searches for thoughts with which to distract the individual, as well as 

thoughts to be allowed into consciousness.  The operating process is an effortful process, 

requiring cognitive resources to function properly.  The monitoring process checks for 

instances of the thoughts that the individual desires to avoid, and is relatively effortless.  

If the effortful operating process is disrupted or terminated, then the content of the 

monitoring process—the undesired thought—becomes accessible.  Thus, an ironic effect 

can manifest when a person attempts to suppress a thought.  In such an instance, the 

suppressed thought becomes hyperaccessible when the monitoring process is searching 

for instances of the undesired thought.  If the conscious, effortful operating process is 

either disrupted or simply discontinued, the monitoring process efficiently locates 
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instances of the undesired thought and pushes them into consciousness.  For this reason, 

thought suppression is not an ideal technique for mental control. 

 Two classic thought suppression studies (Wegner et al., 1987) were the first to 

demonstrate ironic effects.  In the first study, participants were randomly assigned to 

either a) initially suppress, then express thoughts of a white bear, or b) initially express 

thoughts of white bears.  It was found that participants who initially suppressed thoughts 

of the white bear subsequently thought about the white bear at expression more than 

participants who had initially expressed thoughts.  In the second experiment, the rebound 

of the undesired thought was eliminated when participants focused on a particular 

distracter thought (“think of a red Volkswagen”).  Thus, concentrating on a thought that 

was incongruent with the undesired thought was shown to be a more successful mental 

control strategy than suppressing an undesired thought. 

Post-Suppression Rebound in Socially-Significant Domains 

 Rebound occurs when a psychological tendency is suppressed and subsequently 

reappears with more intensity or frequency than if it had not been suppressed.  Rebound 

has been shown to occur in several domains, and has often been examined independent of 

ironic process theory.  An influential set of studies by Macrae et al. (1994) found 

evidence for a rebound effect in regard to stereotypes across three different contexts.  In 

their first experiment, participants viewed a picture of a skinhead and were then told to 

write a story about a day in the life of the person in the photograph, while either 

suppressing their stereotypes or not suppressing them.  Afterwards, participants saw a 

photograph of a different skinhead and were instructed to write a passage about a day in 
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the life of that person.  Suppression of stereotypes in the first passage resulted in greater 

use of stereotypes in the second passage, compared to a no suppression control condition.  

Thus, rebound of stereotypes occurred. 

 In Macrae et al.’s (1994) second experiment, participants again wrote a story 

about a skinhead, but the second task was to take a seat in a waiting room to meet the 

person from the photograph.  The skinhead’s belongings were sitting in a chair, and the 

experimenters measured the distance the participant sat from the skinhead’s seat.  

Participants who were instructed to suppress stereotypes in the first task sat farther away 

from the skinhead in the second task.  A final experiment used a lexical decision task to 

measure the accessibility of the stereotype.  Participants instructed to suppress 

stereotypes of a skinhead in an initial task responded significantly faster to words relating 

to skinhead stereotypes in a second task than did participants who did not receive 

suppression instructions.  Consistent with Wegner et al. (1997), Macrae et al. suggested 

that stereotype suppression might not be an effective strategy of mental control. 

 Later, Monteith, Spicer, and Tooman (1998) helped to define the boundary 

conditions under which the rebound effect does and does not occur for stereotypes.  

Using a photograph of a gay couple in a paradigm similar to that used by Macrae et al. 

(1994), they found that suppression did decrease stereotypic thoughts for both low- and 

high-prejudiced participants in a first task, but did not result in a rebound effect (e.g., a 

greater degree of stereotyped thoughts compared to the control condition) in a second 

task.  However, in another experiment, they found that high-prejudiced participants did 

show increased accessibility of stereotypes after suppression, but low-prejudiced 
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participants did not.  Monteith et al. (1998) suggested that suppression of stereotypes 

might actually be an effective strategy of mental control, but only for low-prejudice 

people.  

 Most studies demonstrating the social ramifications of the rebound effect have 

focused on the use of stereotypes in social judgments and behavior.  However, recent 

research has shown that the tendency to make overly dispositional social inferences is 

also subject to rebound.  Yzerbyt, Corneille, Dumont, and Hahn (2001) examined the 

relationship between suppression and attribution.  Their research was based on stage 

models of the social inference process, which propose that perceivers first draw 

dispositional inferences and then correct for situational information (see Gilbert, Pelham, 

& Krull, 1988; Quattrone, 1982; Reeder, 1997; Trope, 1986).  Yzerbyt et al. hypothesized 

that the “effortful situational correction” stage included not only the typically posited 

examination of situational constraints, but also a suppression of dispositional inferences.  

They found that participants who saw a coerced speech made weaker dispositional 

attributions about the coerced speakers’ position on the issue than did participants who 

were told that the speaker had freely chosen to make the speech.  However, the 

participants who saw the coerced speaker were more likely to make dispositional 

inferences about a subsequent speaker.  They also found that participants who had 

reported more suppression of their dispositional inferences for the first speaker made 

stronger dispositional inferences for the second speaker.  Thus, a rebound effect was 

shown to occur for dispositional inferences.  
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 Newman, Duff, Hedberg, and Blistein (1996) demonstrated rebound effects for 

impression formation.  However, their paradigm was not typical of that used in other 

rebound studies, in that they included a cognitive load manipulation during the second 

task.  Newman et al. asked participants to talk about a person they knew.  Half were 

instructed to not think about either specific favorable or specific unfavorable traits of that 

person (suppression condition), while half were subtly primed with specific favorable or 

specific unfavorable personality traits.  Following this, participants completed an 

impression formation task, during which half of the participants were under a cognitive 

load.  Participants who were not under load contrasted their impressions from the specific 

traits they had suppressed or were primed with in the first task.  That is, their impressions 

were incongruent with the content (the specific traits) they had suppressed (i.e., if they 

had suppressed a positive trait, they formed a more negative impression in the second 

task).  When under load, participants assimilated their impressions to the specific traits 

they had suppressed or were primed with in the first task (i.e., if they had suppressed a 

positive trait, they formed a more positive impression in the second task).  

 Newman et al. speculated that participants not under a cognitive load reinitiated 

the goal of suppressing the unwanted trait and pursued this goal during the impression 

formation task.  For the participants under a cognitive load, the operating process had 

been terminated, so during the impression formation task the monitoring process 

increased the accessibility of the unwanted trait.  These results suggest that the rebound 

effect is based on principles of accessibility.  Therefore, the mechanisms underlying the 

rebound effect appear to be similar to those underlying priming effects.  More 
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specifically, both priming and suppression increase the accessibility of specific thoughts, 

and these accessible thoughts, in turn, affect subsequent judgments. 

Concentration is Easier than Suppression  

 As stated, thought suppression is not an ideal technique for mental control.  While 

suppression involves avoiding an undesired thought, a concentration strategy promotes 

desired thoughts.  That is, a concentration strategy calls for the perceiver to focus on the 

desired thoughts.  When concentrating on a desired thought, the operating process 

searches for the presence of a specific thought.  This is called a feature-positive search.  

When suppressing a thought, the operating process searches for thoughts that indicate the 

absence of the undesired thought.  This is called a feature-negative search.  Feature-

negative searches are more difficult to perform than feature-positive searches (Newman, 

Wolff, & Hearst, 1980; Wegner, 1997).  Thus, feature-negative searches conducted by 

the operating process are more likely to result in rebound effects. 

 Wenzlaff and Bates (2000) found evidence that a concentration strategy is less 

prone to ironic effects than a suppression strategy.  In their first experiment, participants 

unscrambled sentences that could be completed in either a positive or negative way.  

Each word group consisted of six words, and the constructed sentences were designed to 

use five words, with one of the valenced choices being left out.  Participants were 

instructed either to form the statements that came to mind first (control), to form positive 

statements (positive concentration), or to form sentences that were not negative 

statements (negative suppression).  Half of the participants in each goal condition were 

under cognitive load.  Participants formed more negative statements in the suppression 
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condition when they were under load, but cognitive load did not affect performance in the 

control or concentration conditions.  A second experiment found that suppression of 

thoughts on a first sentence completion task led to rebound of those thoughts on a second 

sentence completion task, but no rebound effect occurred for participants in the control or 

concentration conditions.  Additionally, the rebound effect in the suppression condition 

was stronger for the participants who reported spending greater effort on avoiding 

negative thoughts in the first task. 

Different Accounts for Post-Suppression Rebound 

 Wegner (1992) has suggested that the rebound effect may occur because the 

undesired thought becomes associated with the distracters that were used during 

suppression.  In this distracter-as-reminder explanation, the distracters can later serve as 

cues for recall of the undesired thought.  He suggested that associations between the 

thoughts and a cognitive context are strengthened through the act of suppression.  In 

support of this explanation, it has been demonstrated that moods can become associated 

with undesired thoughts through suppression (e.g., Wenzlaff, Wegner, & Klein, 1991). 

 Macrae et al. (1994) suggested a different mechanism to account for ironic 

effects.  They argued that the rebound effect might occur due to increased accessibility of 

the undesired construct after the monitoring process had continuously searched for 

instances of undesired thoughts during suppression.  Thus, the monitoring process 

enhances the accessibility of the undesired thought.  They noted that in their own studies, 

rebound had been found to occur for a variety of dependent variables and it occurred in 

different social contexts.  A simple accessibility explanation may better explain post-
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suppression rebound that occurs in a very different social context, where there may not be 

context-dependent distracter cues that serve as reminders of the undesired thought.  

Macrae et al. also noted that Wegner’s studies typically examined the effects of 

psychological contexts, such as mood, rather than the physical/social contexts examined 

in Macrae et al.’s research.  

The Influence of Accessible Constructs on the Social Inference Process 

 Given that suppressed thoughts may increase in accessibility, how might these 

accessible thoughts influence the process of drawing inferences about other people?  To 

address this question, it is important to first examine stage models of the social inference 

process (Gilbert, 1995; Quattrone, 1982; Trope, 1986).  These models all conceptualize 

the social inference process as occurring in discrete stages.  For example, Gilbert’s 

(1995) three-stage model has a behavioral categorization stage, a dispositional inference 

stage, and a situational correction stage, occurring in that order.  The target behavior first 

is categorized or identified, and then an automatic dispositional inference is made, such 

that the perceiver attributes a corresponding trait to the target person.  If there is sufficient 

motivation and ability, an effortful situational correction occurs in which the perceiver 

takes information about the situation into account and adjusts the initial dispositional 

inference accordingly. 

 It has been established that the social inference process can be influenced by 

accessible information during the early stages (Bargh, 1989; 1996; Gilbert et al., 1988).  

Because both motivation (such as motivation to be accurate or unbiased) and ability (such 

as attentional resources) are necessary to complete the final correction stage, an absence 
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of either can lead to social impressions and judgments that are assimilated to primed 

categories (Thompson, Roman, Moskowitz, Chaiken, & Bargh, 1994), activated 

stereotypes (Bodenhausen, 1990; Devine, 1989; Gilbert & Hixon, 1991) and social 

category information (Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990).  If perceivers have 

motivation and ability, they sometimes can correct their inferences for biases by adjusting 

for information that individuates the target person.  In summary, the early stages of the 

social inference process can be influenced by accessible thoughts.  

 Where do our accessible thoughts come from?  While the research discussed thus 

far has focused on temporary sources of accessible thoughts due to suppression, there are 

also chronic sources of accessible thoughts (Higgins, 1996).  One source of accessible 

knowledge is our future-event expectancies.  Andersen (1990) suggested that 

probabilistic thinking about the future is a factor in depression.  She developed the Future 

Events Scale (FES), in part, to measure the probabilistic concept of depressive 

pessimism, which she defined as “estimating that negative events are likely and that 

positive events are not” (p. 203).  Andersen, Spielman, and Bargh (1992) found evidence 

that people who were depressed had response latencies to positive and negative future-

event statements that were unaffected by a cognitive load, while people who were mildly 

depressed and people who were not depressed had slower reaction times when under 

load.  They suggested that this was evidence that people who are depressed have a highly 

efficient future-event schema, which they use to make predictions about the likelihood of 

events.  Importantly, people who were depressed made more pessimistic predictions 

relatively automatically for both themselves and other people. 
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 Because future-event schemas activate expectations for others as well as the self, 

they have important implications for social inferences.  In two studies, Reich and Weary 

(1998) examined the influence of the future-event expectancies of people who were 

depressed on the social inference process.  In their first study, participants who were 

either under cognitive load or not under load watched a child perform a spatial ability 

task.  They subsequently made dispositional inferences regarding the child’s ability, or 

situational inferences regarding the ease of the task.  Under cognitive load, participants 

who were depressed rated the child as being lower in ability and the task as being more 

difficult than did participants who were not depressed.  Thus, participants who were 

depressed made more negative dispositional and situational inferences under cognitive 

load.  However, when not under load, participants who were depressed and participants 

who were not depressed did not differ in their inferences. 

 In their second study, participants who were depressed again made more negative 

dispositional inferences under load than did participants who were not depressed, and the 

effect of depression level was shown to be due to future-event expectancies.  People with 

pessimistic future-event expectancies made more negative dispositional inferences than 

did people with optimistic future-event expectancies.  Thus, future-event expectancies are 

a useful predictor of dispositional inferences when perceivers lack cognitive resources. 

Ironic Effects of General Suppression Goals on Social Inferences 

 When people need to form judgments about others, they may do so with particular 

goals in mind.  For example, people who are low in prejudice sometimes try to avoid 

expressing negative stereotypes (Devine, 1989).  However, people may also pursue more 
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general goals, such as simply trying to avoid negative thoughts or to focus on positive 

things about others.  These general social judgment goals might also be subject to ironic 

effects, and a suppression goal (e.g., “avoid thinking about the negative aspects of a 

person’s performance”) might be more prone to ironic effects than a concentration goal 

(e.g., “focus on the positive aspects of a person’s performance”).   

 Furthermore, using these social judgment goals might be more or less easy for 

people with chronically-accessible negative future-event expectancies.  When perceivers 

attempt to suppress negative thoughts, these thoughts may become temporarily more 

accessible due to the action of the monitoring process.  Because people with chronically 

accessible negative thoughts have an additional source of accessibility for these thoughts, 

they may be more prone to the ironic effects of the suppression of negative thoughts.  

Indeed, research has shown that chronic and temporary sources of accessible constructs 

have additive effects (Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 1986; Higgins, 1996).  

 On the other hand, there are reasons to hypothesize that people with chronically 

accessible negative expectancies may be less prone to the ironic effects following 

negative thought suppression than people without such chronically accessible 

expectancies.  People with chronically accessible negative expectancies may frequently 

attempt to suppress their familiar negative thoughts and may have developed successful 

techniques for doing so.  There is evidence that suppressing thoughts with which a person 

is familiar is less likely to result in a rebound effect, while suppressing unfamiliar 

thoughts does result in rebound (Kelly & Kahn, 1994).  Experience with suppressing a 

thought in the past might make a person better at suppression for a number of reasons.  
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Wegner (1994) suggested that it might be possible to automate the operating process, 

making it is less susceptible to disruption.  Repeated experience with suppressing a 

thought might result in such automation.  Furthermore, Kelly and Kahn (1994) suggested 

that experience in suppressing a thought may lead to a network of successful distracter 

thoughts that had been used in previous contexts.  

 In previous studies, social inferences have been shown to be assimilated to future-

event expectancies when perceivers lack cognitive resources (Reich & Weary, 1998; 

Weary & Reich, 2001; Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001) but they have also been contrasted 

from future-event expectancies under other circumstances (Weary & Reich, 2001; Weary, 

Tobin, & Reich, 2001).  Additionally, people sometimes attempt to correct for a bias that 

they are aware of, which can result in either correction or overcorrection (Devine, 1989; 

Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001; Weary, Tobin, & Reich, 2001; Wegener & Petty, 1997; 

Wilson & Brekke, 1994).  If aware of their bias, people with chronically accessible 

negative future-event expectancies might work hard to correct their social judgments 

when given a negative suppression goal. 

 The possibility that general social judgments goals (e.g., suppress negative 

thoughts) may be prone to rebound effects, and that chronic expectancies may moderate 

such effects, has not been examined in previous research.  However, the ironic effects of 

these social judgment goals have been examined using a cognitive load paradigm similar 

to that used by Reich and Weary (1998).  Mather and Reich (2004b) examined the role of 

common social judgment goals in the social inference process.  Participants were asked to 

form an impression of a videotaped child working on a spatial ability task while pursuing 
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either a concentration goal (i.e., focus on positive aspects of the child’s performance), a 

suppression goal (i.e., avoid thinking about negative aspects of the child’s performance) 

or no goal (nonmotivating control condition).  Half of the participants were under a 

cognitive load and half were not.  When participants pursued the suppression goal, those 

under cognitive load drew more negative inferences and had fewer positive thoughts 

about the child than did those not under load.  However, no differences as a function of 

load were found in the concentration goal and no goal conditions.  

 Mather and Reich (2004a) also assessed participants’ future-event expectancies.  

Participants in Mather and Reich’s (2004a) study watched the same video under the same 

three goals as in Mather and Reich (2004b), but with no cognitive load manipulation.  

Mather and Reich (2004a) found assimilation of social inferences to future-event 

expectancies in the nonmotivating control condition.  Thus, people with pessimistic 

expectancies made more negative inferences than did people who were optimistic when 

in the control condition, replicating Reich and Weary’s (1998) findings.  The fact that 

social inferences were not assimilated to future-event expectancies in the goal conditions 

suggests that both goals helped participants to overcome the biasing influence of their 

chronic expectancies.  In fact, when participants attempted to avoid negative thoughts 

with adequate cognitive resources, they actually showed evidence of effortful correction 

for the biasing influence of their future-event expectancies; specifically, contrast was 

found, such that people who were pessimistic drew more positive inferences about the 

child than did people who were optimistic. 
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 The findings for participants with nonmotivating control instructions essentially 

replicate the findings for Reich and Weary’s (1998) cognitive load conditions.  Mather 

and Reich (2004a) showed that when participants do not have sufficient motivation, they 

assimilate their social judgments to their chronic expectancies, much as they do when 

they lack sufficient cognitive resources.  It is important to distinguish between the 

motivating instructions provided to participants in Reich and Weary’s (1998) research, 

where correction was found under no load conditions, and the nonmotivating instructions 

provided to participants in Mather and Reich’s (2004a) study, where assimilation was 

found under no load conditions.  Participants in Reich and Weary’s study were given 

instructions that emphasized accuracy, while Mather and Reich’s (2004a) participants 

were not given instructions to be accurate, but rather to simply form an impression.  The 

results from the two studies are consistent in that they show that perceivers assimilate 

their social judgments to future-event expectancies when they experience nonoptimal 

processing conditions (either low cognitive resources or low motivation). 

 In sum, using a cognitive load paradigm, Mather and Reich (2004b) showed that 

participants pursuing general suppression goals under load exhibited ironic effects in 

their social judgments.  Might suppressing negative thoughts successfully in one social 

task lead to rebound of those thoughts on a second social inference task?  Furthermore, 

would a concentration goal, such as focusing on positive thoughts, attenuate the rebound 

effect, compared to a suppression goal?  To date, no research has demonstrated that 

rebound effects on social judgments could occur for these common and general 

suppression goals.  
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 The degree of rebound that occurs for these general goals also may depend on 

chronically accessible knowledge structures relevant to social judgments.  For example, 

people who are pessimistic and avoid negative thoughts in one context may find those 

thoughts to be particularly accessible in a later social context, due to the multiple sources 

of accessibility.  As a result, they may be more prone to the rebound effect than people 

who are optimistic.  It is also possible that people who are pessimistic are more practiced 

with mental control strategies involving avoiding negative and focusing on positive 

thoughts about others than are people who are optimistic, since people who are 

pessimistic may often experience intrusive negative thoughts that they feel motivated to 

overcome.  If so, then they may actually be less prone to the rebound effect. 
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CHAPTER II 

SOCIAL JUDGMENT PILOT 

 

 As an initial test of these ideas, I conducted a study to examine whether rebound 

effects could be found for social judgment goals.  The Social Judgment Pilot was 

reported in Mather and Reich (2006).  On an initial task, participants with sufficient 

cognitive resources watched a child performing a spatial ability task, and goals for 

making social judgments were manipulated.  Participants were asked to avoid thinking 

negative things regarding the child’s performance (negative suppression), to focus on the 

positive things about the child’s performance (positive concentration), or to simply form 

an impression of the child (nonmotivating control).  After a filler task, participants then 

engaged in a second social judgment task in which they evaluated a job applicant based 

on an audiotaped interview.  

 On the first task, behavioral categorizations and dispositional inferences were 

expected to be more positive for participants with negative suppression and positive 

concentration goals than for participants told simply to form an impression of the child’s 

ability, consistent with Mather and Reich (2004a).  Participants who suppressed negative 

thoughts in the first task were expected to have more negative impressions of the job 

applicant in the second task than were those in the control condition, who did not 

suppress.  The impressions of participants pursuing the positive concentration goal and 

those in the nonmotivating control condition were not expected to differ. 
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Method 

Participants 

 Participants were 97 undergraduate students (71 women; 26 men) at Texas Tech 

University.  All participants received credit toward their introductory psychology course, 

and were recruited through conventional sign-up procedures. 

Procedure and Design 

 The experiment used a one-way (Goal: negative suppression, positive 

concentration, nonmotivating control) between-subjects design.  A female experimenter 

greeted all participants individually.  After consent was secured, each participant 

completed the experiment on a computer using MediaLab software (Jarvis, 2000).  

 All participants watched a video of a child performing a spatial ability task (see 

Appendix B for all materials used in the Social Judgment Pilot Study).  The video, used 

by Reich and Weary (1998), was 5 minutes long and had four clips of an eleven-year-old 

Caucasian male performing different spatial ability tasks from the block design subtest of 

the Stanford-Binet intelligence test.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of three 

goal conditions: to avoid thinking negative things about the child’s performance while 

forming an impression (negative suppression), to focus on positive things about the 

child’s performance while forming an impression (positive concentration), or to simply 

form an impression of the child’s ability (nonmotivating control).  

 After viewing the video, participants completed several dependent measures 

regarding their judgments of the child’s performance and ability.  They then completed a 

separate task of ten addition and subtraction problems.  This filler task was designed to be 
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different from the two social judgment tasks so that the participants would not continue 

following the goals induced in the first task when completing the second task.  

 Participants were then prompted by the computer to continue with a separate 

experiment for the Career Services Office at Texas Tech, in which they were asked to 

evaluate an applicant for a job as Student Coordinator of a student travel service on 

campus.  They were given a description of the job and were told that their task was to 

evaluate an applicant.  Participants then listened to a brief interview of a junior-level 

student at Texas Tech.  After listening to the interview, participants completed dependent 

measures regarding the applicant’s traits and job qualifications. 

Dependent Measures 

 Behavioral categorizations.  Two items assessing participants’ categorizations of 

the child’s performance on 9-point scales were averaged to create an index (see Appendix 

B for all dependent measures used in the Social Judgment Pilot).  One item asked 

participants to rate how well the child performed and the other asked participants to rate 

the child’s level of performance. 

 Dispositional inferences.  Two items assessing participants’ inferences about the 

child’s intelligence and spatial ability on 9-point scales were averaged to create an index.  

One item asked participants to rate the child’s intelligence and the other asked 

participants to rate the child’s spatial ability. 

 Applicant traits.  Fifteen items assessing participants’ perceptions of the job 

applicant’s traits on 9-point scales were averaged to create an index.  The items referred 

to traits related to interpersonal skills, motivation, and problem-solving ability. 
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 Applicant performance.  Four items assessing participants’ perceptions of the job 

applicant’s performance in an interview on 9-point scales were averaged to create an 

index.  These items reflected global assessments of the applicant’s overall qualifications. 

 Future-event expectances.  Composite scores on the Future Events Scale (FES; 

Andersen, 1990) were used as a measure of chronic expectancies.  The FES consists of 

26 items that describe personal events of different valences.  The FES is composed of two 

13-item subscales, one negative and one positive, which are combined into a composite 

score.  The higher the composite score, the more optimistic the expectancies.  The FES 

uses responses on an 11-point scale (-5 = extremely unlikely, +5 = extremely likely) to 

assess respondents’ estimates of how likely specific events are to happen at any time in 

their lives. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Cronbach’s alphas were .63 for the behavioral categorization index, .87 for the 

dispositional inference index, .93 for the applicant trait index, and .91 for the applicant 

performance index.  

Preliminary Analysis 

 Surprise video recall.  The two participants who correctly answered less than half 

(i.e., only one or two) of the five multiple choice questions assessing recall of the video 

details were omitted from further analyses due to inattention (one correct answer would 

be expected simply due to chance).  Correct responses on the five questions were 

summed.  A one-way ANOVA showed no differences in the average number of items 
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answered correctly as a function of video instructions (M = 4.19, SD = .69).  Thus, any 

condition differences in social inferences cannot be attributed to differences in 

participants’ encoding of video details.   

 Manipulation check for goal.  Eighteen participants who incorrectly identified 

their assigned goal on a manipulation check item were also omitted from further analyses 

(six in the positive concentration condition, eleven in the negative suppression condition, 

one in the control condition, one of these had also shown poor video recall).   

Based on these criteria, the final data set included 77 participants.  

Descriptive Statistics for the FES 

 FES scores ranged from -11 to 106 (M = 48.09, SD = 27.35).  These values were 

similar to those found in previous research (Reich & Weary, 1998; Weary & Reich, 

2001). 

Primary Analysis 

 A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted on the 

dependent measures of behavioral categorizations and dispositional inferences with goal 

as a between-subjects independent variable.  Another one-way MANOVA was conducted 

on the dependent variables of applicant traits and applicant performance ratings with goal 

as a between-subjects independent variable. 

 For the MANOVA conducted on behavioral categorizations and dispositional 

inferences, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was satisfied.  Wilks’ Lambda 

was not significant, F(4, 146) = 1.70, p = .15, partial η2 = .04.  Thus, tests of between-

subjects effects were technically not appropriate for interpretation.  However, since this 
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was an exploratory pilot study, I examined these tests.  Tests of between-subjects effects 

indicated significant differences among the goal conditions for behavioral 

categorizations, F(2, 74) = 3.37, p < .05, partial η2 = .08.  Post-hoc Tukey’s HSD showed 

that behavioral categorization scores were higher in the positive concentration (M = 7.58, 

SD = 1.14) and negative suppression (M = 7.50, SD = 1.72) conditions than in the 

nonmotivating control condition (M = 6.71, SD = 1.33).  Refer to Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  Behavioral Categorizations as a Function of Social Judgment Goals from Task 

1. 
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 For the MANOVA conducted on applicant traits and applicant performance 

ratings, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was satisfied.  Wilks’ Lambda 

showed a significant main effect for goal, F(4, 146) = 3.06, p = .02, partial η2 = .08.  

Tests of between-subjects effects indicated significant differences among the goal 

conditions for the ratings of the applicant’s traits, F(2, 74) = 6.12, p < .01, partial η2 = 

.14.  Post-hoc Tukey’s HSD showed that participants rated the applicant’s traits more 

positively in the negative suppression condition (M = 7.65, SD = .77) than in the positive 

concentration condition (M = 7.21, SD = .80), which was, in turn, higher than the 

nonmotivating control condition (M = 6.77, SD = 1.01).  Refer to Figure 2. 
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Applicant Judgments
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Figure 2.  Applicant Trait Ratings as a Function of Social Judgment Goals from Task 1. 
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Relationship Between Chronic Future-Event Expectancies and Dependent Measures 

 The FES was assessed at the end of the experiment to avoid priming affect and 

depression-related thoughts (Reich & Weary, 1998).  To examine the possibility that the 

goal manipulation influenced participants’ responses on the FES, a one-way ANOVA 

was conducted on FES scores.  This analysis revealed no effect of goal condition on FES 

scores. 

 Correlations between the FES and the dependent variables were calculated within 

each goal condition.  In the first task, participants showed significant assimilation of their 

dispositional inferences to their chronic expectancies only in the nonmotivating control 

condition (r = .46, p = .01).  The correlations between behavioral categorizations and 

chronic expectancies were not significant in any condition.  Thus, the social judgment 

goals of suppressing negative thoughts and concentrating on positive thoughts eliminated 

the influence of FES on dispositional inferences.   

 For the second task, correlations were not significant between FES and applicant 

performance in any of the conditions.  Participants assimilated their ratings of the traits of 

the applicant to their chronic expectancies in the negative suppression condition (r = .49, 

p = .03), and showed a weaker tendency to do so in the positive concentration condition 

(r = .35, p = .08), but did not show assimilation in the nonmotivating control condition.  

Thus, there was a rebound effect with regard to the influence of FES in the second task, 

particularly for the negative suppression goal.  That is, pessimistic perceivers made more 

negative assessments of the applicant in the second task, particularly when they had 

pursued a goal of avoiding negative thoughts in the first social judgment task. 
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Discussion 

 As predicted, ratings were higher in the suppression and concentration goal 

conditions than in the control condition for behavioral categorizations of a child 

performing a spatial ability task.  Thus, both the negative suppression and positive 

concentration goals improved the positivity of ratings in a social judgment task over a 

nonmotivating goal, replicating Mather and Reich (2004a; 2004b).  

 In the second task, ratings of applicant traits were higher for participants who had 

been given negative suppression and positive concentration goals in the first task than for 

those told to simply form an impression.  However, the prediction that the participants 

who had pursued a negative suppression goal would rate the applicant less positively than 

those who had pursued a positive concentration goal or no goal, due to the heightened 

accessibility of negative thought content from the first task, was not supported.  It is 

important to point out, though, that these findings replicate those found in the no load 

conditions of Newman et al. (1996).  In the study by Newman et al., participants who 

were not under load formed impressions in a second task that were incongruent with the 

content they had suppressed in the first task.  In the current study, participants with 

sufficient cognitive resources in the second judgment task of this study also formed 

impressions that were incongruent with the thought content made accessible by the 

assigned goals in the first task.  

 Although participants pursuing a goal of suppressing negative thoughts did not 

show evidence of more negative judgments overall on the second task, there was a hint of 

a rebound effect in this study with regard to the influence of chronically accessible 
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expectancies.  Specifically, individuals with pessimistic future-event expectancies drew 

significantly more negative inferences about the job applicant’s traits on the second task 

than did people who were optimistic, but only after they had tried to suppress negative 

thoughts in the first task.  These results suggest that chronically accessible negative 

expectancies may enhance perceivers’ susceptibility to a rebound effect following 

suppression of negative thoughts, which is consistent with the additive effects found in 

previous research (Bargh, et al., 1986; Higgins, 1996).  In other words, if the thoughts 

made accessible by the monitoring process are congruent with those that are chronically 

accessible, perceivers may be especially likely to make subsequent judgments in line with 

those hyperaccessible thoughts. 
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CHAPTER III 

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH 

 

 Although there was not an overall rebound effect for the negative suppression 

goal in the Social Judgment Pilot, it is encouraging that rebound of the influence of 

future-event expectancies was found.  There are several possible reasons why rebound 

effects were not found more extensively in the Social Judgment Pilot.  First, it is likely 

that the filler task did not cause participants to relax their goals.  Relaxing suppression 

between the first and second task is important for rebound to occur (Macrae et al., 1994).  

In successful rebound experiments, goals are relaxed upon completion of the first task, 

such that participants no longer pursue those goals during the second task due to a 

different context and task demand.  In the Social Judgment Pilot, it is likely that the goals 

were not sufficiently relaxed after the first task and that participants continued to follow 

the goals assigned in the first task when completing the second task.  Second, the initial 

social judgment task of evaluating a videotaped child performing a spatial ability task 

may not have been sufficiently different from the second social judgment task of 

evaluating a job applicant in an audiotaped interview.  The similarity of the two tasks 

may have further reduced the likelihood that completing the math filler task would lead 

participants to relax the goals used in the first task.  

 To improve the likelihood of demonstrating rebound effects in social judgments, 

the following steps were taken in the current studies, which consist of three pilot studies 

and two main studies.  First, the initial task in all studies was a sentence completion task 
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about social events, which was developed in the Sentence Completion Pilot.  Second, 

while completing sentences about social events, participants were pursuing socially-

relevant goals, which were developed in the Goal Instructions Pilots, but they were not 

evaluating a specific target or making judgments.  Therefore, the sentence completion 

task was designed to be very different from the social judgment tasks.  The social 

judgment tasks involved rating a character in a story in the Goal Instructions Pilot 1 and 

rating a videotaped child’s performance in the two main studies.  Finally, for the Goal 

Instructions Pilot 1, because both the sentence completion task and the social judgment 

task were completed in paper-and-pencil format in the same experimental context, the 

math task was used as a filler task to lead participants to relax the goals from the first 

task.  In the two main studies, however, there was no filler task between the initial 

sentence completion task and the subsequent social judgment task.  Rather, the divergent 

experimental contexts of the sentence completion task and the social judgment task 

should have been sufficient to relax the goal (e.g., Macrae et al., 1994) by giving 

participants the impression that they were completing two entirely different experiments. 

 The goal of these studies was to see if suppression and concentration goals for an 

initial sentence completion task about social events would result in a rebound effect on a 

subsequent social judgment task.  Because the rebound effect on social inferences also 

seems to depend partially on processing conditions (Newman et al., 1996), I included 

both motivating and nonmotivating impression formation instructions in the social 

judgment task.  I also further examined the moderating influence of future-event 

expectancies.  
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 The basic procedure for the main studies was as follows.  All participants were 

told that they would participate in two experiments during their session.  Through 

audiotaped instructions, they were told that the first task was a study on linguistics by the 

English Department.  For this task, participants performed a sentence completion task in 

which they formed five-word sentences from sets of six scrambled words by omitting a 

valenced word.  In Study 1, participants were randomly assigned to one of three goal 

manipulation conditions: to avoid completing the sentences about the people with 

negative content (negative suppression), to focus on completing the sentences about the 

people with positive content (positive concentration), or to simply complete the sentences 

about the people with whatever completion came to mind first (no goal control).  

Therefore, participants in both goal conditions should form primarily positive sentences.  

In Study 2, participants were randomly assigned to one of three goal manipulation 

conditions: to avoid completing the sentences about the people with positive content 

(positive suppression), to focus on completing the sentences about the people with 

negative content (negative concentration), or to simply complete the sentences about the 

people with whatever completion came to mind first (no goal control).  Therefore, 

participants in both goal conditions should form primarily negative sentences. 

 For the second task, participants were asked to continue with a different 

experiment on a computer.  In this task, participants watched a video, identical to that 

used initially by Reich and Weary (1996), of a child performing a spatial ability task.  

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two instructional manipulation conditions 

for the video task.  One group received the instructions used by Reich and Weary (1998), 
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which emphasized careful thought and accuracy while judging the child’s ability 

(motivating instructions), while the other group received the instructions used by Mather 

and Reich (2004a; 2004b), which simply asked participants to form an impression of the 

child’s ability (nonmotivating instructions).  After viewing the video, participants 

completed several dependent measures to evaluate the child’s ability and performance, 

and to describe the thoughts they had while watching the video.  They also completed 

Andersen’s (1990) Future Events Scale to assess their future-event expectances.  

 The general predictions for the social inferences and thoughts examined in this 

study were based on previous research showing that suppression goals are more prone to 

rebound effects than are concentration goals (Wegner et al., 1987; Wenzlaff & Bates, 

2000).  They were also based on the notion that assimilation to accessible information is 

likely to occur under nonoptimal processing conditions and that either attenuation of this 

effect or contrast is likely to occur under optimal processing conditions (Newman et al., 

1996; Mather & Reich, 2004a; 2004b; Reich & Weary, 1998; Stapel, Martin, & Schwarz, 

1998). 

 In Study 1, for the nonmotivating video instruction condition, participants who 

receive the negative suppression instructions in the sentence completion task should have 

more negative judgments of the child’s ability and performance in the second task than 

should those in the control condition.  That is, participants in the negative suppression 

condition should assimilate their inferences to the negative thought content made 

accessible in the first task.  For the motivating video instruction condition, negative 

suppression participants should have more positive judgments of the child in the second 
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task than should those in the control condition because they will effortfully contrast their 

judgments from the accessible negative thought content from the first task.  These results 

would be consistent with those found in the Social Judgment Pilot and in studies by 

Mather and Reich (2004a; 2004b) and Newman et al. (1996).  For both video instruction 

conditions, the target judgments of participants who, in the first task, receive positive 

concentration instructions should not differ from the judgments made by participants in 

the control condition.  A similar pattern of results is expected for the thought 

descriptions.  

 Study 2 was designed to provide a conceptual replication of Study 1 using goals 

that are opposite in valence to those used in Study 1.  In Study 2, for the nonmotivating 

video instruction condition, participants who receive the positive suppression instructions 

in the sentence completion task should have more positive judgments of the child’s 

ability and performance in the second task than should those in the control condition.  For 

the motivating video instruction condition, positive suppression participants should have 

more negative judgments of the child in the second task than should those in the control 

condition.  For both video instruction conditions, the target judgments of participants who 

receive negative concentration instructions and those who receive control instructions in 

the first task should not differ.  A similar pattern is expected for the thought descriptions.  

 Additionally, I have secondary hypotheses with regard to the role of future-event 

expectancies.  Although social inferences can be made without much motivation or 

ability (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988; Gilbert, Krull, & Pelham, 1988), the quality of 

those inferences will be different than the quality of inferences made under optimal 
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processing conditions.  As noted earlier, an absence of either motivation or ability can 

lead to social impressions and judgments that are assimilated to accessible information.  

Thus, a manipulation that results in inadequate motivation (such as the nonmotivating 

instructions) and one that results in depleted resources should have similar effects on 

social inferences.  A lack of motivation should lead to the assimilation of social 

judgments to accessible information, consistent with Mather and Reich (2004a; 2004b).  

The motivating instructions are identical to the no cognitive load condition used in 

previous studies (e.g., Reich & Weary, 1998) and should lead perceivers to correct their 

initial social inferences for the influences of situational information and accessible 

constructs.  

 For participants given nonmotivating instructions in the second task, social 

judgments should be assimilated to future-event expectancies.  If chronically accessible 

negative expectancies enhance the rebound effect due to greater accessibility of negative 

thought content, then stronger assimilation may occur for those who pursued negative 

suppression (and perhaps positive concentration) goals in the first task.  If, however, 

these expectancies inhibit the rebound effect because they are associated with repeated 

practice with following similar goals, then weaker assimilation may occur for these goals.  

 For participants following motivating instructions in the second task, the 

assimilative influence of FES on social judgments should be attenuated, replicating the 

no load conditions of Reich and Weary (1998).  Those who pursued suppression goals 

(and perhaps concentration goals) in the first task and follow motivating instructions in 

the second task may overcorrect for their biases such that social judgments will actually 
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be contrasted from FES; this hypothesis would be conceptually consistent with the results 

found in Mather and Reich (2004a).  A similar pattern is expected for the thought 

descriptions.  
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CHAPTER IV 

SENTENCE COMPLETION PILOT 

 

 This study was conducted to develop a set of scrambled sentences to be used in 

the primary dissertation studies.  All of the sentences depicted social events that involved 

different people.  The goal of this study was to select sentences that were equally likely to 

be unscrambled as positive or negative and for which the positive and negative versions 

of the sentences were perceived to be equally extreme in valence.  

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were 65 undergraduate students (36 women; 29 men) at Texas Tech 

University.  All participants received credit toward their introductory psychology course, 

and were recruited through conventional sign-up procedures.  Due to the language skills 

necessary for the experiment, only fluent English speakers participated in the study. 

Materials 

 Thirty sentences about people were generated.  Each sentence had two possible 

completions—one positive and one negative (see Appendix C for the materials used in 

the Sentence Completion Pilot).  

Procedure 

 An experimenter greeted all participants individually.  After consent was secured, 

each participant was administered the experiment in a paper-and-pencil packet in a 

cubicle.  Participants were provided with thirty groups of five words that could be 

 



 38

unscrambled into four word sentences by omitting either a positive or a negative word.  

Participants were instructed to work quickly to form a grammatical and meaningful 

statement about each person using four of the five words provided in each set, and to 

cross out the one word they did not use.  They were told that every sentence would be 

about a person and that every sentence should begin with the person’s first name.  After 

finishing the sentence completion task, participants received a randomized list that 

included both the positive and negative versions of every sentence and rated the positivity 

or negativity of each completed sentence (-5 = Very negative, 0 = Neutral, 5 = Very 

positive).  Participants were then debriefed, thanked, and dismissed.  

Results 

 Scrambled sentences were chosen that were approximately equally likely to be 

spontaneously unscrambled to form a positive or negative sentence.  In addition, the 

positive and negative versions were rated approximately equal in valence extremity, on 

average (e.g., if the positive one was rated 3.5, the negative version was rated about -3.5, 

plus or minus one point).  Sixteen sentences met these criteria, and were used in the 

subsequent experiments. 
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CHAPTER V 

GOAL INSTRUCTIONS PILOT 1 

 

 The goal of this study was to pilot test two suppression goal instructions (negative 

suppression and positive suppression) for the sentence completion task to see if 

participants could correctly follow the goal instructions.  All of the sentences in the 

sentence completion task depicted social events that involved different people.   

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were 28 undergraduate students (16 women; 12 men) at Texas Tech 

University.  All participants received credit toward their introductory psychology course, 

and were recruited through conventional sign-up procedures.  Only fluent speakers of 

English were allowed to participate. 

Procedure 

 An experimenter greeted all participants individually.  After consent was secured, 

each participant was administered the experiment in a paper-and-pencil packet (see 

Appendix D for the materials used in the Goal Instructions Pilot 1).  Participants were 

given the sixteen scrambled sentences that were selected in the Sentence Completion 

Pilot.  Participants were instructed to either avoid negative completions (negative 

suppression), to avoid positive completions (positive suppression), or to use whatever 

completion comes to mind first (no goal control).  Following the sentence completion 

task, participants performed the math task that was used in the Social Judgment Pilot.  
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This task was included as a filler task to mask the similarity between the sentence 

completions (reading about people) and the second task (reading about a person) and to 

reduce the likelihood that people would continue to follow their assigned goals in the 

second task.  After the filler task, participants read a scenario about a member of a track 

team and made judgments about the likely outcome of a race.  Finally, the participants 

completed the FES. 

Results 

 The numbers of positive and negative sentence completions were examined to 

ensure that participants followed their assigned goals.  Correct sentence completions were 

defined as sixteen negative completions for participants who received the positive 

suppression goal and sixteen positive completions for participants who received the 

negative suppression goal.  Only one participant of eight correctly unscrambled all of the 

sentences in the positive suppression condition (M = -9.50, SD = 4.07); using a more 

lenient criterion, only one of eight correctly unscrambled fifteen or more sentences.  Only 

two participants of ten correctly unscrambled all of the sentences in the negative 

suppression condition (M = 11.60, SD = 3.53); only three of ten correctly unscrambled 

fifteen or more sentences.  Of the ten participants in the control condition, only one 

participant (who unscrambled fifteen positively) unscrambled more than twelve sentences 

of either valence.  The Goal Instructions Pilot 1 was intended to include 90 participants to 

allow me to examine dispositional inferences and outcome judgments.  Because 

participant sign-ups were slow during the spring semester of 2005, there were not enough 

participants for sufficient power to examine the dependent variables. However, the 
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primary goal of pilot testing the suppression goal instructions for the sentence completion 

task was achieved, and it was clear that an adjustment needed to be made to the 

procedure for the sentence unscrambling task.  
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CHAPTER VI 

GOAL INSTRUCTIONS PILOT 2 

 

 Since the suppression instructions of Goal Instructions Pilot 1 did not result in 

correctly unscrambled sentences, I conducted an additional pilot study.  The goal of this 

study was to pilot test the goal instructions (negative suppression and positive 

concentration) for the sentence completion task to see if participants could correctly 

follow the goal instructions necessary for Study 1.  Since the participants in Goal 

Instructions Pilot 1 had equal difficulty with both suppression goals, I only included the 

suppression goal that would be used in Study 1.  Changes to the goal presentation in the 

current study involved 1) adding a practice sentence to unscramble, along with the 

solution that fit the assigned goal, 2) presenting the goal in larger font both before and 

after the practice sentence (participants were presented with the goal twice), and 3) 

omitting the filler task and the story comprehension task.   

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were 22 undergraduate students (16 women; 6 men) at Texas Tech 

University.  All participants were enrolled in a Research Methods course.  Although 

participants were not in the introductory psychology population, they were members of 

the more general population used for data collection for this dissertation: undergraduate 

students at Texas Tech University. 
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Procedure 

 After consent was secured, each participant was administered the experiment in a 

paper-and-pencil packet (see Appendix E for the goals used in the Goal Instructions Pilot 

2).  With the exception of the changes to the goals noted above, the procedure was 

identical to the Goal Instructions Pilot 1.  In the current study, participants were 

instructed to either avoid negative completions (negative suppression), to focus on 

positive completions (positive concentration), or to form the first sentence that came to 

mind (no goal control).   

Results 

 The numbers of positive and negative sentence completions were examined to 

ensure that participants followed their assigned goals.  Correct sentence completions were 

defined as sixteen positive completions for participants given the negative suppression 

and positive concentration goals.  All seven participants correctly unscrambled all of the 

sentences in the negative suppression condition (M = 16.00, SD = 0.00).  Six of seven 

participants correctly unscrambled all of the sentences in the positive concentration 

condition (M = 15.71, SD = .76); only six of seven correctly unscrambled fifteen or more 

sentences.  Of the eight participants in the control condition, only two participants (who 

unscrambled thirteen and fifteen positively) unscrambled more than twelve sentences of 

either valence.  Since participants successfully followed their assigned goals, the format 

of the goal instructions used in the Goal Instructions Pilot 2 was used for the subsequent 

studies.   
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CHAPTER VII 

STUDY 1 

 

Overview 

 The goal of this study was to examine how different goal instructions (negative 

suppression, positive concentration, no goal control) for an initial sentence completion 

task about social events affect social inferences in a subsequent task.  Participants 

completed the social judgment task while following either motivating or nonmotivating 

impression formation instructions.  In addition, the moderating role of chronic future-

event expectancies was examined.    

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were 225 undergraduate students (143 women; 82 men) at Texas 

Tech University.  All participants received credit toward their introductory psychology 

course, and were recruited through conventional sign-up procedures.  Only fluent 

speakers of English were allowed to participate.  The number of participants per cell was 

based on previous research using similar procedures and manipulations (Reich & Weary, 

1998; Mather & Reich, 2004a; 2004b). 

Procedure and Design 

 The design was a 3 (Goal: negative suppression, positive concentration, no goal 

control) X 2 (Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) between-subjects factorial.  

An experimenter greeted all participants individually.  After consent was secured, each 
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participant was administered the first part of the experiment in a paper-and-pencil packet 

(see Appendix E for the materials used in Study 1), while the second part was 

administered by a computer using MediaLab software (Jarvis, 2004).  Each participant 

was assigned individually to his or her own room, which was equipped with a computer.  

 All participants were told that they would participate in two experiments during 

the allotted time and that they would be compensated with credit toward their psychology 

course for the time it took to perform both experiments.  They were told that the first task 

was a study on linguistics by the English Department.  Instructions, apparently provided 

by the linguistics researcher, were recorded on audiotape and played for participants 

using a tape player with headphones.  For this task, participants performed a sentence 

completion task using the sixteen sentences selected from the Sentence Completion Pilot.  

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three goal manipulation conditions and 

received instructions: to avoid completing the sentences about the people with negative 

content (negative suppression), to focus on completing the sentences about the people 

with positive content (positive concentration), or to simply complete the sentences about 

the people with whatever completion comes to mind first (no goal control).  After 

completing the sentences, the experimenter collected the materials and placed them in a 

large envelope.   

 For the second task, participants were told that they were performing a different 

experiment, and that multiple experiments are frequently administered to make full use of 

the participant’s and the experimenter’s time (Dovidio, J. F., October 2003, Personal 

Communication, Colgate University).  Participants were then asked to continue with a 
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different experiment on the computer.  In this separate task, participants watched a video 

of a child performing a spatial ability task.  Like Newman et al. (1996), this experiment 

did not have a filler task due to the fact that the first task (paper-and-pencil sentence 

completions about people) and the second task (rating a child performing a task in a 

video) were sufficiently different.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 

instructional manipulation conditions for the video task.  Some participants received 

instructions which emphasized careful thought and accuracy while judging the child’s 

ability (motivating instructions), while the others received instructions which simply 

asked them to form an impression of the child’s ability (nonmotivating instructions).  

After viewing the video, participants completed several dependent measures to evaluate 

the child’s ability and performance, and to describe the thoughts they had while watching 

the video.  They also completed Andersen’s (1990) Future Events Scale.  

Dependent Measures 

 Behavioral categorizations.  The two items assessing participants’ categorizations 

of the child’s performance were averaged to create an index (see Appendix E for all 

dependent measures used in Study 1). 

 Dispositional inferences.  The two items assessing participants’ inferences about 

the child’s intelligence and spatial ability were averaged to create an index of 

dispositional inferences about the child. 

 Trait Ratings.  Using 9-point scales, eighteen items (nine positive items, nine 

negative items) assessed various characteristics of the child that were not directly related 

to categorizations of the child’s performance or inferences about the child’s ability.  
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Negative items were averaged to form an index of negative traits, while positive items 

were averaged to form an index of positive traits. 

 Thought descriptions.  After watching the video, participants were asked to write 

an open-ended description of the things they looked for and thought about during the 

video.  Two individuals who were blind to both the condition and hypotheses of the study 

later coded these descriptions (see Appendix E for the instructions the coders received).  

These coders broke each description into separate thoughts and classified each thought as 

positive, negative, or neutral.  Interrater agreement was examined. 

 Individual difference measures.  Composite scores on the 26-item Future Events 

Scale were used as a measure of optimism/pessimism.  Composite scores on the 

Differential Emotions (DE) Scale (Cacioppo, Martzke, Petty, & Tassinary, 1988) were 

used to rule out and control for the influence of emotion priming on the second task.  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Surprise video recall.  The sixteen participants who correctly answered less than 

half (i.e., only one or two) of the five multiple choice questions assessing recall of the 

video details were omitted from further analyses due to inattention (one correct answer 

would be expected simply due to chance).  Correct responses on the five questions were 

summed.  A one-way ANOVA showed no differences in the average number of items 

answered correctly as a function of video instructions (M = 4.13, SD = .75).  Thus, any 

condition differences in social inferences and thoughts cannot be attributed to differences 

in participants’ encoding of video details. 
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 Manipulation check for goal.  Twelve participants in the two goal conditions 

completed fourteen or fewer of the sixteen sentences using positive (non-negative) 

completions as instructed.  These participants were omitted from further analyses (four in 

the positive concentration condition, eight in the negative suppression condition, one of 

these had also shown poor video recall).  It is important to note that the Goal Instructions 

Pilot 2 data were collected from undergraduates in an upper level course, whereas the 

data for Studies 1 and 2 were collected from undergraduate students in an introductory 

course.  Since the pilot sample may have been better at following the goals than the 

sample for the main studies, the criterion for exclusion was reduced from sixteen to 

fifteen correct completions.  The final data set included 198 participants (129 women; 69 

men).   

Descriptive Statistics 

 Cronbach’s alphas were .76 for the behavioral categorization index, .89 for the 

dispositional inference index, .76 for the negative trait index, and .82 for the positive trait 

index. 

 Descriptive statistics for the DES.  Scores on the Differential Emotions Scale 

(DES) were computed by summing responses for the two positive items and subtracting 

the reverse-coded sum for the six negative items.  DES scores ranged from 20 to 56 (M = 

44.44, SD = 7.29).  A two-way Goal X Video Instruction ANOVA revealed no DES 

differences as a function of goal or video instruction.  Thus, the goal manipulation did not 

appear to influence the emotions of the participants. 
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 Descriptive statistics for the FES.  Scores on the Future Events Scale (FES) were 

computed by summing responses for the 13 positive items and subtracting the sum for the 

13 negative items.  FES scores ranged from -25 to 120 (M = 47.77, SD = 29.63).  A one-

way ANOVA revealed no FES differences as a function of goal.  Thus, the goal 

manipulation did not influence participants’ responses on the FES.  

Primary Analysis on Behavioral Categorizations and Dispositional Inferences 

 A 3 (Goal: negative suppression, positive concentration, no goal control) X 2 

(Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) MANOVA was used to test the effects 

of the manipulated variables on dispositional inferences and behavioral categorizations.  

 Both Box’s M (45.46, p < .01) and Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances 

(behavioral categorizations, p < .01; dispositional inferences, p < .01) indicated that the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance was not satisfied (the largest variance was more 

than 3 times larger than the smallest variance for each dependent variable, Keppel, 1991).  

As recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), Pillai’s Trace was evaluated due to 

the lack of homogeneity of variance.  Pillai’s Trace showed a significant interaction of 

goal and video instruction, F(4, 384) = 2.61, p = .04, partial η2 = .03.  Tests of between-

subjects effects indicated significant interactions of goal and video instruction for both 

behavioral categorizations, F(2, 192) = 4.99, p < .01, partial η2 = .05, and dispositional 

inferences, F(2, 192) = 4.47, p = .01, partial η2 = .04.  Refer to Figures 3 and 4. 
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Figure 3.  Behavioral Categorizations as a Function of Goals and Video Instructions for 

the Reduced Data Set. 
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Dispositional Inferences

5

6

7

8

9

Nonmotivating Motivating

Video Instructions

R
at

in
gs

 o
f t

he
 C

hi
ld

's
 

A
bi

lit
y

Negative
Suppression
Positive
Concentration
No Goal

 

Figure 4.  Dispositional Inferences as a Function of Goals and Video Instructions for the 

Reduced Data Set. 
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 An additional Goal X Video Instruction MANOVA was conducted on behavioral 

categorizations and disposition inferences using the full data set (N = 225).  The 

assumption of homogeneity of variance was not met, thus Pillai’s Trace was examined. 

The multivariate tests were not significant. However, the tests of between subjects effects 

indicated significant interactions of goal and video instruction for both behavioral 

categorizations, F(2, 225) = 4.20, p = .02, partial η2 = .04, and dispositional inferences, 

F(2, 225) = 3.00, p = .05, partial η2 = .03.   

 Planned Comparisons.  Planned comparisons were conducted on the reduced data 

set to examine the differences between particular goal conditions at each level of video 

instruction.  A modified Bonferroni test was used to maintain familywise error rate at .10 

for the set of planned comparisons (α < .02 for each comparison).  First, planned 

comparisons were conducted to examine differences in behavioral categorizations within 

each video instruction condition.  For the nonmotivating video instructions, participants 

who followed the positive concentration goal in the first task categorized the child’s 

performance in the second task as more successful (M = 7.52, SD = 1.25) than did those 

who followed the control goal (M = 6.56, SD = 1.87), t(192) = 2.41, p < .02.  However, 

no differences were found between the positive concentration and the negative 

suppression conditions, or between the negative suppression and the control conditions. 

 For the motivating video instructions, participants who followed the negative 

suppression goal in the first task categorized the child’s performance in the second task as 

more successful (M = 7.44, SD = .97) than did those who followed the positive 

concentration goal (M = 6.91, SD = 1.82), t(192) = 4.01, p < .02.  However, no 
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differences were found between the positive concentration and control conditions, or 

between the negative suppression and control conditions. 

 Second, planned comparisons were conducted to examine differences in 

dispositional inferences within each video instruction condition.  For the nonmotivating 

video instructions, participants who followed the positive concentration goal in the first 

task judged the child’s ability in the second task as higher (M = 7.29, SD = 1.09) than did 

those who followed the control goal (M = 6.23, SD = 2.04), t(192) = 2.59, p < .02.  

However, no differences were found between the positive concentration and negative 

suppression conditions, or between the negative suppression and control conditions.  For 

the motivating video instructions, no differences were found between the positive 

concentration and negative suppression conditions, the positive concentration and control 

conditions, or the negative suppression and control conditions. 

Post-Hoc Comparisons 

 The comparisons were also made using the Games-Howell procedure, 

recommended for comparisons when unequal variances and unequal sample sizes 

characterize the data (Keppel, 1991; Toothaker,1993; Toothaker & Miller, 1996).  The 

Games-Howell procedure found the same significant comparisons as the Bonferroni 

procedure with one exception.  The comparison between the positive concentration goal 

and the control goal for behavioral categorizations in the nonmotivating video instruction 

condition was not significant using the Games-Howell procedure.  

 Since the comparisons were planned, post-hoc tests are not an ideal way to 

examine them.  Keppel (1991) recommends using no correction for familywise error 
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when a small number of comparisons are made, but suggests use of the modified 

Bonferroni test if a correction is desired by the researcher.  For this study, I had planned 

comparisons and did not need to use a modified Bonferroni test.  However, with the 

violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance, I thought it necessary to use the 

more conservative modified Bonferroni test.  The post-hoc tests provided an even more 

conservative test of the comparisons, while also adjusting for unequal sample size.  The 

post-hoc tests were only included to demonstrate that post-hoc tests designed to correct 

for the specific violations of the data also yielded similar results.  All further discussions 

will be made with regard to the comparisons made using the modified Bonferroni test.   

Chronic Future-Event Expectancies 

 A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted on the behavioral categorization 

index with centered FES scores, dummy-coded video instructions (motivating vs. 

nonmotivating), and the two dummy-coded variables representing the three goal 

conditions entered first.  The five two-way interactions between centered FES, dummy-

coded video instructions, and the two goal terms were entered second.  The two three-

way interactions were entered third.  A significant main effect of future-event expectancy 

was found at step one (ß = .16, t = 2.20, p =.03).  This assimilation to FES indicates that 

as future-event expectancies became more optimistic, participants perceived the child as 

more successful.  A significant interaction of dummy-coded video instructions and 

dummy-coded goal (ß = -.37, t = -2.93, p < .01) was also found, replicating the result 

reported previously in the MANOVA. 
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 The same hierarchical regression analysis also was conducted on the dispositional 

inference index.  A significant main effect of future-event expectancy was found at step 

one (ß = .16, t = 2.25, p = .03).  This assimilation to FES indicates that as future-event 

expectancies became more optimistic, participants perceived the child as having more 

ability.  A significant interaction of dummy-coded video instructions and dummy-coded 

goal (ß = -.33, t = -2.60, p = .01) was also found, replicating the result reported 

previously in the MANOVA. 

Trait Ratings 

 A 3 (Goal: negative suppression, positive concentration, no goal control) X 2 

(Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) ANOVA was used to test the effects of 

the manipulated variables on the negative trait rating index.  No significant differences 

were found. 

 A 3 (Goal: negative suppression, positive concentration, no goal control) X 2 

(Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) ANOVA was used to test the effects of 

the manipulated variables on the positive trait rating index.  No significant differences 

were found. 

Thought Descriptions 

 Exploratory analyses of participants’ thought descriptions were conducted.  Due 

to a computer error, the thought description data for one participant in the reduced sample 

were missing.  Two coders who were blind to conditions examined the thoughts reported 

by the participants with the same method used in Reich and Mather (2006).  Participants’ 

descriptions of what they thought about during the video were split into separate 
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thoughts.  The content of each thought was coded as positive (e.g., “the child seemed 

smart for his age”), negative (e.g., “it took him a long time to finish”), or neutral (e.g., 

“the child looked at the picture often”).  Relatively poor interrater agreement was found 

for the number of overall thoughts (r = .63), positive thoughts (r = .49), negative thoughts 

(r = .36), and neutral thoughts (r = .57), all significant at p < .01.  It should be noted that 

interrater agreement for the positive and negative thoughts were much lower than desired.  

Thus, the thought descriptions are not particularly reliable dependent measures in this 

study.  Still, to thoroughly test the hypotheses of this dissertation, I analyzed the thought 

descriptions. 

 The coder’s totals for each category were averaged.  An initial Goal X Video 

Instruction ANOVA on the total number of thoughts reported revealed an unexpected 

Goal X Video Instruction interaction, F(2, 191) = 3.49, p = .03, partial η2 = .04.  When 

each coder’s ratings were analyzed separately, the interaction was found for one coder, 

F(2, 191) = 3.59, p = .03, and approached significance for the second coder, F(2, 191) = 

2.55, p = .08.  Examination of the means for each coder indicated that the patterns 

differed somewhat.  Since the pattern of means for each coder was not the same, the Goal 

X Video Instruction interaction on the total number of thoughts was likely driven by one 

coder.  Coupled with the fact that the measure evidenced poor interrater reliability, this 

effect was not examined further.  See Table 1. 
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Table 1.  Means for Each Coder’s Ratings of Thought Descriptions. 

    Nonmotivating  Motivating 

Coder    1  2  1  2  

Positive Concentration 4.15  5.88  3.53  5.25 

Negative Suppression  3.59  5.88  3.60  6.52 

No Goal Control  2.66  4.59  3.66  6.29 
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 The percentages of positive, negative, and neutral thoughts were examined first to 

be consistent with the procedures used by Reich and Mather (2006) and Wenzlaff and 

Bates (2000).  Since the total number of thoughts varied by condition, the percentages of 

thoughts in each category may not be sufficiently sensitive to capture any differences 

among the conditions.  Thus, these analyses were supplemented by examining the total 

number of thoughts in each category. 

 Three Goal X Video Instructions ANOVAs were conducted on the percentage of 

positive, negative, and neutral thoughts combined across raters.  No effects were found 

for positive, negative, or neutral thoughts.  Additionally, no effects were found for 

positive, negative, or neutral thoughts when each coder’s ratings were examined 

separately. 

 Additional analyses were conducted on the total number of positive, negative, and 

neutral thoughts, combined across the raters.  No effects were found for negative or 

neutral thoughts.  There was a Goal X Video Instruction interaction for the number of 

positive thoughts, F(2, 191) = 3.43, p = .03, partial η2 = .04.  Planned comparisons were 

conducted on the reduced data set to examine the differences between goal conditions at 

each level of video instruction.  A modified Bonferroni test was used to maintain 

familywise error rate at .10 for the set of planned comparisons (α = .02 for each 

comparison).  For the nonmotivating video instructions, no differences were found 

between the positive concentration and the negative suppression conditions, between the 

positive concentration and the control conditions, or between the negative suppression 

and the control conditions.  For the motivating video instructions, no differences were 
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found between the positive concentration and negative suppression conditions, between 

the positive concentration and control conditions, or between the negative suppression 

and control conditions. 

 Planned comparisons were also conducted on the reduced data set to examine the 

differences between particular video instructions at each level of goal, thus examining the 

interaction from a different perspective.  A modified Bonferroni test was used to maintain 

familywise error rate at .10 for the set of planned comparisons (α = .03 for each 

comparison).  No differences were found between the motivating and the nonmotivating 

video instruction conditions for the positive concentration goal or the negative 

suppression goal.  However, for the control condition, the total number of positive 

thoughts was greater for participants who received the motivating video instructions (M = 

1.54, SD = 1.74) compared to those who received the nonmotivating video instructions 

(M = .78, SD = 1.13), p < .05.   

 To examine whether participants’ future-event expectancies influenced the 

thoughts they reported, correlations between the percentage of positive, negative, and 

neutral thoughts and FES scores were examined.  These correlations showed no 

significant linear relationships between FES scores and the percentages of positive 

thoughts (r = - .00, p = .96), negative thoughts (r = -.03, p = .70), or neutral thoughts (r = 

.02, p = .81).   

 Additional analyses were conducted to test whether participants’ future-event 

expectancies influenced the number of thoughts they reported.  Correlations between the 

total number of thoughts, total positive, negative, and neutral thoughts and FES scores 
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were examined.  These correlations showed no significant linear relationships between 

FES scores and the total number of thoughts (r = -.01, p = .92), positive thoughts (r = .02, 

p = .76), negative thoughts (r = -.01, p = .87), or neutral thoughts (r = -.02, p = .75).  

Overall, FES did not appear to influence the thoughts participants reported. 

Discussion 

 I hypothesized that for the nonmotivating video instruction condition, participants 

who received the negative suppression instructions in the sentence completion task would 

have more negative judgments of the child’s ability and performance in the second task 

than would those in the control condition.  This effect was not present for either 

behavioral categorizations or dispositional inferences.  This lack of a hypothesized 

rebound effect has occurred in other studies (Social Judgment Pilot; Newman et al., 1996; 

Monteith et al., 1998) and the reasons for the lack of a rebound effect in the current study 

will be explored later.     

 I hypothesized that for the motivating video instruction condition, negative 

suppression participants would have more positive judgments of the child in the second 

task than would those in the control condition.  This effect was not found.  However, the 

negative suppression goal did result in more positive categorizations of the child’s 

performance in the second task compared to the positive concentration goal.  Thus, the 

inferences of the negative suppression participants were “heightened” in comparison to 

the positive concentration condition, which was logically consistent with the predictions.   

 I hypothesized that for both video instruction conditions, the target judgments of 

participants who received positive concentration instructions in the first task would not 
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differ from the judgments made by participants in the control condition.  This hypothesis 

was partially supported by the fact that there was no main effect of goal.  Furthermore, in 

the motivating video instruction condition, there were no differences between the 

behavioral categorizations or dispositional inferences made by positive concentration and 

control participants.  However, for the nonmotivating video instruction condition, 

behavioral categorizations and dispositional inferences made by participants who pursued 

the positive concentration goal in the first task were more positive than those made by 

control condition participants.  This finding conceptually replicated the results from the 

Social Judgment Pilot in which participants who received the positive concentration goal 

in a first task had higher ratings of an applicant’s traits in a second task compared to the 

participants who received no goal in the first task.   

 For the motivating video instruction condition, participants who followed the 

negative suppression goal in the first task categorized the child’s performance in the 

second task as more successful than did those who followed the positive concentration 

goal.  This is an interesting effect because, although not specifically hypothesized, it was 

not inconsistent with the prediction that social inferences would be most positive in the 

negative suppression condition and it replicated the effect from the Social Judgment Pilot 

using different methods.  In the Social Judgment Pilot, both tasks involved judging the 

performance and traits of a target person presented via the computer (using video and 

audio files).  In Study 1, the same effect was found for two very different tasks; in the 

first task, participants unscrambled sentences and in the second task, participants judged 
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the child in the video.  Thus, the demonstrated effect is not likely to be an artifact of the 

methodology.   

 Additionally, this effect replicates the findings of Newman et al. (1996).  

Newman et al. instructed some participants to not think about either favorable or 

unfavorable traits of a person they knew (suppression condition), while others were 

subtly primed with favorable or unfavorable personality traits.  Participants who were not 

under load during a subsequent impression formation task contrasted their impressions 

from the traits they had suppressed or were primed with in the first task.  In the current 

Study 1, participants with sufficient cognitive resources in the second judgment task also 

showed contrast from the thought content made accessible by the suppression goal.   

 Why did this effect occur?  One possible explanation is that participants continued 

to follow their goals.  However, if participants had merely continued to follow the 

directional goals, they would have had equally positive judgments on the second task in 

both goal conditions.  That is, social inferences of participants who had previously 

pursued both positive concentration and negative suppression goals would have been 

significantly more positive than those of participants in the control condition.  Indeed, 

this was the pattern of results found in the first task of the Social Judgment Pilot, where 

participants rated the child in the video using similar goals (the Social Judgment Pilot 

used goals for forming an impression of the child in the video, while Study 1 used goals 

for completing sentences).  This pattern did not occur in the current study.  Participants in 

the negative suppression condition had more positive ratings of the child than did those in 
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the positive concentration condition in the motivating condition, but neither of the 

directional goals was different from the control goal.  

 Unlike the Social Judgment Pilot, Study 1 used sentence completion goals for the 

first task, not an actual social judgment task.  Participants could not have strictly 

continued to follow their assigned goals in task 2 while watching the video, since the 

goals referred to the completion of sentences in task 1.  This experiment was set up to 

rule out the alternative explanation of continued goal pursuit, by using different tasks and 

a different experimental context from the Social Judgment Pilot.   Thus, I do not believe 

that participants were continuing to follow the goals.   

 Another possible explanation for this finding involves correction.  Motivation to 

accurately perform the judgment task is necessary to engage correction processes, and the 

motivating instructions used in the current studies have been shown to engage correction 

processes when sufficient cognitive resources are available (Reich & Weary, 1998; 

Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001).  Thus, it is possible that the effect occurred because 

participants attempted to correct their judgments away from the content made accessible 

by the monitoring process in the first task. 

 If correction did occur, the fact that in the motivating condition, participants with 

the negative suppression goal had higher ratings of the child than did those in the positive 

concentration condition suggests that the negative suppression goal led to greater 

correction compared to the positive concentration goal.  Participants may have corrected 

for the accessible negative content from the first task.  Specifically, based on ironic 

process theory (Wegner, 1994) the monitoring process should be relatively unfocused in 
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the control condition, more focused in the positive concentration condition (seeking out 

and identifying some negative and neutral thoughts), and highly focused in the negative 

suppression condition (seeking out and identifying mostly negative thoughts).   

 As the monitoring process becomes more focused (on negative thoughts in this 

case), people may become more aware of the content of the monitor and may be more 

likely to correct for the potential biasing effect of that content on their inferences.  This is 

consistent with Wilson and Brekke’s (1994) notion that awareness of the biasing 

influence is an important prerequisite for correction and with research showing that 

people correct for blatant primes more than for subtle primes (Stapel et al., 1998).  In the 

negative suppression condition, it is possible that the highly focused monitoring process 

blatantly primed negative content, increasing participants’ likelihood of becoming aware 

of its potential biasing influence on their subsequent judgments.     

 I also hypothesized that a similar pattern of results would be found for the thought 

descriptions as would be found for the inferences.  This pattern was not found.  Thus, 

contrary to the predictions of ironic process theory (i.e., Wenzlaff & Bates, 2000), the 

suppression goal did not appear to result in more intrusive thoughts.  However, unlike the 

findings of Reich and Mather (2006), there also was no evidence of a decrease in high-

quality distracter thoughts.  Reich and Mather used cognitive load and found a decrease 

in high-quality distracter thoughts under load across three studies.  However, participants 

in the current study did not engage in suppression during the second task and thus did not 

seek distracter thoughts during that task; rather, they simply were asked to form an 

impression of the child’s intelligence and performance.  If accessible negative content 
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was available from the first task, it should have influenced impressions related to their 

goal of assessing the child’s ability and performance, but may not have influenced the 

participants’ more general trait ratings and thoughts about the child.   

 One explanation for this lack of a similar pattern for the thought descriptions is 

the low interrater reliability.  Low interrater reliability would decrease the power to detect 

effects of the independent variables on the thought measures.  A second explanation is 

that after making their inferences, participants did not have sufficient introspective access 

to their thoughts to describe them, and only described the most memorable thoughts.  The 

results from the thought descriptions must be interpreted cautiously.     

 I had secondary hypotheses with regard to the role of future-event expectancies.  I 

hypothesized that low motivation (e.g., the nonmotivating conditions) would lead to the 

assimilation of social judgments to accessible information, consistent with Mather and 

Reich (2004a; 2004b), and this assimilation was found.  However, I had also 

hypothesized that, for participants who received the motivating instructions in the second 

task, the assimilative influence of FES on social judgments would be attenuated.  This did 

not occur.  Instead, assimilation of judgments to FES occurred across both the motivating 

and nonmotivating video instruction conditions.  Thus, although the motivating 

instructions typically have been shown to attenuate the influence of FES on social 

inferences, when participants engaged in a prior sentence completion task, this 

assimilation effect returned.   
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CHAPTER VIII 

STUDY 2 

 

Overview 

 The goal of this study was to examine how different goal instructions for an initial 

sentence completion task about social events affect social inferences in a subsequent task.  

This study used goals that were opposite in valence (positive suppression, negative 

concentration, no goal control) to those used in Study 1 (negative suppression, positive 

concentration, no goal control).  Participants completed the social judgment task while 

following either motivating or nonmotivating impression formation instructions.  In 

addition, the moderating role of chronic future-event expectancies was examined. 

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were 208 undergraduate students (132 women; 76 men) at Texas 

Tech University.  All participants received credit toward their introductory psychology 

course, and were recruited and retained in the analyses using the same procedures used in 

Study 1.  

Procedure and Design 

 The procedure, basic design, and materials for Study 2 were identical to those of 

Study 1 with one exception.  In Study 2, the three levels of the goal manipulation were: to 

avoid completing the sentences about the people with positive content (positive 

suppression), to focus on completing the sentences about the people with negative 
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content (negative concentration), or to simply complete the sentences about the people 

with whatever completion comes to mind first (no goal control) (see Appendix F for the 

materials used in Study 2).  

Dependent Measures 

 The dependent measures were the same as in Study 1 (see Appendix E for the 

materials used in Study 2).  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Surprise video recall.  The fifteen participants who correctly answered less than 

half of the five multiple choice questions assessing recall of the video details were 

omitted from further analyses due to inattention.  Correct responses on the five questions 

were summed.  A one-way ANOVA showed no differences in the average number of 

items answered correctly as a function of video instructions (M = 4.08, SD = .70).  Thus, 

any condition differences in social inferences and thoughts cannot be attributed to 

differences in participants’ encoding of video details. 

 Manipulation check for goal.  Twenty-four participants in the two goal conditions 

completed fourteen or fewer of the sixteen sentences using negative (non-positive) 

completions as instructed.  These participants were omitted from further analyses (seven 

in the negative concentration condition, seventeen in the positive suppression condition, 

three of these had also shown poor video recall).  The final data set included 172 

participants (111 women; 61 men). 
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Descriptive Statistics 

 Cronbach’s alphas were .64 for the behavioral categorization index, .84 for the 

dispositional inference index, .76 for the negative trait index, and .81 for the positive trait 

index. 

 Descriptive statistics for the DES.  DES scores ranged from 11 to 56 (M = 44.40, 

SD = 7.59).  A two-way Goal X Video Instruction ANOVA revealed no DES differences 

as a function of goal or video instruction.  Thus, neither the video instructions nor the 

goal manipulation influenced the emotions of the participants. 

 Descriptive statistics for the FES.  FES scores ranged from -47 to 110 (M = 41.21, 

SD = 30.37).  A one-way ANOVA revealed no FES differences as a function of goal.  

Thus, the goal manipulation did not influence participants’ responses on the FES.  

Primary Analysis on Behavioral Categorizations and Dispositional Inferences 

 A 3 (Goal: negative concentration, positive suppression, no goal control) X 2 

(Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) MANOVA was used to test the effects 

of the manipulated variables on dispositional inferences and behavioral categorizations.   

 Both Box’s M (24.93, p > .05) and Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances 

indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was satisfied.  Wilks’ Lambda 

showed a significant main effect of video instruction, F(2, 165) = 3.09, p < .05, partial η2 

= .04.  Pillai’s Trace also showed a significant main effect of video instruction, F(2, 165) 

= 3.09, p < .05, partial η2 =.04, and is reported here to be consistent with Study 1.  Tests 

of between-subjects effects indicated no significant effects for either behavioral 

categorizations or dispositional inferences.  Thus, the effect was a multivariate effect that 
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only occurred when the linear combination of behavioral categorizations and 

dispositional inferences was used as the dependent variable.  Refer to Figures 5 and 6. 

 Main effect of video instruction.  The multivariate main effect of video instruction 

was uninterpretable for the purposes of this experiment, especially given that the pattern 

of means for the motivating and nonmotivating conditions was quite different for 

behavioral categorizations compared to dispositional inferences.   
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Figure 5.  Behavioral Categorizations as a Function of Goals and Video Instructions for 

the Reduced Data Set. 
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Figure 6.  Dispositional Inferences as a Function of Goals and Video Instructions for the 

Reduced Data Set. 
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 An additional Goal X Video Instruction MANOVA was conducted on behavioral 

categorizations and disposition inferences using the full data set (N = 208).  The 

assumption of homogeneity of variance was met.  Wilks’ Lambda showed a significant 

main effect of video instruction, F(2, 201) = 5.03, p < .01, partial η2 = .05.  Tests of 

between-subjects effects indicated no significant effects for either behavioral 

categorizations or dispositional inferences.     

 Planned Comparisons.  Planned comparisons were conducted on the reduced data 

set to examine the differences between goal conditions at each level of video instruction.  

It is important to note again that the Goal X Video Instruction interaction was not 

significant, so these comparisons were made only to be consistent with Study 1.  A 

modified Bonferroni test was used to maintain familywise error rate at .10 for the set of 

planned comparisons (α < .02 for each comparison).  First, planned comparisons were 

conducted to examine differences in behavioral categorizations within each video 

instruction condition.  For the motivating video instruction condition, participants who 

followed the positive suppression goal in the first task categorized the child’s 

performance in the second task as more successful (M = 7.58, SD = .92) than did those 

who followed the control goal (M = 6.75, SD = 1.44), t(166) = 2.41, p < .02.  Thus, 

participants’ behavioral categorizations on the second task showed a rebound effect, such 

that inferences were assimilated to the positive content made accessible in the first task.  

However, no differences were found between the negative concentration and the positive 

suppression conditions, or between the negative concentration and the control conditions.  
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For the nonmotivating video instruction condition, no differences were found between 

any of the three conditions. 

 Second, planned comparisons were conducted to examine differences in 

dispositional inferences within each video instruction condition.  For the motivating 

video instruction condition, no differences were found between any of the three goal 

conditions.  For the nonmotivating video instruction condition, no differences were found 

between any of the three goal conditions.   

Chronic Future-Event Expectancies 

 A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted on the behavioral categorization 

index with centered FES scores, dummy-coded video instruction (motivating vs. 

nonmotivating), and the two dummy-coded variables representing the three goal 

conditions entered first.  The five two-way interactions between centered FES, dummy-

coded video instruction, and the two goal terms were entered second.  The two three-way 

interactions were entered third.  A significant interaction of centered FES and dummy-

coded video instruction (ß = .27, t = 2.47, p < .02) was found.  In the motivating 

condition, the simple slope for centered FES predicting behavioral categorizations was 

positive and significant (ß = .24, t = 2.23, p = .02).  In the nonmotivating condition, the 

simple slope for centered FES predicting behavioral categorizations was negative and 

nonsignificant (ß = -.11, t = -1.05, p = .30).  The assimilation to FES in the motivating 

condition indicated that as their future-event expectancies became more optimistic, 

participants categorized the child’s performance as more successful. 
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 The same hierarchical regression analysis also was conducted on the dispositional 

inference index.  A significant main effect of future-event expectancy was found at step 

one (ß = .19, t = 2.46, p = .02).  This assimilation to FES indicated that as their future-

event expectancies became more optimistic, participants perceived the child as having 

more ability. 

Trait Ratings 

 A 3 (Goal: positive suppression, negative concentration, no goal control) X 2 

(Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) ANOVA was used to test the effects of 

the manipulated variables on the negative trait rating index.  No significant differences 

were found. 

 A 3 (Goal: positive suppression, negative concentration, no goal control) X 2 

(Video Instructions: motivating, nonmotivating) ANOVA was used to test the effects of 

the manipulated variables on the positive trait rating index.  No significant differences 

were found. 

Thought Descriptions 

 Exploratory analyses of participants’ thought descriptions were conducted.  Two 

coders who were blind to conditions examined the thoughts reported by the participants 

with the same method described in Study 1.  Good interrater agreement was found for the 

number of overall thoughts (r = .82), but relatively poor agreement was found for positive 

thoughts (r = .34), negative thoughts (r = .42), and neutral thoughts (r = .51), all 

significant at p < .01.  It should be noted that interrater agreement for the positive and 

negative thoughts were much lower than desired.  Thus, the thought descriptions are not 
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particularly reliable dependent measures in this study.  Still, to thoroughly test the 

hypotheses of this dissertation, I analyzed the thought descriptions. 

 The coders’ totals for each category were averaged.  An initial Goal X Video 

Instruction ANOVA on the total number of thoughts reported revealed an unexpected 

marginally significant Goal X Video Instruction interaction, F(2, 166) = 2.99, p = .05, 

partial η2 = .04.  When each coder’s ratings were analyzed separately, the interaction 

approached significance for one coder, F(2, 166) = 2.78, p = .07, and approached 

significance for the second coder, F(2, 166) = 2.75, p = .07.  Examination of the means 

for each coder indicated that the patterns differed somewhat.  See Table 2. 
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Table 2.  Means for Each Coder’s Ratings of Thought Descriptions. 

    Nonmotivating  Motivating 

Coder    1  2  1  2  

Negative Concentration 3.69  4.94  3.11  4.33 

Positive Suppression  3.14  4.41  3.81  5.52 

No Goal Control  3.15  4.09  3.72  5.22  
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 The percentages of positive, negative, and neutral thoughts were examined first to 

be consistent with the procedures used by Reich and Mather (2006) and Wenzlaff and 

Bates (2000).  Since the total number of thoughts varied by condition, the percentages of 

thoughts in each category may not be sufficiently sensitive to capture differences among 

the conditions.  Thus, these analyses were supplemented by examining the total number 

of thoughts in each category. 

 Three Goal X Video Instructions ANOVAs were conducted on the percentage of 

positive, negative, and neutral thoughts combined across the raters.  No effects were 

found for positive, negative, or neutral thoughts.  Additionally, no effects were found 

when each coder’s ratings were examined separately. 

 Additional analyses were conducted on the total number of positive, negative, and 

neutral thoughts, combined across the raters.  No effects were found for positive, 

negative, or neutral thoughts.   

 To examine whether participants’ future-event expectancies influenced the 

thoughts they reported, correlations between the percentage of positive, negative, and 

neutral thoughts and FES scores were examined.  These correlations showed no 

significant linear relationships between FES scores and the percentage of positive 

thoughts (r = .12, p = .11), negative thoughts (r = -.09, p = .22), or neutral thoughts (r = -

.05, p = .56).   

 Additional analyses were conducted to test whether participants’ future-event 

expectancies influenced the number of thoughts they reported.  Correlations between the 

total number of thoughts, total positive, negative, and neutral thoughts and FES scores 
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were examined.  These correlations showed no significant linear relationships between 

FES scores and the total number of thoughts (r = -.02, p = .81), positive thoughts (r = .10, 

p = .18), negative thoughts (r = -.09, p = .27), or neutral thoughts (r = -.06, p = .46).  

Thus, FES did not influence thoughts participants provided. 

Discussion 

 Study 2 was designed to provide a conceptual replication of Study 1 using goals 

that were opposite in valence to those used in Study 1.  I hypothesized that for the 

nonmotivating video instruction condition, participants who received the positive 

suppression instructions in the sentence completion task would have more positive 

judgments of the child’s ability and performance in the second task than would those in 

the control condition.  This effect was not found.   

 I hypothesized that for the motivating video instruction condition, positive 

suppression participants would have more negative judgments of the child in the second 

task than would those in the control condition, as they would correct for the content of 

the monitoring process that was accessible from the first task.  The opposite effect was 

found, in that participants in the positive suppression conditions had more positive 

categorizations of the child’s performance in the second task than did those in the control 

condition.  This may have occurred because the operating process set in motion during 

the first task was terminated in the motivating condition for the second task, leaving the 

accessible positive content of the monitoring process to more strongly influence 

judgments.  This is evidence of a rebound effect of the suppressed positive content.  
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However, the overall interaction was not significant and this effect was present only 

when examined with planned comparisons.  Thus, it may not be a robust finding.   

 I hypothesized that for both video instruction conditions, the target judgments of 

participants who, in the first task, received negative concentration instructions and those 

who received control instructions would not differ.  This null effect was found. 

 I hypothesized a similar pattern of effects for the thought descriptions as would be 

found for the inferences.  This pattern was not found.  As in Study 1, contrary to the 

predictions of ironic process theory (i.e., Wenzlaff & Bates, 2000), the suppression goal 

did not result in more intrusive thoughts.  Due to the low interrater reliability and other 

potential problems with the thought measures, the results from the thought descriptions 

must be interpreted cautiously, as explained in the discussion for Study 1.  Future studies 

should: 1) increase interrater reliability by changing the coder instructions and having the 

coders meet to discuss discrepancies, and 2) test the participants’ introspective access to 

their thoughts during the impression formation task by using online measures of their 

thoughts. 

 I had secondary hypotheses with regard to the role of future-event expectancies.  I 

hypothesized that for participants with nonmotivating instructions in the second task, 

social judgments would be assimilated to FES.  This effect was found for dispositional 

inferences, but not for behavioral categorizations.  However, I also hypothesized that for 

participants given the motivating instructions in the second task, the assimilative 

influence of FES on social judgments should be attenuated, replicating the no load 

conditions of Reich and Weary (1998).  Instead, both behavioral categorizations and 
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dispositional inferences were assimilated to FES in the motivating video instruction 

condition, as in Study 1.  This finding, when considered in light of the rebound effect 

found in the motivating positive suppression condition, suggests that participants with 

optimistic expectancies showed stronger evidence of a rebound of positive suppressed 

content than did participants with pessimistic expectancies. 
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CHAPTER IX 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 The goal of these studies was to see if suppression and concentration goals for an 

initial sentence completion task about social events would result in a rebound effect or in 

correction on a subsequent social judgment task.  Because the rebound effect on social 

inferences also seems to depend partially on processing conditions, both motivating and 

nonmotivating impression formation instructions were included in the social judgment 

task.  I also further examined the moderating influence of future-event expectancies.  

 Participants were told that they would participate in two experiments during their 

session.  In a first task, participants performed a sentence completion task.  In Study 1, 

participants were randomly assigned to one of three goal manipulation conditions: to 

avoid completing the sentences about the people with negative content (negative 

suppression), to focus on completing the sentences about the people with positive content 

(positive concentration), or to simply complete the sentences about the people with 

whatever completion comes to mind first (no goal control).  In Study 2, goal valence was 

changed and participants were randomly assigned to either a positive suppression, 

negative concentration, or no goal control condition.   

 For the second task, participants watched a video of a child performing a spatial 

ability task.  Participants were randomly assigned to receive instructions which 

emphasized careful thought and accuracy while judging the child’s ability (motivating 

instructions), or instructions which simply asked participants to form an impression of the 
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child’s ability (nonmotivating instructions).  After viewing the video, participants 

evaluated the child’s ability and performance, and described the thoughts they had while 

watching the video.  They also completed Andersen’s (1990) Future Events Scale.  

 The general predictions for the social inferences and thoughts examined in these 

studies were based on previous research showing that suppression goals are more prone 

to rebound effects than are concentration goals (Wegner et al., 1987; Wenzlaff & Bates, 

2000).  They were also based on the notion that assimilation to accessible information is 

likely to occur under nonoptimal processing conditions and that either attenuation of this 

effect or contrast is likely to occur under optimal processing conditions (Newman et al., 

1996; Mather & Reich, 2004a; 2004b; Reich & Weary, 1998). 

 General social judgment goals (negative suppression and positive concentration) 

have already been shown to help people who are pessimistic to overcome the biases of 

their chronic expectancies (Mather & Reich, 2004a).  There are a few new findings from 

the current studies.  First, participants who followed a negative suppression goal in a first 

task made more positive judgments regarding an ambiguous target person in the second 

task than did those who followed the positive concentration goal (Study 1, motivating 

video instruction condition; Social Judgment Pilot).  Second, participants who followed 

the positive suppression goal in a first task categorized the child’s performance in the 

second task as more successful than did those who received no goal (Study 2, motivating 

video instruction condition; this effect needs to be replicated in future studies).  Third, 

participants who followed a positive concentration goal in a first task made more positive 

judgments regarding an ambiguous target person in a second task than did those who 
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received no goal (Study 1, nonmotivating video instruction condition; Social Judgment 

Pilot).  Finally, perceivers who were pessimistic made more negative assessments of an 

ambiguous target person in the second task.  This assimilation of judgments to future-

event expectancies occurred across both the motivating and nonmotivating video 

instruction conditions in Study 1, in the motivating video instruction condition of Study 

2, and when participants had pursued a goal of avoiding negative thoughts in an initial 

social judgment task (Social Judgment Pilot).  The implications of the results of the 

current studies will be discussed next. 

Global Assessments and Demand as Alternative Explanations 

 The failure to show all of the hypothesized patterns on thought descriptions, trait 

ratings, behavioral categorizations, and dispositional inferences provides several insights.  

First, it shows that the significant effects did not occur due to global evaluative 

assessments (Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001).  If participants made global evaluative 

assessments of the child, all dependent measures would show the same pattern.  This did 

not occur.  More specifically, there were not significant effects of goals and video 

instructions on the global trait measures or on the positive, negative, and neutral thought 

listing measures.  However, there were effects on the social inference measures.  This is 

consistent with the notion that the goals pursued in the first task influenced only focal 

inferences.  That is, the content made accessible by the goals in the first task apparently 

was applied only to the inferential goals of assessing the child’s intelligence and 

performance level, and did not carry over to influence participants’ general thoughts 

about the child or about his traits that were unrelated to ability.   
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 Second, the significant effects do not appear to be due to demand characteristics 

which compelled participants to make each rating appear consistent with their prior 

ratings.  If participants had aimed for consistency in their responses, all of the dependent 

measures would show the same pattern.  This did not occur.   

 Third, the significant effects do not appear to be due to demand characteristics of 

the task in which participants felt compelled to make each rating appear consistent with 

their assigned goal from the first task.  If participants made each rating while continuing 

to follow the goals from the first task, they would have rated the child equally in the 

suppression and concentration conditions compared to the control conditions within each 

study.  For example, participants given the negative suppression and positive 

concentration goals would have rated the child equally and more positively compared to 

the control condition in Study 1, while participants given the positive suppression and 

negative concentration goals would have rated the child equally and less positively 

compared to the control condition in Study 2.  This did not occur, as previously 

discussed. 

Methodological Contributions 

 There were several methodological contributions of this dissertation that may be 

informative for future research.  First, the current studies indicate that the motivating 

video instructions may be better to use than the nonmotivating video instructions for 

studying both rebound and correction of social inferences.  The increased likelihood of 

correction with the motivating video instructions is consistent with Reich and Weary 

(1998) and Weary, Reich, and Tobin (2001), and these studies provide the first 
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comparative test of the two video instruction conditions.  The motivating video 

instructions apparently engaged correction when participants had previously followed 

negative suppression goals, but led to rebound effects when participants had previously 

followed positive suppression goals; possible reasons for this discrepancy will be 

discussed later.   

 Second, the goal manipulation for the sentence task is not yet strong enough to 

lead all participants to correctly complete the sentences in accordance with their goal.  

The current studies were designed to strengthen the goal manipulation over previous 

research (Mather & Reich, 2004a; 2004b; 2006; Reich & Mather 2006) that used a social 

judgment task with goals that dealt with forming an impression of a child.  The exclusion 

of many participants for not successfully following their goal in the sentence completion 

task indicates that this manipulation still could be strengthened.  Moreover, the difficulty 

of the sentence completion task confirms that suppression is a more difficult goal than 

concentration (Wenzlaff & Bates, 2000), as evidenced by the greater attrition due to 

unsuccessful sentence completions for the suppression goal than for the concentration 

goal conditions in Studies 1 and 2.  However, it should be noted that for those 

participants who correctly followed their assigned sentence completion goal, the sentence 

completion task was sufficient to influence their assessments in the more vivid 

impression task.  Future research should find a manipulation of the goals which results in 

a higher percentage of participants being able to successfully follow the assigned goals 

but that is still challenging enough to produce variance in subsequent social judgments. 
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 Third, one point that is underscored by the current studies, particularly when 

viewed in light of previous research, is that motivation (manipulated with the video 

instructions) and ability (manipulated with cognitive load in previous studies) are not 

interchangeable variables and do not equally impact social inferences.  However, they are 

sometimes treated this way in the social inference literature.  Future studies should 

explore the distinction between motivating and nonmotivating instructions to examine 

whether similar effects of goals on social inferences can be found for nonmotivating 

versus motivating conditions as for cognitive load versus no load conditions.   

Theoretical Contributions

 The results of the current studies have implications for theories regarding 

correction for bias.  Wilson and Brekke (1994) suggested that awareness of a potential 

biasing influence, motivation to correct for bias, awareness of the direction and 

magnitude of the bias, and the ability to control one’s response are all necessary to 

correct for bias.   

 The current studies suggest some possible additions, adjustments, and caveats to 

this framework.  First, correction may not occur when perceivers are motivated to be 

accurate, particularly if they lack awareness of the biasing influence.  Thus, inducing a 

motivation to be accurate is not synonymous with inducing a motivation to correct, as 

people may lack awareness of the biasing influence.  Second, awareness of the potential 

biasing influence of accessible thoughts following suppression or concentration may 

depend on how focused the monitoring process is, with increased awareness occurring as 

the monitoring process becomes more focused.  Third, familiarity with the biasing 
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influence may be necessary for correction.  Fourth, people will be motivated to correct 

for the biasing influence only if they see it as inappropriate. 

 Engaging motivation to correct.  Although Wilson and Brekke (1994) suggest that 

four separate features (cognitive resources, motivation to correct, awareness of a potential 

biasing influence, and awareness of the direction and magnitude of the bias) are 

necessary for correction, these features may interact in some ways that have not been 

made explicit in previous research.  For example, it stands to reason that both ability and 

awareness of a potential biasing influence may be prerequisites for correction motivation.  

In other words, motivation to correct may not be possible even when perceivers do have 

the cognitive resources available to engage in correction, if perceivers do not become 

aware of the direction and magnitude of their biases.  Participants in the current study had 

sufficient cognitive resources to correct, but the motivating video instructions had 

different effects depending on the valence of the goals.  Under these motivating 

instructions, perceivers appeared to engage in correction following negative suppression, 

but not following positive suppression.  It is possible that perceivers were less aware of 

the biasing influence of accessible positive content and therefore were less motivated to 

correct for its influence.  Future studies should test the distinction for goals of opposite 

valence within the same study, as motivation apparently affects social inferences 

following the pursuit of positive and negative directional goals differentially.   

Awareness and the Focus of the Monitoring Process 

 These studies also brought up the new idea that the focus of the monitoring 

process may affect awareness of the content of subsequent accessible thoughts and may 
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influence whether correction occurs in a later task.  In Study 1, the monitoring process 

was relatively unfocused in the control condition, more focused in the positive 

concentration condition (seeking out and identifying some negative and neutral thoughts), 

and highly focused in the negative suppression condition (seeking out and identifying 

mostly negative thoughts).  In Study 2, the monitoring process was relatively unfocused 

in the control condition, more focused in the negative concentration condition (seeking 

out and identifying some positive and neutral thoughts), and highly focused in the 

positive suppression condition (seeking out and identifying mostly positive thoughts).   

 As the monitoring process became more focused, participants may have become 

more aware of the content of the monitor and its potential biasing influence on their later 

judgments.  When that content was negative, participants appeared to show evidence of 

correcting for it.  Participants showed slight correction when they pursued the positive 

concentration goal (Social Judgment Pilot and Study 1) and more correction for the 

negative suppression goal (Social Judgment Pilot and Study 1).  When the content was 

positive, on the other hand, participants did not show evidence of correcting for it.  In 

Study 2, participants may have become aware of the accessible positive content of the 

monitor, but may not have been aware of its biasing influence or may not have felt that it 

was important to correct for this positive content.   

 This possibility has interesting implications for the ultimate effects of suppression 

goals.  While suppression strategies may be more difficult to pursue and may lead 

avoided thoughts to become hyperaccessible, that hyperaccessibility may also enhance 

perceivers’ awareness of the potential biasing influence of those thoughts.  For 
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subsequent social judgments or important events for which perceivers want to avoid bias, 

this awareness may allow perceivers to engage in correction for the biasing influence if 

they are able to do so.  Future studies could test these ideas by: 1) more carefully 

measuring the accessibility of the content of the monitoring process for suppression and 

concentration goals, 2) specifically manipulating and measuring perceivers’ awareness of 

the content of the monitoring process, and 3) specifically measuring the degree of 

correction and examining its relationship to awareness.   

 To more explicitly measure the content of the monitoring process, on-line 

measures could be used (Tobin & Weary, 2003).  For example, participants could be told 

to suppress certain content, and then could be given instructions that either draw 

awareness to the potential biasing influence of the content that will be suppressed (i.e., 

“Often, when we try to suppress negative thoughts, they actually come to mind more 

frequently and have greater influence on our judgments”) or do not draw awareness to the 

content that will be suppressed.  Awareness of the monitoring process could also be 

measured by asking a question about awareness of the potential biasing influence of the 

suppressed content at the end of the study.  The degree of correction could be assessed by 

comparing ratings made by participants with suppression or concentration goals, with and 

without an induction of awareness.  If the focus of the monitoring process leads to 

awareness, enhanced correction should be associated with both the suppression goals and 

the awareness induction, and the degree of correction should be associated with reported 

awareness.   
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 Familiarity of the biasing influence and correction.  Besides valence, the positive 

and negative suppression goals may have differed in terms to their familiarity to 

participants.  Positive suppression goals appeared to be more difficult to pursue and were 

responded to differently than negative suppression goals.  Differential attrition occurred 

in both Studies 1 and 2, where more than twice as many people failed the manipulation 

check when they received the suppression goal compared to the concentration goal.  This 

is not surprising, as it has been demonstrated that suppression strategies are more difficult 

than concentration strategies (Wenzlaff & Bates, 2000).  However, only eight participants 

failed the manipulation check when they received the negative suppression goal in Study 

1, while seventeen participants failed the manipulation check when they received the 

positive concentration goal in Study 2.  

  This difference in successful goal pursuit most likely occurred because the 

positive suppression goal is a less intuitive or familiar goal for participants to follow than 

the negative suppression goal.  The positive suppression goal (to suppress positive 

content) is not likely to be a common social inference goal, since it is unlikely to lead to 

positive social interactions.  On the other hand, negative suppression goals may be 

relatively common and familiar for many people.  Given their previous experience with 

negative suppression goals, people may have developed some successful techniques and 

good distracters for avoiding negative thoughts.  Thus, familiarity of the goals may help 

to explain why a rebound effect did not occur for the negative suppression goal, but did 

occur for the positive suppression goal. 
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 Perceived inappropriateness of the biasing influence.  In the current studies, 

participants did not show a rebound effect when suppressing negative content (Study 1), 

but did show some evidence of rebound when suppressing positive content (Study 2).  

Specifically, for the motivating video instructions in Study 1, participants who followed 

the negative suppression goal in the first task categorized the child’s performance in the 

second task as more successful than did those who followed the positive concentration 

goal, showing evidence of correction for the negative accessible content.  For the 

motivating video instruction condition in Study 2, participants who followed the positive 

suppression goal in the first task categorized the child’s performance in the second task as 

more successful than did those who followed the control goal, which was evidence of the 

rebound effect.   

 It has previously been demonstrated that rebound of stereotypes does not occur 

under all circumstances (Monteith et al., 1998).  Monteith et al. found that suppression 

decreased stereotypic thoughts for both low-prejudiced and high-prejudiced participants 

in an initial task, but that high-prejudiced participants were susceptible to rebound effects 

in a second task.   

 Whether rebound or correction occurs may depend on whether the use of 

accessible thought content is considered by the perceiver to be inappropriate or not.  For 

example, when it comes to social judgments, accessible negative content may be 

considered inappropriate and important to correct for, while positive content may not be 

considered inappropriate.  This idea is consistent with the results of Studies 1 and 2.  In 

Study 1, the participants suppressed negative content in the first task.  In the second task, 
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this accessible negative content may have been considered inappropriate and important to 

correct for in making their inferences, and categorizations of the child’s performance in 

the second task were contrasted from this accessible content.  In Study 2, the participants 

suppressed positive content in the first task, which may have been considered appropriate 

content and not important to correct for in making their inferences.  Their categorizations 

of the child’s performance in the second task then were assimilated to that accessible 

positive content (a rebound effect).   

 Future research should examine how the level of inappropriateness conferred by a 

perceiver on previously suppressed content during the social inference process affects the 

rebound (and correction) of social inferences.  Future research also should examine the 

asymmetrical effects that characterize positive suppression and negative suppression 

social judgment goals by testing: 1) the prevalence with which positive suppression goals 

are used in social interactions compared to negative suppression goals, 2) whether 

positive suppression goals negatively influence social interactions, and 3) individual 

differences in the motivation to avoid both negative and positive biases. 

Future-Event Expectancies and Rebound Effects 

 The results of the Social Judgment Pilot suggest that chronically accessible 

expectancies may enhance perceivers’ susceptibility to a rebound effect following 

suppression of expectancy congruent thoughts, which is consistent with the additive 

effects found in previous research (Bargh, et al., 1986; Higgins, 1996).  The results of 

Study 1 suggested that, following suppression of negative sentence completions, people 

with chronically accessible negative expectancies made more negative inferences than 
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did those with positive expectancies.  The results of the motivating video instruction 

condition in Study 2 suggested that, following suppression of positive sentence 

completions, people with chronically accessible positive expectancies made more 

positive inferences than did those with negative expectancies.  Thus, future-event 

expectancies appeared to enhance perceivers’ susceptibility to a rebound effect following 

suppression of expectancy congruent thoughts. 

Clinical Implications 

 There are many clinical implications of the current research.  For example, 

obsessive-compulsive disorder is diagnosed based on criteria in the Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR) that include “recurrent and 

persistent thoughts, impulses, or images that are experienced at some time during the 

disturbance, as intrusive and inappropriate and that cause marked anxiety or distress” and 

“attempts to ignore or suppress such thoughts, impulses, or images, or to neutralize them 

with some other thought or action” (American Psychiatric Association, 2000, p. 462).  

Since intrusive thoughts, suppression, and distracter thoughts characterize obsessive-

compulsive disorder, research on the monitoring process and ironic effects of suppression 

goals can potentially inform treatments for obsessive-compulsive disorder. 

 Since the DSM-IV-TR indicates that obsessive-compulsive disorder only has a 

lifetime prevalence of 2.5%, the benefits of the current research may be more broadly 

applicable to depression.  The DSM-IV-TR indicates that major depressive disorder has a 

lifetime risk of 10-25% for women and 5-12% for men.  Criteria for major depressive 

episode and major depressive disorder (which requires the presence of a major depressive 
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episode) include “recurrent thoughts of death…or recurrent suicidal ideation,” “feelings 

of worthlessness or excessive or inappropriate guilt,” and “diminished ability to think or 

concentrate…nearly every day” (DSM-IV-TR, p. 356).  Thus, unwanted thoughts and 

reduced cognitive ability are characteristics of depression.   

 Many therapies for depression incorporate suppression or distraction techniques 

as a method for dealing with rumination and intrusion of negative thoughts.  Whether it 

occurs spontaneously or as part of a therapy protocol, people who are depressed 

frequently try to avoid negative thoughts about themselves and others (Wenzlaff, 

Wegner, & Roper, 1988).  Nolen-Hoeksema (1991) suggested that depressive episodes 

might persist due to ruminative responses (such as focusing on symptoms), and that 

distraction might be one way in which to circumvent this.  However, ironic process 

theory implies that rumination and distraction might be a volatile combination in the 

treatment of depressive episodes, especially if the symptoms have merit. 

 The current research is useful to understand in the development of clinical 

treatments for depression.  If therapies focus on telling people to avoid negative thoughts, 

clients may experience ironic effects, particularly if they have pessimistic expectancies, 

as shown in the Social Judgment Pilot.  This could be especially relevant to the 

judgments that people who are depressed make of others.  When busy, tired, or distracted, 

the monitoring process may push the ideas they are working to avoid into consciousness.  

Even when they do succeed in avoiding the thoughts, those thoughts may come back later 

when they are not so focused on finding distracter thoughts (e.g., when the operating 

process is relaxed) or when they are less aware of the focus of the monitoring process. 
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 However, the implications of the Social Judgment Pilot and Study 1 are that 

avoiding negative content has both short-term (avoiding negative content) and longer-

term (more positive judgments on a second task) benefits for social inferences.  This 

additional benefit for social inferences that occurs for suppressing negative content, but 

not positive content, is counter to ironic process theory.  However, participants who were 

pessimistic are more likely to be depressed (Andersen, 1990) and did not have judgments 

that were as positive on the second task compared to participants who were optimistic.  

Future research should examine this effect as well as measure the temporal duration of 

the effect (i.e., how much time can pass before the more positive ratings return to 

baseline). 

 Some cognitive-behavioral treatments directly focus on avoiding thoughts.  

Clients are taught not to over-attend to depressive tendencies and are taught instead to 

monitor and increase the number of positive thoughts and activities they experience 

(Craighead, Curry, & McMillian, 1994).  Self-control therapy indirectly focuses on 

avoiding thoughts (Hollon & Carter, 1994).  One assumption of this approach is that 

people who are depressed typically attend to negative events and not to positive events in 

their lives, and thus make inaccurate attributions.  One frequent treatment consists of 

teaching people who are depressed to self-monitor more positively.  Thus, they are 

trained to avoid negative thoughts and attributions in favor of positive thoughts and 

attributions.   

 It would be useful in such treatments to account for the focus of the monitoring 

process, which would contain negative and neutral thoughts.  If awareness of the content 
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of the monitoring process is found to enhance correction of social judgments in future 

research, then the current results could indicate that awareness of the focus of the 

monitoring process may influence the effectiveness of such treatments.  Knowledge of 

ironic process theory and how people’s chronic expectancies influence their self-related 

and social judgments should be used to improve treatments of depression.  And, 

knowledge of when and why treatments involving suppression or distraction actually 

work should be used to inform research in areas relevant to ironic process theory.   
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 As humans, we are equipped with a keen organ of social perception (Mather, 

2000) that allows us to attempt to understand why other people behave as they do.  

Heider (1958) suggested that we are all intuitive scientists, seeking to “predict and 

control reality” (p. 79).  Thus, we make inferences about others and the causes of their 

behaviors.  As social psychologists, we have an advantage over laypersons who are not 

trained in the scientific method, but we should not discount the keen organ of social 

perception that laypersons possess.  

 While people are intuitive scientists, they frequently do make errors and are prone 

to biases.  Researchers in psychology have made important contributions to science by 

identifying and examining such errors and biases.  However, we also can work greatly to 

control our own thoughts.  We all seek to control the content of our own minds, and this 

serves a variety of purposes.  For example, a pessimist might seek to be more positive in 

his or her thinking.  Another person might seek to avoid using a stereotype when making 

a hiring decision, while still another might wish to stop thinking about food when on a 

diet.  Of course, a person might wish to avoid unwanted thoughts about a past romantic 

partner, as well.  

 Given that people make attempts at mental control, how do people go about 

controlling their thoughts?  One strategy people may use to control the content of their 

thoughts is to suppress unwanted thoughts—to merely banish the unwanted thoughts 

from their minds altogether.  However, this technique can backfire and make the 

unintended thought more likely to come to mind (Wegner, 1994).  Imagine a person on a 

diet thinking constantly “Don’t think of food, don’t think of food, don’t think of food.”  It 
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seems counterintuitive to use one’s cognition to not think about something.  Does it 

work?  I can picture the client’s response to the counselor now: “Think about food so that 

I won’t think about it? Doc, I’d like a refund…” 

 Sometimes suppressed thoughts come back with a vengeance, becoming even 

more prevalent than before the thought was avoided (Macrae et al., 1994; Wegner et al., 

1987).  Such an occurrence is called an ironic effect.  There are different paradigms in 

which ironic effects of thought suppression have been studied.  One paradigm examines 

the ironic effects of cognitive load on thoughts that occur during a single task (e.g., 

Mather & Reich, 2004b).  The other paradigm involves two tasks and is designed to 

detect a “rebound effect”; people suppress certain thoughts on the first task, and thoughts 

occurring during a second task are examined for ironic effects (e.g., Wegner et al., 1987).  

To further examine why and when these ironic effects occur, I will begin with a more 

formal review of ironic process theory. 

Ironic Process Theory 

 The theory of ironic processes of mental control (see Wegner, 1992; Wegner, 

1994; Wegner, 1997; Wegner & Wenzlaff, 1996) explains why a person’s efforts at 

thought suppression sometimes backfire.  Wegner (1997) suggested that mental control is 

governed by a conscious operating process and a nonconscious monitoring process.  The 

operating process searches for thoughts with which to distract the individual, as well as 

thoughts to be allowed into consciousness.  The operating process is an effortful process, 

requiring cognitive resources to function properly.  The monitoring process checks for 

instances of the thoughts that the individual desires to avoid, and is relatively effortless.  
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If the effortful operating process is disrupted or terminated, then the content of the 

monitoring process—the undesired thought—becomes accessible.  Thus, an ironic effect 

can manifest when a person attempts to suppress a thought.  In such an instance, the 

suppressed thought becomes hyperaccessible when the monitoring process is searching 

for instances of the undesired thought.  If the conscious, effortful operating process is 

either disrupted by distraction or simply discontinued, the monitoring process efficiently 

locates instances of the undesired thought and pushes them into consciousness.  For this 

reason, thought suppression is not an ideal technique for mental control. 

 Two classic thought suppression studies (Wegner et al., 1987) were the first to 

demonstrate ironic effects.  In the first study, participants were randomly assigned to 

either a) initially suppress, then express thoughts of a white bear, or b) initially express 

thoughts of white bears.  It was found that participants who initially suppressed thoughts 

of the white bear subsequently thought about the white bear at expression more than 

participants who had initially expressed thoughts.  In the second experiment, the rebound 

of the undesired thought was eliminated when participants focused on a particular 

distracter thought (“think of a red Volkswagen”).  Thus, concentrating on a thought that 

was incongruent with the undesired thought was shown to be a more successful mental 

control strategy than suppressing an undesired thought. 

 A basic question of ironic process theory is this: Does the accessibility of a 

thought increase for suppressed thoughts?  Wegner and Erber (1992) examined this 

question in two experiments.  In their first experiment, participants were either told to 

think about a target word or not to think about a target word.  Participants were then 
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asked to generate a word associated with a word presented on an audiotape.  This was 

done under either high time pressure (responses made in 3 s for each trial) or low time 

pressure (responses made in 10 s for each trial).  Some of the words on the audio were 

similar to the target word.  The dependent variable was the number of times the 

participant generated the target word in response to a related prompt from the audio.  

Under high time pressure, participants in the suppression condition were more likely to 

generate the target word than were participants who had been told to think about the 

target.  Under low time pressure, participants told to think about the target were more 

likely to generate the target word than in participants told to suppress. 

 In their second experiment, participants’ reaction times were measured for a 

Stroop color naming task.  Before performing the task, participants were given a target 

word and were told to either think about it or not to think about it.  Participants then 

performed the Stroop task (with either the target word, target-related words, or target-

unrelated words) under either low (rehearsal of a 1-digit number) or high (rehearsal of a 

9-digit number) cognitive load.  Reaction times were longer for participants under high 

cognitive load than for those under low cognitive load.  Also, reaction times were longest 

for those who suppressed under high load.  

 Wegner and Erber (1992) demonstrated that suppression increases the 

accessibility of the undesired thought.  This begs the question: How prevalent are ironic 

effects?  Ironic effects are prevalent in our lives, and research has demonstrated this to be 

the case.  Suppression has been shown to influence a variety of phenomena, including 

mood (Wegner, Erber, & Zanakos, 1993), memory (Wegner, Quillian, & Houston, 1996), 
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and even dreams (Wegner, Wenzlaff, & Kozak, 2004).  Therefore, ironic effects are 

important to understand, as ironic process theory may inform many areas of our everyday 

experiences.  

 One area that demonstrates the pervasiveness of ironic effects is that of mood 

related cues.  Wenzlaff et al. (1991) found a connection between thought suppression and 

the mood of the individual during suppression.  Participants initially suppressed or 

expressed thoughts of a white bear, and did so while either upbeat or somber musical 

recordings played.  After several filler tasks allowed the participant’s mood to stabilize, 

all participants were instructed to think about a white bear while listening to either the 

upbeat or somber music.  The rebound effect of suppression was found to be the most 

pronounced when mood at suppression was congruent with mood at expression.  It was 

suggested that this occurred because the unwanted thought became tied to the mood 

related cues.  This was verified in a subsequent experiment, in which participants’ moods 

at initial suppression successfully predicted their moods at expression.  Subsequent 

research by Wegner et al. (1993) showed that participants attempting to control their own 

moods fell victim to increased accessibility of unwanted thoughts related to mood when 

they were under cognitive load.  Based on these findings, it may be important to assess 

current emotions in studies that include suppression and cognitive load manipulations. 

 In addition to mood, Wegner et al. (1996) found that thought suppression had 

effects on memory.  In their first experiment, participants watched a 10-minute film clip, 

and were instructed to either suppress thoughts about the film throughout the day or think 

about the film throughout the day.  A control group was given no special instructions 
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regarding suppression or expression of thoughts about the film.  After at least 5 hours, 

participants returned to answer questions about the sequence of scenes in the film.  The 

suppression instructions decreased participants’ ability to recall the sequence of scenes.  

Participants who suppressed were also more likely to rate their memories of the scenes as 

having been experienced as snapshots, rather than as real-time film clips.  A second 

experiment replicated the findings of the first, with an additional finding that participants’ 

memories for specific events in the film were unaffected by suppression. 

 If suppressed thoughts manifest themselves through a nonconscious process, then 

it stands to reason that suppressed thoughts might occur more frequently in dreams than 

in conscious thoughts.  Wegner et al. (2004) tested this hypothesis.  They found that 

when participants were given reference to a person (the reference person was provided by 

the participant as either someone on whom they have a crush or not) before going to 

sleep, they dreamed about that person at a higher rate.  When participants were instructed 

to suppress thoughts about the reference person, they dreamed about the reference person 

even more than either the participants who had the reference person simply mentioned to 

them or the participants who had written about the reference person before going to bed.  

This pattern was found for both self-ratings of the dreams and ratings made by other 

raters of the participant’s dream reports.  Additionally, emotional attraction to the person 

did not affect either the self-ratings or the dream reports.  Wegner et al. (2004) suggested 

that the deactivation of prefrontal areas during REM sleep might disable the conscious 

operating process.  Deactivation of the operating process would leave the monitoring 

process free to make its suppressed contents more accessible. 
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 As stated, thought suppression is not an ideal technique for mental control.  While 

suppression involves avoiding an undesired thought, a concentration strategy promotes 

desired thoughts.  That is, a concentration strategy calls for the perceiver to focus on the 

desired thoughts.  When concentrating on a desired thought, the operating process 

searches for the presence of a specific thought.  This is called a feature-positive search.  

When suppressing a thought, the operating process searches for thoughts that indicate the 

absence of the undesired thought.  This is called a feature-negative search.  Feature-

negative searches are more difficult to perform than feature-positive searches (Newman 

et al., 1980; Wegner, 1997).  Thus, feature-negative searches conducted by the operating 

process are more likely to result in rebound effects. 

 In three experiments, Wenzlaff and Bates (2000) found evidence that a 

concentration strategy is less likely to be disrupted than a suppression strategy.  In the 

first experiment, participants unscrambled sentences that could be completed in either a 

positive or negative way.  Each word group consisted of six words, and the constructed 

sentences were designed to use five words, with one of the valenced choices being left 

out.  Participants were instructed either to form the statements that came to mind first 

(control), to form positive statements (positive concentration), or to form sentences that 

were not negative statements (negative suppression).  Half of the participants in each goal 

condition were under cognitive load.  Results indicated that participants formed more 

negative statements in the suppression condition when they were under load, but 

cognitive load did not affect performance in the control or concentration conditions.   
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 In their second experiment, Wenzlaff and Bates (2000) sought to examine the 

monitoring process’ role in cognition.  The procedure was similar to that of their first 

experiment, with two exceptions.  In the second experiment, the participants were 

administered two sets of scrambled sentences.  The goals were relaxed between the two 

sets of scrambled sentences.  That is, participants were told that they no longer had to 

follow the goals they were given in the first task (the specific goals were presented to 

them again in telling them what they did not have to do).  Also, after each set of 

scrambled sentences, participants were asked to what degree they tried to focus on 

positive thoughts and avoid negative thoughts.  Results showed that suppression and 

concentration resulted in fewer negative thoughts compared to the control condition 

during the first sentence task, but that there was a rebound of negative thought in the 

second task for the suppression condition only.  This rebound was shown to increase as 

the effort spent on suppression (avoiding negative thoughts) increased. 

 A third experiment was conducted to ensure that the effects of the first study were 

not due to the valence of the goals, rather than the mental control processes.  The 

experiment was similar to the second experiment, with two exceptions.  The goals of 

positive suppression (try not to unscramble positive sentences) and negative 

concentration (unscramble only negative) were added to the third experiment.  Results 

showed that negative suppression and positive concentration resulted in fewer negative 

thoughts compared to the control condition during the first sentence task, but that there 

was a rebound of negative thought in the second task for the negative suppression.  

Additionally, positive suppression and negative concentration resulted in more negative 
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thoughts compared to the control condition during the first sentence task, but there was a 

rebound of positive thought in the second task for positive suppression.  Thus, 

suppression goals can rebound and result in an increased tendency to think the 

unintended thoughts, regardless of the valence. 

Rebound of Stereotypes and Attitudes 

 Rebound occurs when a psychological tendency is suppressed and subsequently 

reappears with more intensity or frequency than if it had not been suppressed.  Rebound 

has been shown to occur in several domains, and has often been examined independent of 

ironic process theory.  Stereotypes and attitudes have been shown to be subject to 

rebound.  For example, people with negative attitudes toward psychological treatments 

may develop more negative attitudes toward treatment in general when a clinician makes 

an attempt to change the attitude, resulting in a psychological reactance (Corrigan, 2004).  

 Macrae et al. (1994) found evidence for a rebound effect in regard to stereotypes.  

In their first experiment, participants viewed a picture of a skinhead and were then told to 

write a story about a day in the life of the person in the photograph.  One group of 

participants was told to suppress their stereotypes while writing about the person, and the 

control group was given no additional instructions.  After the first task was completed, 

participants saw another photograph of a different skinhead and were instructed to write a 

passage about a day in the life of this person (without any suppression instructions).  

Judges then rated the stereotypicality of the passages.  Results indicated that suppression 

of stereotypes in the first passage resulted in greater use of stereotypes in the second 

passage, compared to a no suppression condition.  Thus, rebound of stereotypes occurred. 
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 In their second experiment, Macrae et al. (1994) conceptually replicated the first 

study using a different dependent variable.  Participants again saw a photograph of a 

skinhead and wrote a passage about the target person in the initial task, but the second 

task was to choose a seat in a waiting room to meet the person from the photograph.  The 

person’s belongings were sitting in a chair, and the distance the participant sat from the 

skinhead who was supposed to return was the dependent variable.  Participants who were 

instructed to suppress stereotypes in the first task sat farther away from the skinhead in 

the second task.  

 In their third experiment, Macrae et al. (1994) again had participants view a 

photograph of a skinhead and write a passage about the target person in the initial task.  

In this study, however, a lexical decision task was used to measure the accessibility of the 

stereotype.  It was found that participants instructed to suppress stereotypes of a skinhead 

in an initial task responded significantly faster to words relating to a skinhead stereotype 

in a second task than did participants who did not receive suppression instructions.  It is 

important to note that these three studies showed a rebound of stereotypes across three 

different dependent measures (content of a written passage, seat selection, and reaction 

times).  Consistent with Wegner et al. (1987), Macrae et al. suggested that stereotype 

suppression might not be an effective strategy of mental control in many contexts. 

 Monteith et al. (1998) helped to define the boundary conditions under which the 

rebound effect does and does not occur for stereotypes.  In their first experiment, an 

initial task similar to that used by Macrae et al. (1994) was used, with an important 

exception.  In Monteith et al.’s experiment, the target photograph was that of a gay 
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couple.  In the second task, participants wrote about another gay couple without 

instructions to suppress stereotypes.  To measure prejudice toward homosexuals, 

participants completed a scale prior to the experiment.  Results indicated that low-

prejudiced participants did not have many stereotypic thoughts in either of their passages.  

However, high-prejudiced participants had more stereotypic thoughts in the second 

passage when told to suppress in the first passage, but did not have more stereotypic 

thoughts than the high-prejudiced participants in the control condition.  Thus, suppression 

did decrease stereotypic thoughts for high-prejudiced participants in a first task, but did 

not result in a rebound effect (e.g., a greater degree of stereotyped thoughts compared to 

the control condition) in a second task.  

 In their second experiment, participants again saw a photograph of a gay couple 

and wrote a passage about the target couple in the initial task, but the second task was to 

recall a list of words, some of which were related to homosexual stereotypes.  

Participants were later asked to rate the degree to which a list of words, including the 

stereotype words from the recall list, were related to the stereotype of gay men.  Results 

indicated that low-prejudiced participants did not have many stereotypic thoughts in their 

passage, nor did they have greater accessibility of stereotypic words in the word recall 

task.  However, high-prejudiced participants recalled more stereotypic words in the word 

recall task when they had been told to suppress in the first passage than when they were 

in the control condition.  Thus, rebound of stereotype accessibility occurred only for 

high-prejudiced participants.  Monteith et al. (1998) suggested that suppression of 
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stereotypes might actually be an effective strategy of mental control, but only for low-

prejudice people. 

 The rebound effect has even been found to occur for the expression of prejudicial 

attitudes.  Monin and Miller (2001) examined people’s willingness to express attitudes 

that could be judged as prejudiced after the establishment of their own moral credentials.  

In the first study, experimental participants first rated the degree to which they believed 

specific negative statements regarding most women to be right or wrong, while control 

participants rated the degree to which they believed specific negative statements 

regarding some women.  In a second task, they rated the degree to which they believed 

that a stereotypically male job was more suited for men or women.  They found a 

“credentials” effect for male participants, in which expressing less stereotypical beliefs in 

the first task resulted in the expression of more stereotypical beliefs on the second task. 

 Monin and Miller (2001) interpreted this effect to be the result of the male 

participants’ establishment of moral credentials in the first task, which subsequently 

meant that they did not feel the need to conform to socially desirable norms on the second 

task (allowing them to give more honest answers on the second task).  Their second study 

was a conceptual replication of this credentials effect.  Using an African-American 

female job applicant and a job context hostile to African-Americans (recruiting a police 

officer to a racist police unit) in the first task, the credentials effect was found for both 

male and female participants in the same second task as the first experiment (rating the 

degree to which participants believed that a stereotypically male job was more suited for 

men or women).  
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 Monin and Miller’s (2001) third study also replicated the credentials effect.  

However, the third study manipulated whether the experimenter who served as an 

audience for the participant was the same person or a different person for the first and 

second tasks.  They found that the credentials effect appeared regardless of whether the 

person who had been present for the expression of the moral credentials on the first task 

was present for the expression of the prejudice on the second task.  They concluded that 

the expression of moral credentials does not need to be known by others, but that it serves 

to affirm one’s self-image as nonprejudiced, thus giving license to express prejudice later. 

Stereotype Rebound and Self-Regulation 

 Could the traditional rebound of stereotypes be accounted for by self-regulation?  

Vohs and Baumeister (2004) broadly defined self-regulation as “the many processes by 

which the human psyche exercises control over its functions, states, and inner processes” 

(p. 1).  Vohs and Ciarocco (2004) argued that in the social inference process, correction 

requires self-regulatory resources.  Thus, to use situational information to correct for an 

initial automatic dispositional inference, one must spend self-regulatory resources.  For 

example, if a person is being nice to someone they do not like (which requires self-

regulation), there are presumably fewer self-regulatory resources left with which to make 

a situational correction.  Additionally, they suggested that strategies of bias correction 

(e.g., thought suppression, egalitarian response, etc.) require self-regulation.  Thus, Vohs 

and Ciarocco suggested that self-regulation is involved in changing an automatic 

response. 
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 Previous research found evidence that the self is a limited resource (Baumeister, 

Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Vohs & Heatherton, 2000).  Self-regulatory 

strength has been defined as “the internal resources available to inhibit, override, or alter 

responses that may arise as a result of physiological processes, habit, learning, or the 

press of the situation” (p. 86, Schmeichel & Baumeister, 2004).  Schmeichel and 

Baumeister noted that automatic responses do not fall under self-regulation, and thus can 

still occur when self-regulatory resources are depleted. 

 The reduction of the self’s capacity to exercise volition after having engaged in 

volition is called ego depletion.  Baumeister et al. (1998) found that participants who 

exercised volition on an initial task quit sooner on a second unsolvable anagram task than 

did those who did not previously exercise volition.  This ego depletion effect occurred 

following several self-regulatory tasks, such as eating radishes instead of chocolates, 

performing a counterattitudinal or attitude-congruent behavior with choice instead of 

without choice, and suppressing emotion instead of not suppressing emotion. 

 There are similarities between the rebound effects discussed above (e.g., Macrae 

et al., 1994; Wegner et al., 1987) and the ego depletion effects found in the self-

regulation literature (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1998).  In each of these literatures, the initial 

engagement in an effortful task is followed by a subsequent poor result in a second task.  

So, can self-regulatory failure explain rebound effects?  

 Gordijn, Hindriks, Koomen, Dijksterhuis, and Van Knippenberg (2004) used a 

self-regulation approach to explain rebound effects from stereotype suppression.  The 

researchers used a task similar to Macrae et al. (1994), where participants viewed a 
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picture of a skinhead and wrote a passage about a day in the life of that skinhead.  The 

researchers found several notable results for participants who had the least motivation to 

suppress their stereotypes.  These participants believed that they had exerted more self-

control after they had suppressed their stereotypes than when they did not suppress their 

stereotypes.  These participants also did worse on a final anagram task, after presumably 

self-regulating during the initial essay task.  In a lexical decision task, these participants 

had increased levels of the stereotypic thoughts after suppression, which suggested that 

the stereotypes became more accessible after increased self-regulation.  Finally, when 

these participants suppressed a specific stereotype, it resulted in the reliance on 

stereotypes in general on a new task.  The results of these studies indicate that self-

regulation may account for the ironic effects of stereotype suppression.  

 Research on self-regulation has shown that the self may very well be a limited 

resource.  Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, Barndollar, and Trotschel (2001) suggested that 

automatic goal pursuit would allow an individual to circumvent the detrimental effects of 

a limited self.  The more automated a goal becomes, the fewer self-regulatory resources it 

would take to pursue the goal.  If goals are automated and rebound still occurs, this would 

strike a blow against the self-regulatory account of rebound.  That is, rebound would 

occur in the absence of self-regulation.  However, if truly automated goals do not lead to 

rebound, then the self-regulation account would be supported.  As we will see in the next 

few sections, rebound effects can be found in the domain of social inferences.  We will 

now examine research and theory regarding social inferences, which is necessary for 

understanding how ironic effects occur in the social inference process.  
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Social Inferences 

 Based on the foundational work of Heider and Kelley, an attribution has been 

defined as “an inference about why an event occurred or about a person’s disposition” 

(Harvey & Weary, 1981, p. 6) and later refined to include inferences about a person’s 

“other psychological states” (Weary, Stanley, & Harvey, 1989, p. 3).  Weiner (1986) 

suggested that attribution required the examination of the relationships between 

cognition, emotion, and action.  He also proposed that expectancies are influenced by 

factors such as the generalized beliefs about perceived control, along with primacy, 

recency, and frequency of the attainment of a goal or similar goals.  I will revisit the 

relationship between expectancies and attribution later in this review, but first I will 

provide a summary of selected attribution theory and research. 

 Gilbert (1995) suggested a three-stage model of attribution.  In this model, the 

first stage is the identification stage, where the target behavior is identified.  The next two 

stages occur within the attribution phase—an automatic dispositional inference, followed 

by an effortful situational correction.  For the effortful situational correction to occur, the 

individual must have sufficient information and cognitive resources available.  In the 

following example, the three-stages will be illustrated.  Suppose you, the reader, stumble 

upon Timothy stealing bread.  When you see this act, you have identified the behavior as 

stealing.  Now it’s time to make an attribution.  The automatic dispositional attribution 

that will be made is, “Timothy stole bread, so Timothy is an immoral person.”  If you are 

distracted or lack further information about Timothy’s behavior, you will stop there.  

However, if you happen to know that Timothy needs the food to feed his family, you 
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might think, “Timothy stole the bread because he needed to feed his family, so he’s not so 

immoral.”  This effortful situational correction is made based on the supplemental 

information, and depends upon you having sufficient resources and motivation.  

 I prefer the nomenclature of Gilbert (1995), as I believe it most clearly represents 

the process of attribution as I conceptualize it.  However, another frequently used 

nomenclature is derived from the original conceptualization of Gilbert, Pelham, and Krull 

(1988).  In their model, the stages are called categorization (which corresponds to 

behavior identification), characterization (which corresponds to the automatic 

dispositional inference), and correction (which corresponds to the effortful situational 

correction).  Rather than using the term “behavioral identifications,” I will use the term 

“behavioral categorizations” in this dissertation to be consistent with terminology used in 

previous research on social inferences (e.g., Reich & Weary, 1998; Mather & Reich, 

2004a, 2004b).  

 Winter and Uleman (1984) have shown that trait inferences are made 

spontaneously, thus supporting the notion that dispositional inferences are made very 

efficiently.  Although the early stages of social inference process are relatively automatic, 

they are still susceptible to the influence of accessible information (Bargh, 1989; 1996; 

Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988).  The automatic stages can be influenced by factors such 

as stereotypes (Devine, 1989), accessible knowledge structures (Reich & Weary, 1998), 

and primed constructs (Thompson et al., 1994).  Thus, thoughts that become more 

accessible in the early stages of the social inference process will affect behavior 

categorizations and dispositional inferences. 
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 Gilbert and Osborne (1989) demonstrated that when cognitive resources are 

depleted, people do not use situational information to correct their social judgments.  

They found that participants could correct an initial inference, but could not correct 

subsequent inferences that followed from the initial one.  Gilbert and Osborne suggested 

that people might avoid making and acting on incorrect social inferences.  Necessary for 

accurate social inferences are both the awareness that the initial judgments are incorrect 

and the ability to isolate the effects of an initial inference.  Similarly, Chen and Bargh 

(1999) suggested that initial automatic evaluations sometimes influence social judgments.  

 The social inference process, however, has been shown to be more flexible than it 

was initially believed to be.  Krull (1993) found evidence that either dispositional 

information or situational information can serve as the anchor in the inference process, 

depending on whether the perceiver is motivated to evaluate the target person or the 

situation.  Krull and Erickson (1995) showed that dispositional inferences do not always 

come before a situational correction.  Rather, the order depends on the type of inference 

that is being made.  Initially, an inference (either dispositional or situational) is made, 

followed by effortful processing of and correction for the opposite type of information.  

Research by Krull and Dill (1996) supported this notion of flexible inferences and also 

suggested that chronic individual differences might influence whether a person was 

influenced more by dispositional or situational information.  The idea that chronic 

individual differences might influence social inferences also is consistent with Mather 

and Reich (2004a). 
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 Trope and Gaunt (1999) found evidence that Gilbert’s model provides an 

incomplete picture of the attribution process.  Consistent with Gilbert’s model, they 

found that when the activation of situational information was low, cognitive load 

disrupted the use of situational information.  Inconsistent with Gilbert’s model, they 

found that when activation of situational information was high, cognitive load did not 

disrupt the use of situational information.  That is, dispositional attributions were affected 

by situational information both under cognitive load and not under cognitive load.  They 

proposed that attribution occurs when situational and other information is integrated into 

a dispositional judgment, and that this integration does not occur in a fixed sequence as 

suggested by the Gilbert model.  Thus, current models of attribution seek to account for 

the social inference processes that occur, and do so in slightly different ways. 

Effects of Expectancies and Contextual Factors on Social Inferences  

 The research previously discussed highlights the various roles played by 

automatic and controlled processes in the social inference process, but how do 

expectations influence this process?  A number of studies by Gifford Weary and her 

colleagues (e.g., Reich & Weary, 1998; Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001; Weary, Tobin, & 

Reich, 2001) have examined this question, specifically with regard to the influence of 

expectancies on dispositional inferences (e.g., target’s intelligence or ability) and 

behavioral categorizations (e.g., target’s level of performance).  They have examined the 

social inference process and found evidence for automatic contrast from and assimilation 

to expectancies, as well as effortful correction. 
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 Can social judgments be influenced by the chronic expectancies of a person as 

opposed to expectancies provided by an experimenter?  To answer this question, Weary 

and her colleagues have examined the role of chronically accessible expectancies 

associated with depression.  Specifically, they have shown that generalized future-event 

expectancies (optimism and pessimism) can influence social inferences.  Andersen 

(1990) suggested that probabilistic thinking about the future is a factor in depression.  

Andersen developed the Future Events Scale (FES) to measure her probabilistic concept 

of depressive pessimism, which she defined as “estimating that negative events are likely 

and that positive events are not” (p. 203).  The FES is composed of two 13-item 

subscales: a negative and a positive subscale, which are combined into a composite score.  

The higher the composite score is, the more optimistic the expectancies.  The FES uses 

responses on an 11-point scale to assess participants’ estimates of how likely specific 

events are to happen at any time in their lives (see Appendix B for the FES).  

 Andersen (1990) demonstrated that the FES is correlated with the Beck 

Depression Inventory, which measures depression.  Later, Andersen et al. (1992) found 

evidence that people who were depressed had response latencies to positive and negative 

future-event statements that were unaffected by a cognitive load, while people who were 

mildly depressed and people who were not depressed had slower reaction times when 

under load.  People who were depressed made more pessimistic predictions and had 

quicker response latencies when making predictions about both themselves and others, 

thus making this research relevant to social judgments.  Andersen et al. suggested that 
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this was evidence that people who are depressed have a highly efficient future-event 

schema, which they use to make predictions about the likelihood of events. 

 Reich and Weary (1998) examined the influence of the future-event expectancies 

of people who were depressed on the social inference process.  In their first study, 

participants who were either under cognitive load or not under load watched a child 

perform a spatial ability task.  They subsequently made dispositional inferences regarding 

the child’s ability, or situational inferences regarding the ease of the task.  Under 

cognitive load, participants who were depressed rated the child as being lower in ability 

and the task as being more difficult than did participants who were not depressed.  Thus, 

participants who were depressed made more negative dispositional and situational 

inferences under cognitive load.  However, when not under load, participants who were 

depressed and participants who were not depressed did not differ in their inferences. 

 In their second study, participants who were depressed again made more negative 

dispositional inferences under load than did participants who were not depressed, and the 

effect of depression level was shown to be due to future-event expectancies.  People with 

negative future-event expectancies made more negative dispositional inferences than did 

people with positive future-event expectancies.  Thus, future-event expectancies are a 

useful predictor of dispositional inferences in a social judgment task when perceivers lack 

cognitive resources. 

 Reich and Weary (1998) demonstrated that pessimistic participants automatically 

assimilate their social judgments to their negative expectations.  That is, the more 

pessimistic people are, the more negatively they rate a target person, particularly under 
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cognitive load.  Subsequent research tested hypotheses about how this occurs.  Weary 

and Reich (2001) reasoned that both automatic contrast and assimilation were possible.  

Particularly, they argued that primed categories would be used as standards of 

comparison that would lead to contrast in social judgments.  They showed that both 

automatic contrast and assimilation can occur and that correction occurs when cognitive 

resources are available.  Weary, Reich, and Tobin (2001) examined the role of contextual 

constraints on social judgments and found that participants under a cognitive load 

assimilated both their dispositional inferences and behavioral categorizations to the 

contextual information they had been given, while participants not under a cognitive load 

showed an attenuation of this pattern, implying some degree of awareness-based 

correction.  Weary, Tobin, and Reich (2001) examined the roles of chronic and temporary 

expectancies in social judgments and found evidence that effortful awareness-based 

correction can occur for expectancies. 

 The previous studies (Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001; Weary, Tobin, & Reich, 

2001) assessed behavioral categorizations and dispositional inferences made after each 

participant encoded a behavioral episode.  Tobin and Weary (2003) examined automatic 

contrast and correction for social judgments using on-line ratings, which were assessed in 

real-time by having participants use a joystick to continuously rate the performance while 

watching a video.  They found that participants initially contrasted their behavioral 

categorizations from the contextual information, but only those not under a cognitive load 

corrected for this information later.  Tobin and Weary interpreted these findings as 

evidence that behavioral recategorization can occur on-line.  

 



 129

 When people need to form judgments about others, they may do so with particular 

goals in mind.  For example, people who are depressed use suppression goals (Wenzlaff 

et al., 1988) and people who are low in prejudice sometimes try to avoid expressing 

negative stereotypes (Devine, 1989).  However, people may also pursue more general 

goals, such as simply trying to avoid negative thoughts or to focus on positive things 

about others.  These general social judgment goals might also be subject to ironic effects, 

and a suppression goal (e.g., “avoid thinking about the negative aspects of a person’s 

performance”) might be more prone to ironic effects than a concentration goal (e.g., focus 

on the positive aspects of a person’s performance”).   

 Furthermore, using these social judgment goals might be more or less easy for 

people with chronically-accessible negative future-event expectancies.  When perceivers 

attempt to suppress negative thoughts, these thoughts may become temporarily more 

accessible due to the action of the monitoring process.  Because people with chronically 

accessible negative thoughts have an additional source of accessibility for these thoughts, 

they may be more prone to the ironic effects of the suppression of negative thoughts.  

Indeed, research has shown that chronic and temporary sources of accessible constructs 

have additive effects (Bargh et al., 1986; Higgins, 1996).  

 On the other hand, there are reasons to hypothesize that people with chronically 

accessible negative expectancies may be less prone to the ironic effects following 

negative thought suppression than people without such chronically accessible 

expectancies.  People with chronically accessible negative expectancies may frequently 

attempt to suppress their familiar negative thoughts and may have developed successful 

 



 130

techniques for doing so.  There is evidence that suppressing thoughts with which a person 

is familiar is less likely to result in a rebound effect, while suppressing unfamiliar 

thoughts does result in rebound (Kelly & Kahn, 1994).  Experience with suppressing a 

thought in the past might make a person better at suppression for a number of reasons.  

Wegner (1994) suggested that it might be possible to automate the operating process, 

making it is less susceptible to disruption.  Repeated experience with suppressing a 

thought might result in such automation.  Furthermore, Kelly and Kahn (1994) suggested 

that experience in suppressing a thought may lead to a network of successful distracter 

thoughts that had been used in previous contexts.  

 Indeed, social inferences have been shown to be assimilated to future-event 

expectancies when perceivers lack cognitive resources (Reich & Weary, 1998; Weary & 

Reich, 2001; Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001) but they have also been contrasted from 

future-event expectancies under other circumstances (Weary & Reich, 2001; Weary, 

Tobin, & Reich, 2001).  Additionally, people sometimes attempt to correct for a bias that 

they are aware of, which can result in either correction or overcorrection (Devine, 1989; 

Weary, Reich, & Tobin, 2001; Weary, Tobin, & Reich, 2001; Wegener & Petty, 1997; 

Wilson & Brekke, 1994).  If aware of their bias, people with chronically accessible 

negative future-event expectancies might work hard to correct their social judgments 

when given a negative suppression goal. 

 The possibility that general social judgments goals (e.g., suppress negative 

thoughts) are prone to rebound effects, and that chronic expectancies moderate such 

effects, has not been examined in previous research.  However, the ironic effects of these 
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social judgment goals have been examined using a cognitive load paradigm similar to 

that used by Reich and Weary (1998).  Mather and Reich (2004b) examined the role of 

future-event expectancies and common social judgment goals in the social inference 

process.  Participants were asked to form an impression of the videotaped child working 

on a spatial ability task while pursuing either a concentration goal (i.e., focus on positive 

aspects of the child’s performance), a suppression goal (i.e., avoid thinking about 

negative aspects of the child’s performance) or no goal (nonmotivating control 

condition).  Half of the participants were under a cognitive load and half were not.  When 

participants pursued a suppression goal, those under cognitive load drew more negative 

inferences and had fewer positive thoughts about the child than did those not under load.  

However, no differences as a function of load were found in the concentration goal and 

no goal conditions.  

 Mather and Reich (2004a) also assessed participants’ future-event expectancies.  

Participants in Mather and Reich’s (2004a) study watched the same video under the same 

three goals as Mather and Reich (2004b), but with no cognitive load manipulation.  

Mather and Reich (2004a) found assimilation of social inferences and thoughts to future-

event expectancies in the nonmotivating control condition.  Thus, people who were 

pessimistic made more negative inferences and had more negative thoughts than did 

people who were optimistic when in the control condition, replicating Reich and Weary’s 

(1998) findings.  The fact that social inferences were not assimilated to future-event 

expectancies in the goal conditions suggests that both goals helped participants to 

overcome the biasing influence of their chronic expectancies.  In fact, when participants 
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attempted to avoid negative thoughts with adequate cognitive resources, they actually 

showed evidence of effortful correction for the biasing influence of their future-event 

expectancies; specifically, contrast was found, such that people who were pessimistic 

drew more positive inferences about the child than did people who were optimistic.  

 The findings for participants with nonmotivating control instructions essentially 

replicate the findings for Reich and Weary’s (1998) cognitive load conditions.  Mather 

and Reich (2004a) showed that when participants do not have sufficient motivation, they 

assimilate their social judgments to their chronic expectancies, much as they do when 

they lack sufficient cognitive resources.  It is important to distinguish between the 

motivating instructions provided to participants in Reich and Weary’s research, where 

correction was found under no load conditions, and the nonmotivating instructions 

provided to participants in Mather and Reich’s (2004a) study, where assimilation was 

found under no load conditions.  Participants in Reich and Weary’s study were given 

instructions that emphasized accuracy: 

 As you know, very intelligent people sometimes appear less intelligent because 
 they are performing a very difficult task and less intelligent people sometimes 
 appear very intelligent because they are performing a very simple task.  We do 
 not want you to tell us how intelligent the child merely appears. Instead, we want 
 you to watch the child on the tape and figure out how intelligent you think the 
 child is in general. (p. 1137).  
 

Mather and Reich’s (2004a) participants were not given instructions to be accurate, but 

rather to simply form an impression.  The results from the two studies are consistent in 

that they show that perceivers assimilate their social judgments to future-event 
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expectancies when they experience nonoptimal processing conditions (either low 

cognitive resources or low motivation). 

 In sum, using a cognitive load paradigm, Mather and Reich (2004b) showed that 

participants pursuing general suppression goals under load exhibited ironic effects in 

their social judgments.  Might suppressing negative thoughts successfully in one social 

task lead to rebound of those thoughts on a second social inference task?  Furthermore, 

would a concentration goal, such as focusing on positive thoughts, attenuate the rebound 

effect, compared to a suppression goal?  To date, no research has demonstrated that 

rebound effects on social judgments could occur for these common and general 

suppression goals.  

 The degree of rebound that occurs for these general goals also may depend on 

chronically accessible knowledge structures relevant to social judgments.  For example, 

people who are pessimistic and avoid negative thoughts in one context may find those 

thoughts to be particularly accessible in a later social context, due to the multiple sources 

of accessibility.  As a result, they may be more prone to the rebound effect than people 

who are optimistic.  It is also possible that people who are pessimistic are more practiced 

with mental control strategies involving avoiding negative and focusing on positive 

thoughts about others than are people who are optimistic, since people who are 

pessimistic may often experience intrusive negative thoughts that they feel motivated to 

overcome.  If so, then they may actually be less prone to the rebound effect. 
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Rebound and Social Inferences 

 Given what we know about the social inference process, accessible information 

can influence the relatively automatic stages that occur early in the process (Reich & 

Weary, 1998).  Due to ironic effects, if we try to avoid certain thoughts in one situation, 

they may become highly accessible later on and influence those early stages of the social 

inference process (Wegner & Erber, 1992).  Although rebound effects have been shown 

for stereotypes (e.g., Macrae et al., 1994), few studies have examined rebound effects 

with regard to other social inferences.  Yet, theoretically, rebound should occur for social 

inferences.  

 In fact, research has shown that the tendency to make overly dispositional social 

inferences is subject to rebound.  In three studies, Yzerbyt et al. (2001) examined the 

relationship of suppression and attribution.  Their research was based on stage models of 

the social inference process, where perceivers first draw dispositional inferences and then 

correct for situational information (see Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988; Quattrone, 1982; 

Reeder, 1997; Trope, 1986).  Yzerbyt et al. hypothesized that the “effortful situational 

correction” stage included not only the typically posited examination of situational 

constraints, but also a suppression of the initial dispositional inferences.  In their first 

study, they found that participants who saw a coerced speech made weaker dispositional 

attributions about the coerced speakers’ position on the issue than did participants who 

were told that the speaker had freely chosen to make the speech.  However, the 

participants who saw the coerced speaker were more likely to make dispositional 
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inferences about a subsequent speaker.  Thus, a rebound effect was shown to occur for 

dispositional inferences.   

 In their second study, participants who reported having put forth greater effort to 

suppress their dispositional inferences for the first speaker made stronger dispositional 

inferences for the second speaker.  In other words, the more people tried to suppress, the 

more strongly the rebound effect occurred.  In their third study, participants were given 

instructions to either suppress dispositional inferences or to process situational factors 

(situational focus).  The suppression of dispositional inferences led to a rebound effect on 

later dispositional inferences, while the situational focus did not.  These results are 

similar to the findings regarding suppression and concentration goals described earlier. 

 Newman et al. (1996) demonstrated rebound effects for impression formation.  

However, their paradigm was not typical of that used in other rebound studies, in that 

they included a cognitive load manipulation during the second task.  Newman et al. asked 

participants to talk about a person they knew.  Half were instructed to not think about 

either specific favorable or specific unfavorable traits of that person (suppression 

condition), while half were subtly primed with specific favorable or specific unfavorable 

personality traits.  Following this, participants completed an impression formation task, 

during which half of the participants were under a cognitive load.  Participants who were 

not under load contrasted their impressions from the specific traits they had suppressed or 

were primed with in the first task.  That is, their impressions were incongruent with the 

content (the specific traits) they had suppressed (i.e., if they had suppressed a positive 

trait, they formed a more negative impression in the second task).  When under load, 
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participants assimilated their impressions to the specific traits they had suppressed or 

were primed with in the first task (i.e., if they had suppressed a positive trait, they formed 

a more positive impression in the second task).  

 Newman et al. (1996) speculated that participants not under a cognitive load 

reinitiated the goal of suppressing the unwanted trait and pursued this goal during the 

impression formation task.  For the participants under a cognitive load, the operating 

process had been terminated, so during the impression formation task the monitoring 

process increased the accessibility of the unwanted trait.  These results suggest that the 

rebound effect is based on principles of accessibility.  Therefore, the mechanisms 

underlying the rebound effect appear to be similar to those underlying priming effects.  

More specifically, both priming and suppression increase the accessibility of specific 

thoughts, and these accessible thoughts, in turn, affect subsequent judgments. 

Optimism and Pessimism 

 As discussed earlier, pessimism has been linked to depression (Andersen, 1990).  

The FES originally developed out of cognitive theories of depression, and emphasizes 

future-event expectancies.  The construct of pessimism, as conceptualized by Andersen, 

has been shown to be both activated and applied relatively automatically.  However, this 

is not the only measure of optimism/pessimism.  Another popular measure was developed 

from theories of self-regulation.  

 The Life Orientation Test (LOT; Scheier & Carver, 1988) was developed as a 

measure of dispositional optimism and has been found to predict a variety of 

psychological and physical health outcomes as well as other self-regulatory outcomes 
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(see Carver & Scheier, 2002, for a review).  For example, optimism has been found to be 

negatively related to a person’s reporting of physical health symptoms across time and to 

postpartum depression, and positively related to completion of an alcoholic rehabilitation 

program.  But, what leads an optimist to have positive outcomes and a pessimist to have 

less positive outcomes?  Scheier and Carver have also found evidence that optimism is 

positively related to active problem-focused coping strategies and to social support 

seeking.  Optimism is negatively related to strategies of disengagement and 

denial/distancing methods of coping.  

 Do optimism and pessimism anchor different ends of the same continuum 

(bipolar) or are they completely separate constructs (bivariate)?  Kubzansky, Kubzansky, 

and Maselko (2004) examined these questions with regard to the optimism and 

pessimism as measured by the LOT.  In a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), they found 

that the two-factor structure (optimism and pessimism) was supported, even when the 

LOT questions had been worded differently to change the framing of the question’s 

valence, without changing the meaning of the question.  They also found that some 

people are both optimistic and pessimistic, and others are neither optimistic nor 

pessimistic, which supports the bivariate model.  Similarly, Wichman, Reich, and Weary 

(in press) found evidence that the positive (optimism) and negative (pessimism) subscales 

of the FES, another measure of future expectancies, could be usefully examined 

separately. 

 In summary, people who are pessimistic have chronic expectancies that have been 

linked to depression and other health problems (Scheier & Carver, 1988).  Also, people 
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who are optimistic and people who are pessimistic differ in some of the cognitive 

strategies they employ (Scheier & Carver, 1988).  If optimism and pessimism are distinct 

constructs (Kubzansky et al., 2004; Wichman et al., in press), do people who are 

optimistic and people who are pessimistic differ in ways other than their expectancies?  

In fact, they do.  One important way in which people who are optimistic and people who 

are pessimistic differ is their explanatory style. 

 Explanatory styles.  Much of the research on optimism has foundational roots in 

learned helplessness (Geen, 1995; Seligman, 1990).  In a typical experiment, dogs were 

given shocks and the duration of the shock was either controllable or uncontrollable.  

Dogs that had control of their shocks learned to make escape maneuvers, while dogs 

without control of the shocks did not, and these tendencies generalized to other scenarios.  

Seligman believed that whether or not the dogs made escape maneuvers was based on an 

expectation that the dogs developed (as cited in Mazur, 2002).  A dog’s general 

expectation that its actions do not effect the environment is called learned helplessness.  

 In conjunction with their chronic expectations, humans also develop a 

characteristic tendency to explain personally-relevant events.  A person’s explanatory 

style refers to how a person explains their failures and their successes.  Martin Seligman 

(1990) has argued that there are two types of explanatory styles—an optimistic and a 

pessimistic style.  His research has shown that a person’s explanatory style can influence 

much of what subsequently happens to that person.  People who are optimistic and people 

who are pessimistic have different expectancies for events, which are reflected in their 

explanations of events.  People who are optimistic have positive expectancies about 
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future events, while people who are pessimistic have negative expectancies of future 

events.  

 There are three dimensions of explanatory style.  The first dimension is 

permanence, in which events are explained as either permanent or temporary.  For bad 

events, people who are pessimistic ascribe permanent causes, while people who are 

optimistic ascribe temporary causes.  For good events, people who are pessimistic ascribe 

temporary causes, while people who are optimistic ascribe permanent causes.  The 

second dimension is pervasiveness, where events are explained as being either universal 

or specific.  For failures, people who are pessimistic ascribe universal causes, while 

people who are optimistic ascribe specific causes.  For successes, people who are 

pessimistic ascribe specific causes, while people who are optimistic ascribe universal 

causes.  The third dimension is personalization.  For failures, people who are pessimistic 

blame themselves, while people who are optimistic blame others.  For successes, people 

who are pessimistic credit others, while people who are optimistic credit themselves.  

 Explanatory style has very important implications.  For instance, Seligman’s 

research (see Seligman, 1990, for a review) has shown that optimism predicts success for 

life insurance salespeople, West Point recruits, Collegiate and Olympian swimmers, 

Presidential candidates, and Major League baseball teams.  He has also demonstrated that 

optimism predicts health for Harvard undergraduates over the course of their lifetimes 

and that learned helplessness predicts whether or not a rat can successfully fight off a 

cancerous tumor.  Similarly, Thropp, Szalma, Ross, and Hancock (2003) found that 

pessimism predicted stress and coping strategies differentially for a variety of target 
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detection tasks in which noise-presence, spatial uncertainty, and temporal uncertainty 

were manipulated.  Thus, explanatory style predicts a wide range of behaviors for a 

variety of tasks, contexts, and people. 

 Seligman (1990) has linked explanatory style to depression (see Schwartz & 

Reisberg, 1991 for a brief review).  Across studies of learned helplessness, eight of the 

nine symptoms required by the DSM-III-R were present.  The only symptom not present 

was suicidal thought, which was probably not present due to the fact that laboratory 

manipulations such as unsolvable anagrams and inescapable noise were not significant 

enough to facilitate suicidal thought.  

Depression and Ironic Processes 

 Many therapies for depression incorporate suppression or distraction techniques 

as a method for dealing with rumination and intrusion of negative thoughts.  Whether it 

occurs spontaneously or as part of a therapy protocol, people who are depressed 

frequently try to avoid negative thoughts about themselves and others (Wenzlaff et al., 

1988).  Nolen-Hoeksema (1991) suggested that depressive episodes might persist due to 

ruminative responses (such as focusing on symptoms), and that distraction might be one 

way in which to circumvent this.  However, ironic process theory implies that rumination 

and distraction might be a volatile combination in the treatment of depressive episodes, 

especially if the symptoms have merit. 

 Ironic process theory might be useful to understand in the development of clinical 

treatments for depression.  If therapies focus on telling people to avoid negative thoughts, 

clients may experience ironic effects.  When busy, tired, or distracted, the monitoring 

 



 141

process may push the ideas they are working to avoid into consciousness.  Even when 

they do succeed in avoiding the thoughts, those thoughts may come back later when they 

are not so focused on finding distracter thoughts (e.g., when the operating process is 

relaxed).  Indeed, Shoham and Rohrbaugh (1997) suggested that clinical treatments could 

be improved by examining how ironic processes originate, how they maintain problems, 

and how they occur both within a patient and between individuals. 

 A treatment’s focus on avoiding thoughts might be either direct or indirect.  A 

treatment with a direct focus on avoiding thoughts would specifically train participants to 

avoid undesired thoughts.  A treatment with an indirect focus on avoiding thoughts would 

specifically train participants to focus on a desired thought, implying that they avoid the 

undesired thoughts, but not specifically training them to do so.  Some cognitive-

behavioral treatments directly focus on avoiding thoughts, where clients are taught not to 

over-attend to depressive tendencies and are taught instead to monitor and increase the 

number of positive thoughts and activities they experience (Craighead et al., 1994).  Self-

control therapy indirectly focuses on avoiding thoughts (Hollon & Carter, 1994).  One 

assumption of this approach is that people who are depressed typically attend to negative 

events and not to positive events in their lives, and thus make inaccurate attributions.  

One frequent treatment consists of teaching people who are depressed to self-monitor 

more positively.  Thus, they are indirectly trained to avoid negative thoughts and 

attributions in favor of positive thoughts and attributions.  

 Operant strategies, such as extinction methods in which the negative expressions 

of a client who is depressed are ignored, seem to only work for externally reinforced 
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behaviors (Larkin & Edens, 1994).  Thus, another reason to consider ironic process 

theory in developing a treatment is that the reinforcing properties of the thoughts to be 

avoided should be taken into consideration.  For example, avoided thoughts might vary in 

their susceptibility to rebound, given their status as self-reinforcing or not.  

 In addition, other common tendencies of people who are depressed have been 

shown to result in what might be viewed as ironic effects.  Gleicher and Weary (1991) 

found that people who are depressed analyze information in great detail in order to feel 

that they have more control (to better explain and predict social events), but that this goal 

backfires and people who are depressed use more abstract categories in their information 

processing.  A person who is depressed has a natural goal to intensely scrutinize 

information in order to feel a sense of control which results in precisely the opposite--

more abstract categorizations and a diminished sense of control. 

 Ideally, clinical findings and research findings on ironic process theory should 

inform each other reciprocally.  Knowledge of ironic process theory and how people’s 

chronic expectancies influence their self-related and social judgments should be used to 

improve treatments of depression.  And, knowledge of when and why treatments 

involving suppression or distraction actually work should be used to inform research in 

areas relevant to ironic process theory.  Such knowledge would arm clinicians and 

theorists with one more weapon in the battle for mental control. 
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Expanded Materials for Social Judgment Pilot 
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Consent form for Experiment Participation 

 I hereby give my consent for my participation in the research entitled: Perceptions 

of Performance. I understand that the person responsible for this research is Dr. Darcy 

Reich (742-3711 Ext. 237). Dr. Reich or one of her collaborators has explained that this 

study is part of a project investigating the judgments people make when viewing the 

performance of other people. I understand that I will be asked to complete a computer 

study in which I will watch a brief video of a person completing an ability task, listen to a 

brief recording of an interview, give my impressions of the video and recording, and then 

fill out some questionnaires about my self and my beliefs. The researcher has answered 

my questions to my satisfaction, and I understand that there are no risks involved in 

participating in this study. 

 It has further been explained to me that the total duration of my participation will 

be 1 hour, that I will receive 1 experiment credit for PSY 1300, and that only Dr. Reich 

and her research collaborators will have access to the data collected for this study. All 

data associated with this study will remain strictly confidential. Also, because my data 

will be anonymous, I will not receive any counseling or therapeutic benefits as a result of 

participating. I understand that I may discontinue this study at any time without penalty. 

 The researchers have agreed to answer any inquiries I may have concerning the 

procedures and have informed me that I may contact the Texas Tech University 

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by writing to them in 

care of the Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX 79409, or 

by calling 742-3884. 
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 If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this project, 

treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health 

Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by the University or its personnel 

applicable to cover any such injury. Financial compensation for any such injury must be 

provided through the participant’s own insurance program. Further information about 

these matters may be obtained from Dr. Robert M. Sweazy, Senior Associate Vice 

President for Research, 742-3884, Room 203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, TX 79409-1035. 

I certify that I am (please check one): 

 _____ 18 years of age or older 

 _____ under age 18 and have presented the appropriate Parental Consent 

      form to the experimenter 

_____ initials of experimenter, verifying inspection of appropriate Parental 

Consent form) 

I have read the above and give my consent to participate in this study. 

Signature of Participant:_________________________________ 

Date:__________________ 

 

Printed Name____________________________________________ 
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Video Instructions 

 First screen. The study you are about to complete is concerned with the 

impressions people form when viewing a test performance.  We have four videos that last 

approximately 5 minutes each.  You’ll be randomly assigned to watch just one of them in 

a moment.   

 Second screen. Each video shows clips of a different child performing a different 

spatial ability task.  The children in the videos vary in their level of intelligence and the 

tasks vary in their level of difficulty.  These tasks measure spatial ability and are subsets 

of a more general intelligence test.  Research has shown that spatial ability is an 

important component of overall intellectual functioning.   

 Third screen (negative suppression). First, it will be your task to figure out HOW 

INTELLIGENT THE CHILD IS in general.  We want you to watch the child and figure 

out how smart the child is.  

 Second, while watching the video clips, we would also like you to make a special 

effort to AVOID FOCUSING ON THE NEGATIVE ASPECTS of the child's 

performance.  Try to avoid thinking about the child's weaknesses and the things he or she 

does especially poorly. 

 Third screen (positive concentration). First, it will be your task to figure out HOW 

INTELLIGENT THE CHILD IS in general.  We want you to watch the child and figure 

out how smart the child is.  
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 Second, while watching the video clips, we would also like you to make a special 

effort to FOCUS ON THE MOST POSITIVE ASPECTS of the child's performance.  Be 

alert to the child's strengths and the things he or she does especially well.   

 Third screen (nonmotivating control). The video that you are about to watch will 

be used in subsequent experiments.  We'd like you to view the video and let us know 

your impressions of the child and the task. 

Filler Task 

 For the next task, we would like you to complete some simple math problems. Try 

to work quickly. We are trying to get baseline measures of accuracy for a later study on 

quantitative intelligence. Feel free to use the space on the right side of the paper as 

necessary. 

 499 + 271 = ______ 

 969 – 355 = ______ 

 387 + 294 = ______ 

 765 – 599 = ______ 

 173 + 355 = ______ 

 884 – 571 = ______ 

 966 + 543 = ______ 

 537 – 194 = ______ 

 559 + 987 = ______ 

 768 – 272 = ______ 
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Interview Instructions 

 First screen. The Career Services Office at Texas Tech has asked us to include the 

following study to examine how people evaluate interviews. For the next task, you will 

listen to a brief job interview, lasting from 4-6 minutes. The applicant is a junior-level 

student at Texas Tech. 

 Second screen. After you listen to the interview, you will be asked to complete an 

evaluation of the job applicant.  To help you with this task, you should read the job 

description on the next screen carefully.  Try to get a clear picture of what qualifications 

an applicant would need to be a good candidate for the job.  Feel free to jot down notes 

about the job requirements and about the interview itself as you are listening. 

 Job Description.  JOB DESCRIPTION:  CUSTOMER SERVICE MANAGER. 

Student Travel has decided to expand its operations to Texas Tech University, and thus, 

needs to hire a Customer Service Manager.  The new student manager will be responsible 

for selecting a three person staff, managing employees, dealing directly with customers, 

and generally looking after customer service at the main office.  Because this person is 

starting largely from scratch, it is important that this person be highly qualified in many 

respects.  First, this person should have outstanding interpersonal and communication 

skills.  Not only will he or she have to hire and manage a group of student employees, but 

he or she will also be largely responsible for promotion, sales and maintaining customer 

satisfaction.  Second, this person should be able to work well with his or her superiors 

from the main office, especially as the office becomes established.  Finally, the person 
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should be highly motivated and hard-working- people who put in more hours typically 

make more money for the company. 

Debriefing 

 Thanks for participating!  We really appreciate you taking the time to be in our 

experiment.  We need your help when you leave this experiment.  Since we’ll be running 

this experiment until the end of the semester, we would greatly appreciate it if you would 

not tell others about it.  It is very important in an experiment to get natural responses.  If 

people come into this experiment knowing what they will be doing and what we are 

looking for, it can affect how they think about the video and interview, and how they 

respond to the questions, even if they don’t mean for it to.  Thanks for your help in 

keeping things confidential – we really appreciate it! 

 The experiment is now complete, so we’d like to tell you more about it.  

Sometimes when we’re studying how people think about things and form impressions (as 

in this experiment), we don’t fully explain what we are studying until the experiment is 

over.  We do this so that we are able to get natural responses. 

 In this experiment, the video you watched was indeed a segment from a real 

intelligence test.  However, all four videos were alike.  We told you that each video 

showed a different child performing a different task so that you would not think that the 

one you saw was chosen because it was very unusual. We also thought that it would be 

helpful for you to imagine that the other videos could show children that were more or 

less intelligent than the one you observed and tasks that were easier or more difficult than 

the one you observed.   
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 Different participants read different instructions before viewing the video.  We 

asked some people to try to avoid negative thoughts about the child’s performance, while 

others were asked to really focus on positive thoughts.  These were our experimental 

conditions.  Some people were in the control group, and they were either asked to just 

evaluate the intelligence of the child. We are interested in finding out whether the goal to 

avoid negative thoughts is more or less effective than the goal to approach positive 

thoughts. 

 We also want to examine whether the goal instructions you were given before 

watching the video affected the way you responded later to the recorded interview.  

Previous research has shown that when people try hard to avoid or suppress thoughts, 

those thoughts come back more strongly later.  In other words, when we avoid a negative 

thought, it can come back and bite us later!  Would people who were asked to avoid 

negative thoughts when assessing the child in the video later make more negative 

judgments of the applicant in the interview?  What about people who were asked to focus 

on the positive?  We are primarily interested in seeing whether the framing of a goal 

affects how much the thoughts you are avoiding come back into your mind stronger at a 

later point to affect your judgments. 

 In this study, you also filled out a few scales asking about your own feelings and 

beliefs.  Some of the scales related to negative moods and negative life events.  Your 

responses in this study were completely anonymous.  If you feel that you are 

experiencing difficulties in your life and are feeling depressed, we strongly encourage 

you to seek help from a professional counselor. Thanks again for participating in this 
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experiment!  If you have any questions, please ask your experimenter before you leave or 

call Dr. Reich at 742-3711 ext. 237.  

Dependent Measures for Social Judgment Pilot

 Behavioral Categorizations. 

 1. What level of performance do you think was depicted in the video you 

watched? (1 = very unsuccessful, 9 = very successful) 

 2. How well did the child you observed on the video perform on the spatial ability 

task? (1= very poorly, 9 = very well) 

 Dispositional Inferences.

 1. How would you rate the intelligence of the child in the video? (1 = very low, 9 

= very high) 

 2. How would you rate the spatial ability of the child in the video? (1 = very low, 

9 = very high) 

 Applicant Traits. (1 = Poor, 3 = Fair, 5 = Good, 7 = Very Good, 9 = Excellent). 

Please rate the applicant’s:  interpersonal skills, motivation, self-confidence, willingness 

to work hard, ability to work well with others, ability to manage others, goal-

directedness, intelligence, sociability, honesty, problem-solving ability, creativity, 

likeability, open-mindedness, and sense of humor. 

 Job Items.   

 1. Overall, how well did the applicant perform in the interview? (1 = Very poorly, 

9 = Very well) 
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 2.  How qualified is this applicant for the job? (1 = Not at all qualified, 9 = Very 

qualified)  

 3.  How likely would you be to hire this applicant? (1 = Not at all likely, 9 = Very 

likely) 

 4.   What is your overall evaluation of this applicant as a candidate for the job at 

Student Travel, Inc.? (1 = Very weak candidate, 9 = Very strong candidate)  

 Manipulation Check Item.  

 1. Which instructions were you given prior to watching the video? (A = I was 

asked to focus on the positive aspects of the child's performance, B = I was asked to 

avoid thinking of the negative aspects of the performance, C = I was asked to simply give 

my impressions of the child and the task.) 

 Video Memory Items. 

 1. How many test items did the child complete? (A = 3, B = 5, C = 4, D = 1) 

 2. What color was the shirt that the child was wearing? (A = yellow, B = blue, C = 

purple, D = orange) 

 3. What was in the background? (A = bookcase, B = desk, C = couch, D = filing 

cabinet) 

 4. What color was the test administrator's hair? (A = black, B = blonde, C = 

brown, D = red) 

 5. What colors were the blocks the child was using? ( A = red and white, B = 

black and white, C = blue and white, D = green and white) 
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Future Events Scale (Andersen, 1990).  

 For each of the following items, please select the number that best represents how 

likely you think the event will happen to you at some point in your life. (-5 = Extremely 

unlikely, +5 = Extremely likely) 

 1.  To be stuck in a boring and unfulfilling job. 

 2.  To have enough money to satisfy all my desires. 

 3.  To be very lonely when I am old. 

 4.  To have the recognition of many of my colleagues. 

 5.  To regret a decision I have made in my life. 

 6.  To live the lifestyle I have always dreamed of. 

 7.  To divorce or experience the death of a mate. 

 8.  To contract a fatal disease. 

 9.  To have what I consider to be the perfect job. 

 10.  To be institutionalized (e.g., prison or asylum) in the next 20 years. 

 11.  To achieve my goals during my life. 

 12.  To live a sexually fulfilled life. 

 13.  To be satisfied with many of the major decisions I have made during my life. 

 14.  To feel that I have made no contribution to others or society within my life 

time. 

 15.  To lose my mental facilities when I am older. 

 16.  To experience a great financial loss. 

 17.  To be able to live in the home (in the location) I have always dreamed of. 
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 18. To be able to cope successfully even when under a great deal of pressure from 

my job. 

 19.  To work with people I do not like. 

 20.  To win the lottery. 

 21.  To retire at the age of 40 and do all the things I would like to do. 

 22.  To have a loved one die in the next year. 

 23.  To enjoy doing some of the things I would like to do in the next ten or fifteen 

years. 

 24.  To be responsible for someone’s physical or emotional suffering. 

 25.  To live a healthy and active life until the end of my life. 

 26.  To experience unhappiness with my relationships for several years. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Expanded Materials for Sentence Completion Pilot Study 
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Consent to Participate 

 We are asking you to participate in a study called Judgments and Lexical 

Decisions.  Here is what you need to understand about the study: 

 1.  The person in charge of this project is Dr. Darcy Reich (806-742-3711 x237).  

She works in the Department of Psychology at TTU.  You can contact her if you have 

questions about the research. 

 2.  You will be asked to unscramble some sentences about various people as 

quickly as possible.  Then, you’ll be asked to make ratings of other sentences.  The 

purpose of this study is to get baseline information.  The sentences will be used in a later 

study. 

 3.  Your participation is appreciated.  You will get experiment credit for your 

Psychology course (PSY 1300).  You should also learn about the research. 

 4.  The study should take about 20 minutes to complete.  You will get .5 

experiment credits.  No one but Dr. Reich and her assistants will see your answers. They 

will be kept in a locked research lab at TTU. Your answers will be recorded without your 

name.  So, no one will know what your answers were.  

 5.  Doing this study is completely up to you. You won’t lose anything if you don’t 

do it.  You can quit anytime.  You will still get experiment credit for the time you put in. 

You do not give up any legal rights by signing this form. 

 6.  Dr. Reich or one of the experimenters will answer any questions you have 

about the study. For questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by 

this research, contact the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the 
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Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, Texas 79409. Or you can call (806) 742-3884. 

I certify that I am (please check one): 

 ________ 18 years of age or older 

 ________ under age 18 and have presented the appropriate Parental Consent form 

to the experimenter. 

       _________ (initials of experimenter, verifying inspection of appropriate 

Parental Consent Form)  

I agree to participate in this research.  I have read this form.  Any questions have been 

answered. 

Signature of Subject   Printed Name    Date 

 

_________________________ ______________________ ______________ 

This consent form is not valid after 1/31/2006. 

Judgments and Lexical Decisions.  Spring 2004 

 In this study, you will unscramble some sentences about people, working through 

the sentences as quickly as you can.  Next, you will make some ratings of several 

sentences.  We will be using these sentences in our next experiment and need to get 

baseline information about them.  Thank you for your help in this study!  We really 

appreciate it.  Please fill out the general information questions at the bottom of this page. 

All responses will remain confidential. 
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 IMPORTANT:  PLEASE COMPLETE THIS PACKET IN ORDER.  Do not look 

back to previous pages and do not skip ahead to later questions.  It is very important to 

the validity of the experiment that you complete this packet in order.  Thanks for your 

cooperation. 

 GENDER (circle one): Male  Female 

 Age: _____ 

 Initials of Name:  __ __  

Social Sentence Unscrambling Task. 

 Instructions: PLEASE WORK QUICKLY ON THIS TASK AFTER READING 

THESE INSTRUCTIONS.  Please form a grammatical and meaningful statement about 

each person using EXACTLY FOUR of the five words in each set, then cross out the 

ONE word you did not use.  If you have any difficulty at all forming a sentence about a 

person, please circle the item number to let the experimenter know that it is more difficult 

to unscramble than the other sentences. Every sentence is about a person and every 

sentence must begin with the person’s first name. 

 

 EXAMPLE:  Dan      drove car    boat  the 

    Dan drove the boat.  

 1.  respected is clearly Corey disrespected  

 2.  brakes Jordan's bad are good  

 3.  Zack his vacation took missed   

 4.  Tim’s dinner is cold delicious 
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 5.  dependable car unreliable is Simon’s 

 6.  dull Richard’s was party fun 

 7.  Matt’s boring was job interesting 

 8.  has team won Jeff’s lost 

 9.  extra Rob money problems has 

 10.  Toby finished late early has 

 11.  is lifestyle miserable Bob’s fulfilling 

 12.  forgot his remembered Kurt umbrella  

 13.  caught a cold football Ted 

 14.  Nathan feeling is relaxed tense  

 15.  John now destitute is wealthy 

 16.  ignored is invited always Patrick 

 17.  sales have Bob’s increased decreased 

 18.  gaining losing is Brian confidence  

 19.  rent is overdue John’s paid 

 20.  coworkers Allen’s unfriendly friendly are 

 21.  Ben’s unfulfilling is career fulfilling 

 22.  healthy feeling Allison ill is  

 23.  many friends few has Andy  

 24.  being Sarah rude is helpful   

 25.  honest is James usually dishonest 

 26.  promise kept broke Krista her  
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 27.  low Matt has aspirations high 

 28.  helped neighbor hurt her Stephanie 

 29.  sister her hugged Amanda shoved  

 30.  Eric repaired computer broke his 

Sentence Ratings 

 Please indicate how POSITIVE or NEGATIVE each sentence is, using the scale 

below: 

(-5 = Very negative, 0 = neutral, 5 = Very positive) 

 1.  Rob has extra money.  

 2.  Tim’s dinner is cold. 

 3.  Toby has finished late. 

 4.  Allen’s coworkers are friendly. 

 5.  Allison is feeling ill.   

 6.  John is now destitute. 

 7.  James is usually dishonest. 

 8.  Tim’s dinner is delicious. 

 9.  Bob’s sales have decreased. 

 10.  Allison is feeling healthy.   

 11.  Simon’s car is dependable. 

 12.  Patrick is always ignored. 

 13.  John’s rent is overdue. 

 14.  Bob’s lifestyle is fulfilling. 
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 15.  Stephanie hurt her neighbor. 

 16.  Amanda shoved her sister. 

 17.  Krista broke her promise.  

 18.  Eric broke his computer. 

 19.  Rob has money problems.  

 20.  Zack took his vacation. 

 21.  Krista kept her promise.  

 22.  Ben’s career is fulfilling. 

 23.  Kurt remembered his umbrella.  

 24.  Toby has finished early. 

 25.  Brian is losing confidence. 

 26.  Jordan’s brakes are good. 

 27.  Allen’s coworkers are unfriendly. 

 28.  Stephanie helped her neighbor. 

 29.  Matt’s job was boring. 

 30.  Amanda hugged her sister. 

 31.  Jeff’s team has lost. 

 32.  Brian is gaining confidence. 

 33.  Patrick is always invited. 

 34.  Jeff’s team has won. 

 35.  Zack missed his vacation. 

 36.  Bob’s sales have increased. 
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 37.  James is usually honest. 

 38.  Richard’s party was fun. 

 39.  Nathan is feeling relaxed.  

 40.  Kurt forgot his umbrella.  

 41.  Simon’s car is unreliable. 

 42.  Jordan’s brakes are bad. 

 43.  Bob’s lifestyle is miserable. 

 44.  Nathan is feeling tense.  

 45.  John’s rent is paid. 

 46.  Matt has low aspirations. 

 47.  Corey is clearly respected.  

 48.  Eric repaired his computer. 

 49.  Richard’s party was dull. 

 50.  Sarah is being rude.   

 51.  Andy has many friends.   

 52.  Sarah is being helpful.   

 53.  Matt’s job was interesting. 

 54.  Corey is clearly disrespected.  

 55.  Ted caught a cold.  

 56.  John is now wealthy. 

 57.  Andy has few friends.   

 58.  Ted caught a football.  
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 59.  Ben’s career is unfulfilling. 

 60.  Matt has high aspirations. 

Debriefing 

 THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!  We really appreciate it.  When you 

unscrambled the sentences, you probably noticed that each one could be completed either 

positively or negatively.  We needed to get baseline information about which way people 

completed each sentence. We also needed to find out how positively or negatively each 

sentence seems to people, so we had you rate all of the possible sentences. We’ll be using 

these sentences in a later study where we ask people to unscramble the sentences as 

quickly as they can while trying to avoid either positive or negative sentences. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

Expanded Materials for Goal Instructions Pilot 1 
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Consent to Participate 

 We are asking you to participate in a study called Judgments and Lexical 

Decisions. 

 Here is what you need to understand about the study: 

 1.  The person in charge of this project is Dr. Darcy Reich (806-742-3711 x237).  

She works in the Department of Psychology at TTU.  You can contact her if you have 

questions about the research. 

 2.  You will be asked to unscramble some sentences about various people as 

quickly as possible.  Then, you will be asked to solve some math problems. Then, you’ll 

be asked to read a story and make ratings about a person in the story.  Finally, you’ll be 

asked to complete a scale about your own thoughts. The purpose of this study is to see 

how effective certain goals are for completing the sentence task.  This study will give us 

baseline measures for use in another study. 

 3.  Your participation is appreciated.  You will get experiment credit for your 

Psychology course (PSY 1300).  You should also learn about the research. 

 4.  The study should take about 30 minutes to complete.  You will get .5 

experiment credit.  No one but Dr. Reich and her assistants will see your answers. They 

will be kept in a locked research lab at TTU. Your answers will be recorded without your 

name.  So, no one will know what your answers were.  

 5.  Doing this study is completely up to you. You won’t lose anything if you don’t 

do it.  You can quit anytime.  You will still get experiment credit for the time you put in. 

You do not give up any legal rights by signing this form. 
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 6.  Dr. Reich or one of the experimenters will answer any questions you have 

about the study. For questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by 

this research, contact the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the 

Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, Texas 79409. Or you can call (806) 742-3884. 

I certify that I am (please check one): 

 ________ 18 years of age or older 

 ________ under age 18 and have presented the appropriate Parental Consent form 

to the experimenter. 

       _________ (initials of experimenter, verifying inspection of appropriate 

Parental Consent Form)  

I agree to participate in this research.  I have read this form.  Any questions have been 

answered. 

Signature of Subject   Printed Name    Date 

 

_________________________ _______________________ ______________ 

This consent form is not valid after 1/31/2006. 

Judgments and Lexical Decisions. Spring 2004 

 In this study, you will be doing a few separate tasks related to academic skills, 

such as reading, sentence comprehension, and math.  In one task, you will unscramble 

some sentences about people.  In another task, you will read a story and answer questions 

about it.  In another, you will solve some math problems.  Thank you for your help in this 

 



 167

study!  We really appreciate it.  Please fill out the general information questions at the 

bottom of this page.  All responses will remain confidential. 

 IMPORTANT:  PLEASE COMPLETE THIS PACKET IN ORDER.  Do not look 

back to previous pages and do not skip ahead to later questions.  It is very important to 

the validity of the experiment that you complete this packet in order.  Thanks for your 

cooperation. 

 GENDER (circle one): Male  Female 

 Age: _____ 

 Initials of Name:  __ __ 

Social Sentence Unscrambling Task. 

 Instructions:    

 1.  Please form a grammatical and meaningful statement about each person using 

EXACTLY  FOUR of the five words in each set, then cross out the ONE word you did 

not use.  Every sentence is about a person and every sentence must begin with the 

person’s first name. 

 

 EXAMPLE:  Dan      drove car    boat  the 

    Dan drove the boat.  

 2.  Work as quickly as you can. 

 3.  Try to avoid forming negative sentences about each person. (This appeared in 

the negative suppression condition) 
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 3.  Try to avoid forming positive sentences about each person. (This appeared in 

the positive suppression condition) 

 3.  Form the first sentence that comes to mind about each person. (This appeared 

in the no goal control condition) 

Sentence Completions 

 1.  brakes Jordan's bad are good  

 2.  Zack his vacation took missed   

 3.  dependable car unreliable is Simon’s 

 4.  Matt’s boring was job interesting 

 5.  extra Rob money problems has 

 6.  Toby finished late early has 

 7.  is lifestyle miserable Bob’s fulfilling 

 8.  caught a cold football Ted 

 9.  Nathan feeling is relaxed tense  

 10.  gaining losing is Brian confidence  

 11.  rent is overdue John’s paid 

 12.  healthy feeling Allison ill is  

 13.  being Sarah rude is helpful   

 14.  promise kept broke Krista her  

 15.  sister her hugged Amanda shoved  

 16.  Eric repaired computer broke his 
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Filler Task 

 For the next task, we would like you to complete some simple math problems. Try 

to work quickly. We are trying to get baseline measures of accuracy for a later study on 

quantitative intelligence. Feel free to use the space on the right side of the paper as 

necessary. 

 499 + 271 = ______ 

 969 – 355 = ______ 

 387 + 294 = ______ 

 765 – 599 = ______ 

 173 + 355 = ______ 

 884 – 571 = ______ 

 966 + 543 = ______ 

 537 – 194 = ______ 

 559 + 987 = ______ 

 768 – 272 = ______ 

Story Comprehension Task 

 Please read the following scenario carefully and answer the questions on the next 

page. 

John has been a member of the Binghamton College track team for three years.  

When John was a college freshman, he had planned on devoting all of his time to his 

Chemistry major.  However, John’s roommate Paul convinced him that he should try out 

for the track team.  John has been on the team since then. 
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The regional track meet was coming up, and John just had to win his race.  John 

had been thinking of this one race all season.  The past two years he had been edged out 

by a guy named Sam Tucker.  John really wanted to beat him this year, but he was 

nervous because it was such an important race and because he knew that he sometimes 

would choke if he got too anxious about winning.   

John had heard that Sam had sustained some kind of injury earlier in the season, so 

John wasn’t sure whether Sam would be in the upcoming track meet.  Still, despite his 

heavy courseload in Chemistry, John tried to prepare as well as he could.   His coach had 

put him on a new experimental training regimen.  John had even gone on a special diet to 

see if it would help make his training more effective, but it was a hard diet to follow.  On 

most days, John’s energy levels were very high, but sometimes his training regimen was 

just too tiring. 

When John and his teammates arrived at Brockport College for the regional meet, 

John noticed that the track at Brockport had been refinished.  Although he usually ran 

faster on newer surfaces, John wasn’t sure about the material used on the new track. 

When the official signaled that it was time for his race, John went to the starting 

blocks.  On his way over, it began to rain lightly.  John usually loved running in the rain, 

but he was a little worried that the rain would make the new track more slippery.  When 

John got to the starting blocks, he looked to find Sam Tucker and noticed him two lanes 

down.  John saw that Sam was busy warming up for the race; he wondered whether Sam 

had fully recovered from his earlier injury. 

The runners prepared for the race.  The official’s gun went off and the race started.   

 



 171

Ratings of Runner 

 Please answer the following questions based on your knowledge of the events that 

occurred in the passage.  Circle the number that best represents your opinion. 

 1.  How likely do you think is it that John will win the race? (1 = Not at all likely, 

9 = Extremely likely) 

 2.  How surprised would you be if John won the race? (1 = Not at all surprised, 9 

= Extremely surprised)  

 3.  How predictable would it be if John won the race? (1 = Not at all predictable, 9 

= Extremely predictable) 

 4.  How likely do you think is it that John will lose the race? (1 = Not at all likely, 

9 = Extremely likely) 

 5.  How surprised would you be if John lost the race? (1 = Not at all surprised, 9 = 

Extremely surprised) 

 6.  How predictable would it be if John lost the race? (1 = Not at all predictable, 9 

= Extremely predictable) 

 Based on what you read in the story, how well do you think each of the following 

characteristics describe John? (1 = Not at all descriptive of John, 9 = Very descriptive of 

John) 

 1.  Self-Confident 

 2.  Hard-Working 

 3.  Friendly 

 4.  Likeable 
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 5.  Persistent 

 6.  Motivated 

 7.  Creative 

 8.  Enthusiastic 

 9.  Attentive 

 10.  Insecure 

 11.  Lazy 

 12.  Withdrawn 

 13.  Uncooperative 

 14.  Impatient 

 15.  Careless 

 16.  Impulsive 

 17.  Nervous 

 18.  Anxious 

Strategy Description 

 Briefly describe how you solved the sentence and any specific strategies you 

used. 

Debriefing 

 THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!  We really appreciate it.  When you 

unscrambled the sentences about the people, you probably noticed that each one could be 

completed either positively or negatively.  We asked some participants to avoid forming 
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negative sentences.  We asked others to avoid forming positive sentences.  Still others 

were asked to just complete the sentences with the first thing that came to mind.   

 Research has shown that sometimes when we try to avoid thinking certain 

thoughts, they can come back to affect us later.  For example, if we are in a social 

situation, and we’re trying not to be negative or trying to avoid stereotypes, those 

thoughts can come back to affect our judgments ten minutes later when we’re no longer 

thinking about avoiding them.  In this study, we were trying to see whether avoiding 

certain thoughts on the sentence task affects people’s judgments about the runner in the 

story.  We want to use these materials in another study later this semester. 

 Because we’ll be running this study for awhile, we’d appreciate you not telling 

anyone about it.  It’s important to be able to get natural responses from people who don’t 

know the hypotheses.  We appreciate your help in keeping the study confidential.  Thanks 

for participating! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 174

APPENDIX E 

 

Expanded Materials for Study 1 
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Consent to Participate 

 We are asking you to participate in a study called Judgments and Lexical 

Decisions.  Here is what you need to understand about the study: 

 1.  The person in charge of this project is Dr. Darcy Reich (806-742-3711 x237).  

She works in the Department of Psychology at TTU.  You can contact her if you have 

questions about the research. 

 2.  First, you will be asked to unscramble some sentences about various people as 

quickly as possible. The purpose of this study is to see how effective certain goals are for 

completing the sentence task. Second, you’ll be asked to watch a video and make ratings 

about a person.  Finally, you’ll be asked to complete some scales about your own 

thoughts. The purpose of this study is to see how various personality factors and beliefs 

influence impressions of people. 

 3.  Your participation is appreciated.  You will get experiment credit for your 

Psychology course (PSY 1300).  You should also learn about the research. 

 4.  The study should take about 40 minutes to complete.  You will get 1 

experiment credit.  No one but Dr. Reich and her assistants will see your answers. They 

will be kept in a locked research lab at TTU. Your answers will be recorded without your 

name.  So, no one will know what your answers were.  

 5.  Doing this study is completely up to you. You won’t lose anything if you don’t 

do it.  You can quit anytime.  You will still get experiment credit for the time you put in. 

You do not give up any legal rights by signing this form. 
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 6.  Dr. Reich or one of the experimenters will answer any questions you have 

about the study. For questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by 

this research, contact the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the 

Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, Texas 79409. Or you can call (806) 742-3884. 

 I certify that I am (please check one): 

 ________ 18 years of age or older 

 ________ under age 18 and have presented the appropriate Parental Consent form 

to the experimenter. 

       _________ (initials of experimenter, verifying inspection of appropriate 

Parental Consent Form)  

I agree to participate in this research.  I have read this form.  Any questions have been 

answered. 

Signature of Subject   Printed Name    Date 

 

_________________________ _______________________ ______________ 

This consent form is not valid after 11/30/2006. 

Audiotape instructions for the first task 

 This is a linguistic study being conducted by the English Department. In this 

study, you will be doing a few separate tasks related to academic skills, such as reading 

and sentence comprehension.  You will unscramble some sentences about people. Please 

follow the instructions in your packet. Please press the stop button and begin. 
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Sentence Completion Task Instructions 

 Please fill out the general information questions at the bottom of this page. 

All responses will remain confidential. 

 IMPORTANT:  PLEASE COMPLETE THIS PACKET IN ORDER.  Do not look 

back to previous pages and do not skip ahead to later questions.  It is very important to 

the validity of the experiment that you complete this packet in order.  Thanks for your 

cooperation. 

 GENDER (circle one): Male  Female 

 Age: _____ 

 Initials of Name:  __ __ 

Social Sentence Unscrambling Task (Negative Suppression)

 Instructions:   

 1.  Please form a grammatical and meaningful statement about each person using 

EXACTLY  FOUR of the five words in each set, then cross out the ONE word you did 

not use.  Every sentence is about a person and every sentence must begin with the 

person’s first name. 

 

 EXAMPLE:  Dan      drove car    boat  the 

    Dan drove the boat.  

 2.  Work as quickly as you can. 

 3.  Try to avoid forming negative sentences about each person.  

 4.  Complete the following practice sentence: 

 



 178

 ignored is invited always Patrick 

 Correct Answer:  Patrick is always invited 

 Please turn to the next page and begin. Remember, Try to avoid forming negative 

sentences about each person.  

Social Sentence Unscrambling Task (Positive Concentration)

 Instructions:   

 1.  Please form a grammatical and meaningful statement about each person using 

EXACTLY  FOUR of the five words in each set, then cross out the ONE word you did 

not use.  Every sentence is about a person and every sentence must begin with the 

person’s first name. 

 

 EXAMPLE:  Dan      drove car    boat  the 

    Dan drove the boat.  

 2.  Work as quickly as you can. 

 3.  Try to focus on forming positive sentences about each person.  

 4.  Complete the following practice sentence: 

 ignored is invited always Patrick 

 Correct Answer:  Patrick is always invited 

 Please turn to the next page and begin. Remember, Try to focus on forming 

positive sentences about each person.  

Social Sentence Unscrambling Task (No Goal Control) 

 Instructions:   
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 1.  Please form a grammatical and meaningful statement about each person using 

EXACTLY  FOUR of the five words in each set, then cross out the ONE word you did 

not use.  Every sentence is about a person and every sentence must begin with the 

person’s first name. 

 

 EXAMPLE:  Dan      drove car    boat  the 

    Dan drove the boat.  

 2.  Work as quickly as you can. 

 3.  Form the first sentence that comes to mind about each person.  

 4.  Complete the following practice sentence: 

 ignored is invited always Patrick 

 Please turn to the next page and begin. Remember, Form the first sentence that 

comes to mind about each person.  
 1.  brakes Jordan's bad are good  

 2.  Zack his vacation took missed   

 3.  dependable car unreliable is Simon’s 

 4.  Matt’s boring was job interesting 

 5.  extra Rob money problems has 

 6.  Toby finished late early has 

 7.  is lifestyle miserable Bob’s fulfilling 

 8.  caught a cold football Ted 

 9.  Nathan feeling is relaxed tense  
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 10.  gaining losing is Brian confidence  

 11.  rent is overdue John’s paid 

 12.  healthy feeling Allison ill is  

 13.  being Sarah rude is helpful   

 14.  promise kept broke Krista her  

 15.  sister her hugged Amanda shoved  

 16.  Eric repaired computer broke his 

Instructions for experimenter after the Sentence Completion Task 

 Experimenter will collect the materials from the first task and place them in a 

large envelope. 

 Experimenter will read: Frequently, multiple experiments are administered during 

a session to make full use of both your time as a participant, and our time as researchers. 

You have just completed an experiment for the English Department. You will now 

perform a different experiment, one conducted by the Psychology Department. The 

consent form that you signed at the beginning of the experiment covered both 

experiments. We will now continue with a different experiment on the computer. 

 For this experiment, you will watch a video of a child performing a spatial ability 

task. Please follow all instructions on the computer. If you have any questions during the 

experiment, please open the door of your cubicle and let me know. 

Video Instructions 

 First screen.  The study you are about to complete is concerned with the 

impressions people form when viewing a test performance.  We have four videos that last 
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approximately 5 minutes each.  You’ll be randomly assigned to watch just one of them in 

a moment.   

 Second screen.  Each video shows clips of a different child performing a different 

spatial ability task.  The children in the videos vary in their level of intelligence and the 

tasks vary in their level of difficulty.  These tasks measure spatial ability and are subsets 

of a more general intelligence test.  Research has shown that spatial ability is an 

important component of overall intellectual functioning.   

 Third screen (nonmotivating video instructions).  It will be your task to figure out 

HOW INTELLIGENT THE CHILD IS in general. The video that you are about to watch 

will be used in subsequent experiments. We’d like you to view the video and let us know 

your impressions of the child and the task. 

 Third screen (motivating video instructions).  It will be your task to figure out 

HOW INTELLIGENT THE CHILD IS in general. As you know, very intelligent people 

sometimes appear less intelligent because they are performing a very difficult task and 

less intelligent people sometimes appear very intelligent because they are performing a 

very simple task. We do not want you to tell us how intelligent the child merely appears. 

Instead, we want you to watch the child on the tape and figure out how intelligent you 

think the child is in general. 

Dependent Measures for Study 1 

 Behavioral Categorizations. 

 1. What level of performance do you think was depicted in the video you 

watched? (1 = very unsuccessful, 9 = very successful) 
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 2. How well did the child you observed on the video perform on the spatial ability 

task? (1= very poorly, 9 = very well) 

 Dispositional Inferences. 

 1. How would you rate the intelligence of the child in the video? (1 = very low, 9 

= very high) 

 2. How would you rate the spatial ability of the child in the video? (1= very 

poorly, 9 = very well) 

Trait Ratings (presented by the computer in a random order for each participant) 

 Based on what you saw in the video, how well do you think each of the following 

characteristics describes the child? (1 = Not at all descriptive of the child, 9 = Very 

descriptive of the child) 

 1.  Self-Confident 

 2.  Hard-Working 

 3.  Friendly 

 4.  Likeable 

 5.  Persistent 

 6.  Motivated 

 7.  Creative 

 8.  Enthusiastic 

 9.  Attentive 

 10.  Insecure 

 11.  Lazy 
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 12.  Withdrawn 

 13.  Uncooperative 

 14.  Impatient 

 15.  Careless 

 16.  Impulsive 

 17.  Nervous 

 18.  Anxious 

Video Memory Items 

 1. How many test items did the child complete? (A = 3, B = 5, C = 4, D = 1) 

 2. What color was the shirt that the child was wearing? (A = yellow, B = blue, C = 

purple, D = orange) 

 3. What was in the background? (A = bookcase, B = desk, C = couch, D = filing 

cabinet) 

 4. What color was the test administrator's hair? (A = black, B = blonde, C = 

brown, D = red) 

 5. What colors were the blocks the child was using? ( A = red and white, B = 

black and white, C = blue and white, D = green and white) 

Thought Descriptions  

 Describe the things you looked for and thought about while watching the video, 

and the strategies you used to assess the child's performance.  Press CONTINUE when 

you are done. 
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Future Events Scale (Andersen, 1990).  

 See Appendix B 

Differential Emotions Scale (Cacioppo et al., 1988) 

 Please choose the point on the scale that best describes the way you feel at this 

moment. (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very strongly) 

 1.  Merry/Gleeful/Amused 

 2.  Warmhearted/Joyful/Elated 

 3.  Sad/Downhearted/Blue 

 4.  Irritated/Angry/Mad 

 5.  Fearful/Scared/Afraid 

 6.  Tense/Anxious/Nervous 

 7.  Disgusted/Turned-Off/Repulsed 

 8.  Contemptuous/Scornful/Disdainful 

Debriefing 

 THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!  We really appreciate it.  When you 

unscrambled the sentences about the people, you probably noticed that each one could be 

completed either positively or negatively.  We asked some participants to avoid forming 

negative sentences.  We asked others to form positive sentences.  Still others were asked 

to just complete the sentences with the first thing that came to mind.   

 The first task was NOT a linguistics study conducted by the English Department. 

It was a study by the Psychology Department. This deception was necessary to make the 

two tasks of the experiment appear to have different contexts. 
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 Research has shown that sometimes when we try to avoid thinking certain 

thoughts, they can come back to affect us later.  For example, if we are in a social 

situation, and we’re trying not to be negative or trying to avoid stereotypes, those 

thoughts can come back to affect our judgments ten minutes later when we’re no longer 

thinking about avoiding them.  In this study, we were trying to see whether avoiding 

certain thoughts on the sentence task affects people’s judgments about the child in the 

video.  

 Because we’ll be running this study for awhile, we’d appreciate you not telling 

anyone about it.  It’s important to be able to get natural responses from people who don’t 

know the hypotheses.  We appreciate your help in keeping the study confidential.  Thanks 

for participating! 

Instructions for Coding the Thought Descriptions 

 For each essay, start by breaking it into individual complete thoughts.  Draw a 

slash every time you feel the author expresses a single complete thought.  Then, for each 

complete thought that the author expresses, decide whether the thought is positive, 

negative, or neutral.  Please use a pencil!  

 1.  "positive"-- the participant has determined that this particular child does have a 

positive quality 

 Examples: this kid was determined, concentrating hard, doing well, finishing 

quickly, using a smart strategy, intelligent 

  2.  "negative"--the participant has determined that this particular child does have 

a negative quality 
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 Examples: this kid was frustrated, nervous, distracted, having problems, taking a 

long time 

  3.  "neutral"--the participant doesn't say anything evaluative or says "I couldn't tell 

how he was doing" or that he just seemed average. OR--the participant mentions noticing 

evidence of or thinking about something that is not necessarily positive or negative about 

the child  

 Examples: "the child starts with the outside blocks and then does the middle," 

how is the kid tackling the problem? what was the kid's reaction? what were the kid's 

facial expressions? how difficult would this be for me? What strategy was he using? (he 

could be using a good one or a bad one)  

 When you complete the coding, please use the Excel file provided to record the 

totals. 
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APPENDIX F 

 

Expanded Materials for Study 2 

(all materials for Study 2 are the same as in Study 1 with the following exceptions) 
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Social Sentence Unscrambling Task 

 Instructions:   

 1.  Please form a grammatical and meaningful statement about each person using 

EXACTLY  FOUR of the five words in each set, then cross out the ONE word you did 

not use.  Every sentence is about a person and every sentence must begin with the 

person’s first name. 

 

 EXAMPLE:  Dan      drove car    boat  the 

    Dan drove the boat.  

 2.  Work as quickly as you can. 

 3.  Try to avoid forming positive sentences about each person. (This appeared in 

the positive suppression condition) 

 3.  Try to focus on forming negative sentences about each person. (This appeared 

in the negative concentration condition) 

 3.  Form the first sentence that comes to mind about each person. (This appeared 

in the no goal control condition) 

Debriefing 

 THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!  We really appreciate it.  When you 

unscrambled the sentences about the people, you probably noticed that each one could be 

completed either positively or negatively.  We asked some participants to avoid forming 

positive sentences.  We asked others to form negative sentences.  Still others were asked 

to just complete the sentences with the first thing that came to mind.   

 



 189

 The first task was NOT a linguistics study conducted by the English Department. 

It was a study by the Psychology Department. This deception was necessary to make the 

two tasks of the experiment appear to have different contexts. 

 Research has shown that sometimes when we try to avoid thinking certain 

thoughts, they can come back to affect us later.  For example, if we are in a social 

situation, and we’re trying not to be negative or trying to avoid stereotypes, those 

thoughts can come back to affect our judgments ten minutes later when we’re no longer 

thinking about avoiding them.  In this study, we were trying to see whether avoiding 

certain thoughts on the sentence task affects people’s judgments about the child in the 

video. 

 Because we’ll be running this study for awhile, we’d appreciate you not telling 

anyone about it.  It’s important to be able to get natural responses from people who don’t 

know the hypotheses.  We appreciate your help in keeping the study confidential.  Thanks 

for participating! 

 

 

 


	Ironic Process Theory
	 In their second experiment, Macrae et al. (1994) conceptually replicated the first study using a different dependent variable.  Participants again saw a photograph of a skinhead and wrote a passage about the target person in the initial task, but the second task was to choose a seat in a waiting room to meet the person from the photograph.  The person’s belongings were sitting in a chair, and the distance the participant sat from the skinhead who was supposed to return was the dependent variable.  Participants who were instructed to suppress stereotypes in the first task sat farther away from the skinhead in the second task. 
	 In their third experiment, Macrae et al. (1994) again had participants view a photograph of a skinhead and write a passage about the target person in the initial task.  In this study, however, a lexical decision task was used to measure the accessibility of the stereotype.  It was found that participants instructed to suppress stereotypes of a skinhead in an initial task responded significantly faster to words relating to a skinhead stereotype in a second task than did participants who did not receive suppression instructions.  It is important to note that these three studies showed a rebound of stereotypes across three different dependent measures (content of a written passage, seat selection, and reaction times).  Consistent with Wegner et al. (1987), Macrae et al. suggested that stereotype suppression might not be an effective strategy of mental control in many contexts.
	 Monteith et al. (1998) helped to define the boundary conditions under which the rebound effect does and does not occur for stereotypes.  In their first experiment, an initial task similar to that used by Macrae et al. (1994) was used, with an important exception.  In Monteith et al.’s experiment, the target photograph was that of a gay couple.  In the second task, participants wrote about another gay couple without instructions to suppress stereotypes.  To measure prejudice toward homosexuals, participants completed a scale prior to the experiment.  Results indicated that low-prejudiced participants did not have many stereotypic thoughts in either of their passages.  However, high-prejudiced participants had more stereotypic thoughts in the second passage when told to suppress in the first passage, but did not have more stereotypic thoughts than the high-prejudiced participants in the control condition.  Thus, suppression did decrease stereotypic thoughts for high-prejudiced participants in a first task, but did not result in a rebound effect (e.g., a greater degree of stereotyped thoughts compared to the control condition) in a second task. 
	 In their second experiment, participants again saw a photograph of a gay couple and wrote a passage about the target couple in the initial task, but the second task was to recall a list of words, some of which were related to homosexual stereotypes.  Participants were later asked to rate the degree to which a list of words, including the stereotype words from the recall list, were related to the stereotype of gay men.  Results indicated that low-prejudiced participants did not have many stereotypic thoughts in their passage, nor did they have greater accessibility of stereotypic words in the word recall task.  However, high-prejudiced participants recalled more stereotypic words in the word recall task when they had been told to suppress in the first passage than when they were in the control condition.  Thus, rebound of stereotype accessibility occurred only for high-prejudiced participants.  Monteith et al. (1998) suggested that suppression of stereotypes might actually be an effective strategy of mental control, but only for low-prejudice people.
	Stereotype Rebound and Self-Regulation
	Rebound and Social Inferences
	Optimism and Pessimism
	 As discussed earlier, pessimism has been linked to depression (Andersen, 1990).  The FES originally developed out of cognitive theories of depression, and emphasizes future-event expectancies.  The construct of pessimism, as conceptualized by Andersen, has been shown to be both activated and applied relatively automatically.  However, this is not the only measure of optimism/pessimism.  Another popular measure was developed from theories of self-regulation. 
	 The Life Orientation Test (LOT; Scheier & Carver, 1988) was developed as a measure of dispositional optimism and has been found to predict a variety of psychological and physical health outcomes as well as other self-regulatory outcomes (see Carver & Scheier, 2002, for a review).  For example, optimism has been found to be negatively related to a person’s reporting of physical health symptoms across time and to postpartum depression, and positively related to completion of an alcoholic rehabilitation program.  But, what leads an optimist to have positive outcomes and a pessimist to have less positive outcomes?  Scheier and Carver have also found evidence that optimism is positively related to active problem-focused coping strategies and to social support seeking.  Optimism is negatively related to strategies of disengagement and denial/distancing methods of coping. 
	 Do optimism and pessimism anchor different ends of the same continuum (bipolar) or are they completely separate constructs (bivariate)?  Kubzansky, Kubzansky, and Maselko (2004) examined these questions with regard to the optimism and pessimism as measured by the LOT.  In a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), they found that the two-factor structure (optimism and pessimism) was supported, even when the LOT questions had been worded differently to change the framing of the question’s valence, without changing the meaning of the question.  They also found that some people are both optimistic and pessimistic, and others are neither optimistic nor pessimistic, which supports the bivariate model.  Similarly, Wichman, Reich, and Weary (in press) found evidence that the positive (optimism) and negative (pessimism) subscales of the FES, another measure of future expectancies, could be usefully examined separately.
	 In summary, people who are pessimistic have chronic expectancies that have been linked to depression and other health problems (Scheier & Carver, 1988).  Also, people who are optimistic and people who are pessimistic differ in some of the cognitive strategies they employ (Scheier & Carver, 1988).  If optimism and pessimism are distinct constructs (Kubzansky et al., 2004; Wichman et al., in press), do people who are optimistic and people who are pessimistic differ in ways other than their expectancies?  In fact, they do.  One important way in which people who are optimistic and people who are pessimistic differ is their explanatory style.
	 Operant strategies, such as extinction methods in which the negative expressions of a client who is depressed are ignored, seem to only work for externally reinforced behaviors (Larkin & Edens, 1994).  Thus, another reason to consider ironic process theory in developing a treatment is that the reinforcing properties of the thoughts to be avoided should be taken into consideration.  For example, avoided thoughts might vary in their susceptibility to rebound, given their status as self-reinforcing or not. 
	 In addition, other common tendencies of people who are depressed have been shown to result in what might be viewed as ironic effects.  Gleicher and Weary (1991) found that people who are depressed analyze information in great detail in order to feel that they have more control (to better explain and predict social events), but that this goal backfires and people who are depressed use more abstract categories in their information processing.  A person who is depressed has a natural goal to intensely scrutinize information in order to feel a sense of control which results in precisely the opposite--more abstract categorizations and a diminished sense of control.
	 Ideally, clinical findings and research findings on ironic process theory should inform each other reciprocally.  Knowledge of ironic process theory and how people’s chronic expectancies influence their self-related and social judgments should be used to improve treatments of depression.  And, knowledge of when and why treatments involving suppression or distraction actually work should be used to inform research in areas relevant to ironic process theory.  Such knowledge would arm clinicians and theorists with one more weapon in the battle for mental control.
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