






[image: ]


















	 Zuhause
	 Dokument hinzufügen
	 Anmelden
	 Ein Konto erstellen
	 PNG-Bilder









































Effects of Mindset on Positive Illusions - Semantic Scholar

Mental Health (MH 42152) and funding from the Max Planck Society. (Max Planck Institute for Psychological Research, Munich, Germany). We thank Lien Pham (Studies 1 and 2), Juliane Malzacher, and Ute. Bayer (Study 3) for their assistance in collecting and analyzing the data. Brett Pelham and Gabrielle Oettingen made ... 

















 PDF Herunterladen 



 PNG-Bilder






 4MB Größe
 2 Downloads
 366 Ansichten






 Kommentar


























First publ. in: Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 69 (1995), 2, pp. 213-226



Effects Effects of of Mindset Mindset on Positive Positive Illusions SheJley E. E. Taylor Taylor Shelley University of ofCalifomia, Los Angeles University California, Los



Peter Peter M. M. Gollwitzer GoUwitzer University of ofKonstanz Konstanz University



S. and J. S. E. E. Taylor Tayklrand J. D. D. Brown's Brown's (1988) (1988) position posilion that lhal mentally mentally healthy healthy people poopIe exhibit exhibit positive positive illusions i11lol5ions raises do pewit people funC1Wn function effectively ifthc:ir if their perceptions arc are positively biased? Using Using raises aI dilemma: dikmma: How do Gollwitzer's Go/lwiucr's deliberative-implemental deliberative-implemental mindset ffiindset distinction, distinction, we v.e assessed whether people in a deliberative mindset miooset show show less evidence ofpositive illusions than people pc~ in an implemental mindset. mind$Cl.. ParticPartk· ipants ipanlS completed completed a mindset mindset task task and assessments assessments of ofmood, mood, self-perceptions, self-perceptions, and and perceived perceived (invul(in)vulnerability worsened mood, greater 10 risk. risk. Deliberation Deliberation led led to loworsened vealer perceived risk, and poorer poorer self-percepself.percepnerability to tions, tiool, relative relative to to implementation; implementation; control control (no mindset) mindset) participants participants typically typically scored in in between. bet~n. Study SlUdy 3 demonstrated demonstrated that OIal the mindset mindset manipulation manipulation corresponds corresponds to to how how people people actually actually make make decisions or implement implement them. them. Results Results suggest that that people use use relatively relatively realistic realistic thinking thinkina when when set5etting goals and and more thinking when when implementill8 implementing them. tinggoals mort positive posilive thinking them.



Taylar and Brown (1988) proposed that that a mentally mentally healthy Taylor penon is characterized not by accurate assessments ofhis person of his or her qualities., realistic estimates of of personal control, and aa personal qualities, future but by positive illusions. Specifirealistic outlook on the future peq>le typically hold at least three cally. they maintained that people cally, mildly self-aggrandizing self-aggrandizing perceptions of of themselves, the world, workl, and the future: futu.re: unrealistically positive positi~ self-perceptions, an illusion of fuof personal control, control., and unrealistic optimism about the fusion ture. They They argued that, instead instead of of being being maladaptive, maladapti~, these pospo$itively distorted perceptions perceptions actually actually foster foster the criteria normally normally itivelydistorted the criteria associated with self-regard, the ability to associated with mental health: health: positive positive self-regard, the ability to care and about about other other people, care for for and people, the the capacity capacity for for creative creative and and productive effectively manage stress stress productive work, work, and and the the ability ability to to effectively (Taylor, 1989; 1989; Taylor Taylor && Brown, Brown, 1994). 1994). (Taylor, Despite empirical support for the model, this portrait raises a disturbing question: question: If normal people's perceptions are marked by positive biases, how do they effectively effectively identify identify and make use use ofnegative of negative feedback feedback they they may mayencounter encounter in in the theworld? world? away, compartmentalizing, compartmentalizing, If people are capable of explaining away. or otherwise dismissing or minimizing negative feedback, as
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Taylor Tayklr and Brown (1988) suggested, they may may not process process a large amount of of useful feedback. Perhaps the self-serving self-serving illusions that bolster bolsu:r self-esteem self-esteem and produce produce a positive mood in the short run ultimately ultimately set people up for disappointment and failure in the long run, run. precisely because the negative feedback they they should should have have incorporated incorpor.Ued into into their their goal goal decisions and planning went ignored (cf. Janoff-Bulman & planning went ignored (cf. Janoff.Bulman & Brickman, Brickman, 1982; 1982; Weinstein, 1984). Weinstein,1984). One potential JX)tential resolution resolution Taylor Taylor and Brown Brown (1988) (1988) raised is . One the the possibility possibility that that there there may be be times times when when people people are more more honest with during which which they they recognize recognize and incorincorwith themselves, themselves, during porate on mindset Gollwitzer porate negative negative feedback. feedback. Research Research on mindset by by Go1lwitzer and his associates (Gollwitzer, 1990, 1991; 1991; Gollwitzet, Gollwitzer, Heckand his associates (Gollwitzer, 1990, hausen, Steller, 1990; 1990; GoIlwitzer Gollwitzer &&Kinney, Kinney, 1989) 1989)suggests suggestsaa hausen, & & Steller, set of circumstances when precisely this situation may occur. set of circumstances when precisely this situation may occur. Drawing on Heckhausen's (1986) theory of action Heckhausen's (1986) theory of action phases, phases, GollGoIJDrawing on witzer colleagues argued that the phase, witzer and and his his colleagues argued that the predecisional predecisionaf phase, when goals entailed entailed by person's desires when potential potential action action 80als by a a person's desires and and wishes are deliberated, is characterized by a deliberative mindwishes are deliberated, is characterized by a deliberative mindset. Because involves the the careful careful appraisal appraisal of of poset. Because deliberation deliberation involves p0tentially competing goals, the weighing of likely pros and cons tentially competing goals. the weighing of likely pros and cons with respect to each potential goal, and consideration of the feawith respect to each potentia) goal. and consideration ofthe feasibility of these goals, it is expected to foster relatively evensibility of these goals, it is expected to foster relatively evenhanded and accurate appraisal of evidence. handed and accurate appraisal ofevidence. The posldecisiOllQf postdecisionalphlll~. phase,when whenpeople peopleplan planthe theimplementaimplementaThe tion of aa chosen chosen goal, goal, is is characterized by by an an implemental implemental mindmindtion set. The The implemental implemental mindset mindset isassumed is assumedto toinduce induceparticipants participants set. to muster muster motivation, motivation, resoun:c:s., resources, and and cognitions cognitions in in service service of of to goal-directed actions, actions, and and thus, thus, GoIlwitter Gollwitzer (1990, (1990, 1991) 1991) prepregoal-directed dicted, it it will will lead lead people people in in the the direction direction of of cognitions cognitions that that fafadicted, vor goal achievement. These cognitions may include those spevor goal achievement. These cognitions may include those specific to to lhe the goal-dirtcted goal-directed actions actions to to be be implemented, implemented, as as weU well as as citic more general general cognitions cognitions that that constitute constitute the the environment environment for for more task implementation. implementation. task To examine these ar&uments, arguments, GoIlwitzer Gollwitzer and and Kinney Kinney (1989, (1989, To examine Study 2) 2) put put half half of of their their participants participants into into aa deliberative deliberative mindmindStudy
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214 set by asking them to contemplate the pros and cons of making a major change in their lives. The other half was placed into an implemental mindset. These participants were asked to plan the implementation of a decision they had already made and to list when, where, and how they proposed to initiate goal-directed actions. Subsequent to the mindset manipulations, participants completed an ostensibly unrelated task that required them to estimate their degree of personal control. Specifically, they worked on a contingency learning task in which they tried to turn on a light by either pressing or not pressing a button (modeled after Alloy & Abramson, 1979). The apparatus, in fact, produced noncontingent onset of the light. A control group performed the contingency task without any mindset manipulation. Participants in the implemental mindset condition inferred that they had successfully exerted personal control over the light task when light onset was frequent, whereas participants in the deliberative mindset condition did not succumb to this illusion-of-control effect. Moreover, Gollwitzer and Kinney found that control participants (those not in either a deliberative or implemental mindset) showed a significantly greater illusion of control than deliberative participants but tended to show less of an illusion of control than implemental participants. These results imply that when people are deliberating potential action goals, they are less vulnerable to the illusion of control than when they plan the implementation of goal-directed actions. Do Gollwitzer and Kinney's (1989) results provide a more general context for resolving the conundrum created by positive illusions? That is, is deliberation generally a time when positive illusions are suspended, relative to implementation? There are several reasons why one cannot extrapolate directly from Gollwitzer and Kinney's study to the more general phenomenon of positive illusions. The illusion-of-control paradigm used in Gollwitzer and Kinney's studies is highly artificial (pressing buttons to turn on target lights). Because this situation is unfamiliar to participants, it may be relatively simple to affect responses to it by means of a mindset manipulation. The other illusions discussed by Taylor and Brown (1988), namely, selfaggrandizement and unrealistic optimism, may not be so easily influenced, because people's self-perceptions and beliefs about their personal futures may be more anchored in personal experience. For example, people should be highly familiar with their own cheerfulness, intelligence, kindness, and other personal qualities, and so such self-perceptions may not change greatly in response to variable factors such as mindset. A second factor that limits the generalizability of Gollwitzer and Kinney's studies to positive illusions more generally is the fact that Gollwitzer and Kinney addressed only uncontrollable outcomes. It is important to assess whether mindset affects the perceived controllability of outcomes that are under personal control. Third, Gollwitzer and Kinney's investigation leaves unclear the processes by which mindset affects the illusion of control. It may be that the effect is a direct one, based on the cognitive contents and procedures of a person's deliberations and thoughts related to implementation. Alternatively, it is possible that mindset affects mood, which in turn affects positive illusions. Mood has been argued to be a pathway by which positive illusions affect mental health (Taylor & Brown, 1988). Mood may also be the most immediate consequence of circumstances that foster positive illusions and, as such, may act as the day-to-day manifestation of illusions in daily life (Taylor, Aspinwall, & Giuliano, 1993).



Thus, additional exploration of the processes by which mindset may affect positive illusions is warranted. Finally, Gollwitzer and Kinney's studies leave unclear the question of whether people's spontaneous deliberations and implementations actually correspond to the processes manipulated in the mindset manipulation. That is, do people deliberate evenhandedly, as the deliberative mindset manipulation assumes, and, when they are focused on implementing a task, are their cognitions specific to implementation, as Gollwitzer and Kinney's manipulation implicitly assumes? The present set of investigations was designed to address these questions. On the basis of Gollwitzer and Kinney's (1989) results, we argued that deliberation is a time when positive illusions are suspended, when people confront their talents and shortcomings and the resources and limitations of the environment realistically in attempting to decide whether a given action goal is fruitful and likely to be successful. As such, we predicted that mindset would influence self-perceptions and the perception of invulnerability to risk (unrealistic optimism) as well as the illusion of control. By contrast, implementation may be a time when positive illusions are mustered, even exaggerated, in service of the motivation needed to bring about goal achievement. We explicitly tested these predictions using measures of self-perception and perceived risk that correspond more readily to manipulations that have been used in previous studies of positive illusions (Taylor, 1989; Taylor & Brown, 1988). In so doing, we sought to extend Gollwitzer and Kinney's results beyond the laboratory paradigm in which these effects were previously demonstrated. In addition, we assessed the potential role of mood as a mediator of the effects of mindset on positive illusions. Study 1 In Study 1 we tested these predictions by manipulating mindset and observing its effects on tasks related to positive illusions. We also assessed the impact of deliberative and implemental mindsets on mood. Pretesting of the deliberative and implemental mindset manipulations suggested that the deliberative mindset induced a negative mood in many participants. An assessment of mood enabled us to see if mood might be a mediator whereby deliberative and implemental mindsets affect positive illusions, if such effects exist. The study also explored unrealistic optimism about risk. At least 120 investigations have indicated that, when asked to evaluate their risk of succumbing to a wide variety of misfortunes relative to their peers, most people see themselves as less vulnerable (Weinstein, 1993). This illusion of invulnerability is both robust and pervasive, encompassing a wide variety of potentially threatening events. We predicted that a deliberative mindset would reduce people's tendency to see themselves as less vulnerable than others to an array of negative events, whereas an implemental mindset would enhance the perception that one is less vulnerable than others to negative events, relative to a control condition. To further examine how mindset may affect positive illusions, we explored its impact on two dispositional measures. We included a measure of self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965) to see if individuals in a deliberative mindset experience temporary losses in self-esteem. Self-esteem has previously been used as a proxy



215 for positive illusions in other investigations (e.g., Aspinwall & Taylor, 1992; Baumeister, Tice, & Hutton, 1989). We also examined the effect of mindset on the Life Orientation Test (LOT), a dispositional measure of optimism developed by Scheier and Carver (1985), to see if mindset can induce temporary shifts in expectations about the future. Method Participants Eighty-one participants (50 women and 31 men) were recruited individually by student experimenters in a research methods course. All were college students between 17 and 29 years of age, with a median age of 21. A classroom of 22 psychology students, 18 women and 4 men, naive as to the purpose of the experiment and of a comparable age distribution as the participants in the mindset conditions, completed all dependent measures without completing the mindset tasks.1 They constituted a control condition for the dependent measures against which the deliberative and implemental mindset conditions could be compared.



Procedure Each individually run participant was approached by a student experimenter, and the experiment was carried out in a quiet setting free of distractions. Participants were first given verbal instructions to orient them to the experiment. They were told that the researchers were investigating the process of goal selection and implementation and had found that certain tasks help people to define and pursue their goals more effectively. They were told that they would be working on a predetermined mental exercise with respect to their personal goals that would enable the experimenters to evaluate these tasks further. Both the oral instructions and the written instructions followed the procedures of Gollwitzer and Kinney (1989); they were translated from German by Gollwitzer and his associates. All translated materials and instructions were pretested on UCLA undergraduates and revised slightly to increase clarity and avoid confusion.2 Participants were then randomly assigned to either the implemental or deliberative mindset manipulation condition and given written instructions. Deliberative mindset condition. For the deliberative mindset condition, participants were asked to name an unresolved personal problem. A brief description of these types of problems was given: Such problems are characterized by the fact that you are not yet sure whether to take action in order to change things. You feel very uncertain and you ask yourself whether it might not be better to leave things as they are. This means that you haven't decided to take action, but you haven't decided against it either. Participants were told that they should not select tasks easy to implement, those for which a decision was already made, or those for which a decision would probably never be reached. They were informed that the problem should be complex and take the form of "Should I . . . or not?" The analysis of the decision took three parts. Part A was concerned with the immediate consequences and long-term consequences of making a decision that involves a change. Immediate consequences were listed first, and then long-term consequences that could ensue from those immediate consequences were listed. For each positive and negative consequence, participants were asked to rate the certainty of occurrence in percentage. Part B asked participants to list the expected difficulties that might arise in trying to implement the decision involving the change. Part C asked participants to list the immediate and longterm consequences of not making a decision, that is, of leaving things as they are. For both positive and negative consequences, they were asked



to rate the certainty in percentage that the consequence would occur. Participants were given a sample packet, ostensibly completed by a previous participant, concerning the decision of "going on a vacation or not." They were then instructed to work on their own unresolved personal problem. Implemental mindset condition. Participants in the implemental mindset condition received a similar packet of written instructions but instead were asked to describe an intended project. A description of such a project was provided: Intended projects are set goals which people intend to realize someday. All intended projects have in common that people have decided to take action in this matter. They feel determined to achieve the project. Participants were told that the intended project should be complex and one that could be achieved within the next 3 months. They were asked not to invent a new project for the purpose of the exercise but to use one for which they had already made a decision. After naming the project, participants were informed that they would be writing down the implementation steps involved in the intended project. They were provided with a set of questions divided into two parts to assist them. In Part A, they were asked to list the five most important steps for bringing about the project. These were described as distinct behavioral episodes which, if successfully executed, should guarantee the achievement of the intended project. Part B was concerned with the planned execution of these steps. Participants were asked to list when, where, and how each step was to be performed. A sample sheet with the example of "going on vacation," ostensibly completed by a prior participant, was provided. Participants were asked to examine the example carefully and then move on to the master sheet to describe their own personal intended project.



Dependent Measures After completing the deliberative or implemental mindset task, the participants were given the dependent measures. First, they completed a mood scale consisting of seven adjectives taken from the Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist (MAACL; Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965), which has been used in a previous empirical effort to assess mood (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1993). They rated themselves on each adjective using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). The adjectives were happy, downhearted, upbeat, contented, upset, sad, satisfied, lonely, and distressed. A composite measure of mood was derived by subtracting the summed self-ratings on adjectives that reflected negative mood from the summed self-ratings on adjectives that reflected positive mood. Next, participants completed a measure of relative perceived risk derived from Perloff and Fetzer (1986). Specifically, on separate items, they were asked to rate themselves and the average college student of their gender as to the likelihood of experiencing each offiveunpleasant future events. The items were: being in an automobile accident, becoming divorced, becoming depressed, developing a drinking problem, and being mugged. These ratings were completed on 7-point scales that ranged from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (extremely likely). The measure of



1 Because completion of the dependent measures took approximately 10 min, whereas the mindset manipulation took 30-40 min, it was decided, for purposes of economy, to run the control group in a group setting. In retrospect, this may have been a false economy, because it rendered the data collection circumstances of the control group somewhat different than those in the two mindset conditions, creating questions of comparability. 2 For example, the phrase "change decision" translated from German did not make sense to participants, and so the phrase "a decision involving a change" was substituted.



216 relative risk was obtained by subtracting total self-ratings from total "average college student" ratings, thus yielding a measure of relative invulnerability to risk. If participants see themselves and the average college student of their age and gender as equally vulnerable, then their scores on the risk measure should both be 0; to the extent that participants see themselves as more invulnerable to risk than others, the resulting score will be positive. Next, participants completed the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965). This measure includes 10 statements reflecting self-attitudes (e.g., "On the whole, I am satisfied with myself"), and participants indicated on a 5-point scale that ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) how much they agreed with each of the statements. The last measure was the LOT. Participants answered eight target items and four filler items on 5-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items include the statements "If something can go wrong for me, it will" and "I'm always optimistic about my future". After participants completed the dependent measures, the experimenter conducted a short postexperimental interview to assess participants' reactions to the experiment and to probe for suspicion. No participant expressed suspicion over the nature of the study. Participants were then orally debriefed, given a written debriefing statement, and thanked for their participation.



Results Manipulation Check All deliberation and implementation protocols completed by participants were inspected individually to ensure that participants understood the instructions, had chosen an appropriate project, and had completed all questionnaires. One participant in the implementation condition had written about a project for which he had not yet made a decision, and consequently his data were not included in the analyses. The remainder of the participants had completed the protocols appropriately. Those deliberating a decision typically picked such issues as whether or not to go to graduate school, whether or not to break off a relationship, and whether or not to move to another community. Those in the implementation condition typically described the steps involved in furthering a personal goal, such as completing a degree, getting a good job, getting into graduate school, becoming involved in a relationship, or changing a personal habit, such as losing weight or practicing a musical instrument.



Preliminary Analyses Initial inspection of the means suggested gender trends, yet it was not possible to conduct Condition X Gender analyses because of the substantial gender skew in the control condition. Therefore, we conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with two between-subjects variables: mindset (deliberative or implemental) and gender (male or female), and four dependent variables of mood, perceived risk, self-esteem, and dispositional optimism. We employed Wilk's criterion for the combined ratings, and the MANOVA resulted in a significant main effect for condition, F(4, 71)= 12.89, p < .001. However, the main effect for gender and the interaction between gender and condition were not significant (both Fs < 1). Therefore, gender was not further considered in the analyses.



risk, self-esteem, and dispositional optimism. The use of Wilks' criterion for the combined ratings resulted in a significant main effect, F(8, 186) = 7.42, p < .001. Mean ratings corresponding to the subsequent univariate analyses are presented in Table 1. Analysis of the mood scale indicated that participants in the deliberative mindset experienced significantly poorer mood than those in the control condition and in the implementation condition, F(2, 97) = 27.80, p < .0001. Tukey HSD post hoc comparisons revealed that the deliberative mindset mean was significantly different from the control and implemental mindset means, which were not different from each other. We had predicted that people in an implemental mindset see themselves as less susceptible to unfortunate events than those in a deliberative mindset. This prediction was strongly supported, F(2, 97) = 4.69, p < .02. Specifically, Tukey HSD post hoc comparisons revealed that implemental mindset participants saw others to be at significantly greater risk for negative events than themselves, relative to the control group and to those in a deliberative mindset. It should be noted that if participants showed no systematic capacity to distort their vulnerability to risk, one would have expected the means of all three groups to be 0. The fact that the deliberative mindset condition mean is 6.00 means that, even in this condition, participants held a moderately high degree of perceived relative invulnerability to risk. This suggests that, although deliberative mindset and control participants are somewhat less unrealistically optimistic about their risk than implemental mindset participants, they still perceive their risk to be less than that of the average college student. We had included self-esteem in Study 1 to see if participants in the deliberative mindset condition experienced lower self-esteem than those in the control or implemental mindset conditions. This prediction also was supported, F(l, 97) = 4.72, p < .02. Tukey HSD post hoc comparisons revealed that participants in the deliberative mindset condition experienced poorer self-esteem than did participants in the control condition and in the implemental mindset condition. On the grounds that deliberation forces people to be more realistic in assessing the likelihood of future events, we predicted that deliberative mindset participants would score lower on a measure of dispositional optimism, the LOT, than participants in the implemental mindset condition. Although there was a trend in this direction, F(2,97) = 2.50, p < .09, the results were not significant.



Table 1 Impact ofMindset on Mood, Self-Esteem, Risk Perceptions, and Optimism: Study 1 Mindset condition Measure



Deliberative



Control



Implemental



Dependent Measures



Mood Risk Self-esteem Optimism



-2.52, 6.00, 37.55a 27.36



10.05b 6.05. 41.77b 30.55



11.30b 9.71b 41.08b 29.03



We performed a one-way (deliberative, implemental, control) MANOVA on the four dependent measures of mood, perceived



Note. Means within rows not sharing a common subscript are significantly different from each other.



217 Mediational Analyses Mood has been conceptualized as a potential mediator of the impact of life experience on positive illusions and of the impact of positive illusions on subjective well-being (Taylor & Brown, 1988). Because of the impact of mindset on mood, we investigated its potential role as a mediator between mindset and the indicators of positive illusions, namely, relative invulnerability to risk and self-esteem. In these analyses, we included only the conditions in which mindset had been experimentally manipulated (deliberative, implemental). On the risk measure, covarying out mood leaves the mindset effect largely intact, F( 1,75) = 5.11, p < .03. These results are inconsistent with the idea that the reduction in perceived invulnerability to risk observed in the deliberative mindset condition is due to mood changes. Rather, the mindset manipulation may have had a direct effect in bringing about more realistic conceptions of personal risk. In contrast, mood may have somewhat mediated the impact of mindset on self-esteem. When mood is covaried out of the relationship between mindset and self-esteem, the effect is considerably reduced, F( 1,76) = 2.19, /? < . 14.3



Discussion Participants in a deliberative frame of mind had significantly poorer mood, significantly lower self-esteem, and significantly lower perceived invulnerability to risk than participants in whom an implemental mindset had been induced. The results provide support for the contention that deliberation may be a time when people are relatively realistic about their talents and shortcomings and the resources and limitations of the environment. Deliberating a decision evenhandedly diminished mood and self-esteem, relative to the implemental condition and the control group. Compared with implementation participants but not the control group, deliberating participants also saw themselves as more vulnerable to risk. It should be noted, however, that deliberation did not altogether eliminate perceived invulnerability to risk. Even after deliberation, participants still believed themselves to be less at risk than the average college student of their gender for a variety of negative events in the future. Implementation participants did not differ significantly from control group participants on mood or self-esteem but showed significantly greater perceptions of invulnerability to risk. The implication is that the process of implementing a goal may especially blind people to risk but need not necessarily augment self-esteem or mood. There are difficulties with this interpretation, however, because of the skewed gender imbalance in the control group. The role of mood in these effects is equivocal at present. Although mood was influenced strongly by the mindset manipulation, its mediational role appears to be modest, if it exists at all. It does not appear that mindset affects mood, which, in turn, damps down illusions in the deliberative condition and augments them somewhat in the implementational condition. Rather, mindset may well have a direct impact on psychological assessments of one's vulnerability to risk and, to a lesser extent, on one's impressions of oneself. The effects of mindset on the LOT were weaker, a point that is consistent with its conceptualization as a dispositional measure of optimism. Apparently, optimistic and pessimistic dispo-



sitional expectations are fairly strong and resistant to change. However, the optimism measure was presented last in the series of four measures. Inspection of Table 1 reveals that the magnitude of effects declined across the four measures. This suggests that the effects of mindset may have been wearing off over the course of the dependent measures, exerting their strongest impact on the first measure—namely, mood—and their weakest on the last measure—namely, dispositional optimism. There are some limitations of Study 1 that complicate interpretation of the results. The first is the just-noted fact that the dependent measures occurred in a single order, which makes the results subject to alternative interpretations. Consequently, randomizing the order of dependent measures in the future is important. A second interpretational problem arises with respect to the potential mediational role of mood. The results of Study 1 were inconclusive. Because self-esteem is a dispositional and relatively stable quality, the temporary impact of mindset may have been largely accounted for by the warm glow of positive mood in the implemental condition and the chill of negative mood in the deliberative condition. On the measure of perceived invulnerability to risk, which is not a dispositional measure, mindset appears to have exerted a direct effect independent of its effect on mood. Third, although the effects of mindset on positive illusions have now been demonstrated for an illusion of control (Gollwitzer & Kinney, 1989), for self-esteem, and for relative invulnerability to risk, additional evidence for the reliability of the effects of mindset on positive illusions would be provided by use of a broader array of tasks. Finally, because of the gender skew in the control group of Study 1, an important issue was obscured: Are participants in whom no mindset has been induced midway between participants who deliberate or plan to implement a personal project, or do their self-perceptions and assessments of vulnerability to risk look more like those of deliberators or implementers? Consequently, in Study 2, male and female college student participants were again exposed to either a deliberative mindset manipulation, an implemental mindset manipulation, or a nomindset control condition, following the procedures of Gollwitzer and Kinney (1989). Participants then completed several dependent measures in different orders: a mood measure identical to the measure used in Study 1; a self-attribute rating scale in which they rated themselves on a variety of positive and negative qualities in comparison to the "average college student of your age and gender;" and measures of relative invulnerability to risks perceived as controllable or as uncontrollable. The decision to examine controllable and uncontrollable risks separately stemmed from our hypotheses about the nature of the implemental mindset. Specifically, participants who are implementing decisions appear to see themselves as in control of their actions and what goes on around them (cf. Gollwitzer & Kinney, 1989). Thus, although they may regard themselves as generally quite immune to the random effects of the environment, they may see themselves as especially invulnerable to controllable risks, because they believe that, as effective actors, they can 3 We also covaried out self-esteem from the mindset-personal risk relation to see if self-esteem differences created by the mindset manipulation could be regarded as a potential mediator of the effects of mindset on risk perception. Covarying out self-esteem left the mindset effect on the risk measure largely intact, iH[l, 75) = 8.32, p < .005.



218 take actions to offset any such risks that might arise. This reasoning leads to the hypotheses that implemental mindset participants will see themselves as significantly less vulnerable to risk than deliberative mindset and control participants and that this effect will be more pronounced for controllable than for uncontrollable risks. Following the logic of Study 1, we also predicted that participants who were deliberating a personal decision would have poorer mood and poorer self-perceptions as compared with control participants not exposed to a mindset manipulation, who, in turn, should have poorer mood and poorer self-perceptions than participants in the implemental mindset condition.



Study 2 Method Pretesting A measure was developed to assess perceptions of vulnerability to controllable and uncontrollable risks through pretesting. Specifically, 30 undergraduates in a classroom situation rated each of 20 risks (e.g., contracting a sexually transmitted disease, developing cancer) in terms of how controllable it was. Specifically, participants were told All of us are exposed to certain risks in our lives. In some cases, we can control whether or not we encounter a particular negative event, whereas in other cases, the negative event just happens to us, that is, it is uncontrollable. For example, most people feel that they can control to a large degree whether or not they graduate from college, but most people do not think they can control whether or not they are hit by lightning during a storm. Please rate each of the risks below in terms of how controllable or uncontrollable you perceive that risk to be, on a seven-point scale ranging from "not at all controllable" to "completely controllable." Participants then rated each of the 20 risks on the 7-point scale. On the basis of these ratings, we selected for the main study four risks consistently perceived by participants to be controllable and four risks considered by participants to be consistently uncontrollable. The controllable risks were: addiction to prescription drugs, divorce, having a drinking problem, and being mugged. The uncontrollable risks were: developing heart disease, losing a partner to an early death, losing a limb, and developing diabetes.



Participants Seventy participants (36 men and 34 women) were recruited individually by student experimenters in a research methods course. All were between the ages of 19 and 27, with a median age of 21. All but 3 were college students. An additional 31 participants, who constituted the control condition, completed the dependent measures in a classroom situation.1 All were college students. The age range was 19 to 25, with 12 men and 19 women.



Procedure The procedure for Study 2 was identical to that of Study 1, with the exception of the dependent measures used.



Dependent Measures All participants received a packet consisting of three questionnaires. The order of these questionnaires was systematically varied so that each questionnaire appeared in each of the three possible positions (first, sec-



ond, third). The measure of mood was the same as that used in Study 1. A second measure assessed participants' perceived vulnerability to the controllable and uncontrollable risks noted above. Specifically, on separate 7-point scales ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely), participants rated how likely it was that they or the average college student of their age and gender would encounter each of the eight risks during their lifetime. Two separate measures of perceived risk were calculated, one for the four uncontrollable risks and one for the four controllable risks. For each set of risks, a measure of perceived invulnerability was derived by subtracting the total of how the participants rated themselves across the four risks from the total of how participants rated the average college student of their age and gender. Higher scores reflect greater perceived invulnerability to risk. A third questionnaire assessed participants' self-perceptions. Participants rated themselves in comparison to the average college student of their age and gender on a series of 21 qualities and skills (e.g., cheerfulness, academic ability) on a scale that ranged from 1 (much worse) to 7 (much better) than the average-college student of their age and gender. After reverse coding the negatively worded items, we calculated the measure of self-perception by summing the self-ratings to yield a total score. Thus, if participants saw themselves as equally capable and talented as the average college student of their age and gender, their total score would be 84." After participants completed the packet of four dependent measures, their reactions to the study were ascertained. They were probed for suspicion, and they were carefully debriefed.



Results Manipulation Check All participants' responses to the deliberative and implemental exercises were examined to ensure that participants understood and had complied with the instructions and materials. One implementation participant failed to comply with the instructions, because his responses indicated that he was clearly deliberating a decision. Consequently, his data were not included. All other participants completed the materials correctly. The kinds of personal goals deliberated and implemented in Study 2 were very similar to those identified by participants in Study I.5



Preliminary Analyses Preliminary analyses examined the effects of order of questionnaire and gender. Because clear effects for gender emerged in some of the analyses, and trends emerged in the others, gender was retained as a variable in all subsequent analyses. Order of 4



The items were athletic ability, cheerfulness, leadership ability, social self-confidence, popularity with own sex, popularity with opposite sex, writing ability, public speaking ability, intellectual self-confidence, originality, creativity, academic ability, drive to achieve, artistic ability, sensitivity to others, understanding of others, clarity of personal goals, confidence in the ability to obtain personal goals, personal appearance, self-respect, and individuality. 5 As these decisions and goals imply, most of the participants in both Studies 1 and 2 were seniors who were at the time involved in either important decisions or the implementation of important goals, or both. Earlier pilot studies with college student freshmen and sophomores revealed that the mindset manipulation effects were weaker, apparently because many freshmen and sophomores were not weighing important decisions and implementing important courses of action other than those routinely involved in the pursuit of their studies.



219 the questionnaires in the dependent measure packet, however, produced no significant effects. Thus, there was no indication that effects were stronger on variables completed immediately following the mindset manipulation relative to those completed a few minutes later. Consequently, order of questionnaire completed was not retained as a variable in subsequent analyses.



Primary Analyses Data were analyzed by means of a two-way MANOVA with mindset (deliberative, implemental, control) and gender (male or female) as the two independent variables and mood, self-perceptions, uncontrollable risks, and controllable risks as the four dependent measures. The use of Wilk's criterion for the combined ratings resulted in a significant main effect for mindset, F(8, 182) = 15.10, p < .001, a significant effect for gender, F(4, 91) = 2.94, p < .03, and no significant interaction (F< 1). Mean ratings corresponding to the subsequent univariate analyses are presented in Table 2. In terms of mood, on the basis of Taylor and Brown's (1988) theorizing and the results of Study 1, we expected that implementation participants would show the most positive mood, followed by control participants, with deliberative participants showing the poorest mood. This hypothesis was strongly supported, F(2, 94) = 38.07, p < .001. Tukey HSD post hoc comparisons indicated that each of the marginal means for condition was significantly different from the others. That is, implementation participants' mood was significantly higher than that of control participants, which was in turn significantly higher than that of deliberation participants. There was no significant effect for gender and no interaction between condition and gender. In terms of self-perceptions, we hypothesized that participants in the implementation condition would see themselves more positively than those in the control condition, who would in turn see themselves more positively than participants in the deliberation condition. This hypothesis was also strongly supported, F(2, 94) = 16.02, p < .001. Post hoc tests revealed that implementation participants held significantly more positive self-perceptions than control participants, who in turn held significantly more positive perceptions than participants in the deliberative mindset condition. In addition, there was a significant gender effect, F(l, 94) = 9.34, p < .003. Female participants' self-perceptions were significantly poorer than those of men. There was also a marginally significant interaction between gen-



Table 2 Impact ofMindset on Mood, Self-Perceptions, and Uncontrollable and Controllable Risk: Study 2 Mindset condition Measure



Deliberative



Control



Implemental



Mood Self-perceptions Uncontrollable risk Controllable risk



-1.85, 95.91, 2.35a 3.41b



3.94,, 102.90b 2.97a 3.10b



11.37,. 111.89,; 5.03c 8.26d



Note. Means within rows and columns not sharing a common subscript are significantly different from each other.



der and condition, F(l, 94) = 2.50, p < .09; male participants in the control and deliberative conditions saw themselves as ar> proximately equivalently talented and skilled, whereas women in the deliberative condition regarded themselves significantly more poorly than did participants in all other conditions. In terms of perceived invulnerability to risk, we hypothesized that participants in the implementation condition would see themselves as more invulnerable to risk than those in the control condition, who would, in turn, see themselves as more invulnerable than participants in the deliberation condition. We also predicted that these effects would be more true for controllable than uncontrollable risks. To test these hypotheses, we conducted a three-way analysis of variance (ANCAA) with mindset (deliberative, implemental, control) and gender as two between-subjects variables and type of risk (uncontrollable or controllable) as a within-subjects variable. As Table 2 indicates, these predictions were partially supported. The overall effect for condition was significant, F{2,94) = 33.29, p < .001. Individual means comparisons indicated that for both uncontrollable and controllable risks, implemental mindset condition participants saw themselves as significantly less vulnerable to risk than participants in the deliberative and control conditions; however, participants in the deliberative and control conditions did not differ from each other. This pattern is consistent with the results of Study 1 concerning perceived risk, in which deliberative and control group participants did not differ from each other but differed significantly from participants in the implemental mindset condition. There was no effect of gender and no interaction of gender with condition. In addition, there was a significant effect for type of risk, F(l, 94) = 19.42, p < .001. All participants saw themselves as significantly more invulnerable to controllable risks than to uncontrollable risks. There was also a significant Condition X Risk interaction, F(2, 94) = 7.93, p < .001. The interaction is partially accounted for by the fact that, in the uncontrollable risk condition, control participants regarded themselves as slightly more invulnerable to risk than the deliberative mindset condition participants, whereas in the controllable risk condition, participants in the control group regarded themselves as slightly less invulnerable to risk than the deliberative mindset participants. Although this latter reversal is not significant (F < 1), it is nonetheless directionally inconsistent with the hypotheses. A more potent factor in the significant interaction is the fact that implemental mindset participants responded somewhat differently to uncontrollable and controllable risks. Specifically, as the means comparisons in Table 2 indicate, participants in the implemental mindset condition saw themselves as especially invulnerable to controllable risks, compared with participants in the control group and the deliberative condition. Thus, the hypotheses that participants in an implemental frame of mind would see themselves as more invulnerable to risks, especially controllable ones, compared with deliberating and control participants, were supported.



Mediational Analyses As in Study 1, we investigated the potential role of mood as a mediator between mindset and the indicators of positive illusions, namely, invulnerability to controllable and uncontrollable risks, and self-perceptions. The results suggest no mediational role for mood. The self-perception effect remains largely



220 intact when mood is covaried out, F(2, 96) = 5.29, p < .007. Similarly, the effects of mindset on uncontrollable risks, f\2, 96) = 3.95, p< .03, and on controllable risks, F(2,96) = 19.08, p < .001, are still strong. Thus, Study 2 suggests that mood does not mediate the effect of mindset on self-perception or perceived vulnerability to risk. Discussion Consistent with our theoretical analysis relating the dynamics of mindset to positive illusions and with the evidence of Gollwitzer and Kinney (1989) and from Study 1, the results of Study 2 clearly indicate that perceptions indicative of positive illusions are more realistic following the induction of a deliberative mindset and more exaggerated following the induction of an implemental mindset. These results expand thefindingsof Gollwitzer and Kinney beyond their illusion-of-control data and enlarge on the effects of Study 1 by demonstrating that perceptions of one's skills and talents may be affected by the temporary induction of a deliberative or implemental mindset. In addition, there is evidence that perceptions of one's vulnerability to both controllable and uncontrollable risks are affected by mindset, with implemental participants seeing themselves as significantly less vulnerable to both types of risks than control participants or deliberative mindset participants. These data support the interpretation that implementation makes potential risks somewhat less accessible than is otherwise the case. Yet it is important to reiterate that even participants in the deliberative mindset condition and the control group showed self-perceptions and perceptions of invulnerability to controllable and uncontrollable risk that exceeded the self-perceptions and invulnerability to risk ascribed to other college students of their age and gender. Thus, although positive illusions appear to fade in response to conditions that foster deliberation, they do not disappear altogether. There were clear gender differences in self-perception in Study 2. Specifically, women held significantly poorer self-perceptions, especially in the deliberative mindset condition. The experimenters who had debriefed participants offered two potential explanations for this effect on the basis of their conversations with participants. First, several female participants spontaneously mentioned that they had come to the end of their senior year, and they were no closer to having resolved or completed any of their major life tasks (choosing a career, getting married, having children) than they had been 4 years earlier when they began college. This may account for a sense of discouragement that emerged especially when they were deliberating their personal decisions. A second possibility spontaneously voiced by several of the female participants was the pessimism they felt as young women facing a poor job market characterized by gender discrimination, a pessimism that may have been enhanced by deliberating life decisions. A third explanation draws on recent findings that women's style of responding to depressive prospects and moods is more ruminative than that of men (for a review, see Nolen-Hoeksema, 1993). It seems possible, then, that women in the present study more readily embraced the deliberative mindset instructions that encourage rumination and thus developed a stronger deliberative mindset than men. Whether any of these, a combination of these, or any other explanation characterized the poorer self-perception of



the female participants, particularly in the deliberative mindset condition is, however, not clear. The relative gender balance of Study 2 makes it possible to interpret the magnitude of the control group means relative to the deliberative and implemental mindset group means. Specifically, on two measures (mood and self-perceptions), the control group fell roughly midway between the deliberative and implemental mindset groups. This pattern suggests that deliberation reduces mood and self-perceptions, and implementation enhances mood and self-perceptions, relative to individuals who are not explicitly deliberating or planning to implement a decision. However, the pattern of perceptions of vulnerability to controllable and uncontrollable risks is different. Specifically, deliberative and control group participants saw themselves as modestly less vulnerable to both uncontrollable and controllable risks than the average college student. Although both groups saw themselves as more vulnerable to uncontrollable than controllable risks, within each risk condition, the deliberative and control group participants were not significantly different from each other. In contrast, participants in the implemental mindset condition saw themselves as substantially less vulnerable to uncontrollable, and especially to controllable, risks. The implications of these different patterns is that deliberation may not particularly increase perceived vulnerability to risk, but implementation may especially blind people to risk. Such perceptions may be adaptive in helping people to further the goals they have chosen to implement by keeping them from being sidetracked or concerned about potential risks. The fact that controllable risks are especially affected implies that implementation enhances feelings of personal control (Gollwitzer & Kinney, 1989) with respect to the ability to avoid risky circumstances. Analyses of the effects of mindset on mood and the mediational analyses that followed suggest little mediational role for mood in these effects. Specifically, although mindset clearly had an impact on mood, with deliberative participants in a significantly poorer mood than participants in the implementation or control conditions, these mood changes bore little relation to effects on the self-perception or risk measures. Studies 1 and 2 suggest that participants in a deliberative mindset are less vulnerable to positive illusions than are participants in an implemental frame of mind. However, two important questions remain, both of which pertain to the generalizability of the results. Thefirstissue is whether people spontaneously deliberate an unresolved personal problem in ways analogous to Gollwitzer and Kinney's (1989) deliberative mindset manipulation that would, in turn, lead them to be more realistic in their perceptions. If people's spontaneous deliberations are not marked by an evenhanded consideration of both sides of an issue, self-made deliberations cannot be assumed to provide a window of realism. The second issue pertains to the question of how accessible this window of realism is. More specifically, people who turn an unresolved problem into an intended project by making a decision may close their minds to this window, as postdecisional individuals do not possess easy access to impartial deliberative thinking. The action phases and mindset notion (Gollwitzer, 1990, 1991) holds that, in the postdecisional phase, people are facing a different type of task than in the predecisional phase. Whereas predecisional people try to solve the task of choosing goals that are feasible and desirable, at the postdecisional phase,



221 people attempt to implement the chosen goals (intended projects) as efficiently as possible. By becoming involved with these different types of tasks, people are expected to develop distinct cognitive orientations or mindsets that help solve the respective task at hand. Indeed, postdecisional individuals have been found to be more effective in processing information on how to implement goals as compared with information on desirability (pros and cons, i.e., positive and negative expected values) and feasibility (positive and negative expectations; see Gollwitzer et al., 1990; Heckhausen& Gollwitzer, 1987). Moreover, the action phases and the mindset notion (Gollwitzer, 1990, 1991) holds that the move from the predecisional phase to the postdecisional phase is based on committing oneself to implement the chosen goal. The noncommittal, potential goals deliberated in the predecisional phase become binding goal commitments in the postdecisional phase. Thus, the vacillation of the predecisional phase is replaced by determination in the postdecisional phase. This determination directed to the implementation of the chosen goal should reduce a person's motivation to start deliberating the goal's pros and cons anew, as this would again induce predecisional vacillation. Accordingly, if thinking about the goal's expected value is triggered in the postdecisional phase (e.g., through verbal instructions), postdecisional individuals should avoid evenhanded deliberation. This can be achieved by conducting a partial analysis of pros and cons that focuses primarily on the pros, as this does not undermine one's determination but rather reinforces it. Accordingly, we hypothesized that instructions that trigger spontaneous evenhanded deliberation with predecisional people fail to do so with postdecisional people, because these individuals (a) primarily think about implementation-related issues and (b) take sides with the chosen goal in the sense of emphasizing the positive consequences (pros) of goal achievement while downplaying the negative consequences (cons). Theorists in the tradition of dissonance theory (e.g., Jones & Gerard, 1967; Kiesler, 1971; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976) claimed that irrevocable commitments originate when people actually act on their goals. Therefore, our experimental design included two postdecisional groups: one group that had not yet started to act on its goals, and one that was already on its way. This way, we could test whether the window of realism (i.e., evenhanded deliberation) is closed for both postdecisional groups or only for postdecisional people who have already started to implement their goals. Study 3 In Study 3 we tested these ideas by asking one group of participants (predecisional group) to name an unresolved personal issue of the "Should I do X or not?" type (see deliberative mindset condition of Studies 1 and 2) and then to freely think about the decisional issue at hand, trying to decide whether to choose X or not. Immediately after participants had terminated deliberation, they were asked to report on their thoughts in as much detail as possible. A second group of participants (first postdecisional group) was asked to name an intended project, as was done in the implemental mindset condition of Studies 1 and 2; these participants were then asked to reflect on the project and to determine whether they should or should not have chosen it. The third group of participants (second postdecisional group)



was given the same instructions with regard to thinking about the intended project; however, they were asked to do so for an intended project on which they had gotten started (i.e., executed at least one implementational step) but which they had not yet completed. This second postdecisional group was included to determine if only those people who are already "on their way"findit difficult to deliberate their choice of project in an evenhanded way and if postdecisional participants who have not yet gotten started are still in a position to do so. Method Participants Eighty male students at the University of Munich were recruited. Up to 5 participants at a time attended each session. The sessions were conducted in a medium-sized lecture hall. Participants were randomly assigned to conditions and seated at tables separated by screens so that they could not see each other. On each table, the female experimenter had placed a stack of envelopes. Participants were told that these envelopes would contain the written instructions and the test materials. They should start with the top envelope and work their way through the stack, following their own pace.



Procedure The first envelope contained general instructions to orient students toward the experiment. Participants were told that the study was designed to analyze the psychological processes that guide a person's choice of goals and their implementation. The instructions in the second envelope differed for the three conditions of the experiment: the predecisional participants, and two groups of postdecisional participants, Group A and Group B. Predecisional participants were asked to indicate an unresolved personal problem of the "Should I do X or not?" type, whereas the postdecisional participants in Group A were requested to name an intended project. The instructions used were the same as those as in Studies 1 and 2 for the deliberative mindset condition and the implemental mindset condition, respectively. Participants in the second postdecisional group (Group B) received the same instructions as the first postdecisional group but were requested to indicate only intended projects on which they had already gotten started (i.e., at least one implemental step had been taken) but were still trying to complete (i.e., at least one implemental step was still missing). After participants had named their personal problems or intended projects, they received written instructions on how to reflect on them. The instructions for predecisional participants read as follows: \bu are kindly requested to deliberate, in your own personal manner, the unresolved issue you have named. Please note (1) that you can spend as much time doing this as you personally find appropriate, (2) that you approach the decision issue as you usually do when you decide whether you should do Xor not, and (3) that you terminate your efforts when you feel that additional thought would not achieve further clarity. Now please lean back and think about your decision issue. Once you have terminated deliberation, please turn to the next envelope on your desk and complete the questionnaire it contains. The final envelope contained a self-report sheet that helped participants come up with a veridical introspection on their thoughts (see below). Instructions for the postdecisional groups were different in that they referred to a decision already made: When you think of your project, do you feel that you made the



222 right choice? Or should you have refrained from choosing this project? You are kindly requested to deliberate, in your own personal manner, the project you have named. Please note (1) that you can spend as much time doing this as you personally find appropriate, (2) that you approach the project as you usually do when you want to decide whether you should or should not have chosen it, and (3) that you terminate your efforts when you feel that additional thought would not achieve further clarity. Now please lean back . . . [same as above].



Dependent Measure The final envelope contained a self-report sheet that was designed to probe into participants' experienced thoughts. The format of this sheet has been successfully used before (e.g., Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987). Participants first had to report their most recent thoughts, that is, thoughts experienced just before terminating deliberation. Then, they were told to list the second-most recent thoughts, and thereafter, thefirstthoughts that came to mind when starting deliberation. Finally, participants had to write down everything they had thought of in between. This type of verbal protocol was used because it helps participants correctly recall their experienced thoughts, which is important for obtaining veridical self-reports on theflowof thought (Ericsson & Simon, 1980). Because the last thoughts experienced are reportedfirst,participants can read them off from short-term memory. In addition, these thoughts should facilitate the retrieval of other connected thoughts, which are stored by episodic association in long-term memory. Moreover, having participants report on the thoughts experienced at the starting point of deliberation provides participants with a powerful retrieval cue.



Results Named Projects We classified unresolved personal issues (predecisional participants) and intended projects (Groups A and B) according to three categories: career related (e.g., studying abroad), lifestyle related (e.g., buy a fashionable watch), or interpersonal (e.g., get together with an old friend). Career-related themes were the most frequent (63%), followed by lifestyle-related (25%) and interpersonal (13%) themes. A chi-square analysis revealed that these different themes were distributed about equally across the three groups of participants, x2(4, N = 80) = 3.36, p = .50. Scoring of Reported Thoughts In afirststep, participants' reports were analyzed in terms of the number of distinct thoughts listed. The marked thoughts were then classified into the following categories by two independent raters: a) positive or negative consequences (i.e., thoughts on the desirability of choosing/having chosen X), b) positive or negative expectancies (i.e., thoughts about the feasibility of X), c) meta-deliberative issues (i.e., self-instructions aimed at effective deliberation, such as "Let's think about this carefully!"), d) implementational issues (i.e., thoughts on when, where, and how to achieve X), e) meta-implementational issues (i.e., self-instructions aimed at achieving X, such as "Don't get discouraged by setbacks!"), and f) task-irrelevant issues (i.e., thoughts on themes irrelevant to the task at hand, such as "I like the experimenter!"). This coding scheme permitted classification of all of the



thoughts reported. Agreement between raters was close to perfect; the few disagreements were resolved by discussion.



Frequency of Thought The absolute frequencies of the thoughts participants reported are listed in Table 3. Participants reported 5.84 thoughts on average; predecisional participants listed more thoughts (M = 7.00) than postdecisional participants of both Group A (M = 4.96), t(77) = 2.51, p < .02, and Group B (M = 5.52), Desirability. The relative frequency of thoughts about positive and negative consequences amounted to 33%. A 2 (desirability: pros vs. cons) X 3 (experimental condition: predecisional, postdecisional Group A, postdecisional Group B) ANO\A on the reported thoughts about consequences revealed a significant interaction effect, F(2,11) = 4.07, p = .02. Whereas predecisional participants thought a little more about negative as compared with positive consequences (1.85 vs. 1.65, ns), postdecisional participants reflected more on positive than negative consequences (Group A = 1.20 vs. .24 for negative and positive consequences, respectively, t[24] = 3.51, p < .01; Group B = .62 vs. .14 for positive and negative consequences, respectively, t[28] = 2.14, p < .05). In addition, thinking about consequences in general was less prevalent in postdecisional participants as compared with predecisional participants. The number of desirability-related thoughts for the predecisional participants was significantly higher than those of the postdecisional participants of Group A (p < .01) which, in turn, were higher than those of the postdecisional participants of Group B (p < .001); overall, F(2, 77) = 10.19, p < .001. Feasibility. Participants of all groups reported few thoughts about feasibility-related issues (relative frequency: 6%). A 2 (feasibility: positive vs. negative expectations) X 3 (experimental condition) ANOVA did not reveal any significant effects (all ps>.25). Meta-deliberation. Thoughts aimed at stimulating intensive deliberation of the question at hand ("Should I choose X?" or "Was I correct in choosing XI", respectively) were relatively frequent (16%). The majority of these thoughts, however, was found with predecisional participants (M = 2.15). Postdecisional participants of both experimental groups engaged in less meta-deliberation: Group A (M = 0.20), /(77) = 5.24, p< .001; and Group B (M = 0.38), t(ll) = 4.94, p < . 001; overall F(2, 77)= 17.24p 
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