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ABSTRACT 

 

In order to prepare for the future, at least some people might spend time imagining how a 

target person’s future behavior could impede the achievement of their goals. These imaginings 

represent no truly new information about the target person, as they are self-generated.  However, 

if people misattribute the increased cognitive accessibility of the target’s negative behavior to a 

meaningful source of information, the imaginings could still have the power to impact 

impressions of the target.  Across 3 studies, I tested the hypothesis that imagining a future 

scenario in which a target had the potential to behave badly would negatively impact 

participants’ impressions of the target, an effect that would be moderated by the imaginer’s locus 

of control orientation and that might grow stronger after enough time elapsed for source 

confusion to take place.  Specifically, I tested the prediction that externally-oriented people 

would increase the negativity of their target judgments after such imaginings, but internally-

oriented people would experience either no change or a positive change in their target judgments.  

In Study 1, as predicted, imagining a hypothetical future scenario had a negative impact on target 

judgments that was moderated by locus of control.  In Study 2, as predicted, anticipating a real 

future interaction with a disagreeable confederate had a negative impact on confederate 

judgments that was moderated by locus of control, even after the real situation was resolved 

favorably.  In both studies, effects persisted one week later in a small follow-up sample but did 

not grow stronger.  Study 3 included an additional control condition to test the hypothesis that 

future imaginings would produce an impact above and beyond merely recruiting memories of 

somebody’s real past bad behaviors. However, Study 3 failed to replicate the findings from 

Studies 1 and 2.  Implications of these mixed results are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Often, making plans requires somebody not only to determine what he/she intends to do, 

but to imagine what others might do. For example, in planning to give a birthday gift to a friend, 

a person needs to figure out where he/she will buy the gift, how he/she will give it to the friend, 

and also imagine how that friend might react to potential gifts.  Logically, the act of imagining 

how a friend might behave or react should have no effect on a person’s feelings toward that 

friend. The task of imagining offers no new information beyond what he/she already knows 

about the friend. However, I argue that simply imagining a scenario in which a friend might 

behave in negative ways can lead to changes in impressions of that friend that in some cases last 

-  an effect that I refer to as Social Imagination Inflation. 

I argue, further, that this imagination effect might be moderated by an individual’s locus 

of control orientation (Rotter, 1966) which refers to whether people believe they have control 

over their future outcomes (internal orientation) or, instead, believe that other people and events 

have control over their future outcomes (external orientation).  For example, if several people 

have decided to meet together to discuss where to make dinner reservations for their friends’  

surprise birthday party, someone who is externally-oriented might reflect on how one person’s 

notoriously picky restaurant preferences might be likely to make the party planning process 

extraordinarily difficult.  In contrast, someone who is internally-oriented might optimistically 

focus on how her own conversational skills and organizational efforts will help to ensure a 

speedy and successful group decision.  In the current work, I propose that the act of imagining a 

target person behave in negative ways has a lasting impact on the ways that the target is viewed 

(Social Imagination Inflation), but that this pattern only occurs among those with an external 

locus of control.  In contrast, for internally-oriented people, such imaginings have little effect or, 

at times, even a positive effect on their judgments of others. 
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1.1 Mere Imaginings Impact Perception of the Self and Others 

 

Gilbert and Wilson (2007) have argued that humans are unique in their ability to imagine 

events that have never occurred and to predict their emotional reactions to those events. They 

have suggested that this process of “prospection” is crucial to the human ability to plan and make 

decisions (see also Taylor, Pham, Rivkin, & Armor, 1998).  Because it would be very costly to 

learn about the impact of a bear’s attack by actually experiencing it, people can simulate such 

events before they happen and receive pertinent information in advance.  Mental simulations of 

future scenarios help people choose between potential options or courses of action and happen 

routinely. Indeed, brain imaging studies have revealed that the frontal brain regions implicated in 

the simulation process (Addis, Wong, & Schacter, 2007; Schacter, Addis, & Buckner, 2007; 

Szpunar, Watson, & McDermott, 2007) are part of a default network that remains continually 

active whenever people are not preoccupied with another specific task (Raichle et al., 2001).  

Recently, Seligman, Railton, Baumeister, and Sripada (2013) have called for a shift away from 

the framework within psychology that views behavior as primarily determined by the past, 

arguing that prospection should be viewed as one of the central organizing features of all human 

action.  In fact, thinking about the future increases well-being.  People who often reflect on 

future consequences have higher levels of life satisfaction than those who spend less time 

considering the future (Azizli, Atkinson, Baughman, & Giammarco, 2015).  

Prospection is for planning, which is a social enterprise that frequently involves others 

(Larocque & Oatley, 2006).  Thus, routine simulations of the future often include other people.  

Prior research has demonstrated that when real plans go awry, people may judge the others 

involved in the plan harshly and form a mental model of them as untrustworthy, particularly 

when the relationship with the other person is not important (Larocque & Oatley, 2006).   

Prior work has not directly addressed whether merely imagining a specific future event 

going awry can alter people’s opinions of the others involved, even if the future events never 

unfold.  That said, there is reason to believe that it might. My idea of Social Imagination 

Inflation was inspired by past research on the cognitive consequences of imagining fictitious 

events in one’s past. Garry, Manning, Loftus, and Sherman (1996) first introduced the 

phenomenon of “imagination inflation” as a purely cognitive phenomenon whereby people who 

imagine false events unfolding within their own childhood later inflate their confidence that such 
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events really occurred.  Imagination inflation has been replicated across many experiments 

(Garry, Frame, & Loftus, 1999; Goff & Roediger, 1998; Heaps & Nash, 1999; Landau & Von 

Glahn, 2004; Paddock et al., 1998; Sharman & Barnier, 2008; Sharman & Calacouris, 2010; 

Sharman, Garry, & Hunt, 2005; Sharman & Scoboria, 2009; Von Glahn, Otani, Migita, 

Langford, & Hillard, 2012).  

The Social Imagination Inflation hypothesis is focused on imaginings of potential future 

events rather than fictitious past events. This also was inspired by past research suggesting that 

imagining an event occurring in the future increases people’s perceived likelihood that the 

imagined events will actually occur (e.g., Anderson, 1983; Anderson, Lepper, & Ross, 1980; 

Carroll, 1978; Gregory, Cialdini, & Carpenter, 1982; for a review see Koehler, 1991). For 

example, Gregory et al. (1982) found that participants asked to imagine winning a contest 

became more confident that they actually would win than controls. Imagination in the form of 

mental rehearsal has also been shown to impact behavior including improvements in sports 

performance (Suinn, 1997) and in recovery outcomes among alcoholics who have pursued 

rehabilitation (Marlatt, 1978).   

 Typically, researchers have explained the influence that imaginings have on perceptions 

of past and future events as stemming from different types of misattribution.  Imagination 

inflation for past events has been explained as the product of misattribution of familiarity and 

misattribution of perceptual details (e.g. Garry et al., 1996; Garry & Polaschek, 2000; Goff & 

Roediger, 1998; Sharmon, Garry, et al., 2005; Thomas, Bulevich, & Loftus, 2003).  First, 

imagining the event makes it feel more familiar and increases the overall ease and fluency with 

which the event is processed or pops into one’s mind, similar to the availability heuristic 

mechanism described by Tversky and Kahneman (1973).  This global feeling of familiarity or 

fluency is then misattributed to an actual past experience of the event (Garry et al., 1996; Garry 

& Wade, 2005; Jacoby, Kelley, & Dywan, 1989; Sharman, Garry, & Beuke, 2004; Sharman, 

Manning, & Garry, 2005).  Second, imagining the event also produces specific sensory and 

perceptual details associated with the event, such as sounds and colors, causing participants to 

mistakenly attribute these sensory details to the wrong source, a real past experience of the event 

(e.g., Johnson Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993; Thomas et al., 2003; Wilson & Brekke, 1994).   

Both misattribution of global familiarity and misattribution of perceptual detail seem to 

contribute to the formation of false autobiographical memories; indeed, processes that increase 
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mere familiarity, such as thinking, reading, or talking about a past event, sometimes produce 

small imagination inflation effects (Sharman et al., 2004; Sharman, Manning, et al., 2005), but 

effects become strongest and most reliable when participants also elaborate on their images and 

include specific sensory details (Thomas et al., 2003; Von Glahn et. al, 2012).  For future events, 

imagination is thought to similarly both increase the degree to which future events feel generally 

cognitively available and the degree to which specific perceptual details feel easy to simulate 

(Gregory et al., 1982; Sherman, Cialdini, Schwartzman, & Reynolds, 1985).  Because events that 

are actually likely to occur tend to be supported by past experiences and information that makes 

them easy to imagine and the specific details easy to visualize, people can misattribute the 

increased availability/fluency of an imagined future event to an increased likelihood that it will 

really happen (Carroll, 1978; Tversky & Kahneman, 1973).  

 Note that a misattribution process implies that over time, these effects may amplify or 

persist rather than fade, similar to the manner in which a time delay facilitates the source 

confusion that produces the “sleeper effect” (Garry et al., 1996, Hovland & Weiss, 1951; 

Pratkanis, Greenwald, Leippe, & Baumgardner, 1988).  The sleeper effect refers to the fact that 

after people hear a persuasive message, they retain the content but gradually dissociate it from 

the source of the message.  The result is that a persuasive message delivered by an untrustworthy 

source lacks credibility at first but is sometimes later perceived as credible because the source is 

forgotten.  Similarly, some studies on imagination inflation for past autobiographical events have 

provided direct evidence that imagination effects may persist or even strengthen over time due to 

increased source confusion.  Manning (2000) examined imagination inflation at 1, 7 or 14 days 

and found evidence of higher levels of inflation at longer delays for those items participants 

could not remember imagining.  Other imagination inflation experiments have found effects 

when simply administering the only round of post-imagining ratings after a time delay, such as 1 

or 2 weeks (e.g., Marsh, Pezdek, & Lam, 2014; Von Glahn et. al, 2012).   

However, some authors have argued that even when people remember that something has 

been merely imagined, this information is simply poorly coded or not used properly.  As such, a 

time delay might not be necessary to produce imagination effects (e.g., Carroll, 1978).  Indeed, 

some studies have found imagination inflation effects for past events immediately after 

imagining the fictional events unfolding (e.g. Garry et al., 1996; Heaps & Nash, 1999). That said, 

these studies have not also included a second set of ratings made after a time delay to assess 
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whether effects strengthened over time.  Aside from results provided by Manning (2000), 

without more studies including measurements at multiple time points, it is difficult to know the 

extent to which time might facilitate or strengthen imagination inflation effects.  In contrast to 

most research on imagination inflation in the past, most studies addressing the impact of 

imagining events in the future have not measured likelihood ratings after a long time delay.  In 

fact, in the rare studies that have, the authors have simply viewed it as noteworthy and somewhat 

surprising if effects persisted (e.g. Anderson, 1983).  In short, prior work on imagination effects 

for past and future events has found that effects may emerge without a long time delay driven by 

the availability of the imagined content, but that it’s possible that they might also amplify over 

time, driven by source confusion regarding the perceptual detail of the imaginings.  

Even though prior work has been limited to perceptions of the likelihood of past and 

future autobiographical events, I argue that the mechanisms that produce imagination effects 

might generalize to imaginings regarding other people and, in these cases, to influence social 

judgment.  Indeed, the areas in the brain responsible for social cognition that are active when 

spontaneous and intentional trait inferences are made are also active when people simulate 

hypothetical future behavior of others (Hassabis et al., 2014).  When a person imagines a friend 

behaving in a certain way, the overall familiarity, fluency, and accessibility of specific perceptual 

details associated with the behavior should similarly increase, leaving the imaginer with the 

impression that this type of behavior is more likely to happen than it was before.   The end result 

may be a shift in one’s overall opinion of the person’s character.  In addition, the passage of time 

might cause people to forget the source of the specific perceptual details generated through their 

imaginings, meaning that Social Imagination Inflation possibly persists or even amplifies after a 

time delay.  Because people should frequently simulate a target person’s future behavior in an 

effort to properly plan for it, this logical extension of the prior work might imply that there is an 

important yet not well understood determinant of how people view and relate to other people in 

their lives. 

 

1.2 Situations that Should Produce Social Imagination Inflation 

 

In my dissertation studies, I focused on examples of situations in which a person might 

do something that would block the imaginer’s future goals, such as making it difficult to execute 
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plans successfully.  I focused on these situations for two reasons.  First, because negative 

information elicits more thorough processing than positive information (Bless, Hamilton, & 

Mackie, 1992; Clore, Schwarz, & Conway, 1994; Schwarz, 1990), I believed that people would 

spend more time simulating future scenarios in which another person’s behavior might have 

predictable negative consequences for the imaginer compared to other categories of behaviors.  

Consistent with this prediction, Klinger, Barta, and Maxeiner (1980) found people think 

frequently about negative events that take the form of blocked goal pursuits, such as unexpected 

difficulties with personal projects and threats to personal relationships.  In addition, a review of 

17 studies by Weiner (1985) revealed that people put forth more effort trying to explain the 

causes of bad events than good ones.   

 Even if it were the case that people did not spend more time imagining problematic 

behavior on the part of others than other types of behavior, prior research suggests that imagining 

problematic behavior might have a larger effect on overall judgments of a target than imagining 

unproblematic behavior. Research on impression formation has consistently demonstrated that 

negative information about a target has a larger impact than positive information about a target 

on people’s overall impression of that individual (e.g., Anderson, 1965; Peeters & Czapinski, 

1990; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). Indeed, Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, and Vohs 

(2001) reviewed evidence suggesting that bad events have a greater psychological impact than 

good events across a wide range of psychological phenomena.   Thus, it seemed wise to focus the 

present research on situations involving potentially problematic behavior on the part of others 

because these situations might inspire more time spent simulating and have a larger impact on target 

judgments compared to other types of simulations.  

 

1.3 People that Should Experience Social Imagination Inflation 

 

Scenarios in which salient concerns about somebody’s bad behavior exist may be most 

likely to elicit simulations of the future and to impact target judgments negatively.  However, 

everybody engaging in such imaginings may not be equally likely to visualize others behaving 

badly in a way that will inevitably destroy plans.  A rich history of work on locus of control 

orientation has revealed that over the course of a lifespan through a process of reinforcement, 

individuals can develop different expectations related to whether success in a given situation will 
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be determined by themselves or external forces, such as luck, chance, or powerful others (Rotter, 

Chance, & Phares, 1972).  “Internals” feel personally responsible for their own life outcomes, 

and “externals” feel that sources such as fate or other people determine their futures (Rotter, 

1966).  Research on locus of control orientation is consistent with the idea that externally 

oriented people would be more likely than internally oriented people to engage in anxiety-ridden 

imaginings focused on the ultimate negative impact of a target person’s potentially bad 

upcoming behavior.  Some findings have supported the existence of a relationship between 

externality and general trait anxiety, situation specific trait anxiety, and state anxiety (Archer, 

1979).  In addition, Koenig (1979) found that externally oriented students are more future-

oriented than internally oriented students.  When asked to draw three circles representing the 

past, present, and future, external participants were more likely than internals to draw the future 

circle looming larger than the other two.  Indeed, internals experience more positive academic 

and health outcomes than externals, possibly because they exert more effort than externals due to 

their optimistic views of their own futures and their belief that they control their own outcomes 

(e.g., Findley & Cooper, 1983; Wallston, Wallston, & DeVellis, 1978).  Recent work has 

suggested that internals respond less negatively to stressful events and more successfully 

navigate conflict than externals (Darshani, 2014). Taken together, research on locus of control 

has established that external people feel anxious about a future they believe they can not control.   

Based on this past research, I predicted that externals would be more likely than internals 

to imagine a target’s bad behavior inevitably spoiling everything.  I believed that such 

imaginings would increase the availability and fluency of negative future events associated with 

the target and convince people that existing evidence relevant to the target’s character and past 

behavior strongly supported the idea that he/she was likely to cause future problems, in addition 

to producing perceptual details that might be confused with real experiences.  I predicted that 

internals, however, would be more likely than externals to spend time visualizing how their own 

actions would successfully prevent, account for, or mitigate any bad behavior on the part of other 

people and bring about success.  Any imagined bad behavior would be interpreted in a less 

negative light and have less of a negative impact on judgments of character.  Though I did not 

think it likely, I also thought it possible that such imaginings would even increase the positivity 

of an internally oriented person’s judgment of a target.  If visualizing a good outcome were to 

make good outcomes associated with the target more accessible, the target would benefit from 
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such imaginings because their imperfections would be viewed as less consequential than 

previously thought.   

 

1.4 Summary of Primary Hypotheses 

 

In summary, I predicted that when people were given the opportunity to imagine 

potentially problematic future scenarios involving a target person, their imaginings would have a 

negative effect on their judgments of the target’s personality traits, past and future behavior, and 

the desire they would feel to avoid similar future interactions with the target.  I also predicted 

that these effects would be moderated by people’s locus of control orientation.  For externals, I 

expected that imagining a potentially problematic future scenario would increase the negativity 

of these judgments.  For internals, I expected no effect of these imaginings, or the opposite 

pattern of results.  I also expected that because these effects would emerge in part due to 

confusion over the source of the perceptual details of bad future outcomes associated with the 

target, imagination effects might persist or even amplify after a time delay.   

 

1.5 Overview of the Present Research 

 

I conducted three studies to test my hypotheses.  In Study 1, I sought preliminary support 

for my hypothesis that for those with an external locus of control, imagining a target person in a 

problematic future scenario would have a negative effect on judgments of that target that might 

persist or amplify after a time delay.  I measured participants’ locus of control orientation, asked 

participants to imagine an acquaintance in either a hypothetical negative or neutral scenario, and 

asked participants to provide ratings of the acquaintances afterwards.  The second study was 

designed to replicate and extend the findings in Study 1 to a situation in which people would 

anticipate an actual unpleasant interaction with another person instead of a merely hypothetical 

scenario.  In addition, Study 2 was designed to show that the impact of future imaginings might 

even persist after the outcome of the anticipated event had been resolved.  Both studies 1 and 2 

measured target impressions soon after the imaginings and, again, after a week-long delay.  

Study 3 utilized a hypothetical scenario similar to Study 1, but also included an additional 

control condition to establish that mental simulations of the future would influence perceptions 
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of the target above and beyond merely recalling past bad behavior.  In addition, Study 3 included 

additional personality measures that correlate with locus of control to rule these variables out as 

alternative moderators of the Social Imagination Inflation effect. Study 3 also required 

participants to provide detailed ratings of what they imagined, in order to better establish that 

locus of control would moderate the impact of future imaginings by leading people to engage in 

different imaginings of the future. Last, Study 3 included measures to test ancillary predictions 

that visual imagery ability and the importance of the outcomes would moderate these effects. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

STUDY 1 

 

Study 1 was designed to present preliminary support for my main hypothesis that for 

those with an external locus of control, mere imaginings of a target person in a situation where 

they might behave badly would have a negative effect on judgments of that target immediately 

and, perhaps even more so, one week later.  Participants were asked to complete a locus of 

control scale and then provide the names of two acquaintances who tended to show up late to 

things. They were then asked to imagine one of the acquaintances (randomly assigned) in a Late 

Behavior Scenario in which the acquaintance’s habitual lateness had the potential to create 

problems (i.e. the acquaintance was a guest at a surprise party planned by the participants) and to 

imagine the other acquaintance engaging in an unproblematic neutral behavior unrelated to 

lateness in a Control Scenario (i.e. the acquaintance was alone and choosing a restaurant from 

which to order lunch).  

In the case of the Late Behavior Scenario, participants were directed to consider whether 

the target would arrive late and whether this lateness would cause problems for them, but they 

self-generated their own imaginings of how things would actually unfold.  I hypothesized that 

externally-oriented participants would rate the acquaintance who was randomly assigned to the 

Late Behavior Scenario more negatively than the Control acquaintance, because their self-

generated imaginings would focus on the inevitable negative impact of the acquaintance’s bad 

behavior.   In contrast, I expected that the acquaintance ratings of internally-oriented participants 

would be uninfluenced by imagination condition, because they would focus on their own 

efficacious efforts to produce a successful outcome.  I thought it possible that internally-oriented 

participants might actually rate the friend imagined in the Late Behavior Scenario more 

positively than the friend imagined in the Control Scenario, because their imaginings might 

serve to convince them that the target’s supposedly negative traits could be easily handled.  I 

collected target ratings twice—once ten minutes after engaging in the imaginings and, again, one 

week later. I predicted that the Social Imagination Inflation effect would persist or even amplify 
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one week later because participants would have more time to become confused about the source 

of the perceptual details generated through their imaginings. 

 

2.1 Study 1 Method 

 

2.1.1 Participants 

 

Ninety-seven Amazon Turk workers (59 women) completed a survey online in exchange 

for a $0.50 payment.  Participants were, on average 35.15 years old (SD = 13.80) and were 

11.3% Asian, 5.2% Black, 74.2% White, and 4.1% multiracial.  The remaining 5.2% either 

selected “other” (3.1%) or declined to report their race (2.1%). 

 

2.1.2 Procedure 

 

2.1.2.1 Personality Questions.  Participants were recruited for research ostensibly 

examining typical personality types in the general population and testing predictions regarding 

how personality types relate to behavior.  To support this cover story, participants were asked to 

complete the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). The 

TIPI is a brief measure of the Big Five personality dimensions that asks participants to rate their 

agreement with statements such as “I see myself as extraverted, enthusiastic” on a scale from 1 

(disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly). Participants also were asked to complete the Internal 

Control Index (ICI; Duttweiler, 1984), α=.88, a 28-item scale that asks participants to rate the 

frequency with which they engage in behaviors and experience feelings related to autonomy, 

such as “I ____ like jobs where I can make decisions and be responsible for my own work” and 

“When something is going to affect me I _____ learn as much about it as I can.”  Participants 

respond with a scale ranging from 1 (rarely) to 5 (usually), and the higher the score, the more 

internal the locus of control.  

2.1.2.2. Imagination Task.  Next, participants were asked to list the names of 2 people 

that they knew who were habitually late for things even when it mattered that they arrive on 

time. Hidden from view, the computer program automatically randomly assigned one of those 

habitually late acquaintances to the Control Scenario and the other to the Late Behavior 
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Scenario.  Participants were next asked to imagine both the Control and the Late Behavior 

Scenarios (counterbalanced for order) in which their acquaintances names were embedded 

automatically by the computer program.  

For the Late Behavior Scenario, participants were asked to imagine that they were 

helping to plan a surprise dinner party for a friend that would take place in 3 weeks and that the 

“late” acquaintance randomly chosen by the computer was one of the invited guests asked to 

help pull off the surprise.  Participants were told that they would need to figure out a way to get 

the guest of honor to arrive at 6 PM without suspecting anything, and that they would need the 

other guests (many of whom would be rushing over after work and other obligations) to get to 

the location early enough to hide their car several blocks away, walk to the location, and get 

safely hidden away in the location before the guest of honor arrived at the location. Anyone who 

arrived too late to be hidden away in time risked being seen and ruining the surprise for the guest 

of honor. Participants were instructed to spend several minutes forming a detailed mental image 

of the events unfolding, giving particular consideration to what they would do to prepare, how 

well the planning would go, what they would be feeling, and how much they thought their 

thoughts, feelings, and actions might be shaped by concerns about the habitually late 

acquaintance (i.e. would they be concerned about this person arriving on time?).  They were also 

asked to imagine how the actual night of the party would go, how successful the moment of 

surprise would be, how the “late” acquaintance would behave, whether the “late” acquaintance 

would be on time or have any effect on how well things went, and how they would feel about the 

behavior of the “late” acquaintance on the night of the party.  Because writing has been shown to 

facilitate imagination inflation effects (e.g. Horselenberg et. al, 2000), participants were then 

asked to write about what they imagined.   Last, to assess whether the content of their imaginings 

differed for internally versus externally-oriented participants as predicted, participants rated how 

in control they felt over the surprise party outcome, how anxious they imagined feeling about the 

friend arriving late, how late they imagined the friend arriving, and how successful they 

ultimately imagined the party might be (See Appendix A). 

 In the Control Scenario, participants were instructed to spend several minutes 

visualizing a situation in which the habitually late acquaintance was going to order lunch for 

himself/herself from a restaurant. They were asked to imagine that the acquaintance would 

choose between three nearby restaurants: one with great burgers, one with great salads and 
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wraps, and one with great deli sandwiches.  Participants were asked to particularly consider how 

they thought the acquaintance would make the decision, which restaurant he/she would choose, 

and why.   As in the Late Behavior Scenario, participants wrote about what they visualized, and 

completed filler questions about the content of their imaginings that were designed to mirror 

those asked for the Late Behavior Scenario to maintain the cover story that the experimenters 

were equally interested in both situations (See Appendix B).  

 2.1.2.3 Filler Task: Physical Descriptions.  In order to allow some time to elapse after 

imagining the two scenarios before providing ratings of both acquaintances, all participants were 

asked to spend about 10 minutes writing a physical description of themselves and of both of the 

target acquaintances.  This filler task was chosen because it maintained the cover story that the 

goal of the research was to collect information about various types of people in the population.  

2.1.2.4 Acquaintance Evaluations.  Next, participants were asked to rate the degree to 

which they agreed that 24 (12 positive and 12 negative) personality traits described their two 

acquaintances. Specifically, using a set of 1 (Disagree strongly) to 9 (Agree strongly) scales, they 

rated how much they agreed that each acquaintance was someone who worked well with others, 

did not work well with others, pulled his/her own weight, did not do his/her fair share of the 

work, and was prompt, often late, friendly, unfriendly, honest, dishonest, inventive, uncreative, 

intelligent, slow, graceful, clumsy, happy, depressed, modest, conceited, funny, humorless, neat, 

and messy.  I created a composite variable representing how positively participants viewed each 

of their two acquaintances’ personalities.  For each target, I reverse scored participants’ ratings 

for negative personality descriptors and averaged those ratings with participants’ ratings for 

positive descriptors (α=.88 for the acquaintance in the Late Behavior Scenario and α=.86 for the 

acquaintance in the Control Scenario).   

To test the prediction that locus of control would moderate the degree to which 

imaginings would affect participants’ memories of their past interactions with their habitually 

late acquaintances, participants also completed 3 ratings related to how positively they viewed 

the past behavior of both of their acquaintances.  I created a composite variable by averaging, for 

each target, ratings of how uncooperative the target had been when planning a group event in the 

past (reverse scored, 1=almost never, 9=almost always), how often the target had been late to an 

event or meeting (reverse scored, 1=almost never, 9=almost always) and how pleasant their past 

interactions had been with the target (1=extremely unpleasant, 9=extremely pleasant) (α=.61 for 
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the acquaintance in the Late Behavior Scenario and α=.74 for the acquaintance in the Control 

Scenario).   

To test the prediction that locus of control would moderate the degree to which 

imaginings would impact the positivity of people’s personal orientations towards an 

acquaintance, participants also completed two items related to their current personal orientation 

towards each acquaintance.  For each target, I averaged participants’ ratings of how much they 

would like to work with the acquaintance to plan an event in the future and how much they liked 

the acquaintance (both on a 1 to 9 scale, α=.79 for the acquaintance in the Late Behavior 

Scenario and α=.81 for the acquaintance in the Control Scenario).  (See Appendix C for all 

acquaintance evaluation items).  Finally, participants provided basic demographic information 

and were paid online for their work.  

2.1.2.5 Follow-up Survey.   One week later, participants were notified of an opportunity 

to complete a follow-up survey.  I contacted the Amazon Turk workers who had completed the 

initial survey through the Turk bonus payment system, which allows researchers to pay 

participants a bonus for particularly good work and leave them a corresponding message.  

Participants were paid a bonus of one cent and sent a message offering them the chance to 

complete an additional survey for another $0.25.  Those workers who elected to participate in the 

survey were asked to complete the same personality trait ratings, past behavior ratings, and 

personal orientation ratings, and composites were similarly computed for their time 2 responses. 

 

2.2 Study 1 Results 

 

2.2.1 Excluded data  

 

Although collecting data through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk is convenient, this 

convenience comes at the cost of experimental control over whether participants follow 

instructions. This study was completed before it was common to incorporate attention checks 

within online tasks. However, a close look at the experimental instructions suggested a way to 

identify those participants who might have paid less attention to the task than might be ideal. In 

order to receive compensation, participants were specifically asked to spend about 10 minutes 

completing the physical description task and several minutes completing each of the two 
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imagination tasks, totaling about 15 minutes of time on these sections alone.  In addition, 

participants were asked to complete all the other questions thoughtfully. As such, participants 

who were following directions were reasonably expected to spend a minimum of 15 minutes 

completing the study.  The mean time spent was 25 minutes and 46 seconds, and 85.6 percent of 

the sample spent more than 15 minutes completing the survey.  For this reason, I used 

completion time for the experiment as a proxy for attention to instructions and commitment to 

complete the study carefully. I excluded data from 14 participants (14.4% of the sample) who 

completed all experimental measures in fewer than 15 minutes.  Data from two additional 

participants were excluded for misunderstanding instructions and/or failing to follow directions 

(e.g., imagining their acquaintance as the guest of honor at the party).  Eighty-one participants 

were included in analyses.  With the 16 participants excluded, reported effect sizes were stronger 

for two of the three dependent variables and weaker for one.  Of these 81 participants, 21 

responded to the bonus payment incentive and completed a follow-up survey 1 week later.     

 

2.2.2 Content of Imaginings: Feelings of Control and Anxiety 

 

First, I examined whether participants’ global locus of control scores impacted their Late 

Behavior Scenario imaginings as predicted.  Consistent with hypotheses, participants’ scores on 

the Internal Control Index successfully predicted the amount of personal control they imagined 

they would have over the success of the surprise at the party, rated on a 1 to 7 scale.  As 

predicted, ICI score was significantly correlated with imagined personal control over the party 

outcome, r(79) = .31, p < .01.  In addition, as predicted, participants with a more external locus 

of control reported greater imagined anxiety about their acquaintance possibly being late, r(79) = 

-.34, p < .01, and a less successful imagined moment of surprise, r(79) = .32, p < .01, compared 

to participants with a more internal locus of control.   Contrary to my prediction, the correlation 

between locus of control and how late participants predicted the friend would ultimately arrive 

was nonsignificant, though the trend was for more externally-oriented participants to imagine the 

friend arriving later, r(79) = .-.12, p > .27.   
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2.2.3 Locus of Control Orientation as a Moderator of the Impact of Imaginings on 

Acquaintance Judgments 

 

For each acquaintance, participants provided ratings of three things: personality traits, the 

acquaintance’s past behavior, and their personal orientation towards the target.  For the full 

sample, I used mixed General Linear Models (GLM) to predict each of these three things from 

participants’ centered internal locus of control score, the scenario type (Late Behavior Scenario 

vs. Control Scenario), and their interaction term.  In all analyses, internal locus of control score 

served as a continuous between-subjects factor and scenario type served as a within-subjects 

factor.  For follow-up participants, I predicted each of these three things from a mixed GLM that 

also included the three-way interaction between centered internal locus of control score, the 

scenario type (Late Behavior Scenario vs. Control Scenario), and time (10 minutes later vs. one 

week later), and all two-way interactions.   

I predicted that participants’ locus of control scores would moderate an effect of scenario 

type in that externally-oriented participants would rate the acquaintance imagined in the Late 

Behavior Scenario more negatively than the Control acquaintance, compared to internally-

oriented participants.  As such, I expected a significant interaction between locus of control 

orientation and imagined scenario. Further, for the follow-up sample, I predicted that this 

interaction would persist and perhaps even be particularly strong in ratings made a week after the 

imagination because this time delay would allow for the greater amounts of source confusion 

than for the ratings made during the initial experimental session.   

2.2.3.1 Personality Ratings.  When predicting composite acquaintance personality 

ratings for the full sample at time 1, there was a marginally significant interaction between locus 

of control score and imagined scenario, F(1, 79) = 3.38, p < .08, partial η2 =.04.  Though the 

interaction was only marginally significant, I tested the simple effect of the imagined scenario at 

high and low levels of internal control (1 SD above and below the mean) to see if the means 

supported the predicted pattern of results.  For externally-oriented participants (i.e., those 1 SD 

below the mean in locus of control), the simple effect of imagined scenario was not significant, 

but the means went in the predicted direction.  Externals’ ratings of the Late Behavior Scenario 

acquaintance were more negative than ratings of the Control acquaintance, (M = 6.1, SE = .21 

for the Late Behavior Scenario and M = 6.2, SE = .21 for the Control Scenario), F(1, 79) = .32, p 
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> .56, partial η2 =.004. For internally-oriented participants (i.e, those 1 SD above the mean in 

locus of control), I believed that there would either be no simple effect of imagined scenario or 

that there could be an effect in the opposite direction.  Indeed, internals rated the acquaintance 

imagined in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 6.5, SE = .21) more favorably than the Control 

acquaintance (M = 6.0, SE = .21), and the simple effect of imagined scenario was significant, 

F(1, 79) = 4.17, p < .05, partial η2 =.05.   

For the 21 subjects who completed the follow-up, I was able to test whether these effects 

increased with time.  However, note that there was significant attrition and only 25% of 

participants completed the time 2 measures.  As such, all analyses conducted with this sample 

should be interpreted with caution due to small sample size and the possibility of a difference 

between respondents who completed the follow-up survey and those who did not.  To directly 

test the hypothesis that time would moderate the interaction between locus of control and 

imagination condition, I conducted an additional mixed GLM to predict personality ratings from 

participants’ centered internal locus of control score, the scenario the acquaintance was imagined 

in (Late Behavior Scenario vs. Control Scenario), time (10 minutes later vs. one week later), 

their 3-way interaction term, and all two-way interactions.  Internal locus of control score served 

as a continuous between-subjects factor, imagined scenario served as a within-subjects factor, 

and time served as a within-subjects factor.  When predicting personality ratings, the 3-way 

interaction between locus of control, imagined scenario, and time was not significant, F(1, 19) = 

.067, p > .79, partial η2 =.003.  However, even in this small sample, the predicted two-way 

interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was significant, F(1, 19) = 10.47, p < 

.01, partial η2 =.36.  Thus, it is notable that though there was no evidence that time amplified the 

effect, for this small group of follow-up participants, the predicted interaction did emerge and 

persist over time.   

Because time was not a significant factor in the model, I removed it, averaged the 21 

follow-up participants’ two time scores for the Late Behavior acquaintance and the Control 

acquaintance, and tested the simple effect of the imagined scenario at relatively high and low 

levels of internal control to see if the means supported the predicted pattern of results.  When 

predicting personality ratings for externally-oriented follow-up participants, the simple effect of 

imagined scenario was marginally significant, and the means went in the predicted direction.  

Externals’ mean ratings of the Late Behavior Scenario acquaintance (M = 5.8, SE = .30) was 
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more negative than ratings of the Control acquaintance (M = 6.5, SE = .31), F(1, 19) = 3.30, p < 

.09, partial η2 =.15.    For internally-oriented follow-up participants, the acquaintance imagined 

in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 7.3, SE = .26) was rated more favorably than the Control 

acquaintance, (M = 6.3, SE = .27), and the simple effect of imagined scenario was significant, 

F(1, 19) = 9.33, p < .01, partial η2 =.33.   

2.2.3.2. Perceptions of Past Behavior.  When predicting participant’s composite rating 

of past behavior for the full sample at time 1, the interaction between the imagined scenario and 

internal locus of control score was marginally significant, F(1, 79) = 3.70, p < .06, partial η2 

=.05.  For externally-oriented participants, the simple effect of imagined scenario was marginally 

significant, F(1, 79) = 2.79, p < .10, partial η2 =.03, and the means went in the predicted 

direction.  Externals rated the acquaintance imagined in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 5.7, SE 

= .24) as having worse past behavior than the Control acquaintance, (M = 6.2, SE = .26).  For 

internally-oriented participants, the simple effect of imagined scenario was not significant, 

F(1,79) = .50, p > .48, partial η2 =.01, but the means went in the predicted direction.  Internals 

rated the acquaintance imagined in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 5.9, SE = .24) as having 

better past behavior than the Control acquaintance, (M  = 5.6, SE = .26).     

 

Figure 2.1 Composite Acquaintance Personality Rating as a Function of Locus of Control and 
Imagined Scenario for Full Sample, Time 1 

 
The interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was marginally significant, p < .08, for the full time 
1 sample (n=81) 10 minutes after engaging in the imaginings.  "Internally-oriented" participants are those who 
scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD 
below the mean in locus of control. 
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Figure 2.2 Composite Acquaintance Personality Rating as a Function of Locus of Control and 
Imagined Scenario for Small Follow-up Sample of Participants 

 
Though the effect persisted over time for the small group of participants who completed the follow-up one week 
later (n=21), the three-way interaction between locus of control, imagined scenario, and time was not significant.  
Thus, this figure displays the significant two-way interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario, p < 
.01, with participants' time 1 and time 2 ratings for each acquaintance averaged to present the simple effects shown 
here for the small follow-up sample. "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD above the mean in 
locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of 
control. 
 

Once again, to directly test the hypothesis that time would moderate the interaction 

between locus of control and imagination condition, using only the 21 participants who 

completed the follow-up survey, I conducted an additional mixed GLM to predict past behavior 

ratings from participants’ centered internal locus of control score, the scenario the acquaintance 

was imagined in (Late Behavior Scenario vs. Control Scenario), time (10 minutes later vs. one 

week later), their 3-way interaction term, and all two-way interactions.  Internal locus of control 

score served as a continuous between-subjects factor, imagined scenario served as a within-

subjects factor, and time served as a within-subjects factor.  When predicting past behavior 

ratings, the 3-way interaction between locus of control, imagined scenario, and time was 

significant, F(1, 19) = 8.86, p < .01, partial η2 =.32, and the two way interaction between locus of 

control and imagined scenario was significant, F(1, 19) = 11.81, p < .01, partial η2 =.38.  

However, time modified the two way interaction in the opposite direction from my prediction:  

the two-way interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was stronger at time 1, 

F(1, 19) = 13.59, p < .01, η2 =.42, than it was at time 2, F(1, 19) = 7.15, p < .02, η2 =.27.  Once 

again, while it is notable that imagining a hypothetical scenario created a lasting impact on real 
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perceptions of past behavior as I predicted, there was no evidence that time strengthened the 

effect for these participants.  Rather, there was evidence it slightly weakened the effect. 

 
Figure 2.3 Composite Rating of Acquaintance’s Past Behavior as a Function of Locus of Control 
and Imagined Scenario for Full Sample, Time 1  

 
The interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was marginally significant, p < .06, for the full 
sample (n=81) 10 minutes after engaging in the imaginings.  "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 
1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the 
mean in locus of control. 
 
 

 
Figure 2.4 Composite Rating of Acquaintance’s Past Behavior as a Function of Locus of Control 
and Imagined Scenario for Small Follow-up Sample, Time 1  
 
For the participants completing the follow-up one week later (n=21) there was a significant three-way interaction 
between locus of control, imagined scenario, and time, such that the two-way interaction between locus of control 
and imagined scenario weakened over time.  Displayed here is the stronger significant two-way interaction between 
locus of control and imagined scenario, p < .01, for the follow-up sample at time 1, 10 minutes after engaging in the 
imaginings. "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and 
"externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of control. 
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Figure 2.5 Composite Rating of Acquaintance’s Past Behavior as a Function of Locus of Control 
and Imagined Scenario for Small Follow-up Sample, Time 2  
 
For the participants completing the follow-up one week later (n=21) there was a significant three-way interaction 
between locus of control, imagined scenario, and time, such that the two-way interaction between locus of control 
and imagined scenario weakened over time.  Displayed here is the weaker significant two-way interaction between 
locus of control and imagined scenario, p < .02, for the follow-up sample at time 2, one week after engaging in the 
imaginings. "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and 
"externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of control. 
 

2.2.3.3 Positivity of Personal Orientation Towards Acquaintance.  When predicting 

the positivity of personal orientation towards the acquaintance for the full sample at time 1, the 

interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was marginally significant, F(1,79) = 

2.79, p < .10, partial η2 =.03.  For externally-oriented participants, the simple effect of imagined 

scenario was not significant, F(1, 79) = 1.29, p > .25, partial η2 =.02, though the means went in 

the predicted direction.  Externals were more negatively oriented towards the acquaintance 

imagined in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 6.2, SE = .32) than the Control acquaintance (M = 

6.7, SE = .34).  For internally-oriented participants, the simple effect of imagined scenario was 

also not significant, F(1, 79) = 1.52, p > .22, partial η2 =.02, though the means went in the 

predicted direction.  Internals’ were more positively oriented towards the acquaintance imagined 

in the Late Behavior Scenario , (M = 6.8, SE = .32) than the Control acquaintance (M  = 6.3, SE 

= .34). 

Once again, to directly test the hypothesis that time would moderate the interaction 

between locus of control and imagination condition, using only the 21 participants who 

completed the follow-up survey, I conducted an additional mixed GLM to predict personal 

orientations towards the target from participants’ centered internal locus of control score, the 
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scenario the acquaintance was imagined in (Late Behavior Scenario vs. Control Scenario), time 

(10 minutes later vs. one week later), their 3-way interaction term, and all two-way interactions.  

Internal locus of control score served as a continuous between-subjects factor, imagined scenario 

served as a within-subjects factor, and time served as a within-subjects factor.  When predicting 

personal orientations towards the acquaintance, the 3-way interaction between locus of control, 

imagined scenario, and time was not significant, F(1, 19) = .99, p > .32, partial η2 =.05.   

However, even with the small sample size, the predicted two-way interaction between locus of 

control and imagined scenario was significant, F(1, 19) = 8.68, p < .01, partial η2 =.31. Thus, it is 

notable that though there was no evidence that time amplified the effect, for this small group of 

follow-up participants, the predicted interaction did emerge and persist over time.   

Because time was not a significant factor in the model, I removed it, averaged the 21 

follow-up participants’ two time scores for the Late Behavior acquaintance and the Control 

acquaintance, and tested the simple effect of the imagined scenario at relatively high and low 

levels of internal control to see if the means supported the predicted pattern of results.  When 

predicting personal orientation towards the acquaintance for externally-oriented follow-up 

participants, the simple effect of imagined scenario was marginally significant, and the means 

went in the predicted direction.  Externals were more negatively oriented towards the 

acquaintance in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 6.2, SE = .30) than the Control acquaintance, 

(M = 7.5, SE = .31), F(1, 19) = 3.86, p < .07, partial η2 =.17.    Internals were more positively 

oriented towards the acquaintance imagined in the Late Behavior Scenario (M = 7.7, SE = .41) 

than the Control acquaintance, (M = 6.3, SE = .53), and the simple effect of imagined scenario 

was significant, F(1, 19) = 5.86, p < .03, partial η2 =.24.   

 

2.3 Study 1 Discussion 

 

Study 1 provided mixed evidence regarding my prediction that locus of control 

orientation would determine the impact that hypothetical imaginings about the future would have 

on participants’ target judgments.  The interaction between locus of control orientation and 

imagined future scenario reached marginal significance for all three measures at time 1.  There 

was also some evidence this effect persisted over time.  For the small subset of participants who 

completed the measures at both time points, 10 minutes after the imaginings and one week later,  
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Figure 2.6 Composite Rating of Positivity of Personal Orientation Towards Acquaintance as a 
Function of Locus of Control and Imagined Scenario for Full Sample, Time 1 

 
The interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was marginally significant, p < .10, for the full 
sample (n=81) 10 minutes after engaging in the imaginings.  "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 
1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the 
mean in locus of control. 
 
 

Figure 2.7 Composite Rating of Positivity of Personal Orientation Towards Acquaintance as a 
Function of Locus of Control and Imagined Scenario for Small Follow-up Sample of Participants 

 
Though the effect persisted over time for the small group of participants who completed the follow-up one week 
later (n=21) the three-way interaction between locus of control, imagined scenario, and time was not significant.  
Thus, this figure displays the significant two-way interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario, p < 
.01, with participants' time 1 and time 2 ratings for each acquaintance averaged to present the simple effects shown 
here for the small follow-up sample. "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD above the mean in 
locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of 
control. 
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a mixed GLM including time in the model revealed a significant two-way interaction between 

locus of control and imagined scenario for all three acquaintance judgments, though there was no 

evidence that time amplified the effect for any of the three measures.  Though results with this 

sample should be interpreted with caution, there was some evidence that effects seemed to 

persist after the imaginings took place, as predicted, and that they extended to personality 

ratings, perceptions of real past behavior, and the general positivity of personal orientation 

towards an acquaintance.      

When the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was probed for the 

full sample and the follow-up sample for all three dependent measures, participants showed a 

relatively consistent pattern of results. If participants scored low in internal control, they tended 

to rate a typically “late” acquaintance who was imagined in a Late Behavior Scenario more 

negatively than a typically “late” acquaintance who was imagined in a Control Scenario 

unrelated to lateness.  If they scored high in internal control, they tended to rate a typically “late” 

acquaintance who was imagined in a Late Behavior Scenario more positively than a typically 

“late” acquaintance who was imagined in a Control Scenario.  For the three dependent variables 

in the full sample of participants, the simple effect of imagined scenario reached marginal 

significance once for externals, and it reached significance once for internals. For the three 

dependent variables in the smaller follow-up sample, the simple effect of imagined scenario 

reached marginal significance twice and significance once for externals, and it reached 

significance three times for internals.   

The within-subjects design of study 1 allowed me to rule out the possibility that negative 

emotions elicited by imagining the negative scenario simply transferred over to anything 

participants were asked to judge afterwards.  However, it might have been difficult for 

participants to imagine two habitually late friends and, as such, it might be that at least one of the 

imagined people was not as habitually late as might be ideal for the logic of the study. In 

addition, Study 1 utilized a hypothetical situation, so there was no opportunity to see if the 

effects extended to a real situation, or if they lingered after the situation was resolved. 

Study 2 was designed to place participants in a situation in which they would all rate the 

same person, and in which they would anticipate an actual face-to-face upcoming interaction 

with this person instead of a hypothetical scenario.  The use of a real situation also allowed me to 

resolve the anticipated future scenario in a favorable way such that participants were not 
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negatively affected by the imagined person's behavior. In this way the follow-up survey allowed 

for a test of whether imaginings continued to have an impact on target judgments even after 

people found out that there was nothing to worry about.   
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CHAPTER 3 

 

STUDY 2 

 

Study 1 provided some preliminary support for my main hypothesis but, also, the support 

was mixed. Study 2 utilized a between-subjects design in which all participants interacted with 

the same disagreeable confederate and then were randomly assigned to imagine either working 

with the confederate on a problem solving task or working alone on the same task.  After the 

imagination manipulation, all participants rated the confederate they had met on the same 

dimensions measured in Study 1—ratings of the confederate's personality, past behaviors, and 

participants' personal orientation toward the confederate. Study 2 was designed as a replication 

and extension of Study 1 that built upon the earlier study in three key ways.  First, Study 2 was 

designed to extend the Study 1 findings beyond a merely hypothetical situation and examine the 

proposed idea in a more engaging actual situation that mirrored how such imaginings normally 

unfold in the real world.  Participants believed they were going to have a real unpleasant 

interaction with the confederate that would have real consequences.  Second, because all 

participants interacted with the same confederate, Study 2 provided the benefit of keeping 

impressions of and past interactions with the rated target constant across participants up until the 

moment of condition assignment.  Third, the design of Study 2 allowed for the resolution of the 

interaction outcome for participants before collecting follow-up ratings of the confederate one 

week later.  This allowed me to test whether effects would persist even after people knew they no 

longer needed to anticipate or plan for the specifics of the upcoming event, and even if the feared 

behavior never actually occurred.   

All participants met and interacted with a confederate trained to appear rude and 

disinterested in doing the experimental tasks.  Participants assigned to the Bad Partner Task 

were then told that they would have to work on a math and logic puzzle test with this 

disinterested confederate and that their opportunity to earn prizes depended on how well they and 

the disinterested confederate, together, performed on the puzzles.  In contrast, participants 

assigned to the Control Task were told that they would work on this test alone and that their 

opportunity to win prizes would be based solely on their own puzzle performances.   Before 
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taking the test, all participants were asked to imagine the details of the puzzle task including how 

they would complete the task, how the experience would make them feel, and whether they 

would win a prize.  Participants next provided ratings of the confederate.  After rating the 

confederate, in a fake debriefing, participants learned they would not complete the test as they 

had been led to believe. They were told that the researchers were interested in testing anxiety 

rather than actual performance, so there was no need to really take the test.  They were given the 

top prize as a thank you for their participation and apology for being deceived, and they left the 

lab still believing that the confederate they met had been a real fellow participant.  One week 

after resolving the outcome positively for everybody, confederate ratings were collected again 

online.  I predicted that externally-oriented participants who had temporarily anticipated having 

to work with the confederate would imagine her bad behavior hindering their ability to win the 

top prize and would rate her more negatively than when assigned to the Control Task, even one 

week later, when they knew that no interaction had or would occur and they had already been 

given the top prize.  I predicted that internally-oriented participants who had temporarily 

anticipated having to work with the confederate would focus on their own ability to produce a 

good outcome, and would either not rate her more negatively than when assigned to the Control 

Task, or would perhaps rate her more positively (a result that seemed possible given the Study 1 

findings).  Study 1 left me uncertain about my original prediction that these effects might 

strengthen after a time delay, but the Study 1 sample size was really too small to test this 

prediction.  Given that there was some reason to think that these effects would, at minimum, 

persist over time, I employed several measures to reduce the attrition rate to allow for an 

improved test of whether a Social Imagination Inflation effect would persist (if not grow 

stronger) one week later, and even after things had been favorably resolved. 

 

3.1 Study 2 Method   

 

3.1.1 Participants 

 

 All participants were undergraduates who participated in exchange for course credit in an 

introductory psychology course.  Thirty of the 43 participants were women, participants had a 
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mean age of 18.6 years (SD = 1.4), and they were 4.7% Asian, 14.0% Black, 72.1% White, and 

9.3% multiracial.   

 

3.1.2 Procedure 

 

Participants were recruited for an experiment on “Partner Work and Personality.”  Upon 

arriving at the laboratory, participants met a confederate who was posing as a fellow participant.  

The experimenter explained the research to both of them, presenting the study as an investigation 

of how various personality traits predict success on problem solving tasks when working alone 

versus with a partner.  The same female research assistant served as a confederate for all 

participants.  During the introduction to the research, she was trained to follow a detailed script 

including behaviors and statements designed to convey the impression that she would be a 

terrible partner for solving math and logic questions in that she acted disinterested in the 

experimental tasks.  For example, she looked bored while the experimenter talked, let the 

participant see her sneak her cell phone into the lab room despite being asked to store it in a 

cabinet, and responded in an impatient rude manner when asked if she had any questions about 

the research.  Next, the experimenter instructed participants to complete a guided “get to know 

you task” in which they took turns asking each other provided interview questions. The 

confederate delivered scripted responses to these questions that were designed to create the 

impression that she did not like group projects, was bad at math and logic problems, and felt 

bored with the experiment.   

After the “get to know you task”, the participant and confederate were brought to 

separate rooms to privately answer the same personality measures used in Study 1—the Ten-

Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) and the Internal Control Index (ICI), α=.83.  

3.1.2.1 Condition Assignment. The experimenter brought the participant and 

confederate back together and explained that they would be asked to spend 10 minutes working 

on a test made up of 20 math and logic questions. They were told that their score would be 

compared to that of all other participants who had completed the study to date and that as long as 

they scored in the top half of participants, they would earn a prize for their performance (their 

choice of a snack). They could earn even better prizes for scoring in the top 40% (poster), or 

30% (poster and snack) of the sample.  To reinforce the impression that the confederate was 
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uninterested in the task and might not be helpful as a partner, as the experimenter explained the 

prize levels, the confederate snidely said, “Is that all you have?” about the poster selection.   

After explaining that an alone version and a partner version of the test were both being 

conducted, the experimenter then picked a slip of paper out of a container to determine randomly 

which version of the task the confederate and the participant would be assigned to.  The 

confederate was blind to condition until the experimenter announced the condition assignment. 

All confederate behavior was identical across conditions in order to ensure that any differences 

in participants’ impressions of the confederate would not be rooted in differences in the 

confederate's behavior. Regardless of which condition was drawn, the experimenter stated that 

she was going to put the participants back in separate rooms and have them answer a few more 

questions before getting started on the task.  Thus, immediately after being assigned to either the 

Bad Partner Task or the Control Task, the participants’ interactions with the confederate ended. 

3.1.2.2 Imagination Task. Once the participants were separated from the confederate, 

the experimenter gave participants further details about how the rules of the contest would work, 

explaining to participants assigned to the Control Task that they would each take the test by 

themselves and their score would be compared to others who had worked alone to determine 

their prize. If they were assigned to the Bad Partner Task, they were led to believe they would 

return to a room with the confederate and work on the test together.  They were told they could 

use any strategy they wanted to divide up the work, but they had to turn in only one set of 

answers and their team score would be compared to the scores of the other partnerships to 

determine whether they both received a prize.  Next, in both conditions, participants were told 

that the experimenters were interested in participants’ predictions of how the math and logic task 

might go, including how accurate those predictions might be once compared to performance on 

the puzzle task.  They were asked to spend 5 minutes visualizing working on the exam 

alone/with their partner, including predicting their score and how they would feel.  Participants 

were asked to write a detailed description of what they visualized.  

3.1.2.3 Confederate Evaluations.  After imagining the future, the participants completed 

the PANAS mood measure (Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988).  The mood measure was included 

to create a several minute time delay before participants were asked to rate the confederate 

ratings and also to support the cover story that participants would receive at the end of the study 

about the researchers’ ostensible interest in testing anxiety.  Participants were then asked to 
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answer questions about the confederate. They were assured the confederate would never see their 

responses and they would never talk with the confederate about any ratings they made.  

Participants were asked to rate the confederate on the same 24 personality traits used in study 1.  

As in Study 1, I used the 24 personality ratings to create a composite variable representing how 

positively participants viewed the confederate’s personality, α=.88.     

Also drawing from Study 1, to test the prediction that locus of control would moderate 

the degree to which imaginings would affect participants’ perceptions of actual past behavior of 

a target, participants completed 3 ratings related to how positively they viewed the past behavior 

of the confederate.  I created a composite variable by averaging ratings of how uncooperative the 

target had been when working in a group in the past (reverse scored, 1=almost never, 9=almost 

always), how often the target had slacked off when working on a group project (reverse scored, 

1=almost never, 9=almost always) and how pleasant their interactions had been with the 

confederate (1=extremely unpleasant, 9=extremely pleasant), α=.72.  

To test the prediction that locus of control would moderate the degree to which 

imaginings would impact the positivity of people’s personal orientations towards a target, 

participants also completed two items, drawn from Study 1, related to their current personal 

orientation towards the confederate.  I averaged participants’ ratings of how much they would 

like to work with the confederate on a similar future task and how much they liked the 

confederate (both on a 1 to 9 scale, α=.7).  (See Appendix D for all confederate evaluations). 

 Next, participants were told that they would not actually have to take the test because the 

researchers were primarily interested in whether certain personality types felt more anxiety about 

upcoming testing situations when working alone versus in pairs.  Because the focus of the study 

was not on actual performance, participants were told that everybody was being sent home with 

the top prize as a thank you for their participation.  After receiving the fake debriefing, 

participants answered final questions about their beliefs about the purpose of the study, and they 

were sent home with a snack and a poster. 

3.1.2.4 Follow-up Survey.  As they were led to expect from earlier instructions, 

participants received an email one week later asking them to submit an online follow up survey 

within 24 hours.  They were asked to complete all the confederate evaluations again, ostensibly 

because personality ratings are more reliable if taken at several different time points.  

Specifically, participants were asked to complete the same personality trait ratings, past behavior 
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ratings, and personal orientation ratings, and composites were similarly computed for their time 

2 responses.  After the survey deadline expired, all participants were fully debriefed regarding 

the hypotheses of the study and the fact that their purported partner was actually a confederate 

working for the researchers. 

 

3.2 Study 2 Results 

 

3.2.1 Excluded data  

 

Five participants were excluded for suspecting that their partner was an actor, leaving 38 

participants for analysis at time 1.  Of these 38 participants, 26 submitted the online follow-up 

survey before the deadline expired.  This sample size was originally selected based on a simple 

rule of thumb of 20 participants in each condition.  If I were to conduct this study again, I would 

increase the sample size, especially given difficulty I had across studies with attrition.   

 

3.2.2 Locus of Control Orientation as a Moderator of the Impact of Imaginings on 

Confederate Impressions 

 

As in study 1, participants provided ratings of three things:  confederate personality traits, 

the confederate’s past behavior, and their personal orientation towards the confederate.  For the 

full sample of 38 participants who completed the time 1 tasks, I used regression to predict each 

of these three things from participants’ centered internal locus of control score, imagined future 

task (Bad Partner Task vs. Control Task), and their interaction term.  In all analyses, internal 

locus of control score served as continuous between-subjects factor and imagined future task 

served as a categorical between-subjects factor.  As in study 1, I predicted that participants’ locus 

of control scores would moderate an effect of imagined future task on ratings in that externally- 

oriented participants would more often rate the confederate more negatively when they imagined 

completing the Bad Partner Task instead of the Control Task compared to internally-oriented 

participants.  

Study 1 led me to believe that while the effects might persist over time, they might not 

strengthen as I originally believed. That said, the sample size at time 2 was too small to conclude 
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anything with any confidence.  In order to again test the hypothesis that the effects might 

strengthen over time, for the 26 participants who completed both time 1 and time 2 measures, I 

predicted each of these three dependent variables from a mixed GLM that also included the 

three-way interaction between centered locus of control score (continuous), imagined future task 

(Bad Partner Task vs. Control Task), and time (in the laboratory vs. one week later), and all two-

way interactions.  

Finally, in addition to the above GLM to test my predictions regarding how ratings might 

persist over time, I conducted regression analyses to predict all three dependent variables at time 

2. It made sense to conduct this separate analysis because the time 2 ratings were different from 

the time 1 ratings in 2 ways—with respect to the time delay and with respect to the whether the 

interaction was resolved versus not resolved at the time of the ratings. When the ratings were 

provided in the laboratory, participants still believed the interaction with the confederate was 

about to unfold.  At time 2, the situation was resolved and the participants no longer thought the 

confederate might impede their ability to win a prize.  Thus, any effects existing at time 2 were 

interesting in this additional way. 

3.2.2.1 Personality Ratings.  When predicting composite personality ratings for the full 

sample at time 1, as predicted, there was a significant interaction between locus of control and 

imagined future task, β = 2.13, t(34) = 2.42, p < .03.  For externally-oriented participants, a 

simple slope analysis showed a marginally significant effect of imagined future task on 

confederate personality ratings, consistent with predictions, β = -.89, t(34) = -1.80, p < .09.  

Externals rated the confederate’s personality less favorably when they thought they would have 

to work with her (M = 4.0) than when they thought they would be working alone (M = 4.9).  For 

internally-oriented participants, a simple slope analysis showed no significant effect of imagined 

future task on confederate personality ratings, β = .74, t(34) = 1.68, p > .10.  However, the 

means went in the predicted direction.  Internals rated her more favorably when they thought 

they would have to work with her (M = 4.7) than when they thought they would be working 

alone (M = 3.9).  

A second regression analysis was conducted to predict confederate personality ratings at 

time 2.  I examined time 2 specifically because it was the only time that participants knew that 

the situation had been resolved well and there was no future interaction to worry about.  As 

predicted, for the participants who completed the time 2 measures, the interaction between 
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imagined future task and internal control remained significant, even with the smaller sample size, 

β = 2.55, t(22) = 2.86, p < .01.  For externally-oriented participants, the simple effect of 

imagined future task on personality ratings was significant, β = -1.19, t(22) = -2.60, p < .02.  

Externals rated the confederate’s personality less favorably when they thought they would have 

to work with her (M = 3.7) than when they thought they would be working alone (M = 4.9). For 

internally-oriented participants, the simple effect of imagined future task condition was not 

significant, β = .76, t(22) = 1.72, p > .10, though means went in the predicted direction.  

Internals rated the confederate’s personality more favorably when they thought they would have 

to work with her (M = 4.5) than when they thought they would be working alone (M = 3.8).  

To directly test the hypothesis that social imagination inflation would be amplified after a 

week had passed, I conducted a mixed GLM on personality ratings using only those participants 

who completed the follow-up survey.  This analysis treated internal locus of control and 

imagined future task as between-subjects factors, and time as a within-subjects factor. Contrary 

to my prediction, the three-way interaction between locus of control, imagined future task, and 

time on personality ratings was not significant, F(1, 22) = .123, p > .72, partial η2 =.006, though 

the two-way interaction between locus of control and imagined future task was significant, F(1, 

22) = 9.2, p < .01, partial η2 =.30.  Thus, while it is notable that briefly imagining a scenario 

unfolding created a lasting impact on real personality judgments even after the situation was 

resolved, there was no evidence that time strengthened the effect for these participants. 

3.2.2.2 Perceptions of Past Behavior.   When predicting ratings of past behavior for the 

full sample at time 1, the interaction between the imagined future task and locus of control score 

was significant, β = 2.63, t(34) = 2.19, p < .04.  As predicted, for externally-oriented 

participants, the confederate’s past behavior was rated marginally less favorably when 

participants thought they would have to work with her (M = 4.0) than when they thought they 

would be working alone (M = 5.2), β = -1.18, t(34) = -1.75, p < .09.  For internally-oriented 

participants, the simple effect of imagined future task was not significant, though means went in 

the predicted direction.  Internals rated the confederate’s past behavior more favorably when they 

thought they would have to work with her (M = 5.0) than when they thought they would be 

working alone (M = 4.2), β = .830, t(34) = 1.38, p > .17.     
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Figure 3.1 Composite Confederate Personality Rating as a Function of Locus of Control and 
Imagined Future Task for Full Sample, Time 1 

 
For the full sample, n=38, the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was significant after 
engaging in the imaginings in the laboratory, p < .03.  "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD 
above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the 
mean in locus of control. 
 
 
 

Figure 3.2 Composite Confederate Personality Rating as a Function of Locus of Control and 
Imagined Future Task for Follow-up Sample, Time 2 

 
For the follow-up sample, n=26, the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was significant a 
week later, even after the situation with the confederate was resolved, p < .01.  "Internally-oriented" participants are 
those who scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who 
scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of control. 
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A second regression analysis was conducted to predict confederate personality ratings at 

time 2.  I examined time 2 specifically because it was the only time that participants knew that 

the situation had been resolved well and there was no future interaction to worry about.  Contrary 

to my prediction, for the participants who completed the time 2 measures, the interaction 

between imagined future task and internal control was not significant, β = 2.29, t(22) = 1.42, p > 

.16.  However, the pattern of results did again go in the predicted direction.  For externally-

oriented participants, the confederate’s past behavior was rated marginally less favorably when 

participants thought they would have to work with her (M = 4.2) than when they thought they 

would be working alone (M = 5.7), β = -1.45, t(22) = -1.81, p < .09.  For internally-oriented 

participants, the simple effect of imagined future task was not significant, though means went in 

the predicted direction.   Internals rated the confederate’s past behavior more favorably when 

they thought they would have to work with her (M = 4.2) than when they thought they would be 

working alone (M = 4.0), β =.262, t(22) = .325, p > .74. 

To discern whether time moderated the interaction between locus of control and 

imagination condition among the subset of participants who completed the follow-up survey, I 

performed a mixed GLM on past behavior ratings.  This analysis treated internal locus of control 

and imagined future task as between-subjects factors, and time as a within-subjects factor.  When 

predicting past behavior ratings, the 3-way interaction between locus of control, imagination 

condition, and time was not significant, F(1, 22) = 1.172, p > .29, partial η2 =.05.  Thus, for the 

26 participants who completed the follow-up, there was no evidence that the interaction between 

locus of control and imagined future task changed over time. 

3.2.2.3 Positivity of Personal Orientation Towards Confederate.  When predicting the 

positivity of personal orientation towards the confederate for the full sample at time 1, the 

interaction between the imagined future task condition and locus of control score was not 

significant, β = 1.28, t(34) = .77, p > .44, and the simple effects of imagined future task scenario 

were not significant for internally or externally-oriented participants.   
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Figure 3.3 Composite Confederate Past Behavior Rating as a Function of Locus of Control and 
Imagined Future Task for Full Sample, Time 1 

 
For the full sample, n=38, the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was significant after 
engaging in the imaginings in the laboratory, p < .04.  "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD 
above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the 
mean in locus of control. 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4 Composite Confederate Past Behavior Rating as a Function of Locus of Control and 
Imagined Future Task for Follow-up Sample, Time 2 

 
For the follow-up sample, n=26, the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was not significant 
a week later, p > .16.  "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of 
control, and "externally oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of control. 
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A second regression analysis was conducted to predict personal orientation towards the 

confederate again at time 2, after participants knew they had received the top prize and did not 

have to complete the puzzle task in a way that linked their fate to the confederate.  As 

hypothesized, when predicting personal orientation towards the confederate, the interaction 

between imagined future task condition and internal control was significant, β = 4.51, t(22) = 

2.72, p < .02.  Again, the pattern of results went in the predicted direction.  Externally-oriented 

participations were significantly more negatively oriented towards the confederate when they 

had originally imagined having to work with her (M = 1.7) as opposed to alone (M = 4.6), β = -

2.84, t(22) = -3.34, p < .01.  For internally-oriented participants, the simple effect of imagined 

future task was not significant, though means went in the predicted direction.   Internals were 

more positively oriented towards the confederate when they had originally imagined having to 

work with her (M = 2.6) as opposed to alone (M = 2.0), β = .624, t(22) = .75, p > .46. To directly 

test the hypothesis that Social Imagination Inflation would be amplified after a week had passed, 

I conducted a mixed GLM on personal orientation towards the confederate using only those 

participants who completed the follow-up survey.  This analysis treated internal locus of control 

and imagined future task as between-subjects factors, and time as a within-subjects factor. 

Contrary to my prediction, the three-way interaction between locus of control, imagined future 

task, and time on personality ratings was not significant, F(1, 22) = .646, p > .42, partial η2 

=.029.  Thus, while it is notable that imagining a hypothetical scenario created a lasting impact 

on real personality judgments as I predicted, there was no evidence that time strengthened the 

effect for these participants. 

 

3.3 Discussion 

 

As in Study 1, analyses again revealed that hypothetical imaginings about the future had 

a differential effect on participants’ target judgments depending on their locus of control 

orientation.  At time 1, the interaction between imagined scenario and locus of control was 

significant for two of the three measures (personality ratings and past behavior ratings).  At time 

2, the interaction was also significant for two of the three measures (personality ratings and 

personal orientation towards confederate).  The effect seemed to neither significantly fade nor 

increase one week later.   
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Figure 3.5 Composite Positivity of Personal Orientation Towards Confederate as a Function of 
Locus of Control and Imagined Future Task for Full Sample, Time 1 

 
For the full sample, n=38, the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was not significant after 
engaging in the imaginings in the laboratory, p > .44. "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD 
above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the 
mean in locus of control. 

 

 

Figure 3.6 Composite Positivity of Personal Orientation Towards Confederate as a Function of 
Locus of Control and Imagined Future Task for Follow-up Sample, Time 2 

 
For the follow-up sample, n=26, the interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was significant a 
week later, even after the situation with the confederate was resolved, p < .02.  "Internally-oriented" participants are 
those who scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and "externally-oriented" participants are those who 
scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of control. 
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When these interactions were probed, for all three dependent measures, participants again 

showed a relatively consistent pattern of results both at time 1 and follow-up.  If participants 

scored low in internal control, they tended to rate the confederate more negatively when they 

temporarily imagined having to work with her on a potentially unpleasant partner task than when 

they imagined getting to work alone.  If they scored high in internal control, they tended to rate 

the confederate more positively when they temporarily imagined having to work with her on a 

potentially unpleasant partner task than when they imagined getting to work alone.  However, it 

is important to note that at time 2, for externally-oriented participants, the negative impact of 

confederate imaginings reached significance for two of the three measures and marginal 

significance for the third, while for internally-oriented participants, the positive impact of 

confederate imaginings never reached significance.  Thus, as predicted, the negative impact of 

imaginings on target judgments appeared to be restricted to externally-oriented participants, and 

if high internal control participants viewed targets more positively after such imaginings, this 

effect seemed to be weaker and less reliable than the negative impact observed for low internal 

control participants.  

It is important to note that these effects emerged reliably at time 2 despite the fact that 

participants left the lab knowing that the confederate no longer represented a current roadblock 

to any future goals.  At the time they provided their ratings in the laboratory, they had not yet 

found out that they would not have to complete the math test, and any anticipated problems with 

the confederate in the partner condition were still current, salient concerns.  A week later, they 

probably had not thought about the task again, because the outcome had been resolved at the 

time they left the laboratory.  Thus, the fact that a time delay still seemed to facilitate 

imagination effects is particularly noteworthy.  The only difference between the conditions was 

whether or not participants had briefly anticipated an interaction a full week prior.   
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CHAPTER 4 

 

STUDY 3 

 

Study 3 was primarily designed to provide further insight into the type of misattribution 

that drove the effects in the first two studies.  To accomplish this, I added a control condition to 

test whether imagining the future would produce an impact above and beyond merely recalling 

examples of past bad behavior.  In the first two studies, Social Imagination Inflation effects were 

thought to emerge due to two kinds of misattribution: misattributions of global feelings of 

familiarity/fluency and misattributions of the source of specific perceptual details generated 

through the imaginings.  If both types of misattribution contributed as I believed, I reasoned that 

imagining the future should produce a larger effect than merely recruiting memories of past bad 

behavior, something that participants in the first two studies presumably did in order to support 

their predictions.  Indeed, prior work has established that people do not imagine the future 

without remembering the past, (Addis et al., 2007; Busby & Suddendorf, 2005; D’Argembeau & 

Van der Linden, 2004;  Kwan, Carson, Addis, & Rosenbaum, 2010; Mullally & Maguire, 2014), 

and that the same regions of the brain active when people recall the past are active when people 

simulate the future (Addis et al., 2007; Buckner & Carroll, 2007; D’Argembeau & Van der 

Linden, 2004;  Hassabis & Maguire, 2007; Schacter & Addis, 2007; Schacter et al., 2007; 

Schacter et al., 2012).  Thus, in studies 1 and 2, recruiting past examples of the target’s bad traits 

might have increased the ease and fluency with which people thought about bad behavior related 

to the target.  However, if misattribution of the source of perceptual details also contributed to 

the effect, I expected that imagining an entirely new example of bad behavior in Study 3 would 

produce an impact above and beyond merely making old memories accessible because 

simulations of novel future scenarios would generate novel sensory details not present in old 

memories, such as the tone in someone’s voice or the expression on someone’s face as they 

made excuses for stumbling into a particular event late.   

A second goal of Study 3 was to establish the role that other personality measures would 

play in determining these effects.  Measurements of locus of control, self-esteem, self-efficacy, 

and neuroticism all capture, to some degree, positivity of self-descriptions.  Some researchers 
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have argued that these four things measure elements of the same core personality construct.  In 

addition, anxiety is a component of neuroticism, and is also highly correlated with locus of 

control (for a review, see Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002).  As such, I wanted to measure 

each of these constructs and examine the degree to which they might really drive any Social 

Imagination Inflation effect found.   In addition, because I was focused on scenarios in which 

people needed to cope with future problems, it seemed prudent to examine the role that optimism 

would play in producing these effects.  Optimism specifically refers to positive beliefs about the 

future.  Similar to locus of control orientation, it has also been associated with adaptive, effective 

coping in response to stress (Scheier & Carver, 1987; Scheier, Weintraub, & Carver, l986).  

However, people can be optimistic about their future due to a belief in their own abilities or their 

own good fortune (Marshall & Lang, 1990; Reker & Wong, 1985; Scheier & Carver, 1987).  As 

such, it seemed possible that locus of control orientation could interact with optimism, such that 

externally oriented participants who were low in optimism would demonstrate Social 

Imagination Inflation most strongly.  In other words, I thought it might only matter whether 

participants believed the fate of the surprise party would be determined by their habitually late 

friend if they pessimistically assumed the friend was going to show up late. 

A third goal of Study 3 was to test two ancillary predictions about some additional 

possible moderators.  I believed that participants who were able to create rich visual scenes in 

their imagination would be prone to have more vivid and, thus, more consequential imaginings. 

This prediction fit well within the literature upon which my other predictions and, more 

generally, the cognitive version of imagination inflation were based.  Horselenberg et al. (2000) 

have discovered that people scoring higher on imagery ability demonstrate a larger imagination 

inflation effect for past events than those who do not, a finding thought to be due to the fact that 

forming a very realistic and vivid mental image makes it even more difficult to discriminate 

between the sensory details generated through real past experiences versus mere imaginings 

(Dobson & Markham, 1993).  Accordingly, I believed that some of the predicted effects for 

future imaginings might also be moderated by this ability.  I also had participants rate the 

importance of social event planning to them, in order to test the hypothesis that the importance of 

the upcoming domain would moderate the effects; if the future event did not particularly matter 

to participants, I thought they would not be motivated to generate elaborate visual images. 
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A fourth goal of Study 3 was to understand further whether the content of the imaginings 

of internally oriented people and externally oriented would truly differ as I suspected it would.  

As such, I included additional ratings of what people visualized, related to their imagined 

anticipatory anxiety about the event, how much they would do to try to prevent bad behavior on 

the part of the acquaintance, how successfully the event would turn out, and how negatively they 

would view their acquaintance’s behavior. 

The fifth and final goal of Study 3 was to recruit a large enough sample after a week time 

delay to test the prediction that time might strengthen these effects.  Studies 1 and 2 did not 

provide direct evidence that these effects increased over time.  On the other hand, attrition made 

it difficult to directly rule out, and effects did persist a week later in Study 2 despite the situation 

being resolved.  As such, I engaged in efforts to reduce time 2 attrition.     

The design of Study 3 enabled me to accomplish these goals and was similar to that of 

Study 1, with the addition of a second control condition. Because it would have been too difficult 

for participants to think of three different acquaintances who tended to be late to things, in a 

between-subjects design (rather than within-subjects design), I asked all participants to think of 

only one habitually late acquaintance that they knew.  Participants were then randomly assigned 

to one of three conditions.  In two of the conditions, they were asked to imagine the acquaintance 

engaging in either the same negative surprise party scenario or neutral lunch-ordering scenario.  

In the third condition, participants were asked to write about a real example of when the 

acquaintance actually was late in the past.  I again measured acquaintance ratings a week later, 

and I also had participants complete the additional personality measures and imagination content 

ratings necessary to achieve the other aims of the study. 

 

4.1 Method 

 

4.1.1 Participants 

 

 One hundred and fifty-three Amazon Turk workers (81 women) completed a survey 

online in exchange for a $0.75 payment.  Participants were, on average 34.98 years old (SD = 

12.78) and were 9.8% Asian, 4.6% Black, 83.7% White, .7% American Indian/Alaska Native, 

and 1.3% multiracial.  The sample size was selected because an a priori power analysis indicated 
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that 69 total participants were needed to detect a medium effect size with 80% probability.  

Because attrition at time 2 had previously been an issue, it was determined that I should collect 

data from a minimum of 75 total participants at follow-up.  In Study 1, about 25% of the original 

sample responded at follow-up.  With an increased effort to recruit follow-up participants, it 

seemed reasonable to assume I could increase this number to 50%.  As such, I deployed the 

survey to 150 Amazon Turk workers.  In the event at least 75 did not complete the follow-up 

survey a week later, the plan was to collect more data.     

 

4.1.2 Procedure 

 

The procedure for Study 3 was the same as Study 1 with a few key exceptions, which are 

described below.    

 

4.1.2.1 Modified Personality Measures.  The personality measures that participants 

filled out in Study 3 differed slightly from Study 1.  Participants again filled out the ICI at the 

beginning of the study, α=.88, but the TIPI (merely a distractor item) was removed to make room 

for seven additional measures.  Two potential moderators of these imagination effects were 

included: the importance of social event planning to the participants was measured through two 

ratings provided on a 1 (extremely unimportant) to 7 (extremely important) scale, α=.76, (See 

Appendix E), and visual imagery ability was assessed through the Vividness of Visual Imagery 

Questionnaire, α=.90, (Marks, 1973), in which participants rate the vividness of characteristics of 

four different images on a 1 (perfectly clear and vivid as normal vision) to 5 (no image at all) 

scale.  Four additional personality variables related to locus of control orientation were also 

included to be controlled for in analyses.  Neuroticism was measured through the neuroticism 

portion of the EPQ-R short scale (Eysenck, Eysenck, & Barrett, 1985), which contains 12 yes/no 

questions such as “Do you ever feel ‘just miserable’ for no reason?” designed to detect high 

levels of negative affect. Self-esteem was measured through a one-item scale (Robins, Hendin, & 

Trzesniewski, 2001). Self-efficacy was measured through the General Self Efficacy Scale, α=.90, 

(Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) which asks participants to rate the truthfulness of 10 statements 

like “I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort” on a 1 (not at all true) to 4 

(exactly true) scale.  State anxiety was measured through the state anxiety portion of the State-
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Trait Anxiety Inventory, α=.93, (Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs, 1983), which 

asks participants to rate agreement with 20 statements measuring how participants generally feel 

such as “I lack self confidence” on a 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost always) scale.  Last, a fifth 

personality variable, optimism, was included to test whether it would interact with locus of 

control to produce the predicted effects. Optimism was measured through the Life Orientation 

Test, α=.88, (Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994), which asks participants to rate agreement with 

statements such as “I’m always optimistic about my future” on a 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 

(strongly agree) scale.   

In order to avoid participants becoming weary before beginning the primary imagination 

task, locus of control, the importance of event planning, and neuroticism were measured at the 

beginning of the study, while the other personality measures were measured at the end. 

4.1.2.2 Modified Imagination task. The imagination task employed a between-subjects 

design with three conditions. Participants were asked to provide the name of only one habitually 

late acquaintance (instead of the two acquaintances asked of Study 1 participants), and the 

computer then randomly assigned each participant to one of three imagination tasks.  Two of 

these tasks were the same as those described in study 1 (the negative surprise party scenario and 

the neutral lunch-ordering scenario). In the new third control condition, participants were asked 

to think about a real example of a time their acquaintance was late to an event, ideally a social 

event they themselves were planning for which it was important people be on time.   

4.1.2.3 Additional Measures of Content of Imaginings.  In order to better learn how 

locus of control score would predict differences in the specific content of participants’ 

imaginings, Study 3 also included many more additional questions about the content of 

participants’ imaginings, related to their imagined anticipatory anxiety about the event, how 

much they would do to try to prevent bad behavior on the part of the acquaintance, how 

successful the event would turn out, and how negatively they would view their acquaintance’s 

behavior and its impact.  To keep things consistent across conditions, comparable filler items 

were added asking about the contents of imaginings in the neutral and bad past behavior control 

conditions.  See Appendix F for neutral lunch ordering questions, Appendix G for bad past 

behavior questions, and Appendix H for negative surprise party scenario questions. 

4.1.2.4 Modifications to Follow-up Survey Recruitment. Amazon Turk workers were 

contacted one week later for a follow-up survey and offered $1 (more than their original 
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payment) to complete it.  In order to further increase compliance, participants were told at the 

beginning of the study that it would be two parts long, and that the greatest compensation would 

come with the completion of part two.  When they finished part one, they were told to write the 

follow-up survey on their calendar, and personal messages were sent through the Turk system 

one week later reminding them to take the follow up survey. 

 

4.2 Results 

 

4.2.1 Excluded data 

 

As in Study 1, participants who completed the entire experiment in less than 15 minutes 

were excluded for having failed to follow the instructions. I excluded data from 13 participants 

who completed all experimental measures in fewer than 15 minutes.  Data from 11 additional 

participants were excluded for misunderstanding instructions and/or failing to follow directions.  

129 participants were included in analyses.  Of these 129 participants, 97 responded to the bonus 

payment incentive and completed a follow-up survey 1 week later.   

 

4.2.2 Content of Future Imaginings for High Versus Low Control Participants 

 

In order to verify that the results of Study 1 replicated, first, I examined whether 

participants’ global locus of control scores impacted their negative surprise party imaginings as 

predicted.  Contrary to predictions, the findings in Study 1 did not replicate. Among participants 

in the surprise party condition, locus of control was not significantly correlated with imagined 

personal control over the party outcome, r(37) = .180, p > .26, though the means were in the 

hypothesized direction.  This study also failed to replicate Study 1 in that participants with a 

more external locus of control did not report greater imagined anxiety about their acquaintance 

possibly being late on the night of the party, r(37) = .131, p > .42. There were two findings 

related to the outcome of the party that did replicate Study 1.  As predicted, externally oriented 

participants did believe the guest would be less successfully surprised, r(37) = .32, p < .03, 

compared to participants with a more internal locus of control.  Also replicating Study 1, the 

correlation between locus of control and how late participants predicted the friend would 
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ultimately arrive was once again nonsignificant, though the trend was again for more externally 

oriented participants to imagine the friend arriving later, r(37) = .-.21, p < .21.   

In order to better investigate the differences between high and low control individuals 

that might drive any effects, Study 3 also included many additional questions about the content 

of people’s imaginings.  In addition to simply asking how late they pictured the friend arriving, 

these questions measured things such as how much participants imagined they would do to 

attempt to prevent their friend from showing up late, how angry they would feel at their friend, 

how much of a negative impact they thought their friend’s late arrival would have on things, etc. 

(see Appendix H for a complete list).  Unfortunately, none of the additional measures of 

imagination content were significantly correlated with locus of control.   

 

4.2.3 Content of Past Memories for High Versus Low Control Participants 

 

In order to ensure participants engaged in a similar amount of reflection on the recalled 

past behavior condition, participants assigned to this condition received slightly different 

questions about the real past event they recalled.  The measures of anxiety and control similar to 

those included for the negative imagined condition revealed similar patterns of results.  Locus of 

control was marginally correlated with reported felt control over the real past event, r(43) = .25, 

p < .10.  Similar to the future imagining condition, participants did not report greater recalled 

anxiety about their friend arriving late, r(43) = .21, p > .17.  None of the other measures of 

content of their memories were significantly correlated with locus of control, with a notable 

exception.  High control participants remembered doing more than low control participants to try 

to ensure that their friend would not arrive late to the event, r(43) = .39, p < .01, and doing more 

to try to ensure that if the friend was late, it would have a minimal impact on outcomes, r(43) = 

.42, p < .01.  Interestingly, when participants in the bad future imagining condition were asked 

comparable questions about how much they imagined doing to prevent their friend’s late arrival, 

neither of these items were correlated significantly with locus of control.  Perhaps it was difficult 

or uninteresting to visualize the details of the things one would do to prepare, when the plans 

generated had no real consequence.  When imagining future real life scenarios where the real 

practical details of preparation are more easily conceived of and personally important, more 
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internally oriented people might in fact imagine more efforts to prevent bad outcomes, as 

indicated by their memories of the past. 

 

4.2.4 Locus of Control Orientation as a Moderator of the Impact of Imaginings on 

Acquaintance Judgments 

 

For each acquaintance, participants provided ratings of three things: personality traits, the 

acquaintance’s past behavior, and their personal orientation towards the target.  Because the 

follow-up sample was reasonably sized, all analyses presented here are reported based on the 97 

participants who completed measures at both time points (the patterns of results are similar for 

the full sample at time 1).   I predicted each of these three acquaintance judgments from a mixed 

GLM that included centered locus of control score, condition (negative surprise party scenario vs 

neutral lunch ordering scenario vs. recalled past bad behavior), time (10 minutes later vs. one 

week later), their three-way interaction, and all two-way interactions.  In all 3 analyses, internal 

locus of control score served as a continuous between subjects factor, imagination condition 

served as a categorical between-subjects factor, and time served as a within-subjects factor. 

As in Study 1, I predicted that participants’ locus of control scores would moderate an 

effect of condition in that externally oriented participants who imagined their acquaintance in the 

negative surprise party scenario would rate him/her more negatively than participants in the other 

two conditions.  Because Study 3 included an additional control condition (recalled past bad 

behavior), if the interaction between condition and locus of control score was significant, I 

planned to individually compare the negative surprise party scenario with both the recalled past 

bad behavior condition and the neutral lunch ordering condition, anticipating that imagining 

future bad behavior would have a larger impact than recalling past bad behavior.  Further, based 

on Study 1 and Study 2 results, I predicted that this interaction would persist across time and 

might even amplify.   

In all 3 mixed GLM analyses, the three-way interaction between time, locus of control, 

and condition was nonsignificant (all ps > .88). In addition, the findings from Study 1 failed to 

replicate. Specifically, there was no significant two-way interaction between participants’ locus 

of control and condition on participants’ ratings of the target’s personality, F(2, 91) = .15, p > 

.85, partial η2 =.003,  past behavior, F(2, 91) = .11, p > .89, partial η2 =.003, or on participants’ 
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personal orientation towards the target, F(2, 91) = .44, p > .64, partial η2 =.010.  There was also 

no significant main effect of condition on participants’ ratings of the target’s personality, past 

behavior, or on participants’ personal orientation towards the target (all ps > .42).   As a sample 

of the pattern of results for one of the three measures, I present the mean personality ratings at 

time 1 and time 2 for high vs. low control individuals in each condition.  Means did not go in the 

predicted direction – across the three dependent variables, there was no consistent pattern. For 

example, externally oriented participants in the “imagined negative scenario” condition rated 

their acquaintance’s personality more positively than in the other two conditions.   

 

Table 4.1 Composite Rating of Acquaintance’s Personality as a Function of Locus of Control 
and Imagination Manipulation  

 

Time 1 Time 2 

 

n=39 n=45 n=45 n=30 n=35 n=32 

 

Imagined 

Negative 

Scenario 

(Surprise 

Party) 

Recalled 

Past Bad 

Behavior 

Imagined 

Neutral 

Control 

(Ordering 

at a 

restaurant) 

Imagined 

Negative 

Scenario 

(Surprise 

Party) 

Recalled 

Past Bad 

Behavior 

Imagined 

Neutral 

Control 

(Ordering 

at a 

restaurant) 

Internally 

Oriented 

5.89 

(SE=.30) 

5.97 

(SE=.27) 

6.06 

(SE=.27) 

5.92 

(SE=.34) 

5.90 

(SE=.30) 

5.76 

(SE=.34) 

Externally 

Oriented 

6.16 

(SE=.29) 

5.71 

(SE=.26) 

5.92 

(SE=.21) 

6.09 

(SE=.32) 

5.72 

(SE=.29) 

5.76 

(SE=.35) 

All 

Participants 

6.03 

(SE=.20) 

5.83 

(SE=.19) 

5.99 

(SE=.19) 

6.01 

(SE=.23) 

5.81 

(SE=.22) 

5.76 

(SE=.23) 

 "Internally-oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD above the mean in locus of control, and "externally -
oriented" participants are those who scored 1 SD below the mean in locus of control. 

 

4.2.5 Predicted Moderators of the Locus of Control by Imagination Condition Interaction 

 

 Though the original pattern of results failed to replicate, I still conducted the remaining 

planned GLM analyses testing the two predicted moderators of the anticipated locus of control 

by condition interaction.  I had originally hypothesized that the interaction between locus of 

control and condition might get stronger for people high in visual imagery ability (as measured 

by the VVIQ), or for people to whom social event planning was particularly important.   

First, I tested VVIQ as a moderator.  I predicted each of the three acquaintance judgments 

from a mixed GLM that included centered locus of control score, condition, centered VVIQ 
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score, time (10 minutes later vs. one week later), and all interactions. However, the 3-way 

interaction between VVIQ, condition, and locus of control score was nonsignificant for all three 

acquaintance judgments, (all ps > .86).  In addition, VVIQ scores did not interact with condition 

to predict acquaintance ratings.  The two-way interaction between VVIQ and condition was 

nonsignificant for all three acquaintance judgments, (all ps > .81).    

Next, I tested the participants’ rated importance of social event planning as a moderator.  

I predicted each of the three acquaintance judgments from a mixed GLM that included centered 

locus of control score, condition, centered event planning score, time (10 minutes later vs. one 

week later), and all interactions. However, the 3-way interaction between event planning, 

condition, and locus of control score was nonsignificant for all three acquaintance judgments, 

(all ps > .55).  In addition, event planning did not interact with condition to predict acquaintance 

ratings.  The two-way interaction between party planning and condition was also nonsignificant 

for all three acquaintance judgments, (all ps > .23).   

 

4.2.6 Other Personality Variables 

 

As planned, I examined whether locus of control significantly interacted with condition 

to predict acquaintance judgments when controlling for each of the closely related personality 

variables in the model as alternative predictors.   The original mixed GLM that I used to test my 

primary hypothesis included centered locus of control score, imagination condition, time (10 

minutes later vs. one week later), their three-way interaction, and all two-way interactions.  To 

control for the possibility of self-efficacy as an alternative predictor, to this model, I added 

centered self-efficacy score, the three-way time by self-efficacy by condition interaction, and the 

lower-order two-way interactions.   

The two-way interaction between locus of control and condition remained nonsignificant 

for all 3 acquaintance judgments, and self-efficacy did not interact with condition to predict 

acquaintance judgments.   The same pattern of results was observed for self-esteem, neuroticism, 

and anxiety.  When I added optimism to the model, I also included the planned optimism by 

locus of control by condition interaction and all lower order interactions, but again, none of these 

interactions were significant.  
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4.2.7 Vividness of Visual Imagery: Unplanned Analyses  

 

An exploration of the predicted moderators did reveal one interesting result that I did not 

anticipate. I originally believed that high imagery ability would simply amplify the interaction 

between locus of control orientation and condition, strengthening the impact of the kinds of 

images that high versus low control individuals might generate, but that it would not itself be 

related to locus of control.  However, locus of control orientation was correlated with visual 

imagery ability, r(127) = .29, p < .001, as well as the other five personality variables related to 

locus of control that I included in the study.  More vivid images predicted greater self-esteem, 

r(127) = .26, p < .003, less neuroticism, r(127) = -.22, p < .02, less anxiety, r(127) = -.26, p < 

.004, more optimism, r(127) = .22, p < .02, and more self-efficacy, r(127) = .39, p < .001.  There 

could be several explanations for this relationship. Research utilizing visual imagery tasks has 

indicated that more confident (but not more accurate) performers report higher VVIQ scores 

(McKelvie, 1994).  Indeed, there has been debate in the literature over how well self-reported 

imagery ability even correlates with behavioral measures of imagery ability, and some 

researchers argue it does not relate very well to objective performance (for reviews see 

McKelvie, 1995, Marks, 1999; Schwitzgebel, 2002).  To the degree to which self-reported visual 

imagery scores might simply capture confidence in one’s images, it is not surprising to see VVIQ 

scores correlated with measures like optimism and self-esteem.  However, other research has 

indicated that VVIQ scores may capture certain aspects of actual imagery ability (e.g., Gur & 

Hilgard, 1975).  As discussed in this work, imagining the future is related to the human ability to 

make plans, and perhaps the more vivid one’s images, the more useful they are for planning.  

The correlations between VVIQ scores and these other constructs could indicate that people who 

experience vivid images navigate the world with greater optimism, internal control, and self-

efficacy because the future becomes less threatening when useful simulations of how it will 

unfold are vivid as opposed to unclear.  In exploration of this idea, I formed a composite measure 

of participants’ predicted party success from the four questions addressing success-related issues, 

and I used a GLM to predict anticipated party success from VVIQ scores, while controlling for 

neuroticism, optimism, anxiety, self-esteem, self-efficacy, and locus of control. More vivid 

imagery ability significantly predicted more anticipated party success, when controlling for the 
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other measures in the model, F(1, 31) = 9.99, p < 0.005, partial η2 =.24.  The implications of this 

result for the current research are addressed in the general discussion.    

           

4.3 Discussion 

 

 Contrary to predictions, Study 3 did not replicate the predicted interaction between locus 

of control and imagination condition, for any of the three dependent variables of interest.  There 

was also no main effect of condition.  After adding the two predicted moderators of the 

interaction into the model, visual imagery ability and the importance of social event planning, the 

interaction between condition and locus of control was still nonsignificant.  When controlling for 

four other related personality constructs and their interactions with condition, the interaction 

between locus of control and condition remained nonsignificant, and none of the other two-way 

interactions between related personality constructs and condition were significant.  In addition, 

optimism did not significantly interact with locus of control and condition to predict 

acquaintance judgments. 

 One reason the effects might have failed to replicate is that hypothetical situations might 

simply not be strong enough to reliably produce the effects.  In addition, in the short time 

between when the initial study and Study 3 were run, online research was becoming more 

prevalent and Mechnical Turk subjects were changing.  The survey was open to any respondents, 

but in retrospect, it might have been best to use Master Class status (participants who have 

proven to be very reliable).  Further reasons for a failure to replicate are addressed in the general 

discussion.   

However, there were some interesting things learned from Study 3 due to the inclusion of 

additional personality measures and questions about the content of the imaginings.  First, when 

asked to recall a friend actually behaving badly in the past, participants high in locus of control 

did report doing more things than individuals low in control to prevent the friend from arriving 

late.  However, they did not report imagining doing so in the condition where they imagined the 

future.  Perhaps merely hypothetical scenarios, because there is no real personal benefit to 

forming vivid plans, will never produce the strongest or most reliable Social Imagination 

Inflation effects. The fact that high control individuals might tend to engage in more planning, 

however, might be one reason why targets did not suffer as much from the imaginings of high 



52 

control individual’s in Study 2.  Participants who focused on their own attempts to successfully 

coordinate a positive outcome might not have been ruminating on anxiety-ridden images of the 

confederate behaving badly and upsetting plans.   

Second, Study 3 revealed that locus of control orientation was correlated with vividness 

of visual imagery. While the exact cause of this connection is unclear, analyses revealed that 

visual imagery ability predicted anticipated positive party outcomes even when controlling for 

the other personality traits in the study that were related to optimism.  Thus, in line with research 

that suggests that imagining the future facilitates planning, these results suggest that perhaps 

people who have access to particularly vivid images are optimistic, internally oriented 

individuals who have the mental resources they need to make effective plans.    
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CHAPTER 5 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

In the current program of research, I hypothesized a Social Imagination Inflation effect – 

that when given the opportunity to imagine potentially problematic future scenarios involving a 

target person, people’s imaginings might have a negative impact on their judgments of the 

target’s personality traits and past behavior, and the positivity of their personal orientation 

towards the target.  I also predicted that this effect would be moderated by people’s locus of 

control orientation.  For externals, I expected that imagining a potentially problematic future 

scenario would increase the negativity of these judgments.  For internals, I expected no negative 

effect of these imaginings, and perhaps even a positive effect.  I believed that Social Imagination 

Inflation effects might also emerge even stronger after a time delay, because passage of time 

would facilitate the misattribution of the increased accessibility of bad future behavior to the 

existence of real evidence supporting such behavior. 

Utilizing a within-subjects design, Study 1 required participants to imagine two 

hypothetical future scenarios involving two habitually late acquaintances.  One acquaintance was 

visualized in a neutral scenario, and the other in a scenario providing the opportunity for negative 

behavior.  The hypothesized interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario was 

marginally significant when predicting acquaintance personality ratings, ratings of past behavior, 

and the positivity of personal orientation towards each of the acquaintances.  A small group of 

participants completed the acquaintance judgments one week later.  Though results for this 

smaller sample should be interpreted with caution, a mixed GLM analysis revealed that for this 

smaller group, the predicted interaction between locus of control and imagined scenario did 

reach significance for all three acquaintance evaluations, though there was no evidence that time 

strengthened the interaction (in one case, it weakened the interaction).  In addition, simple slopes 

analyses indicated that as predicted, externals demonstrated a negative impact of these 

imaginings, and internals demonstrated a positive effect. 

Study 2 placed participants in a real situation in which they all met the same disagreeable 

confederate and then either anticipated working with her or working alone on a problem solving 
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task to win a prize.  They provided confederate personality ratings, ratings of the confederate’s 

past behavior, and ratings of personal orientation towards the confederate, in the laboratory and 

one week later.  When predicting the three types of confederate evaluations, the hypothesized 

interaction between condition and locus of control reached significance twice in the laboratory 

and twice one week later, after participants had found out they would never actually have to 

complete the task.  Externally oriented participants still rated the confederate more negatively if 

they had briefly anticipated working with her as opposed to alone.  The persistence of the effects 

one week later was particularly important, because the confederate’s behavior was no longer a 

current concern.  Once again, however, there was no evidence that the effect strengthened over 

time.  In addition, the simple effect of condition never reached significance for internally 

oriented participants, indicating these effects were indeed restricted to externals as I suspected.   

Although the findings in Studies 1 and 2 were somewhat promising, a third study with an 

improved sample size at time 2 failed to replicate Study 1, bringing the earlier findings into 

question.  Specifically, Study 3 utilized the same hypothetical scenario as Study 1, but added an 

additional control condition (recalling a real example of past bad behavior).  The inclusion of this 

control condition was designed to test whether imagining the future would produce an impact 

above and beyond what might be generated by merely recruiting examples of past bad behavior 

from one’s memory.  The recall of past bad behavior condition did not produce a reliable effect 

on target judgments, but unfortunately, Study 3 also failed to replicate the basic Social 

Imagination Inflation effect .  There could be several reasons for this failure.   

First, Mechanical Turk participants who have not received the very highest rating for 

reliability might not have been the best participants for a lengthy survey design.  Study 3 also 

contained many more questions in which participants had to rate the content of their imaginings.  

It’s possible this led to some fatigue by the time the target judgments were completed, so they 

were completed less thoughtfully.  The monetary compensation also increased in Study 3, which 

might have served to attract participants who were less engaged in the task and motivated to 

complete it just for the higher financial reward.  Alternatively, perhaps merely hypothetical 

situations just do not produce the effect very reliably.  Future work should attempt to test the 

additional control condition again, picking fewer personality measures and shortening the 

survey, and increasing power if a between-subjects design is utilized.   
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Study 3 also invoked a between-subjects as opposed to within-subjects design.  Perhaps 

the within-subjects design of Study 1 actually facilitated the emergence of an otherwise weak 

effect, given that the task was not very engaging and the situation was merely hypothetical.   At 

both time 1 and time 2, participants provided judgments of two different friends, people they 

thought of as typically “late” for things.  It is possible that participants experienced the increased 

accessibility of evidence associated with negative behavior for one friend directly in contrast to 

that of the other friend, which amplified the negativity of their judgments.  Partner ratings were 

counterbalanced such that participants were not always rating the friend imagined in the negative 

scenario second.  However, at the time target judgments were provided, participants had just 

finished an imagination task for both friends and might still have been experiencing the imagined 

“late” friend in contrast to the friend who had not been visualized behaving badly.  Similarly, the 

follow-up survey began by requiring participants to recall the names of both acquaintances.  This 

contrast effect might have amplified the impact of imaginings on target judgments in Study 1 and 

made the effect easier to detect than in Study 3, where a between-subjects design required 

participants to rate one friend each. Indeed, social judgment often depends on the comparisons 

involved.  For example, a person judged in comparison to the Pope is rated as more hostile than 

when judged in comparison to Hitler (Herr, 1986).  Similarly, a typically “late” friend with very 

accessible evidence supporting his/her bad behavior might be judged more harshly when 

compared to a supposedly “late” friend with less accessible supporting evidence for such 

behavior.  

Taken together, three studies provided mixed evidence for a potential Social Imagination 

Inflation effect among those with an external locus of control.  The pattern of means in studies 1 

and 2 consistently indicated that externally oriented participants rated other people more 

negatively after imagining a future interaction with them that had the potential to go badly, while 

people scoring high in internal control demonstrated the opposite pattern or no effect.   In 

addition, the design of Study 2 suggested that future imaginings could have a lasting impact on 

target impressions, even after the future event is resolved favorably and people know they no 

longer need to worry about it.  However, given Study 3, it’s hard to know what to conclude 

without, in future research, trying to determine whether there is any real effect here.  It seems 

possible that the hypothesized effect emerges most reliably for engaging situations where a real 

interaction is anticipated to unfold.  Indeed, since locus of control orientation deals directly with 



56 

control over outcomes and prospection is mainly for planning, imaginary situations with no real 

outcomes to plan for might not elicit the effect most reliably.  In support of this idea, in Study 3, 

in the condition where they had to recall a past example of their acquaintance arriving late, 

internals did remember doing more things to try to prepare for his/her late arrival than externals.  

However, they did not report imagining doing more in their future surprise party imaginings.  

Again, perhaps the hypothetical situation did not elicit the anticipated responses as strongly or 

reliably. 

5.1 Requested Elements of Study 3 - Mechanisms 

 

 In the planning stages of Study 3, there were a set of specific measures and questions that 

the committee suggested I include and discuss. In light of the failure to replicate the Study 1 

findings, the value of discussing those measures and questions is less than we had originally 

hoped. Nonetheless, I have included a discussion of what one can conclude from the findings of 

Study 3 with respect to each of the elements within Study 3 that were requested. 

I have suggested that the Social Imagination Inflation effect only emerges for externally 

oriented individuals, because they are likely to focus future imaginings on simulations of how 

the bad behavior of others will destroy an event, whereas internally oriented individuals focus 

their imaginings on their own efficacious efforts to ensure things go well. Consistent with this 

idea, in Study 1, internally oriented participants reported more optimistic expectations for a 

successful surprise party event.  However, we hoped to provide further evidence for this fact by 

replicating the locus of control by condition interaction in Study 3 and using the more detailed 

questions about the content of participants’ imaginings to demonstrate that for the participants in 

the surprise party scenario, locus of control was correlated with the types of imaginings I have 

argued for.  Unfortunately, Study 3 failed to provide additional evidence in support of these 

predictions. 

We had also hoped that a better sample size at time 2 would speak to whether time was 

necessary to strengthen any misattribution effects in a manner similar to the “sleeper effect”, by 

creating confusion over the source of the imaginer’s feelings.  However, given that Social 

Imagination Inflation effects emerged neither at time 1 nor time 2, there was little evidence for 

the idea that time amplifies this process.  Given the results of studies 1 and 2, in future work, I 

might tentatively predict that these effects may notably persist over time, but the type of 
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misattribution that produces them likely does not need a time delay to emerge.  Indeed, as 

suggested by Carroll (1978), when future imaginings impact judgment through a availability 

heuristic mechanism, information regarding the source of one’s feelings is simply poorly coded 

and not used properly, even without the passage of time to facilitate a misremembering of the 

source.  

In addition, I had hoped that the inclusion of the control condition would allow me to 

draw some interesting conclusions about the specific type of misattribution primarily driving 

these effects, misattributions of fluency/familiarity versus misattributions of the source of 

specific perceptual details (Thomas, Bulevich, & Loftus, 2003).  If the misattribution of vivid 

perceptual details generated in an imagining were largely contributing to the effect, one would 

expect imagining an entirely new example of bad behavior to produce an impact above and 

beyond merely making old memories more accessible.  Simulations of novel future scenarios 

would generate novel sensory details not present in old memories, as opposed to simply 

increasing the familiarity and accessibility of already existing evidence associated with the target 

behaving badly.  However, locus of control did not interact with condition to impact target 

judgments, nor was there a main effect of condition on target judgments, so this question could 

not be answered as hoped.  The vividness of visual imagery ability measure also failed to 

moderate the locus of control and condition interaction, but since the predicted interaction was 

not replicated, this finding is less informative.   

However, the fact that vividness of mental imagery was correlated with high internal 

control in Study 3 may specifically call this type of misattribution into question.  Consistent with 

this finding, other recent research has also demonstrated that optimism is correlated with positive 

(but not more general) vivid imagery ability (Blackwell et al., 2013).  If a misattribution of 

perceptual details drives the effect, but as indicated by Study 3, externally oriented individuals 

generally have access to less vivid images of the future, one would think that externals would be 

less likely to demonstrate some of the observed Social Imagination Inflation effects.  On the 

other side of the coin, because bad is stronger than good (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, & 

Finkenauer, 2001), slightly less vivid images might be sufficient to produce Social Imagination 

Inflation effects for externally oriented individuals, and the optimistic, vivid images generated by 

internally oriented people might explain why targets actually sometimes received a significant 

boost in ratings for high control individuals in Study 1. 
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Given the lack of direct evidence to support the importance of misattributing the source 

of perceptual details, other potential explanation for the effects observed in studies 1 and 2 

should be considered.  One might be mood-congruent judgment.  Moods often bias judgments 

about other people such that social judgments become congruent with one’s mood at the time the 

judgment is issued (Bower, 1981).  Because externally oriented people score higher in situation 

specific trait anxiety (Archer, 1979) and find the future more threatening (Koenig, 1979), they 

might simply feel more anxious than high control individuals while imagining the future, and 

allow their mood to bias any target judgments.  However, the within-subject comparisons 

utilized in Study 1 provide evidence that these effects are target specific and likely not driven by 

differences in mood between low versus high internal control participants.  In addition, the 

persistence of the effects over time make mood at the time of imagining an unlikely source.   

Another potential mechanism for these effects might be that people use “feelings as 

information” (Schwarz, 1990).  Some research suggests that when a target of a judgment 

automatically elicits certain feelings, people will often rely on those feelings to make a judgment 

about the target, assuming the feelings correspond to real or valuable reasons to evaluate the 

particular target positively or negatively.  If externally oriented participants feel anxious when 

they imagine a target behaving badly, the target might become associated with the specific 

negative emotion experienced when visualizing the event, and negative feelings in general might 

become more accessible when the target comes to mind.  In contrast, internally oriented 

individuals may feel good after visualizing themselves efficaciously navigating future scenarios, 

and targets visualized in such scenarios might be tagged with a positive emotion. If people 

follow the heuristic of assuming the negative or positive feelings elicited by the target provide 

useful information, Social Imagination Inflation effects might emerge. 

 

5.2 Requested Elements of Study 3 - Alternative Moderators and Causal Unknowns 

 

An additional goal of Study 3 was to establish (or rule out) the role that other personality 

measures might play in determining these effects. Positivity of self-descriptions has been used to 

capture elements of locus of control, self-esteem, self-efficacy, neuroticism, and anxiety (for a 

review, see Judge et al., 2002), leading me to suspect that locus of control  might not uniquely 

elicit the predicted effects above and beyond other personality measures that are closely tied to a 
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positive view of the self.  In addition, the committee pointed out that optimism specifically deals 

with beliefs about the future, and might be expected to potentially interact with locus of control 

to bring about the observed effects, so I hoped to test the hypothesis that optimism might interact 

with locus of control to predict Social Imagination Inflation.  However, due to the failure to 

replicate the results from studies 1 and 2, I could not verify that locus of control produces any of 

these effects above and beyond these other personality variables.  Optimism also did not itself 

significantly interact with condition to bring about the effects, nor was a three-way interaction 

between optimism, locus of control, and condition significant.  In addition, because locus of 

control was not manipulated in any of the studies, none of these data provide support for the 

causal role that locus of control might play in producing these effects.  Future work should 

attempt to execute a manipulation of feelings of control over a specific situation in an effort to 

identify locus of control as the primary cause.  

 

5.3 Future Directions 

 

It’s hard to know for certain whether the predicted effect is real, and when it might 

emerge.  Although I am not ready to give up on the idea entirely, I would, of course, take steps to 

verify that my original hypothesis was correct before conducting any future research on this idea.  

If Social Imagination Inflation exists, it seems most likely to emerge when people anticipate real 

interactions with other people. As such, I would move away from the hypothetical situation used 

with Amazon Turk workers, and definitely attempt to replicate Study 2.  I would increase the 

sample size to as much as 100 per cell, work to limit attrition, and include some additional 

ratings of what participants imagined the partner doing, as long as doing so did not increase 

suspicion rates (this was a delicate procedure to implement without producing suspicion about 

the disagreeable confederate).   In order to further explore how much the generation of elaborate 

sensory details matters in producing these effects, I would also consider including a control 

condition in which participants similarly anticipated working with the confederate but were 

cognitively distracted after receiving this news and up until the point of providing confederate 

ratings.  Instructions for the imagining session could also be manipulated to merely encourage 

participants to think about what would happen versus visualize it unfolding in detail.  
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If this effect can in fact be replicated and verified, this line of research presents many 

additional interesting directions for future work.  First, I focused on negative scenarios because I 

believed that simulations of the future happen most often in the real world when a person has the 

obvious potential to behave badly, and that they produce the largest effects on social judgment.  

Throughout evolutionary history, failing to properly plan for a negative outcome might have 

resulted in death or injury, while failing to properly plan for a positive outcome might have led to 

a missed opportunity for increased happiness.  This line of thought is consistent with Error 

Management Theory (EMT; Haselton & Buss, 2000; Haselton & Nettle, 2006), which asserts 

that under conditions of uncertainty people tend to err in the direction of the least costly mistake 

from a survival perspective. However, situations in which a particularly salient positive trait has 

the potential to enhance an experience certainly provide an interesting area for future study.  If 

positive imaginings had an impact on people, it would be interesting if locus of control 

orientation moderated these effects in a similar way, such that low internal control people saw 

the positivity of their impressions increase after engaging in such imaginings.  Most of the locus 

of control literature focuses on negative outcomes that are associated with low internal control.  

However, if low internal control people believe that other people, and not themselves, have 

control over their own future outcomes, imagining a friend who is particularly helpful assisting 

with surprise party plans could represent, for them, an action corresponding to saving the entire 

party which would particularly increase the positivity of target judgments.  If such positive 

imaginings somehow improved relationship satisfaction with the target in any way, the results 

would be particularly interesting.  Painter and Kring (2015) have recently discovered that when 

positive future events are simulated, they are remembered with more detail than negative future 

events and rated higher on measures of sensory imagery.   Even though good information usually 

has a smaller impact on social judgment than bad information, (e.g., Anderson, 1965; Peeters & 

Czapinski, 1990; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989), the vividness of positive future simulations make 

them worthy of investigation. 

In addition, my dissertation studies focused on how imaginings impact overall 

impressions of other people.  This work also has some important implications for how 

imaginings about the future might affect the way people ultimately behave towards a target when 

the interaction unfolds.  Fiske (1992) argues that “thinking is for doing”, and that most thinking 

about other people happens in the service of interaction.  Peeters and Czapinski (1990) have 
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discussed positive-negative asymmetry in a practical way, as if people’s strong reactions to 

negative as opposed to positive events are adaptive because they are designed to avoid 

interactions that are harmful.  Thus, this work raises interesting questions regarding the different 

behaviors that internally versus externally oriented individuals might engage in after imagining 

future interactions.  Internally oriented participants might simply spend more time doing simple 

things like telling their tardy friend to show up thirty minutes sooner than actually need to make 

sure he shows up on time.  Measures in Study 1 indicate that internally oriented participants felt 

in control of the party outcomes and had more optimistic predictions about the moment of 

surprise.  Externally oriented participants, however, might focus on anxiety-ridden images of 

how the friend will arrive late and spoil everything, without any efficacious plans being 

generated, and might be more likely to avoid interactions with the person all together. Avoidance 

could lead to interpersonal problems.  

Consistent with this prediction, externally oriented people reported engaging more gossip 

about other people (Watson, 2011) and lower marital satisfaction than internally oriented people 

(Camp & Ganong, 1997; Doherty, 1981; Miller, Lefcourt, Holmes, Ware, & Saleh, 1986; Miller, 

Lefcourt, & Ware, 1983; Sabatelli, 1986).  Typically, such work has posited that internals are 

particularly likely to engage in positive relationship-enhancing efforts because they simply 

believe these efforts will make a difference.  However, internals might also be more satisfied 

with their partners than externals because they spend less time imagining their partners behaving 

badly in a way they can not control.   

In line with this “thinking is for doing” perspective, I should note that I intentionally 

focused my studies on situations in which the imagined negative behavior clearly affected the 

imaginer.  Locus of Control orientation relates to beliefs about whether one has control over 

one’s own outcomes, so the difference in psychology that seems to emerge with low versus high 

internal participants most likely only takes place when the imagined scenario is directly relevant 

to outcomes that impact that imaginer.  It is possible that some impact of imagining could 

emerge, for example, in situations in which people think about someone spoiling a surprise party 

for somebody else. However, from the perspective of preparing for an interaction, I anticipate 

that because there would less purpose to engaging in vivid, detailed imaginings about such 

events, they would occur less often and have less of an impact when they took place. 
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 Imaginings about the future could also impact more than just behavior towards a target 

during an interaction.  They might impact how people interpret and remember events as they 

unfold.  Wilson, Lisle, Kraft, and Wetzel (1989) found evidence that participants who were 

shown mediocre cartoons assimilated their expectations for the cartoons into their actual 

experience.  That is, even when given cartoons that were not very funny, those participants who 

expected to find them amusing rated them as more funny than those who did not expect them to 

be funny.  Similarly, participants who were shown very amusing cartoons that they expected to 

find mediocre rated them as less amusing than if they expected to find them funny.  If mental 

simulations have raised people’s expectations that a party will be destroyed by somebody’s late 

arrival, people might not notice the ways in which the party actually went very well and the guest 

of honor was quite happy.  To be sure, if the discrepancies between expectations and actual 

events are great enough, they might be possible to ignore.  However, Wilson et. al. (1989) argue 

that such assimilation of expectations into actual events occurs very rapidly if the discrepancy is 

not large.  The mental simulations of low internal control participants might have an even greater 

impact on target impressions than my results reveal, because once the event unfolds, it will be 

perceived more negatively than it would have been otherwise, and the negative memory of the 

actual interaction will be additionally incorporated into one’s existing knowledge base about the 

target. 

5.4 Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, even with mixed results, these studies serve as an interesting extension to 

the existing literature on the power of imaginings to affect impressions of reality.  While this 

literature has largely focused on the impact of imaginings on specific autobiographical past and 

future events, my data provide some preliminary support for the notion that people’s overall 

impressions of a target’s personality, feelings about a target’s actual past behavior, and personal 

orientation towards a target can all be impacted by imaginings about the future in a manner 

determined by one’s locus of control orientation.  A rich history of work on locus of control has 

uncovered many potential benefits to being internally oriented, and my studies may reveal that 

externally oriented people are more likely than internally oriented people to judge targets more 

negatively after imagining them in scenarios that have the potential to produce bad behavior.  

While the extent of the negative social and interpersonal consequences for the externally oriented 
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imaginers are not entirely clear, there could be a potential social disadvantage for the 

acquaintances of externally oriented people:  they are perhaps constantly being “punished” for 

what they do in other people’s minds.  Future work should attempt to isolate the boundary 

conditions necessary to produce these effects reliably and continue to explore other possible 

moderators.    
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APPENDIX A 

 

STUDY 1 MEASURES OF IMAGINATION CONTENT, LATE BEHAVIOR 

SCENARIO 

 

Rating of imagined feelings of personal control over the party outcome: 

Please rate how much you agree with the following statements: 

1.  I will be in control of whether or not the "surprise" is successful on the night of the party.  

     1=Strongly disagree….7=Strongly agree 

Rating of imagined anxiety associated with friend’s arrival: 

Please rate the following on a 1 to 7 scale. 

As you prepare for the party, how anxious do you think you will you feel about whether  

[friend] will be on time?  1=Not at all Anxious……..7=Extremely anxious 

Measure of how late participants imagined the friend arriving: 

On a scale from 1 to 7, please rate how late you feel [friend] will arrive on the evening of the 

party. 1=Extremely early, 2=Early, 3=Slightly early, 4=Just in time, 5=Slightly late, 6=Late,   

7=Extremely late 

Measure of overall imagined success of party outcomes: 

On a scale from 1 to 7, how successful do you predict the moment of "surprise" will be on the 

night of the party?  1=Extremely unsuccessful…7=Extremely successful 
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APPENDIX B 

 

STUDY 1 MEASURES OF IMAGINATION CONTENT, CONTROL 

SCENARIO 

 

Please rate how much you agree with the following statement: 

When [friend] is deciding where to order lunch, [friend] will make a decision quickly. 

 1=Strongly disagree….7=Strongly agree 

 

On a scale from 1 to 7, how easy do you think it will be for [friend] to decide where to get lunch? 

1=Extremely difficult…7=Extremely easy 

 

On a scale from 1 to 7, please rate how satisfied you think [friend] will feel with the meal. 

1=Extremely unsatisfied….7=extremely satisfied 
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APPENDIX C 

 

STUDY 1 ACQUAINTANCE EVALUATIONS 

 

Personality Ratings 

Please rate, on a 1 (Strongly disagree) to 9 (Strongly agree) scale how much you agree with the 

following statements: 

1. I see [friend] as someone who works well with others.  

2. I see [friend] as someone who does not work well with others. 

3. I see [friend] as someone who always pulls their own weight and does their portion of the 

work. 

4. I see [friend] as someone who does not do their fair share of the work. 

5. I see [friend] as someone who is always prompt and on time for things. 

6. I see [friend] as someone who is outgoing and friendly. 

7. I see [friend] as someone who is honest and truthful. 

8. I see [friend] as someone who is uncreative and unoriginal 

9. I see [friend] as someone who is unintelligent and slow. 

10. I see [friend] as someone who is inventive and creative. 

11. I see [friend] as someone who is dishonest and deceitful. 

12. I see [friend] as someone who is unfriendly and reserved. 

13. I see [friend] as someone who is often late and not punctual. 

14. I see [friend] as someone who is clumsy and uncoordinated. 

15. I see [friend] as someone who is depressed and sad. 

16. I see [friend] as someone who is happy and cheerful. 

17. I see [friend] as someone who is modest and humble. 

18. I see [friend] as someone who is graceful and coordinated. 

19.  I see [friend] as someone who is conceited and egotistical. 

20. I see [friend] as someone who is intelligent and smart. 

21. I see [friend] as someone who is funny and amusing. 

22. I see [friend] as someone who is neat and tidy. 
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23. I see [friend] as someone who is humorless and dull. 

24. I see [friend] as someone who is messy and slobby. 

 

Three-item measure of perceptions of past behavior 

1. When [friend] has had to show up at an event or meeting, please estimate what proportion 

of the time you think [friend] has been late. 1=Almost never…9=Almost always 

2. When [friend] has been given the opportunity to work with other people on a project, 

please estimate what proportion of the time you think [friend] has been uncooperative 

when working with other people. 1=Almost never…9=Almost always 

3. Think about the interactions you've had with [friend] in the past. Please rate how pleasant 

you have found these interactions to be. 1=Extremely unpleasant... 9=Extremely pleasant 

 

Two-item measure of personal orientation towards the target 

1. If you were told that you were going to be given the opportunity to work with [friend] to 

plan an event in the future, how much would you want to work with [friend]?  

1=Not at all…9=Very Much 

2. On a scale from 1 (Not at all) to 9 (Very much), how much do you like [friend]? 
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APPENDIX D 

 

STUDY 2 CONFEDERATE EVALUATIONS 

 

Personality Ratings 

Please rate, on a 1 (Strongly disagree) to 9 (Strongly agree) scale how much you agree with the 

following statements: 

1. I see this person as someone who works well with others.  

2. I see this person as someone who does not work well with others. 

3. I see this person as someone who always pulls their own weight and does their portion of 

the work. 

4. I see this person as someone who does not do their fair share of the work. 

5. I see this person as someone who is always prompt and on time for things. 

6. I see this person as someone who is outgoing and friendly. 

7. I see this person as someone who is honest and truthful. 

8. I see this person as someone who is uncreative and unoriginal 

9. I see this person as someone who is unintelligent and slow. 

10. I see this person as someone who is inventive and creative. 

11. I see this person as someone who is dishonest and deceitful. 

12. I see this person as someone who is unfriendly and reserved. 

13. I see this person as someone who is often late and not punctual. 

14. I see this person as someone who is clumsy and uncoordinated. 

15. I see this person as someone who is depressed and sad. 

16. I see this person as someone who is happy and cheerful. 

17. I see this person as someone who is modest and humble. 

18. I see this person as someone who is graceful and coordinated. 

19.  I see this person as someone who is conceited and egotistical. 

20. I see this person as someone who is intelligent and smart. 

21. I see this person as someone who is funny and amusing. 

22. I see this person as someone who is neat and tidy. 
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23. I see this person as someone who is humorless and dull. 

24. I see this person as someone who is messy and slobby. 

 

Three-item measure of perception of past behavior  

 

1. Please estimate what proportion of the time you think this person has slacked off when 

completing group projects in the past.  

1=Almost never…9=Almost Always 

2. When this person has been given the opportunity to work with other people on a project, 

please estimate what proportion of the time you think this person has been uncooperative 

when working with other people. 1=Almost never…9=Almost Always 

3. Think about the interactions you've had with this person so far.  Please rate how pleasant 

you have found these interactions to be. 1=Extremely unpleasant... 9=Extremely pleasant 

 

Two-item measure of personal orientation towards the target 

1. If you were told that you were going to be given the opportunity to work with this person 

on another task, how much would you want to work with this person?  

1=Not at all…9=Very Much   

2. On a scale from 1 (Not at all) to 9 (Very much), how much do you like this person? 
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APPENDIX E 

 

STUDY 3 TWO-ITEM IMPORTANCE OF SOCIAL EVENT PLANNING 

MEASURE 

 

How important is coordinating successful social events to you? 
1 - Extremely Unimportant  
2 - Unimportant 
3 - Somewhat Unimportant 
4 - Neither Important nor Unimportant 
5 - Somewhat Important  
6 - Important 
7 - Extremely Important 
 

How important is it to you that parties you plan go well? 
1 - Extremely Unimportant 
2 - Unimportant 
3 - Somewhat Unimportant 
4 - Neither Important nor Unimportant 
5 - Somewhat Important  
6 - Important 
7 - Extremely Important 
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APPENDIX F 

 

STUDY 3 NEUTRAL LUNCH ORDERING QUESTIONS 

 

On a scale from 1 to 7, how easy did you imagine it would be for your {name of friend or 
acquaintance} to decide where to order lunch? 
1 - Extremely Difficult  
2 - Difficult 
3 - Slightly Difficult 
4 - Neither difficult nor easy  
5 - Slightly Easy  
6 - Easy  
7 - Extremely Easy 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how quickly did you imagine {name of friend or acquaintance} would 
make the decision about which restaurant to choose? 
1 - Extremely Slowly  
2 - Slowly 
3 - Somewhat Slowly 
4 - Neither quickly nor slowly 
5 - Somewhat quickly  
6 - Quickly 
7 - Extremely Quickly 
 

Which restaurant did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance} would choose? 
(A) - The one with great burgers 
(B) - The one with great salads and wraps 
(C) - The one with great deli sandwiches 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how satisfied did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance} 
would feel with the meal? 
1 - Extremely Dissatisfied  
2 - Dissatisfied 
3 - Slightly Dissatisfied 
4 - Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
5 - Slightly Satisfied  
6 - Satisfied 
7 - Extremely Satisfied 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how easy was it for you to visualize these events unfolding? 
1 - Extremely Difficult  
2 - Difficult  
3 - Slightly Difficult 



72 

4 - Neither easy nor difficult  
5 - Slightly Easy  
6 - Easy  
7 - Extremely Easy 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how confident and certain are you in your predictions about how these 
events would unfold? 
1 - Extremely Uncertain  
2 - Uncertain 
3 - Slightly Uncertain 
4 - Neither certain nor uncertain 
5 - Slightly Confident  
6 - Confident 
7 - Extremely Confident 
 
Think about {name of friend or acquaintance}’s behavior in the situation that you imagined. 
Overall, would you rate {name of friend or acquaintance}’s behavior as being particularly 
good/positive or bad/negative? 
1 - Extremely Negative Behavior 
2 - Negative Behavior 
3 - Slightly Negative Behavior 
4 - Totally Neutral Behavior - (Neither good nor bad) 
5 - Slightly Positive Behavior 
6 - Positive Behavior 
7 - Extremely Positive Behavior 
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APPENDIX G 

 

STUDY 3 BAD PAST BEHAVIOR QUESTIONS 

 

On a scale from 1 to 7, how much were you in charge of coordinating or organizing the event 
you recalled? 
1 - I was not at all in charge of coordinating/organizing the event  
2 3 4 5 6 
7- I was totally in charge of coordinating/organizing the event 
 
Were you present/at the event that you recalled? 
1 - Yes 2 – No 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how much did you care about the how well the event went that you 
recalled? 
1 - Did not care at all  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - Cared a lot 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how anxious do you remember feeling in the days or weeks leading up to 
the event about whether {name of friend or acquaintance} would arrive on time? 
1 - Not at all anxious  
2 3 4 5 6 
7- Extremely Anxious 
 
To the best of your memory, how much did you do or say leading up to the event to try to ensure 
that {name of friend or acquaintance} would arrive on time? 
1 - Very Little  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - A lot 
 
To the best of your memory, how much did you do or say leading up to the event to try to ensure 
that even if {name of friend or acquaintance} was late, it would not have a negative impact on 
the event? 
1 - Very Little  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - A lot 
 
How pleasant did you imagine finding the process of planning for the event? 
1 - Extremely Unpleasant  
2 - Unpleasant 
3 - Slightly Unpleasant 
4 - Neither pleasant or unpleasant 
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5 - Slightly pleasant  
6 - Pleasant 
7 - Extremely Pleasant 
 
Just as the event was going to begin, how anxious do you remember feeling about whether 
{name of friend or acquaintance}would arrive on time? 
1 - Not at all anxious  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely Anxious 
 
To the best of your memory, when did {name of friend or acquaintance} arrive at the event, 
compared to when {name of friend or acquaintance} was supposed to be there? 
(A) - 31 minutes or more before he/she was supposed to be there 
(B) - 10-30 minutes before he/she was supposed to be there 
(C) - 1-10 minutes before he/she was supposed to be there 
 
At the exact time he/she was supposed be there 
(A) - 1-10 minutes after he/she was supposed to be there 
(B) - 10-30 minutes after he/she was supposed to be there 
(C) - 31 minutes or more before he/she was supposed to be there 
 
To the best of your memory, how much of a negative impact did you feel that {name of friend or 
acquaintance}'s late arrival had on your personal enjoyment of the event? 
1 - No negative impact whatsoever  
2 3 4 5 6 
7- Extremely negative impact 
 
To the best of your memory, how much of a negative impact did you feel that 
{name of friend or acquaintance}'s late arrival had on the success of the event overall? 
1 - No negative impact whatsoever  
2 3 4 5 6 
7- Extremely negative impact 
 
To the best of your memory, how upset did you feel that {name of friend or acquaintance} was 
late? 
1 - No at all upset  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - Extremely upset 
 
To the best of your memory, how much of a negative impact did you feel that the overall 
behavior of {name of friend or acquaintance} had on the event? 
1 - No negative impact whatsoever  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely negative impact 
 



75 

To the best of your memory, how much of a positive impact did you feel that the overall 
behavior of {name of friend or acquaintance} had on the event? 
1 - No positive impact whatsoever  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely positive impact 
 
To the best of your memory, how successful was the event? 
1 - Extremely unsuccessful  
2 - Unsuccessful 
3 - Slightly Unsuccessful 
4 - Neither Successful nor Unsuccessful 
5 - Slightly Successful  
6 - Successful 
7 - Extremely Successful 
 
To the best of your memory, how pleasant did you personally find the event? 
1 - Extremely Unpleasant  
2 - Unpleasant 
3 - Slightly Unpleasant 
4 - Neither pleasant or unpleasant 
5 - Slightly pleasant  
6 - Pleasant 
7 - Extremely Pleasant 
 
To the best of your memory, how angry did you feel at {name of friend or acquaintance}? 
1 - Not at all angry  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - Extremely Angry 
 
Please rate how much you agree with the following statement: 
I was in control of whether or not the event was successful. 
1 - Strongly Disagree  
2 - Disagree 
3 - Slightly Disagree 
4 - Neither agree nor disagree  
5 - Slightly Agree  
6 - Agree  
7 - Strongly Agree 
 
How confident are you in the accuracy of your memory of the event? 
1 - Extremely uncertain  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely Confident 
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How easy was it for you to recall and visualize these events unfolding? 
1 - Extremely difficult  
2 - Difficult  
3 - Slightly Difficult 
4 - Neither easy nor difficult  
5 - Slightly Easy  
6 - Easy  
7 - Extremely easy 
 
Think about {name of friend or acquaintance}’s behavior in the situation that you remembered. 
Overall, would you rate {name of friend or acquaintance}’s behavior as being particularly 
good/positive or bad/negative? 
1 - Extremely negative behavior 
2 - Negative behavior 
3 - Slightly negative behavior 
4 - Neither negative nor positive behavior 
5 - Slightly Positive behavior 
6 - Positive Behavior 
7 - Extremely positive behavior 
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APPENDIX H 

 

STUDY 3 NEGATIVE SURPRISE PARTY QUESTIONS 

 

On a scale from 1 to 7, how much did you imagine that you would care about the how well the 
party went? 
1 - Not at all  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - Very much 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how anxious did you imagine that you would feel in the 3 weeks leading 
up to the party about whether {name of friend or acquaintance} would arrive on time? 
1 - Not at all anxious  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely Anxious 
 
How much did you imagine you would do or say to ensure that {name of friend or acquaintance} 
would arrive on time at the event? 
1 - Very little  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - A lot 
 
How much did you imagine you would do to ensure that even if {name of friend or 
acquaintance} was late, it would not have a negative impact on the event? 
1 - Very little  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - A lot 
 
How pleasant did you imagine that you would find the process of planning for the party? 
1 - Extremely unpleasant  
2 - Unpleasant 
3 - Slightly unpleasant 
4 - Neither pleasant nor unpleasant 
5 - Slightly pleasant  
6 - Pleasant 
7 - Extremely Pleasant 
 
On a scale from 1 to 7, how anxious did you imagine that you would feel on the night of the 
party about whether {name of friend or acquaintance} would arrive on time? 
1 - Not at all anxious  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely Anxious 
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When did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance} would arrive at the event, 
compared to when the guest of honor arrived? 
(A) - 31 minutes or more before the guest of honor arrived 
(B) - 10-30 minutes before the guest of honor arrived 
(C) - 1-10 minutes before the guest of honor arrived 
(D) - At about the same minute the guest of honor arrived 
(E) - 1-10 minutes after the guest of honor arrived 
(F) - 10-30 minutes after the guest of honor arrived. 
(G) - 31 minutes or more after the guest of honor arrived. 
 
How late did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance} would arrive at the event, 
compared to when you asked {name of friend or acquaintance}to be there? 
(A) - 31 minutes or more before I asked him/her to be there 
(B) - 10-30 minutes before I asked him/her to be there 
(C) - 1-10 minutes before I asked him/her to be there 
(D) - At the exact time I asked him/her to be there 
(E) - 1-10 minutes after I asked him/her to be there 
(F) - 10-30 minutes after I asked him/her to be there 
(G) - 31 minutes or more after I asked him/her to be there 
 
How surprised did you imagine that the guest of honor would be at the moment when he/she 
walked into the party? 
1 - Not at all surprised - he/she had been completely tipped off  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 – Completely Surprised (he/she had no idea!) 
 
How much of a negative impact did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance}'s late 
arrival would have on your personal enjoyment of the evening?  (ASKED CONDITIONALLY: IF 

PARTICIPANT IMAGINED THE FRIEND ARRIVING LATE) 
1 - No negative impact at all  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely negative impact 
 
How much of a negative impact did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance}'s late 
arrival would have on the degree to which the guest of honor was truly surprised (instead of 
being tipped off)? (ASKED CONDITIONALLY: IF PARTICIPANT IMAGINED THE FRIEND 

ARRIVING LATE) 
1 - No negative impact at all  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 – Extremely negative impact 
 
How much of a negative impact did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance}'s late 
arrival would have on the success of the party overall?  (ASKED CONDITIONALLY: IF 

PARTICIPANT IMAGINED THE FRIEND ARRIVING LATE) 
1 - No negative impact at all  
2 3 4 5 6 
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7 - Extremely negative impact 
 
How much of a negative impact did you imagine that {name of friend or acquaintance}'s late 
arrival would have on the mood of the guest of honor and the other guests?  (ASKED 

CONDITIONALLY: IF PARTICIPANT IMAGINED THE FRIEND ARRIVING LATE) 
1 - No negative impact at all  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely negative impact 
 
How upset did you imagine you would feel that {name of friend or acquaintance} was late?  
(ASKED CONDITIONALLY: IF PARTICIPANT IMAGINED THE FRIEND ARRIVING LATE) 

1 - Not at all upset  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely Upset 
 
How much of a negative impact did you imagine that the overall behavior of {name of friend or 
acquaintance} would have on the event? 
1 - No negative impact whatsoever  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely negative impact 
 
How much of a positive impact did you imagine that the overall behavior of {name of friend or 
acquaintance} would have on the event? 
1 - No positive impact whatsoever  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely positive impact 
 
How successful did you imagine that the moment of surprise would be? 
1 - Extremely unsuccessful  
2 - Unsuccessful 
3 - Slightly Unsuccessful 
4 - Neither Successful nor Unsuccessful 
5 - Slightly Successful  
6 - Successful 
7 - Extremely Successful 
 
How successful did you imagine that the event overall would be? 
1 - Extremely unsuccessful  
2 - Unsuccessful 
3 - Slightly Unsuccessful 
4 - Neither Successful nor Unsuccessful 
5 - Slightly Successful  
6 - Successful 
7 - Extremely Successful 
 
How pleasant did you imagine that you would personally find the event overall? 
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1 - Extremely Unpleasant  
2 - Unpleasant 
3 - Slightly Unpleasant 
4 - Neither pleasant or unpleasant 
5 - Slightly pleasant  
6 - Pleasant 
7 - Extremely Pleasant 
 
How angry did you imagine that you would feel at {name of friend or acquaintance}on the night 
of the event? 
1 - Not at all angry  
2 3 4 5 6  
7 - Extremely Angry 
 
Please rate how much you agree with the following statement: 
I would be in control of how well the event went. 
1 - Strongly Disagree  
2 - Disagree 
3 - Slightly Disagree 
4 - Neither agree nor disagree  
5 - Slightly Agree  
6 - Agree  
7 - Strongly Agree 
 
How confident and certain are you in all your predictions about how this event would go? 
1 - Extremely uncertain  
2 3 4 5 6 
7 - Extremely Confident 
 
How easy was it for you to visualize these events unfolding? 
1 - Extremely Difficult  
2 - Difficult 
3 - Slightly Difficult 
4 - Neither difficult nor easy  
5 - Slightly Easy  
6 - Easy  
7 - Extremely Easy 
 
Think about {name of friend or acquaintance}’s behavior in the situation that you imagined. 
Overall, would you rate {name of friend or acquaintance}’s behavior as being particularly 
good/positive or bad/negative? 
1 - Extremely negative  
2 - Negative 
3 - Slightly negative 
4 - Totally Neutral Behavior – Neither positive nor negative  
5 - Slightly positive  
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6 - Positive 
7 - Extremely Positive 
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APPENDIX I 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVALS 

 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 2/14/2011 
 
To: Erin Sparks [sparks@psy.fsu.edu]  
 
Address: 1107 W. Call Street, Department of Psychology 
Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Partner Work and Personality 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
research proposal referenced above has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Committee at its 
meeting on 01/12/2011. Your project was approved by the Committee. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 1/11/2012 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, 
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federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Joyce Ehrlinger, Advisor [ehrlinger@psy.fsu.edu] 
HSC No. 2010.5634 
 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 2/21/2012 
 
To: Erin Sparks [sparks@psy.fsu.edu]  
 
Address: 1107 W. Call Street, Department of Psychology 
Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research 
Partner Work and Personality 
 
Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 
approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed by 
2/13/2013, you are must request renewed approval by the Committee. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your renewal request, the approved stamped 
consent form is attached to this re-approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form 
may be used in recruiting of research subjects. You are reminded that any change in protocol for 
this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the 
proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted 
for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 
Investigator promptly report in writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving 
risks to research subjects or others. 
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By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor are 
reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in their department. They are advised to review the protocols as often as 
necessary to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 
with DHHS regulations. 
 
Cc: Joyce Ehrlinger, Advisor [ehrlinger@psy.fsu.edu] 
HSC No. 2011.7527 
 

The Florida State University 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 3/21/2013 
 
To: Erin Sparks [sparks@psy.fsu.edu]  
 
Address: 1107 W. Call Street, Department of Psychology 
Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research 
Partner Work and Personality 
 
Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 
approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed by 
3/12/2014, you are must request renewed approval by the Committee. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your renewal request, the approved stamped 
consent form is attached to this re-approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form 
may be used in recruiting of research subjects. You are reminded that any change in protocol for 
this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the 
proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted 
for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 
Investigator promptly report in writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving 
risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor are 
reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in their department. They are advised to review the protocols as often as 
necessary to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 
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with DHHS regulations. 
 
Cc: [] 
HSC No. 2013.9744 
 
 
The Florida State University 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 2/15/2013 
 
To: Erin Sparks [sparks@psy.fsu.edu]  
 
Address: 1107 W. Call Street, Department of Psychology 
Dept.: PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Personality and Behavior 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR Â§ 
46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 2/14/2014 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
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the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, 
federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Joyce Ehrlinger, Advisor 
HSC No. 2013.9909 
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APPENDIX J 

 

IRB CONSENT FORM 
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