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Abstract 
	Automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (the things people do to modify the emotions of those they interact with without awareness of what they do to cause such changes) was explored in the present thesis in 6 empirical studies. Study 1 found that people report using more strategies to improve someone else’s emotions in an automatic way with people they feel close to. Studies 2a and 2b indicated that participants primed to worsen the emotions of someone else behaved in a way that suggested they tried to worsen someone else’s emotions in comparison to participants who were not primed. Furthermore, studies 2a, 2b and 2c suggest that having an explicit goal to worsen the emotions of another person mediates the effect of the prime.  In study 3, a measure of self-control depletion during the working day was developed in the hope to have an instrument that would help researchers to identify people who were depleted of self-control (as the literature suggest that people who are depleted of self-control are more likely to act automatically). Nevertheless, it was not possible to identify self-control depletion from this new measure (as observed in the scores of participants on a Stroop task). Thus, the further exploration between self-control depletion and automatic interpersonal emotion regulation could not be carried out. Instead, Study 4 was conducted, to explore the association between cognitive load and automatic interpersonal emotion regulation. The results suggest that participants under high cognitive load exerted less effort to regulate someone else’s emotions, that self-control depletion and high cognitive load made participants less aware of using IER strategies and also influenced their levels of intention to use IER  (by decreasing them). Overall, these studies suggest that AIER exists and that it is possible to study it empirically.
Summary 
Interpersonal emotion regulation (hereafter, “IER”) refers to the things that people do to modify the emotions of others. Several aspects of IER have been studied such as the different strategies used to modify someone else’s emotions and the aims that people pursue when engaging in IER. However, the extent to which people regulate someone else’s emotions automatically (with little or no awareness, intention and/or effort) has not been explored much. Therefore, this thesis concerns automatic IER (hereafter, “AIER”). AIER refers to the things that people do aimed at modifying or influencing the emotions of those they interact with, without awareness of what they are doing to cause such an influence or the intentionality of such behaviour.  Six empirical studies were conducted to explore how AIER can be measured and the circumstances under which AIER occurs. 
Study 1 explored whether people are more likely to use improving (making someone feel better) or worsening  (making someone feel worse) forms of AIER when interacting with people that they feel close to and with people that they do not feel close to.  A self-report questionnaire found that participants reported using improving forms of AIER with close others. Participants also reported using both improving and worsening forms of IER, in a less automatic way with people with whom they are not close to.
Studies 2a, 2b and 2c used a priming paradigm in a series of experiments in an attempt to elicit AIER. After, subjects were given the option to choose between improving or worsening the emotions of someone else. These three studies found that it was possible to prime participants to worsen the emotions of others, but that the success of the prime depended upon the subject choosing the goal of worsening the emotions of someone else and the context of where the regulation occurred (i.e. a fictional context or a familiar context). 
Study 3 investigated an alternative means of studying AIER by investigating whether IER occurs even when peoples’ self-control resources are depleted. Previous research has established that the exertion of self-control leads to a state of ego-depletion (a temporary impairment of self-control) that reduces peoples’ willingness or ability to regulate emotion in a controlled way. Following this idea, study 3 examined whether exerting self-control during the day leads to a state of ego-depletion, as measured by performance on a Stroop task. If ego-depletion could be detected then it would be possible to study whether depleted people are more or less likely to use AIER, as automaticity of behaviour has been linked to poor self-control. Unfortunately, Study 3 found no effect of reported use of self-control on the Stroop task, suggesting that the measure did not accurately reflect use of self-control and, thus, it was not possible to examine whether the use of self-control was associated with the use of AIER. 
Study 4 focused on a different way to examine AIER by manipulating cognitive load to see whether doing so influenced the likelihood that people would use more automatic forms of IER when interacting with a potential romantic partner (during a speed dating event). Results showed that participants exerted less effort to use IER when under high cognitive load (as compared to participants under low cognitive load), and, that regulatory depletion (caused by a consecutive use of IER) may have made participants under cognitive load less aware of using IER and less likely to intentionally try to make their dates feel better. These findings suggest that cognitive load has an effect on the use of IER. Specifically that it increases the likelihood of people being less aware of using IER, reduces the effort required to use IER and reduces the frequency of engaging in less intentional forms of IER. This could indicate that people rely more on automatic forms of IER when under high cognitive load, especially if they are depleted of their regulatory resources.
From the findings of these six studies it is concluded that AIER happens and that it can be observed empirically using different methods. Also, that there are circumstances that render people more likely to engage in AIER, such as being under high cognitive load. The methods presented in this thesis could potentially help researchers further investigate different aspects of AIER, such as in which kind of relationships it occurs, how to instigate IER unobtrusively, and the circumstances under which it occurs. Nevertheless, more work is needed to fully understand AIER, such as the motives behind it, and whether it is beneficial or detrimental to people’s lives and relationships.
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CHAPTER 1
Conceptual foundations of automatic interpersonal emotion regulation


1.1 Introduction
	In everyday life people are exposed to situations that may potentially elicit emotions. People might have a stressful work meeting, attend their child’s first school performance, or simply watch a very sad film, to name some examples. During situations like this people may need to control or change the way they feel or express their emotions, referred to as emotion regulation (ER). For example, a driver might control her anger by refraining from shouting at someone overtaking her when she is at a corner. People engage in ER for many reasons, they could use ER to react appropriately in a given context (e.g. avoid crying in public or smiling when receiving a gift that one does not like), or to promote pleasure and avoid pain (e.g. looking away during the disturbing scenes of a horror film) (Gross, 1998; Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000). 
Individuals can regulate their emotions in a variety of ways. From shifting their attention to avoid exposure to an undesired situation (e.g. Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997) to thinking of a situation in a different way to make it less threatening, unpleasant or distressing (Gross & John, 2003b), or even by modulating body responses like the way one breathes to reduce worrying about a particular event (Arch & Craske, 2006). ER can occur under the person’s awareness – termed controlled emotion regulation (CER) (e.g. breathing deeply to soothe angry feelings); and ER that happens without the person’s awareness - termed automatic or implicit emotion regulation (AER) (e.g., walking away from a market stall with rotting fish to avoid feeling disgust, without awareness of what is being done to avoid such disgust). Furthermore, ER can occur within the person – termed intrapersonal emotion regulation (e.g. listening to a song one likes to enhance one’s emotions) (see Koole, 2009, for a review); or between individuals – termed interpersonal emotion regulation (IER) (e.g., soothing a child who has burst into tears to try to make him feel better).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Throughout this thesis the acronym IER will refer to interpersonal emotion regulation as intrapersonal emotion regulation was not investigated.] 

Although research into ER has been increasing rapidly (Gross, 2013; Koole, 2009), most of it focuses on controlled and intrapersonal forms of ER. The little research that has investigated IER (interpersonal emotion regulation) has focused mostly on controlled IER (see Niven, Totterdell, & Holman, 2009; Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999, for an overview). The present thesis distinguishes itself by attempting to investigate automatic forms of interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER). AIER strategies are the things that people do to modify the emotions of others without awareness, intention and/or effort to do something to elicit those changes. The AIER strategies that this thesis explores have the purpose of changing another person’s emotions. Thus, this thesis would talk about, for example, chewing with an open mouth to annoy someone else but would not include chewing with an open mouth when it is a habitual behaviour that does not have the purpose of regulating someone else’s emotions. 
Several empirical studies have suggested the presence of automaticity in IER (e.g., Coan, Schaefer, & Davidson, 2006; Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2003; Hafner & IJzerman, 2011) but there is currently no consensus on the best way to elicit and measure AIER. This thesis aims to develop a systematic way to elicit and measure AIER and to investigate the factors that predict or are associated with the use of AIER. Studying AIER should provide a better understanding of interpersonal relationships by explaining: why people engage in AIER, which IER strategies tend to be more automatic (i.e. improving someone else's emotions, worsening someone else's emotions), the conditions in which IER is more likely to be performed automatically (i.e. after having previously exerted self-control, under cognitive load, with close others, with strangers) and how to identify AIER. This holds the promise of improving relationships and well-being in general.
The present chapter describes the basic concepts necessary to understand AIER. The chapter then outlines how the automaticity of ER has been studied and describes the methodology that this thesis uses to explore AIER. The basic questions investigated in this thesis are then introduced and finally the content of the thesis is briefly described. 
1.2 Emotion regulation 
To first understand what ER is, it is necessary to explain what is being regulated, thus to understand what emotions[footnoteRef:2] are. Emotions are multifaceted, whole-body responses that involve coordinated changes in the domains of subjective experience, neurological activation, attention processes, cognitive appraisals (i.e. interpretations of an emotionally arousing event), behaviour and peripheral physiology (Mauss, Bunge, & Gross, 2007; Thompson, 1994). Emotions can be differentiated from moods by their duration (emotions are shorter than moods), their intensity (emotions are more intense than moods), but mainly due to the of the presence of a goal (emotions are goal directed whereas moods tend not to) (Moors, 2010). Emotions have a goal component as they originate when a person sees a situation that is relevant to his or her goals. For example, a student might get a good grade and feel happy because she had the goal of raising her grades to enter a good university (Gross & Thompson, 2007). The present thesis will focus on emotions only, given the fact that they have an intentional component (a goal), and the topic of study in the present thesis, AIER, implies engaging in intentional behaviour to modify or regulate the emotions of someone else in an automatic way. [2:  Affect and emotion will be used interchangeably throughout this thesis.] 

This thesis considers emotions as dimensional (including two or more dimensions, like valence and arousal (Lang, Greenwald, Bradley, & Hamm, 1993; Posner, Russell, & Peterson, 2005; Russell, 1980; Talarico & Rubin, 2009). On the valence dimension, emotions cause changes in many aspects of people's bodies and minds and these changes can be generally interpreted as positive or negative; giving rise respectively to positive and negative experiences of emotion (Fredrickson, 2004; Ortony & Turner, 1990). Negative emotions refer to emotions which are believed as non-desired, to be avoided, considered as undesirable behaviour and, experienced as unpleasant, for example, sadness, anger and fear (Green, 1992). On the other hand, positive emotions refer to emotions believed as desired, to be approached, considered desirable behaviour and experienced as pleasant states, for example, joy (Green, 1992). On the arousal dimension emotional experiences range from calming or soothing to agitating or exciting. Although many researchers have seen emotions as portraying pleasant or unpleasant states that are approached or avoided, in many cases unpleasant emotions serve as vehicles to attain goals (Tamir, 2009). For example, Tamir and Ford (2012), showed that participants preferred experiencing unpleasant emotions when having the goal to confront someone. To sum up, even though emotions have been generally categorised as positive and negative, it is important to keep in mind that disregarding the valence, emotions can help people reach a goal, becoming useful or positive for people's aims. Emotions are important as they may inform people about the progress that they have made towards their goals and signal where attention is needed (Carver & Scheier, 1990). For example, if someone experiences unpleasant emotions (feels unhappy) about his eating habits, this could be telling him that more work needs to be done to reach the goal of eating healthily. 
Having explained what is being regulated it is now possible to have an operational definition of ER. Many researchers have provided different definitions of ER but for the purpose of this thesis emotion regulation is defined as the changes in any aspect of people’s emotional states (e.g. occurrence, valence, arousal, duration, approach/avoidance) that can happen at any point from the person’s total awareness to the person’s total lack of awareness (Gross & Thompson, 2007; Koole, 2009). When regulating emotions, people can regulate the intake of emotionally arousing information, they can alter the interpretation of emotionally eliciting events (e.g. by thinking that sweating before teaching a class is normal), or can enhance accessibility to coping resources (e.g. calling a friend to provide company) (Thompson, 1994). For example, if people perceive a situation as dangerous they might behave in a cautious or evasive manner and probably experience body signs of alert (e.g. sweating, palpitations, etc.).
	1.2.1 How is emotion regulated?	
 	The regulation of emotions is done in numerous ways. People can smoke a cigarette to decrease anxiety, pet their dog after a tiring day, or put on headphones to avoid listening to an unpleasant conversation. ER therefore involves attempting to evoke some kind of increment, decrement or maintenance of the experience of emotions (Gross, 2013; Gross & Thompson, 2007; Koole, 2009). In this thesis the decrement of negative and positive emotions will be referred to as down-regulation of negative and positive emotions respectively (e.g. watching a comedy program to feel better or breathing deeply and slowly to avoid laughing out loud in an inappropriate situation). The increment of negative and positive emotions will be referred to as up-regulation of negative and positive emotions respectively (e.g. over criticising oneself for a committed mistake or buying a desired item as a reward for an accomplished goal). When ER is aimed at worsening (making feel bad) the emotions of a person it will be referred as worsening ER, while enhancing ER (making the person feel good) will be referred as improving ER. 
	 When people experience an emotion as negative, it is likely they will try to down-regulate it (Gross, Richards, & John, 2006), but sometimes people maintain negative states, especially during psychopathological processes such as depression. For example, (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2000) reported rumination (which refers to the persistent thinking and attention to the symptoms of one's distress) to be a predictor of depressive disorders. Increments in emotional responses have also been explored. For example, Schmeichel, Demaree, Robinson, and Pu (2006) manipulated the disgust reactions of people watching a disgust-inducing film clip. They asked participants to exaggerate their disgust and noticed that such exaggeration caused participants to reduce their cognitive fluency (as measured by their verbal fluency).
	Increments, maintenance and decrements of the emotion experience can be achieved using a wide number of strategies. Some example strategies that are aimed at up-regulating and/or down-regulating positive emotions include savoring which refers to focusing on positive aspects of the past, future or present to maintain and/or up-regulate positive emotions; capitalising which refers to strategies used to up-regulate positive emotion such a celebrating and sharing; or dampening, which refers to focusing on negative thoughts to down-regulate positive affect (Carl, Soskin, Kerns, & Barlow, 2013). On the other hand, rumination is an example of an ER strategy aimed at up-regulating or maintaining negative emotions (Nolen-Hoeksema, Wisco, & Lyubomirsky, 2008). Most ER strategies however do not exclusively serve the increment or decrement of positive or negative emotions. For example, reappraisal or changing the way one thinks about a potentially emotional-eliciting event (e.g. thinking of talking in public as a rehearsal instead of the real event in order to decrease anxiety) can be used either to improve one's affect or to worsen one's affect (Gruber, Hay, & Gross, 2014). More detail of different ER strategies and the way they have been classified is provided next.
1.2.2 Classification of emotion regulation strategies
Many strategies to regulate one’s emotions have been identified. People can use reappraisal which is a form of cognitive change that involves construing a potentially emotion-eliciting situation in a way that decreases its emotional impact (e.g., Goldin, McRae, Ramel, & Gross, 2008; Gross, 1998; Gross & John, 2003b; Ochsner, Bunge, Gross, & Gabrieli, 2002; Richards, Butler, & Gross, 2003; Richards & Gross, 2000), self-distraction (e.g. Kalisch, Wiech, Herrmann, & Dolan, 2006; Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999b; Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998; Sheppes, Catran, & Meiran, 2009), attentional deployment to shift attention away or towards the emotional response (e.g. Ferri, Schmidt, Hajcak, & Canli, 2013; Johnson, 2009; Urry, 2010), and suppression (e.g. Butler et al., 2003; Gross & Levenson, 1993; Hofmann, Heering, Sawyer, & Asnaani, 2009; Levesque, Copeland, & Sutcliffe, 2006; Richards et al., 2003), to name some.
Literature on ER has classified ER strategies according to different criteria, for example, Koole (2009) uses a classification according to the psychological function of ER. He talks about three functions: the need-directed function (aimed at decreasing the negative and increasing the positive level of the emotion), the goal-directed function (aimed at pursuing a desirable emotional state) and the person-directed function (which focuses on the needs, goals, motives and other self-aspects of the person). Within each of these functions an individual can engage in ER behaviours at an attentional level (turning attention away or towards the emotional stimulus), at a knowledge level (where the person thinks in an evaluative manner of an emotional situation) or body level (which refers to the changes that can be made in the bodily manifestations of emotion) (Koole, 2009). For example, in the need-directed function, an attentional level ER strategy would be attentional avoidance (directing one’s attention away from the emotional situation); in the knowledge level, relevant strategies would include cognitive dissonance reduction (reduction in the feeling of discomfort caused by conflictive attitudes, beliefs or behaviours) or motivated reasoning (the influence motives have on perceptions, attitudes and attributions); and in the body level, stress-induced eating would be relevant. 
Another widely-used classification of ER strategies bases its classification on the stage at which the emotion is regulated in its development. Gross's, process model of emotion regulation (2002) broadly classifies ER regulation into antecedent focused ER, which includes the 1) selection of the situation, 2) the modification of the situation, 3) attentional deployment and, 4) cognitive change; or response focused emotion regulation which includes 5) the modulation of the emotional response. Antecedent focused ER strategies occur before the emotion has been completely activated. One antecedent focused ER strategy would be reappraisal, which is used before something provokes an emotional reaction in the person. For example, people who are afraid of dentists might think in advance that they are going for a simple procedure, in order to prevent feelings of fear from happening. In contrast, response focused ER strategies occur when the emotion has already been activated. Using the same going to the dentist situation, people might try to hide their feelings of fear to avoid the dentist noticing they are terrified. This model is particularly useful as it allows researchers to investigate which strategies are more effective (for a review see Webb, Miles, & Sheeran, 2012), with a tendency of antecedent-focused strategies as being more effective than response-focused strategies (Gross, 1998; Gross & John, 2003b), particularly, cognitive change strategies (e.g. reappraisal) (Webb et al., 2012).
Another broad way of classifying ER is into strategies designed to improve versus those designed to worsen emotions. (Niven et al., 2009) proposed and validated a classification of IER strategies (strategies people use to modify the emotions of someone else) in which, at the broadest level of abstraction, classified strategies into improving and worsening IER depending on whether the motive behind the use of the IER strategy was to improve or to worsen the other person's feelings (e.g. making time for someone or being unfriendly toward someone, respectively). This classification will be discussed in more detail in the section on IER.  
1.3 Automatic emotion regulation (or implicit emotion regulation)
One broad classification that can include pretty much every kind of ER is to place ER strategies on a continuum that goes from automatic to controlled processes (Gyurak, Gross, & Etkin, 2011). In Bargh's (1994) work The four horsemen of automaticity, he describes automatic processes as processes that occur without the person’s awareness, control, intention, and which require little or no effort to be carried out. Bargh proposes that a person can be unaware of the process itself, of the way it is interpreted, and/or of the influence it has on the person’s thought, perception, and/or behaviour. The control feature refers to the person’s incapacity to stop the mental process, either its onset, development and/or completion (Bargh, 1994). An automatic process occurs without the person’s intention, nevertheless, intentions can be triggered outside of conscious awareness (Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-chai, Barndollar, & Trotschel, 2001). The final feature of an automatic process for Bargh refers to its efficiency, meaning that the automatic process does not depend upon limited attentional resources. By contrast, in explicit or controlled emotion regulation (CER), people are aware of the environmental cues that initiate an emotional response, the emotions they are experiencing, and the effect of the regulation on these emotions and on their behaviour (Gyurak et al., 2011). Although these four features define an automatic process, there is no consensus among researchers as to whether all these features need to be present or not. Even Bargh and Williams (2007) acknowledge that these features may or may not co-occur in an all-or-none fashion and recommend that researchers focus on the features of most interest to them. These aspects being the defining features of automatic processes, Bargh and Williams (2007) also propose that they would likely be present in AER; although they mention that AER might not necessarily function in the same way as other automatic cognitive phenomenon (e.g. stereotypes, attitudes), and would most likely have its own particular automatic ways of working. Thus, considering these four aspects the features of AER; in the present thesis, AER is described as any process that operates without the need of conscious supervision or explicit intentions, which is relatively effortless, and which is aimed at modifying the exposure to, processing of, duration, and/or response to an emotionally evocative event (Williams, Bargh, Nocera, & Gray, 2009). 
Some researchers argue that AER presents more advantages to the individual than CER because it is adaptive and can help self-regulation by relying on automatic processes that free the individual from his/her conscious concerns about the surrounding environment (Bargh & Williams, 2006). One example showing that AER can be adaptive and help control negative emotions is the work conducted by Mauss, Cook, and Gross (2007). In two experiments Mauss and colleagues found that participants primed to control their emotions via the Scrambled sentence task (Srull & Wyer, 1979)[footnoteRef:3] (by unscrambling sentences including words like restrains, stable, and covered), reported less anger when provoked (asked to count backwards by 7 or 13s from 18652 while being interrupted multiple times and given negative feedback) than participants primed with emotion expression (by unscrambling sentences including words like impulsive, volatile, and boiled). Mauss and colleagues observed that participants in the emotion control group reported less anger than participants in the emotion expression condition. Furthermore, participants in the emotion control group did not present maladaptive cardiovascular responding (e.g. increased sympathetic activation, threat pattern of physiological responding), which suggests that AER helped participants to control their anger without negative consequences. Repressive coping (an AER strategy that consists in directing attention away from negative affective experiences) has shown to be adaptive as well. Coifman, Bonanno, Ray, and Gross (2007) found that repressive coping helped people deal with strong aversive events (e.g. death of a spouse) and was also associated to less symptoms of psychopathology, less somatic complaints and  better social adjustment than in people who did not use repressive coping. [3:  The Scrambled Sentence Task (SST), developed by Srull and Wyer (1979) is a priming instrument that consists on unscrambling sentences that include words a researcher wants to elicit in his/her participants (e.g. if a researcher wanted to elicit shame, words like embarrassment, guilt, remorse, could be included in the scrambled sentences). The words included in the SST would later affect the behavior of the participant in an unobtrusive or automatic way (without the person’s conscious intention and/or control).] 

On the other hand, some researchers have found that AER can be maladaptive. Shedler, Mayman, and Manis (1993) found that people judged as mentally distressed by professional clinicians but who used defensive denial[footnoteRef:4] to present themselves as mentally healthy when answering standard mental health scales (the Eysenck Neuroticism Scale and the Beck Depression Inventory) presented more implicit signs of anxiety (e.g. stammering) and more cardiovascular responding when exposed to psychological stressors (solving arithmetic calculations, telling stories in response to the Thematic Apperception Test, and responding to a phrase association test). Some researchers have also identified that people with avoidant attachment styles (people that avoid engaging in close emotional relationships) have developed the capacity to automatically inhibit negative emotional impulses, but this capacity comes with a cost for the person: affecting his/her personal relationships, his/her recognition of her/his own emotions, his/her problem solving skills (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). For example, in a study conducted by Dozier and Kobak (1992), participants with an avoidant attachment style who were asked to recall distressing child events (i.e. separation, loss), expressed few negative feelings but showed high physiological responding (as measured by their skin conductance). In short, understanding which emotion regulation strategies can improve the individual’s life when used automatically could have important implications for mental and physical health, as well as for our understanding of social relationships. [4:  Shedler and colleagues suggest that people high in defensiveness have little awareness of their feelings, suppressing negative emotions to present themselves as psychologically healthy.] 

The extent to which people engage in AER and/or get healthy outcomes from using AER may depend on individual differences or on the mental health of the person. Schmeichel and Demaree (2010) found that participants high in working memory capacity (WMC) engaged more easily in AER. They asked participants to solve an alleged emotional intelligence test and were provided with negative feedback. Schmeichel and Demaree found that the affect of participants who scored high in a WMC measure did not decrease when they received negative feedback, while the affect of participants low in WMC did, suggesting that participants high in WMC spontaneously engaged in emotion regulation strategies to improve their affect. In another study by Jostmann, Koole, Van Der Wulp, and Fockenberg (2005), participants with action orientation approaches (i.e., those that intuitively promote affect regulation and action) showed less negative affect in response to a priming task that consisted of subliminally showing angry faces to participants on screen, in comparison with participants with state-oriented approaches (i.e., those that inhibit affect regulation and action). DeWall et al. (2011) found in a series of studies that people low in depression as well as people high in self-esteem automatically improved their negative affect when experiencing acute exclusion. Thus, the adaptive or maladaptive consequences of engaging in AER might not only depend on the type of AER strategy the person uses, but also on the personal characteristics of each individual, such as WMC, action orientation styles and mental health.
Although it is useful to distinguish between controlled and automatic ER strategies, these two poles should not be treated in an exclusive way since there are some cases in which ER may contain elements of both, if not simultaneously, and in which the same ER strategy can be used both automatically and in a controlled manner. For example, reappraisal has been used as both a CER and AER strategy. Ochsner et al. (2002) used reappraisal as a form of controlled emotion regulation. They asked participants to decrease, maintain or increase their emotional reactions using this strategy while watching emotion-eliciting pictures. Ochsner and colleagues (2002) observed that reappraisal decreased the participant’s subjective experience of negative emotion. Through the use of fMRI, they also observed that specific areas of the brain became active while reappraising (the lateral and medial prefrontal regions). In another study, Williams et al. (2009) also studied reappraisal, only that they used it as both a CER and an AER strategy. They used the Scrambled Sentence Task to prime one third of their participants with the goal to reappraise. Another third of participants was explicitly told to reappraise and the rest were given no instructions. They then exposed all participants to a stressful task (preparing a 3-minute oral speech) and measured their heart rate variability (HRV)[footnoteRef:5]. They found that both the explicit and the priming group had significantly less HRV than the non-instructed participants, indicating primed participants experienced less distress than the control participants. The studies by Ochsner et al. (2002) and Williams et al. (2009) exemplify that some ER strategies can work in both automatic and controlled ways.  [5:  HRV is a measure of physiological reactivity that has an effect on emotion regulation, thus helping researchers monitor emotion regulation processes (Mauss, Cook, et al., 2007).] 

How people make use of AER in their lives seems to be linked to different factors. For example, habits might promote the use of automatic forms of emotion regulation. Bargh, Chen, and Burrows (1996) suggested that if a person consistently behaves in the same form in response to a situation, that response should become automatically associated with that situation. This principle may be applied to emotion regulation behaviour too. Children, for example, start using ER strategies from a very early age (Calkins, 2004), thus, the frequent use of a specific forms of ER could end up in an automation of that behaviour (Bargh & Williams, 2007). For example, if someone encounters a person that behaves in a rude manner all the time, that person may think that it is not worth feeling bad about this rudeness, then this ER strategy (changing the way one thinks about a situation) may become more automatic the more the person uses it. Similarly, being in a state of ego depletion (“a temporary reduction in the self’s capacity or willingness to engage in volitional action caused by prior exercise of volition”, Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, and Tice (1998, p. 1253) might also influence the use of AER. People who have expended this resource or that are low in self-control are more likely to act according to impulses, to rely on heuristics, on effortless processes and associative mental representations (Hofmann, Friese, & Strack, 2009; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). To sum up, people may engage in ER in an automatic way, varying the amounts of effort, awareness, intention and/or efficiency they exert when modifying their emotions, and this AER could be adaptive or maladaptive depending on the personal characteristics of each individual, as well as on the person’s mental health. Furthermore, habitually using certain ER strategies throughout life or being in a state of ego depletion could also make people more likely to engage in AER.
1.4 Interpersonal emotion regulation (or extrinsic emotion regulation)
While it is true that emotions are experienced at a personal level, it is undeniable that a social component plays a paramount part in the way people interpret, feel, and communicate emotions. For example, observing someone’s emotional expression provides information about the situation (e.g. someone expressing fear could indicate there is a dangerous situation to be avoided). Experiencing pleasure from the misfortune of someone else or schadenfreude is another example of how emotions have an interpersonal ingredient. Emotions also provide information on how to respond to people, seeing someone cry might elicit a comforting response (for a review of the social psychology of emotions see Parkinson, 2011). This social component of emotions may also affect ER, as mentioned in the introduction of this chapter, ER may occur within the person – that is, people control their own emotions (termed intrapersonal or intrinsic emotion regulation) – or between people – that is, people influence someone else’s emotions (termed interpersonal emotion regulation or IER). Kappas (2011) argues that ER has an interpersonal component because it is influenced by social processes. He observed that people (especially children) might not be able to regulate their emotions all the time and that the help of adults is useful in these cases. In the present thesis, IER is defined as the process of purposely influencing the internal affective states of another person (Niven et al., 2009).
	In the same way as there are multiple forms of regulating one’s emotions, the strategies used to regulate someone else’s emotions can also vary greatly. For example, Vangelisti, Daly, and Rudnick (1991) studied the use of guilt as an IER strategy. They found that behaviours that make the other person feel guilty increase in number as the relationship becomes more intimate. Neuman and Baron (1998) studied aggression in the work place (efforts to harm others with whom one works or has worked), and they identified that most of them were not physical assaults but involved some kind of verbal or symbolic aggression (e.g. ostracism). Kahn (1993) studied caregiving in institutions (e.g. churches, hospital, schools) and identified eight behavioural dimensions of caregiving that encompass many different actions (e.g. welcome other, maintain respectful tones, speak warmly, nod encouragingly). It was also identified that these behaviours influenced the emotions of the care seeker by making him/her feel cared for and about. Francis, Monahan, and Berger (1999)  explored the use of humour as a means of managing interpersonal emotions in medical institutions, finding that humour was used to enhance the emotions of people involved in medical interactions. These research examples illustrate in a very brief way the diversity of forms and contexts in which a person may regulate the emotions of others.
The number of potential IER strategies that individuals can use is large so it is useful to be able to classify them. Niven et al. (2009) classified controlled IER strategies according to three factors: i) the motive behind IER (to improve or to worsen the target's affect), ii) the primary means to achieve IER (to change the way the target feels by behaving in a certain way with him/her or by changing the way he/she feels about his/her situation), and iii) the secondary means to achieve IER (to engage in the target's feelings or to divert the target's feelings). Most research that has explored IER to date has focused on the first factor; namely, whether IER is used to improve or to worsen someone else's emotions. Niven and colleagues also considered this distinction as fundamental. In their classification of controlled IER strategies they asked participants to sort out cards that contained different IER strategies into any kind of categories the participants could think of. They found that participants tended to distinguish between strategies aimed at making someone feel better and strategies aimed at making someone feel worse. For this reason, and for parsimony, this thesis will focus on distinguishing between improving and worsening IER. 
A crucial aspect of IER is that it likely occurs in every kind of relationship. Researchers have found people using IER in: intimate relationships (Buss, 1992; Indvik & Fitzpatrick, 1982; Vangelisti et al., 1991), work relationships (Cross, Baker, & Parker, 2003; Francis et al., 1999; Neuman & Baron, 1998), non-familiar encounters (Cahill & Eggleston, 1994) and during therapy (Thoits, 1996), to name some examples. But one question that still needs an answer is whether people use IER in an automatic way.
1.5 Automatic interpersonal emotion regulation
So far, it has been explained that ER shapes people’s behaviours. It can be intended to improve or worsen emotions, either at an intrapersonal level (the individual’s own emotions) or at an interpersonal level (someone else’s emotions), that the number of ER strategies is as numerous as the situations in which emotions can be regulated, that ER can be beneficial of harmful for the individual and that ER can be performed automatically or under the individual’s control. One last feature that still remains to be explained, and the one that forms the focus of this thesis, is the potential for ER to occur both interpersonally and at an automatic level, which will be named as automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER). 
Some of the first evidence of emotions occurring automatically in a social context can be seen in research about motor mimicry and emotional contagion. Chartrand and Bargh (1999) coined the term “the chameleon effect” to refer to the nonconscious mimicry of the postures, mannerisms, facial expressions, and other behaviours of interaction partners. Chartrand and Bargh suggested that this nonconscious mimicry facilitated social interactions without intention or awareness. They also observed that people whose mannerisms are mimicked by others report liking these others more (even if they are strangers) and give a more positive evaluation of the interaction than when not mimicked. The phenomenon of mood contagion is similar but focuses on mimicking the mood (e.g., the behaviours expressed by that mood, like smiling and frowning) of the person that one is interacting with. This mimicking occurs without conscious awareness and later causes a congruent mood state in the person that is mimicking the behaviour (Neumann & Strack, 2000). For example, researchers have argued that people can regulate the emotions of someone else by influencing the other person directly (e.g. by complimenting the other person), but also by regulating or modifying their own emotions which, in turn, are thought to influence other people’s emotions, perhaps via mood contagion (Lopes et al., 2011).
Although the previous paragraph provides evidence of emotions occurring interpersonally and to some extent automatically, it does not clearly refers to AIER, as the changes in the emotions of one person seem to occur at an intrapersonal level to then be transferred passively to another individual by simple mimicry or contagion, which does not reflect an intention to change the emotions of someone else. There is evidence of research where AIER seems to occur in a more active fashion. For example, Häfner and IJzerman (2011) explored the spontaneous occurrence of ‘accommodation’ (the tendency to deliberately inhibit a destructive reaction in response to a partner’s destructive behaviour) in romantic couples. The researchers showed participants an angry picture of their romantic partner and observed that those in communal relationships (interacting on the basis of a special obligation to the other’s needs) smiled at it, as measured by an EMG (electromyogram). The smiling reaction occurred within the first second after the angry face was presented, which suggests that the accommodation strategy occurred outside the participant’s awareness. Häfner and IJzerman study is important evidence of ER occurring in an interpersonal relationship and in an automatic way, nevertheless Häfner and IJzerman do not make clear whether the participant’s smile was aimed at modifying their partner’s emotions. Another example constitutes the work of Coan et al. (2006) on social contact as a way to promote health in the face of life stressors. In their research, they exposed different groups of women to a stressor (the threat of an electric shock), while holding the hand of their husbands, the hand of a male experimenter or no hand at all, and they observed that the hand of their husbands and the hand of a male experimenter attenuated the women’s neural activation to threat (as measured in an fMRI), more in the case of the husband’s hand than in the case of the experimenter’s hand. This study shows that holding the hand of someone can diminish stress responses, nevertheless, this research was conducted from the point of view of women who regulated their own threat response by holding the hand of someone else. To be able to say that this was AIER, it would have been necessary to explore this regulation from the point of view of the people who held the hand of the women participants. A final piece of evidence that suggests the existence of AIER lays in the work of (Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2003). In a set of studies where the researchers activated interpersonal goals (goals ‘to attain, maintain, or avoid a specific end state for the partner or the relationship’ (p. 150)[footnoteRef:6]) without the participant’s awareness (by asking half of participants to think of a friend and the other half, to think of a co-worker), they observed that, when participants had an activated interpersonal goal they tended to be more helpful and understanding towards others. However, Fitzsimons and Bargh do not consider this IER but rather interpersonal goals. Thus, the question of whether AIER occurs still remains as there has not been yet conclusive evidence confirming its existence. One of the possible reasons might be the difficulty of studying automatic processes. The next section summarises some of the most representative methods to study automatic processes, and presents the methods that were used to empirically study AIER in the following chapters.  [6: This research will be explained in more detail in Chapter 2.] 

1.6 Methodological approaches for studying AER
AER in psychology can be studied in many different ways. For example, some researchers have used neuroimaging procedures, such as the fMRI, that aim to identify which parts of the brain become active while people allegedly engage in AER. Research by Gillath, Bunge, Shaver, Wendelken, and Mikulincer (2005), for example, explored the neural correlates of women with different attachment styles using the fMRI. They asked their participants to imagine negative scenarios (i.e. break-up, death of a partner, conflict) and then to try to stop thinking of them while the researchers measured which areas on the brain became active. They found that women low in attachment avoidance exhibited suppression of the subcallosal cingulate cortex (a brain area involved in autonomic functions, i.e. heart rate, breathing), which suggests that low attachment avoidance participants may use AER. Electrophysiological techniques, like the electroencephalogram (EEG) and electrocardiogram, have also been used to study AER. Jackson et al. (2003) found that participants who were presented with unpleasant photographs showed an activation in the prefrontal cortex, (an area that has been previously associated to CER, Ochsner et al., 2002). They suggested participants may have engaged in AER because they were not explicitly instructed to regulate their emotions but that area became active. Williams et al.  (2009) exposed their participants to a stressful situation (prepare a speech they were allegedly going to present publicly) and compared the heart rate of participants explicitly asked to reappraise the situation (asked to think of this situation in a not threatening way) to the heart rate of participants primed to reappraise (using the Scrambled Sentence Task and including words such as reassessed perspective, carefully analysed) and participants who were given no instructions to reappraise nor were primed. Williams and colleagues observed that participants explicitly asked to reappraise and participants primed to reappraise, had less heart reactivity than participants who were given no further instructions. 
Although the abovementioned physiological techniques have provided useful information about automaticity in ER most of them have weak points when approaching it. When using neuroimaging measures, certain brain areas might become active for both automatic and controlled processes, so one cannot associate a specific brain area with an AER process or a CER process. For example the prefrontral cortex seems to be implicated in both automatic and controlled ER (Etkin, Prater, Hoeft, Menon, & Schatzberg, 2010; Ochsner et al., 2002).
 Self-report measures, where participants are simply asked to reflect and report on their behaviour, have also been used to study AER (e.g. Gross & John, 2003; Mauss, Evers, Wilhelm, & Gross, 2006; Williams et al., 2009). They provide a fast, economic and easy way to gather information about AER but they have some important limitations. One of them, is that they present the disadvantage that one can only infer AER to be happening or to have happened, as asking participants requires their awareness on the concept being explored. Also, the metacognitive nature of self-report measures implies that the person has good insight into their own thought processes, which may not always be true.  Furthermore, self-report measures are subject to social desirability, it is then possible that, when touching delicate topics, participants present themselves in a socially desirable manner (Nosek, 2007). Nevertheless, self-report measures are still one of the most widely used methods used in psychological research and an easy introductory way to start exploring a particular concept.
Another methodological approach to study automaticity especially in social psychology is priming. Priming consists of using environmental cues (e.g., words, images, sounds) to activate social knowledge structures (e.g., attitudes, beliefs, behaviours) incidentally or unobtrusively in an effort to influence a subsequent response without the person’s awareness of this influence (Bargh, 2006). Priming can be explained through the ‘situated inference model’ (Loersch & Payne, 2011), which basically has three steps. In the first step a priming stimulus makes some kind of information ready to be used. On a second step this is information is mistakenly attributed to one’s internal thoughts processes. Finally, on a third step something in the environment provides this misattributed information with an opportunity to become salient.  For example, Mauss, et al. (2007, Study 1) used priming to explore the benefits of regulating one’s anger automatically. As a first step they used the Scrambled Sentence Task (Srull & Wyer, 1979) to activate the goal of expressing or controlling one’s emotions. One half of participants had to build coherent sentences from a set of 42 jumbled sentences, in which 19 contained the ‘emotion control’ prime, by including words like restrains, stable, covered. The other half of participants unscrambled sentences related to ‘emotion expression’ which included words such as impulsive, volatile and boiled. Once the ‘emotion control’ and ‘emotion expression’ primes were activated, as a second step, this information should have been interpreted by the participant as something ingrained in them, and not attributed to the task (the SST) they had just solved (this interpretation occurs without the person’s awareness). As a third step, Mauss and colleagues provided the appropriate environment to see the effect of the prime on the participants behaviour: they asked participants to quickly count letters on a blurry copy while at the same time the experimenter interrupted them with negative feedback about their performance. Later, participants answered an anger experience questionnaire. The researchers found that participants primed with ‘emotion control’ reported less anger than participants primed with ‘emotion expression’. Thus, the effect of the prime became salient on the third stage of this study.  Mauss et al. research illustrates the suitability of priming techniques to study AIER, as they work in harmony with Bargh's (1994) features of automatic processes (little or no awareness, intention, effort, and/or control).[footnoteRef:7] [7:  In chapter 3 priming will be used as the main methodology, thus more detail such as the theory behind it, fundamental features, research examples and its use in ER will be explained there. ] 

Another form of studying automatic processes is to create a situation in which automaticity is likely to happen. Research has shown that when people are under cognitive load (Hagger, Wood, Stiff, & Chatzisarantis, 2010) and when they are depleted of their self-control resources (Hofmann et al., 2009) they are more likely to act automatically. For example, some researchers have manipulated the cognitive capacity of their participants to facilitate the participant reliance on automatic processes when engaging in some mental or physical task (e.g. Ward & Mann, 2000). Other researchers have used the ‘dual task paradigm’ to achieve the same. In the dual task parading participants are asked to solve two different behavioural tasks at the same time in a very quick succession, as the cognitive resources of the participants are in heavy demand one of the tasks gets affected and may fail to be performed or may be performed automatically (for a review see Evans, 2008). When people have used lots of self-control (for example, they have avoided to smoke all day despite the heavy wish to do it), this self-control may run out, leaving people to respond automatically to subsequent acts that require self-control (for a review see Hagger et al., 2010). In the present thesis some of these methods, namely, self-report measures, priming, self-control depletion and cognitive load will be used to investigate AIER. 
1.7 Concluding comment
Although research in ER has been increasing rapidly, most of it focuses on controlled and intrapersonal emotion regulation and a smaller part has looked into AER.  The purpose of this thesis is to fill this gap in research by investigating automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER) or the things people do to modify the emotions of others without awareness of what they do to generate those changes, for example, smiling at one’s partner to make him/her feel better without planning nor being aware of one’s smile. In particular, this thesis aims to develop a systematic way to identify AIER to then look into the things that predict or are associated to the use of AIER. Studying AIER could provide us with a better understanding of interpersonal relationships which hold the promise of improving relationships and well-being in general.
1.8 Broad research questions in the present thesis.
	The present thesis aims to answer two fundamental questions. The first concerns whether it is possible to empirically observe AIER. To achieve this, a self-report questionnaire (Study 1) and a priming methodology (Studies 2a, 2b, and 2c) will be employed. In Study 1, participants are asked to what extent they use AIER with close others and with acquaintances. Besides identifying participants’ use of AIER, Study 1 will also provide preliminary information about the kind of relationship in which AIER is more likely to occur. In Studies 2a, 2b, and 2c, a non-obtrusive technique to explore AIER is used. Specifically, participants are primed with IER and then presented with a social situation where they had the opportunity to regulate someone else’s emotions. Studies 2a, 2b, and 2c will also explore the role that goals have in the expression of AIER.
	The second question involves investigating the factors that facilitate or promote the use of AIER. To attain this, an ego-depletion task (Study 3) and a cognitive load (Study 4) task will be used. In Study 3 it was expected that, ego-depleted participants would use more automatic forms of IER when interacting with their romantic partners. In the last study (Study 4) participants were subjected to a cognitive load task while having short dates (at a heterosexual speed dating event). The use of IER was explored via questionnaires at the end of each date. It was expected that participants under cognitive load would report more use of AIER strategies as reported by the levels of intention, effort and awareness they perceived they used while engaging in IER strategies. 

1.9 Plan of the thesis
	The remainder of the thesis takes the form of five chapters – four describing empirical studies designed to investigate the two questions posed above, followed by a chapter that discusses the findings. An overview of these chapters is provided below. 
	Chapter 2. How do people regulate others’ emotions? Measures of frequency and habit.
	Study 1 investigated the strategies that people use to regulate someone else's emotions and the level of awareness they report having over these strategies. For these purposes, a questionnaire asking people to report on the level of awareness they have over the IER strategies that they use to improve (e.g. listening to this person’s problems is something I do without thinking) and to worsen (e.g. acting very annoyed towards this person is something I do automatically) someone else’s emotions was designed. It was expected that participants would regulate the emotions of those close to them in a more automatic fashion than those of with whom they are less close. Thus, the questionnaire asked participants about the IER strategies that they use with someone close to them (e.g., a best friend, a close relative, a partner) as well as with an acquaintance (e.g., a neighbour, a work colleague). 
	Chapter 3. Is it possible to prime IER? Using the Scrambled Sentence Task to instigate automatic interpersonal emotion regulation
	Asking people about the way in which they regulate someone else's emotions and their level of awareness over the IER they use provides a starting point but it can be argued that self-report measures may not necessarily reflect reality because people arguably have to be aware of what IER strategies they use in order to report them. To address this limitation, Studies 2a, 2b, and 2c used a different approach to study AIER – they tested whether it is possible to prime people (outside their awareness) to use IER. Study 2a used the Scrambled Sentence Task to prime participants to up-regulate negative emotions. Participants were later given the opportunity to regulate the emotions of someone else (they were asked to write a script between two characters and to play the part of one of these characters). The script also asked them to choose between two IER goals: either to improve or to worsen the emotions of someone else. Study 2b explored whether the removal of the IER goal option would change the effect of the prime. Study 2c was a replication of study 2a and 2b, which in addition explored the use of IER with someone the participant knew very well.
	Chapter 4: Does having previously exerted self-control affect the use of interpersonal emotion regulation?
	Evidence suggests that when people exert self-control over something then it is more difficult to exert self-control in a subsequent task (an effect termed “ego-depletion”). The consequence is that depleted people tend to rely on automatic responses, acting impulsively and in accordance with habits. One prediction, therefore, is that people are more likely to use automatic forms of IER when depleted than when not depleted. Following this logic, Study 3 developed a measure of the use of self-control to then be used to investigate the effect of self-control on IER. The measure consisted of a self-report questionnaire investigating the extent to which people have used self-control during their working day. It was planned to validate this questionnaire by measuring participant’s self-control capacity using the Stroop task. It was predicted that participants who reported having used more self-control during the day would perform worse on the Stroop task than participants who reported having exerted less self-control. In addition, factors that may influence self-control performance including emotional exhaustion, fatigue, quality of sleep and affect were measured. 
	Chapter 5: Are people more likely to use automatic interpersonal emotion regulation when experiencing mental load in a social context?
	ER requires cognitive resources; therefore, having limited or no cognitive resources can lead people to rely more on automatic processes. Study 4 aimed to explore whether cognitive load influenced the way people used IER strategies in a romantic context, at a speed dating event. Variations in three features of IER that have been associated with automaticity were measured: i) the extent to which people were aware of their use of IER strategies, ii) the effort exerted when using IER strategies and iii) the intention to use IER strategies. Participants attended a speed dating event where they had between 5 and 6 dates of 4 minutes duration. Half of the participants were allocated to a cognitive load condition where they were asked to remember an 11-digit number throughout their dates and then were asked to report it at the end of each date. The other half of the participants were asked to remember a one digit number. At the end of each date participants answered a questionnaire that asked them whether they tried to make their date feel good / bad, whether they intended to do so, and the amount of effort that they put into it. It was predicted that participants in the cognitive load condition in comparison with participants in the no load condition, would report lower levels of intentionality, effort and awareness of use of behaviours aimed at improving or worsening the emotions of their dates. These are strong candidates for indicators of AIER. 
	Chapter 6: General discussion.
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How do people regulate others’ emotions? Measures of frequency and habit.










The previous chapter introduced basic concepts to understand automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER) or the things that people do to modify the emotions of others in an automatic way. It also presented a plan for the present thesis along with two fundamental questions this thesis aims to answer: i) whether it is possible to empirically observe AIER and ii) which are the factors that facilitate or promote the use of AIER. The current chapter introduces the first empirical study which aims to answer the first fundamental question. The goal of Study 1 is to identify if people report using AIER and, specifically to investigate whether people’s report on their use of AIER varies depending on the purpose of the interpersonal emotion regulation (IER) behaviour (to make others feel better or worse) and on whether the IER takes place with close others or acquaintances.

2.1 Automatic emotion regulation with close others and with acquaintances
	
	As people move from one social context to another, they also interact with different sorts of people. The way in which people behave towards others depends on the kind of relationship they have with them. The people encountered in a family reunion are not the same as the people encountered in a work meeting. For example, people usually hug and kiss their children when they fall down to make them feel better but they probably would not hug and kiss a stranger's child. Generally speaking, any relationship can be found along a continuum from close relationships on one end to non-close relationships on the opposite end. According to Kelley et al. (1983), close relationships have a considerable duration (measured in months or years rather than days) and the interconnections between people’s thoughts, feelings and/or behaviours are strong, frequent and diverse (e.g. sexual, intellectual, recreational, professional). Examples of close relationships include friendships, marriages and parent-child relationships. On the other hand, non-close relationships occur between people that rarely see or speak to each other and that are perceived as non-close (Kelley et al., 1983). IER may occur in every kind of relationship, it can be found in intimate relationships (i.e., mates, friends, and parents; Buss, 1992) and in romantic partners (Indvik & Fitzpatrick, 1982; Vangelisti et al., 1991). IER also occurs in work relationships (Francis et al., 1999; Neuman & Baron, 1998); in non-familiar encounters (i.e. IER between wheelchair users and strangers, Cahill & Eggleston, 1994); and in therapeutic relationships (Thoits, 1996) to name some examples. Nevertheless, close relationships present more intense experiences and expressions of emotion (Berscheid & Ammazzalorso, 2008; Schoebi & Randall, 2015) making them an ideal scenario to investigate IER.
	One aspect in the use of IER strategies that may be affected by how close are people in a relationship is the level of automaticity of the IER. AIER may be present in close relationships because people interact with each other with more frequency than in non-close relationships (Kelley et al., 1983), thus, the IER strategies used in close interpersonal relationships may occur more frequently as well. Behaviours that occur frequently tend to become stronger, thus becoming habitual (Butler, 2011). The idea that automaticity may occur in close relationships is not something new, some researchers have discussed the possible presence of automaticity in interpersonal behaviours in close relationships (e.g. Fincham, 2001; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000). There is even empirical evidence that certain interpersonal behaviours may occur in an automatic fashion in close relationships. For example, in a series of four studies Karremans and Aarts, (2007) found evidence that people tend to automatically forgive moderate offensive behaviours (e.g. lying, cheating, deceiving, insulting) when the behaviour was committed by a close other but not when it was committed by a non-close other. In studies 1 and 2, participants primed with the name of a close other (presented for 23ms on a screen) before the presentation of a word indicating a moderately forgivable behaviour, were more likely to indicate they would forgive this behaviour than participants primed with the name of an acquaintance. In study 3, participants were more likely to forgive a hypothetical transgression (i.e. their close/non-close other forgetting to post an important document for them, causing that the participant not getting a job) by a close other than by an acquaintance. Finally, in study 4 participants reported a bigger inclination to forgive a close other both under high and low time pressure, while the inclination to forgive a non-close other under high time pressure was very low (as measured by a word completion task where participants had to complete the word "forgive" and "forgiveness"[footnoteRef:8]). This set of four studies show an automatic tendency to forgive as participants were not aware they were primed with the name of their close other, nor of the effect of the prime on their behaviour. Also, in study 4, the fact that under time pressure participants had a bigger inclination to forgive a close other rather than a non-close other, also suggests this tendency to forgive was automatic, as time pressure taxes the participant’s cognitive resources. This suggests that the participant’s tendency to forgive occurred without much effort which is one of the features of automatic processes (Bargh, 1994). Study 1 conducted by Fitzsimons and Bargh (2003) also seems to indicate some sort of automaticity in behaviours occurring in interpersonal interactions (i.e. the automatic activation of the goal to help someone). Fitzsimons and Bargh found that participants who were primed with the representation of a close friend (i.e., they were asked questions about this friend) were more likely to later help an experimenter than participants who were primed with the representation of a co-worker (whose description implied that he/she was not that close to the participant). The findings of both, Karremans and Aarts, and Fitzsimons and Bargh studies, suggest that when people are provided with the representation of a close other they are more likely to automatically engage in interpersonal behaviours (forgiving and helping, respectively) than when they have the representation of someone who is less close and that these behaviours occur to a certain extent in an automatic fashion. In line with the evidence provided by Karremans and Aarts, and by Fitzsimons and Bargh studies, in the study presented in this chapter, it is suggested that AIER will follow the same logic, meaning that people will be more likely to engage in AIER with close others than with non-close others.  [8:  Karremans and Aarts (2007) research was conducted in Dutch so the in the word completion task the words "forgive" and "forgiveness" were in Dutch.] 


	2.1.2 Improving and worsening IER

The amount of worsening and improving IER strategies people use, also seem to vary in different kinds of relationships. Some research indicates that close relationships present more IER (both to improve and to worsen the emotions of someone else) than non-close relationships (Schoebi & Randall, 2015). Research seems to indicate that people from various groups (social work agencies, paramedic services, university staff and students, prisoners) tend to use more interpersonal strategies designed to improve affect than interpersonal strategies designed to worsen affect, and that IER strategies designed to improve affect seem to be more likely to occur with close others (Niven, Totterdell, Holman, & Headley, 2012; Niven, Totterdell, Stride, & Holman, 2011). Niven, Macdonald, and Holman (2012) found that people use more IER strategies to improve and worsen the emotions of someone else with people they feel closer to (romantic partners, friends and relatives) than with people they do not feel that close to (work relationships), and that in romantic relationships people use more IER strategies (both to improve and worsen the emotions of someone else) than with friends or relatives. Niven and colleagues also found that non-close relationships (i.e. work relationships) were the kind of relationships where people used less IER regulation strategies and that the strategies aimed to improve the emotions of someone else abounded more than the strategies aimed to worsen the emotions of someone else, both in close and non-close relationships. 
“Load sharing” relationships (a kind of close relationship where a partner can be counted on) are another example of close relationships where interpersonal regulation to improve someone’s affect is frequent. In these kind of relationships, partners engage in positive emotional exchanges (e.g. providing care and emotional comfort, helping to nurture and to protect the offspring) which do not happen between pairs of strangers (Butler & Randall, 2013). Contact with close others seems to have the benefits of improving someone else's emotions or even preventing negative emotions from occurring. Coan et al. (2006) exposed a group of married women to the threat of receiving an electric shock when holding their husband's hand or a male stranger's hand. Women exhibited less neural threat response when holding their husband's hand in comparison to holding a stranger's hand.
The abovementioned research seems to reflect that people generally use more IER to improve someone else’s affect with people they feel close to than with people they do not feel so close to. People may use more improving IER because of its consequences. For example people get involved in positive interpersonal sexual and intimate behaviours (e.g., cuddling, nuzzling) because these behaviours activate oxytocin and opioid systems that provide pleasure and reduce distress (Sbarra & Hazan, 2008). Also, the need to form and maintain strong, stable interpersonal relationships is one of the central tasks and goals of human relationships and constitutes a very powerful, fundamental and extreme pervasive motivation (Baumeister & Leary, 1995a). Forming and maintaining close relationships requires things, like the promotion of contact (e.g. meeting with friends); the engagement in the other's person activities, preferences, hobbies (e.g. a person might start reading history books because his/her close other is an historian); the sharing of values and attitudes (Leone & Hawkins, 2006). Thus, close relationships present the possibility of providing a fruitful context in which to observe improving IER (e.g. being affectionate towards someone, complimenting someone, compromising), and to a lesser extent (but still more than with acquaintances) to observe worsening IER. On the other hand, non-close relationships are less likely to present as many improving IER behaviours as close relationships do.
	Although strategies to improve someone else's emotions seem to abound more in close relationships than in non-close relationships it is also important to note that behaviours aimed to worsen the emotions of others also occur. For example, Niven, Sprigg, and Armitage (2013) observed that social work employees and emergency service personnel (ambulance workers) experience negative IER in the workplace, termed by the authors as workplace aggression (negative acts such as mistreatment, bullying, and humiliation). Niven and colleagues specifically focused on workplace aggression carried out by people outside the organisation (clients and patients) and by people inside the organisation (co-workers, subordinates, or superiors). In close relationships, IER aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else also occurs. For example, Gottman’s studies with couples have found that there are behaviours that can successfully predict divorce (Gottman, 1994). Gottman mentions 4 of these behaviours: criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and stonewalling (listener withdrawal).

Thus, the kind of relationship and/or level of closeness between people are important aspects to consider when studying IER as they might influence the way in which people regulate the emotions of others. Study 1 will use close and non-close relationships to investigate AIER, as they are likely to provide adequate scenarios where a variation of frequency of use of automatic improving and worsening IER might be present. 

2.2 Habits and automaticity

	In Chapter 1 (section 1.3) it was mentioned that habits might promote the use of automatic forms of ER. Bargh et al. (1996) suggest that, if a person consistently behaves in the same way in response to a situation, then that response becomes strongly associated with that situation or context and thus, the context comes to automatically trigger the associated response. People form habits by repeatedly performing a particular behaviour in the same context; at the beginning people behave in a certain way to attain a goal and after repeating this behaviour several times in the same context, the goal is not necessary anymore, the contextual cues come to automatically activate the associated behaviour (Neal, Wood, Labrecque, & Lally, 2012). As in close relationships people require frequent interaction (Kelley et al., 1983), it is plausible that IER strategies that are frequently used may become habitual. Thus, the present research will investigate whether participants would be more likely to report habitual or automatic use IER strategies with people they consider close than with acquaintances. 
	
	One way to study habits empirically is through self-reported questionnaires. Verplanken and Orbell (2003) developed a scale to measure habits focusing on three characteristics: automaticity, frequency of occurrence and relevance to self-identity. They named this scale the Self-Reported Habit Index (SRHI). The SRHI has been successfully used to measure a wide variety of habits including healthy eating behaviours (Brug, de Vet, de Nooijer, & Verplanken, 2006; Verplanken, 2006), choice of transportation mode (Verplanken, Myrbakk, & Rudi, 2005), and negative self-thinking (Verplanken, Friborg, Wang, Trafimow, & Woolf, 2007). The SRHI has shown to be reliable and to have good content, discriminant and predictive validity. However, it has not yet been used to measure the extent to which people habitually use different emotion regulation strategies. Gardner, Abraham, Lally, and de Bruijn (2012) created a short scale of the SRHI and named it the Self-Report Behavioural Automaticity Index or SRBAI as they only focused on the automaticity feature, which they consider the defining feature of habits (Gardner et al., 2012; Verplanken & Melkevik, 2008). Gardner and colleagues (2012) found the SRBAI to be reliable and to adequately capture habitual behaviours. Research that has used the SRBAI to study habits in the use of active (bicycle) and inactive (car) travelling, in unhealthy snacking, and in alcohol consumption (Gardner et al., 2012) has also found it reliable. It has also been successfully used to measure habit as a mediator between past and future physical activity (van Bree et al., 2015). As the focus of the present research is the automaticity of IER, the SRBAI will be used to ask participants to report on how automatic their use of several IER behaviours is (the methods section will provide more information about this).

2.3 Study 1	

	The present research will look at the automatic use of interpersonal emotion regulation strategies aimed at improving and at worsening emotion via a self-report questionnaire. Two contexts in which IER is used will be explored, the context of close relationships and non-close relationships. As aforementioned, close-relationships provide a good opportunity to explore the use of AIER strategies for two main reasons: i) firstly, people are more likely to engage in IER behaviours (Zaki & Williams, 2013) as the feelings and thoughts shared between people are strong (Kelley et al., 1983); ii) secondly, it is plausible that the frequency of contact between people close to each other could promote a more habitual or automatic use of IER behaviours (Neal et al., 2012). Comparing the use of IER strategies between people close to each other and people non-close to each other, may help to identify the kind of relationship where AIER is more likely to happen. Furthermore, using the SRBAI to explore AIER may provide researchers on AER with an initial point to explore AIER, as it would be the first time this scale would be used to study AIER. Based on the evidence provided in the introduction of this chapter Study 1 predicts that: i) the strategies aimed at improving someone else's emotions will be reported by participants as being used more automatically when interacting with a close other but not when interacting with an acquaintance, ii) the strategies aimed at worsening someone else’s emotions will be reported as more automatic when the participant reports on a person close to them than when the participant reports on an acquaintance and, iii) participants will report using more automatic forms of IER aimed at improving the emotions of someone else, both with close others and with acquaintances.  
 
	2.3.1 Method
		2.3.1.1 Participants

	185 participants took part in this study (98 women). Ages ranged from 15 to 99 years (M = 32.16 yr, SD = 12.30). 67.6% participants described themselves as white (25.9% UK heritage and 41.6% white other), 17.3% as Latin American, 3.8% as Indian, 1.6 % as Chinese, 1.1% as Pakistani, and 8.6% as other (Turkish, Inuit, Korean, White-Nordic, Asian, East Indian-Caribbean, Bi-racial, Japanese, Arab, Russian, Jewish, American Indian, Scottish, Mixed race, American, Bulgarian). A priori power analysis for a medium effect for a two-way repeated measures ANOVA indicated that 18 participants were sufficient for a power at .80 where p < .05. 

		2.3.1.2 Procedure

Participants were recruited through personal contacts, through snowball sampling and by posting a link to the online questionnaire on the r/SampleSize forum in reddit[footnoteRef:9]. To be eligible to take part, people had to be fluent in English. Once participants agreed to take part in the study, they were invited to complete a questionnaire exploring the way in which people manage the emotions of close others and acquaintances (an email with the link to the questionnaire was sent to personal contacts and snowball sampling participants). The questionnaire was designed using an online survey software tool called Qualtrics. The questionnaire took around 15 minutes to complete. Participants were given two different sets of instructions – to nominate someone that they considered close to them and to nominate an acquaintance. The instructions for nominating the close person were as follows: The next set of questions asks you about your relationship with a person that you feel close to (e.g. that you spend a considerable amount of time with and that you know very well). This person could be a romantic partner, a close friend, a relative, etc.  Please write the (first) name of the person that you are thinking about below (e.g., James). The instructions for nominating the acquaintance were as follows: The next set of questions asks you about your relationship with an acquaintance that you see and talk to rarely (e.g. a work-colleague, the friend of a friend, a neighbour, a distant relative). Please write the (first) name of the person that you are thinking about if you know his/her name (e.g., Emma) or write a word or phrase to refer to this person (e.g. blue house neighbour). [9: Reddit is an entertainment, social networking, and news website where registered community members can submit content. The present questionnaire was posted in a forum called r/SampleSize, the message to this survey and the link to the same can be found in https://en.reddit.com/r/SampleSize/comments/3haxlg/academic_emotional_regulation_have_you_ever/] 

Having nominated someone close and an acquaintance, participants were asked about how close they feel to each of the nominated people as a check on the manipulation. After, participants completed two different measures for each one of their nominees, thus completing 4 measures in total. Each of these measures asked participants how they regulate the emotions of each of these people (i.e. how participants make their nominated close-others and acquaintances feel good or bad). The order of the four measures was counterbalanced. Participants were informed their answers would be anonymous and that the study had received ethical approval from the Research Ethics Committee in the Department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield. Informed consent was obtained from each of the participants at the start of the survey. The survey was online for a month; the completion rate was 44%.

		2.3.1.3 Materials[footnoteRef:10] [10:  All materials used in the present studies can be found in the Appendices at the end of this thesis.] 


	The Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS; Dibble, Levine, & Park, 2012) was used to explore how close participants felt to their nominated "close other" and to their nominated "acquaintance". Relationship closeness is defined here as the degree of interdependence occurring between relationship partners that can be experienced cognitively, emotionally, and behaviourally, and that can vary temporally within and across relationships (Dibble et al., 2012). The URCS consists of 12 items that participants were asked to respond to on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 reflects a total lack of meaningful relationship closeness and 7 reflects the highest relationship closeness. Examples of these items included: #nominee# and I have a strong connection, #nominee# and I disclose important personal things to each other. The 12 items of the URCS proved internally reliable (α = .90). 

	The Self-report behavioural automaticity index (SRBAI; Gardner et al., 2012) was used to explore the automaticity of IER. The SRBAI is composed of 4 items with answers ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). The questionnaire for the present research used three of these items to explore AIER (i.e. “Behaviour x” is something I do automatically, “Behaviour x” is something I do without thinking, and, “Behaviour x” is something I start doing before I realise I am doing it)[footnoteRef:11]. Participants responded to each of these items with respect to 13 IER strategies taken from the Classification of Controlled Interpersonal Affect Regulation Strategies (Niven et al., 2009) for both, their nominated close other and their nominated acquaintance. The SRBAI for a close other and for an acquaintance proved to be highly reliable α = .90, α = .95 respectively. [11:  Three of the original 4 items in the SRBAI were used to reduce the number of items to the minimum functional possible thus, reducing the possible effects of fatigue the questionnaire might cause on the participants. The item “Behaviour x” is something I do without having to consciously remember was deleted as it was considered as the item that could produce most confusion at the time of being answered. ] 


	In the Classification of Controlled Affect Regulation Strategies (Niven et al., 2009) the strategies were clustered according to three levels of abstraction, the first one concerning whether the motive behind the use of the IER strategy was to improve or to worsen the target's feelings (e.g. making time for the target, being unfriendly toward the target, respectively). The second level referred to the means used to achieve IER (e.g. positive engagement, acceptance, negative engagement and rejection). Finally, the third level of abstraction concerned more specific means to achieve IER (e.g. valuing the target, putting one's own feelings first). The first level of abstraction (improving and worsening) was used in the present research[footnoteRef:12]. Strategies described as the most prototypical by Niven and colleagues (strategies that were closest to the meaning of this level of abstraction) were chosen, resulting in 6 improving IER strategies (i.e. Listening to #name# problems..., Discussing all the positive characteristics of #name#..., Giving #name# advice..., Arranging a social activity including #name#..., Valuing #name#..., Acting silly to make #name# laugh...) and in 7 worsening IER strategies (i.e. Explaining to #name# why he/she has made me feel bad..., Letting #name# I think he/she is not pulling his/her weight..., Acting very annoyed towards #name#, Bragging to #name# about how good I am..., Refusing to talk to #name#..., Pointing out #name#’s flaws..., Being rude to #name#...). Each of these 13 strategies was followed by the three items chosen from the SRBAI (i.e. Giving #name# advice is something I do automatically, Giving #name# advice is something I do without thinking, and, Giving #name# advice is something I start doing before I realise I am doing it).  [12:  The worsening and improving IER cluster was chosen as other research has also focused on this broad classification of IER. See the introduction of this chapter and chapter 1.] 

	
2.3.2 Results
		2.3.2.1 Manipulation check

	To test whether the automaticity of IER was affected by the nature of the relationship (close other and acquaintance) and the nature of the IER (positive or negative) a doubly repeated measures ANOVA was conducted. Before running the actual analysis and in accordance with repeated measures ANOVA assumptions, all 4 dependent variables (scores for worsening IER strategies used with a close other, improving IER strategies used with a close other, worsening IER strategies used with an acquaintance and, improving IER strategies used with an acquaintance) were checked for outliers and normal distribution. Histograms and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test for the four DVs indicated that the data were non-normally distributed for the four DVs. To improve the distribution, the outliers were removed using the z score method, z-scores greater than 3.29 were removed from the analysis. After removing the outliers only the worsening and improving IER strategies used with a close other became normal. Nevertheless, the selection of a repeated measures ANOVA was kept as it is a robust test that can still yield reliable results with non-normal distributions.

To check that participants truly selected a person close to them and an acquaintance, a paired t-test was conducted to compare the mean score for the Relationship Closeness Scale between the close other and the acquaintance. There was a significant difference between the relationship closeness score for the close other (M = 6.08, SD = 0.80) and for the acquaintance (M = 2.27, SD = 0.85), t(184) = 40.89, p < 0.05. This result indicates that participants indeed felt closer to their nominated close other than to their nominated acquaintance. 

	With respect to the gender of the nominated close other and acquaintance that  the participants chose, two separate Chi-square tests reported that there was a significant association between the gender of the participants and whether they chose a male or a female as their close other χ2(1) = 25.45, p < .001 and as their acquaintance  χ2(1) = 18.85, p < .001. Table II.1 shows that female participants tended to choose a man more often as their close other than male participants, while male participants tended to choose a woman more often as their close other than female participants. The pattern was reversed when it came to choose an acquaintance. 


	Table II.1. What is the gender of your CLOSE other and of your ACQUAINTANCE?

	 
	Gender of the close OTHER
	Gender of the ACQUAINTANCE

	
	Male
	Female
	Total
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Participant's gender
	Male
	22
	65
	87
	58
	29
	87

	
	Female
	61
	37
	98
	34
	64
	98

	Total
	83
	102
	185
	92
	93
	185



		2.3.2.2 Self-reported AIER
 
	A two-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to look at the effect the nature of the relationship (close other and acquaintance) and the nature of the IER (positive or negative) had on the relative automaticity of IER (see Table II.2).
	Table II.2. Mean of AIER by nature of relationship and nature of IER 

	 
	Improving IER
	Worsening  IER

	Close other
	5.56               (0.82)
	2.86               (0.99)

	Acquaintance
	3.12               (1.23)
	1.98               (0.84)

	Note. Standard deviations are in parenthesis. Self-reports of AIER ranged from 1 to 7, with 7 indicating the highest level of automaticity. 



The extent to which IER was automatic was significantly affected by the nature of the relationship, F(1,184) = 497.10, p < .001, d  = 3.29, and by the nature of the IER, F(1,184) = 901.25, p < .001, d = 4.42. Participants reported that their use of IER was more automatic in close relationships (M = 4.21, SD = 0.05), relative to less close relationships (M = 2.55, SD = 0.07), and that their use of improving IER was more automatic (M = 4.34, SD = 0.06), than their use of worsening IER (M = 2.42, SD = 0.05).

	These main effects were, however, qualified by a significant interaction between the nature of the relationship and the nature of the IER, F(1,184) = 191.95, p < .001, d = 2.04 which supports the study’s hypotheses. As predicted in hypothesis one, simple main effects showed that participants used positive forms of IER more automatically with a close other (M = 5.56, SD = 0.82) than with an acquaintance (M = 3.12, SD = 1.23), F(1,184) = 560.07, p < .001, d = 3.46. In accordance with hypothesis two, participants also used more automatic forms of IER strategies aimed at worsening someone else’s affect when reporting about a close other (M = 2.86, SD = 0.99) than when reporting about an acquaintance (M = 1.98, SD = 0.84), F(1,184) = 113.44, p < .001, d = 1.57 (see Table II.2). Finally, the third hypothesis of Study 1 was also met, showing that participants used forms of IER aimed at improving the emotions of someone else more automatically than forms of IER aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else (for close others: F(1,184) = 961.00, p < .001, d = 4.58, and for acquaintances: F(1, 184) = 188.90, p < .001, d =2.04) (See Figure 2). These results suggest that the nature of the relationship (close other or acquaintance) and the nature of the IER (to improve or to worsen someone else’s emotions) influence the participant’s use of AIER. 

2.4 Discussion
	
The goal of this study was to see whether there existed automatic forms of IER (improving and worsening) when interacting with close others and/or with acquaintances, as reported by participants in the SRBAI. Interactions with close others occur with more frequency than interactions with acquaintances (Kelley et al., 1983). The literature suggests that close relationships present more intense experiences and expressions of emotions (both positive and negative) than relationships with acquaintances (e.g. Berscheid & Ammazzalorso, 2008; Buss, 1992; Schoebi & Randall, 2015) thus increasing the likelihood of these emotional expressions and experiences of becoming habitual or automatic (Butler, 2011). In the present chapter it was reasoned that IER strategies would also occur with more frequency and strength in relationships with close others than in relationships with acquaintances, and that this would increase the probability of IER becoming automatic. The first two hypotheses suggested that both, IER strategies aimed at improving (hypothesis 1) and at worsening (hypothesis 2) someone else’s emotions would be reported by participants as more automatic when the participant reported interactions with close others than with acquaintances. The results confirmed these hypotheses; it was found that participants reported using more automatic forms (both improving and worsening) of IER with close others than with acquaintances. In line with research that has found that improving forms of IER seem to be more pervasive than worsening forms of IER (Niven, Totterdell, & Holman, 2007), the third hypothesis of this study proposed that improving forms of IER would be more automatic than worsening forms of IER, which was also confirmed by the results of the present study. The results of Study 1 highlight two important issues: i) it is necessary to consider the kind of relationship (close relationships and relationships with acquaintances) and the kind of IER (aimed at improving or at worsening someone else’s affect) when studying automatic forms of IER and ii) the SRBAI proved to be a reliable measure of self-reported AIER.

With respect to the second point abovementioned, the present study demonstrated that it is possible to use the SRBAI to measure usage of AIER strategies, which is an interesting contribution as this scale had not been used to explore AIER before. Moreover, even though there are other scales that have explored AER, like the Emotion Regulation-Implicit Association Test (Mauss et al., 2006), the Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (Gross & John, 2003a), and the Beliefs about Mood Regulation Scale (Hutchison & Gunthert, 2013), the SRBAI is the first scale that explores AIER. The results of the SRBAI suggest that participants used IER strategies with a certain degree of automaticity, although only the IER strategies to improve the close other emotions seemed to strongly reflect AIER, as the scores fell above the midpoint on the SRBAI scale. The results of Study 1 are supported by other studies that also used the midpoint of the SRBAI scale to show automatic behaviours. For example, Gardner and colleagues (2012) looked at the convergent and predictive validity of the SRBAI which, as mentioned in section 2.2, focuses specifically on the automatic feature of habits, and which considers automaticity of behaviour as the main component of habitual behaviour. They used this scale to re-analyse four datasets that had previously used the SRHI to measure habituation related to car commuting and bicycle commuting (Gardner, 2009); to unhealthy snacking (Rothman, Sheeran, & Wood, 2009); and to alcohol consumption. Gardner and colleagues found that the SRBAI was reliable to measure habitual behaviours as indicated by the high correlations between the SRBAI and the SRHI, and by the correlation between the SRBAI and the actual behaviours[footnoteRef:13]. Importantly, based on the mean scores in the SRBAI, Gardner and colleagues suggested that their results reflected moderate snacking habits (M = 3.39), weak drinking habits (M = 1.90), and strong car commuting and bicycle habits (M = 4.49and M = 5.34 respectively). Thus, from the results found in the present study, it could be said that improving the emotions of a close other was the case that reflected more AIER.  [13:  In the case of unhealthy snacking, for example, the snacking behaviour was measured by asking participants with which frequency they ate high calorie snacks (crisps, chocolates, cakes, sweets, and biscuits) over the previous week, (as  Gardner et al. (2012) consider frequency to be related to automaticity arguing that as a behaviour occurs with more frequency in a stable context it increases the possibility of becoming habitual or automatic). To explore behaviours related to type of transportation, Gardner and colleagues asked participants to report as fast as possible (within a time limit) which means of transportation they would use in different circumstances (e.g. going to work). The researchers argue that habitual behaviours occur without effort and thus, under time pressure participants would report the mode of transportation they habitually use. ] 


One of the reasons why the findings of the present study suggest that regulating the emotions of close others happens in a more automatic way than regulating the emotions of acquaintances might be because close others activate nonconscious goals that are associated to themselves (e.g. a mother’s nonconscious goal to protect gets activated by the presence of her children). Bargh and Williams (2006) suggest that due to the kind of goals people typically pursue with close others (e.g. intimacy, belonging, achievement) and the high frequency of interaction in close relationships, close others are likely to externally prompt the pursuit of nonconscious goals. The present study believes this to be true for IER, in that there are improving IER goals that people typically pursue with those they feel close to, and the frequency of interaction in their close relationships makes the close others become triggers of nonconscious IER aimed at improving the emotions of someone else. This association may indeed be true as when people are presented with the representation of a close other their behaviour is affected by the goals that the close other represent (Shah, 2005). People aim to form and maintain close and healthy relationships in order to keep and promote their psychological and physiological health (Baumeister & Leary, 1995a), and they promote them by engaging in positive emotion interactions (e.g., empathic, loving, forgiving) (Kelley et al., 1983). Improving IER might happen relatively automatically because people have the goal of maintaining good relationships with close others and the processes associated to the maintenance of a good relationship with a significant other could be translated into improving IER strategies (e.g. making someone laugh, valuing someone), which could have become automatised due to the high frequency of interaction people have in close relationships. 
	
	Worsening the emotions of close others was also reported by participants to occur more automatically between close others than between acquaintances. Nevertheless, this finding was not statistically significant. When observing the mean scores for each, the acquaintances and close other group, it can be seen that they fall quite low on the SRBAI scale (i.e., below the midpoint), thus, it cannot be claimed that worsening IER also occurs more automatically with close others than with acquaintances. However, the IER strategies aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else follow the same trend as the IER strategies aimed at improving the emotions of someone else. If participants indeed use worsening IER more automatically with close others that with acquaintances, it could be because in close relationships there is a higher frequency of negative emotional behaviours occurring as well. For example, dissatisfied married couples tend to share negative affect reciprocity (the mutual feeling by both members of the couple of experiencing negative affect about the same event) (Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman, 1994), dissatisfied couples, also, tend to engage in continuation of negative affect, meaning that the expression of negative affect by one spouse is continued by the expression of negative affect by the other spouse (Carstensen, Gottman, & Levenson, 1995). A research example that more clearly illustrates that worsening IER is more likely to happen among close others that among acquaintances was conducted by Vangelisti and colleagues (Studies 1 and 2, 1991). They studied the use of guilt as an IER strategy. They asked participants to write down a situation where someone made them feel guilty and when they made someone feel guilty, and to specify how close they felt to this person in each case. Vangelisti and colleagues results showed that the attempts to generate guilt occurred mainly in close relationships (80% of the relationships were described as very close ones, and 20% as somehow close). Furthermore they found that guilt was typically used in close relationships as reported by participants (Study 2). More evidence why worsening AIER could be higher with a close other is because some kinds of negative emotions serve prosocial purposes in close relationships. Schoebi and Randall (2015) conducted a study exploring the “susceptibility to partner’s affect” (degree to which the expressed emotions of one partner affect the subsequent emotions of the other partner) of couples, and the relationship of these susceptibility with symptoms of psychological distress (as measured by the Beck Depression Inventory for Primary Care; Steer, Cavalieri, Leonard, & Beck, 1999). They found that susceptibility to the partners soft negative affect (as in hurt or fear, which is considered to be relationship oriented because it shows a concern for the relationship) was associated with less psychological distress over the course of 12 months. This study suggests that it is possible that certain types of negative affect (soft negative affect in this case) also occur in close relationships as they may have beneficial effects for the individual and for the relationship. Thus, following the same logic as in the case of improving IER strategies, it is probable that in the participants’ daily lives, the high frequency of interaction they have with their nominated close others, plus the high amount of negative emotional episodes, are likely to cause close others to activate the use of worsening IER strategies. 

The results of this first study prove important as they serve to answer the first question of the present thesis: whether it is possible to empirically observe AIER, confirming that through the use of the SRBAI it is possible to measure the participants use of AIER strategies. Moreover, Study 1 indicates that the sort of relationship (close relationships or relationships with acquaintances) and the valence of the IER strategy (to improve or to worsen the emotions of someone else) seem to be fundamental if one is to study AIER. Close relationships are fertile ground to observe AIER as people in these kinds of relationships interact on more frequent basis, which promotes the development of habitual and thus more automatic forms of IER. Furthermore, the automaticity of IER seems to occur more often when people aim to improve the emotions of someone else which concurs with interpersonal goals that search for the development and maintenance of healthy and pleasant close relationships. 

2.5 Limitations and Future Directions

	There are some important limitations to the current investigation. First, the extent to which IER is automatic is based on self-report data; therefore, responses could be influenced by what participants perceived as being a "socially adequate" response. Research has shown that when people are asked things that could give a negative impression of themselves (e.g. show them as racist), they tend to modify their responses or to act in a social desirable manner (Nosek, 2007).  In the present research, participants could have reported using more improving IER more automatically with a close other than worsening IER because reporting the contrary might have made them look mean, aggressive or unfriendly. Although this could be the case, research that has used other-reported data (where people report on whether they believe another person has used IER strategies towards them), demonstrated that people indeed use more improving IER than negative IER (Niven, Totterdell, et al., 2012; Niven et al., 2011). The fact that the automatic improving IER seemed to only have occurred with close others was also expected, as close others provide a stable context where improving IER repeatedly occurs and thus, likely becomes automatic. Thus, social desirability might not have influenced the findings of this study. A second limitation of self-reported data is that it relies on the participant’s memory of events, in this case of the occurrence of AIER strategies. To deal with this issue, further research should explore the use of AIER strategies in real time and correlate them with the scores on the SRBAI. 

	Most importantly, one could argue that self-reported data is, by definition, based on awareness. Given the fact that self-report measures involve respondents knowing about what they are being assessed (in the present research, their use of IER), one would think that the results of a self-report instrument measuring automatic use of IER strategies could not be considered as automatic, as one of the key features of an automatic process is a lack of awareness in its use (Bargh, 1994). Nevertheless, research on implicit attitudes shows that people are able to accurately predict their implicit attitudes (Hahn, Judd, Hirsh, & Blair, 2014). Thus, it is possible that participants were relatively accurate in reporting the extent to which they engaged in IER automatically with their nominated close other and acquaintance. Also, as mentioned in section 2.3, the scale used to measure habituation of IER, the SRBAI, has proved to measured other habitual patterns of behaviour that have actually correlated with the behaviours themselves (Gardner et al., 2012). 

	In the present study participants were not asked further questions concerning the nature of the relationship they had with their close other nor with their acquaintance, which does not allow us to see whether there is a difference in the use of IER in different kinds of close relationships (e.g. romantic relationships, friendships or family relationships). Previous studies have shown that the amount of IER used in different close relationships varies according to the kind of relationship (Niven, Macdonald, et al., 2012). Given that male participants tended to nominate women as their close other (and vice versa), it is possible that most of the relationships reported in the present study might have been romantic relationships. This would not be a surprise as in other studies where participants have been asked to nominate a person they feel close to, they have, in most cases, chosen a romantic partner (e.g., Karremans & Aarts, 2007). If most people in the present research indeed chose a romantic partner as their close other, this could help explain why the IER strategies were reported as used more automatically with close others than with acquaintances as research suggests that romantic relationships present more emotions occurring in an interpersonal context than other kinds of relationships (Kelley et al., 1983). For example, Buss (1992) investigated tactics of manipulation (i.e. charm, reason, coercion, silent treatment, debasement, regression, responsibility invocation, reciprocity, monetary reward, pleasure induction, social comparison, and hardball) in close relationships (i.e. spouses, close friends, and parents), and individual differences in the use of these tactics according to different personality dimensions. He found that spousal relationships presented the highest frequency across all manipulations tactics. Further research should explore the use of AIER strategies in different kinds of close relationships. 

Another option why participants reported more automatic IER with close others could be due to the effect of cross-gender interactions, rather than relationship closeness. Research has found that opposite-sex relationships display more affectionate behaviours than same-sex relationships, although this was only true when compared with men in same-sex relationships (Shuntich & Shapiro, 1991) as women in same-sex relationships displayed as much affectionate behaviours as heterosexual couples. Future research should look at homosexual relationships to rule out this possibility. It is also possible that both worsening and improving IER strategies were reported as used more automatically with close others because close others provide a context of more confidence, where the expression of emotion is less restrictive than with acquaintances or strangers, as well as more socially accepted (Floyd & Morman, 1997). Future research should explore the level of confidence between close others to see if this affects their use of AIER strategies. 

The quality of the relationship was another aspect that was not explored in this study. Participants might have chosen a close other with whom they feel happy and this might have also influenced the increased level of improving  AIER reported by participants when interacting with a close other. According to Baumeister, Bratslavsky, and Vohs (p. 328, 2001) "people satisfied with their relationships communicate with more positive verbal behaviours (e.g. agreement, confirmation, constructive problem solving, politeness, expressive forgiveness) and nonverbal behaviours (e.g. smiling, head nodding, caring, or concerned voice)”. It is likely that participants chose a close other with whom they have a good quality relationship, hence the increased level of improving AIER. Further research should evaluate the quality of the relationship with the acquaintance and the close other to see if the variations in the levels of use of AIER are affected by this. 

	Even though the participants’ scores on worsening AIER fell below the midpoint of the SRBAI scale, which suggests that people generally do not use worsening forms of IER automatically, it might be the case that the nominated people participants chose (a close other and/or an acquaintance) were people they had positive feelings toward and therefore didn’t elicit worsening AIER behaviours. After all, negative emotions have a bigger impact on people than positive emotions (Baumeister et al., 2001). For example, research has found that negative behaviours in married couples (e.g. reciprocating the negative emotions of the partner) have a bigger impact on the relationship satisfaction, irrespective of whether positive behaviours occur with the same frequency as negative behaviours (Levenson & Gottman, 1983, 1985). Thus, future research should explore relationship satisfaction to see if it affects the participants report of use of worsening AIER. If the frequency with which participants interact with close others and the relationship goals of having a good relationship influence the participants use of improving AIER strategies, it is probable that with low levels of satisfaction people might engage in more worsening AIER in their daily lives, as the frequency of interaction would still be high and, in a dissatisfied relationship the relationship goals might be different. Along with relationship satisfaction, how much participants liked the close other and the acquaintance was not measured either. Research suggests that liking someone promotes the use of improving interpersonal behaviours (e.g., being nice to that person, DeScioli, Kurzban, Koch, & Liben-Nowell, 2011). Participants might have liked their close other more than they liked their acquaintance, hence, they reported more automatic use of improving IER strategies. Even if participants liked their nominated close other more than their nominated acquaintance, it is questionable that this was the reason there was more improving AIER with close others, as research suggests that the amount of liking does not affect the automatic use of prosocial behaviours such as forgiveness. For example, research by Karremans and Aarts (2007) revealed that automatically forgiving the offenses of a close other was not influenced by the how much they liked that person. 

Finally, future research should also explore the mood of the person who engages in IER as research has found that improving the emotions of someone else has positive effects on the person doing the regulation, while worsening the emotions of someone else has negative consequences for the person who regulates the emotions of others. Research has shown that improving the emotions of someone else, also improves de emotions of the person engaging in IER (Niven et al., 2007; Zaki & Williams, 2013). In a study exploring the use of improving and worsening IER strategies by staff and inmates in an UK prison, Niven and colleagues (2007) found that using strategies to make someone feel better reduced the person’s levels of anger and fear and increased the person’s levels of pride, hope and calmness; on the other hand, using worsening IER strategies worsened the feelings of participants. Furthermore, in another study by Niven and colleagues exploring individual differences in intrapersonal emotion regulation and interpersonal emotion regulation, they found that worsening the emotions of someone else was associated to health related problems (as shown in participants scores of the SF-12 Health Survey[footnoteRef:14]) (Niven et al., 2011). A history of repetition of use of improving IER strategies may condition people and lead them to associate that making someone feel better is going to make the person feel better. It is likely that people would have learned this from diverse interpersonal interactions throughout their lives and now they engage in prosocial behaviour in an habitual, thus automatic, way. Exploring the affect of participants after engaging in AIER could provide information with respect to whether people engage in AIER to self-enhance their own emotions. [14:  A health survey that measures physical and mental health (Ware, Kosinski, & Keller, 2016). 	] 


2.6 Conclusion

	The present study helped answer the first research question of this thesis, providing evidence that it is possible to empirically observe  AIER via the use of the SRBAI. Moreover, it suggested that participants use more improving AIER but only with people they feel close to, as indicated by the SRBAI scores above the midpoint of the scale. The results also showed that people report using more worsening AIER with close others rather than with acquaintances, although it cannot be said that worsening IER happened automatically, as the scores on the SRBAI fell below the midpoint of the scale. Two important limitations of the SRBAI are that: i) as the SRBAI is a self-report measure, the use of AIER strategies can only be inferred by what participants report, ii) social desirability might have affected the participants report on their use of worsening AIER strategies. Thereby, in the next Chapter of this thesis, AIER would be investigated in real time in a series of laboratory studies, specifically, the next series of studies will explore worsening AIER. To control for the effects social desirability may have on the participants’ use of AIER, AIER will be elicited in an unobtrusive way, via priming. 












CHAPTER 3
Is it possible to prime interpersonal emotion regulation? Using the Scrambled Sentence Task to instigate Automatic Interpersonal Emotion Regulation









	Chapter 2 provided initial empirical evidence of automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER) as reported by participants. Specifically, through a self-report scale measuring automatic use of IER strategies (i.e., the Self-Report Behavioural Automaticity Index or SRBAI), it was found that participants used more AIER with a close other but only to improve the other's emotions. Although these results suggest participants engaged in AIER, the self-report nature of the instrument used to measure AIER posits two main limitations (see section 2.5 of Chapter 2 for a full discussion of the limitations). First, despite the fact that there exist evidence that indicates that people are able to report on automatic behaviours via self-report questionnaires (e.g., Hahn et al., 2014), and even on AER (e.g., Hutchison & Gunthert, 2013) self-report instruments, by definition, require the participant's awareness on what is being measured. Thus, reporting on an automatic process (characterised by the person’s unawareness of its occurrence) could be argued to be not really automatic, as the person would have to reflect on its use. Second, self-report instruments, in this case the SRBAI, could not measure AIER occurring in real time, but rather measure the extent to which IER strategies were generally used in an automatic way in participant’s daily lives. Chapter 3 will tackle these two main limitations by approaching the study of AIER in an unobtrusive way so participants are not aware of what is being measured, thus preventing any observation of AIER having occurred under the participant’s awareness. Furthermore, the present research aims at observing AIER in real time by presenting participants with a situation where they will have the opportunity to regulate the emotions of someone else. Finally, in the present chapter the use of AIER aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else, will be investigated. In Study 1 participants reports on their daily use of AIER strategies aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else may have been affected by social desirability (the tendency people have to give desirable answers in order to present a more acceptable self-image of themselves, (Haghighat, 2007), as people probably would not like to show themselves behaving badly towards someone else. In the present chapter, it is proposed that, by unobtrusively instigating IER aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else, any alleged effects of social desirability would disappear and it would be possible to observe a stronger use of IER aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else than that reported by participants on Study 1.  
3.1 Introduction
As mentioned in Chapter 1, people often regulate the emotions of others (use IER strategies), for example, a boss may tell her employees they are doing a really good job to enhance the employees feelings. But there are times when something in the environment activates people’s use of IER. For example, a person driving back home might hear on the radio information about Valentine’s day. Without noticing, that might activate the goal to be nice to his or her romantic partner, and then, when getting home and encountering his or her partner, this person might start complimenting his or her partner to make him or her feel better. These environmental cues could be priming the person to behave or think in a certain way. In the present chapter, it is suggested that environmental cues, or primes, could make participants use IER strategies without their awareness. Thus, the present research will aim at instigating IER via behavioural priming. Being able to activate IER unobtrusively (by the use of priming) could provide evidence of one of the possible factors (i.e. environmental cues) that lead people to regulate someone else’s emotions automatically, which could help to better understand IER and, more generally, social interactions.
		The current chapter introduces three empirical studies. The first one, Study 2a investigated whether it is possible to prime people to worsen the emotions of someone else and to observe the priming effects in written conversations that people had with a fictional person (i.e. scripts written by participants where they imagine interacting with a fictional character). Study 2a also looked into whether priming people to worsen the emotions of someone else made them more likely to choose a worsening IER goal before writing their scripts. Study 2b looked at whether it was possible to prime IER aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else without the participant choosing an explicit goal to interpersonally regulate someone else's emotions. Finally, Study 2c partly replicated Studies 2a and 2b in that participants were primed to worsen the emotions of someone else and either given an explicit IER goal to worsen or to improve the emotions of someone else. Moreover, following the findings of Study 1 where IER was reported as used more automatically with a close other, in Study 2c it was investigated whether it was possible to observe a priming effect when people imagined an interaction with someone familiar to them (i.e., a romantic ex-partner). 
	The chapter will begin by introducing behavioural priming as a method to instigate IER. Examples of empirical studies that have used behavioural priming will be introduced. Next, the three empirical studies will be presented. Later, a general discussion of the use of priming to instigate IER, the role IER goals have in AIER, and the implications priming and goals may have in people’s daily use of AIER will be presented. Finally, an introduction of the next chapter is given. 
3.2 Priming 
Studying automatic emotion regulation (AER) has proved to be difficult as the features that define an automatic process (e.g. lack of awareness, intention and effort) are not directly observable and consequently difficult to be empirically measured. Despite this difficulty, there are techniques that can help researchers to explore automatic processes, one of them is the use of priming. Priming is ‘the activation of various mental constructs unbeknownst to individuals via perception of external stimuli’ (Weingarten et al., 2016 p. 472). In experiments that use priming, the basic procedure is to prime participants with some concept or idea to then, in a subsequent task (the target task), observe the effect of the primed concept on the behaviour, thought, capacity to react, or judgement of the participants, to name some examples. 
There are different kinds of priming. For example, semantic priming is an increase in speed response in the target task or stimulus (the task where the effect of priming shows) when the target is preceded by a semantically related prime (Storbeck & Clore, 2008). Thus, if a researcher was to prime participants with the concept of animal it would be expected that participants would recognise words such as monkey and parrot faster as opposed to, for example, words like trousers and skirt. Another kind of priming is affective priming. In affective priming people respond faster to targets that have the same valence as the prime, for example, people would recognise faster the word danger if it was preceded by the word accident than if it was preceded by the word nice (Musch & Klauer, 2003). In construal priming participants would recognise faster a person that matches the prime (Loersch & Payne, 2011), for example, people would perceive the name Chaplin as funnier if it was preceded by the word comedy than if was preceded by the word documentary. In behavioural priming, the priming task influences the subsequent behaviour (for example, presenting participants with the word gun would presumably make them behave more aggressively in a subsequent task. In the studies presented in this chapter behavioural priming will be used as the aim of this chapter is to investigate whether making someone feel bad can be primed. 
In experiments where behavioural priming is used, participants are exposed to the concept under study via the use of images, words or sounds. Then, participants are presented with an opportunity to engage in the primed behaviour, typically in a subsequent (ostensibly unrelated) task. If the priming is successful, it should activate the concept under study and generate changes in the person’s behaviour without his or her awareness (Smeesters, Wheeler, & Kay, 2010). For example, Bargh et al. (1996, Experiment 1) primed participants with the concept of rudeness through the use of words. The researchers exposed their participants to words like bother and disturb and then gave participants the opportunity to behave in a rude manner by interrupting a conversation between the experimenter and a confederate. Bargh and colleagues observed an effect of the prime on the subsequent behaviour of the participants. Primed participants interrupted the researcher sooner than the control group. Bargh and colleagues study exemplifies how exposing people to words related to concepts the researcher aims to study, can influence the behaviour of the person. 
For something to be an instance for priming it is necessary to have an evaluative feature. People possess decision mechanisms that allow them to evaluate diverse situations (e.g. to decide whether something is good or bad) (Hermans, De Houwer, & Eelen, 2001). When primed, people automatically evaluate the prime (e.g., as positive or negative) and the effect of that evaluation is shown when people display a behaviour that is congruent with the valence of the prime (e.g., priming a person with a positive valence word such as puppy will lead the person to evaluate the word sunshine faster, as both words share a positive valence). Some researchers explain that affective and semantic priming occur through the process of spreading activation, which is an activation from prime to target in semantic memory that occurs when the two share an associative link (in this case the positive valence) (Storbeck & Clore, 2008). Loersch and Payne (2011) propose that  behavioral, construal and goal priming (where the prime influences people to become motivated to pursue a certain state) can be explained through what they coined as the ‘Situated Inference Model’. In this model Loersch and Payne explain that priming makes a concept ‘accessible’ and that this concept is later used to answer different questions. For example, in the case of construal priming, where the participant is to judge another person or object in the environment, the question to be answered is ‘Who is that?’, ‘What is that?’. In behavioral priming where participants are expected to behave in a certain way the question is ‘What will I do?’. In the present chapter it is proposed that after presenting participants with a prime intended to make accessible the idea of worsening the emotions of someone else, they would answer the question of ‘What will I do’ by using IER aimed at worsening someone else’s emotions.  
Priming has been widely used in social psychology, for example to prime: goals to perform well or to cooperate (Bargh et al., 2001); the concept trait of hostility (Bargh & Pietromonaco, 1982); aggressive behaviour and perception of aggression (Carver, Ganellen, Froming, & Chambers, 1983); the goal to achieve (Moore, Ferguson, & Chartrand, 2011); happy and sad emotion concepts (Silvia, Phillips, Baumgaertner, & Maschauer, 2006); and the concepts of hostility and kindness (Srull & Wyer, 1979). 
Priming has also been successfully used to prime emotion regulation. Williams et al. (2009, Experiment 1) explored the use of reappraisal as an emotion regulation strategy. The experimenters primed one third of their participants with the goal to reappraise by asking them to unscramble (i.e. create a sentence from randomly ordered words) five neutral sentences and five sentences containing words or phrases related to reappraisal (reassessed, perspective, appraised again, carefully analysed, strategy).  Another third was explicitly told to reappraise by giving them a set of instructions where they were asked to reassess the situation, adopt a neutral attitude, think objectively and emotionally detach themselves from the situation. The remaining participants (control group) were neither primed nor explicitly told to reappraise. Then, all participants were exposed to a stressful task in which they had 3 minutes to mentally prepare a timed 2-minute oral speech which they were told was going to be graded on the quality of various aspects. The heart rate of all participants was measured during this task. The researchers found that the heart rate of participants primed to reappraise and of participants explicitly instructed to reappraise increased less than the heart rate of control participants, which indicated primed participants engaged in automatic use of reappraisal which help them manage their emotions better thus experiencing less stress. Williams and colleagues thereby demonstrated that it is possible to regulate emotional responses in an automatic way. However, they focused on intrapersonal ER (how people regulate their own emotions), rather than on interpersonal ER (how people regulate other peoples’ emotions). 
Beside priming being one of the most successful approaches for studying automaticity it is also important as people are likely constantly primed by things in their environment. For example, a study by Selterman, Apetroaia, Riela, and Aron (2013) exploring the effects of dreams on subsequent social behaviour (i.e., with romantic partners) suggested that dreams influence people’s behaviour in a similar way as priming does. Selterman and colleagues asked their participants to keep a diary for 14 days where they reported their dreams along with their daily social activity. After analysing the content of the participant’s dreams and of their daily social activity, the researchers found that dreams with jealousy and infidelity content led participants to experience less intimate feelings and to have more conflict with their partners. This study suggests that dreams can prime people’s behaviour, in that as participants recalled their dreams, the social content of the dream was made available in a way similar to priming, thus affecting the subsequent behaviour participants had with their partners. Another phenomenon that illustrates that diverse factors in the environment can influence people’s behaviour is what Wegner called the ironic process model (Wegner, 1994). In the ironic process model, the mere thought of not wanting to do or to say something causes people to actually do it more often (especially when people do not have attentional resources). Importantly, this increment in the occurrence of the thing one wants to avoid thinking of or doing occurs automatically. To sum up, the previous paragraphs have introduced what is priming, the types of priming, how it works and how things naturally occurring in the environment could prime people’s behaviours. It has also introduced some techniques used to prime participants, one of them being the Scrambled Sentence Task (SST). In the next section the SST will be explained in more detail and it will be introduced as the priming task used in the empirical studies conducted in the present chapter. 
3.2.1 Scrambled Sentence Task
One popular priming technique is the Scrambled Sentence Task (SST). It was originally developed by Srull and Wyer in 1979 and since then it has been demonstrated to work as an effective priming technique on a wide range of behaviours. As mentioned in the previous section, Bargh et al. (1996) used it to prime rudeness. In another study, Chartrand and Bargh (1996, Experiment 1) used the SST to prime participants with the goal of memorization or impression formation. Participants were assigned to either the impression formation condition (unscrambling sentences that included words such as opinion, personality, evaluate and impression) or to the memorize condition (unscrambling sentences that included words such as absorb, remember, retain, and memory). Then participants were asked to read 24 sentences which belonged to 4 different categories (six sentences per category): social/interpersonal, athletic, intelligent and religious. The sentence categories were mixed. As a filler task, participants were asked to discuss three controversial topics. Finally, participants were asked to recall as much information about the sentences as possible within a time limit of 4 minutes. The researchers found that the participants primed with the goal of impression formation were able to recall more behavioural information and clustered more of the sentences into their categories than those primed to memorise. These experiments show that the SST is an effective tool to prime goals and behavioural traits. 
The present chapter investigates in 3 studies whether it is possible to prime worsening IER via the SST. The choice of priming worsening IER was due to the fact that in Study 1 (Chapter 2) automatic worsening IER could not be observed, despite the fact that there is evidence that suggests that people also use worsening interpersonal behaviours automatically (Bargh et al., 1996). If automatic worsening IER is a valid phenomenon, then priming participants with worsening IER should be an effective method to reveal an effect on the participant’s behaviour. 
 	Study 1 used close others and acquaintances as the targets of IER. In the present chapter these targets were slightly modified. Instead of using acquaintances, fictional characters were used in Studies 2a and 2b (characters from an imaginary play script that participants were to write); and instead of using close others, romantic ex-partners were used as targets of IER (Study 2c). It was reasoned that fictional characters, in contrast to acquaintances and close others, as in Study 1, would facilitate the activation of a worsening IER prime, as participants would likely not refrain from behaving badly to someone that they don’t know, nor exists. In the case of the romantic ex-partner it was reasoned that, as in study 1 participants reported more worsening AIER with close others than with acquaintances, but still did not reach a SRBAI score that could indicate automaticity, it might have been because the nominated close other did not elicit any negative valenced ER, but the case of a romantic ex-partner might be a situation where worsening AIER is more expected. 
3.3 Studies 2a and 2b
	3.3.1 Study 2a
Study 2a investigated whether it was possible to prime worsening IER using the SST. Half of the participants were primed to use worsening IER and the other half received no prime. Both groups of participants were later asked to write an imaginary script where they would play the part of one of two characters and to choose whether to make a fictional character feel better or worse. It was expected that: i) participants in the priming condition would show more worsening IER strategies than participants in the control condition, as reflected in their scripts, and that ii) primed participants would be more likely to choose to make the other character feel worse than participants in the control condition.
	3.3.1.1 Method
	3.3.1.1.1 Participants
	45 participants volunteered to take part in this study (38 women) in exchange for university credits[footnoteRef:15]. All of them were first year psychology undergraduate students from the University of Sheffield. Participants were required to be native English speakers. Ages ranged from 18 to 29 (M = 19.02 yr, SD = 2.02). Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: i) experimental condition (primed to worsen the emotions of someone else) and, ii) control condition. A priori power analysis for a medium effect for a between subjects mixed-design ANOVA indicated that 28 participants were sufficient for a power at .80 where p < .05. [15:  First year psychology undergraduate students at the University of Sheffield are required to collaborate as participants in research projects conducted by academic staff, postgraduate students, and level 3 undergraduate students. Each 15 minutes of participation is worth one credit. Once students have gathered 10 hours of participation they are given the opportunity to use this system of recruitment when they conduct they research project during their third year as undergraduate students. This system of recruitment allows everyone to conduct their experiments with more ease. ] 



	3.3.1.1.2 Procedure
	The experiment took place in the Department of Psychology of the University of Sheffield. Upon arrival participants were taken to an individual cubicle. Once there participants were given an information sheet which explained to them that the purpose of the experiment was to investigate the use of written English language on native English speakers and that they would complete three short tasks: i) a scrambled sentence task (SST), ii) the writing of a short script and, iii) questions concerning their personal attitudes and traits. They were also informed that their answers would be anonymous and that the study had received ethical approval from the Research Ethics Committee in the Department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield[footnoteRef:16]. After, participants signed a consent form.  [16:  Ethics approval was obtained from the Ethics committee at Sheffield University for the three studies in the present Chapter (Study 2a, Study 2b, and Study 2c). The ethics form request stated that the experimenter was going to conduct a series of studies involving priming participants with emotion content words and then asking them to engage in imaginary or hypothetical interpersonal written interactions. ] 

	After having consented to take part, participants were given the first task - the SST - and left alone in the cubicle to solve it without distractions. After completing the SST, participants called the experimenter to receive the script task and were again left alone to work through it. Then, participants answered the Social-Desirability Short Scale (Ray, 1984) to assess whether or not their responses were influenced by social desirability. Before leaving the experimental room, participants completed a funnel debrief procedure (Chartrand & Bargh, 1996) to probe for awareness of the real purposes of the investigation. Participants were asked 1) what they thought the purpose of the experiment was, 2) whether they saw any relationship between the first and the second task and if so to state which, 3) whether they thought that what they did on the first task could have affected what they did on the second task and if so to explain how, 4) whether they had ever seen or completed the SST for another experiment before, 5) whether they remembered any of the words on the SST and if so, which, and 6) whether they thought any of the words on the SST seemed unusual or distinctive and if so, which. Three participants noticed a relationship between the first and the second task. They told the experimenter the negative content of the SST might have influenced their choice to pick the worsening IER goal on the script task. All three reported they did not notice this relationship while solving the tasks but while being asked during the debriefing. For this reason, it can be reported that no participant showed any awareness or suspicion of the real purposes of the research while solving any of the three tasks. One participant reported that she thought that the purpose of the experiment was to be mean towards someone but that she did not realise the purpose of the experiment while solving any of the tasks but realised only when asked during the debriefing[footnoteRef:17]. The rest of the participants reported the cover story given at the beginning of the experiment. After answering all the debriefing questions, participants were informed of the true purpose of the experiment and thanked. [17:  Analyses were conducted with and without these 4 participants. Results are reported with and without these people on the results section 3.3.1.2.] 

			3.3.1.1.3 Materials
Scrambled Sentence Task (SST)
	The participants first task was to work on a series of scrambled sentences (SST: Srull & Wyer, 1979) designed to non-consciously activate IER strategies. Each SST had eighteen scrambled sentences, ten of which included a prime in the experimental condition[footnoteRef:18]. Primes were intimidate, patronise, annoy, bother, reject, bully, mock, hurt, belittle, and insult[footnoteRef:19]. Each sentence consisted of 5 words from which participants had to build meaningful sentences using all of the words. Two versions of the SST were devised i) to prime worsening IER behaviours and; ii) to serve as a control. Both versions of the SST included the same sentences and the only thing that varied was the prime. Primes were replaced by neutral words that were selected, with the help of the MRC Psycholinguistic Database[footnoteRef:20], for having approximately the same length, being of the same type (verbs) and having (approximately) the same frequency of occurrence in written speech as the critical prime words. Examples of the sentences included in each condition can be seen in Table III.1.  [18:  There is no consensus as to which is the best number of primes to include in the SST. Some researchers have used SST including 10 sentences, in which half of the sentences included the concept to be primed (Ahmed & Salas, 2008; Shariff & Norenzayan, 2007; Williams et al., 2009), others have used 30 sentences from which 20 included the prime (Epley & Gilovich, 1999), others 30 sentences in which half included the prime (Bargh et al., 1996), others have used 45 sentences with 30 of them including the concept to be primed (Silvia et al., 2006). Thus, in the present study 18 sentences were chosen as this number was considered to be adequate to not tire participants. 10 of the sentences included the prime as 10 sentences are more than 50% of the total sentences in the SST, and most researchers that have also used the SST have included primes in at least 50% of their sentences.  ]  [19:  The words chosen as primes for the SST were taken from a pilot study conducted by the author of the present thesis as part of her Master’s degree dissertation, where 32 native English speakers (23 women and 9 men, ages ranging from 18 to 77, M = 29.82 yr, SD = 13.88) described whether they used certain emotion content words (i.e. praise, care, cheer-up, amuse, annoy, mock, share, blame, give hope, intimidate, joke, soothe, reassure, reject, flaunt, brag, complain, shout, empathise, swear, encourage, insult, bother, comfort, help, hurt, patronise, be unfriendly, bully, be rude, belittle, charm, criticise, love, captivate, promote, sympathise, smile, reinforce, sulk) in interpersonal contexts. The words with the highest frequencies of interpersonal use were chosen to build the present SST. These emotion content words were derived from interpersonal affect-worsening strategies (Niven et al., 2009).]  [20:  The MRC Psycholinguistic Database: Machine Usable Dictionary, version 2.00 is an online dictionary resource designed to be used to select stimulus for research. It provides information about the linguistic properties of English words.  Informatics Division Science and Engineering Research Council Rutherford Appleton Laboratory Chilton, Didcot, Oxon, OX11 0QX Michael Wilson 1 April 1987. ] 




	Table III.1  Examples of the sentences included in each condition

	Worsening IER
	Neutral (control group)

	popular / the / intimidates / girl / everyone
	popular / the / imitates / girl / everyone

	patients / hurts / a / nurse / her
	patients / washes / a / nurse / her

	insults / teacher / our / students / her
	informs / teacher / our / students / her



Script
	As people use IER in social interactions, Study 2a chose an imaginary social interaction to see whether AIER occurred. This imaginary interaction took the form of a script with two characters in it. Participants had to imagine an interaction between these two characters and create the script playing the part of one of these characters. Participants also had to choose one of two IER goals: whether to make the other character feel better or worse. The format of the script had three sections: i) the instructions of the script, ii) the section where participants had to choose the character, an object, an IER goal, and a situation, and iii) blank space for participants to actually write the script. Next, each of these sections will be described in more detail. The instructions of the script were as follows: This task involves writing a script. There are just two characters in the play, a 32-year-old woman and a 25-year-old man. You will play one of the characters and your goal is to make the other character feel better or worse. Your play must also involve an object, and a situation. Please choose which character you would like to play, along with an object and a situation below. Then please write a short script (one A4 page) in the form of a dialogue between the two characters. Don’t forget to include your chosen object, goal and situation. Below these instructions, there were three items with two options of response each, where participants had to tick a box next to the option of character they wanted to play (Person A: A 32-year-old woman, Person B: A 25-year-old man); the object they wanted to include in the script (a stick or a carpet); the IER goal they wanted to use with the other character on script (make the other character feel better or make the other character feel worse); the situation or context where the script was going to take place (a supermarket or a street in a city). After, space for participants to write the script was presented. The first four lines of the script were provided to help the participant start the story. (Line one, PERSON A: How long have you had that jumper you're wearing?; line 2, PERSON B: I've had it since school; line 3 PERSON A: I think it...; line 4 PERSON B: Well, in fact it...). Participants started the script by completing the third and fourth line. For present purposes, the character the participants chose to play will be referred to as the “agent”. The other character in the script who the participants were instructed to modify the emotions of will be referred to as the “target”. 
Social-Desirability Short Scale 
	At the end of the study participants completed a short version (8 items) of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Ray, 1984) (e.g. Are you quick to admitting a mistake?).  The answers to these questions had a true/false format. 

	3.3.1.1.4 Coding strategy
	Participants’ scripts were first coded by the experimenter and then second coded by an independent experimenter who was blind to the purpose of this study. Both coders looked for behaviours describing IER such as insulting one of the characters, telling one of the characters that she/he looked great or telling one of the characters that he/she shouldn't put herself/himself down so much. For the second coder to know what an IER behaviour was, she was provided with the complete list of interpersonal affect regulation strategies from (Niven et al., 2009). Both coders used Qualitative Content Analysis (a technique used to interpret meaning from the content of data) to classify IER behaviours on the participants’ scripts (Schreier, 2012). Both coders used segmentation (dividing the material into units such that each segment can be fitted into one category of the coding frame) and highlighted every word, phrase or expression that they considered to indicate IER and then assigned the highlighted parts of the scripts into one of 6 IER categories: i) upregulate negative emotion behaviours performed by the target or URNEt, ii) upregulate negative emotion behaviours performed by the agent or URNEa (examples of URNE strategies: making fun of, ignoring, or criticising someone), iii) upregulate positive emotion behaviours performed by the target or URPEt, iv) upregulate positive emotion behaviours performed by the agent or URPEa (examples of URPE strategies: acting silly around someone to make the person laugh, agreeing with someone, hugging someone), v) downregulate negative emotion behaviours performed by the target or DRNEt, and, vi) downregulate negative emotion behaviours performed by the agent or DRNEa[footnoteRef:21] (examples of DRNE strategies: being there for someone, apologising to someone, offering a shoulder to cry) . The experimenter explained to the second coder what each category referred to and provided some examples of each category as well. Frequencies of IER behaviours for each one of the 6 classifications were obtained. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) values ranged from strong to almost perfect which indicated that both coders classified the IER on the scripts in a very similar way. The ICC values can be seen in Table III.2. [21:  Coders also looked for instances of down-regulation of positive emotions (DRPE) (e.g. making someone happy feel less happy), but there were too few instances to include in subsequent analyses.] 

	Table III.2 ICC values

	 
	URPEt
	URPEa
	URNEt
	URNEa
	DRNEt
	DRNEa

	Absolute agreement
	0.82
	0.70
	0.83
	0.95
	0.85
	0.85

	Consistency (alpha)
	0.88
	0.74
	0.84
	0.95
	0.85
	0.87



	3.3.1.2 Results
To test whether the IER behaviours differed between conditions a between groups mixed-design ANOVA was conducted. Before running the actual analysis and in accordance with mixed-design ANOVA assumptions, all 6 dependent variables (URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa) were checked for outliers and normal distribution. Histograms and the Shapiro-Wilks test for the six DVs by condition (experimental, control), indicated that the data were statistically normal for URPEt W(22) = .96, p > .05, URPEa W(22) = .96, p > .05 but only in the control condition, the Shapiro-Wilks test was significant for the rest of the DVs indicating they were non-normally distributed for both the experimental and the control condition. To improve the distribution of the data all DVs were transformed into their square roots and outliers were dealt with by replacing them by the next higher score plus one (Field, 2009), this was done because the extreme scores of participants are believed not to be due to error caused by the measurement instrument but rather by personal differences in the way participants responded. 
To check that the frequencies of IER strategies were not affected by how much participants wrote in each condition (number of words participants wrote in their scripts) an independent-samples t-test was conducted. There was no significant difference in the scores for length of the script of participants in the priming condition (M = 234.70, SD = 83.25) and of participants in the control condition (M = 258.18, SD = 77.80); t(43) = 0.98, p = .66. These results suggest that the frequencies of IER strategies were not affected by the length of the participant script. 
It was expected that participants in the priming condition would exhibit a greater number of worsening IER behaviours in comparison with the control group. It was also expected that the number of participants choosing the worsening IER goal would be greater in the priming condition than in the control. To test these hypotheses IER responses were subjected to a between-subjects (condition: experimental, control) mixed-design ANOVA with URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa frequencies as the dependent variables and social desirability as a covariate. 







	Table III.3. Means and standard deviations of IER strategies as a function of condition

	IER strategies
	Condition
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	URPEa
	Control
	2.30
	0.62
	22

	
	experimental
	1.78
	0.80
	23

	
	Total
	2.04
	0.76
	45

	URPEt
	Control
	2.19
	0.54
	22

	
	experimental
	1.74
	0.72
	23

	
	Total
	1.96
	0.67
	45

	URNEa
	Control
	1.22
	0.42
	22

	
	experimental
	1.82
	1.04
	23

	
	Total
	1.53
	0.85
	45

	URNEt
	Control
	1.17
	0.32
	22

	
	experimental
	1.59
	0.86
	23

	
	Total
	1.39
	0.68
	45

	DRNEa
	Control
	2.03
	0.92
	22

	
	experimental
	1.65
	0.91
	23

	
	Total
	1.83
	0.92
	45

	DRNEt
	Control
	1.23
	0.40
	22

	
	experimental
	1.23
	0.47
	23

	
	Total
	1.23
	0.43
	45



Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated for the main effects of regulation, χ2(2) = 13.59, p < .01, and for the interaction effects between role and regulation, χ2(2) = 11.19, p < .01. Therefore, degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse–Geisser estimates of sphericity (ε = .78 for the main effect of regulation and .81 for the interaction effect between role and regulation).

There was a significant interaction effect between the type of regulation (URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa) and the condition (experimental and control) to which participants belonged F (1.56,65.52) = 6.36, p ˂ .01, d = 0.77.[footnoteRef:22] This indicates that the condition to which participants belonged had different effects on the type of IER behaviours participants used. The score participants got for social desirability did not affect their results F (1.56, 65.52) = 0.05, p = .91. Table III.3 presents the means and standard deviations for each of the dependant variables. [22:  A second mixed-design ANOVA was conducted excluding the 4 participants that showed some sort of awareness to the purpose of the study. These results still show a significant interaction effect between the type of regulation (URNEt, UTPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa) and the condition (experimental and control) to which the participants belonged F (2,76) = 3.89, p < .05, d = .63.   ] 

The mixed-design ANOVA showed an interaction effect between the condition participants belonged to and the type of regulation. These general results do not explain though which types of regulation differed between the two conditions. To look for these differences three separate one-way between groups ANOVAs were used for each of the IER behaviours (URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa). 
	The first one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of condition (experimental, control) on URPEt and URPEa. There was a significant effect of condition on URPEt F(1,43) = 5.73, p = .05, d = 0.71. There was also a significant effect of condition on URPEa F (1,43) = 5.74, p  ˂ .05 d = 0.71.
The second one-way between subjects ANOVA examined the effect of condition (experimental, control) on URNEa and URNEt. There was a significant effect of condition on URNEt F (1,43) = 4.48, p ˂ .05, d = -0.63. There was also a significant effect of condition on URNEa F (1,43) = 6.47, p   ˂ .05, d = -0.76.
	The third one-way between subjects ANOVA examined the effect of condition on DRNEa and DRNEt. No significant effect of condition on DRNEa F (1,43) = 1.95, p =  .17, d = 0.42 nor on DRNEt F (1,43) = .001, p =  .98, d = 0 was found[footnoteRef:23].  [23:  One way ANOVAS excluding the 4 participants that showed some sort of awareness with respect to the purposes of the study were also conducted. The results showed that there was a marginally significant effect of condition on URPEa F (1, 39) = 3.73, p = .06, d = .61, and on URPEt F (1,39) = 3.44, p = .07, d = .73; a significant effect of condition on URNEa F (1.39) = 4.44, p < .05, d = -.65; a non-significant effect of condition on URNEt F (1,39) = 2.69, p = .11, d = -.52, on DRNEa F (1,39) = .702 p = .41, d = .27, nor on DRNEt F (1,39) = .03, p = .86, d =.07. These results indicate the same as the results including all participants in that: i) participants primed to worsen the emotions of someone else used more strategies to make someone feel bad than participants in the control condition (although in this case the effect was only found on the agent character or the character the participants chose to play), and, ii) participants in the priming condition used les strategies to make someone feel good in comparison to participants in the control condition.] 

	Figure 3.1 illustrates these effects. It can be observed that participants in the priming condition exhibited more worsening IER behaviours (URNEa and URNEt) than participants in the control condition. It can also be observed that participants in the priming condition used less strategies to make someone else feel good (URPEa and URPEt) than participants in the control condition. 
 
To test whether the type of goal selected (improving or worsening the target’s emotion) was affected by the condition participants were assigned to, a Chi Square test was conducted. There was a statistically significant difference in the frequency with which the two goal types were selected, X2(1) = 6.8, p ˂ .05, depending on whether the participants belonged to the primed or the control group. This seems to represent the fact that, based on the odds ratio, the odds of participants choosing to make the target character feel bad were 0.77 times higher when they were in the experimental group than when they were in the control group. Table 3.4 illustrates this effect, more participants in the experimental group chose the goal to make the target character feel bad (10 participants) than participants in the control group (2 participants). These results support the second hypothesis of this study, suggesting that participants in the priming condition were more likely to choose to make the other character in the script feel bad than in the control condition. 
	Table III.4 Participant's goal choice to make the person feel better or make the person feel worse according to condition 

	Crosstabulation of Condition and Goal

	 
	Goal
	Total

	
	Better
	Worse
	

	Condition
	Control
	20
	2
	22

	
	Experimental
	13
	10
	23

	Total
	33
	12
	45



		3.3.1.3 Discussion
	The results of Study 2a suggest that it is possible to prime worsening IER behaviours via the SST. The results confirmed both hypotheses of this study: i) participants primed to worsen the emotions of someone else exhibited more worsening IER behaviours as reflected in a script they wrote with two fictional characters from which they played the part of one of these characters, ii) more participants in the priming condition selected a goal to make the other character in the script feel bad, in comparison to participants in the control condition. The results of these studies match the results of other research that has demonstrated that it is possible to prime behaviours using the SST (Bargh et al., 1996; Williams et al., 2009). Furthermore, Study 2a indicates that the SST can be used to prime IER behaviour, specifically, making another person feel worse. To investigate whether the effect of the prime would remain significant in the absence of an IER goal (to improve or worsen the emotions of someone else), Study 2b was designed. Study 2b followed the same procedure as Study 2a with the only exception that the IER goal choice was removed from the task (the script).
	3.3.2 Study 2b
Study 2a showed that it is possible to prime people to worsen the emotions of someone else and that this priming made participants more prone to choose a worsening IER goal. The goal choice to worsen the emotion of someone else could have affected the effect of the prime over the IER behaviours of the participants. Thus, receiving worsening IER priming may have made participants more likely to choose the worsening IER goal, that then could have activated the IER worsening behaviours (as expressed in participant's scripts). Some researchers argue that automatic behaviours cannot happen without the presence of a goal that then causes the behaviour (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000), even if this goal is implicit (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000; Tamir, Ford, & Ryan, 2013). Study 2b was conducted to explore whether the effect of the prime on the behaviour of the participants would remain when participants are not asked to adopt an IER goal and make it explicit. Study 2b investigated whether priming worsening IER would activate worsening IER behaviours by simply presenting participants with an interpersonal context (the script) in which there was an opportunity for the behaviour to occur, without the need of adopting an explicit IER goal. 
	3.3.2.1 Method
		3.3.2.1.1 Participants
18 volunteers[footnoteRef:24] took part in Study 2b (10 men). Ages ranged from 19 to 64 (M = 33.72 yr; SD = 13.28). Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: a) experimental condition (primed to worsen the emotions of someone else) and, b) control condition.  [24:  Due to academic period where data was collected (summer holidays), it was very difficult to reach the required sample size (N = 28) to achieve a .80 power at an α = .05. This is also why the nature of the sample was different, as most students were not in Sheffield, personal contacts and volunteers from a list of registered volunteers from the University of Sheffield were used instead. ] 

		3.3.2.1.2 Procedure
Participants were recruited through personal contacts and through the volunteers list from the University of Sheffield.  To take part in the study, participants were required to be native English speakers. The materials and procedure were the same as in Study 2a. Participants were invited via email to take part in a study allegedly aimed at investigating the use of English language on native English speakers. Once they agreed to take part they came to the department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield. Participants read the information sheet and signed the consent form. As in Study 2a, participants were informed their answers would be anonymous and that the study had received ethical approval from the Research Ethics Committee in the Department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield. After signing the consent form, participants solved the SST and then the script task. The script task was the same as the one used in Study 2a with the only difference that the IER goal option was removed. The instructions were as follows:  This task involves writing a script. There are just two characters in the play, a 32-year-old woman and a 25-year-old man. You will play one of the characters. Your play must also involve an object, and a situation. Please choose which character you would like to play, along with an object and a situation below. Then please write a short script (one A4 page) in the form of a dialogue between the two characters. Try to write as much as possible. Don’t forget to include your chosen object and situation. The sections on the script task were the same as the sections in Study 2a: i) the instructions of the script, ii) the section where participants had to choose the character, an object, and a situation, and iii) blank space for participants to write the script. After, participants completed the Social-Desirability Short Scale and were funnel debriefed. Using the same debrief procedure as in study 2a, it was found that no participant showed any awareness with respect to the purpose of the experiment. Finally, the purpose of the experiment was explained to participants.
3.3.2.1.3 Coding strategy
The strategy for coding the scripts of Study 2b was the same as the strategy used in Study 2a. The scripts were first coded by the experimenter and then second coded by a person who was blind to the purpose of this study. Importantly, the second coder was different from the coder in Study 2a. Both coders looked for instances of IER in the script using Quantitative Content Analysis as the method. The coders assigned each instance of IER into one of the 6 IER categories (URPEa, URPEt, URNEa, URNEt, DRNEa, DRNEt. The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) values ranged from strong to almost perfect, reflecting both coders classified the IER on the scripts in a very similar way. The ICC values can be seen in Table III.5.
	Table III.5 ICC values

	 
	URPEt
	URPEa
	URNEt
	URNEa
	DRNEt
	DRNEa

	Absolute agreement
	0.87
	0.85
	0.99
	0.97
	0.96
	0.79

	Consistency (alpha)
	0.87
	0.85
	0.99
	0.97
	0.95
	0.79



3.3.2.2 Results
The 6 dependent variables (URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa) were checked for outliers and normal distribution. Histograms and the Shapiro-Wilks test for the six DVs by condition (experimental, control), indicated that the data were statistically normal in the control condition for URPEa W(8) = .9, in the experimental condition for URPEa W(10) = .9 p > .05 and, in the control condition for URPEt W(8) = .87, p > .05. As in Study 2a, to improve the distribution of the data and comply with the requirements to run a mixed-design ANOVA all DVs were transformed into their square roots and the outliers were transformed using the same method as in Study 2a (replacing them to the next higher score plus one).	
As in Study 2a, to check that the frequencies of IER strategies were not affected by how much participants wrote in each condition (number of words participants wrote in their scripts) an independent-samples t-test was conducted. There was no significant difference in the scores for length of the script of participants in the priming condition (M = 262.60, SD = 92.09) and of participants in the control condition (M = 316, SD = 141.40); t(16) = 0.97 , p = .35. These results suggest that the frequencies of IER strategies were not affected by the length of the participant script.
It was expected that participants in the priming condition would exhibit more worsening IER behaviours in comparison with the control group. To test this hypothesis, IER responses were subjected to a between-subjects (condition: experimental, control) mixed-design ANOVA with URPEa, URPEt, URNEa, URNEt, DRNEa and DRNEt frequencies as the dependent variables and social desirability as a covariate. 
	Table III.6. Means and standard deviations of IER strategies as a function of condition

	IER strategies
	 Condition
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	URPEa
	Control
	2.10
	0.44
	8

	
	Experimental
	1.56
	0.43
	10

	
	Total
	1.80
	0.50
	18

	URPEt
	Control
	1.50
	0.39
	8

	
	Experimental
	1.85
	0.52
	10

	
	Total
	1.70
	0.49
	18

	URNEa
	Control
	1.21
	0.42
	8

	
	Experimental
	1.24
	0.41
	10

	
	Total
	1.23
	0.40
	18

	URNEt
	Control
	1.74
	0.90
	8

	
	Experimental
	1.36
	0.42
	10

	
	Total
	1.53
	0.68
	18

	DRNEa
	Control
	1.23
	0.36
	8

	
	Experimental
	1.29
	0.50
	10

	
	Total
	1.26
	0.43
	18

	DRNEt
	Control
	1.13
	0.35
	8

	
	Experimental
	1.20
	0.42
	10

	
	Total
	1.17
	0.38
	18


	
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was met for the main effects of regulation, χ2(2) =.11, p > .05 and for the interaction effects between role and regulation, χ2(2) = 2.63, p > .05. 
There was a significant interaction effect between the type of regulation (URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa), the role (target and agent), and the condition (experimental and control) to which participants belonged F (2,30) = 5.11, p ˂ .05, d = 1.15. This indicates that the condition to which participants belonged and the role they chose to play on the script had different effects on the type of IER behaviours participants used. The score participants got for social desirability did not affect their results F (2,30) = .14, p > .05. However, there was a non-significant interaction between the condition and the type of regulation F (2,30) = .31, p > .05.
The mixed-design ANOVA showed an interaction effect between the condition participants belonged to, the character they chose to play in the script and the type of regulation. To explore which types of regulation differed between the two conditions and the difference between the number of IER behaviours performed by the agent and by the target character, three separate one-way between groups ANOVAs were used for each of the IER behaviours (URPEt, URPEa, URNEt, URNEa, DRNEt and DRNEa). 
	The first one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of condition (experimental, control) on URPEt and URPEa. There was a significant effect of condition on URPEa, F(1,16) = 6.9, p < .05, d = 1.24. There was no significant effect of condition on URPEt, F(1,16) = 2.60, p > .05. These results indicate that participants used less strategies (as reflected in the IER identified in the dialogues of the agent character) to make the target character feel good in the experimental condition (M = 1.56, SD = .43) than in the control condition (M = 2.10, SD = .44) (see Table III.6 and Figure 3.2).
The second one-way between subjects ANOVA exploring the effect of condition on URNEa and URNEt found non-significant effects neither on URNEa F(1,16) =.31, p > .05, nor on URNEt F(1,16) = 1.45, p > .05.
The last one-way between subjects ANOVA found no significant effects of condition over, DRNEa F(1,16) = .08, p > .05, nor over DRNEt, F(1,16) = .16, p > .05.  This suggests that the condition to which participants were assigned did not affect the number IER strategies they used in neither the target nor agent character for the IER strategies of URNE and DRNE.
In contrast with Study 2a. In Study 2b an effect of the experimental condition on the number of URNA strategies participants used on their script was not observed. Which suggests that being primed to make someone else feel bad did not affect the number of IER to worsen the emotions of someone else participants used in their scripts. Nevertheless, as in Study 2a, Study 2b also found that participants in the experimental condition used less URPA strategies in the dialogues of the character they chose to play in the script (the agent). In sum, these results may indicate that, while it is necessary to have an explicit goal to make someone else feel bad in order to observe an effect of the prime on the IER strategies aimed at worsening the emotions of someone else, it is not necessary to have an explicit goal to make someone else feel bad in order to observe an effect of the prime on IER aimed at making someone else feel less good.  
 

3.3.2.3 Discussion
Study 2b investigated whether it was possible to prime worsening IER without giving participants the choice to pick either a worsening or an improving IER goal. Study 2b showed that when the goal choice was removed, participants primed to worsen the emotions of an imaginary character in a written script did not make more use of worsening IER than did non-primed participants. Nevertheless, participants primed to worsen the emotions of someone else used less IER strategies to improve the emotions of the target character than non-primed participants, which was also found in Study 2a. These results suggest that having an explicit goal to make someone feel bad might be necessary to activate the effect of the prime on the worsening IER behaviours participants used. 
Another explanation might have to do with the kind of priming effect that the SST had on the participant. A priming task could have semantic, construal, behavioural, or goal effects (Loersch & Payne, 2011). Thus, priming participants with words related to worsen the emotions of someone else might have worked as ‘goal priming’ in Study 2a, making participants more likely to pursue the goal to worsen someone else’s emotions and then acted accordingly (using more worsening IER strategies), while in Study 2b it may have worked as ‘behavioural priming’, promoting the participants use of behaviours that made another person feel bad (using less upregulation of positive affect). 
	Another reason the SST may have not increased the frequency of use of worsening IER strategies can be explained by the neutrality of the target task. Research has demonstrated that for a prime to work, the target task has to elicit in some way the concept being primed (Bargh et al., 2001). Bargh and colleagues (2001) primed half of their participants with words related to achieve (e.g. win) while the other half was not primed, they then asked their participants to work on a word search puzzle where they had to find as many words on a given category as they could within a limit of time. The word search puzzle task in Bargh’s experiment is related to the primed concept, to achieve, thus it matches the concept that was primed. The target task (script) was quite neutral, it did not provide participants with a germane opportunity to use worsening IER. It might be the case that without an IER goal, the target task (script) might not be strong enough to activate worsening IER on its own. 
	Another reason why the results in Study 2b may have been different to the results in Study 2a is that the nature of the sample differed. In study 2a participants were significantly younger (M = 19.02 yr, SD = 2.02) than participants in experiment 2b (M = 33.72 yr, SD = 13.3), t(61) = 7.3, p < .001. Baumeister et al. (2001) argues that younger people allocate more importance to negative stimuli than older people. The negative prime might therefore have had a greater impact on participants in experiment 2a than 2b. 
Given the discrepancy between the results of the two studies, it became necessary to conduct a third study to try to resolve the difference. To do this Study 2c was designed. Study 2c kept the same structure as Study 2a in that the SST was used to prime participants to make someone feel bad and that the target task asked participants to choose between two IER goals (making someone feel bad or making someone feel better), but it changed the target task in two aspects: the IER goal option was present in half of the target tasks and absent in the other half, and the nature of the target task changed. Instead of exposing participants to an interpersonal context by asking them to write an imaginary script between two people and to play the part of one of the characters in the script, Study 2c's interpersonal context took the form of a letter to a romantic ex-partner of the participants. Providing participants with a situation where they had to interact with someone they were likely to have some negative feelings towards, gave a stronger context to elicit worsening IER. A romantic ex-partner is the kind of relationship where worsening IER is likely to occur (Sbarra & Ferrer, 2006). Study 2c aimed to investigate whether worsening IER behaviours would still be present in the target task if, instead of regulating the emotions of a fictional character, participants had to regulate the emotions of someone they knew well from a terminated relationship.
3.3.3 Study 2c
	Study 2c aimed to replicate the findings of study 2a and 2b, namely, to see if it was possible to prime participants to worsen the emotions of someone else. Participants were randomly allocated to one of four conditions. In condition A, participants were primed to worsen the emotion of someone else and were then asked to write a letter to an ex-partner of theirs, with the option of making the ex-partner feel better or worse. In condition B, participants were also primed and asked to write a letter to an ex-partner of theirs, but they were not asked to choose between making their ex-partners feel better or worse. In condition C, participants were not primed, but the letter to their ex-partner contained the explicit instruction to adopt an IER improving or worsening goal. Finally, in condition D, participants were not primed (neutral SST), nor given the IER goal option. i) It was expected that participants in the primed and IER-goal condition (A) would use more URNE strategies than participants in the prime an no IER-goal condition (B), not-primed and IER-goal condition (C), and not-primed and no IER-goal condition (D), and less URPE strategies than in B and than participants in the not-primed and IER-goal condition (C) and than participants in the no prime and no IER-goal condition (D). ii) I was also expected that participants in the prime an no IER-goal condition (B) would also use less URPE strategies than participants in the not-primed and IER-goal condition (C) and in the not-primed and no IER goal condition (D). iii) Finally, it was expected that participants in the prime and IER goal condition (A) would be more likely to choose the worsening IER goal than the not-primed and IER goal condition participants (C ). 
		3.3.3.1 Method
			3.3.3.1.1 Participants
	63 participants took part in this study (50 women). All participants were students from the University of Sheffield. Ages ranged from 18 to 38 years (M = 19.32 yr, SD = 3.03). Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions: a) primed to worsen the emotions of someone else with the IER goal option, b) primed to worsen the emotions of someone else with no IER goal option, c) not primed but given the IER goal option, and d) no-prime no-goal control group. An apriori power analysis indicated that 40 participants were enough for a power at .80. 
			3.3.3.1.2 Procedure
	The experiment took part in the department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield. First, participants read an information sheet where they were given information about the experiment that included the allegedly purpose of the experiment (to investigate the use of English language on native English speakers). They were informed their answers would be anonymous and that the study had received ethical approval from the Research Ethics Committee in the Department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield. If the participants agreed to take part they signed a consent form. After signing the consent form, participants were given the SST and left alone in a cubicle to solve it without distractions. Once they finished the SST, they called the experimenter, who was waiting outside, and received the target task which consisted of writing a letter to an ex-partner of theirs. If the participant had not had any romantic relationship before, they were asked to imagine one. Once participants had finished writing the letter to their ex-partner, they put it in an envelope and sealed it. The letter was then placed by participants in a mail box the experimenter used for this Study. Participants were informed the mail box would not be opened until the Study had reached the desired sample size, thus their letter would be mixed with lots of other letters making it even more difficult for the experimenter to know which letter belonged to which participant. After placing the letter in the mail box, participants called the experimenter again who gave them the Social Desirability Short Scale. Finally, after completion of the Social Desirability Short Scale, participants called the experimenter who then debriefed them by asking them the same 6 questions used in the debrief in Study 2a, plus three extra ones: 7) On a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 means not at all and 5 very, how easy was it for you to write the letter?; 8) Were you surprised by the tone of what you wrote in the letter? and 9) To what extent do you think that your letter was trying to make your ex-partner feel better or worse? Questions 7 and 8 of the debriefing procedure were included to explore the effortless feature of automatic processes, and question 9 was included to explore the unintentional feature of automatic processes (Bargh et al., 1996). A couple of weeks later, participants were contacted via email and invited to complete a follow-up questionnaire which consisted of answering questions exploring their explicit attitudes towards their ex-partners. Although participants were not informed they would be answering this questionnaire when they first agreed to take part in this Study, in the email inviting them to answer the questionnaire about their explicit attitudes towards their ex-partners, they were explained that their answers would help the researcher understand the significance of the letters. 45 participants completed the questionnaire[footnoteRef:25].  [25:  Analysis that include this measure (attitudes towards the ex-partner) will therefore have a smaller sample size.] 

			3.3.3.1.3 Materials
		Scrambled Sentence Task
	This study used the same priming task as the one used in Study 2a for the primed and IER goal condition (A and C), and the same priming task used in Study 2b for the primed and no IER goal condition (B and D). 
		Letter to an ex-partner
	The instructions for the letter to the ex-partner in the goal condition were as follow: This task involves writing a letter to an ex-partner of yours (i.e., an old girlfriend or boyfriend). You can change any information you include in the letter that you think might provide clues for the experimenter to trace your identity or the identity of your partner (i.e. names, locations, dates, etc.). Letters will be read only by the experimenter after the collection of the whole sample. It is recommended you cover all the space provided below to write your letter. If you need more space, use the reverse side of the page. You can choose whether to try to make your ex-partner feel better or worse when they read your letter. Please tick on one of these options below. 
_____ I will try to make my ex-partner feel better
_____ I will try to make my ex-partner feel worse	
In the no goal condition, the instructions were the same with the exception of the removal of the IER-goal option (whether to make the ex-partner feel better or worse). Participants were informed their letter would be read only by the experimenter and by a research assistant and that everything they wrote would be treated with strict confidentiality. 
		Social-Desirability Short Scale
	The present study used the same Social-Desirability Short Scale (Ray, 1984) as the one used in Studies 2a and 2b.
		Explicit attitudes towards ex-partner
An explicit attitudes towards an ex-partner scale (Imhoff & Banse, 2011) was used to explore the participants’ explicit attitudes towards their ex-partners and to see whether these attitudes influenced the use of IER strategies participants used in the letter they wrote to their ex-partner. The scale consisted of 18 items answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Examples of the items included: My ex-partner is not made for a serious relationship, My ex-partner has many qualities. Two more items were added to the scale in order to have a better understanding of how much participants liked their ex-partner: I dislike my ex-partner, My ex-partner means a lot to me. The total 20 items proved to have adequate internal reliability (α = .75).
			3.3.3.1.4 Coding strategy
	Participants script letters were first coded by the experimenter and secondly coded by an independent coder who was blind to the purpose of the experiment. The second coder was different from the second coder in Study 2a and from the second coder in Study 2b. As in the previous studies, Qualitative Content Analysis was used as the coding strategy. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) values ranged from strong to almost perfect, indicating that both coders classified the IER on the letters in a very similar way[footnoteRef:26]. The ICC values can be seen in Table III.7. [26:  As in Study 2a and 2b there were very few instances of DRPE found by both coders on the participants’ letters, which is why this variable was not included in the analysis. ] 




	Table III.7 ICC values

	 
	URPE
	URNE
	DRNE

	Absolute agreement
	0.91
	0.95
	0.95

	Consistency (alpha)
	0.93
	0.96
	0.95



		3.3.3.2 Results
In accordance with mixed-design ANOVA assumptions, the three DVs (URPE, URNE, and DRNE) were checked for outliers and normal distribution prior to analyses. As in studies 2a and 2b, to correct for non-normality, squared root transformations were obtained for all DVs and outliers were treated in the same way as in studies 2a and 2b. 
As in Studies 2a and 2b, to check that the frequencies of IER strategies were not affected by how much participants wrote in each condition an independent-samples t-test was conducted. There was no significant difference in the scores for length of the script of participants in the priming condition (M = 144.39, SD = 34.93) and of participants in the control condition (M = 150, SD = 36.18); t(61) = 0.62 , p = .53. These results suggest that the frequencies of IER strategies were not affected by the length of the participant script.
To test the first prediction, IER responses (URNE, URPE, and DRNE) were subjected to a 2-between subjects, SST (control, experimental) and goal (with IER-goal, without IER-goal) mix-design ANOVA with URNE, URPE and DRNE frequencies as the dependent variables and social desirability as a covariate in a first analysis, and liking or disliking of the ex-partner as a covariate in a second analysis. 
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was violated for the main effects of regulation, χ2(2) =10.00, p > .05. Thus the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used. 
	Table III.8. Means and standard deviations of IER strategies as a function of condition and goal

	IER strategies
	SST
	Goal
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	URPE
	Neutral
	No goal
	4.31
	3.93
	13

	
	
	Goal
	3.88
	2.70
	17

	
	
	Total
	4.07
	3.23
	30

	
	Prime
	No goal
	5.00
	3.31
	17

	
	
	Goal
	2.91
	1.93
	16

	
	
	Total
	3.98
	2.89
	33

	
	Total
	No goal
	4.70
	3.54
	30

	
	
	Goal
	3.41
	2.38
	33

	
	
	Total
	4.02
	3.04
	63

	URNE
	Neutral
	No goal
	5.04
	3.88
	13

	
	
	Goal
	3.56
	3.07
	17

	
	
	Total
	4.20
	3.46
	30

	
	Prime
	No goal
	3.12
	2.56
	17

	
	
	Goal
	4.38
	4.28
	16

	
	
	Total
	3.73
	3.50
	33

	
	Total
	No goal
	3.95
	3.28
	30

	
	
	Goal
	3.95
	3.67
	33

	
	
	Total
	3.95
	3.46
	63

	DRNE
	Neutral
	No goal
	2.27
	1.42
	13

	
	
	Goal
	4.35
	2.85
	17

	
	
	Total
	3.45
	2.54
	30

	
	Prime
	No goal
	3.74
	2.95
	17

	
	
	Goal
	5.34
	3.63
	16

	
	
	Total
	4.52
	3.35
	33

	
	Total
	No goal
	3.10
	2.49
	30

	
	
	Goal
	4.83
	3.24
	33

	
	
	Total
	4.01
	3.01
	63



The analysis revealed there was a non-significant interaction effect between the SST (experimental or control) and the goal option (goal, no goal) over the number of IER strategies participants used in the letters F(1.72,116) = 1.48, p > .05. There was, however, a marginally significant effect of the goal option over the number of IER strategies participants used F(1.72,116) = 2.77, p = .075, d = .44. Finally, there was a non-significant main effect of the SST (experimental or control) over the number of IER behaviours participants used in the letters they wrote to their ex-partners F(1.72,116) = 1.00, p > .05. The score participants got for social desirability did not affect their results. The results were not affected either by the liking or disliking of the ex-partner (as a covariate on a second mix-design ANOVA). Means and standard deviations for each of the dependant variables can be seen in III.8. These results do not support the first and second hypotheses of Study 2c, in that priming participants to worsen the emotions of someone else did not affect the number of URNE nor URPE strategies participants used in the letter they wrote to their ex-partners in comparison to participants who were not primed. However, the number of IER strategies participants used in the letter they wrote to their ex-partner was affected by whether they belonged or not to the IER-goal condition. 
	To explore how the different goals participants chose (to improve the emotions of their ex-partners, to worsen the emotions of their ex-partners, no goal) affected the frequency of IER strategies (URPE, URNE, DRNE) participants used in their letters, independent one-way between subjects ANOVAs were conducted.




	Table III.9. Means and standard deviations of IER strategies as a function of goal choice

	IER strategies
	Goal choice
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	URPE
	feel better
	4.39
	2.20
	23

	
	feel worse
	1.15
	0.34
	10

	
	No goal
	4.70
	3.54
	30

	
	Total
	4.02
	3.04
	63

	URNE
	feel better
	1.93
	1.75
	23

	
	feel worse
	8.60
	2.44
	10

	
	No goal
	3.95
	3.28
	30

	
	Total
	3.95
	3.46
	63

	DRNE
	feel better
	6.20
	2.95
	23

	
	feel worse
	1.70
	0.63
	10

	
	No goal
	3.10
	2.49
	30

	
	Total
	4.01
	3.01
	63



A first one-way between subjects ANOVA conducted to compare the effect of choice of goal (improve, worsen, no goal) on URPE, revealed a significant effect the choice of goal over the number of URPE strategies participants used in their letters F(2,60) = 6.32, p < .01, d = -.46. Participants who were in the no choice goal and participants who chose to improve the emotions of their ex-partner M = 4.70, SD = 3.54, M = 4.39, SD = 2.20 respectively, use more URPE strategies on their letter than participants who chose to worsen the emotions of their ex-partner M = 1.15, SD = .34. 
A second one-way between subjects ANOVA with choice of goal (improve, worsen, no goal), and URNE as the DV found a significant effect of the choice of goal on URNE F(2,60) = 21.42, p < .001, d = -.27. From Table 3.9 it can be seen that participants who chose the worsening IER goal used more worsening IER strategies on their letters to their ex-partners M = 8.60, SD = 2.44, than participants who chose to make their ex-partner feel better M = 1.93, SD = 1.75 and participants who were not offered an IER-goal choice M = 3.95, SD = 3.28. 
Finally, a third one-way ANOVA was used to explore the choice of goal (improve, worsen, no goal) on the participants’ frequency of use of the DRNE strategy. There was a significant effect of the choice of goal over the use of DRNE F(2,60) = 15.06, p < .001, d = .69. From Table 3.9 it can be seen that participants who chose to make their ex-partner feel good used more DRNE strategies M = 6.20, SD = 2.95 than participants who chose the worsening IER-goal M = 1.70, SD = .63, and than participants who were not given an IER-goal option M = 3.10, SD = 2.49.


	Although no prediction was made with respect to the amount of URPE, URNE and DRNE participants would use depending on the IER-goal they chose and were assigned to, it can be observed from the three previous one-way ANOVAs that the frequency with which participants used URPE, URNE and DRNE strategies on their letters depended on the goal the chose.

To answer the second hypothesis, whether the choice of goal (make feel better or make feel worse) was affected by the IER priming group participants were assigned to (priming SST or neutral SST) a Chi-square test was conducted. There was a non-significant difference in the frequency with which the two goal types were selected, X2(1) =.76, p > .05, depending on whether the participants belonged to the primed (SST with negative primes) or the control group (SST with neutral primes). This indicated that, unlike Study 2a, being primed to worsen the emotions of someone else did not affect the participant choice of IER-goal. These results do not support the third hypothesis of the present study, in that participants primed to worsen the emotions of someone else (condition A) did not select the worsening IER-goal more than participants who were not primed (condition C).
A Chi square test to see if the choice of goal was influenced by the liking or disliking of the ex-partner showed there was a non-significant effect, X2(1) =.50, p > .05. This results indicate that the extent to which participants liked or disliked their ex-partner did not affect the IER-goal choice they made. 
		3.3.3.3 Discussion
The present results replicated those of experiment 2b in that it was not possible to observe an effect of the prime on the URNE strategies participants used in their letters without providing them with the option of the goal to improve or worsen someone else's emotions. What was surprising was that, unlike Study 2a, the priming task did not affect the participant’s choice of IER-goal (as in Study 2a the priming task made participants more prone to chose a worsening IER-goal). Furthermore, and also an unexpected finding, unlike Studies 2a and 2b, priming participants to worsen the emotions of someone else did not affect their use of improving IER strategies (URPA), influencing them to use less URPE than participants who were not primed.
As improving and worsening the emotions of a romantic ex-partner might have been affected by how much the participants still liked or disliked their ex-partner, the analysis conducted included this variable. Nevertheless, no effects of liking or disliking the ex-partner were found neither in the frequency of use of IER strategies (URNE, URPE, DRNE) nor on their choice of IER-goal (to improve or worsen the emotions of their ex-partner). 
It is likely that the impersonal nature of the target task in Studies 2a and 2b (interacting with a fictional character) allowed the prime to be activated but in Study 2c, the personal nature of the target task did not facilitate the activation of the prime. Romantic relationships are very complex and it is probable that many different factors could have affected the amount of IER strategies participants used, such as the quality of the relationship participants had with their ex’s, whether they are still in contact or not, whether the participant was the one who ended the relationship, or whether it was an easy or difficult break-up. One limitation of Study 2c is that participants were asked to imagine a romantic ex-partner in the case they had never had one before. The IER strategies used by participants who imagined a romantic ex-partner might have been different from the IER strategies of participants who indeed wrote a letter to a romantic ex-partner and Study 2c did not include a measure that would allow to differentiate participants who had had a romantic relationship from participants who imagined having had a romantic relationship. Nevertheless, research on adolescent and young adult romantic relationships has found that nearly 80% of people over the age of 20 have been in at least one romantic relationship (as reported by the participants themselves, by peers, and parents) (Carver, Joyner & Udry, 2003; Grieger, Kusunoki & Harding, 2014; Moore, Leung, Karnilowicz & Lung, 2012). Thus, it is highly probable that the vast majority of participants in Study 2c, actually wrote a letter thinking of a real romantic ex-partner. 
	3.3.4 General discussion
The present studies introduced the SST to prime participants to worsen the emotions of someone else. In Studies 2a and 2b, the opportunity for participants to show an effect of the priming task on their behaviour was a play script participants were to write. In this play script participants were instructed to play the role of one of the characters. In Studies 2a and 2b it was found that when participants were primed to worsen the emotions of someone else, they did it in two different ways: by using more upregulation of negative emotion or URNE strategies in the scripts (e.g. insult hurt), as in the case of Study 2a, and by using less upregulation of positive emotion or less URPE strategies in their scripts (e.g. less compliment, praise), as in the case of Studies 2a and 2b. Also, in Study 2a, after being primed, participants were presented with two IER-goal options (to improve or to worsen the emotions of the other character on script). Participants in Study 2b did not have this IER-goal option. It was found that for the primed participants to exhibit a larger number of URNE strategies, they needed to encounter the IER-goal and to choose the worsening IER-goal. In the last study of this Chapter, Study 2c, the target task (the script) was changed, and instead, after being primed, participants were instructed to write a letter to a romantic ex-partner of theirs. It was not possible to replicate the results of studies 2a and 2b. Participants who were primed to worsen the emotions of someone else did not use more URNE or less URPE strategies in the letters they wrote to their ex-partners than participants who were not primed. Furthermore, in Study 2c, primed participants did not choose with more frequency the worsening IER-goal than participants who were not primed. The three previous experiments suggested that AIER happens in that it can be primed using the SST, but that the success of priming the use of negative IER strategies seemed to have depended on whether there was an IER-goal that probably mediated the effect of the prime, nevertheless, choosing a worsening IER goal was not necessary for the prime to activate less use of positive IER strategies. Also, the success of the prime seemed to have been affected by the kind of target task participants encountered after being primed. 
The effect of a prime can vary greatly because a primed construct can be influenced by the participant or by the circumstances in which the prime is taking place. For example, (Smeesters et al., 2010) proposed that priming behaviour could act through two different ways, through direct accounts and through indirect accounts. Direct accounts work through the perception-behaviour link (Bargh & Dijksterhuis, 2001), people perceive something in the environment that directly activates a certain behaviour. Indirect accounts, on the other hand, require priming to work through perceptual processes of the self, the situations, or others.  In the case of Studies 2a and 2b, the indirect account situation could explain why having an ambiguous target task (make up a conversation between two strangers) activated the prime more than having an explicit situation (write a letter to an ex-partner of yours). This is supported by the fact that ambiguous situations require the person interpretation of this situation and this is why the primed constructs work to attain this process (Higgins, 1996). The situated inference model (Loersch & Payne, 2011) can also help understand the different effects a prime might have on the behaviour of a person. After the first step, where the prime is activated, and the second step, where the prime is misattributed to one’s own internal process thoughts, comes the opportunity provided by the environment for the effects of the prime to become noticeable (in step three). It is this last step where the effect of the prime can vary from individual to individual, as the environment has many options for interpretation, judgement and behaviour. Thus, in the present series of studies it may have been possible that the environment provided to participants for the primed construct of worsening someone else’s emotions might have been interpreted differently and consequently acted differently. As it could be observed in Study 2a and Study 2b, a small variation in the environment (asking participants to choose between a worsening and a improving IER goal in Study 2a, and not giving them this option in Study 2b) might have been enough for the environment to be interpreted differently and thus, for the prime to manifest in a slightly different way (by increasing the number of worsening IER used in Study 2a, and by decreasing the number of improving IER strategies in studies 2a and 2b) but still under the main purpose: making someone feel bad. As making someone feel bad does not necessarily has to be done by using worsening IER strategies, but a person can also be less nice to someone else.  Future research could include an impression formation task before the target task (similar to the one used by Chartrand and Bargh, 1996[footnoteRef:27]). This impression formation task could illustrate a situation where someone is, for example, being mean towards someone who has not done anything to deserve it. Thus, in the script, the names of both people that were presented in the evaluative task could be used and it would be expected that the evaluation of participants of the target task would be negative, probably making the primed participant to evaluate the script task as negative making him/her more likely to use worsening IER strategies.  [27:  Chartrand and Bargh (1996) primed people with impression formation by subliminally showing them words related to impression formation (e.g. impression, judgement, personality and evaluate) then, they presented participants with sentences that portrayed as honest, dishonest and neutral person. In a subsequent task they found that participants made impressions of that person according to what they were shown in the sentences.] 

Sometimes the prime has a different effect than the one expected. When priming something negative as it was done (worsening IER), it might be possible to activate this IER behaviour, or to activate a negative mood in the participant. In Study 2c, for example, one possible explanation it did not work as expected might be that priming participants with worsening IER might have induced a negative mood on the participants which then made participants compensate for this negative mood by writing nice or neutral letters to their ex-partners. 
Some researchers claim that, in order for priming to be effective, the construct being primed has to run in accordance to the person’s believes, goals, etc., meaning that it is difficult, if not impossible to prime people against their will. Grecco, Robbins, Bartoli, and Wolff (2013) primed participants with the concept of disclosure (using words such as opens and talks) and nondisclosure (using words such as closes and restricted). They also asked participants to rate some self-affirmation statements (in a scale from -3 to 3) in order for participants to identify or not with the words previously primed. For the disclosure group an item example was sometimes I like talking to people, for the nondisclosure group an example was sometimes I like being quiet. They found that group disclosure wrote significantly longer essays with significantly more statements about feelings. In this study the researchers showed that in order for the prime to express on the behaviour participants needed to internalize this prime first. This seems to justify what Ferguson (2008) claimed, that having a goal makes people evaluatively ready to pursue it, even if the goal is primed and participants are not aware of it.  
As a conclusion the present chapter suggests that it is possible to prime worsening IER using the SST but that the effect of priming may not necessarily and exclusively show in the form of IER strategies aimed at increasing the negative emotions of someone else, like insulting or bothering someone, but that the effect of the prime can manifest in the form of being less friendly or nice to some else. Also, this chapter illustrated that primed worsening IER strategies do not manifest unless the participants see a clear chance to manifest them, in this case, the chance of choosing a goal to make someone else feel bad. Finally, the present chapter showed that the task where the effect of the prime is to be observed has to be chosen carefully, so it can activate the concept the researcher wants to prime.   




CHAPTER 4
Does having previously exerted self-control affect the use of interpersonal emotion regulation?










Chapters 2 and 3 presented evidence of automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER) happening. In Chapter 2, participants reported using AIER strategies to improve the emotions of close others to a greater extent than with acquaintances. In Chapter 3, participants that were primed to worsen the emotions of someone else exhibited more worsening forms of IER in a fictional conversation they imagined they had with a fictional character. Despite having found some evidence of AIER, this evidence has been based on self-report questionnaires (Chapter 2) and on responses to imaginary interpersonal interactions (Chapter 3), which does not necessarily reflect how AIER happens in real time and in interactions outside of the context of the laboratory respectively. Furthermore, neither chapter provides an explanation of why AIER happens, other than it occurs more in close relationships and that environmental cues (i.e., priming) can activate AIER. 
The present chapter investigates one of the factors that has been associated with automaticity, namely, being depleted of self-regulatory[footnoteRef:28] resources. The aim of this chapter is to develop a (self-report) measure of self-control depletion that could then be used to investigate the relationship between self-control depletion and use of AIER. The next section will describe the Strength Model of Self-Control and explain the relationship between self-control and automaticity. Next, Study 3, which involved giving participants a questionnaire to measure the extent to which they exerted self-control during their working day and whether this affected their performance on a measure of self-control will be introduced. Investigating factors associated with the use of automatic behaviours (in this case, self-control depletion) provides the opportunity of creating scenarios where automaticity happens, making easier to empirically study AIER. [28:  Self-control and self-regulation will be used interchangeably in the present chapter to refer to the same function of self-control as the capacity to alter or inhibit a person’s response. Some researchers that make a distinction between self-control and self-regulation refer to self-control as a deliberate act of control whether self-regulation could also include processes such as maintaining a constant body temperature (Baumeister et al., 2007).
] 

4.1 Strength model of self-control 
In everyday life people frequently try to control their responses and override impulses (Hofmann, Baumeister, Förster, & Vohs, 2012). For example, people might avoid having a second drink at a work event to remain professional, refrain from opening Facebook while at work or continue jogging a bit further when working out despite the feeling of muscles burning. These acts that alter people’s responses are acts of self-control. For the purposes of the present chapter self-control is defined as a finite resource that determines the capacity for effortful control over dominant responses and, once expended, leads to impaired self-control task performance, known as ego-depletion (Hagger et al., 2010). Self-control is very useful in people’s lives; it helps people avoid unwanted outcomes, like gaining weight from overeating (Vohs & Heatherton, 2000), spending money on unnecessary stuff (Vohs & Faber, 2007) or engaging in inappropriate sexual behaviour (Gailliot & Baumeister, 2007). However, as the definition states, self-control is a finite resource and when depleted it can affect behaviours that require it. Self-control declines after the person has used it repeatedly (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007) – this temporary depletion of the willingness or ability to exert self-control following an initial exertion is termed ‘ego-depletion’ (Baumeister et al., 1998). For example, people whose self-control resources have been depleted might say inappropriate things, have that second drink they did not want to, or binge on chocolates. People who have expended this resource or that are low in self-control are more likely to act according to impulses, to rely on heuristics, on effortless processes and associative mental representations (Hofmann et al., 2009; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). For example, a person trying to lose weight might have been controlling him/herself all morning by trying not to snack and when lunch times arrives, instead of waiting for the food he/she ordered, he/she might just start eating the bread that the waiter put on the table due to being depleted of self-control. For example, research conducted by Hofmann, Rauch, and Gawronski (2007) showed that participants that were depleted of self-control resources (by asking them to suppress any feelings that might come up while watching an emotion eliciting video) acted more according to their implicit attitudes (as measured by the Implicit Association Test, the IAT) towards candy consumption (ate more candy) than to their dietary restraint standards, than participants in which self-control capacity was not depleted (asked to watch the video as they would normally do). In another study by Ostafin, Marlatt, and Greenwald (2008) it was also shown that implicit attitudes are a good predictor of behaviour that occurs when people are depleted of self-control. In their research, Ostafin and colleagues showed that implicit attitudes toward alcohol consumption were a good predictor of later consumption of alcohol in participants whose self-control resources were depleted (by suppressing their emotions while seeing emotion eliciting slides) but not in participants whose self-control resources where not depleted. Friese, Hofmann, and Wänke (2008), also found that implicit attitudes towards beer predicted its consumption in participants that exerted previous self-control (participants with positive attitudes towards beer consumed more beer afterwards) but not in participants that did not exert previous self-control. These studies demonstrate than when participants are low in self-control resources they are more likely to act according to their implicit attitudes.
Self-control depletion has been studied by many researchers. For example, in a series of studies by Muraven, Tice, and Baumeister (1998), the exertion of self-control (suppressing or expressing emotions – Study 1, suppressing thoughts – Study 2 and 3) affected a subsequent act of self-control (a hand-grip task – Study 1, unsolvable anagrams – Study 2, and mathematical calculations – Study 3), making participants to persevere less on the second task.
Self-control depletion seems to affect subsequent acts that require self-control regardless of its nature, in other words, the nature of the task where people got their self-control depleted, does not have to be the same as the nature of the subsequent task where the effects of self-control depletion are expected to be observable. In Muraven’s and colleagues (1998) experiments, exerting self-control by controlling one’s emotions was of a different nature than exerting self-control by holding a hand-grip, the former being emotional control and the latter physical control, but the researchers still found an effect of the first self-regulatory task on the second self-regulatory task (i.e. people that controlled their emotions persisted less on the hand-grip task). Thus, it seems that the exertion of self-control in any kind of activity can potentially affect a later act of self-control.
Depleting self-control resources does not necessarily mean that the subsequent tasks after the initial act of self-control will be loaded with failure at controlling people’s behaviours. Research suggests that there are things that can replenish self-control resources, one of them being the consumption of glucose. When people engage in acts of self-control they spend glucose (the brain’s main source of energy), resulting in less glucose in the bloodstream (Gailliot et al., 2007) which has been linked to impulsive, uninhibited behaviour (Gailliot & Baumeister, 2007).  Research by Niven, Totterdell, Miles, Webb, and Sheeran (2013) showed that, unlike people that are good at regulating their emotions (as measured by their perceptions on self-regulatory success in emotion regulation), people that are bad at regulating their emotions spend more glucose when they engage in a self-control activity (to improve their affect). Given the fact that acts of self-control spend body-levels of glucose, receiving glucose can counteract the effects of depletion (Alquist, Baumeister, & Tice, 2012; Gailliot et al., 2007; McMahon & Scheel, 2010; Wang & Dvorak, 2010). In the present study (Study 3) glucose was monitored before participants engaged in a self-control task (i.e. Stroop task) to see how much glucose participants were likely to have before starting the self-control task, as this could affect their performance.  
This chapter has mentioned what is self-control and how its depletion affects subsequent acts that also require self-control. It is worth noticing that most of the research mentioned up to now experimentally manipulates self-control (it exposes participants to self-control tasks in the laboratory context to then identify the possible effects its depletion on a subsequent self-control task). Although these experiments allow the researcher to have good control of the manipulation task, they pose the disadvantage of not reflecting self-control depletion that would occur, otherwise, naturally (i.e. in daily life activities). Some research exceptions have investigated the use of self-control outside the laboratory. For example, Muraven et al. (Study 4, 1998) asked participants to write down a story where they were successful at self-control (controlling their emotions) and where they were unsuccessful (failed at regulating their emotions) and they found that the stories of self-regulatory failure had more instances of events where participants had other self-regulatory demands (e.g. were under stress, were experiencing simultaneous emotions). Also, in the self-regulatory failure stories, the researchers found that participants mentioned that they had to respond to another self-regulatory demand (trying to remain motivated while working, having to deal with people in some problematic situation, or trying to make a good impression) shortly before the event they were describing. In an attempt to have more external validity the present study, Study 3, introduces a self-report measure of self-control that people exerted during their working day, which presumably could reflect several areas where self-control might be used, instead of restraining participants to experimentally engage in a specific self-control activity. Study 3 will be validated by observing participants’ self-control success on a colour recognition task. Both tasks will be explained in more detail in the materials section.
Self-control has been related to several things, such as being fatigued, being in a bad mood, or being emotionally exhausted. People that exert self-control report being more fatigued than people that do not. In Muraven and colleagues research (Study 1, 1998), it was found that participants depleted of self-control (that were asked to suppress and noticeably express their emotions) reported being more fatigued than participants  whose self-control resources were not manipulated (participants asked to act normally). In a meta-analysis by Hagger et al. (2010) it was found that there were two things that correlated with ego-depletion: fatigue and negative affect. Nevertheless, some researchers believe it is not necessarily negative emotions but emotions in general (both positive and negative) but experienced more strongly that is related to ego-depletion (Vohs et al., 2014). Emotional exhaustion has also been linked to ego-depletion. Research by Martinez, Poerio, and Totterdell (2013) observed that people who were asked to regulate the emotions of someone else or to use IER (which is also considered an activity that requires self-control) later persisted less time trying to solve an unsolvable anagram. Importantly, self-reports of the use of IER (as measured by the Emotion Regulation of Other and Self; Niven et al., 2011) were linked to emotional exhaustion when people engaged in worsening IER but not when they engaged in improving IER, as indicated by people’s scores on the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). Study 3 will include measures of fatigue, mood and emotional exhaustion (burnout) to see if they relate to self-control and to its contribution in self-control depletion. 
There is evidence that supports that the availability of self-control resources can affect interpersonal relationships. For example, self-regulatory depletion decreases the likelihood of a person responding constructively to his/her romantic partner destructive behaviour (Finkel & Campbell, 2001). People with high self-control report having a positive family environment, are more empathetic, and are less likely to react aggressively (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004). But being depleted of self-regulatory resources does not necessarily mean interpersonal relationships will be negatively affected. Righetti, Finkenauer, and Finkel (2013) were interested in the way people in close relationships (friends and romantic partners) behaved when their self-regulatory resources were depleted. They conducted a series of experiments where in the self-control depletion task some participants were exposed to a self-control situation (watching a video of a woman talking and, at the same time, avoiding looking at words that appeared on screen during the video), and some to a control condition (where asked to watch the video normally). Righetti and colleagues later observed that when encountered with a situation where participants had to sacrifice themselves for their close other (e.g. doing something undesirable or giving up something desirable for the interest of the other person or of the relationship), participants in the self-control condition were more willing to sacrifice themselves than participants whose self-regulatory resources had not been depleted. If people in a state of ego-depletion are more likely to rely on heuristics and automatic processes when asked to regulate someone else’s emotions, it is possible that sacrificing oneself is an automatic interpersonal behaviour. Empirical evidence of the effect of self-control resources on interpersonal relationships is important and a reason why, in the present study, self-control resources are investigated. Hopefully being able to identify people more vulnerable to depletion from people less vulnerable to depletion would present the opportunity to see how AIER manifests. 
One instrument widely used to explore self-control capacity is the Self-Control Scale, developed by Tangney et al. (2004). The 36 items of this scale measure people’s ability to override or change their inner responses and to interrupt undesired behavioural tendencies (e.g. impulses) and refrain from acting on them. Most of the items in this scale refer to exerting self-control by inhibiting some kind of behaviour or thought (example items include: I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun; and, I wish I had more self-discipline). Inhibition seems to be one of the main forms of self-control as exemplified in the definition Tangney and colleagues (2004) give of self-control[footnoteRef:29]. [29:  Tangney defines self-control as capacity to override or inhibit “undesirable behavioural tendencies” (such as impulses) and to refrain from acting on them] 

Furthermore, according to Baumeister, Heatherton, and Tice (1994), 80 to 90% of the regulation in daily life consists of inhibiting some kind of response. Since its publication in 2004, the scale has been used among different populations: young adolescents (Finkenauer, Engels, & Baumeister, 2005), and adult romantic partners (Finkel & Campbell, 2001), to name some examples. De Ridder et al. (2012) conducted a meta-analysis to see how effective different instruments to investigate self-control were. They found that the Tangney’s Self-Control Scale had stronger relationships to behaviour than the other Self-Control measures included in their meta-analysis: The Barratt Impulsiveness Scale, (Patton, Stanford, & Barratt, 1995) and the Low Self-Control Scale, 	(Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, & Arneklev, 1993). Ridder and colleagues found that the Self-Control Scale had an effect size of ρ = .26 (p < .001) in other words, a small to medium effect on behaviour (regardless of the type of behaviour involved). Several studies have successfully used it to measure a wide variety of behaviours (e.g. pain tolerance, Schmeichel & Zell, 2007; and unhealthy eating, Gerrits & Koekman, 2010). In addition to the 36-item full scale, Tangney and her colleagues developed a 13-item brief scale which has also been used successfully to study self-control. For example, Friese and Hofmann (Study 1, 2009) found that participants who scored low in self-control and whose automatic affective reactions towards chips (as measured by the SC-IAT[footnoteRef:30]) were more positive, consumed more chips than participants who scored high in self-control and who also had positive automatic affective reactions towards chips. Some studies have even used a modified version of the Self-Control Scale and they have found it reliable. For example, in a longitudinal study, De Kemp et al. (2009) used a shortened version of 5 items of the Self-Control Scale to investigate self-control and antisocial behaviour, and found the scale to have an internal consistency of α = .68 at time one and α = .74 at time two (in De Ridder et al., 2012). Given the fact that the brief Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004) has been successfully used to study self-control in a variety of behaviours and that both, the full and brief Self-Control Scales, and even modified versions, have been successful at linking self-control to behaviour, a modified version of the brief Self-Control Scale was chosen to measure self-control in the present study. The details of how this scale was modified will be explained in more detail in the materials section. [30:  The Single Category Implicit Association Test (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006)] 

One popular task in which the effect of self-control depletion can be observed is the Stroop Colour task (Stroop, 1935) which consists in reacting to the colour in which a word is written, instead of on what the word says (e.g. in the word “blue” (printed in red) the participant should say or type in “red”). The Stroop Task requires self-control as people have to inhibit an automatic response, namely, recognising words. Furthermore, they have to name colours, which is not automatic and requires more effort and self-control than reading. Considering self-control depletion has been related to acting impulsively or automatically, the Stroop task seems like an ideal tool to study self-control depletion as depleted people would be unable to inhibit their impulses (reading the words). In study 3, the Stroop Task will be used to identify participants who are depleted of their self-regulatory resources from those who are not.
The present chapter develops a new self-report measure of the use of self-control during people’s working day. This self-report measure is then validated by comparing responses to the measure to performance in a colour recognition task that requires self-control (namely, the Stroop Colour Task, Stroop, 1935). A poor performance in this task could be indicative of self-control depletion (Webb & Sheeran, 2003). Being able to identify people that have their self-control resources depleted could serve as a tool to detect people that might be more vulnerable to rely on automatic or impulsive processes. Once it is possible to identify people that are depleted of self-control it would be possible (in subsequent studies) to look at the relationship between self-regulatory depletion and the use of IER. If IER can take place automatically, then its use should not differ between people whose self-control resources have been depleted by use and those that have plenty of self-control resources. 
4.2 Study 3
The aim of the Study 3 was to develop a self-report measure of the extent to which people have used self-control during their working day. This measure will be validated by measuring participant’s self-control capacity using the Stroop task. In line with research on ego-depletion effects (for a review, see Hagger et al., 2010) it is predicted that participants who report using lots of self-control during their working day will perform worse on the Stroop than participants who have exerted less self-control. In addition, other factors that have been related to self-control will be explored, including emotional exhaustion (burnout), fatigue (physical and mental fatigue, and quality of sleep) and affect. 

		4.2.1 Predictions
First, the structure of the online questionnaire will be examined. Tangney et al. (2004) found 5 factors in their complete Self-Control Scale. Factor 1 represented “general capacity for self-discipline”, factor 2 “inclination towards deliberate/nonimpulsive action, factor 3 “healthy habits”, factor 4 “self-regulation in service of a work ethic”, and factor 5 “reliability”. To build their Brief Self-Control Scale they took 5 items from factor 1, 3 from factor 2, 2 from factor 3, 2 from factor 4, and 1 from factor 5, but they did not state whether the Brief Self-Control Scale also had 5 factors. Other researchers that have used Tangney’s et al. Brief Self-Control Scale have also found a multidimensional structure. For example, Maloney, Grawitch, & Barber, (2012), investigated the structure of Tangney’s et al. Brief Self-Control Scale in three different samples, finding two factors every time: restraint and impulsivity. As the items that conform the Brief Self-Control Scale belong to each of the factors of the complete Scale and as other researchers have also found a multidimensional structure.  In the present Study i) it is expected that the new measure of use of self-control would also have a multidimensional structure. 
Next, the relationship between scores on the new measure of self-control during the working day and related constructs such as affect, fatigue and emotional exhaustion will be examined. Given the fact that previous research has found mixed results regarding the relationship between affect and self-control depletion, in Study 3 it was only expected that ii) participants who reported using more self-control during their working day would also report stronger emotions, both positive and negative (Vohs, Sengupta, & Dahl, 2014). Previous research has indicated fatigue correlates with ego-depletion (Hagger et al., 2010). For this reason it was expected that iii) participants who reported using more self-control during their working days would also report being more fatigued, as reflected on their scores of mental energy and physical energy. Finally, based on empirical evidence that has linked emotional exhaustion and ego-depletion (Martinez et al., 2013), iv) emotional exhaustion was also expected to be positively correlated to use of self-control. 
Finally, the main purpose of present study will be examined. Self-control will be investigated by looking at the relationship between the participant’s scores on the use of self-control during the working day scale, and scores of self-control as measured on a Stroop Colour Task. It is expected that v) participants who report having used more self-control during their working days will have less self-control, as reflected on a worse performance on the Stroop Task, than participants who reported using less self-control.

4.2.2 Method
4.2.2.1 Participants
	154 participants volunteered to take part in this study (97 women). Ages ranged from 21 to 87 (M = 40.47 yr, SD = 11.84). 136 participants were native English speakers. From the total of 154 participants, 85 (55%) completed the Stroop Task (56 women)[footnoteRef:31]. Ages ranged from 23 to 64 years old (M = 40.18, SD = 11.01). [31:  The small percentage completion for the main dependent measure (the Stroop task) might have been due to the fact that when participants were directed to Inquisit, where the Stroop task took place, it was required for them to run a temporary file on their computers in order for Inquisit to work. This might have caused distrust in participants which could have made them quit the experiment even though they were reassured this temporary file would not cause any harm to their equipment and they could delete it as soon as they finish. ] 

4.2.2.2 Procedure
	An email inviting people to take part in an experiment aimed at exploring the extent to which people use self-control while at work was sent to a list of volunteers at the University of Sheffield. Participants were informed that a weblink (https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/MPHJNX6) would take them to a questionnaire where they would first answer some questions related to their use of self-control and then they would solve a word reading task. Participants were reminded their responses would be confidential and that they could withdraw the experiment at any time.
	Once participants clicked on the link to the questionnaire they were asked to generate a unique identification code. After, they answered some questions about the extent to which they had exerted self-control during their working day. Then they answered some questions about their mood, their physical and mental energy, and the extent to which they experienced emotional exhaustion at their jobs on that day. Later, they answered some questions about their consumption of sugar during the day and the quality of their sleep during the previous night. Finally, some demographics were collected (gender, age, whether they were native English speakers, and the time that they arrived and left from work). After answering the questions, participants were redirected to Inquisit[footnoteRef:32] where they were asked to complete a Stroop colour task. At the end of the Stroop task participants were fully debriefed and thanked for their participation. [32:  Inquisit is an online software that allows participants to answer psychological instruments from any computer that has access to the internet.] 

4.2.2.3 Materials
	1. To explore the extent to which the participants had used self-control, experienced physical and mental fatigue, emotional exhaustion, and changes in their mood, they answered a questionnaire comprising four different measures exploring each of these aspects.


	a) New measure of the use of self-control during the working day 
A modified version of the 13 item Brief Self-Control Scale (BSCS; Tangney et al., 2004) was used to measure the extent to which people tried to exert self-control during their working day. The items conserved the same format and content as the items in the BSCS with the addition of specifically referring to self-control exerted on the current day (e.g., I had to resist temptation today, I often acted without thinking through all the alternatives today) and were answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). This scale proved to have adequate internal reliability α = .71.
	b) Mood
Mood was measured using a 16-item scale previously used by Bindl, Parker, Totterdell, and Hagger-Johnson (2012). The instructions of the scale were as follow: Please think about your day up to this point and indicate how have you felt today. Participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = never to 7 = always, how they felt on each one of the 16 items. The items explored mood in four different dimensions: i) high activated positive mood (HAPM) with the items "enthusiastic", "excited", "inspired" and "joyful", α = .82; ii) low-activated positive mood (LAPM) with the items "at ease", "calm", "laid-back" and, "relaxed", α = .86; iii) high-activated negative mood (HANM) with the items "anxious", "nervous", "tense" and, "worried", α = .91 and; iv) low-activated negative mood (LANM) with the items "dejected", "depressed", "despondent" and, "hopeless", α = .86. 


	c) Emotional exhaustion  
Emotional exhaustion was measured using the 9-item Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach et al., 1996) emotional exhaustion subscale. Emotional exhaustion measures the feelings of being exhausted by one’s work. This subscale includes items like “I feel emotionally drained from my work” and participants are asked to respond on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (never) to 7 (every day). The scale was adapted to fit the emotional exhaustion experienced by participants during their working day (e.g. I feel emotionally drained from my work today). The scale proved to have good internal consistency α = .88.
	d) Fatigue
Physical and mental fatigue was measured using the two items developed by Wood, Magnello, and Jewell (1990). Participants were instructed to indicate on a scale ranging from 0 (I have no energy at all) to 100 (I am full of energy) how physically fatigued they were on one item and how mentally fatigue they were on a second item, α = .82.  
2. To check if participants’ reports on the questionnaire reflected use of self-control the Stroop Colour Task (Stroop, 1935) was used – our hypothesis was that the self-control resources of participants who reported exerting a lot of self-control during the working day, would likely be depleted and thus they would perform worse on the Stroop task than participants who reported exerting less self-control during the day. Previous research has used the Stroop Task to measure self-control. For example, Wright, Stewart, and Barnett (2008) observed impaired performance on the Stroop task after a previous depleting task. Hagger and colleagues’ meta-analysis (2010) reported a large-sized effect of prior exertion of self-control on the Stroop task (d+ = .76).  The logic by which the Stroop task works is by exposing people to stimulus they automatically process (reading words). The automatic response (reading) then competes against a controlled response (naming the colour in which a word is written) creating an interference effect (Glaser & Düngelhoff, 1984). People require self-regulation to inhibit this interference effect (Hui et al., 2009).  
Participants were presented with 171 trials of a computer-based Stroop Task. In each trial, participants were presented with the words: "red", "black", "green" and "blue" shown in colours that mismatched the meaning of these words (e.g., red was shown in green font). Participants were asked to respond to the colour that the word was shown in as accurately and as fast as they could by typing in the "d" key on their computers for words printed in red, "f" for words printed in green, "j" for words printed in blue and, "k" for words printed in black. For example, when the word "red" appeared on screen printed in black participants had to hit the key "k" on their keyboards. Participants were instructed to place their index and middle fingers on the d, f, j, and k keys of the keyboard so that they were ready to respond. These keys were selected because their position on the keyboard would make it the easiest for participants to respond. There were also informed that they would have a visual reminder of the keys all the time throughout the experiment on top of the screen. Participants were also informed that the task would not take more than 3 minutes to complete and instructed to keep going until the phrase 'This is the end of the task' appeared on screen. 

4.2.3 Results
To check the factor structure of the new questionnaire designed to measure use of self-control a principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 13 items with oblimin rotation for the 154 participants that answered the online questionnaire. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure verified the sample adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .820 (‘great’ according to Field, 2009), and all KMO values for individual items were > .55, which is above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2009), so it was decided to keep all variables. Barlett’s test of sphericity X2 (78) = 520.55, p < .001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. 
An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 53.92% of the variance (component 1 accounted for 30.63% of the variance, component 2 accounted for 13.20% of the variance, and component 3 accounted for 10.1% of the variance). The scree plot showed an inflexion that justified retaining 3 components. Table IV.1 shows the factor loadings after rotation[footnoteRef:33]. Based on the content of each of the components, it is suggested that component 1 represents ‘loss of control’, component 2 ‘exertion of self-control effort’, and component 3 ‘success at self-control’. These three components correspond to the aspects Tangney and colleagues measure on their scale, namely, people’s capacity to change their inner responses and to interrupt undesired behavioural tendencies (e.g. impulses), and refrain from acting on them. When looking at each component separately, it can be seen that ‘Loss of control’ would correspond to Maloney and colleagues (2012) impulsivity factor, ‘and exertion of self-control effort’ to Maloney’s restraint factor. Nevertheless, the two items that conform component 3 or ‘success at self-control’ do not quite fit into any of Maloney’s factors. Thus, they were kept separately under the name ‘success at self-control’. The present factor analysis confirmed the first hypothesis of this chapter, in that the new ‘use of self-control scale’ would have a multidimensional structure which suggests the use of self-control during the working day may be composed of different aspects, in the present case of instances where people lose control, where they exert self-control effort, and where they succeed at self-control.  [33:  The correlation coefficients between each variable and factor can be observed on Table IV.2] 

	Table IV.1. Factor loadings after rotation

	Item
	Loss of control
	Exertion of self-control effort
	Success at self-control

	I said inappropriate things today (R)
	.777
	 
	 

	Pleasure and fun sometimes kept me from getting work done today (R)
	.661
	 
	 

	I had trouble concentrating today (R)
	.629
	 
	 

	There were times today when I couldn't stop myself from doing something, even if I knew it was wrong (R)
	.578
	 
	 

	I was lazy today (R)
	.558
	 
	 

	I often acted without thinking all the alternatives today (R)
	.547
	 
	 

	I did certain things that were bad for me today, if they were fun (R)
	.506
	 
	 

	I had to resist temptation today
	 
	.806
	 

	I tried to break bad habits today
	 
	.774
	 

	I wish that I had had more self-discipline today (R)
	 
	.640
	 

	I refused things that are bad for me today
	 
	.570
	.419

	People would say that I had an iron self-discipline today
	 
	 
	.776

	Today, I was able to work effectively toward long-term goals
	 
	 
	.621

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 10 iterations.
(R) reversed items.



Bivariate correlation analyses were conducted to investigate the relationship between each of the factors of the new use of self-control scale (loss of control, exertion of self-control effort, and success at self-control) and the scores of mental fatigue, physical fatigue, emotional exhaustion, and each of the four dimensions of mood (HAMP, LAPM, HANM, and LANM)[footnoteRef:34]. All correlations can be seen in Table IV.2. When looking at the correlations between mood and use of self-control, it was observed that ‘loss of control’ was significantly negatively correlated with high activated (e.g., r = -.20, p < .05) and low activated (r = -.21, p < .01) positive moods, and positively correlated with high activated (r = .34) and low activated (r = .48) negative moods (p < .01 in both cases). ‘Exertion of self-control effort’ also significantly negatively correlated with low activated positive mood (r = -.16, p < .05), and positively correlated with high and low activated negative mood (r = .31, p < .01, r = .17, p < .05, respectively). Finally, there was a significant positive relationship between ‘success at self-control’ and low activated positive mood (r = .20, p < .05), and a significant negative relationship with low activated negative mood (r = -.27, p < .01). These findings suggest that, as predicted in the second hypothesis of the present study, it is not only negative affect that is correlated with use of self-control as some literature has suggested (Hagger et al., 2010), but affect in general. In particular it could be observed that when participants reported more lost of control and exertion of self-control effort, they experienced less positive mood and more negative mood while succeeding at self-control was related to positive mood.  [34:  Given the fact that from the 154 participants, only 85 completed both the new measure of self-control during the working day and the Stroop task, using independent samples T-tests it was investigated if the participants that did not complete the Stroop task were different from participants that did complete it with respect to: i) each of the use of self control factors, ii) mental energy, ii) physical energy, iv) emotional exhaustion, v) and to each of the four dimensions of mood. No significant differences were found between any of these variables and whether the participant completed the use of self-control scale only, or both, the use of self-control scale and the Stroop task. ] 

Next, the correlations between use of self-control and mental and physical energy were looked at. As predicted in hypothesis three of the present study, use of self-control during the working day was significantly negatively related to levels of energy. Specifically, a significant negative correlation between ‘loss of control’ and mental and physical energy was found (r = -.25, r = -.26, respectively, both ps < .01. No significant correlation was found between ‘exertion of self-control’ and mental and physical energy. Finally, ‘success at self-control’ was positively significantly correlated to mental (r = .26) and physical (r = .21) energy (ps < .01). These results indicate that participants who reported using more self-control and failed at it also reported having less mental and physical energy. On the other hand, succeeding at self-control was related to higher levels of mental and physical energy. Another factor that is associated to fatigue is quality of sleep. Thus, it was explored whether quality of sleep would also affect participant’s use of self-control. To explore this, a MANOVA with quality of sleep as the IV, and the three factors of the use of self control scale as DVs (loss of control, exertion of self-control effort, and success at self-control) was conducted. There was no significant association between the scores on the scale of use of self-control and the quality of sleep F(3,15) = 1.4, p > .05 
Finally, the last factor that has also been associated to self-control, namely, emotional exhaustion, was examined. It was found that only ‘loss of control’ significantly positively correlated with emotional exhaustion (r = .38, < .01). This partly confirms the hypothesis that emotional exhaustion is related to the use of self-control, although, as these results suggests, it seems that there’s a relationship only when participants lose self-control, not that much when they exert self-control. 



	[bookmark: RANGE!B1:L15]Table IV.2 Bivariate correlations among the factors of the use of self-control and mental energy, physical energy, emotional exhaustion, and the four dimensions of mood

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2
	.24**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	-.23**
	-0.11
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	-.25**
	-0.14
	.26**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	-.26**
	-0.09
	.21**
	.84**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	.38**
	0.14
	-0.08
	-.35**
	-.34**
	1
	
	
	
	

	7
	-.20*
	0.11
	.48**
	.34**
	.35**
	-.24**
	1
	
	
	

	8
	-.21**
	-.16*
	.20*
	.29**
	.25**
	-.37**
	.33**
	1
	
	

	9
	.34**
	.31**
	-0.10
	-.30**
	-.29**
	.50**
	-0.09
	-.62**
	1
	

	10
	.48**
	.17*
	-.27**
	-.41**
	-.36**
	.63**
	-.40**
	-.48**
	.58**
	1

	**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05 (significant at two-tailed)

	N = 154
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note:  Two extreme cases for mental energy and one extreme case for physical energy were removed from the analyses as the scores indicate a random response from the participant. Thus the sample size varies in some analysis (N = 152 for mental energy and N = 153 for physical energy).

	1. Loss of control, 2. Exertion of self-control effort, 3. Success at self-control, 4. Mental energy, 5. Physical energy, 6. Emotional exhaustion, 7. High activated positive mood, 8. Low activated positive mood, 9. High activated negative mood, 10. Low activated negative mood



The next analyses explored the main hypothesis of Study 3: whether participants who reported having used more self-control during their working days would have less capacity or willingness to exert self-control than participants who reported using less self-control, as reflected on a worse performance on the Stroop Task. A correlation analysis between each of the five variables (three corresponding to the factors or the ‘use of self-control scale’: loss of control, exertion of self-control effort, success at self-control; and the other two corresponding to the factors associated to the use of self-control: emotional exhaustion, mental energy and physical energy) and i) the percentage of correct responses on the Stroop task and ii) the mean of  reaction time, was conducted. Outliers over 3 SDs for the percentage of correct responses and the mean of reaction time in the Stroop task were removed. There was no significant relationship between ‘loss of control’ (r = -.13), ‘exertion of self-control effort’ (r = -.11) and, ‘success at self-control’ (r = .13) (all ps > .05) and the percentage of correct responses on the Stroop Task. There was not either a significant relationship between ‘loss of control’ (r = -.06), ‘exertion of self-control effort’ (r = .01) and, ‘success at self-control’ (r = .11) and the mean of reaction time on the Stroop task (all ps > .05) (see Table IV.3). No significant associations between any of the four dimension of mood and the mean of reaction time on the Stroop task were found: HAPM (r = -.10), HANM (r = .10), LAPM (r = -.09), and LANM (r = .09) (all ps > .05). The four dimensions of mood were not significantly correlated either with the percentage of correct response on the Stroop task: HAPM (r = .16), HANM (r = -.09), LAPM (r = .06), and LANM (r = -.09) (all ps > .05).  There was no significant relationship between physical energy (r = .07), and mental energy (r = .05), and the mean of reaction time on the Stroop task  (ps > .05). There was no significant relationship either between physical energy (r = -.04), and mental energy (r = -.01), and the percentage of correct responses on the Stroop task (ps > .05). Emotional exhaustion did not significantly correlate with neither the mean of reaction time on the Stroop task (r = -.02), nor with the percentage of correct response on the Stroop task (r = -.14, ps > .05). Finally, as some research has suggested that glucose intake could help replenish people’s self-regulatory resources (Alquist, Baumeister, & Tice, 2014; Gaillot et al., 2007; McMahon & Scheel, 2010; Wang & Dvorak, 2010), a last analysis explored whether participants who reported consuming sweet products during the last hour would have a different performance on the Stroop task than participant who did not consume any sweet products. To explore this, a MANOVA with consumption of sweet products during the last hour as the IV and mean reaction time and percentage of correct response on the Stroop task as DVs was conducted. No significant effect of consuming sweet products during the last hour on the participants reaction time nor percentage of correct response on the Stroop task was found, F(2,82) = .77, p > .05.
	Table IV.3 Correlations between use of self-control, mood, energy and emotional exhaustion and, the mean reaction time and percentage of correct response on the Stroop task

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	Mean reaction time on the Stroop
	-0.06
	0.01
	0.11
	-0.1
	0.1
	-0.09
	0.09
	0.07
	0.05
	-0.02

	Percentage of correct responses on the Stroop
	-0.13
	-0.11
	0.13
	0.16
	-0.09
	0.06
	-0.09
	-0.04
	-0.01
	-0.14

	**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05 (significant at two-tailed)

	N = 85  

	1. Loss of control, 2. Exertion of self-control effort, 3. Success at self-control, 4. High activated positive mood, 5. High activated negative mood, 6. Low activated positive mood, 7. Low activated negative mood, 8. Physical energy, 9. Mental energy, 10. Emotional exhaustion



These results could not confirm the main hypothesis of Study 3 in that no significant relationship between the use of self-control during participant’s working day and their performance on the Stroop task was found. 
4.2.4 Discussion
Based on Tangney’s et al. (2004) Brief Self-Control Scale, Study 3 developed a self-report measure of the extent to which people exerted self-control during their working day.  To identify levels of self-control, a Stroop Task was administered straight after the online questionnaire. It was expected that high self-reports of use of self-control during the working day would be related to a bad performance in the Stroop Task. A principal component analysis on the new ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale yielded three different factors: i) loss of control, ii) exertion of self-control effort and, iii) success at self-control. These results do not match the 5 factor structure of Tangney’s et al. (2004) original Self-Control Scale, which suggests ‘use of self-control during the working day’ reflects a rather different construct to the one measured in Tangney’s Self-Control Scale. The factor structure found in Study 3, partially matches the factor structure Maloney and colleagues (2012) reported for the Tangney’s Brief Self-Control Scale. Maloney and colleagues (2012) found two factors which they called ‘impulsivity’, that corresponded to acting spontaneous thoughts and feelings and, ‘restraint’, that corresponded to self-discipline and resisting temptation. Taking a closer look at the items than formed Maloney’s factors, it can be seen that the ’loss of control’ factor found in Study 3 matches Maloney’s impulsivity factor, and that ‘exertion of self-control’ matches Maloney’s restraint factor. Nevertheless, the factor ‘success at self-control’ did not fit into any of Maloney’s factors, which provides more evidence that reporting on the use of self-control during the working day measures something slightly different from what Tangney’s et al. (2004) original Self-Control Scale (and Brief Self-Control Scale) measures.  This is something researchers looking into self-control should take into consideration, especially if the focus of study is the use of self-control during the day rather than individual differences in self-control. Furthermore, the three factor structure found in Study 3 suggests that, when looking at how the use of self-control during the working day relates to other constructs, it may be important to look at the scores of each factor rather than looking at a global score on the scale, as it seems ‘use of self-control during the working day’ is not a one-dimensional construct. 
As self-control has been linked to other factors such as emotional exhaustion, fatigue and affect, in Study 3, it was proposed that the of  ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale would also be correlated to these factors. Correlation analyses between these factors and the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ confirmed them to be related. When looking at affect, a relationship with the use of self-control during the working day was found. These results contradict research that has found no effect between the use of self-control and affect (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1998; Bruyneel, Dewitte, Hans-frances, & Dekimpe, 2009; Muraven et al., 1998). The measure of affect used in Study 3 had the advantage of measuring both activation and valence components of affect (Russell, 2003), resulting in 4 different measures of affect which provided the opportunity to see which kinds of affect are related to the use of self-control. Both high (i.e. anxious, nervous, worried, tense) and low (i.e. despondent, dejected, depressed, hopeless) activated negative affect were positively related to participant’s ‘loss of control’ and to ‘exertion of self-control effort’ factors, whereas low activated positive affect (at ease, laid-back, relaxed calm) was negatively related to ‘loss of control’ and to ‘exertion of self-control effort’, as well as high activated positive affect was negatively related to ‘loss of control’. These findings go in line with research that says that negative affect increases with depletion (Ciarocco, Sommer, & Baumeister, 2001; Hui et al., 2009). This could indicate that exerting self-control might be aversive for people (Hagger et al., 2010) although the positive correlations between low activated positive affect and ‘success at self-control’, and the negative correlation between low activated negative affect, and ‘success at self-control’ contradict this. In short, there seems to be a relationship between affect and use of self-control during the working day, specifically, the present findings suggests that when participants reported exerting self-control during the day but were not very successful (they lost control) they experienced more negative feelings and less positive feelings, while when they succeeded at self-control factor, they reported more positive feelings and less negative feelings. Another interpretation of these findings could be that it is the consequences of exerting self-control that are related to different affective states, in that when people succeed at self-control they experience positive affect while when they fail at self-control they experience negative affect.
Emotional exhaustion was also related to the use of self-control, specifically to the ‘loss of control’ factor. The findings of the present study suggest that participants who used more self-control during the working day tended to report more emotional exhaustion, which could reflect low self-regulatory capacity. Research from Maloney et al. (2012) supports this idea. They used the emotional exhaustion Scale from the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach, et al., 1996), as an affective outcome on the basis that people with high self-regulatory capacity should be less susceptible to cognitive and emotional depletion. Some researchers have even used emotional exhaustion as a subjective measure of ego-depletion (Martinez, et al., 2013). Although in study 3 it cannot be said that emotional exhaustion and use of self-control are the same, they are indeed related, showing that when one occurs the other occurs as well.
The last factor found to be related to the use of self-control during the working day was fatigue, as measured by the participants levels of physical and mental energy. The findings suggests that when participants failed at using self-control (as reflected on their scores on the ‘loss of control’ factor), they experienced more mental and physical fatigue, whereas when they ‘succeeded at self-control’ the opposite effect was found. These findings confirm what literature suggest in that people that exert self-control report higher levels of fatigue than people who do not exert self-control (Hagger, et al., 2010; Muraven et al., 1998). 
The main objective of Study 3 was to develop a new self-report measure of the use of self-control during the working day and validate it by examining the relationship between scores on this measure and the performance of the participants on the Stroop Task. Finding this relationship would work as a way of identifying people that are likely depleted of self-control resources from people that are not, to then use this classification in subsequent studies of IER. The prediction for such studies would be that people depleted in self-control would be more likely to rely on heuristics and/or automatic processes, and so identifying these people could provide evidence of how AIER manifests. To see if there was a relationship between the use of self-control during the working day and levels of self-control, participants’ scores on the questionnaire were correlated with their performances on the Stroop Task. No relationship between any of the three factors of the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale and the performance in the Stroop task was found. Even though the factors associated to the use of self-control, such as emotional exhaustion, fatigue and mood suggests that the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale may be measuring use of self-control, the scale itself did not allow to see whether the use of self-control affected the participant’s willingness or ability to exert self-control in the Stroop task. This could have happened because: i) the exertion of self-control during the day might not be associated to a willingness or ability to exert self-control but rather to a vulnerability to depletion; ii) participants were not depleted by the self-control that they used during their working day; iii) the Stroop Task could not detect self-control depletion or because; iv) self-control depletion is not simply a reduction or lack of self-control capacity after having engaged in a previous activity that required self-control but rather, a switch between “have to” and “want to” goals. In the next paragraphs, each of these explanations will be further explained. 
With respect to the first point, classic research on vulnerability to depletion typically asks participants to complete two tasks requiring self-control in quick succession. For example, in the research conducted by Webb and Sheeran (Experiment 2, 2003) looking at whether implementation intentions (if then plans) could prevent ego-depletion, participants in the ego-depletion condition were asked to count down in sevens from 1000 while standing on their weaker leg (which required self-control), and immediately after the completion of this task they were asked to complete the Stroop task, where it would be possible to observe any effects of vulnerability to depletion if the performance on the Stroop was impaired. In Study 3, participants did not move from a self-control exertion task straight into the Stroop task, instead, they answered the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’, and even if they had exerted self-control just before responding to the scale, the time wait between this exertion and the Stroop task (due to responding to the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale) might have been enough for participants to overcome any effects of self-control depletion. As literature suggests periods of rest provide the opportunity for participants to recover from ego depletion (Oaten, Williams, Jones, & Zadro, 2008). In the present study, any activities participants might have engaged in before completing the Stroop task, including answering the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale, may have helped them to recover self-control capacity. Also, participants were not asked what time did they last exerted self-control during their working day so it was impossible to know whether participants use of self-control happened at the beginning of the day, in the middle of the day, or during the whole day. If, for example, participants only exerted self-control at the beginning of their working days, this could have given them time to recover from the effects of ego-depletion. Therefore, in order to investigate whether the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale is associated to people’s vulnerability to self-control depletion, a self-control task would have to be included before participants engaged in the Stroop task. If the scale of ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ is related to vulnerability to depletion, it would be expected that this scale would be related to the performance of participants on a Stroop task after having engaged in a previous self-control task.  An independent study using the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale tested this idea (Cole, Jin Ha, Samuel, & Webb, 2016). In this study participants engaged in a letter search task that, as a first stage, required them to highlight all the ‘e’s in a passage of text, and as a second stage, it required them to highlight all the ‘e’s in the same passage of text but with some restrictions. Participants were instructed to only highlight the ‘e’s that were two letters away from another vowel (e.g. highlighting the ‘e’ in the word ‘arise’, but not in the word ‘killed’. This task has previously been used to deplete self-control resources, as people first form the habit of highlighting all ‘e’s they find in the text and then have to inhibit it, and breaking habits requires self-control (Baumeister et al., 1998; Dewall, Baumeister, Gailliot, & Maner, 2008). After participants finished the letter search task they moved straight forward to the Stroop.  Finally participants answered the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale along with other questions aimed at exploring replenishing activities that might also influence vulnerability to depletion (helping participants overcome the effects of depletion)[footnoteRef:35]. These questions included quality of sleep, glucose consumption, positive affect, pleasurable activities and/or events (i.e. someone told me that they loved me today, today is my birthday or anniversary of a positive event), and motivation to perform well on the Stroop task (i.e. I want to succeed in the following task, It is important to me to do well in this task), and religious beliefs. The results of Cole’s et al. study could not find an effect of the use of self-control during the working day and vulnerability to depletion, meaning that the scores participants got on the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale were not related to the performance of participants on the Stroop task after being depleted of self-regulatory resources. The replenishing activities (quality of sleep, glucose consumption, positive affect, pleasurable activities and/or positive events, and motivation) were not related to the participants’ performance on the Stroop either, which may indicate that they have not influenced vulnerability to depletion. The findings of Study 3 along with the findings of Cole’s et al. study (2016) could not validate the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale as a measure of vulnerability to depletion. This may suggest that possible periods of recovery between the self-control exerted during the working day and the responses to the Stroop task were not responsible for not having found a self-control depletion effect of the use of self-control during the working day.  [35:  Cole’s et al. (2016) study used the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale presented in the current chapter to give continuity to the findings of Study 3.] 

Thus, the explanation may be related to the second point: participants were not depleted by the self-control they used during their working day. It could be that when people anticipate using self-control they conserve resources before reaching a depleted state (Muraven, Shmueli, & Burkley, 2006). In Study 3, when people were invited to take part, they were told that after completing the questionnaire they would be directed to another webpage where they would complete a word task. Participants might have conserved self-control resources during their working day anticipating they would be needing them during the questionnaire or word task. Nevertheless, participants were not told they would have to exert any kind of self-control during the work task. In any case, one way in which this could be controlled in future experiments would be to conceal from participants the fact that they would be asked to engage in another task. 
As it is unlikely that participants saved self-control resources to perform well on the Stroop task an alternative explanation, still related to the second point, would be that participants who exerted self-control did not reached depletion because of being good at so doing and so were able to perform the Stroop task without having to draw on their self-control resources. De Ridder and colleagues (2012) found that people high in self-control are good at automatising their behaviour. In a meta-analysis they conducted on how self-control relates to behaviour they found that the biggest effect size corresponded to controlled versus automatic behaviours. They found that the effect size of trait self-control on controlled behaviours (both desired and undesired) was small, but that the effect of trait self-control on automatic behaviours was medium to large, suggesting that people high in self-control are good at automatising their behaviour (regardless of whether it is desired or undesired). It is possible, therefore, that people that reported having used more self-control during their working day might have also been good at self-control, which would make them good candidates to automatise their responses on the Stroop Task. Related to this idea, people may also habitually encounter the same tasks that require self-control in their jobs, this constant ‘training’ on self-control could help people to develop well-learned skills in particular activities in their jobs requiring self-control. For example, health care personal might constantly have to control their emotions to talk about delicate topics with their patients and this constant use of self-control might work as a kind of training, making them less vulnerable to ego-depletion effects. Research suggests that training in self-control improves self-control capacity which reduces self-control depletion (Hagger, et al., 2010). In Study 3, it is likely that participants might have been good at self-control during their working day as the activities they face are likely to repeat constantly. Thus, they may still have exerted self-control during their day but this exertion might not have led them to be depleted of self-control resources. The Self-control during the working day questionnaire should then include measures of self-control ability as well as it should include further questions that explore unexpected situations that people face during their working days and that require self-control. Unexpected situations would be expected to be situations for which people have had not been able to train for before (are not part of their daily work activities) and thus for which they may not be good at or may not have been in contact frequently enough to become good at self-control in those particular situations. These kind of situations may offer a more adequate context in which to explore self-control depletion during the working day.
In relation to the third point (the Stroop task could not detect self-control depletion) it is possible that people depleted of self-regulatory resources can still exert self-control, especially if they are offered some sort of incentive (e.g. money), are particularly motivated to do well, believe that their willpower is unlimited, or are exposed to a novel task (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007; Job, Dweck, & Walton, 2010; Muraven & Slessareva, 2003). In Study 3, participants might have experienced the Stroop Task as a novel situation or might have been motivated to perform well. As Baumeister and Vohs say (p. 115, 2007) “A reduction in ego resources can be temporarily overcome by strong motivation”. Study 3 did not ask participants how motivated they were to perform well in the Stroop task but the research conducted by Cole and colleagues (2016) did, finding no relationship between motivation to perform well on the Stroop and participants’ scores on the Stroop task. Also, neither Study 3 nor Cole’s et al. (2016) study offered participant’s any kind of incentive (e.g. money, food, a little price). There might have been other things that might have prevented participants from experiencing depletion that Study 3 did not control for and that have been associated to people overcoming self-depletion, like watching people’s favourite TV series, smoking or praying (Inzlicht, Schmeichel, & Macrae, 2013). Nevertheless, Cole’s et al. (2016) study controlled for pleasurable activities or events and for religious faith, finding no effect between these and participants performance on the Stroop task. Thus, it is unlikely that replenishing activities such as pleasurable activities, motivation to perform well and religious beliefs have helped participants overcome any depletion effects from having used self-control during their working days. 
The last point suggests that the reason why it was not possible to see an effect of the exertion of self-control depletion caused by exerting self-control during the working day and the participants performance on the Stroop task, is because self-control depletion may not simply be a lack of self-control resources due to a previous exertion of self-control, but rather a change in balance between “have to” and “want to” goals. This idea was proposed by Inzlicht, et al. (2013). Given the big debate in social psychology surrounding ego-depletion (e.g. Is self-control really limited, Does the effect of ego-depletion really exists?), Inzlicht and colleagues reformulated the concept of self-control from a resource dependant to a non-resource dependant mental process and explained how this reformulation can account for the apparent limits of self-control.  According to Inzlicht and colleagues, the effect ego-depletion is not caused by exhausting self-regulatory resources but by a motivated switching between goals people have to do (meaning, they feel obliged to do out of a sense of duty, for example, finishing writing a research paper) and goals people want to do (things people search for in order to obtain some sort of gratification, for example, going to the pub). They explain that it is likely that the effects of ego-depletion found in research are due to people changing from the ‘have to’ to ‘the want’ to goal. Thus, when a person cannot control himself/herself on a task (e.g. inhibiting reading the words of the Stroop task) it is not because they cannot actually control themselves but because they have decided they do not want to, meaning that they have switched from “I have to name the colours because the experimenter is asking me to do it” to “I do not want to name the colours because this is more gratifying for me right now”. In the typical research about ego depletion, where there is a first self-control task aimed at depleting self-regulatory resources, immediately followed by a second self-regulatory task where this lack of self-control resources should show, according to Inzlicht and colleagues model, the effect of ego-depletion would be due to people having less motivation to engage in have to tasks and more motivation to engage in want to tasks. Thus, it would be important to explore how motivated people are at engaging in both, the first self-control task and the subsequent self-control task. If any effects of depletion were to be observed on the latter task, this could then mean that people were not motivated to engage in the second task (probably because in the first self-control task they acted in accordance to “have to” goals and in the second task the switched to “want to” goals). Finding such a switch in motivation could also explain research that has not found an ego-depletion effect, in these cases one plausible explanation according to Inzlicht and colleagues  model would be that the nature of the goal to perform the first self-control task was probably experienced as a “want to” goal, instead of as a “have to” by the participants. 
In the present study, motivation to perform well on the Stroop task was not measured, but Cole et al. (2016) study did measure it and still did not find an effect of use of self-control during the working day and self-control depletion. Nevertheless, neither study (Study 3 nor Cole’s) explored “wanting to” versus “having to” goals of participants during their working day. If participants, for example, liked their jobs or had lots of incentives to do their jobs (for example, monetary incentives, a good work environment), it is likely that this was what may have prevented observing a depletion effect on the Stroop, as participants would not have needed to switch to a “want to” goal during the Stroop as they were carrying out their work activities under the perspective of “want to” goal as well.
It is also worth mentioning that the limited strength model has been controversial, as the effect that researchers claim to exist, might (or is likely to) be inflated, overestimated because it includes studies with small effects. For example, Carter and McCullough (2014) applied methods for correcting for small study effects (such as publication bias) finding very strong signals of publication bias and that the depletion effect was actually no different from zero.  
Following the previous four explanations of why the new measure of self-control during the working day questionnaire could not predict an effect of self-control depletion (as observed on the scores of participants on the Stroop task) and the controversy surrounding research on ego-depletion, in the present Study it is suggested that an ego depletion effect was not observed because: i) participants may have not been depleted of self-control as a consequence of their exertion of self-control during the working day and/or ii) because there was not a motivational switch between “want to” or “have to” goals at time one (during the working day) and “want to” or “have to” goals at time two (during the Stroop task). In the former case, participants may have not reached depletion because the tasks they perform on their daily jobs are performed everyday and they do not ‘exhaust’ them anymore, also it might be possible that they are good as self-control as a consequence of habitually using self-control in their jobs. In the latter case, it may be possible that participants have been motivated to do their correspondent daily working tasks and were also motivated to perform good on the Stroop task or were not motivated to do their jobs neither to perform well on the Stroop task, but in any case there was no motivational switch between what he participants felt they had to do and what they wanted to do. Future research should explore whether unexpected situations at work that require self-control are more likely to deplete people of their self-control resources. Research should also explore the motivations of people while at work and see whether they are extrinsically or intrinsically driven, and whether people that report extrinsically driven motivations on their working day would  show a depletion effect on the Stroop task (or on any other self-control task). Finding that unexpected tasks at work deplete people of their self-control resources would support the idea of self-control as a resource based phenomenon whether reports of extrinsically driven motivations during the working day would support the idea of self-control as a non-resource based phenomenon.  In any case, self-control depletion may not be neither purely resourced based nor purely motivationally based and exploring both aspects would help researchers better understand this phenomenon.
To sum up, the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale presented in Study 3 is probably reflecting the participant’s use of self-control during their working day as it correlates with other factors that have been associated to self-control, namely, to emotional exhaustion, fatigue and negative affect. Nevertheless, the present new scale might not predict self-control depletion nor vulnerability to self-control, as it was not possible to find a relationship between the participants’ scores on the Stroop task and the scores on the use of self-control scale which confirmed that high use of self-control during the day affected the participants use of self-control during the Stroop. This was not possible to confirm even when a self-control task was administered immediately before the Stroop task. This discussion suggests that participants might have not been depleted by their use of self-control during the working day because of being good at self-control, (either because the quotidian engagement in self-control tasks they encounter on daily basis may make them better at self-control or simply because it may be a personal characteristic of them) or because there might have not been a motivational switch between the participants work tasks and the Stroop task.
4.2.5 Concluding comment
The present chapter started exploring the second question of this thesis: what are the factors that facilitate or promote the use of AIER. As the literature suggests that self-control depletion makes people more vulnerable to act on automatic basis, it was hypothesised that people depleted of their self-control resources would be more likely to engage in AIER. Thus, the main purpose of the present study was to use the ‘Use of self-control during the working day’ scale to identify people that are likely ego-depleted and to then examine the relationship between self-depleted people and their use of AIER (expecting that depleted people would be more likely to engage in AIER) in a subsequent study. However, the new developed scale in the present chapter did not manage to reflect self-control depletion. Thus, the next study will look at other factor that has also been associated to promote the use of automatic behaviours, namely, cognitive load. Through manipulating the cognitive capacity of participants, the next study tests whether being under high cognitive load makes participants more vulnerable to use AIER strategies in comparison to being under no cognitive load. This would be done in real interactions between pairs of people and in a more natural environment (in the context of a dating event). 





CHAPTER 5
Are people more likely to use automatic interpersonal emotion regulation when experiencing mental load in a social context?








Chapter 4 presented an online self-report measure of the extent to which people exerted self-control during their working day. This measure was designed with the purpose to later be used to investigate the relationship between self-control depletion and the use of automatic interpersonal emotion regulation (AIER) in interpersonal interactions (e.g. between romantic couples). To identify the levels of self-control of the participants, a Stroop Task was administered straight after the online questionnaire. As not having enough self-control resources affects the capacity for effortful control over dominant responses (Hagger et al., 2010), rendering people more vulnerable to rely on heuristics or automatic resources (Hofmann et al., 2009), a poor performance on the Stroop Task could indicate low levels of self control. Unfortunately, evidence of self-control depletion could not be observed. This might have happened for two main reasons. First, it might have been the case that participants were not depleted by the self-control they used during their working day because of being high in trait self-control (Baumeister, Gailliot, DeWall, & Oaten, 2006) or because constantly encountering the same activities requiring the use of self-control at work might have served as training for participants, attenuating the effects of depletion (Muraven, Baumeister, & Tice, 1999). Second, because the participants motivations to perform both their daily work tasks and the Stroop task may have been the same (i.e. in both cases they either wanted to or had to do both tasks or they did not want or did not have to do either task) (Inzlicht, et al., 2013). Therefore, in the present chapter, a controlled manipulation of cognitive load, which has also been associated with the use of automatic behaviour (Hofmann et al., 2009), was used to create a situation where participants would be more likely to use AIER during interpersonal interactions. The effects of this manipulation on the use of AIER in interpersonal interactions were studied.   
When people have to deal with several mental tasks at the same time sometimes their performance in one or more of these tasks is affected. Imagine a parent at the supermarket trying to remember the shopping list (that was mistakenly left at home) while at the same time he/she is trying to keep a conversation with his/her 9-year old who is excitedly telling him/her how the school day went. Most likely, some things from the shopping list will be forgotten; it might be also possible that this parent manages to both remember the list and to sustain the conversation with his/her child, by responding to the child in a mechanical or automatic way. This example illustrates that in some cases people under cognitive load (trying to remember the shopping list) rely more on their impulsive or automatic behaviours when engaging in self-control tasks (Friese et al., 2008). On this basis, in the present chapter’s research, a cognitive load task was employed in order to observe whether people would be more likely to use AIER under high cognitive load. To manipulate cognitive load, half of participants in a speed dating event (an event where people seeking romantic relationships have a series of short conversations or dates with potential partners in order to determine whether there is mutual interest) were assigned to a high cognitive load condition (remembering an 11-digit number) while the other half was assigned to a low cognitive load condition (remembering a 1-digit number) while having 5 or 6 short dates. After each date, participants answered a questionnaire about the emotion regulation (ER) strategies that they used and experienced during their date. The distinction between use of automatic and controlled interpersonal emotion regulation (IER) was achieved by measuring variations in three features of IER that have been associated with automaticity: i) awareness of using IER strategies, ii) effort exerted when using IER strategies and, iii) intention in using IER strategies (Moors & De Houwer, 2006).[footnoteRef:36] The main prediction of the present research was that participants in the high cognitive load condition, in comparison to participants in the low cognitive load condition, would use more AIER strategies as reported by themselves and by their dates. The chapter will first explain the relationship between cognitive load and automatic behaviours. Then, romantic interactions will be presented as a good scenario to observe AIER, in particular, speed dates. Later, different factors that might affect people’s use of AIER will be explained. Finally, Study 4 will then be presented. [36:  For practical purposes, the present research investigates three features of automaticity but to remind the reader, automatic processes have been associated with more concepts than the ones presented here. The review on automaticity by Moors and De Houwer (2006) for example, talks about eight of these features: (un)intentional, goal (in)dependent, (un)controlled/(un)controllable, autonomous, purely stimulus driven, (un)conscious, efficient and fast. While Bargh and Williams (2007) focus mainly on four features: efficiency, lack of awareness, lack of control, and little or no intention.] 

5.1 Automaticity and cognitive load 
When people’s cognitive functions (e.g. attention and memory) are demanded by a particular situation (just as the parent in the aforementioned example, trying to remember the shopping list), other tasks that require cognitive resources may be affected (the parent may be incapable of sustaining a conversation with his/her kid), but in some cases it may be possible that this other task could run to completion by relying on automatic processes (the parent may manage to keep a conversation with his/her child by responding automatically or he/she might respond irritably without even being aware of doing so). Some research has suggested that behaviour relies more on impulsive precursors (automatic affective reactions, automatic approach-avoidance reactions) and less on reflective precursors (restrains and deliberate evaluations) under conditions of cognitive load (Hofmann et al., 2009). For example, research involving people who are trying to diet has found that when their cognitive resources are required by some other tasks, they are more likely to behave automatically, losing control on their diet restrictions and eating more (Boon, Stroebe, Schut, & Ijntema, 2002; Ward & Mann, 2000). In a study by Boon and colleagues (2002), a radio conversation was used to distract participants while they were consuming ice-cream. The researchers found that participants who were distracted and had eating restrictions (e.g. were on a diet) consumed more ice-cream than participants who also had eating restrictions but were not distracted. Boon et al. concluded that not having full cognitive resources affects people’s attempts at controlling their behaviour. Having one’s cognitive resources demanded by a particular task may affect not only the behaviour of the person when performing another task happening concurrently, making the behaviour more automatic, but it can also affect the person’s thoughts and beliefs. For example, Gilbert and Hixon (1991) found that race stereotypes were more likely to be activated under high cognitive load. In their experiment, they asked their participants to rehearse an 8-digit number while watching a video of an Asian woman showing cards with words participants had to complete. The researchers found that participants who were cognitively busy completed the words with more Asian stereotypical words than participants who were not cognitively busy, thus having the Asian stereotype activated. Later, in a subsequent task, participants were asked to listen to the same Asian woman in a video describing a typical day in her life and to form an impression of her. Again, some participants were subjected to a cognitive load condition (counting letters on screen) while others were only instructed to normally watch the video of the Asian woman. Gilbert and Hixon found that participants who were under cognitive load applied stereotypical responses in the impression they formed of the Asian woman. The researchers suggest that being cognitively busy affects people’s awareness of their behaviour, making them, in this case, more prone to behave according to their stereotypical beliefs, as the automatic feature of stereotypes helps to ease the burden of information processing. These research examples illustrate that cognitive load tasks have a toll on people’s awareness, attention, and control over different kinds of behaviours and/or thoughts. It seems that when something is already requiring people’s self-control (e.g. controlling one’s eating behaviour during dieting, as in the case of Boon et al., 2002), and therefore the person’s cognitive resources, a simultaneous demand of cognitive resources, affects the former behaviour (controlling food consumption), making it happen in a more automatic fashion.  
In order to elicit automaticity, in the present chapter it is reasoned that the IER strategies participants engage in while having short duration dates, would likely be affected by a cognitive load task provided by the experimenter, by making the IER strategies occur in a more automatic and less controlled way. Based on Gilbert and Hixon’s (1991) research, in the present chapter, the 8-digit retention task will be used to place cognitive load on participants while having their dates (more detail on this task will be provided in the method section). 
5.2 Interpersonal emotion regulation in romantic interactions
The previous chapters have explored different interpersonal contexts where AIER may happen. For example, close relationships and relationships with acquaintances (Chapter 2) and, hypothetical encounters with strangers and romantic ex-partners (Chapter 3). One context that offers a good opportunity to observe IER is romantic interactions. Research studies of romantic interactions have found evidence of different IER strategies occurring, such as flattery and silent treatment (Buss, 1992), guilt (Vangelisti et al., 1991), criticism (Gottman, 1994), to name some examples. Therefore, in romantic interactions, both improving and worsening IER strategies may occur. Couples engage in behaviours aimed at improving the emotions of someone else to create and maintain a bond and strengthen a relationship (Gordon, Impett, Kogan, Oveis, & Keltner, 2012). But couples can also engage in behaviours that worsen the emotions of others and deteriorate the relationship and/or bond, especially when the levels of satisfaction in the relationship are low (Carrère, Buehlman, Gottman, Coan, & Ruckstuhl, 2000).
A novel method that has increasingly been used to study interpersonal phenomena is the use of speed dating events. Speed dating designs have been successfully used to study romantic interaction (Finkel, Eastwick, & Matthews, 2007), affective presence (Berrios, Totterdell, & Niven, 2013), sex differences in romantic preferences (Eastwick & Finkel, 2008), to name some examples. Speed dating procedures consist of a series of short-duration dates (e.g. four minutes) where participants talk to a series of potential romantic partners. At the end of each date participants privately report whether or not they would like to see that person again. If two participants report they would like to see each other again, then there is a ‘match’ and the organiser of the event provides the couple with each other’s contact details so that they can meet in the future. Speed dating procedures pose several advantages – they allow researchers to study both members of a dyad, the observations provided come in real time, and they have good ecological validity (Eastwick & Finkel, 2008). In the present chapter a speed dating event was chosen to investigate AIER in romantic interactions. This procedure enabled the researcher to exert some control over the experimental variables while at the same time capturing responses to interpersonal interactions outside the context of the laboratory. 
5.3 Factors that affect AIER
5.3.1. Regulatory depletion, emotional exhaustion and negative affect. Several factors have been associated with the use of automatic behaviours. As mentioned in Chapter 4, being depleted of self-control resources could lead people to a state of ego-depletion (a temporary depletion of the willingness or ability to exert self-control following an initial exertion, Baumeister et al., 1998) which would make them more vulnerable to act automatically. In the present research trying to regulate the emotions of people date after date might deplete participants of regulatory resources as the regulation of emotions has been shown to deplete self-regulatory resources (Baumeister et al., 1998). Thus, it may be possible that the participants’ use of IER becomes more automatic as the event progress. As research suggests that emotional exhaustion is also associated to ego-depletion (Martinez et al., 2013), it may be possible that consecutive dates and allegedly, consecutive attempts at regulating the emotions of someone else might cause emotional exhaustion in the participants making them more vulnerable to ego-depletion and consequently to engage in AIER. Another factor that is also significantly related to ego-depletion is negative affect. Research has found that exerting self-control may induce negative affect because self-control tasks may have an aversive nature (Hagger, et al., 2010; Tice, Bratslavsky, & Baumeister, 2001) which could reduce people’s subsequent attempts at self-control. Thus, in the present research, the emotional exhaustion and affect of the participants will be also taken into account as their dates progress and any effects of the same over the participants use of IER will be explored. 
5.3.2 Habitual use of IER. Habituation in the use of IER strategies may be related to automaticity in the use of IER strategies. People who have extensively practiced a behaviour tend to learn it, and this knowledge may be accompanied by changes in attention, awareness, control, speed, and accuracy, so that performing the behaviour requires less cognitive resources (less attention and/or effort) and less awareness (Moors & De Houwer, 2006). Habitual behaviours are difficult to suppress under cognitive load. For example, Aarts and Dijksterhuis (2000) found that people under cognitive load cannot inhibit their typical or habitual travel mode choice when a travel goal is activated. In the present research, investigating participants’ habitual use of improving and worsening IER strategies could provide some insight into the automaticity of the use of IER when people are under cognitive load. 
5.3.3 Difficulties in regulating emotions. An individual difference that might affect the way people control their emotions is how good they are at emotion regulation. Gratz and Roemer (2004) Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS) assesses different aspects that comprise the difficulties people have when regulating emotions. In the present study two of these aspects will be explored, namely, difficulties at controlling impulses and lacking emotional awareness. As impulses are responses that happen without people’s control, it would be expected that people who have difficulties controlling their impulses would also be more likely to use AIER. Not being able to reflect on one’s use of emotion regulation or lacking emotional awareness may also be related to people being more vulnerable to use AIER. 
The aforementioned factors that could affect the person’s use of AIER were explored by measuring them in an online questionnaire that participants answered a couple of weeks before the speed dating event. 
5.4 Study 4
The aims of this research study were twofold. First, the present research aimed to identify people’s use of AIER during interpersonal interactions by looking at variations in the amount of awareness, effort, and intention involved in their use of IER strategies when placed under high cognitive load.  A first hypothesis predicts that: 1) awareness, effort, and intention in the use of IER strategies will differ between people under high cognitive load and people under low cognitive load, such that awareness, effort and intention respectively, will each be negatively related to high cognitive load. As regulatory depletion (which was expected to occur the more dates participants had), emotional exhaustion and affect could also influence the participant’s use of AIER strategies, it was expected that the load condition to which participants were allocated, would interact with these factors. Specifically, the second hypothesis predicts that 2) levels of awareness, intention and effort in the use of IER strategies will decrease as participants’ dates progress when participants are under high cognitive load, in contrast to participants under low cognitive load. With respect to emotional exhaustion and affect it is predicted that the 3) levels of awareness, intention and effort in the use of IER strategies will be lower in participants under high cognitive load whose levels of emotional exhaustion and negative affect respectively, are high, in comparison to participants under low cognitive load, whose levels of emotional exhaustion and negative affect are not high. 
The second aim of this research was to explore individual differences that could be associated with the use of AIER, namely whether the habitual use of IER strategies and the participant’s difficulties in emotion regulation (specifically the difficulties at controlling impulses and lacking emotional awareness) would affect their levels of awareness, intention and effort to use IER strategies. It was expected that 4) an habitual use of IER strategies would be associated to less awareness, intention and effort of use of IER. It was also expected that 5) more difficulties at controlling impulses would be related to less awareness, intention and effort to use IER, and that 6) less emotional awareness would be associated to less awareness, intention and effort to use IER. 
5.4.1 Method
5.4.1.1 Participants
A total of 43 heterosexual participants (23 women and 20 men, Mean age = 25.26 yr, SD = 2.86) answered a pre-questionnaire previous to coming to the speed dating event. Of those 43 participants, 34 participants (17 men and 17 women, Mean age = 25.33 yr, SD = 2.85) took part in the speed dating event in exchange for a discount on a drink and the opportunity of winning £5 (there were eight prizes so £40 in total). The event was conducted as a genuine speed-dating event, therefore participants had the opportunity of obtaining a second date if they found a match. Participants were recruited via the student’s volunteer system of the University. One participant dropped out in the middle of the speed dating event. To keep the fluency of the event and not leaving one person without a date on each round a back-up (confederate) took this place.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  The data of the back-up was not included in the analyses.] 

5.4.1.2 Procedure 
Participants were invited to take part in an experiment ostensibly to explore the effects of memory in interpersonal interactions. Only participants who were single, heterosexual, and fluent in English were eligible to take part. They were informed their personal contact details would be passed to their dates only in the case there was a match, which occurred if both the participant and his/her date answered yes to a question asking them whether they would like to see their date again. Once participants agreed to take part in the study, they were sent a link to the online pre-event questionnaire. The study had received ethical approval from the Research Ethics Committee in the Department of Psychology at the University of Sheffield. 
The day previous to the event, the researcher contacted each participant to confirm their attendance. 34 participants confirmed their attendance. The researcher then created individual identification (ID) numbers that helped her distinguish women from men. Using these codes, participants were quasi-randomly allocated to one of three tables they were going to sit at during the event, and to one of two conditions (high cognitive load and low cognitive load), in a fashion that produced an equal number of participants in the control and experimental condition[footnoteRef:38]. [38:  The researcher had a model of the tables and seats for the event, where, for each table there were half the places for women and half the places for men. The places where numbered from 1 until 17 for both men and women. From the places for the women and for the men respectively, half of them were signalled as belonging to the high cognitive load condition and the other half to the low cognitive load condition. The researcher had two boxes with the IDs of the participants (one for men and one for women) from which she drew one person at a time and assigned it to one of the seats on the model, starting from number 1 and finishing at 17. ] 

The speed dating event took place on the premises of the University’s bar. Participants were asked not to consume any alcohol during the first part of the event (the first 3 dates); during the second part of the event a few participants purchased a beer. On arrival, participants were given a tag with their ID number that they wore in a visible place. This was done to allow participants to identify themselves and their dates throughout the event. Participants were directed to their respective pre-assigned table (two tables of 12 people and one of 10 people) having a row of women sitting opposite a row of men. Thus, there were two tables with 6 participants in the control condition (3 men and 3 women) and six participants in the experimental condition (3 men and 3 women), and one table with 6 participants in the control condition (3 men and 3 woman) and 4 participants in the experimental condition (2 men and 2 women). They were asked not to talk to members of the opposite sex on their assigned table until instructed to do so by one of 5 research assistants or by the experimenter. 
Once all participants were at their respective table, they were provided with a ‘welcome’ document which explained what was going to happen in the event. This document first welcomed participants to the event, explained to them that they should write down their ID number and the ID number of their date in a questionnaire they were going to be asked to complete after each date. They were also informed that before each date they were going to be provided with a number they would have to remember throughout their date, and that they were going to be asked to write down this number at the end of each date[footnoteRef:39]. Special emphasis was made at telling them that, as they were told the purpose of this study was to explore the effect of memory on interpersonal interactions, it was very important for them to remember this number and that in the case they did not remember the whole number at the end of their date, they should write as much as they remembered of it.  After reading the welcome document and before starting their first date, all participants answered an initial questionnaire (the pre-date questionnaire) containing a measure of mental energy[footnoteRef:40], emotional exhaustion and intrinsic affect (what the participant was feeling). This questionnaire also included the manipulation of cognitive load which was based on the cognitive capacity manipulation by Friese et al. (2008). Participants were allocated to either a low cognitive load or a high cognitive load condition. In the low cognitive load condition participants were asked to remember a 1-digit number during each of their dates (one different number every time). In the high cognitive load condition participants were given an 11-digit number that had the structure of an UK mobile telephone number (one different number every time[footnoteRef:41]). Participants in both conditions were asked to write down as much as they remembered of this number at the end of their dates and they were not aware there were two different conditions (control and experimental)[footnoteRef:42]. Each date lasted 4 minutes. Research assistants at each table signalled the start and end of each date.  [39:  The welcome document also informed participants their dates would be audio-recorded. Therefore recording devices were placed in the middle of the table between some pair of participants (man and woman).  Unfortunately, the event and place were so noisy that it was not possible to use the recordings.]  [40:  Mental energy was also monitored as research has found that people that exert self-control report being more fatigued than people that do not (Muraven et al., 1998).]  [41:  Friese et al. (2008) used an 8-digit number to manipulate the control resource cognitive capacity. Even though, in the present research, participants were given a larger number (11-digits), this number was larger in only one digit than the numbers used by Friese and colleagues. The first 2 digits were always 07, which are the numbers that correspond to mobile phones in the UK which is something people living in the UK know.]  [42:  Although participants were not informed that there was a high and a low cognitive load condition (hence, long and short numbers) it is possible that throughout the event they realised this.] 

After each date, participants received a questionnaire (the after-date questionnaire) which first asked them to recall the number that they were given on the previous questionnaire. They then answered six questions concerning their use of IER. The first three questions concerned their use of improving IER strategies: i) the first question asked them whether they had done or said anything nice to try to make their date feel good; ii) the second question asked them whether they intended or not to do or say something nice to try to make their date feel good; iii) the third question asked them whether it was easy or not for them to say or do something nice to try to make their date feel good[footnoteRef:43]. The other three questions explored the participant’s use of worsening IER strategies and followed the same format as the improving IER strategies questions (these questions corresponded to the factors used in the present study to identify use of AIER strategies, namely awareness of use of IER, intention to use IER and effort exerted in using IER). Participants were also asked whether they thought their date had used worsening and improving IER strategies. The questionnaire also contained measures of intrinsic affect; extrinsic affect (how the participant’s date made them feel); mental fatigue; emotional exhaustion; and partner’s physical attractiveness and likeability (attractiveness and likeability were explored to see whether they influenced the participant willingness to go on a second date). A question then asked participants whether they would like to go on a second date with that person or not; and finally participants were given a number to remember throughout their next date.[footnoteRef:44] [43:  The categories of improving and worsening IER were again used in the present study as they are the two kinds of IER most research on IER focuses on (see Chapter 1 section 1.2.3 and 1.4 and Chapter 2 section 2.1.2). ]  [44:  Participants in the experimental condition received a different 11-number digit every time they answered a questionnaire; and participants in the control condition received a different one-digit number every time. ] 

To move to the next date, the male members of each table moved clockwise while the women remained at their seats. After the third date, participants were given a short 10-minutes break, where they could drink either a non-alcoholic or an alcoholic drink. Very few participants had an alcoholic drink. Individuals had between 5 and 6 different dates, depending on whether they belonged to a table with 10 or a 12 people. This provided a total of 97 different dates and 194 observations. At the end of the event, the participants completed a short final questionnaire (the end-of-event questionnaire), and the experimenter fully debriefed them and thanked them for their participation.
5.4.1.3 Materials
Data was collected in two stages, first a couple of weeks before the speed dating event in the form of the pre-event questionnaire, then, on the day of the event in the form of the pre-date questionnaire, the series of after-date questionnaires, and the end-of-event questionnaire. 
Stage 1: Pre-event questionnaire[footnoteRef:45] [45:  All the scales included in the pre-event questionnaire were answered by all participants that participated in the speed-dating event. Nevertheless, only the SRHI and the ‘impulse control difficulties’ and the ‘lack of emotional awareness’ factors from the DERS were included in the analyses.] 

The Self-Report Habit Index (SRHI, Verplanken & Orbell, 2003) was used to measure the extent to which participants habitually use IER strategies. 12 items assessed the extent to which people habitually make others feel better (e.g. Making people feel better is something I do frequently; α=.89) and 12 items assessed the extent to which people habitually make others feel worse (e.g. Making people feel bad is something I do automatically; α=.90). All statements were responded to on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 11 (strongly disagree).
The Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (Gratz & Roemer, 2004) was used to explore difficulties in ER. It consisted of 36 items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). It comprised 6 factors which assess: i) non-acceptance of emotional responses (e.g. When I am upset, I become angry with myself for feeling that way, α = .88); ii) difficulties in engaging in goal-directed behaviour (e.g. When I’m upset, I have difficulty getting work done, α=.62); iii) impulse control difficulties (e.g. I experience my emotions as overwhelming and out of control, α=.72); iv) lack of emotional awareness (e.g. I pay attention to how I feel, α=.78); v) limited access to ER strategies (e.g. When I’m upset, I believe that I will remain that way for a long time, α=.80); and vi) lack of emotional clarity (e.g. I have no idea how I am feeling, α=.50).
The Berkeley Expressivity Questionnaire (BEQ: Gross & John, 1997) was also administered, which consisted of 16 items exploring emotional expressivity in the form of behavioural (e.g. facial, postural) changes associated with emotion, on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The BEQ is divided into three subscales: the negative expressivity subscale (e.g. People often do not know what I am feeling, α=.10); the positive expressivity subscale (e.g. Whenever I feel positive emotions, people can easily see exactly what I am feeling, α=.81) and; the impulse strength subscale (e.g. I sometimes cry during sad movies, α=.69)[footnoteRef:46]. [46:  Both the DERS and the BEQ include a measure of impulsivity, in the analyses, only the impulse-control subscale was used as it had better internal consistency.] 

The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ: Gross & John, 2003a) was used to assess  individual differences in the use of two ER strategies: cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression. It consisted of 10 items answered on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) and comprised two subscales: the cognitive reappraisal subscale and the expressive suppression subscale. The internal consistency was good for both the cognitive reappraisal subscale (e.g. When I want to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), I change what I’m thinking about; α=.84) and the emotional suppression subscale (e.g. I keep my emotions to myself; α=.72).[footnoteRef:47] [47:  The ERQ was not used in the analysis because the responses of participants mainly indicated they used positive IER strategies and the ERQ focuses on the regulation of negative emotions.] 

The Action Control Scale (ACS: Kuhl & Beckmann, 1994) was used to measure individual differences in action-state. It was composed of 36 items, each with two possible responses (one indicating action-oriented tendencies and the other state-oriented tendencies). The ASC contained three subscales of twelve items each: (i) the failure related action orientation vs. preoccupation subscale (e.g. When I have lost something valuable and I can’t find it anywhere: a) I have a hard time concentrating on anything else, or b) I don’t dwell on it, α=.74); (ii) the decision-related action orientation vs. hesitation subscale (e.g. When I know I must finish something soon: a) I have to push myself to get started, or b) I find it easy to get it done and over with, α=.78) and; (iii) the performance-related action orientation vs. volatility subscale (e.g. When I have learned a new and interesting game: a) I quickly get tired of it and do something else, or b) I can really get into it for a long time, α=.61.
A Romantic motivation measure asked participants to rate how important it was for them to find a date at the speed dating event on a scale from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (very important). This was done because research has shown that when people are motivated to do or get something they can overcome the effects of self-regulatory depletion and of cognitive load (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007; Job et al., 2010; Muraven & Slessareva, 2003). 

Stage 2: Pre-date questionnaire, after-date questionnaire and end-of-event questionnaire. 
a) Pre-date questionnaire. This questionnaire was intended to provide a baseline measure of mental energy, emotional exhaustion and affect as well as to give participants the manipulation task. It included a measure of mental fatigue that was reported by participants on a scale from 1 (I have no mental energy at all) to 5 (I am full of mental energy) (Wood et al., 1990). It also included a measure of emotional exhaustion that explored the extent to which participants felt emotionally drained using an item taken from the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Iwanicki & Schwab, 1981) (I feel emotionally drained) that participants were asked to respond to on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). This item has been demonstrated to reflect emotional exhaustion (Totterdell, Hershcovis, Niven, Reich, & Stride, 2012). Finally, the pre-date questionnaire included a measure of affect that in 4 items asked participants to indicate on a scale from 1 to 5 the extent to which they felt gloomy(1) or happy (5), anxious (1) or calm (5), tired (1) or energetic (5), and bored (1) or excited (5) (Totterdell et al., 2012). 
b) After-date questionnaire. After each date participants were invited to answer a questionnaire including the same items as the initial questionnaire plus measures of: AIER, intrinsic and extrinsic affect, how physically attractive and how likeable they found the person they just dated, and whether they would like to go on a second date with that person or not.  To explore the participant’s use of IER strategies and the extent to which this use was automatic, a 6-item adapted version of the Emotion Regulation of Others and Self Scale or EROS (Niven et al., 2011) was completed by the participants. The EROS measures individual differences in the use of ER strategies at an intrinsic level (within the individual) and at an extrinsic level (regulating other individuals). Three items assessed the participant’s or ‘actors’[footnoteRef:48] use of IER strategies to make their dates or ‘partners’ feel good in three aspects: i) their awareness in the use of IER (i.e. I did or said something nice to try to make my date feel good), ii) the effort they exerted in using IER (i.e. It was easy for me to do or say something nice to try to make my date feel good) and, iii) whether they had the intention of using IER or not (i.e. I intended to do or say something nice to try to make my date feel good). The other 3 items explored the extent to which the ‘actors’ used IER in order to make their dates or ‘partners’ feel bad. The response options ranged from 1 (not at all) to 4 (quite a lot) with a fifth option being “not applicable” that was coded as a missing value. Participants also answered two more items referring to whether they felt that their date or ‘partner’ did something to try to make them feel better or worse (i.e. My date did or said something nice to try to make me feel good; My date did or said something bad to try to make me feel bad). The option responses for these two items were either Yes or No.   [48:  The terms ‘actor’ and ‘partner’ will be used throughout the results and discussion sections. ] 

To explore whether participants found their partners physically attractive and likeable they were asked to indicate on a scale from 1 (very physically unattractive) to 5 (extremely physically attractive) how attractive they found their date. They were also asked to indicate how likeable they found their date on a scale from 1 (very unlikeable) to 5 (extremely likeable). The after-date questionnaire also explored romantic interest. This was done by asking participants whether they would like or not to go on a second date with the person they had just dated (YES/NO). Participants were informed that their contact details would be shared with the dates with whom they had a mutual liking.
c) End-of-event questionnaire. At the end of the event participants completed a short (8 items) version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Ray, 1984) to try to identify whether participants were responding in a socially desirable manner (e.g. Have there been occasions when you took advantage of someone?). The answers to these questions used a true/false format. 
5.4.1.4 Data analysis strategy
Given the fact that the present research used dyadic a methodology, namely, a speed dating event, to explore AIER, a model able to work with dyadic data was used for the analyses. The Social Relations Model (SRM, Kenny & La Voie, 1984) was used for this purposes. The SRM allows researchers to investigate interpersonal relations by modelling dyadic data. According to the SRM, data on interpersonal interactions can be decomposed into three sources of variability (plus error): the variance due to the actor (the way a person consistently behaves, feels and/or perceives), the variance due to the partner (the way that person is acted towards, felt for and/or perceived by others) and, the variance due to the relationship between actor and partner. These three sources of variability constitute the three main components of the SRM: the actor effect, the partner effect and the relationship effect.  In the social relations model there are two main designs: the block design and the round robin design. In the latter, each person interacts with every other person in the group. In the block design a group of participants are divided into two different subgroups and one subgroup interacts with the other (Back & Kenny, 2010). Block designs are useful if one wants to study asymmetric dyads (e.g. women and men), thus, they are particularly useful to deal with heterosexual speed dating data, as there is a subgroup of men and a subgroup of women interacting with each other. In the present research an asymmetric block design was used to analyse the speed dating data. Lashley and Kenny (1998) recommend having 11 groups of twelve people each to have around .80 of statistical power for an actor effect estimate of .01. The present study is interested in what the actor reports about his/her use of IER, thus the present design would need 11 tables of 12 participants each to achieve the same power. However, it was not possible to reach this sample size for the event (to remind the reader, there were three groups, two of 12 people and one of 10 people) thus the power of the present research is less than .80[footnoteRef:49].  [49:  Most speed dating events run a series of different events with an average of 22 people per event (Belot & Francesconi, 2006; Finkel et al., 2007). In the present study, as the space where the speed dating was conducted belonged to the university, special permission was needed to conduct the event and it would have been difficult to conduct a series of events. Thus, the biggest sample that could be collected for this event was gathered together on the same day. ] 

Due to the dyadic nature of the data, which means that each observation (date) comprised two individuals (the actor and the partner) and therefore were not independent, multilevel modelling was used. Three levels were distinguished: the group level (comprising the three tables in the event), the dyad level (the 97 different dates generated) and, the individual level (the 194 individual observations). There were therefore three units of analysis: i) the participant (either as an actor or a partner), ii) the dyad, and iii) the group, which gives rise to a cross-classified data structure. 


5.4.2 Results
The first part of the results includes general information about: i) the number of romantic matches during the event, ii) the effectiveness of the manipulation involving the cognitive load task, iii) differences in perceived physical attractiveness, likeability and social desirability between conditions, iv) descriptive statistics for each of the 3 aspects (awareness, effort, intention) that define AIER, and v) sex differences with respect to the participants’ willingness to see their partners on a second occasion and to the participants’ use of IER. 
The second part of the results focuses on the main purpose of the present study: vi) whether cognitive load affected the amount of awareness, effort, and intention in the use of IER strategies of participants, and vii) whether depletion of regulatory resources (using date number as the proxy measure), emotional exhaustion and affect interacted with cognitive load, making participants more likely to report levels of IER consistent with automaticity (less awareness, effort and intention). 
The third part of the results explore individual differences in the use of AIER. Specifically, it was examined whether viii) the habitual use of IER strategies would make participants more likely to use AIER (as reflected on less reported awareness, intention and effort to use IER). Also, whether having difficulties at controlling impulses and lacking emotional awareness would make participants more likely to engage in AIER.
I. Number of romantic matches. As abovementioned, participants were assigned to either a table with 12 or 10 people, with an equal number of men and women on each table, which resulted in a total of 97 different dates. 15.46% of this total (15 dates) produced romantic matches (mutual willingness to go on a second date from an actor and a partner)[footnoteRef:50]. The percentage of matches of the present study was larger than it has been in other speed dating procedures (other events with a proxy of 22 men and 22 women have found an average of 4% matches, Belot & Francesconi, 2006). This might have happened because the tables were smaller (6 women and 6 men in the largest tables), which might have made participants say “yes” to go on a second date with their partners because they were not going to have a large number of dates to choose from. Thus, having little options to choose from might have contributed to the larger percentage of matches compared to other speed dating events. Research in marketing supports this idea in that when people are offered more choices, they consume less than then they are offered less choices (Iyengar, Sheena, Lepper, & Mark, 2000). Another reason might have been that cognitive load could have made participants more likely to say “yes” to go on a second date with their partners, this option will be further explored in the results sections number III and V. [50:  Participants who had a match were contacted via email and passed the contact detail of their match or matches. It was up to them whether or not to arrange a second date.] 

II. Manipulation check. To explore whether cognitive load affected the participants’ memory of the number they had to remember, a Chi square test was conducted. A significant association was found between the condition participants were assigned to (high cognitive load, low cognitive load) and whether they remembered the number that was given to them χ2(1) = 93.93, p < .001. This seems to represent, based on the odds ratio, that the odds of participants remembering the number correctly were 62.35 times higher when they were in the low cognitive load condition than when they were in the high cognitive load condition. This suggests that the manipulation of cognitive load worked. 
III. Did being under high cognitive load affect how attractive and likeable participants perceive their dates to be, and how socially desirable participants show themselves to be? To see whether the condition participants belonged to (high cognitive load, low cognitive load) affected how likeable and how physically attractive they perceived their dates to be, two separate mixed model analyses were conducted. No significant relationship between cognitive load and how likeable participants found their partners was found, t(25.35) = -1.35, p = 0.19, with an effect estimated between -.46 and .09. The mixed model analysis exploring whether cognitive load affected how physically attractive participants perceived their dates to be was non-significant either, t(23.41) = -0.02, p = 0.98, with an effect estimated between -.26 and .25.
With respect to differences in participants’ scores on social desirability, an independent t-test found that there was no significant difference between participants in the control (M = 2.37, SD = .45) and experimental condition (M = 2.32, SD = .30), t(189) = .87, p > .05, which suggests that participants in the two conditions did not differ in the way they portrayed themselves, as in trying to act according to social norms or expectancies.
IV. How much awareness, intention and effort in use of IER did participants report in each condition? Table V.1 presents the means and standard deviations of levels of awareness, intention and effort in the use of IER that participants reported exerting on their dates. The mean for awareness, intention and effort for each participant throughout their dates was calculated first (to eliminate variation due to differences in the number of observations that individuals provide), prior to calculating a global mean for awareness, intention and effort for all participants[footnoteRef:51]. As observed, it seems participants used more improving IER than they use worsening IER. [51:  As the success in observing an effect of the condition participants were assigned to on the use of IER strategies depended on the participants being actually engaged in the cognitive load task (i.e. actively trying to remember the number that was given to them), only the cases where the participants reported remembering more than four digits were selected. Gilbert and Hixon (1991) established this criterion as a cut-off point to suggest that participants were actually trying to remember the number that was given to them.] 

	Table V.1 Mean levels of awareness, intention and effort in the use if IER strategies in participants with high and low cognitive load

	 
	Participants making their partners feel good
	Participants making their partners feel bad

	Cognitive load
	Awareness
	Intention
	Effort
	Awareness
	Intention
	Effort

	Low 
	2.82 (.59)
	2.83 (.65)
	2.84 (.63)
	1.02 (.08)
	1 (0)
	1.12 (.41)

	High 
	2.59 (.48)
	2.74 (.72)
	2.64 (.45)
	1.03 (.09)
	1.03 (.09)
	1.04 (.14)

	N = 96 in the low cognitive load condition, N = 50 in the high cognitive load condition. 

	Standard deviations are in parentheses
	
	
	
	

	Participants answers ranged from 1 to 4, with 4 being the highest level of awareness, intention and effort respectively  



V. Did men or women express greater willingness for a second date, or think they used more improving IER when dating and, did this depend on the condition they belonged to? To explore if there were differences in the willingness of participants to go on a second date depending on whether the participant was a woman or a man, a Chi square test was conducted with gender as the independent variable and willingness to go on a second date as the dependent variable. There was a significant association between the gender of the participant and whether or not they would say “yes” when asked if they would like to go on a second date with their partner χ2 (1) = 12.66, p < .001. As can be observed in Table V.2, this seems to represent, based on the odds ratio, that men were 2.98 times more likely to report they would like to go on a second date than women. To rule out that the condition participants belonged to made them more likely to say “yes” to go on a second date, another Chi square test with condition as the IV and willingness to go on a second date as the DV was conducted. There was no significant association between condition and second date χ2 (1) = .024, p > .05. 
	Table V.2  Gender of the participant and willingness to go on a second date

	Crosstabulation of gender and second date

	 
	Willingness to go on a second date
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Women
	68
	26
	94

	Men
	43
	49
	92

	Total
	111
	75
	186



To investigate whether the selection of an asymmetric block design was the correct choice, sex differences in the use of IER were also explored. A one-way (gender: male, female) MANOVA, with awareness, intention and effort in the use of improving and worsening IER strategies respectively, was conducted. There was a significant interaction effect between the use of IER (awareness, intention and effort in improving and worsening the emotions of the partner, respectively) and the gender of the participant (male and female), F(6,179) = 9.54, p ˂ .001, d = 1.13. This indicated that the gender of the participant affected their awareness, intention and effort when trying to make their partners feel good or bad.





	Table V.3 Means and standard deviations of use of IER as a function of gender

	Indicator of AIER
	Gender
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Make the partner feel good
	Awareness
	Female
	2.59
	0.47
	97

	
	
	Male
	2.91
	0.61
	89

	
	
	Total
	2.74
	0.56
	186

	
	Intention
	Female
	2.75
	0.72
	97

	
	
	Male
	2.91
	0.63
	89

	
	
	Total
	2.82
	0.68
	186

	
	Effort
	Female
	2.62
	0.63
	97

	
	
	Male
	3.01
	0.47
	89

	
	
	Total
	2.80
	0.59
	186

	Make the partner feel bad
	Awareness
	Female
	1.00
	0.00
	97

	
	
	Male
	1.04
	0.11
	89

	
	
	Total
	1.02
	0.08
	186

	
	Intention
	Female
	1.00
	0.00
	97

	
	
	Male
	1.02
	0.08
	89

	
	
	Total
	1.01
	0.06
	186

	
	Effort
	Female
	1.01
	0.04
	97

	
	
	Male
	1.15
	0.43
	89

	
	
	Total
	1.08
	0.31
	186



The previous analysis indicates that there were differences in the amounts of awareness, intention and effort men and women exerted when trying to make their dates feel good or bad. Nevertheless, the results do not explain whether significant differences were found for each of the 6 DVs. Therefore, to look for these differences six separate one-way between groups ANOVAs were used for each of the DVs (awareness in making the partner feel good, intention in making the partner feel good, effort in making the partner feel good, awareness in making the partner feel bad, intention in making the partner feel bad and, effort in making the partner feel bad)[footnoteRef:52].  [52:  There was N = 186 in the repeated measures ANOVA because the last dependent variable (effort to make the partner feel bad) had missing cases. Nevertheless, in the subsequent one-way ANOVAs N = 191.] 

	The first three one-way between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted to compare the effect of gender (female, male) on awareness in making the partner feel good, intention in making the partner feel good, and effort in making the partner feel good respectively. There was a significant effect of gender on awareness, F(1,189) = 19.82, p < .001, d = 0.65; on intention F(1,189) = 4.93, p < .05, d = 0.30 and; on effort, F(1,189) = 26.23, p < .001, d = 0.74.
The second three one-way between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted to compare the effect of gender (female, male) on awareness in making the partner feel bad, intention in making the partner feel bad, and effort in making the partner feel bad respectively. There was a significant effect of gender on awareness, F(1,189) = 14.05, p < .001, d = 0.52; a significant effect of gender on intention F(1,189) = 6.54, p < .05, d = 0.36 and; a significant effect of gender on effort, F(1,184) = 9.55, p < .05, d = 0.47.
The results indicate, as illustrated in Table V.3, that men generally reported using more improving IER than women in their dates in that they were more aware, intended more, and exerted more effort to make their partners feel better than women participants. These results confirm that the selection of an asymmetric block design was the correct choice.
VI) Cognitive load as predictor of AIER - amount of awareness, intention and effort. The main analyses focused on how cognitive load (high cognitive load and low cognitive load), affected the participants self-reported levels of awareness, intention and effort in using IER. The analyses only focused on positive IER (i.e., trying to make the partner feel good) as there were too few instances of regulation of negative emotion reported by the participants for the model to be fitted. The analyses included only the cases where the actor was engaged in the cognitive load task. The analyses will be presented by dependent variable (awareness, intentionality and effort), starting with awareness in the use of IER to make the partner feel good.
VI.1 Awareness of use of IER to make the partner feel good. 
A mixed model analysis was used to look at the effects of cognitive load (high cognitive load vs. low cognitive load) on the actor’s awareness of using IER to make the partner feel good (as indicated by the actor reporting he/she did or said something nice to try to make his/her date feel good). No relationship between cognitive load and awareness of using IER to make the partner feel good t(23.63) = 1.02, p = 0.32 was found. These results suggest that being under cognitive load did not affect the actors’ awareness of using IER strategies to make their dates feel good. However, the present findings are based on the perspective of the actors’ use of IER only and one of the advantages of the present design is that it is possible to look into the perspective of the partner. Observing a discrepancy between what the actor reports he/she did and what the partner reports he/she perceived the actor did, could potentially indicate that the actor was not fully aware of his/her use of IER strategies (i.e. the actor could report he/she used IER to make the partner feel good, but the partner could report she/he did not). To investigate this, a correlation analysis between the actor’s awareness of use of IER to make his/her partner feel good and the partner’s report of whether or not he/she perceived the actor used IER to make him/her feel good was carried out. The cases where the actor reported remembering more than four digits were kept selected to make sure participants were engaged in the cognitive load task. No significant relationship between the actor’s report of his/her awareness of use of IER to make the partner feel good and the partner’s report of the actors use of IER to make him/her feel good was found (r =  .06, p > .05). To make sense of these findings the frequencies between the actor’s reports while under high cognitive load and under low cognitive load and the partner’s perception of the actor using IER were calculated[footnoteRef:53]. Table V.4 suggests that the non-significant correlation between the actor’s report on their use of IER and the partner’s report on the actor’s use of IER might be due to the actor generally reporting less use of IER than what the partner perceives he/she uses irrespective of the cognitive load condition they belonged to. It seems that partners overestimate how much IER actors report they use.  [53:  The actor scores reporting on his/her use of IER to make their partners feel good were divided between “strong use of IER” and “weak use of IER” to make the partner feel good using the median = 2.83 as the cut-off point.] 

	Table V.4 Actor's and partner's reports on actors use of IER

	
	
	IER use
	Frequency
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Actors' self-report of use of IER
	when under high cognitive load
	Weak use of IER
	29
	19.3
	19.3

	
	
	Strong use of IER
	25
	16.7
	36.0

	
	
	Total
	54
	36.0
	 

	
	when under low cognitive load
	Weak use of IER
	49
	32.7
	68.66

	
	
	Strong use of IER
	47
	31.3
	100

	
	
	Total
	96
	64.0
	 

	Partner's report on actor's use of IER
	when actor is under high cognitive load
	Did not use IER
	11
	7.3
	7.3

	
	
	Used IER
	42
	28.0
	35.3

	
	
	Total
	53
	35.3
	 

	
	when actor is under low cognitive load
	Did not use IER
	26
	17.3
	52.66

	
	
	Used IER
	69
	46.0
	100

	
	
	Total
	95
	63.3
	 




VI.2 Intention of use of IER to make the partner feel good. 
To explore the effects of cognitive load (high cognitive load vs. low cognitive load) on the participant’s intention of using IER to make their partner’s feel good (as indicated by the actor reporting he/she intended to do or say something nice to try to make his/her date feel good), a second mixed model analysis was used. No relationship between cognitive load and intention of using IER to make the partner feel good t(27.47) = .03, p = 0.97 was found. 
VI.3 Effort exerted in using IER to make the partner feel good.
The third mixed analysis explored the effects of cognitive load (high cognitive load vs. low cognitive load) on the actor’s exerted effort in using IER to make their partner feel good (as indicated by the actor reporting to what extent it was easy for him/her to do or say something nice to try to make his/her date feel good). A marginally significant relationship between cognitive load and exerted effort in using IER to make the partner feel good t(19.64) = 1.97, p = 0.06 was found with an effect estimated between -.02 and .63. The estimated marginal means suggest that actors in the high cognitive load condition (M = 2.64, SD = .19), reported exerting less effort to make their partners feel good in comparison with actors in the low cognitive load condition (M = 2.93, SD = .18). These results suggest that the condition participants belonged to may have affected the amount of effort they exerted in trying to make their dates feel good, making participants under cognitive load less likely to exert effort than participants under no cognitive load. It is unlikely that a reduction of effort to make the partner feel good had been caused by the actor using less IER strategies when he/she was in the high cognitive load condition, as the results in section VII.1 showed that the actor’s reports of use of IER (or awareness) in the control and experimental conditions did not significantly differ. Nevertheless, effort might have been affected by the actor’s levels of mental energy. Exerting effort requires attentional resources, which is why effortless processes require little or no attention, and attentional resources require energy to be carried out (Moors & DeHouwer, 2006). Thus, it is possible that the actor’s report on the effort their exerted in the high cognitive load condition may have been increased by low levels of mental energy or no energy at all. To investigate this, a mixed model analysis for the interaction between cognitive load and mental energy over the actors’ reported effort to make their partners feel good was conducted. It was found that the interaction between cognitive load and mental energy over the actor’s reported effort to make the partner feel good was significant for high cognitive load t(135.03) = 3.53, p < 0.01, with an effect estimated between .18 and .62, and for low cognitive load t(131.86) = 4.63, p < 0.01, with an effect estimated between .25 and .62. Inspecting the mental energy means between participants in the experimental and control condition indicates that participants’ levels of mental energy were lower in the high cognitive load condition (M = 3.11, SD = .45), than in the in the low cognitive load condition (M = 3.53, SD = .67), which supports the idea that having little or no mental energy affects the actor’s report on their use of effort to make their partners feel good, increasing the actors report of use of little effort.
The results in the previous sections VII.1, VII.2 and VII.3 indicate that cognitive load somehow affected the participants’ effort exerted when trying to say or do something to make their dates feel good, as illustrated in Figure 5.1. It is worth noticing that these levels seem to have been exacerbated by the participant’s low levels of mental energy. Also, the actors’ report of using less effort in the high cognitive load condition (in comparison to the low cognitive load condition) is probably not caused by the participant using or intending to use less IER, as the reports on awareness to use and intention to use IER did not significantly differ between cognitive load conditions. These results partially confirm the first hypothesis of the present chapter in that being under high cognitive load affected the effort participants exerted to make their dates feel good. 


VII) Did depletion of IER resources, emotional exhaustion and negative affect make participants under high cognitive load more likely to use AIER? As mentioned previously in the chapter, there are factors that may affect people’s use of AIER, such as being depleted of self-regulatory resources, being emotionally exhausted or being in a negative affective state (e.g. being sad or angry). In the present section it was investigated whether these factors could have interacted with the cognitive load condition participants were assigned to, making participants under high cognitive load more vulnerable to use AIER in comparison with participants under low cognitive load. The present section will start by at looking at the interaction between regulatory depletion (depletion of IER resources) and cognitive load over automaticity. Self-regulatory depletion will be explored by looking at the participants’ reports of awareness, intention and effort when using IER as their dates progressed. It is possible that consecutive attempts at regulating someone else’s emotions (i.e. participants trying to make their dates feel good date after date) could have had depleted participants of their IER resources making them even more vulnerable to use AIER when under high cognitive load (as reflected by the participant lower levels of awareness, intention and effort to use IER), compared to participants under low cognitive load. After, it will be explored whether participants who report being highly emotionally exhausted and also under high cognitive load are more likely to engage in AIER. Lastly, this section will explore the interaction between being in a negative affective state and being under high cognitive load over the participants’ use of AIER to make their dates feel good.  As in the previous analyses, the cases where the actors were engaged in the cognitive load task were selected.
VII.1 Regulatory depletion (number of date and cognitive load).
A first mixed model analysis explored the interaction between the number of date (1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6) and the condition (high cognitive load, low cognitive load) the participant belonged to, over the participants’ reports on their awareness of using IER to make their dates feel good. The interaction effect between cognitive load and number of date over the actor’s awareness of using IER to make the partner feel good was significant for date 1 t(167.1) = -2.98, p < 0.01, with an effect estimated between -1.50 and -.30; non-significant for date 2 t(156.50) = -1.67, p = 0.1, with an effect estimated between -1.16 and .1; marginally significant for date 3 t(160.33) = -1.91, p = 0.06, with an effect estimated between -1.27 and .02; non-significant for date 4 t(173.95) = -1.40, p = 0.16, with an effect estimated between -1.05 and .18 and; significant for date 5 t(161.97) = -2.20, p < 0.05 with an effect estimated between -1.34 and -0.7. As illustrated in Figure 5.2, it seems that the participants’ awareness of using IER was irregular throughout their dates and declined on their last date in the high cognitive load condition while it was more stable throughout their dates and showed an increment in the low cognitive load condition. 
The previous results suggest that participants in the high cognitive load condition reported less awareness in using IER to make their partners feel good on their last date. To rule out that this did not happen merely because the actors used less IER the more dates they had, the perception of the partner over the actor’s use of IER to make him/her feel good was examined (i.e. my date did or said something nice to try to make me feel good) as the dates progressed as well. To do this a General Linear Mixed Model (GLMM) was conducted to look at the interaction effect between cognitive load (high and low) and number of date (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) over the partner’s perception of the actor using IER to make the partner feel good. A GLMM was used in this case instead of a mixed model because the perception of the partner is a dichotomous variable (partner perceived actor used IER, or partner did not perceived actor used IER). For this analysis the cases where the partner was engaged in the cognitive task (i.e. remembered more than 4 digits of the number he/she was given to memorise) were selected. No significant interaction effect between condition and number of date over the partner’s perception of the actor using IER was found, F(11, 137) = 0.88, p > 0.05[footnoteRef:54]. Thus, it seems that the interaction between being under high cognitive load and the progression of dates affected the actors’ awareness of using IER rather than their actual use of IER, as the GLMM shows that the partners did not vary in their perception of the actors trying to make them feel good when actors were under high cognitive load or had taken part in more  dates. [54:  Selecting the cases where the partner was engaged on the cognitive load task might have affected the partner’s perception on the actors use of IER, making it more inaccurate, thus, as a check test, the GLMM was run without filtering the partners that were engaged in the cognitive load task, finding the same results, namely, a non-significant interaction between condition and number of date over the partner’s perception of the actor using IER (F (11,174) = .80, p > .05).] 

The second mixed model analysis explored the interaction between the number of date (1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6) and the condition (high cognitive load, low cognitive load) the participant belonged to, on the participants’ reports of their intention to use IER to make their dates feel good. The interaction effect between cognitive load and number of date over the participant’s intention to use IER to make the partner feel good was significant for date 1 t(93.24) = -2.59, p < 0.05, with an effect estimated between -1.67 and -.22; significant for date 2 t(90.79) = -2.27, p < 0.05, with an effect estimated between -1.61 and -.11; significant for date 3 t(91.87) = -2.70, p < 0.01, with an effect estimated between -1.78 and -.27; non-significant for date 4 t(95.99) = -1.37, p = 0.18, with an effect estimated between -1.25 and .23 and; non-significant for date 5 t(88.57) = -1.14, p = 0.26 with an effect estimated between -1.20 and 0.33. Figure 5.3 shows a trend of participants having less intent to make their partners feel good as their dates progress, in comparison with participants in the low cognitive load condition.

The third mixed model analysis explored the interaction between the number of date (1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6) and the condition (high cognitive load, low cognitive load) the participant belonged to, on the participants’ report of the effort they exerted to use IER to make their dates feel good. The interaction effect between cognitive load and number of date over the participant’s exerted effort to use IER to make the partner feel good was non-significant for all of the dates: date 1 t(111.90) = -1.07, p = 0.29, with an effect estimated between -1.32 and .40; date 2 t(114.62) = -1.09, p = 0.28, with an effect estimated between -1.38 and .40; date 3 t(115.86) = -.92, p = 0.36, with an effect estimated between -1.31 and .48; date 4 t(114.90) = -.68, p = 0.50, with an effect estimated between -1.17 and .57 and; date 5 t(108.54) = -.70, p = 0.49 with an effect estimated between -1.24 and 0.59. As can be seen in Figure 5.4 there was no difference in how the date progression affected participants’ effort to make their dates feel good between cognitive load conditions. As mentioned in the results section VII.3, what seems to have affected the effort participants exerted was the cognitive load condition they belonged to, with participants in the high cognitive load condition reporting less effort than participants in the low cognitive load condition. 

This section’s results partially support the second hypothesis of the present chapter, in that it seems that the participants’ levels of self-reported awareness and intention to use IER to make their partner feel good were affected by the participants being under high cognitive load when they had taken part in more dates.
VII.2 Emotional exhaustion and negative affect, and cognitive load.
Previously in the chapter, it was mentioned that when people are self-depleted they are more likely to experience negative affect and emotional exhaustion and that, consequently, they may be more likely to use AIER under high cognitive load. The first step in investigating this idea involved examining whether emotional exhaustion increased and affect[footnoteRef:55] decreased the more dates participants had and whether these changes could be associated with being under high cognitive load. To do this, two separate regression analysis were conducted for the relationship between cognitive load (high cognitive load and low cognitive load) and number of date (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6) over the participant’s reported emotional exhaustion and negative affect respectively.  As illustrated in Tables V.5 and V.6, the number of date did not affect the participants’ emotional exhaustion nor affect. Nevertheless, cognitive load affected the participants’ affect. Thus, in a second step, separate mixed analysis explored whether emotional exhaustion and affect interacted with cognitive load, influencing the participant’s levels of awareness, intention and effort when using IER to make their dates feel good. As the progression of dates did not affect the participants scores on emotional exhaustion and affect, it was not included in the mixed models. First three separate mixed model analyses explored the effects of emotional exhaustion and the interaction between emotional exhaustion and cognitive load on the actors’ levels of awareness, intention and effort when using IER to make their partners feel good. Secondly another three separate mixed model analyses explored the effects of negative affect and the interaction between negative affect and cognitive load on the actors’ levels of awareness, intention and effort when using IER to make their dates feel good. [55:  The four items exploring affect provided an overall score of affect with lower scores indicating negative affect and higher scores indicating positive affect.] 




	Table V.5 Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting emotional exhaustion

	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta

	Model 1
	(Constant)
	1.96
	0.13
	 

	
	Number of date
	0.02
	0.04
	.04

	Model 2
	(Constant)
	1.94
	0.14
	

	
	Number of date
	0.02
	0.04
	.04

	
	Cognitive load
	0.05
	0.13
	.03

	All ps > .05



	Table V.6 Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting negative mood

	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta

	Model 1
	(Constant)
	3.55
	0.12
	

	
	Number of date
	-0.02
	0.03
	-.05

	Model 2 
	(Constant)
	3.68
	0.12
	 

	
	Number of date
	-0.02
	0.03
	-.06

	
	Cognitive load
	-0.36
	0.11
	-.27*

	*p < .05



a) Emotional exhaustion. A first mixed model analysis for the main effect of emotional exhaustion and for the interaction effect of cognitive load and emotional exhaustion, over the actors’ reported awareness of use of IER to make their partners feel good, showed no significant relationship between emotional exhaustion and awareness of use of IER to make the partner feel good, t(25.41) = 1.57, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.15 and 1.08. The relationship between the interaction of emotional exhaustion and condition over awareness of use of IER was not significant either, t(23.15) = -.32, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.94 and .69.  
A second mixed model analysis was conducted to explore the main effect of emotional exhaustion, and the interaction of cognitive load and emotional exhaustion, over the actors’ reported intention to use of IER to make their partners feel good. No significant relationship between emotional exhaustion and reported intention to use IER was found, t(25.98) = 1.26, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.32 and 1.33. The relationship between the interaction effect of emotional exhaustion and condition over the intention to use IER was not significant either, t(25.27) = -.29, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -1.25 and .94.
A third mixed model analysis for the main effect of emotional exhaustion and for the interaction effect of cognitive load and emotional exhaustion, over the actors’ reported effort exerted to use IER to make their partner feel good, showed no significant relationship between emotional exhaustion and effort to use IER to make the partner feel good, t(24.02) = .77, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.34 and .75. The relationship between the interaction effect of emotional exhaustion and condition over exerted effort to use IER was not significant either, t(19.37) = .13, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.67 and .75.  
b) Affect and cognitive load. The first mixed model analysis exploring the effects of affect on the actors’ awareness of use of IER to make their partners feel good, found no relationship between affect and the actors’ awareness, t(36.6) = .20, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.60 and .73. There was no significant interaction effect either between cognitive load and affect on the actors’ awareness of using IER to make their partners feel good t(26.07) = -.31, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -1 and .74.
The second mixed model analysis explored the effect of affect on the actors reported intention to make their dates feel good. No significant relationship between affect and the actors’ intention of using IER strategies to make their partners feel good was found, t(26.75) = -1.13, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -1.31 and .38. There was no significant interaction effect either between cognitive load and affect on the actors’ intention to make his/her dates feel good t(24.67) = .43, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.91 and 1.38.
The third mixed model analysis explored whether affect would influence the actor’s effort exerted to make his/her dates feel good. No significant relationship between affect and the actors’ reported effort to make their partners feel good was found, t(23.84) = -.26, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.61 and .47. No significant interaction effect between cognitive load and affect on the actors effort exerted to make their dates feel good was found either t(21.16) = -.02, p > .05, with an effect estimated between -.75 and .73.
Altogether, these results indicate that neither emotional exhaustion nor affect influenced the participants’ levels of awareness, intention and effort when using IER to make their dates feel better. Also, the interaction between emotional exhaustion or affect and cognitive load did not affect the participants’ levels of awareness, intention and effort when using IER to make their dates feel good. Thus, the third hypothesis of the present study was not supported. 
VIII) Individual differences in AIER
The last section of the results explored whether individual differences in the habitual use of IER (as measured by the SRHI), difficulties in controlling impulses (as measured by the ‘impulse control difficulties’ factor of the DERS), and lack of emotional awareness (as measured by the DERS factor of the same name) could have affected the participants’ awareness, intention and effort exerted when using IER to make their partners feel good. As the previous results sections have focused only on IER to make the partner feel good, only the habitual use of IER to improve a person’s emotions was used (namely the SRHI items exploring the extent to which participants habitually make people feel better). Separate mixed model analyses for each one of the predictors (habitual use of IER, difficulties in controlling impulses, lack of emotional awareness) were conducted to predict the actor’s awareness of use of IER, intention to use IER, and effort exerted to use IER. Next, each of the predictors will be presented separately.
VIII.1 Habitual use of IER.
The first three mixed model analyses explored whether the participants’ scores on the SRHI affected their reports on their awareness, intention and effort to use of IER.  No significant relationship between habitual use of IER strategies and the actors’ reported awareness of use to make their partners feel good was found, t(28.90) = -.42, p = .68, with an effect estimated between -.18 and .12. A marginally significant relationship between habitual use of IER strategies and the actors intention to make their dates feel good was found t(28.98) = -1.96, p = .059, with an effect estimated between -.37 and .01. There was a non-significant effect between the habitual use of IER reported by participants and the effort they reporting exerting to make their dates feel good t(21.95) = -.37, p = .72, with an effect estimated between -.16 and .11. These first results partially support the fourth hypothesis of the present study in that a more habitual use of IER to make people feel better was related to participants intending less to make their dates feel good.   

VIII.2 Difficulties in controlling impulses and lack of emotional awareness
To explore whether the participants scores on the DER’s factors “difficulties in controlling impulses” and “lack of emotional awareness” affected the participants’ awareness, intention and effort to use IER to make their dates feel good, separate mixed model analyses were conducted. The first three mixed model analyses looked at the relationship between difficulties to control impulses and awareness, intention and effort. There was a non-significant association between difficulties to control emotions and the participants’ report on their awareness to use IER to make their dates feel good t(24.95) = -1.04, p = .31, with an effect estimated between -.48 and .16. There was also a non-significant relationship between the participants’ difficulties to control impulses and the intention they reported to make their dates feel good t(27.43) = -.45, p = .66, with an effect estimated between -.51 and .32. The relationship between the participants’ difficulties to control impulses and the effort they reported exerting to make their dates feel good was not significant either t(23.38) = 1.43, p = .17, with an effect estimated between -.08 and .46. These results do not support the fifth hypothesis of the present study as they indicate that the participants’ difficulties to control their impulses did not affect the participants’ awareness, intention nor effort to use IER to make their dates feel good.
The second three mixed model analyses looked at the relationship between lack of emotional awareness and the participants’ reported awareness, intention and effort to make their dates feel good. There was a non-significant association between lack of emotional awareness and the participants’ report on their awareness to use IER to make their dates feel good t(25.10) = 1.32, p = .20, with an effect estimated between -.11 and .48. However, there was a significant association between lack of emotional awareness and the participants’ intention to use IER to make their dates feel good t(24.90) = 3.05, p < .01, with an effect estimated between .16 and .80. Finally, there was also a significant association between lack of emotional awareness and the participants’ report on their effort exerted to make their dates feel good t(24.07) = 2.41, p < .05, with an effect estimated between .04 and .51. These results partially support the sixth and last hypothesis of the present study in that the more aware participants are of their emotions the more they reported intending and exerting effort to use IER to make their dates feel good. 
5.4.3 Discussion
The present research explored whether being under high cognitive load could have affected the participants’ use of IER strategies to make potential romantic partners feel good or bad. To test this idea, a speed-dating event was designed, where participants had the opportunity to have a series of short duration dates in the hope of finding a romantic partner to go on a second date with and to use IER strategies. When looking at the reports of participants about their use of improving and worsening IER strategies during their dates, it was observed that worsening IER strategies were barely used, which is why the present research focused on the effect of being under high cognitive load (or not) on the use of improving IER strategies. It was expected that being under high cognitive load (in contrast to being under low cognitive load) would make participants more likely to use AIER, as reflected on the participants reporting less awareness, intention and effort to use IER during their dates. The results suggest that when participants were under high cognitive load they used less effort to regulate the emotions of their dates. Furthermore, when participants reported not having much mental energy, their reports on their exerted effort to make their partners feel good were even lower. Importantly, this decrease in effort seemed not to be caused by the participants simply using less IER strategies to make their dates feel good, as neither the actors reported being aware of using less IER strategies, nor his/her partners perceived the actors use of IER varied between cognitive load conditions (high and low cognitive load). Exerting less effort to regulate someone else’s emotions could indicate a certain extent of automaticity of IER. 
  As there is evidence that shows that exerting self-control in one task depletes people of their self-regulatory resources in a subsequent task that requires it, in the present study is was also expected that a consecutive use of IER would deplete participants of their regulatory resources, making participants under high cognitive load (as compared with participants under low cognitive load) more vulnerable to use AIER when interacting with their dates. The results of the present study supported this idea, participants’ awareness of using IER and the intention to use IER declined when participants were under high cognitive load but only as their dates progressed, which suggests that consecutively regulating the emotions of their dates may have depleted participants’ regulatory resources, making them more prone to rely on AIER when they were under high cognitive load, in comparison to not being under cognitive load. 
Other factors that may have also affected the participants use of AIER were also explored, namely, whether being emotionally exhausted and having a negative affect could have made participants under high cognitive load (in comparison to participants under low cognitive load) more prone to use AIER. No effect of being emotionally exhausted nor of having a negative affect when being under high cognitive load was found over the participants’ awareness, intention and effort to use IER was found. 
Finally, individual differences, such as habitually using IER, having difficulties to control impulses and lacking emotional awareness may cause participants to use IER. The results showed that a habitual use of IER to make people feel good predicted the participants’ intention to make their dates feel good. Nevertheless, having difficulties controlling impulses did not predict the participant’s automatic use of IER, but being emotionally aware (i.e. attending and acknowledging emotions) did predict the participants’ intention and effort to use IER, in that participants who reported having less emotional awareness reported intending and using less effort to make their dates feel good, in comparison to participants with high emotional awareness. 
Altogether, these results provide some evidence that suggest AIER occurs, at least in the context of a speed dating event and when participants engage in IER to make potential romantic partners feel good. Next, each one of the findings will be explored in more detail and an explanation of why in this thesis it is suggested that these results indicate that AIER happens, will be presented.  
The fact that people in the cognitive load condition experienced less intention to use IER after more dates may be explained by what Bargh (1989, 1999., in Moors & DeHouwer 2006 pp 302) considered to be a post-condition of automatic processes. This refers to a process requiring a conscious input (so participants reported and knew that they were using IER), but no intention (participants didn't intent to do this). 
If a participant was motivated to have a match then this could be seen as an intention to have match (an intentional act) and the use of IER might be the engagement on this goal (Moors & DeHouwer, 2006, pp. 303). Motivation to go on a second date could indicate a goal but according to Moors and DeHouwer there is a distinction between goal directed behaviour and goal dependent behaviour. Goal directed behaviour in this case would refer to a person aiming to go on a second date and performing a series of behaviours instrumental to attain that goal, engaging in these behaviours can be unintentional as the individual might not have the goal to, for example, be charming, compliment the date, pay attention to the date, be attentive (so the goal is to have a second date but that goal probably doesn't include each one of these small steps, which in the present study could correspond to IER strategies, people don't tell themselves "I want to go on a date and for that I am going to introduce myself with a smile, look at my date at his/her eyes, pay attention to everything he/she says, to name some examples"). 
Emotional exhaustion was not linked to a likely regulatory depletion (caused by a consecutive use of IER date after date) which is consistent with Niven, Totterdell, Stride, and Holman (2011) research on the use of IER measured by the EROS. Niven and colleagues found that emotional exhaustion occurred in worsening IER but not in improving IER, as indicated by people’s scores on the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).
The intention of participants to make their dates feel good may have been lower in participants that habitually use IER to make people feel good, this may be explained by interpersonal implicit goals. People have the implicit or automatic goal to be nice to someone else, as it is something they have been doing since they were children, thus, it has become a habit, and they do not have to explicitly form the intention to make their dates feel good. Especially in this context, as in dating people try to be nicer than usual, the intention is implicit, they want to be nice to reach the goal of getting a romantic partner.
In Gratz and Roemer (2004) Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale, the lack of emotional awareness factor refers to the tendency of people to attend and to acknowledge emotions. The impulse control difficulties reflect difficulties in remaining in control of one’s behaviour when experiencing negative emotions. As in the present study, participants did not use or barely used (as they reported) IER to make their partners feel bad, this scale could not explain their automatic use of improving IER, this is probably why a relationship between having difficulties to control impulses and the participants’ use of AIER was not found.  If the scale had focused on controlling impulses when experiencing positive emotions an effect may have been found. 
One of the things that this research (Study 4) offered was that it used the approach of several researchers who have studied automaticity focusing on its different features separately (in this case the unawareness, non-intentionality and effortless features) without trying to include all the features at once to define an automatic process (Bargh & Williams, 2007). Another thing that this study contributed with was that it showed that, contrary to what other research has found in that improving the emotions of someone else also improves the emotions of the person engaging in IER (Niven, Totterdell, & Holman, 2007; Zaki & Williams, 2013), in here, the affect of the participants did not seem to be affected by using improving IER. Thus, people might engage in improving IER just to make others feel good. Thus, AIER might be a truly interpersonal phenomenon, serving interpersonal purposes, rather than an interpersonal phenomenon serving intrapersonal purposes (e.g. improving one’s emotions). 
Another important contribution of the present study is that it provided some ideas that might explain why it has been so difficult for researchers to observe all the factors that define automatic processes at once. Mainly, study 4 results suggest that when studying AIER it is important to monitor some other factors that may contribute to the automaticity of IER. For example, in study 4 it was shown that cognitive load affected effort, thus, cognitive load might need to be monitored for researchers studying effortless processes but it might not be necessary to monitor it when studying unintentional or non-aware processes. In the same vein, self-control depletion and cognitive load may be need to be monitored when studying unintentional and non-aware IER but not when studying effortless IER. 







CHAPTER 6
General discussion








The present thesis investigated automatic interpersonal emotion regulation or AIER (the things people do or say without awareness, effort nor the explicit intention to modify the emotions of those they interact with). The main purpose of the present thesis was two answer two fundamental questions: i) whether or not AIER can be empirically observed and thus whether it actually occurs or not, and, ii) what factors are associated with the use of AIER. Answering the first question would be a big contribution to research on AIER as to date there have not been any conclusive studies demonstrating that forms of AIER occur, to the author’s knowledge. Thus, studying it empirically would be a first step to show that AIER exists. Answering the second question would help researchers understand some of the circumstances that make people more likely to use AIER as well as it would provide researchers with ideas of scenarios where AIER can be further investigated. To answer these questions in the present thesis the theoretical basis for AIER was introduced (Chapter 1) then six empirical studies divided into 4 chapters were carried out. The first 4 studies (Study 1, and Studies 2a, 2b and 2c) were designed to answer the first question and see whether AIER occurred as reported by participants and as unobtrusively instigated in the context of the laboratory. Chapters 4 and 5 (Studies 3 and 4 respectively) aimed to answer the second research question; namely, to explore the circumstances under which AIER is more likely to occur. 
The present chapter aims to bring together the findings in order to bring a better understanding of AIER by answering the two fundamental questions of this thesis. To do this, first a summary of the findings of each chapter is presented. Then, each of the research questions is answered using the evidence found in the studies presented in this thesis and evidence from other research. Finally, the limitations of the present thesis are discussed and future directions are presented.
6.1 Summary of Chapters 1 to 5
Chapter 1 provided the theoretical basis for AIER. Emotions were framed as serving social functions , for example, people interpret what they are feeling by paying attention to others (Parkinson, 1996), people can also feel happy or sad by being around others that are feeling that way (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994) or people engage in sequences of reciprocating emotions in romantic interactions (Gottman, 1994). The concept of emotion regulation (ER) was introduced as the change in any aspect of people’s emotional states that can happen at any point of the emotional response (Gross & Thomson, 2007; Koole, 2009). After, it was explained that ER can occur within the person (a person regulating his/her own emotions), termed intrapersonal emotion regulation, or between people (a person can regulate the emotions of someone else), termed interpersonal emotion regulation (IER). Later, it was explained that emotions can be regulated with the person’s awareness, termed controlled emotion regulation (CER) or outside the person’s awareness, termed automatic emotion regulation (AER). Finally, AIER was framed as referring to the things that people do or say with the purpose of modifying someone else’s emotions, and thus, would not include things that may modify the emotions of someone else but that do not occur with the purpose of modifying such emotions (e.g., smiling at someone to make that person feel better would be considered AIER but smiling at someone because one was remembering something funny would not be considered AIER). Chapter 1 also explained that AIER strategies could be roughly divided into strategies designed to improve or worsen someone else’s emotions, given the fact that most research that categorises ER have found these two categories as the most basic forms of dividing ER. The defining features of AIER were also presented - based on the automaticity of some other mental processes, it was reasoned that AIER would likely have the same automatic features, namely, that it would occur without the person’s awareness, without the person’s explicit intention, without the person’s control and without the person’s effort. It was also mentioned that not all of these features needed to be present for AIER to be considered automatic. Finally, some ways of studying AIER were presented, such as the ones used in the present thesis, which included self-report measures, priming, and manipulations of self-control and cognitive load. 
Chapter 2 presented Study 1, which used an adapted version of the Self-Report Behavioural Automaticity Index, the SRBAI (Gardner et al., 2012), that was named Automatic Emotion Regulation of Others (AERO). The AERO explored the extent to which participants reported using worsening and improving AIER strategies with close others and with acquaintances. It was found that participants reported using more improving IER in an automatic way with people with whom they felt close to than with acquaintances. Even though participants reported using both improving and worsening IER with close-others and with acquaintances, the scores on the AERO indicated that only the improving IER seemed to be used in a more automatic way but only when people reported using improving IER with a close-other. The results of Study 1 then suggest that AIER happens (as reported by participants) but that it occurs with people participants considered close to them and when the purpose of the IER is to make the other person feel good, thus, the valence of the IER (to improve or to worsen the emotions of others) and the nature of the relationship (close relationships or relationships with acquaintances) in which AIER occurs are important aspects to consider when investigating AIER. Chapter 2 proposed that this might happen because close others activate interpersonal goals. One of the main limitations of Study 1, was that self-reports require the person’s awareness on what is being reported, thus, reporting on the use of AIER requires the participant to have awareness of using AIER, so it could be argued that having knowledge of using AIER cannot reflect true AIER. Furthermore, research has found that worsening IER also happens; nevertheless, it was not possible to observe worsening AIER in the reports of participants, perhaps because portraying themselves as being bad towards someone else is not socially accepted. To address these limitations, in Chapter 3, worsening IER was instigated unobtrusively and social desirability was controlled for.
Chapter 3 presented Studies 2a, 2b and 2c that used a priming task in an effort to instigate worsening IER (i.e., to make someone else feel bad). In Study 2a, half of the participants were primed via the Scrambled Sentence Task (SST, Srull & Wyer, 1979) to worsen the emotions of someone else by unscrambling sentences that included words related to worsening IER (e.g., insult, hurt), the other half of the participants unscrambled sentences that included neutral words. All participants were then asked to write an imaginary script between two characters, where they would play the part of one of the characters in the script. Before writing the script and after the priming task, participants were asked to choose one of two IER goals: to make the fictional character they were going to have the conversation with feel better or to make her/him feel worse. It was found that participants in the priming condition more frequently chose the worsening IER goal in comparison to participants who were not primed. It was also observed that participants primed to worsen the emotions of someone else used more worsening IER in their scripts (e.g. used phrases that criticised, insulted, mocked the other fictional character) than did control participants. Furthermore, primed participants used less IER aimed at improving the emotions of the other character than participants who were not primed. 
In study 2a it was suggested that the explicit IER goal may have mediated the effect of the priming task, but only in making participants who chose the worsening IER goal more prone to use worsening IER strategies in their scripts (as using less strategies aimed at improving someone else’s emotions, which could also be considered as a way of making someone feel bad, seemed not to be affected by whether participants were able or not to choose a worsening IER goal, but seemed to only be affect by being assigned to the experimental condition). To investigate whether or not the effect of the prime would remain in the absence of an explicit IER goal, Study 2b replicated the procedure of Study 2a with the only exception of removing the IER goal. Thus, participants were not asked before completing the script whether they would like or not to make the other fictional character on script feel either good or bad. It was observed that primed participants did not use more worsening IER strategies in the imaginary scripts they wrote, nevertheless, participants who were primed still used less improving IER strategies. 
Having observed that the priming task (the SST) had an effect on the participants’ use of IER strategies as reflected on their scripts, it was expected that the effect of the priming task would also be reflected on task different to the script. Therefore, in Study 2c, participants were asked to write a letter to a romantic ex-partner of theirs. It was reasoned that, as break-ups are generally not a happy scenario, writing a letter to a romantic ex-partner would be a good situation to investigate the use of worsening IER. Participants were divided into 4 groups: one group of participants were primed and given the option to choose to make their ex-partner feel better or worse on the letter they would write to him/her, another group of participants were primed but they were not given the option to choose between the two IER goals, a third group of participants were not primed but given the IER goal option and the last group of participants were neither primed nor given an IER goal option. The findings suggested that the priming condition did not influence the frequency with which participants used worsening IER in the letters that they wrote to their ex-partners. Rather, what seemed to have affected the amount of worsening or improving IER participants used was the IER goal that they choose, with participants choosing the improving IER goal using more improving IER strategies in their letters, and participants choosing the worsening IER goal choosing more worsening IER in their letter. Importantly, the priming condition did not affect the participant’s choice of IER goal, as it did in Study 2a. Thus, the results of studies 2a and 2b were not replicated. 
Chapter 4 presented Study 3. While the previous studies (1, 2a and 2b) showed some evidence of AIER, this evidence was based on self-reports (Study 1) and on imaginary interactions (Studies 2a and 2b). Furthermore, none of these studies identified the factors that make people more likely to use IER. Study 3 drew on evidence that suggests that when people are depleted of their self-control resources they are more likely to rely on automatic processes, to develop a (self-report) measure of self-control depletion that could then be used to investigate the relationship between self-control depletion and use of AIER. A modified version of the Brief Self-Control Scale (BSCS; Tangney et al., 2004) was used to measure participants’ use of self-control during their working day. In an attempt to validate this new measure of the use of self-control, participant’s self-control capacity was measured using the Stroop task. It was predicted that participants who reported using lots of self-control would perform worse on the Stroop than participants who have exerted less self-control. Unfortunately, the scores of participants in the new measure of use of self-control during the day were not associated with participant’s performance on the Stroop task, meaning that it was not possible to identify participants depleted of their self-control resources by their scores on the new scale. Therefore, in the next empirical study, the impact of another factor associated with automaticity on the use of AIER was explored; namely, being under high cognitive load. 
Chapter 5 described Study 4 that explored whether being under high cognitive load would make participants taking part in a heterosexual speed dating event, more prone to use AIER when interacting with their dates. AIER was identified by asking participants to report the extent to which they were aware, intended, and exerted effort to use IER. To do this a modified version of the Emotion Regulation of Others and Self (EROS) was used. Dyads of participants had a series of short dates while they were trying to remember an 11-digit number (in the high cognitive load condition) or a 1-digit number (in the low cognitive load condition). Participants were both actors (people that used IER) and partners (people that perceived the actors used IER) in the speed dating event. At the end of each date, using the modified version of the EROS, participants reported their levels of awareness, intention and the amount of effort that they had exerted to make their partners feel good and bad. Participants also reported whether they thought that their partners tried to make them feel good or bad. 
Participants’ responses suggested that they rarely used worsening IER; therefore, the focus was on the extent to which improving IER strategies were used automatically. It was found that participants reported exerting less effort when under high cognitive load. Importantly, reduced effort seemed to be not simply a function of actors using less IER in the high cognitive load condition, as there was no difference between the reports of the actors in the high and low cognitive load condition with respect to their use of improving IER.  The results also suggest the presence of some sort of self-regulatory depletion (thought to have occurred by the consecutive use of IER date after date). The results of study 4 showed that a likely self-regulatory depletion may have made participants more prone to use AIER, but only while under high cognitive load. Specifically, the results showed that participants under high cognitive load reported being less aware of using improving IER with their dates, and intending less to make their dates feel good the more dates that they had. 
Finally, some individual differences in the use of AIER were found. Before attending the event, participants were sent a questionnaire exploring several aspects that could be associated with a stronger reliance on AIER, namely, how habitually they use both improving and worsening forms of IER and the extent to which they experience difficulties in ER (i.e., problems controlling impulses and lack of awareness of emotional responses). It was found that the participants who reported using improving forms of IER in a habitual way, were less likely to intend to make their partners feel good. It was also found that the participants’ who reported having low levels of emotional awareness had weaker intentions and exerted less effort to improve their partner’s emotions. 
6.2 Does AIER happen, and if so, can it be empirically studied? 
The answer to these questions would be yes, according to the evidence provided in this thesis. In four of the six studies the results suggest that AIER happens. In Study 1, people reported engaging in AIER to make someone close feel good. In Studies 2a and 2b, it was found that participants could be primed to make a fictional person feel bad and that they were not aware of what caused them to engage in worsening IER. In Study 4, variations in the levels of three features of automaticity (little or no awareness, intention and/or effort) as a function of being under high cognitive load, of being likely depleted of self-control resources, habitually using IER strategies, and on individual differences, seemed to have indicated that the participants were using relatively automatic forms of IER. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]But how do we know that AIER actually occurred in the studies presented in this thesis? It is difficult to know for sure whether automatic processes occur or not as the features that define an automatic process are not directly observable. Being unaware of using IER to improve someone else affect, for example, is not something researchers can directly observe but only infer from their participant’s reports or from research that manipulates people’s behaviour, attitudes or believes in an unobtrusive was (such as in priming). Nevertheless, the present thesis presents initial evidence to believe that AIER happens, which is supported by existing research on automaticity. Starting with the first piece of evidence that this thesis provides, Study 1 showed that participants used improving forms of AIER with close-others. It is believed that their reports truly reflected AIER because the AERO questionnaire (based on the SRBAI) that they answered to provide this information explored the habitual use of IER; and automaticity is the main feature of habitual behaviours (Gardner et al., 2012). Also, the SRBAI and the long version of this scale, the SRHI, have been used to study other automatic (Gardner, et al., 2012) and habitual (Gardner, 2009; Rothman et al., 2009) behaviours (i.e. habitual transportation mode and unhealthy snacking, respectively), and have found it to be a valid way of assessing them. Improving IER with close others may occur so frequently that it may become, like other skills that become less effortful with repetition, less effortful, and consequently more automatic the more that people use it (Bargh & Williams, 2007; Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2004).
Other research supports this. For example, Christou-Champi, Farrow, and Webb (2014) found that practice increased the efficiency of emotion regulation (in the sense that it required less effort). Thus constantly using improving IER with close others would likely increase the efficiency of the strategies used, making improving IER more automatic. Furthermore, Study 4 showed that one of the factors that predicted participants’ use of AIER (as reported by their low levels of awareness, intention and effort to use IER) was habitually using IER to improve other peoples’ emotions. It is possible that the constant repetition of IER strategies in close relationships has strengthened these strategies making them habitual (Butler, 2011). 
The second piece of evidence that it is possible to regulate others emotions relatively automatically comes from Studies 2a and 2b, where it is proposed that AIER occurred because the participants used AIER to worsen the emotions of a fictional character (either by using more worsening IER strategies or by using less improving IER) without knowing what caused them to behave like this towards the fictional character. In these particular studies then, the lack of awareness by participants of what caused them to use IER  before the IER behaviour unfolded is what suggests that their actions were relatively automatic. Nevertheless the results of these studies should be interpreted with care because of two reasons: i) it was not possible to observe an effect of the prime (more use of worsening IER strategies) on the participants target task (the script and the romantic letter to an ex-partner participants wrote) across the three studies, even though the priming task was the same for the three studies and; ii) the nature and size of the samples varied across studies, with study 2b being underpowered. Priming effects are very sensitive to variations in experimental features and subject populations (Cesario, 2014), this might have explained why it was not possible to observe an effect of the prime on the participants’ target tasks every time. Cesario suggests that researchers should predict such variations apriori as well as they should replicate their studies to confidently talk about their results. In the present studies no exact replications were carried out, thus it would be necessary to conduct exact replications of each study and see whether or not the findings remain the same, only then it would be safe (and maybe not even then) to claim AIER occurred because people were successfully primed to worsen the emotions of someone else. Nevertheless, a meta-analysis of 133 behavioural priming studies by Weingarten, Chen, McAdams, Yi, Hepler, and Albarracín (2016) still found an effect (although small d = .35). They also found that more valued behaviours or goal concepts (associated with important values or outcomes, for example, a student valuing as high getting a high score in a IQ test) had stronger priming effects. The authors of this meta-analysis mentioned that goals are important to see the effect of priming, either because the goal task the participant is engaged in is inherently important for him/her or because the goals in the priming experiments are manipulated. Thus, goal activation contributes to explain priming effects in addition to the perception-behaviour. Thus, it is likely that the inclusion of a goal in the priming studies presented in this thesis was what contributed to find an effect of the prime over the behaviour of the participants when they used worsening IER strategies, but maybe the perception-behaviour link would better explain participants using less strategies to make another person feel good. 
Lastly, in Study 4 the fact that the IER strategies that participants reported using occurred when they were under cognitive load (suggesting that they were efficient) and without the participants’ awareness and intention to use them, suggests that the IER that was occurring was to a certain extent, automatic, as some of the fundamental features of automatic processes are that they occur without the person’s awareness, with little or no explicit intention, and efficiently (without much effort) (Moors & DeHouwer, 2006), Nevertheless, the results of study 4 should also be interpreted with caution as the sample size was considerably smaller than it should have been in order to achieved the desired statistical power. 
The present thesis is unique in studying the extent to which IER (and by extension AIER) is intentional when considered in the broader context of its general use (i.e. the IER behaviours are often actively used to intentionally modify someone else’s emotions, unlike, for example, emotional contagion which is passively used). Other research that has found evidence of AIER happening has not clearly shown that the AIER occurring was intentional. For example, people have been found to unconsciously mimic the physical manifestations of emotion (e.g., postures, facial expressions, mannerisms) of another person (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999), but the person who is mimicked does not intend to modify the emotions of the person that mimics. In the case of emotional contagion, the person unconsciously mimics the mood of another person and then experiences the mood of that person, but again, it seems that the person they mimic and catch the emotion from does not transfer his/her emotions with the purpose of modifying the emotions of the other. Even some of the most recent research on AIER fails to show that AIER is intentional. For example, in Häfner and IJzerman (2011) research, the automatic tendency of participants to smile in response to their romantic partners angry expression, was not clearly shown by the authors to be actively intentional. Therefore, the studies presented in this thesis present AIER that happens in an actively intentional way to modify the emotions of someone else. 
With respect to the question of whether AIER can be studied empirically, the present thesis provided two different methods to study AIER. Studies 1 and 4 demonstrate that AIER can be explored via self-report questionnaires, although the nature of these self-reports was slightly different. Study 1 developed the ‘AERO’ questionnaire, which explored different forms of AIER (improving and worsening) focusing on the habitual use of IER. Study 4 adapted the EROS questionnaire to explore three qualities of IER; namely lack of awareness, intention and control. The adapted version of the EROS questionnaire also explored whether the participant perceived that his/her emotions were being regulated by his/her date. Unlike the AERO, the adapted version of the EROS, would not be enough to measure AIER; rather, the adapted EROS questionnaire requires that participants report on their responses in situations where AIER is likely to occur. In the case of Study 4, this situation was when taking part in a speed date, under cognitive load and / or when depleted of regulatory resources. 
Studies 2a and 2b used priming to instigate worsening IER. However, the effectiveness of the prime seem to have depended on various factors. In Study 2a, when the priming task, the SST, was used followed by an IER goal (either to make someone else feel better or worse), it was possible to observe an effect of the prime. The effect of the prime was observed first in the goal option participants selected (with primed participants selecting the worsening IER with more frequency than non-primed participants), and then on the frequency with which participants used worsening IER in their scripts.  Nevertheless, in Study 2b, when the SST was used in isolation (without a following IER goal) it was not possible to observe more negative IER strategies on the scripts of the participants. What was observed was that primed participants used less improving IER strategies in their scripts (in comparison with control participants). Using less improving IER strategies also occurred in Study 2a when participants chose a worsening IER goal. These results suggest that the methodology used to instigate IER, the SST, was effective, but that its effectiveness depended in some part on having a goal that matched the prime. Nevertheless, as mentioned above, it would be necessary to replicate each of these studies to more strongly support the effectiveness of this methodology. 
The meta-analysis by Weingarten et al. (2016) supports this. They found that the effects of priming were small when the experiments did not have a goal component (e.g., achieve a final state), however, when priming involved some sort of goal the effect was bigger. An explanation of why participants used less improving IER in the priming condition in comparison to participants in the control condition could be that, decreasing behaviours to improve someone else’s affect may be in the behavioural repertoire of participants while worsening IER may be not, which is why the IER goal was necessary. Research indicates that priming works when the person has the prime concept within his/her mental repertoire (Smeesters et al., 2010). Thus, for example, priming the concept of elderly only worsens the memory of participants that have been in contact with elderly people and have a mental association between elderly and memory loss (Dijksterhuis, Aarts, Bargh, & van Knippenberg, 2000). 
Unexpectedly, Study 2c did not observe an effect of the priming task on the behaviour of the participants, in that participants did not use more worsening IER nor chose a worsening IER goal when primed. One explanation is that the task used in Studies 2a and 2b provided participants with the opportunity of regulating the emotions of a fictional character, while in Study 2c the task provided participants with the opportunity of regulating the emotions of a romantic ex-partner. Thus the effect of the prime may have been affected by the target of the IER. Specifically, it is possible that the kind of relationship participants may have had with their romantic ex-partner overshadowed the effect that the priming task may have had, and participants instead pursued the regulatory goals represented by their ex-partner. 
In summary, the methods used in the present thesis provide an initial promising scenario to study AIER but it is important to consider the factors that contributed to their effectiveness (goals, cognitive load, and depletion). The self-report scale used to measure AIER in Study 1 (the SRBAI), and the modified EROS questionnaire have not been used before (to the researchers knowledge) to study AIER, which make them potential useful tools for researchers who want to study AIER in the future. Apart from providing evidence of AIER occurring, these studies showed two features of AIER, the first one being that it occurs more frequently in close, relative to distant, relationships, and the second being that forms of improving AIER seem to be more abundant than worsening forms of AIER. In the next two sections these two findings will be discussed in more detail. 
6.2.1 AIER with close others
The studies reported in this thesis suggest that improving AIER happens most frequently in the context of close relationships. Close others have been associated with several different automatic processes. For example, Karremans and Aarts (2007) found that nonconsciously priming the representation of close others led participants to automatically forgive, and that they expended less cognitive resources when forgiving a close other than when forgiving an acquaintance. The notion that close others activate automatic IER may help researchers, clinicians, to name some examples, to better understand close interpersonal relationships and hopefully find ways to improve the quality of relationships and consequently, the mental and physical health of people. 
Ouellette et al. (1998) meta-analysis showed that the influence of past behaviour on future behaviour was most pronounced for behaviours that are executed frequently (that is, on a daily basis) and consistently in a stable context. Behaviours that are carried out less often were more accurately predicted by consciously formed intentions towards the behaviour (see Aarts, Verplanken, & Knippenberg, 1998, for a similar observation in the domain of travel behaviour). This could help to explain the findings observed in the present thesis. In Study 1 the frequency with which the participants likely interacted with close others probably meant that a conscious intention to use IER is not required. In the case of Study 2C, however, an ex-partner might not be someone with who participants (currently) interact with on regular basis, thus the habits associated with the interaction between the participant and this ex-partner could have disappeared or could be weakened. Future research should explore frequency of interaction to be able to determine if it affects the use of automatic behaviours. This may explain why a conscious intention (a IER goal in this case) to regulate the emotions of the ex-partner predicted the behaviour of participants in Study 2c better than the prime.
6.2.2 Improving vs worsening forms of AIER
One of the findings that was consistent throughout the studies presented in this thesis was that improving forms of AIER seemed to occur more frequently than worsening forms of AIER. Even though in Study 1, participants were asked to report on both the improving and worsening forms of AIER that they used with close others and with acquaintances, neither the worsening AIER reported with close others nor the worsening AIER reported with acquaintances, reached a score on the SRBAI that could be considered to indicate that the process occurred automatically, unlike improving AIER with close others, which did seem to meet the criteria for an automatic process (e.g., that it occurred without the person thinking about it). In Study 4 this was again observed, as participants were asked to report on their use of improving and worsening IER but they barely reported using worsening IER. The very few to null reports on the participants’ use of worsening IER strategies made it impossible to investigate whether their use of worsening IER could have been automatic which is why Study 4 focused only on IER strategies designed to improve affect. Importantly, social desirability seemed not to have affected the participants’ reports about using IER, thus, it cannot be said that it was not possible to observe worsening AIER because of this. 
Taken together, the research presented in this thesis suggests that participants tried to automatically improve the emotions of others more often than they tried to automatically worsen them. This is supported by research and literature on IER which suggest that people use more improving forms of IER than they use worsening forms of IER (e.g., Niven et al., 2007; Niven, Totterdell, et al., 2012). This may be because improving IER, in contrast to worsening IER, may facilitate interactions between people and help people to fulfil their need for social interactions (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Another explanation for why participants in the present studies reported using more improving forms of AIER than worsening forms could be because people may expect others to reciprocate. Thus, people may use improving IER over worsening IER if they are expecting to get a similar response in return from the people they interact with. This expectation for reciprocity is something that may be habitual, as children start learning from a very young age that if, for example, they share, the person they shared with is likely to share back in the future (Staub & Sherk, 1970). However, the notion of reciprocity also implies a degree of intentionality, which may warrant further investigation.
6.3 What factors are associated with the use of AIER?
The present thesis also offered some evidence of the circumstances that can promote and inhibit AIER. Specifically, Study 4 showed that being under high cognitive load can make people more prone to use AIER, and it also observed that the interaction between being under high cognitive load and being depleted of regulatory resources (for the consecutive use of regulatory resources date after date) can also make participants more likely to use AIER. 
Even though the present thesis only explored self-control depletion and being engaged in a high cognitive load task as possible factors that could promote the use of AIER, these are by no means the only factors that could promote AIER usage. An important aspect of IER that the present thesis did not explore was the emotional cues that the people one interacts with provide and that could elicit IER in those they interact with. People also engage in IER because the person they interact with displays an emotion that requires some sort of modulation. For example, the expression of fear in a child learning to ride a bicycle may communicate to the parent that reassurance is needed so the child can feel confident and safe. Several expressed emotions by one person prompt the use of IER strategies by another person they are interacting with. For example, the expression of anxiety may elicit comfort, reassurance or practical support (Fridlund, 1994 in Parkinson & Simons, 2012). Worry is another emotion that elicits different kinds of IER. In two dyadic studies in romantic heterosexual couples by Parkinson, Simons and Niven (2016), it was found that when one member of the couple (mainly the male partner) showed worry the other member engaged in calming behaviours. Interestingly, the researchers found that the participants whose dispositional experience of worry was greater, received more interpersonal calming from their partners. This was again mostly true for the female partner’s whose male partner’s experience of worry was greater. The latter finding could be a potential area of research for AIER. If it was the case that individual differences in the experience (and probably expression) of certain emotions of the people one interact with (e.g. a romantic partner) could predict one’s use of AIER, then it would be interesting to explore whether living with someone who continuously experiences certain emotion could predict the use of certain IER strategies by the people this person lives with. As a repeated use of certain IER could lead to the use of these IER habitually, it might be possible that frequently interacting with someone who, let’s say, experiences worry, may lead the IER regulator to automatically use calming strategies on the worried partner. 

6.4 Limitations and future directions
One of the things that most of the studies in the present thesis have in common is that they investigated AIER in opposite sex dyads. For example, in Study 1 more than half the participants (62% of women and 74% of men) chose a close other of the opposite sex, In Studies 2a, 2b and 2c, the people that participants were asked to imagine interacting with were also opposite to the sex of the participant, and in Study 4 participants had short duration heterosexual dates during the speed-dating event. Thus the findings of the present thesis present evidence of AIER occurring mostly in opposite sex interactions. It would be important to explore whether, for example, the predominance of improving AIER would prevail if the interactions were between people of the same sex.  
A second limitation was that, with the methods used in the present thesis, it was not possible to know at what point in the emotion generation process AIER occurred. Apart from the priming studies, in which AIER occurred before the behaviour unfolded, in the rest of the studies it was not possible to know whether the AIER occurred as antecedent focused regulation or as response focused regulation. Being able to identify at which point AIER happens would allow researchers to develop methods to more accurately investigate AIER. 
It is also important to acknowledge that the IER identified in the studies carried out in this thesis probably had an automatic and a controlled component. As in the priming studies, it seems that the automatic part of the IER strategy occurred before the behaviour unfolded but the behaviour itself occurred under the participant’s awareness. It is plausible that every form of behaviour comes from a mix of conscious and unconscious processing (Baumeister, Masicampo, & Vohs, 2011) and future research on AIER should try to identify which parts of the process of regulating the emotions of someone else occur in an automatic fashion and which parts occur in a more controlled way. 
Further research could use the methods employed in the present thesis to explore aspects of AIER that were not investigated here. For example, whether certain forms of AER may be adaptive or not. Study 4 hinted that AIER was adaptive, as people under high cognitive load managed to shield their behaviour from their lack of cognitive resources and still use IER to try to go on a second date with a potential romantic partner.
One practical implication of the priming studies is the if priming works to instigate worsening IER, it could be used to help people that engage in non-constructive IER behaviours, or in people that need to be more assertive and maybe need more aggressiveness to achieve something, for example, a job interview. In a recent study, Minas, Poor, Dennis and Bartelt (2016) used the SST to prime men and women (semantic priming) with healthy body image and found a significant effect of the interaction between gender (woman) and priming over the number of calories consumed (less calories). Something similar could be done to promote healthy IER interactions or more assertive IER interactions. Another way in which people could be trained to use constructive AIER would be to use implementation intentions. Gallo, Keil, McCulloch, Rockstroh, and Gollwitzer (2009) trained people that were scared of spiders to form implementation intentions (and if I see a spider, then I will remain calm and relax) and found these people were better at down-regulating their fear than participants with a goal intention (I will not het frightened). People could also receive training in emotion regulation to automatise their emotion regulation behaviours. For example, Christou-Champi, Farrow, Webb (2015) trained half of their participants to reappraise negatively valence images (3 training sessions) and asked the other half of their participants to simply “attend” (control) the images. They found that participants who received the training decreased their time to regulate emotions and increased their HRV, which, according to the authors are indicators of AER. They also found that participants regulated negative emotions two weeks after in a spontaneous manner.
The present thesis did not explore whether people engaged in AIER to improve their own emotions as well as the emotions of someone else. Zaki and Williams (2013) make a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic interpersonal regulation. Intrinsic interpersonal regulation refers to attempts to look for social contact in order to regulate one’s own emotions, while extrinsic interpersonal regulation refer to attempts to regulate the emotions of someone else, without doing so in an effort to modify one’s own emotions. It is likely that both intrinsic and extrinsic emotion regulation can occur at the same time (e.g. while making someone else feel happy, one feels happy oneself) (e.g., Niven et al., 2007). In the future it would be interesting to explore whether peoples’ initial goal for engaging in AIER was to modify their own emotions or the emotions of someone else. This is useful as it would help researchers identify when IER is a product of intrinsic emotion regulation, or when it is purely done to change someone else’s affect.   

6.6 Final comment 
The present work suggests that AIER occurs, that improving forms of AIER occur more often than worsening forms of AIER, that the recipient of the IER also determines whether the IER will tend to be automatic or controlled, and that not having enough self-regulatory resources or cognitive resources may make people more reliant on AIER. The present thesis is far from explaining exactly how, when, and why AIER happens but it provides a useful first approach to the study of AIER. By proposing different methods and circumstances in which AIER is likely to occur, this thesis hopes to provide the basis for future research on AIER.
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CHAPTER 3
Information sheet for study 2a and 2b
Use of written English language on native English speakers
The aim of the present research is to explore the use of written English language by native English speakers. For this purpose, you will be asked to engage in two short tasks and also to answer a few questions about your personality at the end of the study. The first task consists of building grammatically correct sentences. The second task consists of writing an imaginary script between two characters from which you have to play the part of one.
All the information you provide will be anonymous and confidential.
At the end of the study the experimenter will provide you with information about the purpose of the experiment as well as try to answer any questions that you may have.
This experiment is being conducted under the supervision of Dr Thomas Webb and Prof Peter Totterdell and has received ethics approval by the Department of Psychology Ethics Committee.
Your participation is entirely voluntary. You are allowed to leave the experiment at any point without providing any reasons. 
Contact for further information
Experimenter: 		Daria Hernandez Ibar dnhernandezibar1@sheffield.ac.uk
Supervisors: 		Dr Thomas Webb t.webb@sheffield.ac.uk
		Prof Peter Totterdell p.totterdell@sheffield.ac.uk


Participant consent form for study 2a, study 2b and study 2c
Title of research project: Use of written English language on native English speakers
Name of researcher: Daria Naieli Hernandez Ibar
Participation identification number for this project:
Please initial on the line provided 
1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet explaining the above research project and I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the project.	 _______		
2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without there being any negative consequences. In addition, should I not wish to answer any particular question or questions, I am free to decline. _______
3. I understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential. I give permission for members of the research team to have access to my anonymised responses. I understand that my name will not be linked with the research materials, and I will not be identified or identifiable in the report or reports that result from the research.  _______
4. I agree for the data collected from me to be used in future research. _______            
5. I agree to take part in the above research project. _______		           	   

________________________	________________         ____________________
Name of Participant	Date	Signature
(or legal representative)



Scrambled Sentence Task for studies 2a, 2b and 2c

	WORSENING IER SCRAMBLED SENTENCES

	1. here / smells / food / like / it
	it smells like food here

	2. old / sold / they / wardrobe / an
	they sold an old wardrobe

	3. popular / the / intimidates / girl / everyone
	everyone intimidates the popular girl

	4. ones / younger / older / siblings / patronise
	older siblings patronise younger ones

	5. seven / closes / at / library / the
	the library closes at seven

	6. boyfriend / she / her / annoys / always
	she always annoys her boyfriend

	7.other / bother / friends / each / some
	some friends bother each other

	8. weather / is / the / available / forecast
	the weather forecast is available

	9. grandchildren / rejects / a / her / grandma
	a grandma rejects her grandchildren

	10. speak / English / many / people / million
	many million people speak English

	11. must / teeth / they / their / brush
	they must brush their teeth

	12. bullies / he / classmates / his / female
	he bullies his female classmates

	13. peers / young / people / their / mock
	young people mock their peers

	14. double / the / has / building / glazing
	the building has double glazing

	15. patients / hurts / a / nurse / her
	a nurse hurts her patients

	16. summer / than / autumn / warmer /is
	summer is warmer than autumn

	17. their / mothers / belittle / own / children
	mothers belittle their own children

	18. insults / teacher / our / students / her
	our teacher insults her students



	NEUTRAL SCRAMBLED SENTENCES

	1. here / smells / food / like / it
	it smells like food here

	2. old / sold / they / wardrobe / an
	they sold an old wardrobe

	3. popular / the / imitates / girl / everyone
	everyone imitates the popular girl

	4. ones / younger / older / siblings / surround
	older siblings surround younger ones

	5. seven / closes / at / library / the
	the library closes at seven

	6. boyfriend / she / her / nominates / always
	she always nominates her boyfriend

	7. other / select / friends / each / some
	some friends select each other

	8. weather / is / the / available / forecast
	the weather forecast is available

	9. grandchildren / awaits / a / her / grandma
	a grandma awaits her grandchildren

	10. speak / English / many / people / million
	many million people speak English

	11. must / teeth / they / their / brush
	they must brush their teeth

	12. appraises / he / classmates / his / female
	he appraises his female classmates

	13. peers / young / people / their / cite
	young people cite their peers

	14. double / the / has / building / glazing
	the building has double glazing

	15. patients / washes / a / nurse / her
	a nurse washes her patients

	16. summer / than / autumn / warmer /is
	summer is warmer than autumn

	17. their / mothers / resemble / own / children
	mothers resemble their own children

	18. informs / teacher / our / students / her
	our teacher informs her students





Script studies 2a and 2b (Study 2b varied in that it did not include a ‘goal choice’).
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Social-Desirability Short Scale studies 2a, 2b and 2c
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Information sheet for study 2c
Information Sheet

Use of written English language on native English speakers
The aim of the present research is to explore the use of written English language by native English speakers. For this purpose, you will be asked to engage in two short tasks and also to answer a few questions about your personality at the end of the study. The first task consists of building grammatically correct sentences. The second task consists of writing a letter to an ex-partner of yours (i.e., an old boyfriend or girlfriend). These letters will not be posted – the task is just used for us to assess your use of English. 
In order to protect your anonymity, after finishing the letter you should place it inside an envelope that the experimenter will provide you with. Then you should place the letter in the mailbox outside the cubicle where the experiment takes place. The experimenter will not read the letters until she has collected the full sample. In this way, your letter cannot be traced back to you and so it is anonymous.
At the end of the study the experimenter will provide you with information about the purpose of the experiment as well as try to answer any questions that you may have.
This experiment is being conducted under the supervision of Dr Thomas Webb and Prof Peter Totterdell and has received ethics approval by the Department of Psychology Ethics Committee.
Your participation is entirely voluntary. You are allowed to leave the experiment at any point without providing any reasons. 
Contact for further information
Experimenter: 		Daria Hernandez Ibar dnhernandezibar1@sheffield.ac.uk
Supervisors: 		Dr Thomas Webb t.webb@sheffield.ac.uk
		Prof Peter Totterdell p.totterdell@sheffield.ac.uk


Email sent to participants to explore the liking or disliking of the ex-partner for study 2c
Dear (name of participant), 
Some time ago you took part in a piece of research titled “Use of written English language on native English speakers”. In this research you were asked to unscramble some sentences and to write a letter to an ex-partner of yours.
As part of the same research, we would greatly appreciate if you could complete a short (5 minute) questionnaire about your feelings toward your ex-partner. To complete the questionnaire please follow this link:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/MVGNQN2
You will be asked for an identification code in order to complete the survey, so that your responses can be anonymised. Your identification code is (here I will write the participant identification number).
This research has been approved by the Research Ethics Committee in the Department of Psychology.
Many thanks, 








Liking or disliking of the romantic ex-partner questionnaire for study 2c
1. My ex-partner is not made for a serious relationship. 
a. Strongly disagree	 b. Disagree 	c. Neutral / unsure 	d. Agree  	e. Strongly agree
2. My ex-partner has many qualities.
3. My ex-partner has charisma.
4. Sometimes I have the wish to yell at my ex-partner. 
5. When I think about my ex-partner I get angry. 
6. I feel good when I am close to my ex-partner.
7. I often think about my ex-partner.
8. I avoid touching my ex-partner. 
9. When I am with my ex-partner I often have the wish to be alone. 
10. My ex-partner should change a few things about himself/herself. 
11. I get sad when I think about my ex-partner
12. I usually feel better when my ex-partner is not around. 
13. My ex-partner is egoistic. 
14. When I think about my ex-partner I rejoice.
15. Sometimes I want to give my ex-partner a telephone call.
16. Other men/women find my ex-partner attractive.
17. When I am with my ex-partner I often have the desire to hug him/her.
18. I feel drawn to my ex-partner.
19. I dislike my ex-partner
20. My ex-partner means a lot to me

CHAPTER 4
Complete questionnaire for the ego-depletion study
The link to this questionnaire in survey monkey is https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/MPHJNX6  
Email sent to volunteers 
Dear volunteer,
We are investigating the extent to which people use self-control while at work. As such, we would be very grateful if you could complete a short questionnaire and a word task on the computer AT THE END OF YOUR WORKING DAY. The study will take no more than 10 minutes to complete and your responses will remain anonymous.
If you are interested in taking part, then please click on the link below BEFORE YOU LEAVE WORK TODAY (you can complete the questionnaire if you have worked at home): https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/MPHJNX6
This experiment is being conducted under the supervision of Dr Thomas Webb and Prof Peter Totterdell and has received ethics approval by the Department of Psychology Ethics Committee.

Your participation is entirely voluntary and you can leave the study at any point without providing reasons.

Best wishes,

Daria Hernandez Ibar

Information related to this message is available at https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/MPHJNX6.

For information about this email list, including how to remove your name, please visit http://www.shef.ac.uk/cics/email/distributionlists.htmland click the list name.

New measure of the use of self-control during the working day[image: ]
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CHAPTER 5
Pre-event questionnaire
Thank you for taking part in the study "How memory works in interpersonal interactions"
------------------------
The event is divided in two stages:
1. This questionnaire, where you will answer some questions about your personality to help us find you a better match.
2. The speed dating event, where you will have around 8 different dates of 4 minutes duration each. After each date you will be invited to answer a few questions about your date. Each date will be audio recorded but neither your name nor any personal details will be required, so you won't be identifiable. 
In case you have a match the experimenter will contact you on the next day to provide you with the contact details of your match so you both (your match and you), can arrange a date if you would like to. 
At the end of the event there will be a prize draw of eight £5 notes. Also, each participant will receive a 50p discount voucher so you can buy a drink if you would like to.
------------------------------
Over the next pages you will see a series of questions about your personality that will help us to find you a match during the event. 
At the end of this questionnaire you will see the details about the speed dating event (venueand time).
Please click the 'arrow' button to begin the questionnaire.
----------------------------------
Over the next questions you are invited to provide us with some demographics and your contact details so the experimenter can contact you later in the case you have a match during the speed dating event. 
All the information you provide is strictly confidential and the experimenter will be the only one with access to it. 
-------------------------------------
In order to identify you without having to use your name and thus, respecting your anonymity, please write down the CODE the experimenter emailed to you (this code comes in the email with the link to this questionnaire).
-----------------------------------
Please write the email address where the experimenter has been contacting you about the speed dating event
---------------------------------
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Action control scale (ASO, Kuhl & Beckmann, 1994).
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Welcome Sheet
[image: ]

Initial questionnaire[image: ]
After date questionnaire
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Short desirability scale
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Demographics

The present questionnaire is designed to explore the ways in which people (yourself and others) influence the
emotions of those they interact with. First you will be asked some questions about you. After, you will be asked
some questions exploring how close you are to certain people and the way you interact with them.

What is your age?

What is your gender?
Male

Female

How would you describe yourself ethnically?
White - UK heritage
White - other
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Indian
Black - African heritage
Black - Caribbean heritage
Chinese
Latin American

Other (please describe below)

Close other

The next set of questions asks you about your relationship with a person that you feel close to (e.g. that you
spend a considerable amount of time with and that you know very well). This person could be a romantic partner,
a close friend, a relative, etc. Please write the (first) name of the person that you are thinking about below (e.g.,
James):

What is the gender of ${q:/QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}?
Male

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax. php?action=GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Female

Please think of your relationship with ${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue} when responding to the following

questions.
Neither
Strongly Somewhat Agreenor  Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
and | want to spend time together

${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
and | disclose important personal
things to each other

When | have free time | choose to
spend it alone with
${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}

When we are apart, | miss

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
agreatdeal

My relationship with
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is close.

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
and | do a lot of things together

I think about

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
alot

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
and | have a strong connection
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is a priority in my life

Iam sure of my relationship with
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
My relationship with
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is importantin my life

| consider
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
when making important decisions

The next set of questions explores the way in which you interact with ${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}.

Neither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree nor Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

Arranging a social activity
including

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Acting silly to make
${q/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
laugh is something | do without
thinking

Discussing all the positive things of
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Giving

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
advice is something | do
automatically

Acting very annoyed towards
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Arranging a social activity

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax php?action=GetSurvey PrintPreview
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including
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Refusing to talk to
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Being rude to
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Bragging to

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Bragging to
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Discussing all the positive things of
${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Acting very annoyed towards
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Listening to
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
problems is something | do without
thinking

Making
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
feel valuable is something | start
doing before I realise | am doing it

Arranging a social activity
including

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Letting

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
know | think he/she is not pulling
hisiher weightis something | start
doing before I realise | am doing it

Acting very annoyed towards
${q:/QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Pointing out
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
flaws is something | start doing
before I realise | am doing it

Acting silly to make
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
laugh is something I do
automatically

Listening to
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
problems is something | do
automatically

Discussing all the positive things of
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Explaining to

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
why he/she has made me feel bad
is something | do without thinking

Pointing out

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue)'s
flaws is something | do without
thinking

Explaining to
${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax php?action=GetSurvey PrintPreview
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why he/she has made me feel bad
is something | do automatically

Listening to

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue)'s
problems is something | start doing
before I realise | am doing it

Refusing to talk to
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something I start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Making
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
feel valuable is something | do
automatically

Acting silly to make
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
laugh is something | start doing
before I realise | am doing it

Being rude to
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Pointing out
${q://QID5/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
flaws is something | do
automatically

Being rude to

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Letting

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
know | think he/she is not pulling
his/her weightis something | do
automatically

Explaining to

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
why he/she has made me feel bad
is something | start doing before |

realise | am doing it

Refusing to talk to
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Giving
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
advice is something | do without
thinking

Giving
${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
advice is something | start doing
before | realise | am doing it
Bragging to

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking
Making

${q://QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
feel valuable is something | do
without thinking

Letting

${q:/QID5/Choice TextEntryValue}
know | think he/she is not pulling
his/her weightis something | do
without thinking

Please answer each statement below by choosing the response option that best reflects your degree of
agreement or disagreement with that statement. Do not think too long about the exact meaning of the statements.

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax php?action=GetSurvey PrintPreview
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Work quickly and try to answer as accurately as possible. There are no right or wrong answers.

Neither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree nor  Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

I often find it difficult to stand
up for my rights.

Others admire me for being
relaxed.

Many times, | can’t figure out
what emotion I'm feeling.

Itend to getinvolved in things |
later wish | could getout of.

I'tend to "back down” even if |
know I'mright.

lusually find it difficult to
regulate my emotions.

I'm usually able to influence
the way other people feel.

Idon’t seem to have any
power at all over other
people’s feelings.

On the whole, I'm a highly
motivated person.

I often find it difficult to see
things from another person’s
viewpoint.

I believe I'm full of personal
strengths.

On the whole, I'm pleased with
mylife.

| can deal effectively with
people.

Those close to me often
complain that | don't treat them
right.

| often pause and think about
my feelings.

Iwould describe myself as a
good negotiator.

I'tend to change my mind
frequently.

| feel that | have a number of
good qualities.

Ifind it difficult to bond well
even with those close to me.

I'normally find it difficult to
keep myself motivated.

I often find it difficult to show
my affection to those close to
me.

Generally, I'm able to adaptto
new environments.

loften find it difficult to adjust
my life according to the
circumstances.

I'm usually able to find ways to
control my emotions when |
wantto.

I'm normally able to “getinto
someone’s shoes” and
experience their emotions.

Expressing my emotions with
words is nota problem for me.

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax php?action=GetSurvey PrintPreview
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On the whole, I'm able to deal
with stress.

I generally believe that things
will work out fine in my life.

On the whole, | have a gloomy
perspective on most things.

I generally don’tfind life
enjoyable.

non-close other

The next set of questions asks you about your relationship with an acquaintance that you see and talk to rarely
(e.g. a work-colleague, the friend of a friend, a neighbour, a distant relative). Please write the (first) name of the
person that you are thinking about if you know his/her name (e.g., Emma) or write a word or phrase to refer to
this person (e.g. blue house neighbour).

What is the gender of ${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}?
Male

Female

Please think of your relationship with ${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue} when responding to the following

questions.
Neither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree nor  Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

My relationship with
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is close.

${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is a priority in my life

| consider
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
when making important decisions

${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
and I do a lot of things together

${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
and I have a strong connection

${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
and | want to spend time together

My relationship with
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is importantin my life

When we are apart, | miss

${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
agreatdeal

${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
and | disclose important personal
things to each other

When | have free time | choose to
spend it alone with
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}

I think about
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
alot

I'am sure of my relationship with
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax php?action=GetSurvey PrintPreview
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The next set of questions explores the way in which you interact with ${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}.

Neither
Strongly Somewhat  Agree nor Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

Making
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
feel valuable is something | do
automatically

Making
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
feel valuable is something | do
without thinking

Acting silly to make
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
laugh is something | start doing
before I realise | am doing it

Acting very annoyed towards
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Being rude to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Discussing all the positive things of
${q//QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Arranging a social activity including
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Explaining to
${q//QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
why he/she has made me feel bad
is something | do without thinking

Refusing to talk to
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Arranging a social activity including
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Discussing all the positive things of
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Giving
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
advice is something | do without
thinking

Explaining to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
why he/she has made me feel bad
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Pointing out
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
flaws is something | do
automatically

Letting
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
know | think he/she is not pulling
his/her weightis something | start
doing before I realise | am doing it

Bragging to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Being rude to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

hitps://eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax php?action=GetSurvey PrintPreview
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Explaining to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
why he/she has made me feel bad
is something | do automatically

Discussing all the positive things of
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking

Arranging a social activity including
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Giving
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
advice is something | start doing
before I realise I am doing it

Bragging to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Listening to
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
problems is something | do without
thinking

Refusing to talk to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Being rude to
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Listening to
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
problems is something | start doing
before I realise I am doing it

Making
${q:/QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
feel valuable is something | start
doing before I realise | am doing it

Pointing out
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
flaws is something | do without
thinking

Listening to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
problems is something | do
automatically

Letting
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
know | think he/she is not pulling
his/her weightis something | do
automatically

Acting very annoyed towards
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do automatically

Letting
${q//QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
know | think he/she is not pulling
his/her weightis something | do
without thinking

Pointing out
${q//QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}'s
flaws is something | start doing
before I realise | am doing it

Acting very annoyed towards
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | start doing before |
realise | am doing it

Refusing to talk to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking
Acting silly to make

@ I A P I i AT A b A T 2)
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laugh is something I do
automatically

Giving
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
advice is something | do
automatically

Acting silly to make
${q//QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
laugh is something | do without
thinking

Bragging to
${q://QID12/ChoiceTextEntryValue}
is something | do without thinking
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This task involves writing a script. There are just two characters in the play, a 32-year-old woman
and a 25-year-old man. You will play one of the characters and your goal is to make the other
character feel better or worse. Your play must also involve an object, and a situation. Please choose
which character you would like to play, along with an object and a situation below. Then please
write a short script (one A4 page) in the form of a dialogue between the two characters. Don’t forget
to include your chosen object, goal and situation.

Tick the box next to the character you choose to play
|:| Person A: A 32-year-old woman
|:| Person B: A 25-year-old man

Tick the box next to the object you choose to include

OJ A stick
|:| A carpet

Tick the box next to the goal of your choice
|:| Make the other character feel better

|:| Make the other character feel worse
Tick the box next to the situation of your choice

OJ A supermarket

|:| A street in a city

The beginning of the script is given to you. You will have to complete the second and third line and
then the rest of the script.
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PERSON A: “How long have you had that jumper you're wearing?”
PERSON B: “I've had it since school”
PERSON A: “I think it...
PERSON B: “Well, in fact it...
PERSON A:

PERSON B:
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Social-Desirability Short Scale

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each item
and decide whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to you. Circle the answer of your
choice.

1. Have there been occasions when you took advantage of someone? T F
2. Do you sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget? T F
3. Are you always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable? T F
4. Are you quick to admit making a mistake? T F
5. Are you always a good listener, no matter whom you are talking to? T F
6. Have you sometimes taken unfair advantage of another person? T F
7. Are you always willing to admit when you make a mistake? T F
8. Do you sometimes feel resentful when you don't get your own way? T F

http://jonjayray.comuv.com/shortsd.html
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Complete questionnaire for the ego-depletion study
This questionnaire is in survey monkey

My work today (SELF-CONTROL).

Please think about your day up to this point. Using the scale provided, indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with the following statements:

1 not atall 2 3 4 5 Very much

1. Ihad to resist temptation today

2. Itried to break bad habits today

3. lwaslazy today (R)

4. |said inappropriate things today (R)

5. ldid certain things that were bad for me today, if they were fun (R)
6. Irefused things that are bad for me today

7. lwish that | had had more self-discipline today (R)

8. People would say that | had an iron self-discipline today

9. Pleasure and fun sometimes kept me from getting work done today (R)
10. | had trouble concentrating today (R)

11. Today, | was able to work effectively toward long-term goals

12. There were times today when | couldn't stop myself from doing something, even if | knew it was
wrong (R)

13. | often acted without thinking through all the alternatives today (R)

This scale comes from (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004)

Your mood today

Please think about your day up to this point and indicate how have you felt today:
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1 never 2 3 4 5 6 7 always

1. Enthusiastic
2. Despondent
3. Anxious

4. Nervous

5. At ease

6. Dejected

7. Laid-back
8. Relaxed

9. Worried

10. Joyful

11. Tense

12. Inspired
13.Calm

14. Depressed
15. Excited

16. Hopeless

This one comes from Bindl|, Parker, Johnson & Totterdell, 2011.

Your energy today

1. On a scale of 1 (I have no physical energy at all) to 100 (I am full of physical energy) how much
physical energy have you had today?

2.0n ascale of 1 (I have no mental energy at all) to 100 (I am full of mental energy) how much
mental energy have you had today?
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These two questions come from Wood et al 1990.

Please think about your day up to this point and indicate how you feel:

0 Never 1 Very mild, barely noticeable 2 3 4 5 6 Major, very strong

1. | feel emotionally drained from my work today

2. | feel used up at the end of the work today

3. I felt fatigued when | got up in the morning and had to face another day on the job today
4. Working with people all day has really been a strain for me today.

5. | feel burned out from my work today

6. | feel frustrated by my job today

7. | felt 1 had worked too hard on my job today

8. Working directly with people has put too much stress on me today

9. I feel like | am at the end of my rope today

This scale comes from Iwanicki and Schwab, 1981,

Have you consumed any sweet products during the last hour? (E.g. fizzy drinks, sweets, tea or
coffee with sugar, fruit, cake)

Yes
No

If you have, please specify what you ate and the approximate quantity

Your sleep today

Please indicate the extent to which the next statement is true for you today on the scale provided
1. 1 had a very good night sleep last night

Completely disagree

Disagree

Somewhat disagree
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Somewhat agree
Agree
Completely agree
Demographics

Finally, a couple of questions about you.

1. What is your gender

Male

Female

2. How old are you? (Please write your age in numbers)
3. Are you a native English speaker?

4. What time did you arrive to work today?

5. What time did you leave work today?

Chalder, T., Berelowitz, G., Pawlikowska, T., Watts, L., Wessely, S., Wright, D., & Wallace, E. P. (1993).
DEVELOPMENT OF A FATIGUE SCALE. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 37(2), 147-153.
doi: 10.1016/0022-3999(93)90081-p

Tangney, J. P., Baumeister, R. F., & Boone, A. L. (2004). High self-control predicts good adjustment,
less pathology, better grades, and interpersonal success. Journal of Personality, 72(2), 271-
324. doi: 10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x
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Name:
Email:
Age:
Gender:

LA ol o o

Marital status (tick as appropriate)

) Married
) Single

) Divorced
) In a monogamous relationship (boyfriend/girlfriend)
) Other (explain)

6. How important is it for you to find a date at our speed dating event? (Circle as appropriate)

Not important at
all

A little important

Moderately
important

Quite important

Very important

Self-report habit index (SRHI, Verplanken & Orbell, 2003)

Making people feel better is something . . .

1. 1do frequently.

2.1 do automatically.

3. I do without having to consciously remember.

4. that makes me feel weird if I don't do it.

5. | do without thinking.

6. that would require effort not to do it.

7. that belongs to my (daily, weekly, monthly) routine.

8. I start doing before I realise I'm doing it.

9. 1 would find hard not to do.

10. I have no need to think about doing.

11. that's typically "

me"

12. I have been doing for a long time.

Making people feel bad is something . . .

1. 1do frequently.

2.1 do automatically.

1 strongly disagree---------- 11 strongly agree
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3. 1 do without having to consciously remember.

4. that makes me feel weird if I don't do it.

5. | do without thinking.

6. that would require effort not to do it.

7. that belongs to my (daily, weekly, monthly) routine.
8. | start doing before | realise I'm doing it.

9. 1 would find hard not to do.

10. I have no need to think about doing.

11. that's typically "me".

12. | have been doing for a long time.

Difficulties in emotion regulation scale (Gratz & Roemer, 2004)
Six factors:

1. Non-acceptance of emotional responses: negative secondary emotional responses to one's
negative emotions, or non-accepting reactions to one's distress.

2. Difficulties engaging in Goal-Directed behaviour: difficulties concentrating and accomplishing
tasks when experiencing negative emotions.

3. Impulse Control Difficulties: difficulties remaining in control of one's behaviour when
experiencing negative emotions.

4. Lack of emotional awareness: tendency to attend to and to acknowledge emotions (when
reversed scored: inattention, lack of awareness of, emotional responses.

5. Limited access to emotion regulation strategies: believe that there is little that can be done to
regulate emotions effectively, once an individual is upset.

6. Lack of emotional clarity: know (and are clear about) the emotions they are experiencing.
How often does each of the next items apply to you?

Almost never (0-10%)
Sometimes (11-35%)

About half of the time (36-65%)
Most of the time (66-90%)
Almost always (91-100%)

LA o o

1) I am clear about my feelings. (r)

3) | pay attention to how | feel. (r)
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4) | experience my emotions as overwhelming and out of control.

5) I have no idea how | am feeling.

6) I have difficulty making sense out of my feelings.

7) 1 am attentive to my feelings. (r)

8) I know exactly how | am feeling. (r)

9) | care about what | am feeling. (r)

10) I am confused about how | feel.

12) When I’'m upset, | acknowledge my emotions. (r)

14) When I'm upset, | become angry with myself for feeling that way.

15) When I’'m upset, | become embarrassed for feeling that way.

16) When I’'m upset, | have difficulty getting work done.

17) When I'm upset, | become out of control.

19) When I’'m upset, | believe that | will remain that way for a long time.
20) When I'm upset, | believe that I'll end up feeling very depressed.

21) When I'm upset, | believe that my feelings are valid and important. (r)
22) When I'm upset, | have difficulty focusing on other things.

23) When I'm upset, | feel out of control.

24) When I'm upset, | can still get things done. (r)

25) When I'm upset, | feel ashamed with myself for feeling that way.

26) When I'm upset, | know that | can find a way to eventually feel better. (r)
27) When I'm upset, | feel like | am weak.

28) When I'm upset, | feel like | can remain in control of my behaviours. (r)
29) When I'm upset, | feel guilty for feeling that way.

30) When I'm upset, | have difficulty concentrating.

31) When I’'m upset, | have difficulty controlling my behaviours.

32) When I'm upset, | believe that there is nothing | can do to make myself feel better.

33) When I'm upset, | become irritated with myself for feeling that way.
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34) When I'm upset, | start to feel very bad about myself.

35) When I'm upset, | believe that wallowing in it is all | can do.

37) When I'm upset, | lose control over my behaviours.

38) When I'm upset, | have difficulty thinking about anything else.

39) When I'm upset, | take time to figure out what I'm really feeling. (r)
40) When I'm upset, it takes me a long time to feel better.

41) When I'm upset, my emotions feel overwhelming.

Berkeley expressivity questionnaire (Gross & John, 1997)

For each statement below, please indicate your agreement or disagreement. Do so by filling the
blank in front of each item with the appropriate number from the following rating scale 1 strongly
disagree, 7 strongly agree.

1. Whenever | feel positive emotions, people can easily see exactly what | am feeling.
2. |sometimes cry during sad movies.

3. People often do not know what | am feeling (R)

4. Ilaugh out loud when someone tells me a joke I think it is funny.

5. Itis difficult for me to hide my fear.

6. When | am happy my feelings show.

7. My body reacts very strongly to emotional situations.

8. [I've learned it is better to supress my anger than to show it (R)

9. No matter how nervous or upset | am, | tend to keep a calm exterior (R)

10. | am an emotionally expressive person.

11. | have strong emotions.

12. | am sometimes unable to hide my feelings, even though | would like to.

13. Whenever | feel negative emotions, people can easily see exactly what | am feeling.
14. There have been times when | have not been able to stop crying even though I tried to stop.
15. | experience emotions very strongly.

16. What I'm feeling is written all over my face.

Emotion regulation questionnaire (Gross & John, 2003)

We would like to ask you some questions about your emotional life, in particular, how you control
(that is, regulate and manage) your emotions. The questions below involve two distinct aspects of
your emotional life. One is your emotional experience, or what you feel like inside. The other is your
emotional expression, or how you show your emotions in the way you talk, gesture, or behave.
Although some of the following questions may seem similar to one another, they differ in important
ways. For each item, please answer using the following scale:

1 2. 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly Neutral Strongly
agree disagree
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1. When | want to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), | change what I’'m

thinking about.
2. | keep my emotions to myself.
3. When | want to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger), | change what I'm

thinking about.

4.____ When | am feeling positive emotions, | am careful not to express them.

5.___ When I'm faced with a stressful situation, | make myself think about it in a way that helps me
stay calm.

6.____ | control my emotions by not expressing them.

7.____ When | want to feel more positive emotion, | change the way I’'m thinking about the
situation.

8.____ I control my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I'm in.

9.___ When | am feeling negative emotions, | make sure not to express them.

10.____ When | want to feel less negative emotion, | change the way I’'m thinking about the
situation.

Action control scale (ASO, Kuhl & Beckmann, 1994).

Choose the one of the possible answers (A or B) that is most like you.
1. When | have lost something valuable and can’t find it anywhere:
() A)lhave a hard time concentrating on anything else.

() B)Idon'tdwell on it.
2. When | know | must finish something soon:
() A)lhave to push myself to get started.
() B)Ifind it easy to get it done and over with.
3. When | have learned a new and interesting game:
() A)I1quickly get tired of it and do something else.
() B)Icanreally getinto it for a long time.
4. When I've worked for weeks on one project and then everything goes completely wrong:
() A)Ittakes me a long time to get over it.

() B) It bothers me for a while, but then | don’t think about it anymore.
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5. When | don’t have anything in particular to do and | am getting bored:
() A)lhave trouble getting up enough energy to do anything at all.
() B) I quickly find something to do.
6. When I'm working on something that's important to me:
() A)lstill like to do other things in between working on it.
() B)Igetinto it so much that | can work on it for a long time.
7. When I'm in a competition and lose every time:
() A)lcansoon put losing out of my mind.
() B) The thought that | lost keeps running through my mind.
8. When | am getting ready to tackle a difficult problem:
() A)Itfeels like | am facing a big mountain that | don’t think | can climb.
() B)Ilook for a way that the problem can be approached in a suitable manner
9. When I'm watching a really good movie:
() A)lgetsoinvolved in the film that | don't even think of doing anything else.
() B)loften want to get something else to do while I'm watching the movie.

10. If I had just bought a new piece of equipment (for example, a laptop) and it accidentally fell on
the floor and was damaged beyond repair:

() A)lwould get over it quickly.

() B) It would take me a while to get over it.

11.  When | have to solve a difficult problem:
() A)lusually get on it right away.

() B) I have trouble sorting out things in my head so that | can get down to working on the
problem.

12.  When | have been busy for a long time doing something interesting (for example, reading a
book or working on a project):

() A)lsometimes think about whether what I'm doing is really worthwhile.

() B)lusually get so involved in what I'm doing that | never think to ask about whether it's
worthwhile.

13.  When | have to talk to someone about something important and, repeatedly, can’t find
her/him at home:

() A)lcan’t stop thinking about it, even while I'm doing something else.

() B)leasily forget about it until I can see the person again.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

When | have to make up my mind about what | am going to do when | get some unexpected
free time:

() A)Ittakes me a while to decide what | should do.

() B)Ican usually decide on something to do without having to think it over very much.
When | read an article in the newspaper that interests me:

() A)lusually remain so interested in the article that | read the entire article.

() B)Istill often skip to another article before I've finished the first one.

When I've bought a lot of stuff at a store and realize when | get home that | paid too much -
but | can’t get my money back:

() A)lcan’t concentrate on anything else.

() B)leasily forget about it.

When | have work to do at home:

() A)ltis often hard for me to get started.

() B)lusually get started right away.

When I'm on vacation and I'm having a good time:

() A)After a while, | really feel like doing something completely different.
() B)Idon't even think about doing anything else until the end of my vacation.
When | am told that my work has been completely unsatisfactory:

() A)ldon'tlet it bother me for too long.

() B)Ifeel paralyzed.

When | have a lot of important things to do:

() A)loften don’t know where to begin.

() B)Ifind it easy to make a plan and stick with it.

When one of my co-workers brings up an interesting topic for discussion:
() A)ltcan easily develop into a long conversation.

() B)Isoon lose interest and want to go do something else.

When I’'m stuck in traffic and miss an important appointment:

() A)Atfirst, it’s difficult for me to start doing anything else at all.

() B)Iquickly forget about it and focus on something else.

When there are two things that | really want to do, but I can’t do both of them:

() A)Iquickly begin one thing and forget about the other.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32

33.

() B)It’snot easy for me to put the thing that | couldn’t do out of my mind.
When | am busy working on an interesting project:

() A)lneed to take frequent breaks and work on other projects.

() B)Icankeep working on the same project for a long time.

When something is very important to me, but | can’t seem to get it right:
() A)lgradually lose heart.

() B)Ijustforget about it and go do something else.

When | have to carry out an important but unpleasant task:

() A)ldoitand get it over with.

() B)Itcan take a while before | can bring myself to do it.

When | am having an interesting conversation with someone at a party:
() A)lcantalk to him or her the entire evening.

() B)Iprefer to go do something else after a while.

When something really gets me down:

() A)lhave trouble doing anything at all.

() B)Ifind it easy to distract myself by doing other things.

When | am facing a big project that has to be done:

() A)loften spend too long thinking about where | should begin.

() B)Idon’t have any problems getting started.

When it turns out that | am much better at a game than the other players:
() A)lusually feel like doing something else.

() B)Ireally like to keep playing.

When several things go wrong on the same day:

() A)ldon’t know how to deal with it.

() B)Ijust keep on going as though nothing had happened.

When | have a boring assignment:

() A)lusually don’t have any problem getting through it.

() B)Isometimes just can’t get moving on it.

When | read something | find interesting:

() A)lsometimes still want to put the article down and do something else.
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() B)Iwill sit and read the article for a long time.

34.  When I have put all my effort into doing a really good job on something and the whole thing
doesn’t work out:

() A)ldon’t have too much difficulty starting something else.
() B)Ihave trouble doing anything else at all.
35.  When I have an obligation to do something that is boring and uninteresting:
() A)ldoitand get it over with.
() B)Itusually takes a while before | get around to doing it.
36. When | am trying to learn something new that | want to learn:
() A)l'llkeep at it for a long time.
() B)loften feel like | need to take a break and go do something else for a while.

Gratz, K. L., & Roemer, L. (2004). Multidimensional assessment of emotion regulation and
dysregulation: Development, factor structure, and initial validation of the difficulties in
emotion regulation scale. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 26(1), 41-
54. doi: 10.1023/b:joba.0000007455.08539.94

Gross, J.J., & John, 0. P. (1997). Revealing feelings: Facets of emotional expressivity in self-reports,
peer ratings, and behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(2), 435-448. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.72.2.435

Gross, J. J., & John, 0. P. (2003). Individual differences in two emotion regulation processes:
Implications for affect, relationships, and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85(2), 348-362. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.348
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Appendix

Action Control Scale (ACS-90)
(English version of the German HAKEMP-90)

Julius Kuhl, University of Osnabriick,
Seminarstraf3e 20, D-49074 Osnabriick
Unit of "Differentielle Psychologie and Personlichkeitsforschung

"

The action control scale consists of three subscales:

1. Action orientation subsequent to failure vs. preoccupation (AOF)
2. Prospective and decision-related action orientation vs. hesitation (AOD)
3. Action orientation during (successful) performance of activities (intrinsic orientation)

vs. volatility (AOP)
Each scale consists of 12 items which describe a particular situation. Each item has two
alternative answers (A or B), one of which is indicative of action orientation and the other of

state orientation.

For scoring the test values, using the action-oriented answers is recommended. The sum of the
action-oriented answers for each scale is between 0 and 12.

The items are numbered from 1-36. Which items belong to which scale, and which choice
alternative is indicative of action orientation, can be found in the following key:

1. Failure-related action orientation vs. preoccupation (AOF)

1B, 4B, 7A, 10A, 13B, 16B, 19A, 22B, 25B, 28B, 31B, 34A

2. Decision-related action orientation vs. hesitation (AOD)

2B, 5B, 8B, 11A, 14B, 17B, 20B, 23A, 26A, 29B, 32A, 35A

3. Performance-related action orientation vs. volatility (AOP)

3B, 6B, 9A, 12B, 15A, 18B, 21A, 24B, 27A, 30B, 33B, 36A

When scoring the questionnaire, the three scales should be scored separately, since each scale
deals with a different behavioral aspect of action orientation. If a case arises where giving the
entire 36 item questionnaire is not possible, then two of the three scales should be given, rather
than only part of the three scales. Since the AOP scale can be affected by several variables
other than action/state orientation, this scale can be left out if this particular behavioral aspect
has no special importance in the planned study. The scales AOF and AOD should always be
administered together.
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Action Control Scale (ACS-90)

Choose the one of the possible answers (A or B) that is most like you and give an answer for
every question on the supplied answer sheet. Please don't make any marks on this
questionnaire.

1. When I have lost something valuable and can’t find it anywhere:

() A)Ihave a hard time concentrating on anything else.

() B)Idon'tdwell on it.

2. When I know I must finish something soon:
() A)TIhave to push myself to get started.
() B)Ifind it easy to get it done and over with.

3. WhenI have learned a new and interesting game:
() A)Iquickly get tired of it and do something else.

() B)Icanreally get into it for a long time.

4. When I've worked for weeks on one project and then everything goes completely wrong:
() A)Ittakes me a long time to get over it.

() B) It bothers me for a while, but then I don’t think about it anymore.

5. When I don’t have anything in particular to do and I am getting bored:
() A)Thave trouble getting up enough energy to do anything at all.
() B)Iquickly find something to do.

6. When I'm working on something that's important to me:
() A)Istill like to do other things in between working on it.

() B)Igetinto it so much th I can work on it for a long time.

7. When I'm in a competition and lose every time:
() A)Ican soon put losing out of my mind.

() B) The thought that I lost keeps running through my mind.

8. When I am getting ready to tackle a difficult problem:
() A)Itfeels like I am facing a big mountain that I don’t think I can climb.

() B)Ilook for a way that the problem can be approached in a suitable manner.
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10.

13.

14.

15.

When I'm watching a really good movie:
() A)Igetsoinvolved in the film that I don't even think of doing anything else.

() B)Ioften want to get something else to do while I'm watching the movie.

If I had just bought a new piece of equipment (for example, a laptop) and it accidentally
fell on the floor and was damaged beyond repair:

) A) I would get over it quickly.

) B) It would take me a while to get over it.

When I have to solve a difficult problem:

() A)Tusually get on it right away.

() B) Ihave trouble sorting out things in my head so that I can get down to working on
the problem.

When I have been busy for a long time doing something interesting (for example, reading

a book or working on a project):

() A)Isometimes think about whether what I'm doing is really worthwhile.

() B)Iusually get so involved in what I'm doing that I never think to ask about
whether it's worthwhile.

When I have to talk to someone about something important and, repeatedly, can’t find

her/him at home:

() A)Ican't stop thinking about it, even while I'm doing something else.

() B)Ieasily forget about it until I can see the person again.

When I have to make up my mind about what I am going to do when I get some
unexpected free time:

() A)Ittakes me a while to decide what I should do.

() B)Ican usually decide on something to do without having to think it over very
much.

When I read an article in the newspaper that interests me:

() A)Iusually remain so interested in the article that I read the entire article.

() B)Istill often skip to another article before I've finished the first one.

When I've bought a lot of stuff at a store and realize when I get home that I paid too much
-but I can’t get my money back:

() A)Ican’t concentrate on anything else.

() B)Ieasily forget about it.
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17.

18.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

When I have work to do at home:
() A)ltis often hard for me to get started.

() B)Tusually get started right away.

When I'm on vacation and I'm having a good time:
() A) After a while, I really feel like doing something completely different.

() B)Idon't even think about doing anything else until the end of my vacation.

When I am told that my work has been completely unsatisfactory:
() A)Idon'tlet it bother me for too long.
() B)Ifeel paralyzed.

When I have a lot of important things to do:
() A)Ioften don’t know where to begin.
() B)Ifind it easy to make a plan and stick with it.

When one of my co-workers brings up an interesting topic for discussion:
() A)Itcan easily develop into a long conversation.

() B)Isoon lose interest and want to go do something else.

When I'm stuck in traffic and miss an important appointment:
() A) Atfirst, it’s difficult for me to start doing anything else at all.

() B)Iquickly forget about it and focus on something else.

When there are two things that I really want to do, but I can’t do both of them:
() A)Iquickly begin one thing and forget about the other.

() B)It's not easy for me to put the thing that I couldn’t do out of my mind.

When I am busy working on an interesting project:
() A)Ineed to take frequent breaks and work on other projects.

() B)Ican keep working on the same project for a long time.
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When something is very important to me, but I can’t seem to get it right:
() A)Igradually lose heart.
() B)Ijust forget about it and go do something else.

When I have to carry out an important but unpleasant task:
() A)Idoitand get it over with.

() B)Itcan take a while before I can bring myself to do it.

When I am having an interesting conversation with someone at a party:
() A)Ican talk to him or her the entire evening.

() B)Iprefer to go do something else after a while.

When something really gets me down:
() A)Ihave trouble doing anything at all.
() B)Ifind it easy to distract myself by doing other things.

When I am facing a big project that has to be done:
() A)Ioften spend too long thinking about where I should begin.
() B)Idon’thave any problems getting started.

When it turns out that I am much better at a game than the other players:
() A)lusually feel like doing something else.
() B)Ireally like to keep playing.

When several things go wrong on the same day:
() A)Idon’t know how to deal with it.

() B)Ijustkeep on going as though nothing had happened.

When I have a boring assignment:
() A)lusually don’t have any problem getting through it.

() B)Isometimes just can’t get moving on it.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

When I read something I find interesting:
() A)Isometimes still want to put the article down and do something else.

() B) Iwillsit and read the article for a long time.

When I have put all my effort into doing a really good job on something and the whole
thing doesn’t work out:

() A)Idon’t have too much difficulty starting something else.

() B)Ihave trouble doing anything else at all.

When I have an obligation to do something that is boring and uninteresting:
() A)Idoitand get it over with.

() B)Itusually takes a while before I get around to doing it.

When I am trying to learn something new that I want to learn:
() A)I'll keep at it for a long time.

() B)Ioften feel like I need to take a break and go do something else for a while.
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Welcome sheet
Dear participant,

Welcome to the speed dating event. In this document we would like to provide you with some
information about what is going to happen during this event.

First, we would like you to note you are wearing a tag with an identification code (ID) that will be
used to identify you throughout the study. In every questionnaire you respond you will be first asked
you ID and your partner’s ID. This way your anonymity will be kept when we manage the
information you will provide us with.

You were invited to take part in a study about memory and interpersonal interactions. As part of the
event you will have between 5 and 6 different dates lasting 4 minutes each. Each one of your dates
will be audio recorded. You will be asked to answer an initial questionnaire where we ask you to
provide your contact details (i.e. name and email) so that we can contact you in the case that you
have a match. You will also answer a short questionnaire after each date you have.

Before each date you have we provide you with a number that you have to remember throughout
your date. At the end of your date you will be asked to write down the number you were given. IT IS
VERY IMPORTANT YOU TRY TO REMEMBER THIS NUMBER AS WE ARE EXPLORING THE EFFECT OF
MEMORY ON INTERPERSONAL INTERACTIONS. IF AT THE END OF THE DATE YOU DON'T REMEMBER
THE WHOLE OF THE NUMBER PLEASE WRITE DOWN AS MUCH AS YOU REMEMBER OF IT.

After each one of your dates, we will ask you if you would like to go on a second date with that
person, if you answer yes and your partner also answers yes then you will have a match. Once the
event is over | will go through each of the questionnaires and notify you tomorrow whether you
have a match or not. Mutual matches imply disclosing personal details (full name and email) to both
participants. In the case of having one, | will provide you with the contact details of the person so
that you can arrange a second date if you would like to.

Now it's time to start the event. Next to your table there are research assistants that will guide you
through the process. If you have any questions you can talk to any of the research assistants or to

me.

Thanks for coming and we hope you enjoy the event!
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Welcome to the memory speed dating event!

1. Please cross one of the boxes to indicate how much mental energy you have NOW

I have a moderate

I have no mental | | have very little | have lots of I am full of mental
energy at all mental ener; amount of mental mental ener; ener
8Y 8y energy 8y 8Y
2. Please indicate with a cross (X) how you feel now (choose only one box per row):
| feel emotionally drained Not at all Extremely
) ) ) ( )
| feel Gloomy Happy
() () ) ( )
| feel Anxious Calm
() ()] ) ( )
| feel Tired Energetic
() () ) ( )
| feel Bored Excited
) ) ) ( )

3. Onthe back side of this page you will find the phone number of one of your dates, please try
to remember it throughout your next date. Please don’t turn over this page until instructed
to do so by one of the research assistants.
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Your PARTNER’S ID:

Please write down the number you were asked to remember:

(If you cannot remember all of the number, then write as much as you can)

1. Cross as appropriate

My date did or said something nice to try to make me feel GOOD [ YES( ) \ NO( )

My date did or said something bad to try to make me feel BAD I YES( ) \ NO( )

2. Please cross one of the boxes to indicate how much mental energy you have NOW

I have no mental I have very little mental | have a moderate I have lots of mental I am full of mental
energy at all energy amount of mental energy energy energy

3. How did the person you just talked to make you feel (choose only one box per row)?

Gloomy () () () () Happy ()
Anxious () () () () Calm ()
Tired () () () () Energetic ()
Bored () () () () Excited ()

4. Please cross one of the boxes PER ROW to indicate how you found the person you just talked to:

Very physically A little bit physically Neither physically Quite physically Extremely physically
unattractive unattractive attractive nor attractive attractive
unattractive
Very unlikeable Unlikeable Neither likeable nor Quite likeable Extremely likeable
unlikeable

5. Please indicate with a cross (X) how you feel NOW (choose only one box per row):

I feel emotionally drained Not at all [ () () () Extremely [
I feel Gloomy () () () () Happy ()
I feel Anxious [ () () () Calm ()
I feel Tired () () [ () Energetic ()
I feel Bored [ () () ) Excited [

6. Please put a cross (X) where appropriate PER ROW

Not at all Just a little Moderate amount Quitea lot | NA

1 did or said something nice to try to make
my date feel GOOD

Lintended to do or say something nice to
try to make my date feel GOOD

It was easy for me to do or say something
nice to try to make my date feel GOOD

1 did or said something bad to try to make
my date feel BAD

Lintended to do or say something bad to
try to make my date feel BAD

It was easy for me to do or say something
bad to try to make my date feel BAD

7. Would you like to go on a second date with this person? YES /NO

On the back side of this page you will find the phone number of one of your dates, please try to remember it throughout
your next date. Please don’t turn over this page until instructed to do so by one of the research assistants.





image36.png
07458213544




image37.png
YOUR number

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each item
and decide whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to you. Circle the answer of your

choice.

1. Have there been occasions when you took advantage of someone? T F
2. Do you sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget? T F
3. Are you always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable? T F
4. Are you quick to admit making a mistake? T F
5. Are you always a good listener, no matter whom you are talking to? T F
6. Have you sometimes taken unfair advantage of another person? T F
7. Are you always willing to admit when you make a mistake? T F
8. Do you sometimes feel resentful when you don't get your own way? T F

THANK YOU FOR TAKING PART IN THIS EVENT!




image1.jpeg
The
University

Of
Sheffield.





