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Three studies examined people’s estimates of the perceived variability of their appearance and behavior in the eyes of others.
Whether assessing the manifest variability of their physical appearance (Studies 1a, 1b, and 1c), their athletic accomplishments (Study
2), or their performance on a popular videogame (Study 3), participants consistently overestimated the extent to which their ups and
downs would be noted by observers. The results of Study 3 suggest that this bias stems in part from a failure to appreciate the extent
to which observers are preoccupied with managing their own actions. Discussion focuses on how this corollary of the “spotlight effect”
can contribute to social anxiety and gnawing regrets of inacti@n2001 Elsevier Science

Individuals are often called upon to perform the same Our analysis begins with the assumption that to the indi
activity on numerous occasions. To deliver the same revidual performer it is the departures from his or her typica
search presentation at several universities and conferencdsvel of performance that are in the foreground. The indi
To give the same lecture year after year on, say, socialidual usually knows quite well his or her norm, and it is the
facilitation or the central limit theorem. Or to perform some ups and downs from that norm that are monitored. To a
athletic activity in contest after contest. The research preebserver, however, who is rarely as certain of the performr
sented here examines people’s assessments of the variabildy's general ability level and must therefore try to discern it
of their performances across time or, more specifically, thet is the constancies in performance that are salient, with tt
accuracy of their estimates of how variable their perfor-departures relegated to the background. The actor, in oth
mance appears to others. words, often focuses on what he or she has dbfierently;

the observer on what watone.Because of this divergent
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cerns are exaggerated. Others are less likely to notice thaot interested in their views of each persog&nerallevel
troughs in one’s appearance than one thinks. of physical attractiveness, but in how each person looke
This contention is derived from recent work on the “spot-relative to how he or she typically looked. Was each of th
light effect,” or the tendency for people to believe that theirstudents having a good or bad day in terms of physic:
actions and appearance are more likely to be noticediattractiveness? We also took care to explain that whe
judged, and remembered by others than is actually the casating themselves they were to rate how they thought th
(Gilovich, Medvec, & Savitsky, 2000; Gilovich & Savitsky, group as a whole would rate them—not as they saw then
1999; Savitsky, Epley, & Gilovich, in press). In one set of selves.
studies, for example, participants who were dressed in an These ratings allowed us to compare how people thoug
embarrassing T-shirt walked in on a group of people whahey would be rated by everyone else with how other:
were filling out questionnaires. When later asked to estimatactually rated them. Because we elicited these ratings durit
how many of those present noticed their shirt, they wildlyfive class sessions, we could compare how much variabilit
overestimated. In another study, contributors to a grougach person expected in others’ ratings of them with hoy
discussion overestimated how salient their contributions twariable those ratings actually were. To be specific, w
the group—both positive and negative—were to their fel-compared the standard deviation of participants’ five est
low discussants. People tend to believe that the social spotrates of how they would be rated (on average) by everyor
light shines more brightly on them than it actually does. else with the actual average standard deviation of everyol
The spotlight effect appears to result, in part, from anelse’s ratings of them. We predicted that the former woul
anchoring and adjustment process. People are typicallge significantly higher than the latter—that participants
quite focused on their own actions and appearance. Theyould anticipate others’ ratings of them to be more variabl
recognize that others are likely to be less focused on therthan others’ ratings actually were.
than they are themselves, and they try to adjust for that fact
when anticipating how they are seen by others. As is typiMethod
cally the case with such adjustment processes, however, the
adjustment tends to be insufficient (Gilbert, 1989; .Jacowitzrol

& Kahneman, 1995; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). The ne ere 5 women and 2 men; in Study 1b, 2 women and 4 me
result is that people’s estimates of how salient their action§de in Study 1c, 6 womeh and 4 meﬁ

and appearance are to others is systematically off the mark. Procedure. An experimenter arrived, unannounced, for

The bre sent research'seeks to extenq existing research fik first time several weeks into the semester, after studer
the spotlight effect—which has dealt with people’s aSSeSS . peen able to get a sense of one another's physic

ments of th% sallenc'e.of thﬁlrﬂTomenta}ry gct'llonls and a attractiveness. The experimenter explained that most peoy
pearance—Dy examining whether people Simiiarly OVeress o tamiliar with the phenomenon of having good days an

timate the manlfgstvar|ab|l!ty of their actions and bad days in terms of physical appearance. The experimen
appearance over time. We first report the results of thre?hen handed out rating sheets and asked everyone

bad hair day” studies that examine whether people overx rate everyone in the class in terms of what type of da

estimate how variable their own physical appearance seerq'ﬁ'ey are having. Keep in mind, we are NOT asking you t

to others agross'multiple occasions. We then ex'a'mine thﬁ‘ﬂe how attractive everybody is. Rather, we are asking ya
same question with respect to performance: Specifically, d?o rate everyone only in terms of how good a day they ar

athletes overestimate the extent to which the variability 'nhaving relative to their own other days.” Participants mad

their performance is noted by others? Finally, we examinqhese ratings on a 7-point scale with endpoints labeled (

yvhether tr’Ie tendency to overestlmate the mann‘est'varlabllrmuch worse than average” and (7) “much better thal
ity of one’s performance results in part from a failure to

” th idpoint label 4) “perfectl
appreciate that others are busy monitoring their own effort%“;er?ge and the midpoint labeled (4) “perfectly averag

and therefore do not have the attentional resources to mon- ,,,

Participants. The participants were 23 students en-
led in seminars at Cornell University. In Study 1a, there

When rating themselves, participants were asked t

ftor sufficiently those around them. “...rate yourself AS YOU FEEL THE OTHER MEM-
BERS OF THE CLASS WOULD RATE YOU. Indicate as
STUDIES 1a, 1b, AND 1c: BAD HAIR DAYS accurately as you can how you think the other people in th

class would see your appearance todejative to your
We ran three replications of the same basic study. Irappearance on other days.
each, an experimenter arrived, unexpectedly, at several ses-After collecting everyone’s questionnaires, the experi
sions of a small seminar and administered the instructionsnenter thanked everyone for participating and left withou
We asked each person in attendance to rate everyone in tla@y mention of returning. The experimenter did in fact
seminar—themselves included—in terms of their physicareturn, however, on four more occasions spread unpredic
appearance that day. We took care to explain that we werably throughout the semester. On each occasion, the exp
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imenter’s visit had not been announced and no mention wagariable than the actual ratings: The mean standard devi
made of returning another time. The surprise nature of théion (SD) of these three participants’ anticipated ratings
experimenter’s visits was to ensure that the students did ngt88) is exactly the same as the meab of participants

engage in any special primping beforehand to enhance theanticipated ratings as a whole (.88). Thus, the effect w
appearance. report is not an artifact of the observed mean differences i

anticipated and actual ratings.
Results

Discussion
In each of the three courses we computed the standard

deviation, across the five sessions, of participants’ predic- The three replications of this “bad hair day” study pro-
tions of how they would be rated, on average, by everyon&ided consistent support for our thesis that people believ
else in the group. We also computed, for each individualthat the variability in their appearance is noticed by other
the standard deviation of each of his or her fellow studentsmore than it actually is. The blemishes and cowlicks that ar
actual ratings of them and then calculated the mean of thesw noticeable and vexatious to oneself are often lost on ¢
standard deviations. Our analysis is based on a comparisdiut the most attentive observers. These results thus exte
of these measures of anticipated and actual variability in theur earlier research on the spotlight effect: Because ind
participants’ ratings. viduals overestimate the extent to which others notice the
Participants in all three studies substantially overesti-actions and appearance, it stands to reason that they ov
mated how variable their day-to-day appearance wouldstimate the extent to which others are likely notice the
seem to their fellow classmates. In Study 1a, the averageariability of their actions and appearance as well. Thes
standard deviation of participants’ predictions of how theythree studies dealt exclusively with people’s assessments
would be rated by their classmates was 1.02, whereas tHeow salient the variability of their appearance is to others
corresponding actual standard deviation of their classmate$tudy 2 was designed as a parallel investigation of people
ratings was only .76, pairet§6) = 1.32,p > .05. In Study estimates of the manifest variability of their performance
1b, the average standard deviation of the anticipated ratingsor that study we turn from the domain of physical attrac
was .89 and the corresponding actual standard deviation wdiyeness to athletic competition.
.78, pairedt(5) = 1.40,p > .05. In Study 1c, the average
standard deviation of the anticipated ratings was .97 and the STUDY 2: ATHLETIC COMPETITION
corresponding actual standard deviation was .78, paired
t(9) = 2.92,p < .02. Because of the small sample sizes, There are few areas in life in which performance—anc
only the results from Study 1c were statistically significant.variability in performance—is more scrutinized and quan
However, when the data from all three studies were comtified than in athletics. Whether during a stint in the big
bined meta-analytically, the overall pattern of results wadeagues or a pickup game in the schoolyard, athletes a
highly significant, Stouffer'g = 2.74,p < .01. Considering typically aware that others are monitoring their perfor-
the data as a whole, then, participants quite clearly expectemiance, and the public nature of their efforts serves t
the ups and downs of their physical appearance to registéntensify the “thrill of victory” and the “agony of defeat.”
more with their classmates than they actually did. But are others typically as attentive to an athlete’s efforts a
We also computed the mean anticipated and actual ragthletes believe? More specifically, is the variability of thei
ings and found that overall participants thought they wouldperformance noticed by others as much as athletes think
be rated more negatively = 4.0) than they actually were is? Television cameras and slow-motion replays almo:s
(M = 4.4). This raises the possibility that our main find- guarantee that it will be, with respect to professional o
ing—significantly greater variability in predicted ratings big-time collegiate athletics. But what about less high
than in actual ratings—is an artifact of there being moreprofile, nontelevised athletics? Do the fluctuations in game
“room” for the predicted ratings to vary because they are ato-game performance—like the fluctuations in day-to-da
the midpoint of the scale. Closer inspection of the dataappearance—command less attention than the athletes s
however, shows that this is not the case. The differencpect?
between actual and anticipated ratings is almost entirely due To examine this question, we enlisted the help of the
to the anticipated ratings of three participants (one in eaclvomen’s intercollegiate volleyball team at Cornell. We
group) who thought they would be judged harshly by theirasked each player to rate the performance of everyone
classmatesM’'s = 2.40, 1.67, and 2.33). The impact of the team, themselves included, after each of a series
these three participants’ ratings can be seen in the fact thattrasquad scrimmages in a manner similar to the previot
themediananticipated and actual ratings do not differ (4.20 study. Our predictions were also the same: If people ove
and 4.25, respectively). More important, the atypically lowestimate the salience of the ups and downs of their perfo
anticipated ratings of these three participants are not respomance, then the variability of the predicted ratings ought t
sible for the fact that the anticipated ratings overall are moreexceed the variability of the actual ratings.
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By moving from personal appearance to athletic compemean standard deviatioM( = .72) of their teammates’
tition, this study allowed us to determine whether the ten-actual ratings, pairet{14) = 2.22,p < .05.
dency to overestimate others’ perceptions of the variability Also consistent with the results of Studies la-—1c, the
in one’s performance is limited to domains in which feed-players thought they would be judged, on average, mot
back about others’ impressions is minimized. After all, fewharshly by their teammateM(= —0.26) than they actually
domains offer less in the way of unambiguous social feedwere M = +0.23),t(14) = —2.99,p < .01. This was true
back—among adults at least—than physical appearancéor 14 of the 15 players (binomigd < .01). This result is
There are strong social norms, to put it mildly, that prohibitconsistent with our earlier research that shows that peop
all but the very young from honestly and unambiguouslyoverestimate the extremity of others’ judgments of them
communicating—directly—their impressions of others’ ap-whether positive or negative, but that the effect is more
pearance (Goffman, 1955; Blumberg, 1972). Feedback imobust in the aftermath of personal failures and mishag
the athletic world, in contrast, is frequent and pointed.(anticipated negative judgments) than in the aftermath c
Players do not hesitate to offer clear feedback about theipersonal triumphs (anticipated positive judgments
teammates’ performance in an effort to correct mistakes an{Savitsky et al., in press). It is important to note, however
reward good performance (Felson, 1981). Opponents catiat this difference in mean actual versus anticipated rating
also be counted on to comment on a player’'s shortcomingsannot account for the primary finding of greater anticipate
in the form of brutally frank “trash talk.” As a result, variability in others’ ratings because the mean actual an
athletes may be in a better position to gauge the extent tanticipated ratings were equally near the midpoint of the
which the variability in their performance is noticed by scale, albeit on different sides. The primary finding, then, i
others than are students interested in their classmates’ inmot an artifact of there being more “room” on the rating
pressions of their physical appearance. Nevertheless, wsxale for variability in anticipated ratings to be expressed
predicted that because people are so focused on their own
behavior, and because people have a difficult time adjustingiscussion
from the “anchor” of their own phenomenology, the volley-
ball players in this study would overestimate how salientthe Most people are familiar with the maxim ‘it's not
variability in their performance would be to their team- Whether you win or lose, it's how you play the game.” The

mates. results of this study suggest that “how you play the game
is considerably less conspicuous than people think. Acro:
Method eight scrimmages, volleyball players assumed that the

teammates would detect an average of 28% more variabili
Participants. Each member of the Cornell women'’s in their performance than they actually did. This indicate:
volleyball team was asked to participate on a voluntarythat the spotlight effect is not limited to domains in which
basis. All 15 agreed. feedback is minimized: Players overestimated the extent
Procedure. Players were approached at the end of eighiwhich their teammates would notice variability in their
randomly chosen practice sessions and asked to rate tgame-to-game performance despite the fact that feedba
performance of everyone on the team, themselves include@dbout others’ impressions of an athlete’s performance |
on that particular day. The women'’s volleyball team wasreadily available (Felson, 1981).
chosen because it scrimmages during every practice after
running drills to improve particular skills. For our study the

team members were asked to compare each player’s perfor- STUDY 3: VIDEOGAME PERFORMANCE
mance during that day’s scrimmage with that player’s typ- o
ical level of play on a 7-point scale ranging fron8 (much Why do others detect less variability in our performance:

worse than average) te-3 (much better than average). than we think? One possibility is that whereas our owr

When rating themselves, players were asked to estimafaCtions are salient and of paramount concern to us, tt
how they would be rated—on average—by their team-attentions of others may be directed elsewhere. The volle:

mates. ball players in the previous study, for example, were no
sitting idly on the sidelines scrutinizing each other’s perfor-
mances—they were busy playing as well. Some portion c
the present effect may thus stem from people’s tendency
Consistent with the results of our bad hair day studiescorrect insufficiently for the fact that others are preoccupie
players overestimated the extent to which their teammateand cannot focus solely on them.
would be attuned to the variability of their performance. The To investigate this possibility, participants in the presen
mean standard deviatioM(= .92) of the players’ predic- study played several rounds of a videogame and rate
tions of how their teammates would rate them across théhemselves and their teammates in a manner similar to th
eight scrimmages was an average of 28% higher than thia the earlier studies. Unlike the previous studies, howeve

Results
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participants also estimated how an audience member—un- TABLE 1
encumbered by his or her own active participation—would Predicted and Actual Manifest Variability in Performance,
rate them. If people overestimate the degree to which others Videogame Study

notice the variability of their performance in part because
they fail to realize that others’ attention is directed else-
where, then the effect observed earlier should be attenuated Rater Predicted Actual
when people consider the evaluations of someone whose
attentions are exclusively focused on them. Thus, we ex-
pected the spotlight effect to be greater when participants
considered the evaluations of a teammate than when theyaPredicted values correspond to the m&of participants’ estimates

considered the evaluations of an audience member of how they would be rated after each of five rounds by the two othe
’ participants. Actual values are the me@B of the raters’ actual assess-

ments across the five rounds.

SsD*

Teammate 2.09 1.87
Nonplayer observer 2.02 2.18

Method

Participants. Seventy-five Cornell University under- )
graduates participated in groups of three. They were reSion were not independent, the data were analyzed at t

cruited from an introductory psychology course and earnedgVel of the experimental session by averaging the resul
extra credit for their participation. for the two players in each session. As predicted, thi

Procedure. After being screened to ensure that they@nalysis revealed a significant interactiéit], 24) = 6.97,
were unacquainted with one another, participants were rar? < -025, indicating that the difference between perceive
domly assigned the role of “blue player,” “red player,” or and actual ratings depended on whether the ratings we
“observer” and given name tags specifying their roles. Thénade by teammates or observers. Examined more close
experimenter informed everyone that the study was deblayers overestimated the extent to which their teammats
signed to investigate people’s ability to monitor their own Would notice the variability in their game-to-game perfor-

and other people’s performance. Players then engaged [R&nce, consistent with the results qf _Study 2. As Table
several rounds of a Nintendo game called “Contra,” inindicates, the average standard deviation of players’ roun

which two players assume the role of Nicaraguan “Contrast0-round estimates (?f how they would be evaluated by the
out to destroy an army of “Sandanistas.” After three practicd®@mmates was 17% higher than the average standard de
games, participants played a total of five rounds of the gam@tion of the ratings actually made by the other player, paire

lasting approximately 5 min each. 1(24) = 2.21_,p < .05. ) o

After each round, the two players rated their own and Playgrs did not overestimate the variability of the obs_er\_/
their teammate’s performance on a 10-point scale from £r's ratlngs, howeve_r. Here, the average standard deviatit
(very poorly) to 10 (very well). Specifically, the two players of the estimated ratings was z_;lctually somewhat Iower tha
rated (1) how they thought they had performed themselvedh® average standard deviation of the actual ratings, &
(2) how well they thought their teammate had performed;though this difference was not significant, pairg24) =
and (3) how they thought their teammate would rate theml-13, ns. _ _ -
Players also estimated how the observer would gauge their An analysis of the mean ratings provided by participant
performance, and the observers rated the performance §§vealed a similar pattern: players overestimated ho
each player. h_arshly their teammate would rate thels = 6.46 (pre-

As in the previous studies, participants were instructed tglicted) vs 7.06 (actual)(24) = 2.63,p < .025, but not how
compare a player’s performance with that player’s “generap@rshly the observer would rate theMs = 6.42 (pre-
ability” and to rate his or her performance relative to thatdicted) vs 6.62 (actual(24) < 1, ns. A 2 (predicted vs
standard. Because participants in the present study did ng€tual mean ratingx 2 (teammate vs audience) ANOVA
know each other (and thus were unfamiliar with one anothf€vealed a marginal interactioR(1, _24) =3.22,p = .085.
er's videogame talents), they were instructed to compare the Bécause players evaluated their own performance, n

player’s performance with his or her efforts during the threelUSt how they thought they would be rated by others, ws
practice rounds. could also test whether the data are consistent with tt

anchoring and adjustment account that we have show
elsewhere is responsible for the spotlight effect (Gilovich e
al., 2000). In particular, if participants anchor on their own

To compare the variability in players’ estimates of how experience and then adjust, insufficiently, in recognitior
their audience and teammate would rate them with thehat others are less likely to be focused on their performanc
actual variability of these ratings, we condutta 2 (pre- than they are themselves, then their ratings of their ow
dicted vs actual standard deviatio) 2 (teammate vs performance ought to differ from their ratings of how the
audience) ANOVA. Because the ratings made in each se®thers will rate them in predictable ways. Specifically, wher

Results
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participants feel they have performexbove their mean 2.07,p < .05—yet players’ estimates of how these two
level of performance, their estimates of how the observerslifferentially burdened participants would rate them did no
will rate them should b&owerthan their self-ratings for that differ, t(24) = 1.49,ns.Thus, the spotlight effect manifested

particular round. When participants feel they have perdtself only when participants considered how their team
formed below their mean level of performance, their esti- mates would rate them.

mates of how the observers will rate them should be higher

than their self-ratings for that round.

We tested this hypothesis by first computing each play-
er's mean rating of his or her own performance across the
five rounds. We next examined, for each round, whether th%f
player thought he or she performed better than average o8,
that round, worse than average, or exactly average. W
determined whether players anticipated less extreme ratin
on the part of the other participants by subtracting players
self-'ra'ltings from how they expected to be rated by the othe heir actions and appearance are noted as well. The ups &
participants when participants thought they had performe owns that are such a big part of one’s own experienc
better than average, ar}d. subtracted hOV.V they expected to P&rely register so forcefully in others. As the results of Stud
rated by the other participants from their self-ratings whe

thev thouaht thev had perf q th th indicate, one reason that others are less attentive to on
€y thoug €y had periormed worse than average, so g&tionsthan one might think is that others are typically bus

in both cases negative numbers indicate regressive predi'g‘

. . nonitoring their own actions. Because participants in Stud
tions. These difference scores were then averaged across ethought the variability in their performance would be

five rounds: once for participants’ predictions of how theynoted equally by busy and unbusy observers, it seems tt

wga:g Ez :Z:gg tt)))): tt::s géhsirrfel?yer and once for how theypeople fail to appreciate fully the importance of their audi-

A dicted. pl " estimat f how th Id b ence’s attentional demands.
S predicted, players: estimates ot how they would D€ - rpopa gre g couple of areas of academic life that illustrat
rated by the two observers were less extreme than the

Hﬂs tendency to overestimate the manifest variability o

self-ratings. With respect to their teammates, participants; .« tions. As teachers, there are years in which w

anticipated ratings Were, on average, 20 scale points Ie?ﬁrow our hearts and souls into a course to make it the be
extreme than their own ratings of their performart@4) = can pe There are other years, however, in which th

3.33,p < .005. With respect to the observer, participants’ o 1 ands on our time make it impossible to devote as muc

?gﬂC'Ea;egg ratgggogv e—Fﬁ 22 d stc ale F;ﬁ'ms Iesg tex;[reTr?effort to the classroom. To borrow a stage term, we “mail i
(24) = 3.09.p <. - 'hese dala are (nus consIStent With,  » \y/pat is remarkable to observe, however, is how little

the claim that parﬂmpgnt; anticipate hOW they will be eval-t e student evaluations differ from year to year despite thi
uatgd by others by adjusting from their own assessments (?'Eassive difference in effort expended. A giant difference ir
their performance. devotion to the classroom is rarely matched by a simila
difference in student evaluations.
Discussion As scientists, there are times when we give essentially tf
. . . same research presentation to different universities and cc
Thle results oftr:hl[str?tudy .prt?l\./tlde fflf[[]th.er ev]idence tha.‘tferences. Although we might wish it were otherwise, somq
people assume that fhe variaoiiity of theil periormance 15, ., portion of the audience is frequently present on se\

More conspicuous th?‘” 't. really is. Eurthermore, these r?éral of these occasions. Here too there is often a mismat
sults suggest that this bias stems in part from people

failure to appreciate the extent to which the thoughts an etween how we think such observers are apt to respond a
bp 9 ow they actually respond to the variability in the quality of

attention of others are focused elsewhere. Pz?\rtlmpan%e presentation from one time to another. Although th
whose sole task was to observe the players noticed more

variability in the players’ performance than did participantsSpeaker may be obsessed with a flubbed line on one oc

. . . S v sion and a crisp retort or an inspired quip on another, the:
who were preoccupied with their own participatiof4) = deviations from the core presentation are rarely as salient

the audience. To them it is the same talk, and it is what i

! As an alternative test of this hypothesis, we compare@bacrossthe  common to the different versions that is likely to commanc
five rounds of players’ estimates of how they themselves had performegheir thought and attention.

with the SD of how they expected to be rated by the other participants. As If there is a practical message of this research—and of tt

predicted, theSD of participants’ own ratings (2.12) exceeded the average . . . . L.

SDof the anticipated ratings reported in Table 1, although only theSg2!f earlier r_eseargh on the spotlight effect that inspired it—it i

vs anticipated-observe3D comparison approached significant@4) = one of liberation. People are often anxious about how th

1.72,p < .10. tiniest details of their actions and appearance are likely t

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The studies presented here provide support for a corolla
the spotlight effect (Gilovich et al., 2000; Gilovich &
vitsky, 1999; Savitsky, Epley, & Gilovich, in press). Not
8nly do people overestimate the extent to which their iso
,3ted actions and appearance are noted by others, but tf
similarly overestimate the extent to which thariability in
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come across to others (LaFrance, 2000). This anxiety can REFERENCES
cause people to refrain from taking actions that are in their
best interests to take, leading to regret over their inactions g&umperg, H. H. (1972). Communication of interpersonal evaluations

L . . Journal of Personality and Social Psycholo@g, 157-162.
a result (Gilovich & Medvec, 1994, 1995; Hattiangadi, Y Y @8
Felson, R. B. (1981). Self- and reflected appraisals among football player

Medvec, & Gilovich, 1995). The present findings suggest A test of the median hypothesiSocial Psychology Quarterly44,
that some of this anxiety may be misplaced. Many of the 116-126.

details of our appearance or performance are likely to b&ilbert, D. (1989). Thinking lightly about others: Automatic components
lost on the audience whose opinions we so assiduously of the social inference process. In J.S. Uleman & J.A. Bargh (Eds.]
court. Thus, a more calibrated sense of how preoccupied Unintended thoughtpp. 189-211). New York: Guilford Press.

and inattentive others often are can serve to diminish thi§ovich. T.. & Medvec, V. H. (1994). The temporal profile to the expe-

. . rience of regretJournal of Personality and Social Psycholody7,
anxiety and perhaps lead to more gratifying courses of ;o5 sco

action. Gilovich, T., & Medvec, V. H. (1995). The experience of regret: What,
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