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RMT under dyadic conditions (N = 135 pairs of same sex friends). When administered in
the presence of another person, the RMT showed no differential effects on subsequent
negative mood or state rumination. The negative mood induction successfully induced
negative mood; the effect of the manipulation did not depend on depressive symptoms; and
the state rumination measure was reliable and valid. In light of this pattern of effects,
nonsignificant findings on manipulation checks and substantive hypothesis tests are
attributed to failure of the RMT to produce rumination and distraction under these specific
study conditions. The Discussion explores constraints on the generalizability of the RMT
effect due to the presence of others, including the influence of dyadic emotion regulation,
interpersonal distress avoidance, and secure attachment relationships.

Keywords: experiment, emotion regulation, mood regulation, coping, rumination,
distraction, social, interpersonal, dyadic, friends.

Funding. This research was partially supported by a Graduate Student Research Award
granted by the Institute for Scholarship in the Liberal Arts, College of Arts and Letters, the
University of Notre Dame.

For citation: Egan R.P,, Smith D.A. Rumination Versus Distraction: Dyadic Implementation
Eliminates the Response Manipulation Emotion Regulation Effect. Klinicheskaia i
spetsial'naia psikhologiia=Clinical Psychology and Special Education, 2020. Vol. 9, no. 3,
pp. 76-90. DOI: 10.17759/cpse.2020090306

CC-BY-NC 76


http://www.psyedu.ru/journal/2014/2/index.phtml
http://www.psyedu.ru/journal/2014/2/index.phtml
http://www.psyedu.ru/journal/2014/2/index.phtml
http://www.psyedu.ru/journal/2014/2/index.phtml

Egan R.P., Smith D.A. Rumination Versus Distraction: Heanu P.I1, Cmum /[.A. PymuHauus uian

Dyadic Implementation Eliminates the Response OTBJIEKAEMOCTb: IPUMeHeHHUe B Juajie
Manipulation Emotion Regulation Effect ycTpaHseT 3pdeKT perysiuu 3Mouun
Clinical Psychology and Special Education IpYU MaHUNYJIMPOBAaHUHU peaKLuen

2020, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 76-90. KnnHau4yeckas v cenya/bHasi ICUXOJIOTHUS

2020. Tom 9. Ne 3. C. 76-90.

Introduction

Stress generation theory holds that depression typical behavior produces stress,
particularly interpersonal stress [7; 11]. The cognitive and affective mechanisms
underlying this process are not well understood [11]. Rumination has been proposed as
a candidate mechanism, possibly as a precursor to stress generating behaviors, such as
excessive reassurance seeking and negative feedback seeking [8; 24]. Rumination has been
identified as a mechanism behind stress generation in adolescents, with high levels of
rumination associated with subsequent peer victimization [17]. We aimed to compare the
interpersonal consequences of rumination to distraction, an emotion regulation strategy
that reduces negative affect more effectively than rumination [23]. We used an established
experimental manipulation, the response manipulation task [RMT; 13; 16], to induce
rumination and distraction in friend dyads. We hypothesized that rumination would lead to
interpersonal difficulties, as operationalized by lower friend-reported rapport, willingness
to affiliate, and friend worth. Because the RMT has not previously been used with dyadic
samples, we also explore the effectiveness of the RMT for inducing differential negative
mood in a large dyadic sample.

The Response Manipulation Task

The RMT was designed to elicit different emotion regulation strategies by directing
participants’ thought processes toward either rumination or distraction. The RMT has been
used frequently, particularly in tests of the response styles theory. Response styles theory
suggests that rumination is a harmful cognitive affective process that promotes the
development and maintenance not only of depressive symptoms but also of a host of other
forms of psychopathology [23; 26].

Effects of the RMT

Initial studies of response manipulation established that participants in distraction
conditions experience declines in depressed mood induced sadness, whereas participants
in rumination conditions maintain a relatively stable level of sadness [19]. The robust
effect of the RMT on sad or depressed mood supported later use of differential mood
change (distraction vs. rumination) as a manipulation check. Indeed, in subsequent studies
of sufficiently dysphoric samples, the RMT nearly always produced similar results [13; 14;
22; 25; 31].

Under what conditions has the RMT failed?

In only one previous study has the RMT failed to produce statistically significant
differential mood change from pre to post task [10]. In this study there were 29 and 31
participants in the rumination and distraction conditions, respectively, and despite the
small sample size the RMT effect was very nearly significant (p <.06), was in the expected
direction, and a similar sized effect would have been statistically significant with even
a slightly larger sample. Other studies have shown the RMT effect to hold only for
participants experiencing high levels of dysphoria or depressed mood. Specifically, past
studies have split their samples into “dysphoric” and “nondysphoric” or “depressed” and
“nondepressed” groups on the basis of either structured diagnostic interviews or, more
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often, self report depressive symptom measures. Across seven reports encompassing 16
separate samples, the RMT has successfully produced differential mood effects in every
dysphoric sample and failed to produce differential mood effects in every nondysphoric
sample [12-14; 16; 25; 30; 31]. In one additional study, the RMT produced similar effects
across dysphoric and nondysphoric samples [20]. In no published study to date has the
manipulation produced nonsignificant effects in a dysphoric sample.

The Present Study

The present study used the RMT twice as part of a within subjects experiment
addressing the interpersonal consequences of emotion regulation. This study is similar to
previous studies using the RMT, with the key difference that participants in this study were
dyads - specifically, they were same sex pairs of friends. In addition to the standard
manipulation check for differential effects on negative mood, this study also assessed state
rumination following the RMT.

Methods
Participants

135 participants were recruited either from psychology courses at the University of
Notre Dame or from the South Bend, Indiana community using flyers and other community
announcements (e.g., email newsletters). Each participant brought a same sex friend to the
experiment (N = 270). However, only one participant in each pair completed the RMT. Two
participants were excluded for being under 18 years of age, and one additional participant
was excluded for blatant rushing through questionnaires, resulting in a final sample of 267
individuals, 133 of whom completed the RMT. The majority of the sample was female
(77%). Participants ranged in age from 18 to 61 years (M = 20.39, SD = 5.45). The majority
were white (87%), with 13% Asian, 5% African American, 2% Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander, and 1% American Indian. A minority of the sample identified as Hispanic or
Latino (12%).

Materials and measures

Negative mood induction. It is necessary for participants to be experiencing at least
moderate levels of negative emotion so that a difference in the effectiveness of rumination
versus distraction for reducing negative emotion can be observed [26]. Video clips with
a negative focus have been used previously to induce negative mood states prior to
rumination [10; 32]. For this study, two video clips were used to induce negative feelings
(e.g., sadness, anger, fear). The first was a 5-minute animated scene depicting one couple’s
tragic lives (Pixar/Disney’s “Up”), and the second was a 9-minute compilation of news
coverage of the September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center. To our knowledge, these
videos have not been previously used in research, and both were chosen because they were
shown to induce negative emotions in a pilot test.

RMT [15; 19]. The RMT comprises separate rumination and distraction tasks that
each consist of 45 items on which participants are directed to focus their attention for
exactly 8 minutes. Participants were handed a paper packet with the following instructions
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to read: “For the next few minutes, try your best to focus your attention on each of the
ideas on the following pages. Read each item slowly and silently to yourself. As you read
the items, use your imagination and concentration to focus your mind on each of the ideas.
Spend a few moments visualizing and concentrating on each item. Please continue until the
experimenter returns.” The experimenters then asked participants if they had any
questions, then stated, “It is important that you do not mention your task or any of its
contents to your friend.” The rumination condition, includes a series of items related to
thoughts, feelings, and self concept (e.g., “Think about whether you feel stressed right
now”). In the distraction condition, participants are asked to attend to a series of externally
focused items not related to their current mood (e.g., “Think about the shape of the torch
on the Statue of Liberty”).

Perseverative Thinking Questionnaire - State Version [PTQ-S; 30]. The PTQ-S is a 15
item self report scale measuring state rumination. Participants are asked to describe their
thinking process during a specified period of time (e.g., in the past 5 minutes) by rating the
frequency of occurrences of thoughts such as “I kept thinking about the same issue all the
time” on a 0 to 4 scale. The PTQ-S has been shown to reflect changes in state rumination in
response to a laboratory manipulation [33]. Therefore, the scale is expected to reflect
within subjects fluctuations in state rumination following the RMT. In the present sample,
PTQ-S Cronbach’s alphas were excellent, being .91 and .93 at the first and second time
points, respectively. Data were approximately normal at the first (M = 2.58, SD = .72,
n =133) and second (M = 2.65, SD =.78, n = 132) time points.

Mood rating scales. Participants were asked to rate their mood using seven 5 point
scales (0 = “not at all”, 4 = “very”). Ratings assigned to “sad” and “depressed” were
averaged to form a negative mood variable. The other five scales (e.g., “impatient”,
“energized”) were filler items designed to distract from the true purpose of the scales.
A similar measure has been used to assess mood states in a previous study on rumination,
in which negative mood was shown to decrease as time elapsed following a negative mood
induction and to be higher following a rumination than a distraction condition [32].
Cronbach’s alphas for the two item negative mood scale were fair, ranging from .72 to .77
across three administrations. Negative mood was positively skewed at the first (M = 1.41,
SD = .67, n=132), second (M = 1.87, SD = .84, n=133), and third (M = 2.10, SD = .88,
n = 131) administrations.

Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D; 23]. The CES-D assesses
current symptoms of depression by self report. Responses range on a 0 to 3 scale, with
higher scores indicating more severe depression. Internal consistency was good
(Cronbach’s alpha =.87). The scale also possesses good convergent validity, being able to
discriminate between psychiatric inpatients and the general population, showing decreases
as a result of treatment, and correlating highly with other measures of depression [27]. In
the present sample, 19.8% of participants met the cutoff for “possible depression” (scoring
16 or greater), consistent with a previous estimate of 21% in the general population [27].

Rapport scales [1]. Participants rated their rapport with their friend during the
discussions using three 0 to 10 items. Scores on this scale were shown to be lower in dyads
where one partner suppressed emotions than in control dyads [1]. In the present sample,
Cronbach’s alphas were .76 and .78 at the first and second time points, respectively,
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demonstrating fair internal consistency. Rapport was negatively skewed at the first
(M=6.90,SD=1.57,n=133) and second (M =7.18, SD = 1.73, n = 132) time points.

Willingness to affiliate scales. Five items were written to assess participants’
willingness to maintain a relationship with their friend in the future. Participants rated
items on 4 point scales ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, with higher
total scores representing higher willingness to affiliate with friends. Internal consistency
was fair (Cronbach’s alpha =.70), and scores were negatively skewed (M = 3.28, SD = .45,
n=133).

Evaluation of friend on revision of Rosenberg Self Esteem Questionnaire (R-SEQ [28;
29]. The R-SEQ measures global self worth and has been adapted to measure perceptions of
roommates’ worth [29]. Participants rate 10 items on a 4-point scale, with higher scores
representing more negative impressions of roommates’ worth. The scale correlates
strongly with measures of rejection, and scores correlate with depression among
individuals high in reassurance seeking [9]. Items were reworded to refer to friends
instead of roommates for the present study. Internal consistency was fair (Cronbach’s
alpha =.75), and scores were negatively skewed (M = 3.76, SD = .25, n = 132).

Procedure

As a cover story, participants were told the study focused on “reactions to adverse
events in friend pairs”. After providing informed consent, participants independently
completed a battery of questionnaires in separate, private rooms, including demographic
information, the mood rating scales, and the CES-D. One participant in each pair was
assigned randomly to the target group, which received the RMT, and the other to the
partner group (hereafter referred to as the target and partner, respectively). The order of
rumination and distraction tasks and the order of negative mood induction videos were
randomized, and there was no significant association between the outcomes of these two
randomizations, x?(1, 133) =2.72, p=.12. Both participants watched the first negative
mood induction video together, as they were later asked to discuss their reactions to it.
Next, they were separated into different rooms. The target participant received either the
rumination or distraction RMT, while the partner was asked to wait until the experimenter
returned. After the 8 minutes allocated to complete the RMT had passed, participants
completed the mood rating scales. As part of the larger study, participants spent the next
10 minutes discussing with each other their thoughts and feelings in response to the video
they had watched earlier. Following the discussion, participants were led into separate
rooms again to complete the PTQ-S, rapport scales, willingness to affiliate scales, and
R-SEQ. Participants each received $10-20, except for psychology students who instead
elected to receive credits that would increase their course grade.

Participants next reconvened to watch the second video together and then were
separated once more. Target participants completed whichever RMT they had not
completed following the first video, and partners waited again. Following this task, both
participants rated their moods. Next, both participants again took part in a 10-minute
discussion about the second video. After the second discussion, participants were
separated to complete the PTQ-S and rapport scales, then debriefed and awarded credit or
payment. See fig. 1 for a diagram detailing the flow of the experiment.
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Results
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ycTpaHseT 3pdeKT perysiuu 3Mouun
IIpY MaHUINyJIMPOBAHUM peaKuen
KimHn4eckas v crienya/ibHas ICUXOJIOTUS

All data analyses were conducted with SPSS version 24. Missing data were handled
using listwise deletion. To evaluate whether randomization resulted in approximately
equal groups, we compared participants who completed the rumination task first with the
participants who completed the distraction task first on all measures assessed in the
baseline questionnaire. No differences were detected between two groups (Table 1).

Target group
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~# | [distraction) —»
Baseline ; task
questionnaires Negative
D hi ,  Randomization | mood
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Figure 1. Experiment flow diagram
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Notes. Parentheses indicate a counterbalanced randomization. CES-D - Center for Epidemiological
Studies Depression Scale. PTQ-S - Perseverative Thinking Questionnaire - State Version. R-SEQ - Evaluation

of friend on revision of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Questionnaire.

Table 1

Comparison of means of target participant scores on demographic
and baseline measures by randomly assigned order of conditions

Order of conditions

) Rumination distraction
Baseline measure

(n=66)
Sex (% female) 78.79%
Age (years) 20.35 (4.95)
Race (% white) 86.36%
CES-D depression 10.76 (7.59)

Distraction rumination

(n=67)
74.24%
20.43 (5.59)
91.04%
11.63 (7.90)

ta

.62
-.09
-85
-.64

Notes. Standard deviations are shown in parentheses. Degrees of freedom for ¢ tests were 131. CES-D -
Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale, total scale score corrected for missing items. 2 - z scores
are reported for differences in proportions. No group differences were significant (all p’s >.05).
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Manipulation checks

Because previous research has found that distraction is more effective than
rumination at reducing negative emotional experience following a negative mood induction
12], targets’ negative mood should be lower immediately following the distraction task
than immediately following the rumination task. A 2 (condition: rumination vs. distraction)
x 2 (task order: rumination distraction vs. distraction rumination) repeated measures
ANOVA was conducted to test for the expected main effect of condition on negative mood.
Contrary to expectations, no significant main effect of condition on negative mood
following rumination or distraction was detected, F(1, 129) = 1.58, p = .21, np? = .01.

Second, target participants should report higher state rumination during discussions
that follow rumination than during discussions that follow distraction. Another 2x2
repeated measures ANOVA was conducted with PTQ-S state rumination scores as the
dependent variable. No significant main effect of condition on PTQ-S state rumination
during discussions was detected, F(1, 130) =.37, p =.55, np? =.00. Although this result may
suggest that the manipulation failed to affect actual rumination during discussions, another
possibility is that the PTQ-S lacks validity to detect induced differences in state rumination.
However, target participants’ PTQ-S scores correlated positively with CES-D depression
scores and negative mood before corresponding discussions, providing evidence for the
scale’s construct validity in relation to these two different but theoretically related
constructs (Table 2).

Table 2

Bivariate correlations between target PTQ-S state rumination scores
and related measures

PTQ-S state rumination, PTQ-S state rumination,
Measure .. " . . .
rumination condition distraction condition
CES-D depression A7* .18*
Nega_ltlveT moo_d befc_)re 0% 09
rumination discussion
Negative mood before 19 g

distraction discussion

Notes. Ns range from 130 to 133. The PTQ-S was administered following each discussion and refers to
participants’ state rumination during each discussion. “Rumination discussion” and “distraction discussion”
refer to the response manipulation task condition preceding the discussions. CES-D - Center for
Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale. PTQ-S - Perseverative Thinking Questionnaire - State Version. * -
p<.05**-p<.01,***-p<.001.

To investigate whether the negative mood induction had increased targets’ negative
mood from baseline to the period following the RMT, we conducted a 2 (video: September
11th vs. tragic couple) x 2 (time: baseline vs. after RMT) repeated measures ANOVA.
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A significant interaction was detected between video and time, F(1,130) =9.19, p =.003,
np? =.07, suggesting changes in negative mood depended on which video participants
watched. However, simple effects analyses revealed that negative mood increased
significantly from baseline to the period following RMT for both videos (Figure 2); this
increase was larger following the September 11t video, F(1, 130) =380.28, p <.001,
d = .80, than following the tragic couple video, F(1, 130) = 380.28, p <.001, d =.39. Because
negative mood was not measured immediately after the negative mood induction, these
effect sizes do not necessarily represent the actual mood changes produced by the
induction.

22 ¢

21 ¢

Negative Mood
N ®

-
(o)1
T

1.5 ¢

14 r

1.3

Baseline After RMT
Time

Figure 2. Negative mood induction effects by video

Notes. Video: black line - September 11t, gray line - Tragic Couple. “After RMT” data are from the first
half of the experiment only. Error bars represent standard error of the mean. RMT - response manipulation
task.

Moderating effect of depressive symptoms

To examine the possibility that the manipulation only altered mood in depressed
participants, CES-D depression scores were tested as a moderator in a one way ANCOVA
testing the effects of condition (rumination vs. distraction) on negative mood following the
RMT. There was no interaction between CES-D scores and condition, F(1,129)=.89,
p =.35,1p? =.00, suggesting depressive symptoms were irrelevant to the success of the
manipulation. Furthermore, CES-D scores did not depend on the order in which
participants watched videos, t(123.04) =-57, p=.57, d=-.10, ruling out this potential
confound. In another analysis, only those participants who were above the recommended
CES-D cutoff score of 16 or greater for possible depression [27] were included, resulting in
a sample of 27 participants. Even after allowing for a liberal type I error rate (a =.10) to
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accommodate the small sample size, there was no significant within subjects difference in
negative mood following the rumination versus the distraction task among possibly
depressed participants, t(27) = 1.26, p = .22, d. = .24.

Test of study hypotheses

The study’s primary hypotheses were that experimentally induced rumination would
be followed by lower partner rated scores on measures of rapport, willingness to affiliate,
and friend worth than would experimentally induced distraction. A two tailed repeated
measures t test revealed no significant effects of condition on rapport, t(132) = -.66, p = .51,
dz=-.06. Two independent samples two tailed t tests revealed no significant effects of
condition on willingness to affiliate, t(132) =-1.30, p =.20, d = -.22, or R-SEQ friend worth,
t(122.52) =1.63, p=.11, d =.28. In all three cases, effect sizes were small by Cohen’s [3]
conventional standards. Adding video order to these three models did not affect the finding
that condition was a non-significant predictor of each outcome.

Discussion

In this within subjects dyadic experiment, target participants completed the well
established RMT on two occasions. Both an established manipulation check based on
change in mood ratings and a unique manipulation check based on state rumination ratings
failed to show any effect of the RMT. Owing to the failed manipulation checks, the main
study hypotheses could not be tested adequately. Planned hypothesis tests returned non
significant results. Because this manipulation has only very infrequently failed to produce
expected effects, follow up analyses were conducted to shed light on the cause of this
surprising finding.

Previous studies have found that the RMT only induces differential moods in
dysphoric or depressed participants [13; 25; 31]. Although the mood induction in the
current study appears to have induced dysphoria, one possibility was that not enough
participants were actively depressed for the RMT to create a difference in negative mood
between the rumination and distraction conditions. However, follow up analyses showed
that depressive symptoms did not moderate the effect of the manipulation on negative
mood and that the manipulation failed to produce differential moods even in participants
who met an established CES-D depression cutoff. In no previous study has the RMT failed
to produce differences in negative mood in a depressed sample.

Before concluding manipulation failure, we must rule out the possibility that our
manipulation check measures were themselves not valid. The negative mood manipulation
check we used has been used previously to capture differences in negative mood following
the RMT [32]. This manipulation check also closely resembles other commonly used
negative mood checks administered following the RMT [13; 19; 31]. The second
manipulation check found that PTQ-S state rumination did not differ between rumination
and distraction tasks. Although the PTQ-S has not been used previously as a manipulation
check, the RMT was created precisely to induce state rumination [19]. Therefore, if the
PTQ-S measures state rumination reliably and validly, it is a suitable manipulation check.
Previous research has shown that the PTQ-S captures variability in state rumination

84



Egan R.P., Smith D.A. Rumination Versus Distraction: Heanu P.I1, Cmum /[.A. PymuHauus uian

Dyadic Implementation Eliminates the Response OTBJIEKAEMOCTb: IPUMeHeHHUe B Juajie
Manipulation Emotion Regulation Effect ycTpaHseT 3pdeKT perysiuu 3Mouun
Clinical Psychology and Special Education IpYU MaHUNYJIMPOBAaHUHU peaKLuen

2020, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 76-90. KnnHau4yeckas v cenya/bHasi ICUXOJIOTHUS

2020. Tom 9. Ne 3. C. 76-90.

following a different rumination versus control manipulation [33]. In our sample, the PTQ-
S showed excellent reliability and convergent validity with depressive symptom and
negative mood measures. Thus, two independent manipulation checks, both supported by
validity evidence, failed to show expected effects of the RMT.

Having ruled out that our sample was not dysphoric enough for the RMT to show
differential mood effects, and that the manipulation checks were not sound
psychometrically, the most likely remaining explanation for our pattern of results is that
the RMT failed to induce rumination and distraction in participants. Because this
manipulation has rarely failed in published research, we next document the circumstances
unique to this study that we propose led to the manipulation failure.

Circumstances under which the RMT may fail

Our procedures matched previous procedures closely, using the same wording,
presented in paper packets of materials, and allotting exactly 8 minutes for participants to
complete the task. The most obvious procedural difference between the present study and
past studies is that pairs of friends participated simultaneously in the present study.
Although friends were separated into different rooms before the target participant
completed the RMT, watching the negative mood induction videos with a friend may have
altered participants’ emotional responses. In an attempt to promote negative emotions in
response to the videos and limit potential interpersonal emotion regulation, participants
were instructed not to communicate during, or share any reactions immediately following,
the videos. However, watching a video with a friend, even in silence, may be enough to
change the way participants process emotions in response to the video. At least one study
has shown that participants avoid strong emotions when they know they will interact with
another participant [5]. This finding suggests participants in friend pairs may activate
alternative emotion regulation strategies, such as avoidance, that prevent rumination
during the RMT. Future work replicating and extending these findings with other dyadic
relationships would not only provide guidance about using the RMT to manipulate emotion
regulation, it would also inform interpersonal models of emotion regulation and
depression with implications for how people regulate emotions in interpersonal situations
[8; 11; 24].

Extensive research also shows that stress responses generally are buffered even by
another person’s physical presence [2; 4]. From an attachment perspective, participants
with secure attachment relationships with their study partner would be expected to
experience lessened rumination and negative affect following a negative mood induction,
whereas participants with anxious attachment relationships with their partner may
experience heightened rumination and negative affect [18]. Unfortunately, data on
interpersonal attachment were not collected. Nevertheless, it is possible that, although
participants still reported increased negative mood following negative mood induction,
exposure to the physical presence of their friend overrode or changed their emotion
regulatory response so that the RMT had little effect on participants’ emotion regulation
strategies, particularly rumination.

The results of the present study suggest the RMT may not produce expected effects in
dyads. Because this is the first study to use the RMT in a dyadic sample, it is currently
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unknown whether the RMT would have similarly small effects in other types of dyads
(e.g., spouse pairs, stranger dyads). The question of whether the RMT failed due to the
dyadic sample alone, due to other unmeasured relational factors (e.g., secure attachment),
or due to another factor such as watching the negative mood induction video together is
left for future research. It is possible that the literature on the RMT suffers from a “file
drawer” problem, in which non significant results are not published [6; 21]. Although such
an effect is difficult to demonstrate, the present manuscript aims to weaken any file drawer
effects in the RMT literature.

Limitations

The present study was limited in a few ways. First, the depressed subsample was
small, which lowered power for detecting RMT effects in depressed versus nondepressed
participants. Second, we used novel mood induction videos, which limits our ability to
compare our results directly to those of previous RMT studies using different mood
inductions. Third, some of our measures (e.g., negative mood) were only fairly internally
consistent (.70 < a < .80). Fourth, our sample was majority white, young, and female, which
may limit the generalizability of our findings to diverse populations.
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PyMHUHaLUA UJIHU OTBJIEKA€MOCTh:
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3ajaya MaHunysaudpoBaHusi peaknued (The Response Manipulation Task) - 3Tto
IIUPOKO MCIOJIb3yeMbI 3KCIEPUMEHTA/bHbIA MPOTOKOJ, KOTOPBIA NpPUMEHseTCcsS B
JIabOpaTOPHBIX YCIOBHUSAX AJI51 BbI3bIBAHUSA Y UCIBITYyEMbIX PyMUHALMK U OTBJIEKAEMOCTH.
B uccienoBaHusxX, ONy6JUKOBAHHBIX paHee, y YYACTHUKOB C Aucopuel, Y KOTOPbIX
CrelHaJbHO BbI3bIBAJIOCh HEFATHBHOE HACTPOEHUE, BCEO B OJJHOM CJy4yae NpHUMeHeHUe
3a/lauM MaHMIyJIMpOBaHUs peakuued He Bo3biMeso 3ddexkTta. B Hacrosameld paborte
NpoBepsilach HAJIEXKHOCTb 33/la4d MaHUIYJUPOBAHUS peaKlUed B YCJIOBUAX UMb
(Bcero 135 map HCHObITyeMbIX OJHOTO I0J1a, HAXOASLIMUXCS B APYXKECKHUX OTHOUIEHUSX).
[Ipu npoBeieHUH 3KCIEPUMEHTA C y4acTHEM BTOPOT0 UCIBbITyeMOro, IpUMeHeHue 3a/ia4u
MaHHUINYJUPOBAHUS peaKlMeld He BbIIBUJIO pPa3/MYMi B MOCAEAYIIINX HeraTUBHbIX
NepeXUBaHUSAX, a TaKXKe B pa3BUTUM pyMUHaUMu. [Iponesypa, HanpaB/JeHHass Ha BbI30OB
HeraTUBHBIX 3MOIUH, YCIENIHO BbIMOJHSET MOCTABJEHHYIO 33/]a4y; He ObLJIO BBISBJIEHO
CBI3U Mexy 3¢ PeKTOM MpoLeaAypbl MAaHUMYJIUPOBAHUS U AeNPECCUBHBIMU CUMIITOMAMU;
napaMeTp OLIEHKH COCTOSIHUSI PYMHMHALMM OblJ1 HaJleXXHbIM M BaJMAHBIM. B cBeTe
NOJIYYeHHOW KapTHUHBI HECYLeCTBEHHbIE Pe3yJbTaThl MPOLEeAYPbl MAHUMYJIUPOBAHUS U
nocjieAymwolled MpoBEePKU OCHOBHBIX TUIOTE3 OOBSACHAKTCA TeM, 4YTO NpPU JIaHHbIX
KOHKPETHBIX 3KCIepPUMEeHTa/bHbIX YCJOBUAX 3QPEKT pyMUHALIMM U OTBJIEKAEMOCTH He
Jocturaetcs. B o6cyXJieHMU NPUBOJASATCS OrpaHWuYeHHUsi 06061eHUss adpdekTa 3aa4yu
MaHUIYyJIUPOBAaHUSA peaKlyel, CB3aHHble C NIPUCYTCTBUEM JPYTUX JIOJeH, BKIYalhe
B ce0s1 BIUsSIHUE AUAIUYECKOUN peryJIsiui 3MOIUN, u3beranue MeXJUYHOCTHOI'O CTpecca
Y 6e30macHble OTHOIIEHUS] NIPUBSI3aHHOCTH.

Kiaw4deBble CJI0Ba: JKCIIEpUMEHT, SMOLUHWOHAJIbHAA peryadiud, peryadnud COCTOAHUA,
KOITMHT, pyMHUHAallkd, OTBJI€eHeHHEe BHUMAHHA, COU,I/Ia.HbeII‘/JI KOMIIOHEHT, MEXJIUYHOCTHBIM
KOMIIOHEHT, Aruaja, APYKECKHEe OTHOLIEHHUA.
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duHaHcupoBaHUe. VcciaesoBaHUe OBLJIO YAaCTUYHO TNoAjepxaHo HccienoBaTesbCKOU
npeMueil i JOKTOPAHTOB, NpeAOCTaBJIeHHOM WHCTUTYTOM CTUIIeHJUH B 00/1aCTH
Ir'YMaHUTApHbIX HayK KoJexa UCKycCcTB U inTepaTypbl YHUBepcuTeTa HoTp-Zam.

Jna purarel: Uran P.UIL, Cmut /[I.A. PyMuHanus HWJIM OTBJIEKAaEMOCTb: NPHUMeEHeHHe
B AvajZie ycTpaHsieT 3QQPeKT peryasiidu 3MOIUN NpPU MaHUNYJUPOBAHHUU peaKlUel
[9n1exkTpoHHbIN pecypc] // KnuHuyeckas v cnenuanbHas ncuxosorus. 2020. Tom 9. Ne 3.
C.76-90.DOI: 10.17759/cpse.2020090306
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