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Abstract 

Introspection is the process by which individuals question their attitudes; either questioning why 

they hold their attitudes (Why introspection), or how they feel about a particular attitude object 

(How introspection). Previous research has suggested that Why-introspection induces attitude 

change, and that Why and How introspection influence attitude-behaviour consistency, 

persuasion, and other effects. Generally, psychologists have assumed that affective and cognitive 

attitude bases are the mechanism by which introspection leads to these effects. Leading 

perspectives originating from these findings suggest that either Why introspection changes the 

content of cognitive attitude bases (the skewness hypothesis), or increases the salience of 

cognitive attitude bases (the dominance hypothesis); whereas How introspection may increase 

the salience of affective attitude bases (another part of the dominance hypothesis). However, 

direct evidence for these mechanisms is lacking, and the distinction between structural and meta 

bases has not been considered. Two studies investigated this gap in the existing literature. Both 

studies measured undergraduate students’ attitudes and attitude bases (both structural and meta, 

affective and cognitive) before and after engaging in an introspection manipulation (Why 

introspection / How introspection / control), and after reading a (affective / cognitive) persuasive 

passage about the attitude object. No evidence was found supporting either the skewness or 

dominance hypotheses. Furthermore, previous introspection effects were not replicated in the 

present data. Possible reasons for these null findings are proposed, and several unexpected 

effects are examined. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

William James (1890/1981) described introspection as “looking into our own minds and 

reporting what we there discover” (p. 185), and hinged many of his psychological inferences 

about memory, consciousness and emotion on this technique. Ever since, psychologists of many 

disciplines have turned to introspection as a source of data (Wilson, 2003). Yet James’s 

metaphor of ‘looking’ may be misleading, suggestive as it is of direct perception. We may 

imagine gazing upon our mental processes directly, but is introspection akin to a naked eye, or a 

distorting lens? 

In the century since James’ classic work, researchers have invested great trust in various 

introspection-inspired methods (Wilson, 2003). However, of the many uses of ‘introspection’ 

raised by Wilson (Jack & Roepstorff, 2002; Jacoby, Yonelinas, & Jennings, 1997; Wimmer & 

Perner, 1983), the most central to social psychology is when introspection is used to gauge the 

reasons driving individuals’ attitudes (Wilson, 2003; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen, 1991). It is 

this more specific purpose to which this thesis refers when describing ‘introspection’.  

For decades, experimental subjects were assumed to be highly accurate when asked to 

report why they liked particular products (Kornhauser & Lazarsfeld, 1935) or politicians 

(Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet 1944; Gaudet, 1955), and why they made life choices such as 

seeking marriage (Goode, 1956) or psychotherapy (Kadushin, 1958). Although some of this 

work ultimately led to the idea that introspectors could be influenced by factors beyond their 

awareness (e.g., belief projection; Berelson, Lazarsfeld, & McPhee, 1954), most investigations 
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suggested that introspection was a valid method for accessing the factors driving attitudes. Far 

from being a relic of the 1950s, introspection has recently been the object of passionate appeals 

claiming that introspection accesses information beyond “laboratory experiments, quantitative 

surveys, and multivariate statistics” (Holbrook, 2006, p. 714; Woodside, 2004). As introspection 

is “alive and well” (Wilson, 2003, p. 131), one might think that it is effective and accurate. 

A contrary line of thinking is best exemplified by Nisbett and Wilson’s (1977) seminal 

work on the limitations of introspection, which outlines human subjects’ general unawareness of 

their cognitive processes. Inspired by a growing appreciation of people’s considerable ability to 

perform cognitive operations without conscious awareness (Miller & Buckhout, 1973; Mandler, 

1982), Nisbett and Wilson reviewed various failures of human self-awareness. People showed 

surprising unawareness of their own experimentally-induced attitude change, such as failing to 

recognize how a dissonance paradigm (Festinger, 1957) has induced attitude adjustment in them 

(Bem & McConnell, 1970). People seem similarly limited in recognizing cognitive processes, 

such as failing to recognize how they have misattributed shock-driven arousal to a placebo pill 

labeled as anxiogenic (Nisbett & Schachter, 1966), or their own social loafing (Latané & Darley, 

1970). Most problematically, individuals rarely admit that they do not know what drives their 

thinking; instead, they create plausible-sounding explanations that are often demonstrably false 

(Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). Such research brings introspection under serious questioning: if 

people are so out of touch with their own minds, how can we have confidence in the fruit of their 

introspection attempts? 
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‘Why’ Introspection’s Disruptive Effects 

Since Nisbett and Wilson’s seminal (1977) review, many psychologists have been 

sceptical about the ability of individuals to detect their own psychological processes. One 

intuitive consequence of these findings might be that when individuals are asked to explain why 

they hold their attitudes, they may produce a number of invalid inferences in the attempt to 

explain what they cannot. Indeed, dozens of articles summarized by Wilson, Dunn, Kraft, and 

Lisle (1989) suggest that having people questioning why they hold certain beliefs, leads them to 

produce poor attempts at justification, consequently leading to false attitude reports that carry 

little predictive weight about future behaviours (i.e., poor attitude-behaviour consistency).  

A prototypical study in the Wilson introspection paradigm will be illustrative. Subjects 

are divided into experimental groups: typically a control group, and a Why-introspection group 

(who consider why they hold some attitude X), sometimes with the addition of a How- 

introspection group (who consider how they feel about attitude object X). Why- introspection 

(often called a “reasons analysis”) involves instructing individuals to consider “very carefully” 

the reasons why they hold their attitudes, such as “what makes [participants] think [an attitude 

object] is interesting or boring”, for about five minutes (Wilson, Dunn, Bybee, Hyman, & 

Rotondo, 1984; p. 7). All participants report their attitude towards object X at time-1, after 

performing the introspection task. After a delay, participants’ behaviour towards X is assessed at 

time-2. Results focus on the Why-introspection participants showing relatively poor attitude-

behaviour correlations compared to control (or How-introspection) participants.  

In one early demonstration of the effect, for example (Wilson et al., 1984, study 1), 

individuals were introduced to several computer-based puzzles, under the guise that the 

experimenters were trying to ascertain whether people found the puzzles interesting. Half of the 
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participants were given no particular instructions about how to consider the puzzles (control 

group); while half were provided with the Why-introspection instructions, to be followed while 

engaging with the puzzles for five minutes, and provided again prior to rating the puzzles. Both 

groups then rated their attitudes towards the puzzles, before being given a chance to interact with 

the puzzles (if they wanted) for a second time period. This latter interaction formed the 

behavioural measure. Thus, their time-1 self-reported attitude could be compared against their 

time-2 behaviour (number of seconds spent playing), to construct an index of attitude-behaviour 

consistency. It was found that individuals who had Why-introspected showed markedly lower 

attitude-behaviour consistency than the control group, despite no differences in a range of other 

variables (average interest, average time spent playing, variance in time spent playing, etc.). 

Wilson and colleagues concluded that because the Why-introspection induced attitude at time-1 

had worn off by time-2, behaviour at time-2 was no longer being driven by it. Ergo, attitudes of 

Why-introspectors at time-1 were poor predictors of behaviour at time-2. 

This general effect has been replicated across a wide variety of attitude objects and 

manifestations. The attitude objects used in early studies are such that participants presumably 

lack strong initial attitudes towards them: puzzles, travel pictures, etc. (reviewed in Wilson, 

Dunn, et al., 1989). However, later research expanded to consider topics of greater sociopolitical 

or emotional gravity, such as academic course selection (Wilson & Schooler, 1991), romantic 

partners (Wilson & Kraft, 1993), and contemporary political figures (Wilson, Kraft, et al., 1989). 

Similarly, a broad range of ‘behaviours’ have been identified, ranging from time spent playing 

with puzzles (Wilson et al., 1984, study 1), to the relative positivity/negativity expressed by 

participants’ facial expressions (Wilson et al., 1984, study 2a, 2b). Despite admitting that some 

studies did not show the effect, Wilson, Dunn, et al. (1989, p. 292) determined that a z-summing 



5 

 

method (Rosenthal, 1978) of amassing “all known studies” on the subject produced a meta-

analytic z = 4.45 (p = .00002), suggesting strong evidence of introspection disrupting the 

reporting of prediction-carrying attitudes. Thus, collectively, Wilson’s research would seem to 

indicate a robust Why-introspection disruption effect. 

Although in earlier studies, Wilson and colleagues simply employed control groups that 

were made to do irrelevant tasks (e.g., asking about their math background; Wilson et al., 1984), 

later research explored an alternative form of introspection. Under the reasoning that Why-

introspection interfered with attitudes by making individuals produce false cognitions, Wilson 

and Dunn (1986) hypothesized and found that instructing participants to introspect about their 

feelings would cause no such distortion. Indeed, asking participants to focus on how they feel, 

rather than why they feel as they do, has been constructed as being an inert manipulation in all of 

Wilson and colleagues’ research (reviewed by Wilson, Dunn, et al., 1989). For instance, in one 

field study (Wilson & Dunn, 1986), students were approached while waiting in line at a 

university food service. Some were asked to examine their reasons for liking or disliking the 

primary six beverages served by the dining hall (Why- introspection); others were asked to focus 

on more affective qualities such as whether they enjoyed each drink for its flavour (How- 

introspection); finally, others were asked to fill out a filler questionnaire on irrelevant shopping 

habits (control group). All participants were asked to rate how much they liked/disliked each 

beverage overall (attitude report). At the end of their meal, participants were asked to briefly 

visit the experimenter, and inform them how much of their beverage they had consumed, which 

constituted the behavioural measure. Attitude-behaviour consistency could be calculated by 

correlating their attitude score with the amount of the beverage they had actually consumed. The 

researchers found that subjects did not show attitude-behaviour disruptions after How- 
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introspecting (relative to control), but that the disruption effect did occur when people were 

asked to Why-introspect. Wilson and colleagues therefore concluded that the disruption effect 

resulted from the specifically reason-based character of Why-introspection, and was not a 

general consequence of any request for participants to consider their attitudes. 

 

Why Does ‘Why’ Disrupt Attitudes? 

While these findings are very interesting and robust, they are difficult to understand 

without some theoretical justification. Wilson and colleagues (1989) argued that the general 

effect, an attenuation in attitude-behaviour consistency after Why-introspecting, indicates that 

Why-introspecting subjects gave distorted attitude reports at time-1, which thus failed to predict 

behaviour at time-2. These distorted reports are supposedly the product of subjects feeling 

pressured to provide plausible-sounding reasons in order to satisfy the experiment’s 

requirements. Because people are purported not to know the real reasons driving their attitudes 

and behaviours, they simply report believable- sounding reasons, which may be highly 

discrepant from their true reasons for liking or disliking the attitude object. Although in some 

contexts, the reasons may be more positive or negative than their real reasons (resulting in 

artificially more positive or negative attitudes; e.g., Wilson et al., 1984), one consistent finding 

should be that absolute change in attitude is higher under Why-introspection than control (which, 

as Wilson, Dunn, et al., 1989 review, is precisely what is found). How-introspection does not 

demand plausible reasons at all; it simply asks participants to state how they feel. Wilson, Dunn, 

et al. (1989) suggest that affective reactions (though not their antecedents) are relatively 

accessible to most participants anyway; thus, no fabrication is required. The extension of this 

logic is that at time-2, the effects of the time-1 Why-introspection have decayed and participants’ 
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behaviours are now driven by their ‘real’ attitudes, freed from the introspection-caused bias. 

Since the real attitude has reasserted itself, the report given post-introspection is no longer a valid 

predictor of this restored attitude, and consequently will fail to predict behaviours based on this 

attitude. 

Such an interpretation would further imply that judgments or behaviours measured 

immediately after the post-introspection attitude measure, would be very consistent with those 

attitudes. Indeed, Wilson, Dunn, et al. (1989) summarize several studies showing that individuals 

under the reasons analysis do make different choices (of which puzzle to interact with), than do 

control-group individuals. It is only over time that affect has a chance to ‘reassert itself’, in 

Wilson’s language. Thus, as individuals interact with the puzzles, posters, and so on, that they 

have chosen in their hyper-cognitive state, they begin to find them uninteresting and their 

behaviours shift into inconsistency (compared to their prior attitude reports).  

Of course, the finding that reasons-analysis individuals select different objects than do 

people under control conditions, and then change their mind, does not fully supply a mechanism 

for why this Why-introspection based change in selection occurs. Across two studies, Wilson 

and Schooler (1991) have more directly shown specific effects driving Why- introspection’s 

disruptive effects. In one study, subjects were asked to consider a range of jams, with some of 

them Why-introspecting throughout, and another group simply rating each in turn. Further, a 

number of taste experts were consulted, to determine what ‘relevant’ thoughts should be when 

considering a jam’s quality. The particular thoughts produced by people assigned to Why-

introspect, were tested in two key ways. First, Wilson and Schooler determined that their reasons 

were closely linked with their attitude reports, and showed a close association between these 

reports. Second, they found that the particular thoughts that the individuals produced under 
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introspective instructions, were the sort of thoughts that jam experts considered irrelevant to the 

task of best determining jam quality. Finally, the introspection group was compared against 

control, to see how highly their attitude reports lined up with the experts. The control group’s 

ratings were very closely matched, while the introspectors’ ratings were highly discrepant from 

the experts. Thus, Wilson and Schooler were able to show that Why-introspection causes people 

to produce (i) objectively irrelevant cognitions, that (ii) nonetheless drive their attitudes, and (iii) 

that consequently, their attitudes become more discrepant from objectively defined standards 

(that is, discrepant from the ratings of qualified experts). 

Another way to understand the effect, as Wilson, Dunn, et al. (1989) explain, is by 

examining several moderating factors that have been shown to operate on introspection effects. 

First, less accessible attitudes appear to be more easily disrupted by Why-introspection (Wilson, 

Hodges, & Pollack, 1990; cited in Wilson & Schooler, 1991). That is, Wilson et al. (1990) found 

that individuals relatively lower in attitude accessibility showed the Why-introspection 

disruption effect, whereas individuals relatively higher in attitude accessibility did not show the 

effect. It stands to reason that if the reason for Why-introspection’s distorting effect is that ‘false 

cognitions’ raised by the process serve to bias reports, that individuals with highly accessible 

attitudes may be resistant. After all, if their real attitudes are accessible all along, they would be 

less likely to be coaxed along by every new thought generated in an experimental procedure. 

Indeed, individuals with greater attitude accessibility have stronger attitudes (Fazio, 1986) that 

are generally more resistant to various attempts to elicit attitude change (Bassili, 1996), among 

which Why-introspection might be considered as just one more example. 

Second, the effect is also reduced or eliminated for participants with more knowledge 

about the object (Wilson, Lisle, Schooler, Hodges, Klaaren, & LaFleur, 1993; Wilson et al., 
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1988, cited in Wilson, Dunn, et al., 1989). This fact is understood to support Wilson, Dunn, et 

al.’s (1989) hypothesis that Why-introspection works by pressuring individuals into basing their 

opinions on facts, real or invented. If subjects with knowledge-based attitudes are immune to 

Why-introspection’s effects, it could imply that the disruption effects work on low-knowledge 

individuals by drawing out misrepresentative ‘false cognitions’ that they feel required to 

produce. Contrariwise, for subjects who have knowledge-based attitudes anyway, there is no 

cause for them to produce baseless pseudo-reasons to justify their attitudes: they simply state the 

knowledge that they have readily available to them. 

 

Matching Introspection to Behaviour: Millar and Tesser 

Although Wilson et al. (1989) contrast How and Why introspection by suggesting that 

How preserves attitude-behaviour consistency while Why-introspection disrupts it, the research 

of Millar and Tesser (1986) presents a more complex perspective. These authors explored ways 

in which either form of introspection might serve to increase or decrease attitude-behaviour 

consistency, depending on the framing of the behaviour that is measured. However, because their 

theory is reliant on the concept of attitude bases, some introduction to these attitude components 

must be established before Millar and Tesser’s hypotheses can be meaningfully developed. 

An important distinction in social psychology, first proposed by Katz and Stotland 

(1959), separates opinions based on thoughts (‘cognitive’ attitudes), from those based on 

emotions (‘affective’; see also Zajonc, 1980, 1984; Crites, Fabrigar, & Petty, 1994). For 

example, one might like politicians because one believes that they have developed a sensible 

platform (cognitive), or because one likes the appearance of a politician (affective). Similarly, 

one might dislike dessert pastry because it is high in fats, and thus problematic for one’s health 
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(cognitive), or because the rich flavour is considered unpleasant to the individual (affective). Of 

course, individuals’ attitudes may be based on both affective and cognitive elements, and attitude 

base measurement has often proceeded by considering the relative impact of affective or 

cognition on attitudes. To use the above example, one may find the politician both sensible and 

attractive, but if one’s attitudes are driven more by wise policy than handsome looks, then a valid 

attitude base measure will reveal one to have a ‘cognitive’ attitude. 

Millar and Tesser’s (1986, 1989) perspective makes use of attitude bases through the 

assertion that Why-introspection activates one’s cognitive attitude base, whereas How- 

introspection emphasizes the affective base. That is, they purport that the affective (cognitive) 

base temporarily increases in ‘weight’ or salience under How (Why) introspection. 

Consequently, they hypothesize that activities concordant with this more-salient attitude base 

will show enhanced consistency under the appropriate form of introspection. Some tasks may be 

described as more consummatory, performed for their own intrinsic sake (e.g., playing piano for 

fun); such activities would be driven more by the affective elements of attitude (e.g. whether 

they are pleasant on a sensory or emotional level). Other tasks are described as instrumental, 

performed for some extrinsic benefit (e.g. practicing piano for a test); these activities should be 

driven primarily by cognitive elements (e.g. whether they are beneficial on practical or logical 

grounds). Therefore, How-introspection ought to increase attitude-behaviour consistency for 

consummatory behaviours (but decrease it for instrumental), whereas Why-introspection would 

increase consistency for instrumental behaviours (but decrease it for consummatory). 

To this end, Millar and Tesser (1986) have shown that How- and Why- forms of 

introspection lead to differential effects for attitude-behaviour consistency, depending on the 

framing given to a behaviour. When a puzzle activity completed by participants was framed as 
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consummatory (intrinsically rewarding; therefore, more relevant to affect), for example, How-

introspection led to greater attitude-behaviour consistency in subjects than did Why-

introspection. However, when the exact same activity was framed as instrumental (extrinsically 

rewarding; therefore, more relevant to cognitive reactions), this led to advantages for Why-

introspection over How-. This is an example of a matching effect, where gains in persuasion, 

attitude-behaviour consistency, et cetera, are greater for subjects whose introspection type 

matches with the nature of subsequent tasks or information.  

As already alluded to, Millar and Tesser (1986) provided some attempt to explain these 

results, through the concept of the relative ‘salience’ of affective versus cognitive elements. 

Their interpretation focuses on how matching the (affective versus cognitive) component of an 

attitude, to the (consummatory versus instrumental) component of a behaviour, is likely to lead 

to greater consistency effects. For example, they argue, when individuals interact with a puzzle 

with the intent of enjoying themselves, affective reactions (e.g., the pleasure induced by the 

puzzle) are meaningful to that desired goal-state, whereas cognitive reactions (e.g. feeling 

challenged by a particular puzzle) are less important. Ergo, attitudes predicated on the matching 

(relevant) components will be likely to predict behavioural interactions, while mismatching 

(irrelevant) components will not. Contrariwise, to the extent that one is pursuing an instrumental 

purpose (such as training oneself for a subsequent diagnostic test on similar materials), the 

reverse is true -- cognitive evaluations are relevant, whereas affective reactions such as pleasure 

are irrelevant. In this case, cognitive attitudes will have greater predictive potential than 

affectively-based ones. 

Millar and Tesser (1986) also use these findings to try to explain previous research. For 

example, they suggest that Wilson et al.’s (1984) findings, whereby Why-introspection led to 
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decreased attitude-behaviour consistency, make sense in light of the examined behaviours being 

inherently affective. For example, because Wilson and colleagues’ free-play puzzle behaviour 

was comparable to Millar and Tesser’s (1986) ‘consummatory’ (hence, affective-conducive) 

condition, it is suggested that these findings are compatible with a matching hypothesis. Why-

introspection had predicted attitude-behaviour inconsistency because cognitive bases mismatch 

for consummatory tasks, while participants undergoing How-introspection showed unreduced 

levels of attitude-behaviour consistency because affective bases match for consummatory tasks 

(Wilson & Dunn, 1986). Other findings (Pryor, Gibbons, Wicklund, Fazio, & Hood, 1977; Fazio, 

Zanna, & Cooper, 1978) would be explainable by the same matching hypothesis. Because the 

free-play puzzle condition used by Pryor et al. and Fazio et al. was consummatory / affective, 

their interventions (clearly closer to How than Why introspection) would match the nature of the 

measured behaviour, and therefore greater attitude-behaviour consistency would eventuate.  

A further consequence of these ideas, is that attitudes whose affective and cognitive bases 

are in greater degrees of evaluative conflict (e.g., cognitively positive, but affectively negative) 

will be more influenced by the (mis-)matching of attitude base to behaviour type. After all, the 

relative dominance of affective or cognitive bases hardly matters if the evaluative content of the 

affective and cognitive elements are in agreement. For those individuals whose affective and 

cognitive reactions are approximately identical, it should not matter which element is active for 

the sake of attitude-behaviour matching. To this end, Millar and Tesser (1989) have found that 

when affective and cognitive bases are in evaluative disagreement (versus agreement), 

introspective matching has a stronger effect on attitude-behaviour consistency.  
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Alternative Predictions for Introspection Effects 

Wilson, Dunn, et al. (1989) summarize two possible theories, drawn from both the 

Wilson and Millar-Tesser paradigms, that could explain introspection-matching effects. These 

focus on distinct ways in which attitude bases may change under introspective influence. (1) 

Attitude bases may be changing in relative weight. By this thinking, Why-introspection would 

make the cognitive base dominant over the affective, in terms of its influence on reported 

attitude. Contrariwise, How-introspection would cause the affective base to become preeminent 

over the cognitive. Summarily, these claims may be termed the dominance hypothesis, and they 

would have relevance for the literatures of both Wilson, and Millar/Tesser. For example, most of 

Wilson’s findings would be explained by saying that his reasons analyses caused participants’ 

cognitive bases to become temporarily more powerful than their affective bases, with respect to 

their influence on attitude judgment. Later, when participants actually acted (e.g., drinking their 

selected beverages; Wilson & Dunn, 1986), their affective bases would have reasserted their 

influence, and individuals would act inconsistently with their prior, cognitively-biased attitude 

report. Contrariwise, the How-introspections that Wilson had individuals perform would not 

have a disruptive effect, because for most individuals drinking beverages would be fairly 

affective anyway (focused on sensations such as taste); thus, the How-introspection would lead 

to a ceiling effect whereby individuals could not become any more affective anyway.1  

Alternatively, (2) introspection may provoke a skewed representation of the base. For 

instance, Why-introspection forces participants to come up with reasons, thus leading to an 

                                                      

1 Of course, these are necessarily speculations, because Wilson did not collect data on college 

students’ affective or cognitive bases towards beverages (or other objects). It is possible that 

beverages were actually more cognitive in nature, e.g. if the students were mostly focused on the 

health (dis)advantages of particular drinks. 
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evaluation based on misrepresentative cognitions: this may be labelled the skewness hypothesis. 

This claim is interesting because it would seem to imply that the specific reasons generated by 

participants under Why-introspection are dissimilar to the particular cognitions typical of those 

same people thinking about the attitude object ordinarily. That is, there is no reason to assume 

that cognitions will become uniformly more positive or negative under introspection, but more 

absolute change should occur for Why-introspecting individuals due to their producing new 

cognitions. Because Wilson, Dunn et al. (1989) suggest that How-introspection does not have a 

skewing effect, it would presumably suggest that no empirical differences should be obtained 

under this manipulation. Thus, the skewness hypothesis would seem to have little relevance to 

explaining any consequences of How-introspection (such as the effects claimed by, e.g., Millar 

& Tesser, 1986) 

Wilson, Dunn, et al. (1989) suggest that the skewness and dominance views are 

complementary, with indirect evidence supporting both. At face value, this claim appears to 

make sense. A Why-introspection could cause individuals to simultaneously (i) focus primarily 

on cognitions, at the expense of affective attitudinal factors, and (ii) produce false (non-

representative) cognitions. One of several causal configurations could make sense of such 

effects. One possibility is that Why-introspection focuses individuals on the cognitive base, 

which in turn causes individuals to feel a pressure to justify this base through reasons. Lacking 

adequate factual support, they produce the sort of post-hoc pseudo-reasons observed by Wilson 

et al. (1984) or Nisbett and Wilson (1977). Another possibility is that Why-introspection causes 

people to produce a number of additional reasons to fulfill the apparent quota suggested by the 

experimenters’ instructions; having these additional reasons salient in their mind, people may 

tend to assume that they are cognitively-based.  
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Limitations in Previous Literature 

How-introspection. 

Although Wilson and Millar-Tesser’s pioneering work led to the identification of an 

interesting range of effects, a number of ambiguities remain in the introspection literature. One 

of the most serious issues is that Wilson provides little accounting for possible effect of How-

introspection in his theorizing, and Millar-Tesser cannot provide compelling evidence that How-

introspection acts in the manner that they claim it does. Across several studies, Wilson and 

colleagues equate How-introspection to control performance; for example, suggesting that 

attitude-behaviour consistency is only disrupted for Why (not How) introspection subjects 

(Wilson & Dunn, 1986). Later (Wilson & Schooler, 1991; Wilson et al., 1993), How-

introspection is discarded as a condition entirely. Certainly, there is no hint of an active influence 

of How-introspection within Wilson’s experimental literature. 

Millar and Tesser (1986) instead view the How-introspection method as an analogous 

process to Why-introspection, in that How-introspection causes disruptive effects for 

instrumental behaviours, just as Why-introspection disrupts attitude-behaviour consistency for 

consummatory behaviours (the dominance hypothesis). This posits How-introspection as having 

an active role in influencing participants. However, a crucial limitation in both relevant 

publications (Millar & Tesser, 1986; Millar & Tesser, 1989) is the absence of a control 

condition, such that all participants underwent either Why- or How-introspection. Thus, the mere 

existence of behavioural differences between participants in the introspection conditions only 

proves that their effects were not equal to one another. It is entirely consistent with the analyses 

of Millar and Tesser (1986, 1989) that one of the introspection manipulations was completely 

inert; all that can be concluded is that at least one of the manipulations was effective.  
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Attitude bases as mechanisms. 

One theoretical issue common to the Wilson and Millar-Tesser stances, is that neither can 

provide clear evidence for the mechanisms underlying their effects. Wilson’s team has 

demonstrated part of the skewness hypothesis - that ‘false cognitions’ may be produced from 

Why-introspection - in that Why-introspection caused participants to produce thoughts about two 

attitude objects (jam, and university course selection) that experts had rated as thoughts that were 

irrelevant to good decision-making (Wilson & Schooler, 1991). Wilson and Schooler conclude 

that participants’ attitudes were more divergent (than were those of the control group) from the 

experts’ attitudes because of the generation of such misleading thoughts; however, it should be 

noted that no direct test of this claim (e.g. mediation) was employed. It is possible, for example, 

that Why- introspection induced attitude change first, which led to the generation of ‘irrelevant’ 

thoughts second. The skewness hypothesis also leads to puzzling interpretations of other 

empirical data. For example, in the case of Millar and Tesser’s (1986) findings, wherein Why-

introspection led to enhanced attitude-behaviour consistency (vs How-introspection) for the 

instrumental behaviours, are we to imagine that ‘false beliefs’ were also responsible for these 

effects? An increase in attitude-behaviour consistency would be antithetical to Wilson’s claims 

about false cognitions, namely that they are temporary (thus, should not have influence on 

behaviours at a delayed time-point) and attitude-discordant (thus, should not correspond to 

attitudes at the delayed time-point, when behaviours are measured). Thus, attempts to extend the 

skewness hypothesis to other data sets seems difficult. 

In the Millar-Tesser paradigm, attitudinal bases are never actually measured, and so it is 

assumed rather than demonstrated that their between-base shifting is the mechanism responsible 

for matching effects (the dominance hypothesis). Millar and Tesser (1989) claim that their 
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manipulation check (of the Why- and How-introspections) revealed that Why-introspecting 

participants reported more thoughts than How participants, and that How-introspecting 

participants reported more feelings than Why participants. However, there are several significant 

drawbacks to this method of checking such a manipulation. First, simply counting the number of 

thoughts and feelings is not a convincing measure of cognitive/affective attitude bases. A proper 

manipulation check would test the degree to which introspecting had made thoughts or feelings 

more influential in determining attitudes. One can have many accessible, reported, but 

uninfluential thoughts and/or feelings; thus, simply summing reports of such mental events is not 

a true manipulation check.  

Second, it is unclear that the authors actually succeeded even in determining the number 

of such experiences that participants had. ‘Thoughts’ and ‘feelings’ were judged by coders, and it 

is unclear what defined each category. Millar and Tesser (1986, 1989) have repeatedly stated that 

statements describing “an affective state [of the participant]” were counted as feelings, while any 

“attribute of the puzzle” would be called a reason. Ambiguities could be raised about such a 

coding scheme. For instance, in both studies (Millar & Tesser, 1986, 1989), the Why and How 

groups received different manipulation checks, such that Why participants were only asked for 

reasons, and How participants only asked for feelings. Thus, it is hardly surprising that Why 

participants were rated as reporting more thoughts, and How participants more feelings. 

Differences in the manipulation check instructions, rather than the introspection, could produce 

this biased attempt at validation. For instance, participants may have simply phrased their 

statements in accordance with the introspection condition’s instructions (Why-introspection = 

‘make it sound reasonable’; How-introspection = ‘make it sound emotional’), rather than being 

driven to focus deeply on affective versus cognitive experiences. For instance, if a participant 
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recalled feeling bored (an affective reaction), they would probably say this for the How-

introspection condition (since ‘feeling bored’ sounds like ‘how’ one feels). If they were in the 

Why-introspection condition, they might instead state “the puzzle was boring” to make it sound 

more like a reason. Nonetheless, they would be recalling the same experience. 

For these reasons, it is unclear that introspection produces changes in attitude bases at all. 

Even if introspection does influence attitude bases, it is furthermore unclear whether Why-

introspection works only by increasing cognitive, or whether it also decreases affective reactions 

(and vice versa: whether How-introspection works only by increasing affective, or by also 

decreasing cognitive reactions). Either possibility would be compatible with Millar and Tesser’s 

(1986) data. Finally, even granting that introspection does influence attitude bases, and that it 

could be identified which introspection method(s) change(s) which attitude base(s), it would still 

be unclear whether effects of introspection (e.g. persuasion-matching effects) were actually 

driven by such attitude base dynamics. Establishing such a causal chain would require more 

specific analytic (Baron & Kenny, 1986) or procedural (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005) 

approaches. 

Pre-manipulation attitude bases. 

Another limitation of most prior research is the absence of a time-1 measure of attitude 

bases. Because most research randomly allocates participants into experimental conditions, 

letting random assignment control for the ‘nuisance variable’ of initial attitude bases, the 

possibility that introspection or persuasion effects may be contingent on initial bases has been 

generally ignored. No empirical findings have tested whether time-1 attitude bases could 

moderate the effects of introspection, despite such moderation being a predictable consequence 

of the dominance hypothesis. If introspection works through shifts in the relative salience of 
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attitude bases (Why enhancing cognitions, How enhancing affect), individuals whose attitudes 

are already entirely cognitive (affective) should logically be resistant to Why (How) 

introspection. In some cases, authors (e.g. Millar & Tesser, 1986) have purported that particular 

findings (e.g. Wilson et al., 1984) used objects that were generally affective in nature (e.g., 

beverages, photographs, etc.); in other words, objects for which most individuals would have an 

initially affective base. However, no studies to date have (i) determined that the objects they 

have employed were in fact affective/cognitive at time-1, or better, (ii) determined the 

participants whose time-1 attitude bases were affective versus cognitive, and employed these 

initial bases as a moderator of any introspection effects, or (iii) experimentally manipulated 

participants time-1 attitude bases, in order to produce such a moderation. In the absence of such 

evidence, claims that previous objects can be assumed to be affective are necessarily speculative, 

and therefore the role of time-1 attitude bases is left unexplored. 

Wilson’s work in this area, summarized by Wilson and colleagues’ (1989) review, offers 

no substantial evidence concerning moderation by attitude bases. Although the review discusses 

moderation of Why-introspection by such variables as accessibility, amount of experience 

(Wilson et al., 1984), and knowledge (Wilson, Kraft, & Dunn, 1988), and in some cases directly 

claims some of these variables as stand-ins for cognitive bases, this is theoretically questionable. 

It is clear that such moderators cannot serve as substitutes for attitude bases. For example, 

amount of knowledge is a completely separate construct - one can have a lot of knowledge about 

a topic, but still form attitudes primarily on the basis of affect; or contrariwise, have little 

knowledge, but still use cognitive reactions to guide attitudinal judgements. Many knowledge 

measures simply assess the amount of attitude-relevant information that an individual can recruit 

(Wood, Rholes, & Biek, 1995), which does nothing to separate between more cognitive or 



20 

 

affective types of information. Furthermore, knowledge in these contexts is often measured only 

via a ‘familiarity’ measure (e.g., Wilson, Kraft, & Dunn, 1989; study 2) as a proxy for a 

subjective knowledge rating. It is implausible that such a rating would only be influenced by 

participants having a storehouse of cognitive associations about the object (in this case, 

politicians), and more believable that both affective and cognitive reactions have significant 

weight on participants self-ratings of familiarity. Similarly, Wilson et al.’s conversion of 

‘amount of experience’ to ‘cognitive attitude base’ is striking; why should more exposure to an 

object always lead to a more cognitive attitude towards it? Indeed, if one has many emotionally 

and/or sensorily rich experiences with an object, amount of experience can presumably lead to a 

more affective base. Because of the weaknesses of these inferences, the role of initial attitude 

bases is also ambiguous in the Wilson literature. 

Despite these criticisms of prior speculations in this area, there are theoretical grounds to 

derive some predictions concerning the role of time-1 attitude bases, from the position of the 

dominance and skewness hypotheses. From a dominance perspective, introspection functions by 

changing the relative emphasis that individuals place on affective (How) vs cognitive (Why) 

attitude bases. This presupposes that individuals have ‘room to move’; that is, are not already so 

affective (cognitive) that How (Why) introspection would simply lead to a ceiling effect. Thus, 

individuals might not be affected by introspection if they are already very high in the attitude 

base that the introspective method increases. For a very different reason, individuals of the 

opposite extreme might also show resistance, because their attitude bases may be very 

trenchantly resistant to influence. For instance, highly cognitive individuals might also resist 

How-introspection’s influence because they very firmly root their attitude in cognitive reactions. 

For these reasons, introspection may work most powerfully for individuals who have relatively 
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mixed attitude bases, with neither cognitive nor affective bases exclusively driving their 

evaluations. 

By this logic, relatively moderate affective (cognitive) people would be the most 

influenced by How (Why) introspection, such that time-1 attitude bases would have a 

curvilinear, moderating influence on introspection. From the position of the skewness 

hypothesis, however, it seems that no moderation by time-1 attitude base should occur. This is 

because the skewness hypothesis works at the level of the content of the base. Individuals who 

are maximally cognitive towards an object, for example (in the sense that their attitudes are fully 

driven by cognitive reactions), can presumably still produce non-representative ideas about an 

attitude object. If they temporarily adopt those ideas at time-1, they would show introspection-

induced attitude disruption because the evaluation suggested by those ideas would be discrepant 

from their re-emerging attitude at time-2. Similarly, individuals with moderate attitude bases 

should also be influenced by Why-introspection’s skewing effects. Individuals with a very 

extreme affective attitude base would also be influenced by Why-introspection; the skewness 

hypothesis would suggest that they would temporarily guide their attitude in accordance with the 

‘plausible reasons’ they feel pressured (by the experimental instructions) to provide, usurping 

their usual evaluation of the attitude object.  

Structural/meta attitude bases. 

One final issue concerning the introspection literature, is the unexplored distinction 

between structural and meta levels of attitude bases in the introspection literature. Two of the 

issues above (the question of underlying mechanisms, and pre-manipulation bases) rely on the 

concept of attitude bases. However, there are at least two approaches to assessing individuals’ 

attitude bases. First, one might have participants evaluate their affective and cognitive reactions 
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to an object, as well as their overall attitude towards the object, and calculate the degree of 

discrepancy between both. Thus, one might consider participants’ affective discrepancy score 

(the gap between their affective and overall evaluation) and cognitive discrepancy score (the gap 

between their cognitive and overall evaluation). The structural (also known as objective) base is 

then constructed as the difference score between the affective and cognitive discrepancies 

(structural base = affective-discrepancy - cognitive-discrepancy), with the logic that a relative 

smaller affective-discrepancy indicates a more affectively-driven attitude. Second, one may 

simply ask participants to evaluate the extent to which they believe that their attitudes are driven 

by their affective reactions, and their cognitive reactions. The meta (subjective) base is 

determined by finding the difference between these ratings (meta-affective - meta-cognitive). 

Relatively higher meta-affective endorsements indicate a greater belief that one’s attitude is 

motivated by affective (over cognitive) reactions. These two approaches to assessing attitude 

bases have been shown to represent independent constructs (for example, they tend to correlate 

at near-zero levels; See et al., 2008, 2013). Furthermore, they are each independently 

consequential, for instance in their prediction of whether individuals will seek affective or 

cognitive information (that is, the simultaneous use of both measures leads to incremental 

predictive gain; See et al., 2008, 2013).  

Theories about introspection have exclusively considered attitude bases in the structural 

sense. For example, Wilson et al. (1989, p. 306) discuss affective bases as “the affective 

component of...attitude [determining] attitude reports”, strongly suggesting a congruence 

(structural) conception of attitude bases. Millar and Tesser (1986, p. 271) speak in similar terms, 

describing affective attitude bases as “the influence of affect [on] self-report”. Nonetheless, 

evidence demonstrating the operation of these attitude bases is lacking, and so it is entirely 
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possible that introspection might work at structural, meta, or both levels at once. It makes some 

intuitive sense that introspective focus on one’s cognitive reactions may cause those reasons to 

temporarily predominate in determining one’s attitude. But it is also plausible that the 

manipulations’ directions may change one’s self-perception of how cognitive one is. For these 

reasons, I take a ‘dual construct’ view of attitude bases, in which the meta and structural levels 

may be uniquely important to prediction and influence. As outlined below, some hypotheses are 

emphasized at one or the other level, consistent with existing literature and theoretical reasoning. 

However, all hypotheses will be tested in a manner sensitive to effects at the meta level, the 

structural level, and both simultaneously. 

Overview of the Current Program of Research 

Two studies were conducted, that investigated the current gaps in the literature on 

introspection. The first general goal was to determine what effect(s) introspection had on attitude 

bases. One significant objective within this larger goal is to determine whether Why and/or How 

introspection may have similar, different, or null influences on attitude bases. A second question 

is the way in which introspection induces attitude base changes (if any). As introduced before, 

the Wilson literature is suggestive of a skewness hypothesis, whereas the Millar-Tesser 

investigations have suggested a dominance hypothesis. Specifically, the skewness hypothesis 

would suggest that Why-introspection should cause a greater absolute difference in reported 

cognitive base, from pre- to post-manipulation. Meanwhile, the dominance hypothesis would 

suggest between-base changes (bases becoming better predictors of attitudes, relative to each 

other). Specifically, How-introspection is hypothesized to enhance the affective base’s 

dominance over the cognitive; while Why-introspection is hypothesized to enhance the cognitive 

base over the affective. I examine both possibilities. Finally, I consider which types of attitude 
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bases are influenced by introspection. I measured both structural and meta-bases after the 

introspection inductions, and compare these against a control group that did not introspect. Thus, 

I can determine whether the actual congruence (between affective / cognitive reactions, and 

attitude; structural bases) changed in the wake of introspection; and/or, whether individuals’ 

beliefs about this congruence (meta-bases) changed. 

The second broad goal is to examine how pre-introspection attitude bases may regulate 

the effects of introspection. Based on the dominance hypothesis of Millar and Tesser, I suggest 

that initial attitude bases may serve as moderators of introspection effects. However, the 

skewness hypothesis of Wilson would indicate that pre-introspection attitude bases should not 

attenuate the effects of introspection. Again, these questions can be explored with both the 

structural and/or meta types of measurement, so I test all hypotheses using both types of attitude 

base measure at once.  

Finally, if these post-introspection attitude base changes emerge for participants, they 

may account for several behavioural and/or cognitive effects of introspection that have been 

documented in past literature. One of these effects would obviously be attitude-behaviour 

consistency (Wilson et al., 1984; Wilson & Dunn, 1986). Similarly, studies concerning 

introspection-persuasion (Edwards & von Hippel, 1995; Millar & Millar, 1990) may be fruitfully 

explained through attitude bases, in that introspection may influence persuasion by skewing or 

shifting the dominance between bases. For example, people might be more susceptible to 

cognitive messages if cognitive bases are temporarily emphasized and therefore seem more 

relevant; or if producing false cognitions are easily contradicted by cognitive arguments, 

resulting in greater persuadability. These behavioural consequences of introspection have 

classically been explained by implicating changes in attitude bases as the responsible 
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mechanism, but these studies can begin to examine this question more directly. The present 

investigations will target one paradigm: the influence of introspection on receptivity to 

persuasive messages. I will test for the presence of the matching effect (whereby cognitive 

messages work better for Why- introspectors due to changes in cognitive bases; vice versa for 

affective / How- introspection; Edwards & von Hippel, 1995; Mayer & Tormala, 2010), at both 

the structural and meta levels.  

A final feature of the thesis is that due to its two-study design, I obtain a number of 

advantages over a single-study report. First, the two studies address different attitude objects, 

which prevents any conclusions from being overly limited in generalizability. Second, it permits 

me to vary my control group across the two studies, so that in one study the control group 

involves introspecting about an irrelevant object (as per Wilson et al., 1993), while the other 

study uses a more completely inert control group (who list the names of countries). Third, it 

allows me to examine the role of pre-introspection attitude bases in two different ways - in one 

study, using attitude bases immediately prior to introspecting (increasing the reliability of the 

estimate, but potentially causing consistency effects); in the other, using attitude bases from a 

prescreening measure several months prior (decreasing reliability, but greatly eliminating 

consistency-related issues). 
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Chapter 2  

Study One 

The main purpose of study one is to investigate the mechanisms responsible for 

introspection effects. Why and How-introspection conditions (plus control) will be crossed with 

cognitive and affective persuasive messages, framed to be generally counter-attitudinal. The key 

analyses will test whether Why and How-introspection conditions result in changes to within- or 

between-base changes of attitude bases, at either meta or structural levels, and whether such 

effects may be moderated by initial levels of attitude bases (measured pre-manipulations). Any 

introspection effects on persuasion outcomes will be examined in light of alternative hypotheses. 

Design 

 This study had a 3 (Introspection: Why vs How vs Control) X 2 (Message Type: 

Affective vs Cognitive) X 2 (Structural-Meta Order: Structural first vs Meta first) X 2 

(Affective-Cognitive Order: Affective first vs Cognitive first) between-subjects design.  

Participants 

 Participants were 6962 students completing a psychology survey course at Queen’s 

University. They received credit towards their final exam grade as compensation.  

Procedures 

 The attitude object of interest was giving one’s body to science post-mortem. Pre-testing 

led me to select this topic on the basis that it was relatively balanced between affective and 

                                                      

2 My stopping rule was to collect as many participants as possible within the fall and winter 

semesters of my Master’s program. 
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cognitive structural bases. This was an important characteristic of my topic, because the 

dominance hypothesis, for example, asserts that introspection will cause changes in the relative 

salience of attitude bases. Therefore, if most subjects were, for example, extremely affect-driven, 

there would be little room for How-introspection to exert its influence. Second, this topic was 

ideal because individuals’ attitudes towards it, while generally positive, did not approach the 

attitude scale’s endpoints. Again, this was an important element in a topic because of my 

intention to influence participants through a persuasive appeal. If individuals were generally 

situated at an evaluative extreme towards the topic, it would suggest that they would be highly 

resistant to counter-attitudinal messages, or would experience ceiling/floor effects if the message 

was pro-attitudinal.  

All of the following procedures were completed on desktop or laptop computers, through 

MediaLab. First, participants answered the full set of measures at time-1 (attitude, then structural 

and meta scales of affective and cognitive bases), in one of the four (2 X 2) order conditions, 

selected randomly. This, and all group allocations, were performed via random number 

generation. Once assigned to an order condition, the presentation of the four attitude base scales 

remained constant for a given participant, through the two other time points. 

Participants next underwent the full procedure for a second experiment unrelated to this 

study. This took approximately 20-25 minutes, and involved some irrelevant questionnaires and 

procedures. Again, this was a desirable aspect to my methodology because it created a 

moderately lengthy and distracting buffer period between the first and second block of 

questionnaires. Too short of a buffer period, or no buffer period between the first to second time 

point (with only introspection between), would have been likely to induce a consistency bias for 

the attitude questionnaires, that would make it difficult for a manipulation to exert any influence. 
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Contrariwise, a very lengthy delay was not a practical solution for the purposes of participant 

recruitment. Thus, roughly 20 minutes’ delay permitted a good balance between these two 

potential issues. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three introspection conditions (Why, How, 

or Control), and were asked to think about the provided directions (see Appendix B) for five 

minutes, expressing their thoughts into a free response space. Why participants were asked to 

“think of the reasons why you like or dislike the thought of donating your body for scientific 

research”, How participants were asked to “think about how you feel about donating your body 

for scientific research”, and Control participants were asked to “think of the reasons why you 

like or dislike your favourite movie.”3 They then answered all of the questions from time-1 

again, providing a time-2 measurement of attitude and meta-structural bases. 

Next, participants were asked to carefully read and consider a persuasive message 

concerning the topic of body donation. Half were randomly assigned to receive an emotional 

message, while half received a cognitive message; both messages were pre-tested to determine 

that they were indeed perceived as affective/cognitive in nature, and roughly equally persuasive. 

Both messages argued that giving one’s body to science post-mortem was strongly negative. 

However, the emotional message presented an evocative story told by a narrator experiencing 

their own dissection post-mortem (with a focus on sensory and sentimental details), while the 

rational message presented a series of ‘fact’-based (credible, if objectively baseless) criticisms of 

                                                      

3 One may wonder why the control condition for the introspection task also involves Why 

introspection (but about an irrelevant object). This choice of control group comes directly from 

the Wilson literature (e.g., Wilson et al., 1989), with the rationale that this “[ensures] that the 

effects of analysing reasons is specific to thinking about the target issue, rather than to explaining 

how one feels about any issue” (p. 385). However, if the reader finds this explanation wanting, 

study two employed an alternative control group procedure (an irrelevant object-listing task). 
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the scientific value of donating one’s body to medicine. After reading these, participants filled 

out a time 3 measurement of their attitude and attitude bases (meta and structural). Participants 

were then provided with a positive mood induction (thinking about a recent memory when they 

were made happy; see Appendix B) in order to reverse any negative mood impact made by the 

persuasive message, debriefed, and compensated for their time in the form of course credit. 

Measures 

 Attitude scale. This measure consisted of 8 items, adapted from the attitude scale 

developed by Crites, Petty, and Fabrigar (1994). Participants were asked to rate the extent to 

which they associated the attitude object (body donation), with both a given term and its 

antonym, as independent items. The words included were therefore both positive (e.g. ‘like’) and 

negative (e.g. ‘bad’). Each item was rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (totally), with negative 

items reverse-coded. The mean score of these corrected items was calculated, leading to an 

attitude score with a conceptual range of 1-7. More positive scores indicated more favourable 

attitudes towards the topic. Cronbach’s α for this measure was .87. All scales are specified fully 

in Appendix B.  

 Structural affective attitude base scale (within-base). This measure contained 16 

items, based on the attitude base scales from Crites et al. (1994). Items tapped emotions 

associated with the object (e.g. happy, angry). Each item was rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 

7 (totally), with negative items reverse-coded. The mean score of these corrected items was 

calculated, leading to a within-base structural affective score with a conceptual range of 1-7. 

Higher scores represented more positive affective reactions towards the object. Cronbach’s α = 

.87. 
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Structural cognitive attitude base scale (within-base). This measure contained 14 

items from Crites et al. (1994), designed to assess attributes of the object (e.g., safe, useless). 

Each item was rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (totally), with negative items reverse-coded. 

The mean score of these corrected items was calculated, leading to a within-base structural 

cognitive score with a conceptual range of 1-7.  Higher scores represented more positive 

cognitive reactions towards the object. Cronbach’s α = .88. 

 Computation of structural bases. First, a discrepancy score was calculated for each 

attitude base, formed by computing the absolute difference between affective base and attitude 

(affective discrepancy), and cognitive base and attitude (cognitive discrepancy). Thus, these 

discrepancy scores represented the average distance between the positivity of participants’ 

affective (cognitive) reactions, and the positivity of their overall evaluations. Smaller 

discrepancies represented greater congruence between that attitude base and the overall attitude. 

The conceptual range of this attitude-base discrepancy was 0-6. 

Second, a structural between-base score was created by subtracting (cognitive 

discrepancy - affective discrepancy), to express the relative affectivity of participants’ structural 

attitude bases. Higher scores represented a relatively smaller affective (vs cognitive) 

discrepancy, meaning that the individual’s attitude was relatively more congruent with their 

affective than their cognitive reactions. The conceptual range of this between-base difference 

was -6 to +6. 

 Meta-affective attitude base scale (within-base). Participants expressed their meta 

affective base by answering four items. These and the meta cognitive attitude base scale (below) 

were based on two items from See et al. (2008, 2013), and are expressed in full in Appendix B. 

For the meta affective items, questions measured beliefs that one’s attitude was driven by 
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emotions and feelings. Example item: “To what extent do you think your attitudes toward 

donating your body for scientific research are driven by your emotions?” Participants’ ratings of 

the four items were averaged to produce an index of meta affective attitude base, where higher 

ratings indicated a greater belief that one’s attitude was driven by affective reactions. The 

conceptual range for meta-affective base was 1 to 7. Cronbach’s α for this measure was .88. 

Meta-cognitive attitude base scale (within-base). Participants answered four items 

assessing meta-cognitive base. Example item: “To what degree do you think your thoughts 

matter in forming your overall assessment of donating your body for scientific research?” 

Participants’ ratings of the four items were averaged to produce an index of meta cognitive 

attitude base, where higher ratings indicated a greater belief that one’s attitude was driven by 

cognitive reactions. The conceptual range for meta-cognitive base was 1 to 7. Cronbach’s α for 

this measure was .84. 

Computation of meta scores (between-base). Meta between-base scores were 

calculated by subtracting (meta-affective - meta-cognitive), thus estimating the relative degree to 

which participants meta bases were affective. That is, positive scores represented a relatively 

greater belief that one’s attitude was driven by affective (relative to cognitive) reactions, while 

negative scores indicated that an individual believed that their attitude was driven principally by 

cognitions. The conceptual range for this between-base meta-base score was -6 to 6. 
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Table 1 

Time-1 Attitude, and Meta / Structural Attitude Base Components and Derived Scores. 

Variable M Mdn SD Conceptual 

Range 

Actual 

Range 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Attitude 5.30 5.38 1.08 1.00 - 7.00 1.75 - 7.00 -.49 -.05 

Structural 

Affective Base 

4.80 4.75 .96 1.00 - 7.00 1.81 - 7.00 0 -.06 

Structural 

Cognitive Base 

5.57 5.71 .84 1.00 - 7.00 2.21 - 7.00 -.78 .78 

Affective-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

.78 .63 .63 0 - 6.00 0 - 3.63 1.08 1.18 

Cognitive-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

.66 .54 .57 0 - 6.00 0 - 3.75 1.57 3.32 

Structural Attitude 

Base 

-.12 -.07 .81 -6.00 - 6.00 -2.89 - 3.11 -.02 .74 

Meta-Affective 

Base 

5.08 5.25 1.32 1.00 - 7.00 1.00 - 7.00 -.81 .56 

Meta-Cognitive 

Base 

5.50 5.50 1.14 1.00 - 7.00 1.00 - 7.00 -.93 1.35 

Meta Attitude 

Base 

-.42 0 1.32 -6.00 - 6.00 -6.00 - 5.25 -.94 2.90 

 

Results 

Distributional properties. 

 As revealed by the descriptive statistics (see Table 1), my primary variables had a 

number of necessary qualities for my multivariate analyses. First, all of the variables had only 

modest levels of skewness (maximum |skewness| = 1.57) and kurtosis (maximum |kurtosis| = 

3.32). Neither of these values exceed typical recommendations (skewness = 2, kurtosis = 7) for 
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when skewness/kurtosis become problematic for various multivariate procedures (see West, 

Finch, & Curran, 1995). 

With respect to overall attitude, individuals were somewhat positive towards donating 

one’s body to science (M = 5.30, SD = 1.08). Either excessive positivity or negativity would 

have posed limitations to my ability to persuade participants using the persuasive passages, as 

noted previously. Therefore, this moderate average attitude was a positive quality of the data. 

Attitude-base discrepancies were relatively low, for both attitude-affect discrepancies (M 

= .78, SD = .63) and attitude-cognition discrepancies (M = .66, SD = .57), indicating a relatively 

close alignment between individuals’ affective and cognitive reactions, with their overall 

attitudes. Similarly, the meta-bases of both affective (M = 5.09, SD = 1.32) and cognitive (M = 

5.50, SD = 1.14) types were reasonably positive values (compared to a conceptual midpoint of 

4), indicating that individuals felt that they relied on both affect and cognition in determining 

their attitudes. 

Given my interest in moderation by initial attitude bases, individuals’ tendency to 

affective or cognitive bases at time 1 (on either type of attitude base) was a key characteristic of 

the data. Therefore, one caveat of my data might be that individuals demonstrated somewhat 

more cognitive than affective bases (structural and meta types). These differences were 

reasonably substantial, especially for meta bases (structural base M = -.12, SD = .81; meta base 

M = -.42, SD = 1.32). For example, 58% of individuals were more structurally cognitive than 

affective. But about 69% of individuals were more meta-cognitive than meta-affective. 

Associations among attitude base measures. 

One key test was to determine that, consistent with prior literature, meta and structural 

bases were not redundant with one another. Indeed, I found that meta and structural attitude 
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bases for this attitude object were non-significantly correlated with one another (r(695) = .04, p = 

.280). This is congruent with previous analyses by See et al. (2008), who developed metrics of 

structural and meta bases from participants’ averaged responses to five attitude objects across 

three studies, and found correlations between pooled meta and structural base scores of r = -.03 

to .18. I can conclude that my structural and meta bases are independent of one another. 

I also correlated the two individual structural bases (affective, cognitive) at time one, 

finding a correlation of r(695) = .61, p < .001. This indicated that using affective reactions as a 

basis for attitude formation was positively related to also using cognitive reactions to guide 

attitudes. Such a correlation was somewhat high compared to previous work by See et al. (2008), 

who had found correlations between affective and cognitive structural bases of r = .04-.33, 

across three studies (although this was averaged, in each case, across multiple attitude objects). I 

also correlated my individual meta-base measures (affective, cognitive), producing a correlation 

of r(696) = .43, p < .001. Once again, this suggested that individuals who believed that they used 

affective reactions to guide their attitudes, tended to also endorse using cognitive reactions as 

guides. This value was comparable to See et al.’s observed range of r = -.40 to .57 across three 

studies (although again, those researchers employed five attitude objects per study, averaging 

attitude bases across these). 

Within-base disruption effects of introspection. 

A critical test of the skewness hypothesis suggested by Wilson and colleagues’ research, 

was that Why-introspection (and not How-introspection) should cause a disruption within 

cognitive attitude bases. Wilson et al.’s review (1989) clarifies that the skewness hypothesis only 

asserts that changes will occur, and not whether these changes will be uniformly in a positive or 

negative direction. Therefore, tests should be constructed to be sensitive to absolute changes 



35 

 

from time one to time two (e.g. individuals showing signs of attitude base disruption), rather than 

only detecting directional changes (e.g. individuals becoming more positive, on average, post-

introspection).  

Within-base changes measured through absolute changes in bases. 

Several methods might be used to test for within-base disruption effects. The first method 

used calculations of absolute difference scores between time one and time two attitude bases, 

testing whether disruption was more extreme for Why-introspectors than for other groups. For all 

of the analyses within this section, the set of independent variables is invariant. Introspection 

(Control, How, and Why) is crossed with time-one structural base and time-one meta base. 

However, because I was interested in the possibility of non-linear changes, structural and meta 

bases were entered as both linear and quadratic terms. Consequently, my full set of predictors are 

listed in Table 2. 

Introspection was a categorical variable with three levels (Control, Why, and How), and 

was thus represented with two dummy variables (0 = Control / How, 1 = Why; and 0 = Control / 

Why; 1 = How), resulting in two degrees of freedom for introspection in the subsequent tests. 

The remaining predictors were continuous forms of participants’ time-one attitude bases (one 

degree of freedom each). Structural base was represented in its centered, linear form (higher = 

more affective structural base); and its quadratic form (calculated by squaring the centered 

structural base variable; higher = more extreme structural base). Meta bases were represented in 

the same forms: centered/linear, and squared/quadratic. All possible two-way and three-way 

interactions, except those that crossed any particular attitude base with its own quadratic term, 

were calculated.  
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Table 2 

Summary of Prediction Terms Used in Absolute Base Change Analyses 

Main effect  

Structural base, linear Structural base, quadratic 

Meta base, linear Meta base, quadratic 

Introspection (Control, How, Why)  

Two-way interaction effects  

Introspection X linear structural base Linear structural X linear meta base 

Introspection X linear meta base Linear structural X quadratic meta base 

Introspection X quadratic structural base Quadratic structural X quadratic meta base 

Introspection X quadratic meta base Quadratic structural X linear meta base 

Three-way interaction effects  

Introspection X linear structural X linear meta 

base 

Introspection X quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta base 

Introspection X linear structural X quadratic 

meta base 

Introspection X quadratic structural X linear 

meta base 

 

For each analysis, the DV was derived using the formula: Δ = ABS (variable at time two 

- variable at time one). For example, the DV for ‘structural cognitive change’ was calculated as 

(ABS [structural cognitive at time one - structural cognitive at time two]). The five dependent 

variables were: Δ attitude, Δ structural cognitive base, Δ structural affective base, Δ meta 

cognitive base, and Δ meta affective base. 

To test the significance of main effects and the omnibus term of each interaction, all 

terms were entered into five General Linear Models (GLM), for my five dependent variables. 

However, to follow up with significant interactions, identical models were re-constructed in 
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Hayes’ (2012) PROCESS macro for SPSS, using parametric testing and examining simple slopes 

for each significant interaction4. Dummy codes constructed to represent Why and How 

introspection groups were centered. 

 

Attitude changes. My first analysis used attitude change as the dependent variable. Across 

Wilson et al.’s research, the most unambiguous claim made is that attitudes change under Why-

introspection, at a rate higher than under How-introspection or control conditions. Thus, my most 

critical objective was to test whether attitude disruption occurred disproportionately under Why-

introspection, making a main effect of introspection on attitude change my first hypothesis. 

However, the main effect of introspection was non-significant (F(2,652) = .48, p = .62), meaning 

that I had no reason to conclude that introspection condition had a direct effect on attitude 

change. I did not anticipate that linear or quadratic attitude bases would have a direct effect on 

attitude change, and there was indeed no effect of linear meta-base (F(1,652) = .05, p = .820), 

quadratic structural (F(1,652) = .51, p = .476) or quadratic meta-base (F(1,652) = .67, p = .414). 

However, there was a main effect of structural base (F(1,652) = 4.00, p = .046). Analysis of this 

main effect revealed that there was a positive relationship between structural base and attitude 

                                                      

4 Tests were employed to ensure that the two methods (GLM and PROCESS) were constructed 

identically. They were, as demonstrated by several key findings. First, I found that the models 

had identical R2 values, within three decimal points. Second, I performed tests to ensure that the 

omnibus tests performed by the GLM were identical to the effects of the dummy variables in 

PROCESS. To this end, I tested whether the additional variance explained by the augmented 

PROCESS model (all predictors previously noted), compared to the compacted model (all 

predictors except the dummy variables), was equivalent to the omnibus F-value for introspection 

calculated by the GLM. It was, within rounding error margins. Third, I compared individual 

interaction terms (e.g., linear structural base X linear meta base) to see whether their significance 

values were the same in the GLM and PROCESS analyses. They were, within two decimal 

points. Thus, I proceeded to perform GLM for my omnibus tests, using PROCESS to follow up 

with significant findings (in order to provide slope estimates). 
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change (B = .065), meaning that more structurally affective individuals showed more attitude 

change. 

Concerning two-way interactions between the attitude bases, I once again had no 

hypotheses about how these might predict attitude change. Indeed, there was no apparent effect 

of linear meta X linear structural (F(1,652) = .24, p = .627), linear meta X quadratic structural 

(F(1,652) = .08, p = .772), quadratic meta X linear structural (F(1,652) = 2.63, p = .105), or 

quadratic meta X quadratic structural bases (F(1,652) = .42, p = .516). Thus, it did not appear 

that any particular arrangement of structural and meta bases was related to attitude change.  

Turning to two-way interactions between attitude bases and introspection, I could form 

hypotheses from the previous literature. Specifically, I anticipated an effect whereby 

introspection would interact with either meta or structural bases’ quadratic term. The logic of this 

would be that Why-introspection might influence only individuals who do not have extreme 

attitudinal bases (structural or meta), and are therefore vulnerable to introspective influence. 

Contrariwise, individuals with extreme meta bases might be resistant to introspection. A two-

way interaction between introspection and quadratic meta-base was obtained (F(2,652) = 3.29, p 

= .038). To understand this relationship, simple slopes at the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of 

quadratic meta-base were calculated5, to examine the effects of introspection conditions on 

attitude change, as meta-base extremity increased (see Table 3). More positive regression 

coefficients indicate that the focal condition induced more attitude change than occurred in the 

control condition, whereas negative coefficients indicate that less attitude change occurred under 

                                                      

5 Because the quadratic term was skewed, I could not generate the customary +1/-1 SD terms 

used for interpreting interactions (-1 SD fell outside of the actual data set). 10th and 90th 

percentiles were therefore substituted. 50th percentile (the median) is the point of central 

tendency, like the mean in traditional simple slopes analysis (Aiken & West, 1991). 
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the focal condition. I examined Why and How introspection groups separately, to see whether 

quadratic meta-bases moderated the influence of one or both groups’s influence on attitude 

change. Why-introspection interacted significantly with quadratic meta-base (F(1,652) = 5.56, p 

= .019), and How-introspection also significantly interacted with quadratic meta-base (F(1,652) 

= 5.15, p = .024); thus, both are represented in Table 3. The left column represents the increase 

in attitude change resulting from being in the How introspection group (compared to control), 

whereas the right column represents the increase from being in the Why introspection group. 

Progressing from the first row of data to the third, shows what effect the introspection condition 

had at different levels of the quadratic meta-base. Because the quadratic meta-base represents a 

squaring of the centered meta-base itself, small values indicate that the individual had a 

relatively moderate meta-base (i.e. they believed that their attitudes were driven approximately 

equally by cognition and affect), whereas large values indicate that the individual had a very 

extreme meta-base (i.e. believed that they were either very cognitively or very affectively driven, 

but not both). In other words, moving from the top to the bottom rows of Table 3 represents 

increasing levels of meta-base extremity. The slopes revealed that the effects of How-

introspection on attitude change became more negative as quadratic meta-base increased, which 

means that How-introspection caused attitudes to become more stable as individuals’ meta-bases 

became more extreme. The pattern was similar for Why-introspection: more attitude stability 

resulted from Why-introspecting, as meta-bases became more extreme.  
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Table 3 

Simple Slopes Predicting Attitude Change from Introspection Condition, Moderated by 

Increasing Levels of Meta-base Extremity 

Value of the 

Moderator (Quadratic 

Meta-base) 

Effect of the How 

introspection dummy  

Effect of the Why  

introspection dummy  

Low 

(10th percentile) 

B = .050, SE = .071  

(p = .488) 

B = -.017, SE = .071 

(p = .811) 

Moderate 

(50th percentile) 

B = .031, SE = .067  

(p = .648) 

B = -.038, SE = .067 

(p = .575) 

High 

(90th percentile) 

B = -.138, SE = .081  

(p = .090) 

B = -.229, SE = .083 

(p = .006) 

 

The two-way interaction between introspection and quadratic structural base, however, 

was non-significant (F(2,652) = .38, p = .682), so the possibility that introspection’s effect on 

attitude change is contingent on initial attitude bases was limited to meta, not structural bases. I 

did not hypothesize that there would be any interaction between introspection and the linear 

attitude bases, since introspection’s influence on attitude change would not likely be contingent 

on how affective (vs cognitive) people’s bases are. Indeed, neither the linear structural (F(2,652) 

= 1.120, p = .327) nor the linear meta (F(2,652) = .172, p = .842) bases interacted with 

introspection. 

Finally, I considered the possible three-way interactions. I did not have any hypotheses 

suggesting that (Why or How) introspection’s effect would be contingent on some combination 

of the (linear or quadratic) structural or meta-bases. The introspection X linear structural X linear 

meta base interaction was indeed non-significant (F(2,652) = 2.88, p = .057), as was the 

introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta base interaction (F(2,652) = 1.99, p = .137). 

However, the other two interactions were significant. First, I obtained an interaction of 
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introspection X linear meta X quadratic structural base (F(2,652) = 3.26, p = .039). To examine 

the simple slopes for this interaction, I considered how each introspection condition’s effect on 

attitude change was moderated by combinations of linear meta-base and quadratic structural 

base. I statistically examined whether the introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta 

interactions were significant for the How-introspection and/or Why-introspection dummies. 

Thus, analyses were followed up separately for the How (where the three-way interaction was 

insignificant: (F(1,652) = .23, p = .127) and Why introspection (also insignificant: F(1,652) = 

3.75, p = .053) groups. Because the omnibus 3-way interaction had been significant (p = .039), I 

followed up this insignificant interaction involving Why-introspection, to see if a meaningful 

pattern could be detected. However, not only were all simple slopes insignificant, none even 

trended towards significance. Therefore, this interaction is not considered further. 

Second, I obtained an interaction of introspection X quadratic meta X quadratic structural 

bases (F(2,652) = 3.21, p = .041). Once again, I found that this was most clearly explained by 

considering how each introspection group’s effect (compared to the other groups) on attitude 

change was moderated by levels of quadratic structural and quadratic meta bases. Thus, I again 

separated the PROCESS analysis by introspection group, so that the moderation of Why and 

How introspection could be separately considered. The effect on How introspection was non-

significant (F(1,652) = .78, p = .378), and so is not reproduced here. The effect on Why 

introspection was significant (F(1,652) = 5.93, p = .015), and consequently is presented in Table 

4.  
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Table 4 

The Effect of Why-Introspection on Attitude Change, Moderated by Combinations of Quadratic 

Structural and Quadratic Meta Bases 

Values of the 

Moderator (Quadratic 

Meta-base) 

Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Low  

(10th percentile) 

B = -.017, SE = .070 

(p = .814) 

B = -.007, SE = .064 

(p = .908) 

B = .058, SE = .095 

(p = .540) 

Moderate 

(50th percentile) 

B = -.037, SE = .067 

(p = .577) 

B = -.024, SE = .061 

(p = .691) 

B = .069, SE = .088 

(p = .434) 

High 

(90th percentile) 

B = -.228, SE = .083 

(p = .006) 

B = -.179, SE = .078 

(p = .021) 

B = .165, SE = .092 

(p = .073) 

 

 To understand Table 4, one must first observe that columns represent quadratic structural 

base levels, such that the leftmost data column represents relatively mixed structural bases, while 

the rightmost column shows individuals with very extreme (one-sided) structural bases. 

Meanwhile, rows represent levels of meta-bases: the upper row shows people who had mixed 

views of what drove their attitude (neither meta-affect nor meta-cognition showing a relative 

advantage), while the bottom row shows people with more one-sided views of what drove their 

attitude (affect or cognition, but not both). Table 5’s most obvious feature seems to be that the 

slopes become more extreme as meta-bases become more extreme (moving from top row to 

bottom row). Thus, individuals with more extreme meta-bases seemed to show more overall 

reaction to Why-introspection than individuals with more mixed meta-bases. This recalls Table 

3, where Why (and How) introspection had more powerful effects for individuals with extreme 

meta-bases. However, moving across the columns shows me that the relationship is not 

consistent across varying levels of structural base extremity. For low or moderate quadratic 

structural bases, Why-introspection leads to less attitude change as meta-bases become more 
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one-sided. However, for the high quadratic structural individuals, Why-introspection leads to 

more attitude change for extreme meta-base people. However, this latter observation (increased 

attitude change in the bottom-right cell) is limited by its insignificant slope value (B = .165, p = 

.073). Incidentally, although this slope was insignificant, I would note that these are the only 

individuals we have identified who seemed to show the hypothesized Wilson hypothesis - that 

attitude change should increase under Why-introspection. That is, the only individuals in this 

analysis who seemed to show increased attitude change under Why-introspection, were those 

with very one-sided meta-bases and very one-sided structural bases. 

Structural cognitive changes. My second priority was to consider how structural 

cognitive bases may have been impacted by introspection. For this analysis, I only had a single 

hypothesis: that introspection would have a main effect on structural cognitive change. This 

would be consistent with Wilson et al.’s theory that Why-introspection works by causing 

temporary shifts in the cognitive ‘content’ in individuals’ minds, possibly explaining ‘skews’ in 

attitudinal reports occurring post-introspection. However, the main effect of introspection in this 

analysis was non-significant (F(2,652) = 1.26, p = .285). I had no hypotheses concerning how 

initial attitude bases (or their quadratic terms) would predict more or less structural cognitive 

disruption, and indeed found no evidence of main effects for linear structural (F(1,652) = .26, p 

= .609), linear meta (F(1,652) = .83, p = .361), quadratic structural (F(1,652) = 2.24, p = .135), 

or quadratic meta bases (F(1,652) < .01, p = .974). 

Examining two-way interactions between attitude bases, I had no hypotheses about how 

these would relate to structural cognitive stability. Indeed, there was no apparent effect of linear 

meta X linear structural (F(1,652) = 1.46, p = .227), quadratic meta X linear structural (F(1,652) 

= 2.42, p = .120), or quadratic meta X quadratic structural bases (F(1,652) = .42, p = .519). 
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However, I did detect a linear meta X quadratic structural interaction (F(1,652) = 4.17, p = .042), 

which is represented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5 

Effect of Linear Meta Base on Structural Cognitive Change, Depending on Quadratic Structural 

Base. 

  

Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear Meta 

Base 

B = -.015, SE = .016 

(p = .356) 

B = -.020, SE = .015 

(p = .180) 

B = -.056, SE = .018 

(p = .002) 

 

To examine Table 5, first note that columns from left to right indicate increasing levels of 

structural base extremity. Positive regression values indicate that linear meta base has a positive 

relationship with structural cognitive change; in other words, people who believed that their 

attitude bases were affective showed more structural cognitive disruption as the regression values 

become more positive. The significant cell is the rightmost, where the regression value is 

negative (B = -.056, p = .002). This indicates that for individuals with extremely one-sided 

structural bases (i.e. attitudes congruent with cognition or affect, but not both), more affective 

meta-bases predicted less structural cognitive disruption. 

Looking at two-way interactions between introspection and attitude bases, I had no 

predictions for these analyses. That is, I believed that individuals at any level of structural or 

meta base would be equally likely to experience structural cognitive change from introspection. 

Specifically, I found no relationship between introspection and linear structural (F(2,652) = 1.53, 
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p = .218), linear meta (F(2,652) = .04, p = .965), quadratic structural (F(2,652) = .66, p = .517), 

or quadratic meta bases (F(2,652) = 1.43, p = .241). 

Finally, I looked at three-way interactions of introspection and attitude bases on structural 

change. I had no hypotheses for these tests, because I had no reason to anticipate that 

introspection’s effects would be contingent on some particular combination of linear/quadratic 

structural/meta bases. For the most part, my doubts were justified by non-significant interaction 

effects: there was no effect of introspection X linear structural X linear meta base (F(2,652) = 

.2.64, p = .072), introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta base (F(2,652) = 1.88, p = 

.154), or introspection X quadratic structural X linear meta base (F(2,652) = 2.05, p = .130). 

However, I did find an interaction of introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases 

(F(2,652) = 4.87, p = .008), which I proceed to analyse. 

The three-way interaction of introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases 

was most easily understood by breaking it down into two component interactions: the quadratic 

structural X quadratic meta relationship under How introspection (F(1,652) = 6.28, p = .012), 

and the same relationship under Why introspection (F(1,652) < .01, p = .993). Because only the 

How-introspection relationship was significant, it is noted below in figure 6; the effects under 

Why-introspection are not represented. 
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Table 6 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Structural Cognitive Change, Moderated by Combinations of 

Quadratic Structural and Quadratic Meta Bases. 

Values of the 

Moderator (Quadratic 

Meta-base) 

Low Quadratic 

Structural Base (10th 

percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Low  

(10th percentile) 

B = .007, SE = .049 

(p = .880) 

B = .005, SE = .047 

(p = .923) 

B = -.023, SE = .056 

(p = .690) 

Moderate 

(50th percentile) 

B = .012, SE = .044 

(p = .791) 

B = .011, SE = .042 

(p = .787) 

B = .009, SE = .052 

(p = .863) 

High 

(90th percentile) 

B = .042, SE = .073 

(p = .565) 

B = .061, SE = .069 

(p = .380) 

B = .233, SE = .072 

(p = .001) 

 

Table 6’s columns progress from lowest to highest quadratic structural bases, i.e. moving 

from left to right increases the degree to which participants had one-sided structural attitude 

bases (only affective, or only cognitive congruence). Similarly, moving from the top to bottom 

rows of Table 6 shows increasing levels of quadratic meta-bases; i.e. the top row shows 

individuals who believed that their attitude bases were relatively mixed, while the bottom row 

shows individuals who had one-sided beliefs about their attitude base. Examination of the cells 

suggests that few combinations of structural and meta quadratic bases led to any influence of 

How-introspection on structural cognitive change (most slopes did not differ significantly from 

zero; ps > .35). However, individuals with extreme meta and extreme structural bases (the 

bottom right cell) showed a significant positive slope (B = .233, p = .001), indicating that the 

combination of having a very one-sided structural base, and believing that one had a one-sided 

attitude base, led to How-introspecting having a disruptive effect on structural cognitive bases. 

This recalled Table 4, where only individuals with extreme meta and extreme structural bases, 

were close to showing an attitude change effect from Why introspection. 



47 

 

Structural affective changes. Although Wilson et al. typically focus on structural 

cognitive changes induced by introspection, I also wanted to consider the possible impact of 

introspection on structural affective consistency. For example, just as Why introspection has 

been implicated in having impacts that disrupt cognition reactions, I also viewed it as possible 

that Why or How introspection might have disruptive effects on affective reactions. The most 

basic test of this hypothesis was the main effect of introspection on structural affective change. 

However, no effect was detected (F(2,652) = .78, p = .460). I also considered whether initial 

attitude bases (linear / quadratic, X structural / affective) might have any role in predicting 

structural affective changes. Most of the attitude bases did not predict structural affective 

stability: linear structural (F(1,652) = .28, p = .596), linear meta (F(1,652) = 1.03, p = .312), or 

quadratic structural (F(1,652) = .28, p = .596). However, there was a significant main effect of 

quadratic meta base (F(1,652) = 5.38, p = .021) on structural affective change. Examination of 

this effect suggested that more extreme meta-bases predicted slightly more structural affective 

change (B = .015). 

I next considered two-way relationships between the attitude bases. I advanced no 

hypotheses for how combinations of attitude bases might predict structural affective change. No 

significant findings were detected for linear structural X linear meta (F(1,652) = .13, p = .721), 

linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,652) = .82, p = .367), quadratic structural X structural 

meta (F(1,652) = .13, p = .723), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(1,652) = .07, p = 

.794), 

It was also possible that introspection might have interacted with attitude bases, although 

I did not hypothesize any specific interactions. Indeed, introspection did not interact with linear 
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structural (F(1,652) = .31, p = .732), linear meta  (F(1,652) = 1.14, p = .320), quadratic structural 

(F(1,652) = .03, p = .967), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,652) = .47, p = .623). 

Finally, I considered whether introspection might have interacted with some combination 

of attitude bases, in a three-way interaction. Once again, no particular arrangement of attitude 

bases seemed likely to interact with introspection, to produce differences with respect to 

structural affective change. Tests of every three-way combination of introspection by attitude 

bases revealed no differences: introspection X linear structural X linear meta base (F(2,652) = 

2.11, p = .122), introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta base (F(2,652) = .73, p = 

.484), introspection X quadratic structural X linear meta base (F(2,652) = .12, p = .883), or 

introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic meta base (F(2,652) = .08, p = .927). 

Meta cognitive changes. Although prior introspection literature has entirely focused on 

structural bases, the introduction of meta-attitudinal bases leads me to new hypotheses about how 

introspection may exert its effects. Most importantly, this subsection tests whether introspection 

had a direct effect on meta-cognitive changes. I hypothesize that Why-introspection may induce 

greater meta-cognitive changes than the other conditions. The main effect of introspection on 

meta-cognitive change, however, was non-significant (F(2,652) = .50, p = .609). I did 

hypothesize any main effects of the attitude bases on meta-cognitive changes, and indeed there 

was no effect of linear structural (F(1,652) = .43, p = .515), linear meta (F(1,652) = 1.81, p = 

.179), quadratic structural (F(1,652) = .018, p = .911), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,652) = .04, p 

= .845) on meta-cognitive disruption. 

Next, I examined the possible two-way interactions between attitude bases. I had no 

hypotheses that suggested that attitude bases (linear or quadratic, structural or affective) would 

interact to predict meta-cognitive changes. The linear structural X linear meta base interaction 
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was indeed non-significant (F(1,652) = .09, p = .760). However, I did find a significant 

interaction for linear structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,652) = 4.63, p = .032). Table 7 

shows the simple slopes that were drawn from this interaction, where columns progressing from 

left to right indicate a progression from least to most extreme meta-bases, and slope values 

indicate the effect of structural base on meta-cognitive change. Higher values indicate that more 

affective structural bases led to more meta-cognitive change.  Individuals with more mixed (B = 

.026) or moderately extreme (B = .035) meta-bases did not show a significant relation between 

structural base and meta-cognitive change, while individuals with very extreme meta-bases 

showed a significant relationship (B = .122) between the structural base and meta-cognitive 

change, such that more structurally affective individuals showed increased meta-cognitive 

change.   

 

Table 7 

Effect of Linear Structural Base on Meta Cognitive Change, Depending on Quadratic Meta 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear 

Structural Base 

B = .026, SE = .037 

(p = .485) 

B = .035, SE = .034 

(p = .309) 

B = .122, SE = .040 

(p = .002) 

 

I also found a quadratic structural X linear meta base interaction (F(1,652) = 4.45, p = 

.035), which is expressed in Table 8. The columns represent increasing (from left to right) levels 

of structural base extremity. Individual cells show the degree to which meta-base predicted meta-

cognitive change, with higher values indicating that more affective meta-bases predicted more 
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meta-cognitive change. Examination of the slopes revealed that the effect of meta-base on meta-

cognitive change was insignificantly positive at low (B = .035) and moderate (B = .044) levels 

of quadratic structural base, but had a significantly positive impact on meta-cognitive change (B 

= .104) when structural bases were extreme. 

 

Table 8 

Effect of Linear Meta Base on Meta Cognitive Change, Depending on Quadratic Structural 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear Meta 

Base 

B = .035, SE = .026 

(p = .172) 

B = .044, SE = .024 

(p = .068) 

B = .104, SE = .029 

(p < .001) 

 

Finally, I detected a significant effect of quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases 

(F(1,652) = 4.77, p = .029), which is demonstrated in Table 9. Moving from the left to right 

column represents increasing levels of meta-base extremity, with the values in the cells 

indicating the degree to which structural base extremity predicted meta-cognitive change at that 

level of meta-base extremity. At low (B = .004) and moderate (B = .011) levels of quadratic 

meta base, structural base extremity had no appreciable effect on meta-cognitive change; 

however, when quadratic meta-bases were very one-sided, structural bases had a significant 

impact on meta-cognitive change (B = .076). 
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Table 9 

Effect of Quadratic Structural Base on Meta Cognitive Change, Depending on Quadratic Meta 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Quadratic 

Structural Base 

B = .004, SE = .032 

(p = .894) 

B = .011, SE = .030 

(p = .709) 

B = .076, SE = .029 

(p = .010) 

 

I also considered the two-way interactions of introspection X attitude bases to be unlikely 

based on previous literature. None of the four combinations of introspection X attitude bases 

were hypothesized, and none were found to be statistically significant: introspection X linear 

structural (F(2,652) = 2.32, p = .099), introspection X linear meta (F(2,652) = 2.10, p = .123), 

introspection X quadratic structural (F(2,652) = .10, p = .901), or introspection X quadratic meta 

(F(2,652) = .27, p = .764). 

Finally, I had no predictions for how any three-way interactions between the variables 

might predict meta-cognitive change, but all possible interactions were tested. Introspection did 

not interact with most of the possible pairings: introspection X linear structural X linear meta 

(F(2,652) = .52,  p = .593), introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,652) = .76, p 

= .466) or introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(2,652) = 2.20, p = .111). 

However, I did find a significant relationship of introspection X quadratic structural X linear 

meta base (F(2,652) = 3.03, p = .049). To better understand this interaction, I examined how 

linear meta base and quadratic structural base interacted, with How- and Why-introspection 

separately examined as focal groups. Under How introspection, the interaction was significant 

(F(1,652) = 4.46, p = .035), and is thus examined in Table 10. With Why-introspection as the 



52 

 

focal condition, the interaction was insignificant (F(1,652) = .16, p = .686), and so Why-

introspection is not considered in further detail. 

 

Table 10 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Meta-Cognitive Change, Moderated by Combinations of 

Linear Meta and Quadratic Structural Bases. 

Level of the 

Moderator (Linear 

Meta-base) 

Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.017, SE = .140 

(p = .901) 

B = -.061, SE = .127 

(p = .630) 

B = -.372, SE = .188 

(p = .048) 

Mixed  

(50th percentile) 

B = .039, SE = .078 

(p = .620) 

B = .042, SE = .071 

(p = .553) 

B = .064, SE = .116 

(p = .581) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = .060, SE = .096 

(p = .532) 

B = .081, SE = .088 

(p = .358) 

B = .228, SE = .132 

(p = .084) 

  

Table 10 has rows that indicate levels of meta-base, from individuals who believed they 

were almost entirely cognitive (top row) to generally affective (bottom row); columns represent 

levels of structural base extremity, from the most mixed (left column of data) to individuals who 

showed the most one-sided structural attitude base (not both; right column). Positive regression 

values represent that How introspection (compared to control or Why introspection) induced 

greater amounts of meta-cognitive change at some particular combination of attitude base levels. 

The first and second columns (representing individuals with mixed or moderate structural 

cognitive bases) showed little sign of variance across levels of meta-base. However, the third 

column (individuals with relatively extreme structural bases) showed variance across levels of 

meta-base. Specifically, people who believed themselves to be cognitive showed significantly 
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less change (B = -.372) under How-introspection; however, individuals who believed their 

attitude to be affective showed marginally more change (B = .228) under How-introspection. 

Meta affective changes. A final possibility for how introspection may work, is by having 

influences at the meta-affective level. Here, I had no hypotheses about any main effects or 

interactions between the predictors. However, I was open-minded to the possibility that meta-

affective change might be greater under some combinations of variables. The main effect of 

introspection, which was not strongly hypothesized to have any effect, showed only weak 

evidence of any effect on meta-affective change (F(2,652) = 2.69, p = .068). Because this was 

the first evidence I obtained of a main effect of introspection, I examined the slopes for Why and 

How introspection, even though the test had not reached formal significance. Examination of the 

Why-introspection dummy revealed that it had an insignificantly positive impact on meta-

affective change (B = .113, p = .168), while How-introspection induced significantly greater 

meta-affective change (B = .189, p = .021). Turning to the at attitude bases as predictors, there 

was no main effect of linear structural (F(1,652) = .12, p = .728), quadratic structural (F(1,652) = 

.49, p = .485), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,652) = 1.52, p = .218), on meta-affective change. 

However, there was a main effect of linear meta base (F(1,652) = 17.9, p < .001), such that more 

meta-affective individuals showed reduced signs of meta-affective change (B = -.11). That is, 

people who believed their attitudes to be driven by affect were resistant to changing their mind 

about this, compared to individuals who initially believed their attitudes to be less driven by 

affect. 

I next looked at how attitude bases may have interacted with one another to predict meta-

affective change. I had no predictions concerning these interaction terms, and there were no 

effects of linear structural X linear meta (F(1,652) = .21, p = .646), linear structural X quadratic 
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meta (F(1,652) = 2.35, p = .126), or quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,652) < .01, p = .958) 

bases. However, I did observe an interaction of quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases 

(F(1,652) = 5.71, p = .017), which is expressed in Table 11. Table 11 demonstrates the impact of 

quadratic structural base on meta-affective change, depending on levels of quadratic meta-base. 

Columns progressing from left to right indicate increasing levels of meta-base extremity. The 

cells suggest that at low (B = -.022) or moderate (B = -.014) levels of meta-base extremity, 

structural base extremity did not predict meta-affective change (all ps > .40). However, at 

elevated levels of quadratic meta-base, quadratic structural base predicted meta-affective change 

at borderline significance (B = .058, p = .053).  

 

Table 11 

Effect of Quadratic Structural Base on Meta Affective Change, Depending on Quadratic Meta 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Quadratic 

Structural Base 

B = -.022, SE = .032 

(p = .497) 

B = -.014, SE = .031 

(p = .642) 

B = .058, SE = .030 

(p = .053) 

 

I also considered how introspection might interact with attitude base terms, although I 

had no explicit hypotheses concerning these two-way interactions. Introspection did not interact 

with linear structural (F(2,652) = 2.41, p = .090), quadratic structural (F(2,652) = 1.94, p = .144), 

or quadratic meta (F(2,652) = 1.16, p = .314) bases, to produce differences in meta-affective 

change. However, a two-way interaction between introspection and linear meta-base was noted 

(F(2,652) = 3.21, p = .041). Thus, I examined the interactions using the Why and How dummy 
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variables separately. How-introspection interacted significantly with linear meta-base (F(1,652) 

= 6.02, p = .014), and is thus reported in Table 12. Why-introspection did not interact 

significantly with linear meta-base (F(1,652) = .71, p = .401), and is therefore not discussed 

further. 

 

Table 12 

Effect of How Introspection on Meta Affective Change, Depending on Linear Meta Base. 

 Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of How-

introspection dummy 

B = .439, SE = .144 

(p = .002) 

B = .123, SE = .084 

(p = .127) 

B = .004, SE = .098 

(p = .966) 

 

Table 12 can be analysed by noting that columns running from left to right represent 

increasing levels of meta-base extremity. Each cell shows the effect of How-introspection 

(compared to control or Why-introspection), with higher values indicating that How-

introspection induced more meta-affective change. The only significant value is the leftmost cell, 

indicating that individuals with relatively mixed views of their meta-bases showed greater meta-

affective change (B = .439) when they How-introspected. Individuals with moderate (B = .123) 

or extreme quadratic meta-bases (B = .004) showed relatively little or no reaction to How-

introspection.  

Finally, I considered three-way interactions. I did not expect that some combination of 

attitude bases would interact together with introspection to produce influences on meta-affective 

change. Introspection did not interact in most tests: introspection X linear structural X linear 

meta (F(2,652) = 1.69, p = .185), introspection X quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,652) = 
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2.68, p = .069), or introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,652) = 1.06, 

p = .347). However, introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta bases interacted (F(2,652) 

= 4.98, p = .007) to predict meta-affective change. As in previous analyses, I examined Why and 

How introspection groups separately to see which group(s) was/were driving the three-way 

interaction, and found that the three-way interaction using Why introspection (x linear structural 

X quadratic meta base) was insignificant (F(1,652) = .35, p = .555), and will therefore not be 

discussed further; but the interaction involving How introspection was significant (F(1,652) = 

7.65, p = .006), and is thus developed in Table 13.  

 

Table 13 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Meta-Affective Change, Moderated by Combinations of 

Linear Structural and Quadratic Meta Bases. 

Values of the 

Moderator (Linear 

Structural Base) 

Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base  

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive  

(10th percentile) 

B = .412, SE = .134 

(p = .002) 

B = .370, SE = .126 

(p = .004) 

B = -.026, SE = .149 

(p = .864) 

Mixed  

(50th percentile) 

B = .182, SE = .082 

(p = .026) 

B = .178, SE = .078 

(p = .023) 

B = .137, SE = .094 

(p = .145) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = -.009, SE = .123 

(p = .942) 

B = .019, SE = .115 

(p = .872) 

B = .272, SE = .143 

(p = .058) 

 

Table 13 indicates the effect of How-introspection on meta-affective change, where 

positive slope values indicate that How-introspection is inducing greater meta-affective 

disruption (than control or Why-introspection). Progressing left to right across columns shows 

increasingly extreme meta-bases, whereas moving top to bottom down the rows shows 

increasingly affective structural bases. The first thing to note is that the only slopes that are 



57 

 

significantly different than zero (p < .05) have positive values, suggesting that How-introspection 

generally introduced more meta-affective change. However, there was some variance across 

particular combinations of linear structural base and quadratic meta-base, qualifying this 

tendency. That is, the greatest disruption in meta-affect occurred for certain arrangements of the 

meta-bases. The only significant slopes were among individuals with mixed or moderate (not 

extreme) meta-bases, and cognitive or mixed (not affective) structural bases. However, I took 

these findings with a degree of skepticism, as they were not hypothesized, and a replication 

would be required to substantiate that they were not spurious. 

Summary of within-base changes measured through absolute change. I have conducted a 

large number of tests in my consideration of within-base changes measured through absolute 

changes in attitudes and attitude bases. I tested 17 predictor terms across five dependent 

variables, making for 85 statistical tests. Naturally, with such a degree of multiple testing, it is 

likely that some of the results I have reported are products of Type I error, rather than true 

effects. Indeed, with an alpha criterion of .05, I might estimate roughly four or five spurious 

findings across these first 85 tests. Furthermore, very few of the noted findings were consistent 

with the hypotheses that I developed from prior theory. For these reasons, I do not focus on the 

‘trees’ in summarizing these findings (i.e. focusing closely on particular interactions), but rather 

examine the ‘forests’ that emerge from the analyses taken as a whole (i.e. general trends across 

many individual tests). 

One interesting trend was the absence of main effects of introspection. Wilson et al.’s 

previous theory and data strongly suggested that Why-introspection would cause, at a minimum, 

a change in attitude, and very likely changes in one or more of the attitude bases. I found only 

one introspection main effect - a disruption effect on meta-affect - the omnibus test for which 
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was non-significant (p = .068). Instead, as will be discussed below, all of the effects of 

introspection were found to be moderated by varying levels of attitude bases. This suggested 

that, if the introspection conditions were doing anything at all, they were only producing 

disruption effects circumscribed by introspectors’ attitude bases. 

In general, How introspection was found to be more efficacious in moderating attitude / 

attitude base change than Why introspection across the tests conducted. Out of the seven 

significant tests involving introspection predicting outcomes, the majority (five) were driven by 

How, while a minority (three) were driven by Why introspection (in one case, both How and 

Why introspection differed from control). Interestingly, all three of the Why introspection effects 

influenced attitude change, and four of the five How introspection effects influenced attitude 

base changes. This shows an intriguing possibility that is distinct from previous understanding 

about introspection: that Why-introspection may impact attitude change, but that How-

introspection - far from being inert - might induce changes in structural or meta attitude bases. 

That is, Why introspection may change people’s evaluations of an object, but How introspection 

appears to change ‘how’ those evaluations are supported (and/or how individuals believe those 

evaluations are supported). 

Interestingly, however, I did not find a clear picture that introspection effects only served 

to induce greater changes in participants’ responses from time-1 to time-2. About half of my 

effects showed that introspection induced greater stability, while the other half showed greater 

instability when participants had introspected (compared to control). One possibility, of course, 

is that these effects are randomly arranged around zero because they are products of type I error 

(thus, roughly half are positive slopes; half negative). However, because these effects represent 

slopes at particular levels of attitude base moderators, it is possible that introspection has de-
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stabilizing effects for some individuals, and stabilizing effects for other individuals. For 

example, in all but one case, the stabilizing effects of introspection were associated with extreme 

(high quadratic) attitude bases, and the de-stabilizing effects occurred with very non-extreme 

(low quadratic) attitude bases. Thus, when individuals have (or believe they have) attitudes one-

sidedly driven by affect or cognition, introspection may cause them to cement their attitudinal 

and meta-base estimations; but when it is unclear which attitude base is predominant, 

introspection may destabilize these estimations. Poignantly, this rule (extreme base = 

introspection begets stability) was always upheld for attitude and meta-base stability, and the 

only contradiction to the rule was on a structural effect (structural cognitive change). It is 

interesting that the rule was constant for the DVs that participants directly estimate (attitude, 

meta-bases); but did not occur for structural bases, which they do not directly estimate. One 

explanation is that extreme attitude bases, when introspection is performed, leads to an 

experience of subjective confidence that leads to participants showing consistency from time-1 to 

time-2; participants who introspect with initially mixed attitude bases may experience a 

subjective uncertainty that leads them to shift their attitude and meta-base estimates. This 

possibility could be examined more directly with subjective confidence measures employed in a 

mediated moderation analysis (i.e., introspection leads to stability/instability as moderated by 

initial base extremity; the moderation is mediated by high/low confidence). 

All seven of the statistically significant effects of introspection were moderated by one or 

two attitude base factors. A few trends can be noted within these moderation effects. First, all of 

them involved moderation by meta attitudinal bases (whether linear or quadratic). This provides 

considerable support for considering pre-manipulation meta bases to be impactful in the 

functioning of introspection effects. It provides further evidence for the utility of meta base 
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measures, in that some interactions with introspection use only meta (and not structural) attitude 

bases, and some attitude with structural base interactions only manifested at particular levels of 

meta base. Between the two- and three-way interactions involving meta-bases, then, a wide range 

of effects could only be detected by employing meta-bases. 

Furthermore, quadratic attitude bases served as main effects or interaction terms more 

often (16 times) than did linear attitude bases (9 times). This provides some support for the idea 

that it is the extremity of individuals’ attitude bases, rather than the directionality of bases, that is 

more crucial to understanding the stability of attitude and attitude bases, particularly with 

reference to moderating introspection’s effects on these variables.  

Between-base disruption effects of introspection. 

Millar and Tesser’s (1986) theorizing about the dominance hypothesis suggests that 

introspection should have effects on the relative predominance of affective vs cognitive attitude 

bases. That is, introspection ought to manifest as a between-base change of attitude bases, such 

that Why-introspection leads to individuals showing relatively closer cognitive-attitude 

congruence over affective-attitude congruence, and How-introspection leads to relatively closer 

affective-attitude congruence over cognitive-attitude congruence. Such effects are hypothesized 

to have several important caveats that I examine as moderators of the effect. First, between-base 

changes will not occur if individuals’ attitude bases are already entirely one-sided in the direction 

that the introspection manipulation encourages: if so, introspection cannot have an influence, 

because individuals cannot be made even more cognitively (or affectively) extreme. Second, 

between-base changes will not occur if individuals’ attitude bases are entirely opposed to the 

direction that introspection encourages: such individuals might be resistant to employing an 

attitude base that is radically unfamiliar to them.  
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Between-base changes measured through relative changes in bases. 

There were several ways to analyse whether between-base changes were occurring due to 

introspection, and whether these were moderated by initial attitude bases. One simple way to 

measure such changes was to examine structural and meta bases at time-2, as a function of 

introspection and the initial bases. Because structural and meta bases represent to extent to which 

affect is (or is believed to be) preeminent relative to cognition, they provide a good 

approximation of how introspection is impacting individuals. Therefore, two analyses are 

presented: one that takes time-2 structural base as its dependent variable, the other taking time-2 

meta base as the DV. Unlike in the previous analyses, which looked at cognitive and affective 

bases independently, these between-base analyses examine the relative dominance of affective or 

cognitive bases over the other. For example, meta base is calculated as (meta-affective base - 

meta-cognitive base). Both structural and meta bases are scaled such that higher values indicate 

the relative predominance of affect over cognition.  

Table 2 provides the full set of predictors used to estimate time-2 structural and meta 

bases, since these are the same as with the initial within-base analyses. These predictors included 

the main effects of introspection, and the linear and quadratic terms of both structural and meta 

bases at time-1, as well as two- and three-way interaction terms between these predictors. 

Practically, I only had specific hypotheses concerning a few of these terms. The main effect of 

introspection was hypothesized to cause changes, such that Why-introspection would lead to 

structural and/or meta bases that were more cognitive, while How-introspection would lead to 

structural and/or meta bases that were more affective. I also considered that these changes might 

be moderated by the quadratic terms of time-1 structural and/or meta bases, such that individuals 
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with mixed (low quadratic) attitude bases would be more susceptible to the influences of Why 

and/or How introspection. 

Effects on structural bases. For this analysis, I anticipated that there would be a main 

effect of introspection on structural bases, such that Why-introspecting participants would show 

more cognitive structural bases than the other groups, while How-introspecting participants 

would show more affective structural bases. However, no effect was found for introspection 

(F(2,652) < .01, p = .995). I did expect there to be a main effect of time-1 linear structural base 

on time-2 structural base, and indeed this expectation was confirmed (F(1,652) = 115.26, p < 

.001), such that more affective linear structural bases at time 1 predicted more affective structural 

bases at time 2 (B = .46). I did not anticipate any main effect of the other attitude bases, and 

indeed there was no effect of linear meta base (F(1,652) = .53, p = .466), quadratic structural 

base (F(1,652) = 1.80, p = .180), or quadratic meta base (F(1,652) = .44, p = .507). 

I did anticipate that there would be some effects within the attitude base X introspection 

interactions. Specifically, I hypothesized that Why-introspection would interact with either 

structural or meta quadratic bases, such that Why-introspection would lead to more cognitive 

structural bases (and How-introspection would lead to more affective structural bases), but only 

for participants with relative moderate (i.e. low quadratic) structural and/or meta bases. 

However, no arrangement of introspection X attitude base were significant: introspection X 

linear structural (F(2,652) = .01, p = .987), introspection X linear meta (F(2,652) = 1.68, p = 

.186), introspection X quadratic structural (F(2,652) = .87, p = .419), or introspection X 

quadratic meta (F(2,652) = 1.35, p = .259). 

Between the attitude bases, I also expected no particular interactions to emerge as 

significant. Indeed, none of linear structural X linear meta (F(1,652) = .27, p = .606), linear 



63 

 

structural X quadratic meta (F(1,652) = .67, p = .412), quadratic structural X linear meta 

(F(1,652) = .02, p = .895), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(1,652) = .62, p = .432) 

were significant predictors of time-2 structural base. 

Within the three-way interactions, I did not expect any effects whereby introspection 

would interact with combinations of the attitude bases. In two cases, there was indeed no effect: 

introspection X linear structural X linear meta (F(2,652) = .52, p = .594) and introspection X 

linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,652) = .35, p = .702) bases. However, introspection did 

interact with linear meta X quadratic structural base (F(2,652) = 3.91, p = .021). To examine this 

interaction, I considered the interaction of the How and Why dummy variables separately, as 

interacting with linear meta X quadratic structural bases. How-introspection did interact with 

these terms (F(1,652) = 7.37, p = .007), whereas Why-introspection did not (F(1,652) = 1.57, p = 

.211). Therefore, only How introspection is considered further, and analysed in Table 15. In this 

table, rows indicate movement from cognitive (top row) to affective (bottom row) meta bases, 

with rows representing increasing extreme structural bases; positive slopes indicate that How-

introspection made individuals more affective. The only significant slopes within the identified 

set occur in the third column, where those with extreme structural bases vary sharply based on 

levels of meta base. For those with cognitive meta bases, How introspection led them to become 

much more cognitive (B = -.75). However, for those with affective meta bases, How 

introspection led them to be much more affective (B = .368). Thus, at least among those with 

very one-sided structural bases, How-introspection led participants to be structurally affect-

dominant if they believed themselves affectively driven, but it led participants to be structurally 

cognition-dominant if they believed themselves cognitively driven. This raises the intriguing 

possibility that How-introspection can cause meta-bases to influence structural bases. 
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Table 14 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Structural Base, Moderated by Combinations of Linear Meta 

and Quadratic Structural Bases. 

Values of the 

Moderator (Linear 

Meta Base) 

Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.195, SE = .163 

(p = .232) 

B = -.264, SE = .148 

(p = .074) 

B = -.752, SE = .218 

(p < .001) 

Mixed  

(50th percentile) 

B = .051, SE = .091 

(p = .226) 

B = .052, SE = .082 

(p = .527) 

B = .062, SE = .135 

(p = .643) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = .143, SE = .112 

(p = .201) 

B = .171, SE = .102 

(p = .095) 

B = .368, SE = .153 

(p = .017) 

 

Introspection also interacted with quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(2,652) = 

3.08, p = .047). Following this interaction up by scrutinizing Why and How introspection 

separately, I found no interaction for How-introspection (F(1,652) = .10, p = .747). I also found 

no statistically significant interaction for Why-introspection (F(1,652) = 3.20, p = .074), but 

because the original test was significant at narrowly < .05, and Why-introspection was much 

closer to the cutoff of p < .05 than was How-introspection, I analysed it. However, this analysis 

revealed that no slopes were ever statistically significant, indicating that Why-introspection did 

not induce more cognitive or affective attitudes regardless of individuals’ configurations of 

quadratic structural and quadratic meta bases. Therefore, I did not present it here. 

Effects on meta bases. I next examined what influence introspection (potentially 

moderated by attitude bases) had on meta attitude bases. My first question was whether 

introspection had a main effect on meta-base; I hypothesized that Why-introspection would 

result in more cognitive meta bases, while How-introspection would result in more affective 
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meta bases. Instead, I found no main effect for introspection (F(2,652) = .97, p = .380). I did 

expect there to be a strong influence of time-1 linear meta base on time-2 linear meta base, and 

indeed there was (F(1,652) = 316.34, p < .001), such that more affective time-1 meta-bases 

predicted more affective time-2 meta-bases (B = .69; for these analyses, positive slopes indicate 

more affective meta-bases at time-2). I did not anticipate an effect of quadratic meta-base, 

although it was possible, given that most extreme (high quadratic) meta base scores were 

cognitive, that higher quadratic scores would predict more cognitive time-2 meta bases. This was 

the case (F(1,652) = 13.05, p < .001), as confirmed by the slope (B = -.05) of quadratic meta 

base predicting time-2 linear meta base. However, I did not make any predictions about 

structural bases predicting linear meta-base, and indeed no effects occurred for linear (F(1,652) = 

.33, p = .567) or quadratic (F(1,652) < .001, p = .996) structural terms. 

Our next hypotheses concerned the moderating role of attitude bases on introspection. I 

expected that quadratic structural or meta bases would interact with introspection, such that only 

relatively ‘moderate’ (i.e. low quadratic) individuals would be impacted by introspection. 

However, neither the introspection X quadratic structural (F(2,652) = .14, p = .866), nor the 

introspection X quadratic meta (F(2,652) = 1.40, p = .248) interactions reached significance. 

Furthermore, I did not anticipate relationships between introspection and linear bases, and 

neither the introspection X linear structural (F(2,652) = .41, p = .667) nor the introspection X 

linear meta bases (F(2,652) = .71, p = .494) reached significance. 

I did not expect that particular combinations of attitude bases would interact to have 

effects on time-2 meta base. Indeed, neither the linear meta X quadratic structural (F(1,652) = 

2.21, p = .138) nor the quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(1,652) < .01, p = .950) 

interactions were significant. However, the remaining combinations reached statistical 
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significance. First, linear structural X linear meta bases interacted (F(1,652) = 9.02, p = .003), as 

expanded in Table 16. Table 16 demonstrates the effect of time-1 linear meta base on time-2 

linear meta base; more positive slopes indicate a greater consistency between the two time 

periods. Moving across columns presents increasingly affective structural base. In all cases, the 

impact of time-1 linear meta base is obviously significant (all ps < .001); however, as structural 

bases become more affective, the consistency in meta bases decreases from (B = .817) with very 

cognitive structural bases, to (B = .581) with very affective structural bases. This suggests that 

the consistency of meta-bases across time is partially contingent on structural bases, such that 

cognitive structural bases are associated with greater time 1 to time 2 meta base consistency. 

 

Table 15 

Effect of Time-1 Linear Meta Base on Time-2 Linear Meta Base, Depending on Time-1 Linear 

Structural Base. 

 Cognitive Linear 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Linear 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Linear 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear Meta  

Base 

B = .817, SE = .057 

(p < .001) 

B = .688, SE = .039 

(p < .001) 

B = .581, SE = .053 

(p < .001) 

 

Second, linear structural X quadratic meta bases interacted (F(1,652) = 4.17, p = .042), as 

presented in Table 17. In this table, cell B values indicate the influence of time-1 quadratic meta 

base on time-2 linear base, with higher values indicating that more extreme initial meta bases 

predicted more affective meta bases at time-2. When structural bases were cognitive, there was 

no impact of time-1 quadratic meta base on time-2 linear meta base (B = -.012), but when 

structural bases were mixed (B = -.049) or affective (B = -.080), more extreme initial meta-bases 
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predicted more cognitive meta-bases at time-2. The generally negative values of these slopes is 

not surprising, given that individuals generally endorsed more meta-cognitive than meta-

affective bases; ergo, more extreme meta-bases were more often extremely cognitive than 

extremely affective. 

 

Table 16 

Effect of Time-1 Quadratic Meta Base on Time-2 Linear Meta Base, Depending on Time-1 

Linear Structural Base. 

 Cognitive Structural 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Structural 

Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Structural 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Quadratic 

Meta Base 

B = -.012, SE = .022 

(p = .582) 

B = -.049, SE = .013 

(p < .001) 

B = -.080, SE = .021 

(p < .001) 

 

Among the possible three-way interactions, I did not hypothesize that any would be 

significant, based on prior theory. Indeed, neither introspection X quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta (F(2,652) = 2.56, p = .078) nor introspection X quadratic structural X linear meta 

(F(2,652) = 1.18, p = .307) bases significantly interacted. However, I did find two significant 

three-way interactions. First, I found an introspection X linear structural X linear meta 

interaction (F(2,652) = 3.01, p = .050). To analyse this, I examined both Why and How 

introspection dummies interacting with linear structural X linear meta bases. The How X linear 

structural X linear meta interaction was not significant (F(1,652) = 2.89, p = .090), and is not 

discussed further. The Why X linear structural X linear meta interaction was significant 

(F(1,652) = 5.92, p = .015), and is therefore analysed in Table 18. In Table 18, descending rows 

reflect increasingly affective meta bases, while rows progress from cognitive to affective 



68 

 

structural base. Only one of the slopes reached statistical significance: when time-1 linear meta 

base was cognitive, and linear structural base was affective. Under this condition, there was a 

substantial effect such that Why-introspection caused individuals to endorse a more cognitive 

meta base (B = -.819). Thus, this was the only group for which the hypothesis that Why-

introspection would lead to more cognitive meta-bases was supported. 

 

Table 17 

The Effect of Why-Introspection on Time-2 Meta Base, Moderated by Combinations of Time-1 

Linear Meta and Time-1 Linear Structural Bases. 

Values of the 

Moderator (Linear 

Meta Base) 

Cognitive Linear 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Linear 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Linear 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = .188, SE = .323 

(p = .572) 

B = -.362, SE = .222 

(p = .104) 

B = -.819, SE = .321 

(p = .011) 

Mixed 

(50th percentile) 

B = -.089, SE = .183 

(p = .630) 

B = -.115, SE = .117 

(p = .326) 

B = -.137, SE = .168 

(p = .417) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = -.192, SE = .215 

(p = .372) 

B = -.022, SE = .143 

(p = .879) 

B = .119, SE = .198 

(p = .547) 

 

The other noted three-way interaction was between introspection X linear structural X 

quadratic meta base (F(2,652) = 4.92, p = .008). As with other moderated effects of 

introspection, I analysed this effect by separately examining the interaction of the Why and How 

dummy variables X linear structural X quadratic meta bases. In this case, both the Why X linear 

structural X quadratic meta base (F(1,652) = 9.84, p = .002) and the How X linear structural X 

quadratic meta base (F(2,652) = 4.01, p = .046) reached statistical significance. The  Why X 

linear structural X quadratic meta base was examined, and showed several significant slopes. 

Because this indicated that there were some levels of the attitude bases at which Why had a 
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significant impact on time-2 meta bases, it is therefore expressed below in Table 19. In this table, 

descending rows represent a progression from the most cognitive to the most affective structural 

bases; columns progress from left to right in order of ascending meta-base extremity. Each B 

value indicates the effect of Why-introspection at a particular level of combined attitude bases; 

higher values indicate that Why-introspection induced a more affective meta-base. The only 

significant slopes are in the rightmost column: individuals with very one-sided meta-bases. 

Among these individuals, those with cognitive structural bases were more cognitive (B = -.470) 

under Why-introspection. However, those with affective structural bases were marginally more 

affective (B = .398) under Why-introspection. Thus, at least among those with very one-sided 

(high quadratic) meta bases, structural bases at time-1 were able to exert an influence on meta 

bases at time-2.  

 

Table 18 

The Effect of Why-Introspection on Time-2 Meta Base, Moderated by Combinations of Time-1 

Linear Structural and Time-1 Quadratic Meta Bases. 

Values of the 

Moderator (Linear 

Structural Base) 

Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base  

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.033, SE = .190 

(p = .861) 

B = -.076, SE = .179 

(p = .672) 

B = -.470, SE = .207 

(p = .024) 

Mixed 

(50th percentile) 

B = -.166, SE = .120 

(p = .170) 

B = -.149, SE = .114 

(p = .192) 

B = .005, SE = .143 

(p = .974) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = -.275, SE = .176 

(p = .119) 

B = -.209, SE = .165 

(p = .205) 

B = .398, SE = .208 

(p = .056) 

 

The How X linear structural X quadratic meta base, while significant, did not lead to a 

single significant slope among the nine examined, suggesting that there were no individuals for 
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whom How introspection induced a measurable impact on time-2 meta base; it is not considered 

further. 

Summary of the between-base effects of introspection. The two analyses within this 

subsection have to be interpreted with caution, particularly because my theory-driven hypotheses 

were not generally upheld. Although the most clear predictions appeared, such that structural and 

meta bases at time-1 predicted structural and meta bases (respectively) at time-2, my theory-

reliant hypotheses were not upheld. There was no main effect of Why introspection inducing 

more cognitive attitude bases, nor of How introspection inducing more affective attitude bases. 

The hypothesized two-way interactions between introspection and time-1 (quadratic) attitude 

bases also did not manifest. 

Instead, I found evidence of several three-way interactions, such that How and Why 

introspection’s effects on time-2 bases (in the between-base sense) were contingent on 

combinations of structural and meta bases. In the case of Why introspection, the hypothesis that 

it would lead to a more cognitive meta attitude base at time-2 was upheld only for individuals 

with extreme (high quadratic) meta bases who were initially structurally cognitive -- for those 

with extreme meta bases who were structurally affective, their meta base became more affective 

(structurally affective → more meta affective; vs. structurally cognitive → more meta cognitive). 

In the case of How introspection, the hypothesis that it would lead to a more affective structural 

base was only true for those with extreme (high quadratic) structural bases who were meta-

affective; among those with extreme structural bases and meta-cognitive bases, these individuals 

became more structurally cognitive (meta affective → more structurally affective; vs. meta 

cognitive → more structurally cognitive). Thus, taken at face value, the three-way interactions in 

this study point to the possibility that introspection may cause, for a subset of individuals, 
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structural bases to influence meta bases, and meta bases to influence structural bases. When 

asked ‘how do they feel’, some individuals may begin to show structural bases that are reflective 

of their meta-bases: how it ‘feels like’ they determine their attitudes. When asked ‘why do they 

hold their attitude?’, some individuals may begin to realize (and thus claim as their meta-base) 

the true congruence between their cognitive/affective reactions and their attitudes: the reason 

‘why’ they hold their attitudes. 

Reproducing previous studies: Moderation of persuasion effects. 

Because the prior analyses did not conform to my hypotheses, my next analyses tested 

whether my earlier results were the consequences of having attitude base measures, or 

introspection manipulations, that were not functioning as they typically have in past literature. 

Previous literature led me to believe that the effectiveness of affective versus cognitive messages 

might be moderated by attitude bases (e.g. Mayer & Tormala, 2010), and/or by introspection 

(e.g. Millar & Millar, 1990). If results showed that the usual attitude base X message interaction 

appeared, it would provide some evidence that my base measures were functioning as they 

should. Similarly, if the introspection X message interaction surfaced, it would justify my belief 

that the introspection conditions were comparable to those employed in past literature. 

Attitude bases X persuasion analysis. 

The next analysis directly tested whether attitude bases immediately prior to the 

persuasive messages were able to moderate the effectiveness of the persuasive messages. I opted 

to examine how attitude bases just prior to the persuasive messages influenced responses to these 

messages (i.e., time-2 attitude base X persuasion type → attitude at time-3), with the hypothesis 

that meta or structural affective attitude bases would enhance the efficacy of the affective 

message, while cognitive bases would enhance the cognitive message. For this analysis, there 
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were five main predictor terms: time-2 linear structural base, linear meta base, quadratic 

structural base, and quadratic meta base, persuasive message type, as well as interactions 

between these. Additionally, I included attitude at time-2 as a covariate. The full set of predictors 

is listed in Table 20. Because there were two types of persuasive message (cognitive vs affective) 

with no control condition, persuasion type was represented by a single dummy variable (0 = 

cognitive, 1 = affective). As before, higher values for the attitude bases indicated more affective 

bases. Messages were designed to express negative ideas about the topic, so more negative 

attitudes at time-3 indicated greater persuasion.  

 

Table 19 

List of Predictors Used for Attitude Base X Persuasion Type Analysis. 

Main effects  

Linear structural base (time-2) Linear meta base (time-2) 

Quadratic structural base (time-2) Quadratic meta base (time-2) 

Persuasion type (cognitive, affective) Attitude (time-2) 

Two-way interaction effects  

Persuasion type X linear structural base Linear structural X linear meta base 

Persuasion type X linear meta base Linear structural X quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X quadratic structural base Quadratic structural X quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X quadratic meta base Quadratic structural X linear meta base 

Three-way interaction effects  

Persuasion type X linear structural X linear 

meta base 

Persuasion type X quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X linear structural X 

quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X quadratic structural X 

linear meta base 
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Our most clear prediction was that the time-2 attitude covariate would predict time-3 

attitude; indeed, it did (F(1,661) = 254.46, p < .001), such that more positive time-2 attitudes 

predicted more positive time-3 attitudes (B = .794). I did not anticipate that persuasion type 

would have any main effect, since the passages were designed to be of approximately equal 

persuasive power. Indeed, no main effect of persuasion type emerged (F(1,661) = 1.31, p = 

.253)6. Among the linear and quadratic attitude bases, I did not have any predictions about how 

these would predict time-3 attitude. Generally, they indeed did not: linear meta-base (F(1,661) = 

.01, p = .944), quadratic structural base (F(1,661) = .33, p = .569), and quadratic meta base 

(F(1,661) = .22, p = .636) were not associated with time-3 attitude. However, there was a main 

effect of time-2 linear structural base (F(1,661) = 7.11, p = .008), the slope of which (B = .198) 

suggested that more structurally affective individuals at time-2, were less persuaded by the 

messages than cognitive individuals. 

Our primary hypothesis was involved the two-way interactions between persuasion type 

and attitude bases. I anticipated that there would be an interaction between persuasion type and 

both structural and meta bases, such that structurally and meta-affective individuals would have 

more negative attitudes at time-3 if they were exposed to an affective message; v.v. for cognitive 

individuals. The structural base terms did not yield any such interactive patterns: persuasion type 

X linear structural base (F(1,661) < .01, p = .999) or persuasion type X quadratic structural base 

                                                      

6 I did, nonetheless, perform an independent-samples t-test to determine the amount of 

persuasion exerted by each message. To determine whether persuasive messages actually 

resulted in more positive attitudes, persuasion effect (time 3 attitude - time 2 attitude) was 

calculated separately for the two message groups. The difference was, unexpectedly given the 

insignificant term in the GLM, statistically significant (t(678) = 2.20, p = .028). The cognitive 

message resulted in an average of 1.23 units of persuasion (SD = 1.30), whereas the affective 

message resulted in an average of 1.02 units of persuasion (SD = 1.27). Both effects differ 

significantly from zero. 
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(F(1,661) = .02, p = .888). However, there was a trend towards a persuasion type X linear meta 

base interaction (F(1,661) = 3.23, p = .073), which I interpreted because p was < .10, and it was 

a crucial hypothesis. Results of this interaction are illustrated in Table 21, wherein B values 

indicate the influence of persuasion type on time-3 attitude, such that lower values indicate that 

the affective message was more persuasive than the cognitive. Although none of the slopes in 

this table are significant, the trend is such that meta-cognitive individuals (left column) were 

somewhat more influenced by the cognitive than the affective passage (B = .445), whereas 

individuals with mixed (B = .070) or affective meta-bases (B = -.119) did not show persuasion 

differences by message type. 

 

Table 20 

Effect of Persuasive Message Type on Time-3 Attitude, Depending on Time-2 Linear Meta Base. 

 Cognitive Linear 

Meta Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Linear Meta 

Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Linear 

Meta Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Persuasive 

Message  

B = .445, SE = .234 

(p = .058) 

B = .070, SE = .122 

(p = .569) 

B = -.119, SE = .166 

(p = .477) 

 

 There was also an interaction of persuasion type X quadratic meta bases (F(1,661) = 

4.04, p = .045), which is interpreted in Table 22. Here, lower B-values once again indicate that 

the affective message did not work as well as the cognitive message did. Columns represent 

increasingly one-sided meta bases, from relatively equal meta bases (left column) to relatively 

unequal meta bases (right column). In this case, the only significant slope is among individuals 

with high quadratic meta bases, who showed significant greater persuasion under the cognitive 

than the affective message condition (B = .463). 
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Table 21 

Effect of Persuasive Message Type on Time-3 Attitude, Depending on Time-2 Quadratic Meta 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Persuasive 

Message  

B = .145, SE = .125 

(p = .247) 

B = .155, SE = .124 

(p = .209) 

B = .463, SE = .154 

(p = .003) 

 

 Among the two-way interactions between attitude bases, I had no predictions about how 

these would predict time-three attitude. Indeed, none of the possible interactions led to prediction 

of time-3 attitude: linear structural X linear meta (F(1,661) = .05, p = .816), linear structural X 

quadratic meta (F(1,661) = 1.55, p = .214), quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,661) = .22, p 

= .643), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,661) = .34, p = .561). 

 Finally, I considered the three-way interactions, for which I had no hypotheses. Indeed, 

persuasion type did not interact with any of the two-way combinations of attitude bases: linear 

structural X linear meta (F(1,661) = .03, p = .862), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,661) < 

.01, p = .962), quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,661) < .01, p = .929), or quadratic 

structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,661) = 1.57, p = .210). 

Introspection X persuasion analysis. 

 In this analysis, I tested whether I could reproduce previous research wherein 

introspection has been shown to interact with persuasive message type (Millar & Millar, 1990), 

such that Why or How introspecting may increase persuasion by affective or cognitive messages. 

To this end, I examined the effect of introspection X persuasion type on time-3 attitude. 
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However, the analysis also employed linear and quadratic attitude bases at time-1, since these 

had already been shown in previous analyses to moderate the influence of introspection. These 

predictors, and interactions between them, are computed up to four-way interactions and 

expressed in Table 23. Time-1 attitude was also entered as a covariate, so that overlap of the 

predictors’ overlap with time-1 attitude would not lead to artificial prediction of time-3 attitude. 

 

Table 22 

List of Predictors Used for Introspection X Persuasion Type Analysis. 

Main effects  

Linear structural base (time-1) Linear meta base (time-1) 

Quadratic structural base (time-1) Quadratic meta base (time-1) 

Persuasion type (cognitive, affective) Introspection (control, why, how) 

Attitude (time-1)  

Two-way interaction effects  

Persuasion type X linear structural base Persuasion type X quadratic structural base 

Persuasion type X linear meta base Persuasion type X quadratic meta base 

Introspection X linear structural base Introspection X quadratic structural base 

Introspection X linear meta base Introspection X quadratic meta base 

Linear structural X linear meta base Linear structural X quadratic meta base 

Quadratic structural X quadratic meta base Quadratic structural X linear meta base 

Introspection X persuasion type   

Three-way interaction effects  

Introspection X persuasion type X linear 

structural base 

Introspection X persuasion type X quadratic 

structural base 
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Introspection X persuasion type X linear meta 

base 

Introspection X persuasion type X quadratic 

meta base 

Introspection X linear structural X linear meta 

base 

Introspection X linear structural X quadratic 

meta base 

Introspection X quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta base 

Introspection X quadratic structural X linear 

meta base 

Persuasion type X linear structural X linear 

meta base 

Persuasion type X linear structural X 

quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X quadratic structural X 

linear meta base 

Four-way interaction effects  

Persuasion type X introspection X linear 

structural X linear meta base 

Persuasion type X introspection X linear 

structural X quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X introspection X quadratic 

structural X quadratic meta base 

Persuasion type X introspection X quadratic 

structural X linear meta base 

 

In the following analyses, negative slopes refer to greater persuasion by the messages, 

because more negative time-3 attitudes indicated more persuasion. Of the main effects, the most 

obvious effect that I anticipated was that time-1 attitude should predict time-3 attitude. Indeed, a 

powerful effect of time-1 on time-3 attitude emerged (F(1,624) = 145.56, p < .001), such that 

more positive attitudes at time-1 predicted more positive attitudes at time-3 (B = .723). I did not 

expect that persuasion type would impact time-3 attitudes, since previous analyses had shown the 

messages to be of roughly equivalent persuasive ability; indeed, no such effect emerged 

(F(1,624) = .39, p = .530). I also predicted no main effect of introspection, and none emerged 

(F(2,624) = .03, p = .969). Of the attitude bases, none were hypothesized to predict time-3 

attitudes; and none of linear meta base (F(1,624) = .33, p = .567), quadratic structural base 

(F(1,624) = .06, p = .801), or quadratic meta base (F(1,624) = .13, p = .724) did. However, time-
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1 structural base did predict time-3 attitude (F(1,624) = 7.55, p = .006). The positive slope for 

structural base on time-3 attitude (B = .263) indicates that more affective structural bases at time-

1 predicted less persuasion from the messages. 

For the two-way interactions, my primary hypothesis was a introspection X persuasion 

type interaction, such that the efficacy of the persuasive message types would be moderated by 

introspection condition. However, the introspection X persuasion interaction was not even 

approaching significance (F(2,624) = .13, p = .877).  

Interactions between attitude bases and persuasion were possible, although less likely 

than in the previous analysis (that used time-2 bases), because the time-1 bases were less 

proximal to the persuasive messages than were the time-2 bases. I did not find any interaction of 

persuasive message type with linear structural (F(1,624) = 1.43, p = .232), linear meta (F(1,624) 

= .06, p = .811), or quadratic structural (F(1,624) = .24, p = .628) bases. However, I did observe 

a persuasive message type X quadratic meta base interaction (F(1,624) = 6.49, p = .011). I 

analysed this interaction in Table 24. In Table 24, higher B values indicate that affective 

messages induced less persuasion than did cognitive messages. These values change as a product 

of time-1 quadratic meta base, such that there was no difference between message types at low 

(B = .095) or moderate (B = .152) quadratic meta base levels, but a significant effect (B = .682) 

whereby cognitive messages were more persuasive when time-1 meta bases were very one-sided. 

 

 

 

 



79 

 

Table 23 

Effect of Persuasive Message Type on Time-3 Attitude, Depending on Time-1 Quadratic Meta 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Persuasive 

Message  

B = .095, SE = .144 

(p = .511) 

B = .152, SE = .135 

(p = .260) 

B = .682, SE = .204 

(p < .001) 

 

I considered interactions between introspection and the time-1 attitude bases, but had no 

hypotheses for these combinations. Indeed, no combination of introspection X linear structural 

(F(1,624) = .88, p = .416), linear meta (F(1,624) = .42, p = .657), quadratic structural (F(1,624) 

= .03, p = .971), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,624) = .20, p = .823) led to significant prediction 

of time-3 attitudes. 

I did not anticipate that two-way interactions of the attitude bases would produce 

significant prediction of time-three attitude. Indeed, no combination of linear structural X linear 

meta (F(1,624) = .54, p = .464), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,624) = .57, p = .450), 

quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,624) = 1.64, p = .200), or quadratic structural X quadratic 

meta bases (F(1,624) = .23, p = .632) predicted time-3 attitude. 

Among three-way interactions, my main focus was whether introspection X message type 

effects might occur among individuals with low quadratic structural and/or meta bases, but not 

for others. This might have qualified the null two-way interaction previously noted, between 

introspection X persuasion type. However, message type X introspection remained invariant 

across levels of linear structural (F(1,624) = 1.67, p = .189), linear meta (F(1,624) = .15, p = 

.862), quadratic structural (F(1,624) = 1.27, p = .281) and quadratic meta (F(1,624) = 1.48, p = 

.229) bases. 
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The remaining three-way interactions were of lesser interest to us. For example, 

introspection’s effect on time-3 attitude remained invariant across levels of linear structural X 

linear meta (F(1,624) = .50, p = .609), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,624) = 2.47, p = 

.086), quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,624) = .55, p = .580), and quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta bases (F(1,624) = 1.05, p = .351). Similarly, persuasion’s effect on time-3 

attitude did not change depending on combinations of linear structural X linear meta (F(1,624) = 

.75, p = .386), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,624) < .01, p = .961), quadratic structural 

X linear meta (F(1,624) = .08, p = .779), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases 

(F(1,624) = 2.44, p = .119). 

Our final analysis of interest was the four-way interactions that combined levels of 

introspection and persuasion, with combinations of the attitude bases. Because some of 

introspection’s effects in earlier analyses were contingent on combinations of attitude bases 

(most often, quadratic terms of these), I considered it possible that the introspection X persuasion 

interaction would emerge, but only under specific combinations of attitude bases. However, the 

introspection X persuasion effect did not emerge under any combination of linear structural X 

linear meta (F(1,624) = .17, p = .848), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,624) = .48, p = 

.620), quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,624) = 1.19, p = .305), or quadratic structural X 

quadratic meta bases (F(1,624) = .10, p = .910). 

Summary of the moderation of persuasion effects. 

I found reasonable evidence indicating that my meta-base measures were functioning in 

accordance with prior literature, in that both linear and quadratic terms of meta-base interacted 

with persuasive message type to produce differences in time-3 attitude. This indicated that 

individuals’ beliefs about their affective/cognitive meta-attitude bases did influence how they 
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responded to affective/cognitive messages: a previously documented effect (See et al., 2008). 

However, I found no evidence of a (linear or quadratic) structural base X message type 

interaction (both ps > .85). This was somewhat surprising, in light of relevant publications (See 

et al., 2008, 2013) in which both structural and meta bases have been shown to have incremental 

validity in predicting persuasion by affective vs cognitive messages, as well as several related 

effects (such as interest in processing affective and cognitive information).  

I did not find any evidence of an introspection X message type interaction. Not only did 

no main effect emerge, but no sign of any such interaction emerged at any level of linear or 

quadratic attitude bases. Thus, I can confidently say that introspection did not cause individuals 

to change in their responsiveness to the affective versus cognitive messages. This null result 

stands in contrast to earlier findings that did show such moderation of persuasion effect by 

introspection condition (Millar & Millar, 1990); however, a number of procedural differences 

will be highlighted in chapter four to explain these deviations from prior findings. 

 

Discussion 

 Study one contained a wide range of analyses, the results of which were generally very 

surprising in light of past empirical work. Few of my statistically significant effects were 

precisely as I had hypothesized, making me reluctant to invest too much confidence in the results 

of any particular analysis. However, a number of general trends were observed across the results.  

One hypothesis that I had drawn from prior literature was the skewness hypothesis, which 

suggested that introspection might induce within-base alterations in my attitude base measures. 

In particular, I had anticipated that Why introspection might cause disruption effects within 

structural and/or meta cognitive bases. Instead, I found no evidence of such processes at all, and 
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instead found that How introspection induced certain stabilizing effects on attitude bases. 

However, this finding was greatly moderated by attitude bases, as explained below. 

I also examined the dominance hypothesis, which suggested that Why introspection 

would lead to more cognitive, and How introspection to more affective attitude bases (structural 

and/or meta). I measured this with a ‘between-base’ analysis, where the relative dominance of 

affective over cognitive bases was observed post-introspection. Instead of finding the 

hypothesized effects, I found more complex patterns for both Why and How introspection 

groups. These effects suggested that Why and How introspection caused structural and meta 

bases to impact one another, such that (e.g.) structural cognitive individuals became more meta-

cognitive after Why-introspecting, and meta-affective individuals became more structurally 

affective after How-introspecting. However, this effect emerged only for individuals with 

extreme attitude bases. 

Across both sets of analyses, a number of trends in the results were interesting. First, 

How more often than Why introspection predicted effects that were unique from control. This 

was not predicted either by Wilson’s theories (which would have anticipated only null effects for 

How introspection), or by Millar and Tesser’s perspective (which would suggest that the Why 

and How groups would differ from control at roughly equal rates, and only in the dominance 

hypothesis tests). Second, my within-base introspection effects suggested stability, not 

instability, resulting from (generally How) introspecting. This suggested the possibility that for 

some individuals, How introspection might actually result in active changes rather than Why 

introspection. Third, I did not find generally find the main effects that would be most clearly 

hypothesized, but instead found two- or three-way interaction effects, whereby any effect of 

introspection was highly restricted to particular arrangements of initial attitude bases. More often 
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than the structural bases, it was the meta bases that moderated my effects. This does provide 

some rough evidence in line with the burgeoning idea (See et al., 2008, 2013) that it is important 

to consider the role of meta bases alongside the more historically entrenched structural base 

measures. Furthermore, the quadratic terms were considerably more active in moderating 

introspection effects than were the linear terms. This provides some modest evidence that the 

extremity (more so than the directionality) of attitude bases might be more relevant to 

determining when introspection will manipulate attitude bases. 

I did replicate previous findings whereby meta-bases moderated the effectiveness of 

persuasive messages, but did not find that structural bases moderated persuasion by the 

messages. I also did not find a hypothesized effect such that introspection would moderate the 

effectiveness of ‘matched’ persuasive messages. Although my primary intention with these tests 

was to determine whether my measures or manipulations were functioning as normal, my 

generally close consistency with prior studies that successfully employed both these attitude base 

measures and these introspection manipulations makes me unclear whether they were ‘flawed’ in 

the present analyses. In chapter four I will raise some theoretical ideas about why these 

traditional effects did not emerge, as well as flagging a possible issue with my implementation of 

the introspection manipulation. 
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Chapter 3 

Study Two 

Study one served to test several hypotheses, but involved several limitations that are 

addressed in study two. First, study one only investigated a single topic (donation of the body to 

science post-mortem), and it was therefore important to demonstrate that my effects were not 

specific to the chosen attitude object; therefore, study two tested the same research questions 

using the topic of blood donation.  

Second, study one had participants consider their attitude bases at time-1, shortly before 

introspection tasks were performed. In study two, the time-1 measurement occurred weeks or 

months before the in-lab procedure. The difference in procedure might lead to several 

consequences. One possibility is that study one might show stronger introspection x initial 

attitude base interactions, because having just filled out questionnaires concerning attitude bases, 

these bases might be more salient and therefore likely to influence introspection’s effects. It is 

also possible that effects of the time-1 bases (such as moderating introspection’s effects on 

attitude and/or attitude base changes) would be weakened in study one, because having just filled 

out questionnaires concerning attitudes and attitude bases, participants might have felt a pressure 

to provide consistent answers from time 1 to time 2. Study two would show less of this 

consistency effect because participants would be highly unlikely to recall all of their answers to a 

series of attitude questionnaires from weeks or months prior. Yet another possibility is that in 

study two, changes in the attitudes or attitude bases of participants might occur between time-1 

and time-2. If such changes occur, they would serve to weaken the moderating role of time-1 

variables on introspection’s effects.  
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Third, the control group in study one did participate in some elements of Why-

introspection, but about an irrelevant attitude object. I therefore tried an alternative control group 

for study two, which was intended to be completely innocuous (a task involving listing as many 

nations as the participant could remember), in order to ensure that results based on Why-

introspection were not inhibited by this similarity to the control condition. 

Design 

This study had a 3 (Introspection: Why vs How vs Control) X 2 (Message Type: 

Affective vs Cognitive) X 2 (Structural-Meta Order: Structural first vs Meta first) X 2 

(Affective-Cognitive Order: Affective first vs Cognitive first) between-subjects design.  

Participants 

 Participants were 3337 students completing a psychology survey course at Queen’s 

University. They received credit towards their final exam grade as compensation. Because some 

participants had their identification numbers incorrectly specified during in-lab sessions, 

complete data was not available for all participants. Therefore, most analyses used less than 333 

individuals. I was able to obtain time-1 data from 296 (89%) of reported individuals, making 296 

the functional subject count. 

Procedures 

 Procedures for study two were generally the same as study one, except where noted here. 

Attitude object. 

 The attitude object for study two was ‘donating one’s blood to a blood bank’. 

Consequently, all materials were reworded to address this topic. Aside from items being 

                                                      

7 This is roughly half the number of participants as in study one. The discrepancy is because I 

started recruitment for study one a year earlier than study two, thus giving twice the recruitment 

time for study one. 
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reworded, persuasive messages were also changed to reflect arguments for the blood donation 

topic, arguing that blood donation was positive. Affective and cognitive messages for this topic 

were taken from See et al. (2008; see Appendix D), where they were pilot tested to demonstrate 

their affective/cognitive qualities. 29 participants completed the pilot testing, wherein they were 

exposed to one of the two persuasive passages, or an irrelevant control passage. On a rating of 

how affective the passage was, participants reported that the affective passage was more ‘reliant 

on emotions and feelings’ (M = 6.10) than was the cognitive passage (M = 3.80; t(18) = -3.83, p 

= .001). When rating how cognitive the passage was, participants reported that the cognitive 

passage was more ‘reliant on reason and thoughts’ (M = 5.30) than was the affective passage (M 

= 3.70; t(18) = 2.23, p = .038). Both passages were interpreted as being effective, in that the 

control passage resulted in a less positive attitude (M = 5.64) than did the cognitive (M = 6.63) 

or affective passage (M = 6.54; F(2,27) = 3.45, p = .046). LSD testing revealed that both the 

cognitive (p = .024) and affective (p = .038) led to more favourable assessments than did control; 

however, the cognitive passage was not more or less persuasive than the affective (p = .828). The 

affective message described the positive feelings (e.g. enthusiasm, joy) that can come from 

donating one’s blood to a blood bank; while the cognitive message focused on the practical 

benefits (e.g. saved lives) that emerge from this behaviour. 

Time-1 measurement of attitudes and attitude bases. 

 Unlike study one, wherein time-1 attitude and attitude base measurements were 

conducted in the same experimental session as the rest of the procedure, study two used 

participants’ scores on these measures that were obtained several weeks to months earlier. All 

participants completed their time-1 measurements of the attitude, structural affective/cognitive, 

and meta affective/cognitive scales during a single week at the beginning of the fall semester. 
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These were completed as part of a larger package of questionnaires during a prescreening 

process. Because those scores were associated with a participant identification number, it could 

be matched with participants’ in-lab data by associating that data with the same ID number. This 

was expected to have several effects. First, I expected that it would make it less likely that 

individuals’ attitude bases might moderate introspection effects simply because they were salient 

for participants from answering them immediately before introspecting. Second, I expected that 

it would make it less likely that attitude and attitude base scores would be resistant to change, 

due to a consistency bias. That is, when the questionnaires were asked immediately before and 

after an experimental manipulation, any effects might have been reduced by participants’ 

desiring to show consistency with their pre-manipulation answers. Asking weeks or months 

earlier would greatly reduce the likelihood of this occurring. Third, the time delay would also 

introduce a time period during which participants’ attitudes and/or attitude bases might change. 

In study one, all measurements taking place within the same session would make attitude or 

attitude base change unlikely aside from that which might be created by experimental 

manipulations. However, in study two some participants would have to wait months before 

performing the in-lab materials, introducing the possibility that their attitudes and/or attitude 

bases might change naturally within that time window. 

Measures 

 All study two measures were essentially the same as in study one; however, items were 

reworded for the subject of giving to blood banks (rather than post-mortem body donation). Refer 

to Appendix D for the revised persuasive messages. Because materials were identical but for the 

changed attitude object, refer to Appendix B for measures, introspection manipulations, and 

positive mood induction. In the time-1 measurements for study two, Cronbach’s α for the attitude 
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scale was .87; for structural affect, α = .85; for structural cognitive, α = .85; for meta-cognitive 

base, α = .90; and for meta-affective base, α = .84. Thus, all internal reliabilities for the measures 

were acceptable. Other descriptives are reported below, in Table 22. 

Results 

Distributional properties. 

 As with study one, the distributional properties of the attitude and attitude base scales are 

summarized (Table 25). A few particular details are of note within this table. Once again 

comparing skewness and kurtosis to standards suggested in prior literature (maximum |skewness| 

= 2, |kurtosis| = 7; West et al., 1995), I do find that most variables conform to these requirements, 

with absolute skewness values falling below 2, and kurtosis values below 7. The only exception, 

which violates both cutoffs, is cognitive-attitude discrepancy (skewness = 2.26, kurtosis = 8.74). 

Examination of the distribution of cognitive-attitude discrepancy shows that it is sharply right-

skewed, with a large majority of participants scoring 0-1 on their cognitive-attitude discrepancy, 

and only a few exceptional participants scoring as high as 4 or 5. Despite the non-normality of 

the distribution of scores for cognitive-attitude discrepancy, I have few concerns about test 

assumptions, as cognitive-attitude discrepancy was not employed as an independent or dependent 

variable for any analyses. Instead, it was used as a component for calculating structural attitude 

base, which itself shows acceptable skewness (.96) and kurtosis (2.24) values. 
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Table 24 

Time-1 Attitude, and Meta / Structural Attitude Base Components and Derived Scores.  

Variable M Mdn SD Conceptual 

Range 

Actual 

Range 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Attitude 5.68 5.88 1.06 1.00 - 7.00 1.00 - 7.00 -1.03 1.27 

Structural 

Affective Base 

5.09 5.13 .88 1.00 - 7.00 2.13 - 7.00 .01 .28 

Structural 

Cognitive Base 

5.93 6.07 .75 1.00 - 7.00 3.50 - 7.00 .74 .28 

Affective-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

.74 .63 .55 0 - 6.00 0 - 2.25 -.55 .28 

Cognitive-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

.68 .48 .69 0 - 6.00 0 - 5.43 2.26 8.74 

Structural Attitude 

Base 

-.06 -.16 .87 -6.00 - 6.00 -2.14 - 4.30 .96 2.24 

Meta-Affective 

Base 

5.10 5.25 1.29 1.00 - 7.00 1.00 - 7.00 -.79 .47 

Meta-Cognitive 

Base 

5.44 5.75 1.18 1.00 - 7.00 1.00 - 7.00 -.81 .91 

Meta Attitude 

Base 

-.32 0 1.29 -6.00 - 6.00 -5.75 - 3.75 -.75 2.66 

 

Considering attitude scores, individuals were generally quite positive towards the topic of 

donating blood to a blood bank (M = 5.68, SD = 1.06). This might suggest a possible challenge 

for one of my ancillary interests - to induce persuasion through the use of messages that attempt 

to induce more positive attitudes in participants. Given that attitude scores average well above 

the scale’s midpoint, with a standard deviation large enough to take many participants near to the 

scale’s ceiling, it is possible that my ability to show persuasion effects might be limited. 
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Both affect-attitude (M = .74, SD = .55) and cognition-attitude (M = .68, SD = .69) 

discrepancies were reasonably low values for this attitude topic, which suggested that 

participants showed both congruence between both their affective and cognitive reactions and 

their attitudes. Meta-bases were quite high on average (meta-affect M = 5.10, SD = 1.29; meta-

cognition M = 5.44, SD = 1.18), indicating that participants believed that affect and cognition 

both played substantial roles in driving their attitudes. 

To examine moderation by initial attitude bases, it was important that individuals were 

not exclusively affective or cognitive with respect to either their structural or meta bases. To this 

end, I considered the average values of participants’ structural and meta bases. On average, 

structural bases were close to a zero value (M = -.06, SD = .87), suggesting that some individuals 

showed more cognitive congruence, some more affective congruence, and some showed no 

emphasis in either direction. For meta bases, there was a tendency for individuals to show more 

cognitive than affective meta-bases (M = -.32, SD = 1.29). To express this in alternative terms, 

57% of individuals were more structurally cognitive than affective (reasonably close to the ideal 

of 50%), but 72% of individuals were more meta-cognitive than meta-affective. 

Associations among attitude base measures. 

As with study one, a crucial first step was to determine that structural and meta bases 

were once again not redundant with one another. Indeed, I found that structural and meta bases at 

time-1 were not significantly related to one another (r(294) = .01, p = .806). This was quite 

similar to the correlation coefficient found in study one between these variables (r = .04). Thus, 

once again, I can conclude that structural and meta bases were independent of one another. 

Similar to study one, I found that affective and cognitive structural bases were 

substantially correlated (r(303) = .56, p < .001). This indicated that once again, those individuals 
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whose emotional reactions were congruent with their attitude, also tended to have attitude-

congruent cognitive reactions. This was very close to the correlation coefficient between 

affective and cognitive reactions obtained in study one (r = .61). Cognitive and affective meta-

bases were also moderately correlated (r(296) = .46, p < .001), indicating that once again, 

participants who believed that their attitudes were driven by their affective reactions also tended 

to believe that their attitudes were driven by cognitive reactions. This was very similar to 

correlation between cognitive and affective meta-bases from study one (r = .43). 

Test-retest comparisons of the attitude and attitude base measures. 

Because approximately one third of my participants (n = 104) were assigned to the 

control group, which did not involve a manipulation relevant to participants’ attitudes or attitude 

bases, I was able to consider how consistent the scales employed in study two were, across a 

span of several weeks to months. In-lab data was collected over the course of two semesters (the 

median time point for participants completing the study was 3.21 months; the mean 2.00), with 

some participants completing the time-2 materials as many as eight months after the prescreen. 

Therefore, these values are likely a product of both the imperfect reliabilities of the scales, and/or 

attitude base change occurring between prescreening and subsequent measurement. I interpret 

the test-retest comparisons as a combination of the scales’ reliabilities, and the degree to which 

attitudes and attitude bases changed across time. Internal reliability estimates, and test-retest 

comparisons, are provided in Table 26. Correlation coefficients and p-values are also provided 

for my attempt to correct for attenuation due to limitations of reliability, when possible. When 

such correlations are presented in-text, numbers before the ‘/’ indicate uncorrected values; values 

after the ‘/’ indicate attenuation-corrected values. 
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Table 25 

Reliability Estimates for Attitude and Attitude Base Scales Used in Study Two. Significant 

Correlations Bolded. 

Variable Time-1 

internal 

reliability (α) 

Time-2 

internal 

reliability (α) 

Test-retest 

reliability (r) / 

corrected for 

attenuation 

Significance of test-

retest (p-value) / 

corrected for 

attenuation 

Attitude .84 .83 .50 / .60 < .001 / < .001 

Structural Affective 

Base 

.85 .87 .56 / .65 < .001 / <.001 

Structural Cognitive 

Base 

.85 .86 .45 / .53 < .001 / <.001 

Affective-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

N/A N/A .13 .170 

Cognitive-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

N/A N/A .27 .005 

Structural Attitude 

Base 

N/A N/A .02 .805 

Meta-Affective Base .84 .90 .34 / .39 < .001 / < .001 

Meta-Cognitive 

Base 

.90 .89 .29 / .32 .003 / < .001 

Meta Attitude Base N/A N/A .12 .215 

 

A few observations can be drawn from Table 26. First, attitudes towards donating blood 

to a blood bank are seen to be significantly correlated from time-1 to time-2 (r = .50 / .60, p < 

.001), even though the time period was substantial (mean = 3.21 months). Similarly, the test-

retest estimates for affective (r = .56 / .65) and cognitive (r = .45 / .53) structural bases were both 

highly significant (p < .001) from time-1 to time-2. That is, individuals who had positive (or 

negative) affective reactions at time-1, still did at time-2; ditto for cognitive reactions. Lower 
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values were found for affective-attitude discrepancy (r = .13, p = .170) and cognitive-attitude 

discrepancy (r = .27, p = .005). However, these low consistency scores are in hindsight quite 

unsurprising. For example, affective reactions, cognitive reactions, and attitudes all change over 

time, and all have imperfect scale reliabilities. However, affective-attitude discrepancy and 

cognitive-attitude discrepancy each combine the added instabilities of both of their terms (i.e., 

affective-attitude discrepancy represents the imperfect reliability and bona fide change of affect 

and both features of attitude scores). If affective-attitude and cognitive-attitude discrepancies 

each reflect multiple sources of change, then the difference score calculated to measure structural 

base (cognitive-attitude discrepancy minus affective-attitude discrepancy) will represent the 

added changes within each discrepancy score. Overall structural base, therefore, might be 

expected to have an extremely low test-retest reliability value, and indeed this appears to be so (r 

= .02, p = .805). 

A similar picture emerged for meta-bases. Meta-affective (r = .34 / .39) and meta-

cognitive bases (r = .29 / .32) were each significantly consistent from time-1 to time-2 (both ps < 

.005; < .001 when correcting for attenuation). However, meta-base (which is derived from these 

modestly-consistent variables: meta-affect minus meta-cognition) did not show test-retest 

consistency significantly different from zero (r = .12, p = .215). 

These initial findings have considerable impact on my planned analyses. Most critically, 

the low test-retest consistency values for structural base (r = .02) and meta-base (r = .12) indicate 

that time-1 measures of structural / meta bases should have no predictive power on participants’ 

structural / meta bases at the time of the experimental procedure. Therefore, it is difficult to 

imagine how they could influence individuals’ reactions to introspection materials within that 

experimental procedure. For this reason, interactions from study 1 that do not appear in study 2 
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will not be particularly surprising, to the extent that they rely upon attitude base measures from 

time-1. 

Time-1 to time-2 consistency effects for the introspection groups. 

I also considered the extent to which attitudes and attitude bases might be consistent 

within the Why and How introspection groups. Existing theory by Wilson and colleagues would 

suggest that these groups should show sharply decreased consistency between time-1 and time-2 

attitudes and attitude bases. This is because these researchers have construed introspection as 

‘disrupting’ the accurate reports of both attitudes and attitude reports by artificially focusing 

participants on particular subcomponents of their attitude bases.  

I considered the time-1 to time-2 correlations for all of my major variables, separated by 

introspection group. I compared correlations via Fisher’s r-to-Z test, to determine whether any of 

these differences were statistically significant, presenting these in Table 27. In this table, 

correlations can be compared across rows, with each column representing one of the 

introspection groups. Significant differences are noted in the last column. Interestingly, not one 

of these correlations showed any evidence of a ‘disruption’ effect from the introspection groups, 

and several showed enhanced consistency post-introspection. Table 27 is most easily considered 

by clustering three kinds of effects: those where only Why introspection showed higher 

consistency values (than control), those where only How introspection showed higher 

consistency values, and those where both Why and How introspection groups showed higher 

consistency values. Only Why introspection showed higher consistency (r = .72) between time-1 

and time-2 attitude values (than control, r = .49; p = .010), which is a surprising reversal of 

typical Wilson-based thinking about introspection. Furthermore, the positivity of both affective 
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(r = .73 > .55; p = .030) and cognitive reactions (r = .60 > .41; p < .001) was more consistent for 

the Why introspection group than control. 

The How introspection group showed uniquely high consistency in meta-affective base (r 

= .59) compared to the control group (r = .35; p = .031). 

Compared to the control group (r = .02), both the Why (r = .41) and the How (r = .33) 

introspection groups showed significantly greater time-1 to time-2 consistency (ps = .004 and 

.029, respectively). The Why and How groups did not differ from one another (p = .529).  

 

Table 26 

Consistency of Attitude and Attitude Base Measures from Time 1 to Time 2, Separated by 

Introspection Group (Coefficients Involved in Significant Differences Bolded). 

Variable Control group 

(n 104) 

How 

introspection 

group (n 94) 

Why 

introspection 

group (n 97) 

Significant 

Differences 

Attitude .49** .49** .72** Why > Control 

(p = .010) 

Why > How  

(p = .012) 

Structural Affective 

Base 

.55** .65** .73** Why > Control 

(p = .030) 

Structural Cognitive 

Base 

.41** .50** .60** Why > Control 

(p < .001) 

Affective-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

.13 .21* .17 None < .05 

Cognitive-Attitude 

Discrepancy 

.27** .26* .49** None < .05 

Structural Attitude 

Base 

.02 .33** .41** Why > Control 

(p = .004) 

How > Control 

(p = .029) 
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Meta-Affective Base .35** .59** .32** How > Why  

(p = .019) 

How > Control 

(p = .031) 

Meta-Cognitive Base .29** .32** .33** None < .05 

Meta Attitude Base .12 .23** .17 None < .05 

 

 It is true that the above table contains a large number of total comparisons (9 variables; 3 

inter-condition comparison = 27 tests), and Bonferroni-correcting these comparisons would 

result in most significant values being insignificant. However, a few counter-points might be 

made to this criticism. First, the rate of significant differences is grossly higher than Type I error 

would suggest (8 / 27 = 30%; higher than the Type I error rate of ~5%). Second, if these results 

do generally reflect the product of type I error from multiple testing, it is strange that Why and 

How introspection always reflect the larger consistency values in all eight comparisons, with 

control never the largest value (0 / 8 occurrences), and usually the compared-against lower value 

(6 / 8 occurrences). 

Summary of the time-1 to time-2 comparisons. 

I made a number of interesting observations across this subsection. First, I found that 

when I isolated my control group in order to detect the degree of consistency between time-1 and 

time-2 reports, very low values were found for a range of important variables within my data set, 

including meta and structural attitude bases. This seemed likely to have emerged from a problem 

whereby these scores were based on a series of difference (or difference between difference) 

scores, the components of which were imperfectly reliable. Therefore, differences scores 

between them led to a cascading problem whereby the most ‘downstream’ scores (e.g. meta base, 

structural base) were very inconsistent from time-1 to time-2. 
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However, many of these variables were much more consistent in the Why and/or How 

introspection groups. Why-introspection showed greater consistency (than control) for attitude, 

structural affective and cognitive bases, and structural base - whereas How-introspection showed 

greater consistency (than control) for meta-affect and structural base. These differences are very 

striking in light of existing theory concerning introspection, some of which has strongly 

indicated that disruption effects should be expected across these variables (the skewness 

hypothesis), while some has indicated that a mix of disruption and null effects should occur 

within these correlation values (the dominance hypothesis). Of the six correlations where 

differences between introspection and control were observed, all six showed greater consistency 

for the introspection group(s). These findings require some interpretation. 

One possibility is that introspection may cause disruption effects on short time scales 

(e.g., when multiple measurements are obtained within a single experimental session), but 

consistency effects on longer time scales (e.g., when multiple measurements are divided across 

several months). This could be explained if introspection leads individuals to access a relatively 

durant cluster of attitude-relevant beliefs (e.g., social norms, values). In the short time scale, this 

leads introspection to ‘disrupt’ attitude bases (and therefore attitudes), because people do not 

ordinarily make such pronounced use of these factors. Therefore, compared to a control group 

who is in the same mental condition at time-1 and time-2, introspection will ‘disrupt’ attitude 

reports. However, when comparisons are made across multiple months, introspection may now 

serve to improve the consistency from time-1 to time-2, because tapping into these durant factors 

provides a source of continuity across the time points. Needless to say, a single study is grossly 

insufficient to raise this as a comprehensive alternative to existing introspection theory (Wilson 
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et al., 1989; Millar & Tesser, 1986), but I suggest that the present data may form a starting point 

for such a line of inquiry. 

Within-base disruption effects. 

As with study one, I considered within-base disruption effects in several ways. First, I 

wanted to test for evidence of the Wilson hypothesis, such that attitude (or attitude-base) 

disruption effects would follow Why-introspection. This study had an advantage over study one 

for detecting such effects, because participants time-1 reports, being conducted (on average) 

months prior, would be unlikely to undermine introspection effects. Also, given that a number of 

non-hypothesized interactions had been detected in study one, my other primary interest was to 

determine whether any of these would replicate in a second, independent sample. 

Within-base changes measured through absolute changes in bases. 

Our first focus was to examine difference scores between time-1 and time-2 scores of 

attitude and attitude bases. My primary interest was to examine how introspection (particularly 

Why) might have introduced attitude (base) disruption, and how such disruption might have been 

moderated by initial (time-1) attitude bases. All details of this analysis are identical to study one, 

and the list of predictors can therefore be identified using Table 2. The dependent variables are 

also unchanged from the first study: Δ attitude, Δ structural cognitive base, Δ structural affective 

base, Δ meta cognitive base, and Δ meta affective base. 

Attitude changes. My most fundamental analysis for attitude change, was to determine 

whether Why-introspection had disrupted attitudes more than the other introspection groups. The 

main effect of introspection, however, was non-significant (F(2,267) = .57, p = .566), indicating 

that introspection did not influence attitude change. The other main effects, for the four attitude 

base variables, were not hypothesized, and all proved insignificant: linear structural base 
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(F(1,267) < .001, p = .997), linear meta base (F(1,267) = .25, p = .620), quadratic structural base 

(F(1,267) = .36, p = .548), and quadratic meta base (F(1,267) = .28, p = .597). Thus, there was 

absolutely no evidence of study one’s main effect of linear structural base on attitude change 

being replicated. 

With respect to two-way interactions between attitude bases, I had no hypotheses for how 

these might interact to impact attitude change, and study one gave me no effects to focus on. 

Indeed, once again there was no effect of linear meta X linear structural (F(1,267) = 1.41, p = 

.237), linear meta X quadratic structural (F(1,267) = 3.39, p = .067), quadratic meta X linear 

structural (F(1,267) = 1.75, p = .187), or quadratic meta X quadratic structural bases (F(1,267) = 

.27, p = .602). 

I anticipated the possibility of two-way interactions between introspection and the 

quadratic structural and/or quadratic meta bases. Specifically, I hypothesized an effect such that 

Why-introspection would interact with either quadratic meta or quadratic structural bases, with 

individuals at the extreme more resistant to attitude change via introspection than individuals 

with more moderate attitude bases. Introspection X quadratic structural base was insignificant 

(F(2,267) = 1.09, p = .336), as was introspection X quadratic meta base (F(2,267) = .52, p = 

.596). As with study one, I did not hypothesize any relation of introspection with the linear bases. 

Indeed, neither the linear structural (F(2,267) = 1.76, p = .174) nor the linear meta (F(2,267) = 

.83, p = .435) bases interacted with introspection. 

Turning to the three-way interactions, I had minimal theoretical cause to make 

hypotheses. However, study one had produced two significant interactions that I was curious to 

re-examine: introspection X linear meta X quadratic structural base, and introspection X 

quadratic meta X quadratic structural base. However, neither of these interactions were 
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significant in study two: (F(2,267) = .30, p = .435) and (F(2,267) = 1.16, p = .315), respectively. 

The other three-way interactions that had not been significant in study one, were still 

insignificant now: introspection X linear meta X linear structural (F(2,267) = .06, p = .947), and 

introspection X linear meta X quadratic structural (F(2,267) = .30, p = .739). 

Structural cognitive changes. Wilson’s hypotheses about introspection suggest that 

enhanced structural cognitive disruption should occur under Why-introspection, compared to 

other conditions. I therefore predicted that introspection would have a main effect on structural 

cognitive change; however, this hypothesis was not supported by the data (F(2,267) = .27, p = 

.767). I had no predictions about main effects of the attitude base measures, and indeed none of 

the linear structural (F(1,267) = .16, p = .692), linear meta (F(1,267) = .06, p = .802), or 

quadratic meta (F(1,267) = .72, p = .396) attitude bases had any influence on structural cognitive 

change. In this sample, however, quadratic structural base had a significant relation to structural 

cognitive change (F(1,267) = 4.40, p = .037). Follow-up using PROCESS revealed a negative 

slope (B = -.09), meaning that more extreme structural bases predicted less structural cognitive 

disruption. 

Considering two-way interactions between the attitude base measures, I had no 

hypotheses for how these might interact, aside from following with study one’s linear meta X 

quadratic structural interaction. However, none of the interactions were significant: linear 

structural X linear meta (F(1,267) = .76, p = .384), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,267) = 

.07, p = .794), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(1,267) = 2.32, p = .129) Furthermore, 

the linear meta X quadratric structural interaction term was also insignificant (F(1,267) = .63, p 

= .427). 
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I also had no predictions about how introspection might interact with the attitude bases. 

Indeed, I found no relationship between introspection and linear structural (F(2,267) = .56, p = 

.570), linear meta (F(2,267) = .35, p = .705), quadratic structural (F(2,267) = 1.43, p = .240), or 

quadratic meta bases (F(2,267) = .91, p = .404). 

Concerning three-way interactions (arrangements of attitude bases with introspection), I 

once again had no hypotheses about these might relate to structural cognitive disruption. The 

only exception was to check for study one’s introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic 

meta bases interaction, which was insignificant here (F(2,267) = 1.18, p = .310). The other three-

way configurations were not hypothesized and not found to be significant: introspection X linear 

structural X linear meta (F(2,267) = .12, p = .885), introspection X quadratic structural X linear 

meta (F(2,267) = .14, p = .873), or introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,267) < 

.01, p = .999). 

Structural affective changes. I once again considered introspection to be associated with 

structural affective changes, as an extension of Wilson’s theory of introspection. Thus, I 

considered it possible that Why-introspection might disrupt structural affective reactions, 

(although no sign of this had emerged in study one). In fact, introspection did not have a main 

effect on structural affective changes (F(2,267) = 1.10, p = .335). I did not have hypotheses 

concerning how attitude bases might be related to structural affective disruption, aside from 

checking again for study one’s main effect of quadratic meta-bases. There was no evidence of 

the main effect of quadratic meta-base (F(1,267) = .03, p = .859), or quadratic structural base 

(F(1,267) < .01, p = .978). Further, there was no sign that linear structural (F(1,267) = 1.15, p = 

.285) or linear meta base (F(1,267) = .15, p = .702) was related to structural affective disruption. 
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I next considered two-way interactions between attitude bases. I had no predictions for 

these might relate, particularly as study one had not shown any significant effects or trends. Two 

of these interactions were non-significant: linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,267) = 2.69, p 

= .102) and quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(1,267) = .46, p = .501). However, I did find 

several significant interactions. First, linear structural X linear meta bases interacted (F(1,267) = 

13.33, p < .001). Table 28 examines the simple slopes of linear structural base predicting 

structural affective change, depending on levels of linear meta-base. Moving through the 

columns of Table 25 shows the function of linear structural base predicting structural affective 

change, at levels of meta-base that move from cognitive (left) to affective (right). For individuals 

who believed that their attitudes were cognitive (B = .362), more affective structural bases 

predicted more structural affective change. However, for individuals who believed that their 

attitudes were affective, more structurally affective attitudes showed greater signs of structural 

affective change (B = .149). 

 

Table 27 

Effect of Linear Structural Base on Structural Affective Change, Depending on Linear Meta 

Base. 

 Cognitive Meta 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Meta 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Meta 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear 

Structural Base 

B = -.362, SE = .094 

(p < .001) 

B = -.037, SE = .047 

(p = .436) 

B = .149, SE = .075 

(p = .049) 

 

The other interaction observed was between linear meta-base and quadratic structural 

base (F(1,267) = 6.34, p = .012), which is demonstrated in Table 29. Moving from left to right in 

this table indicates increasingly extreme structural bases, which each cell representing the effect 
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of linear meta-base on structural affective change at that level of quadratic structural base. 

Higher B values indicate that more affective meta-bases predict more structural affective change, 

whereas negative values indicate that affective meta-bases predict less structural affective 

change. The only significant value (B = -.135) is in the rightmost cell, indicating that only 

among individuals with extreme structural bases, more affective meta-bases were associated with 

less structural affective change. 

 

Table 28 

Effect of Linear Meta Base on Structural Affective Change, Depending on Quadratic Structural 

Base. 

 Low Quadratic 

Structural 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear Meta 

Base 

B = .009, SE = .030 

(p = .768) 

B = -.012, SE = .027 

(p = .654) 

B = -.135, SE = .053 

(p = .011) 

 

I did not expect introspection to interact with attitude bases, as theory did not suggest 

this, and study one found no results for these constellations of variables. Introspection did not 

interact with linear structural (F(1,267) = 1.66, p = .193), linear meta (F(1,267) = 1.67, p = .190), 

or quadratic meta bases (F(1,267) = .58, p = .559), However, the effect of introspection was not 

constant across levels of quadratic structural base (F(1,267) = 3.50, p = .031). I examined 

whether quadratic structural base interacted with Why and/or How introspection (vs control) 

using their dummy variables, finding that the interaction was borderline for Why introspection 

(F(1,268) = 3.20, p = .075), and non-significant for How introspection (F(1,268) = .52, p = .471). 

Because the omnibus significance test was significant, I followed up with the Why-introspection 
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interaction despite its p not falling below .05. However, examination of the simple slopes was 

uninformative, with none of the slopes reaching or approaching significance (all p > .15); 

therefore, I do not consider this interaction further. 

Concerning three-way interactions, I did not hypothesize any specific relations between 

introspection and sets of attitude bases predicting structural affective change. I found that 

introspection did not interact with linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,268) = 1.66, p = .193), 

or with quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(2,268) = .12, p = .891). Introspection did 

interact with linear structural X linear meta bases (F(1,268) = 4.30, p = .015). Examination of the 

Why and How dummy variables in PROCESS showed that the linear structural X linear meta 

combination interacted with How-introspection (vs control; F(1,267) = 5.21, p = .023), but not 

with Why introspection (F(1,267) = .54, p = .463). Therefore, only How-introspection’s 

interaction is considered further, in Table 30. This table shows the effect of How-introspection 

on structural affective change, such that higher values indicate that How-introspection caused 

more structural affective disruption; columns from left to right progress from cognitive to 

affective meta-bases, while rows from top to bottom indicate movement from cognitive to 

affective structural bases. The most clear effects in Table 30 are in the left (meta-cognitive) 

column, where How-introspection induced less structural affective change -- but only when 

individuals’ structural bases were mixed (B = -.400), or particularly when their structural bases 

were affective (B = -1.13). 
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Table 29 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Structural Affective Change, Moderated by Combinations of 

Linear Structural and Linear Meta Bases. 

Linear Structural 

Base 

Cognitive Linear 

Meta Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Linear Meta 

Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Linear 

Meta Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B =.177, SE = .233  

(p = .759) 

B = -.069, SE =.121 

(p = .570) 

B = -.210, SE =.184 

(p = .254) 

Mixed 

(50th percentile) 

B = -.400, SE = .168 

(p = .018) 

B = -.096, SE = .094 

(p = .310) 

B = .078, SE = .124 

(p = .527) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = -1.13, SE =.402  

(p = .005) 

B = -.129, SE = .191 

(p = .500) 

B = .442, SE = .318 

(p = .167) 

 

The other three-way interaction was between introspection X structural meta X quadratic 

structural bases (F(2,267) = 3.42, p = .034). Specifically, the interaction appeared to be driven by 

How-introspection (F(1,267) = 3.92, p = .049) rather than Why-introspection (F(1,267) = .81, p 

= .369), so I proceed to analyse only the interaction of How-introspection X structural meta X 

quadratic structural bases (Table 31). In this table, columns from left to right indicate meta-bases 

moving from cognitive to affective. Rows move from top to bottom in order of quadratic 

structural base: lower rows indicate more extreme structural bases. Specifically, the only 

significant slope in the interaction is in the bottom-right: individuals who felt their attitudes were 

affective, and who had extreme structural bases, showed greatly decreased structural affective 

change under How-introspection (B = -.471). 

 

 



106 

 

Table 30 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Structural Affective Change, Moderated by Combinations of 

Quadratic Structural and Linear Meta Bases. 

Quadratic Structural 

Base 

Cognitive Linear 

Meta Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Linear Meta 

Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Linear 

Meta Base 

(90th percentile) 

Low Quadratic 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.298, SE = .156 

(p = .056) 

B = -.092, SE =.090 

(p = .306) 

B = .026, SE = .113  

(p = .818) 

Moderate Quadratic 

(50th percentile) 

B = -.241, SE = .136 

(p = .078) 

B = -.117, SE = .076 

(p = .126) 

B = -.046, SE = .103 

(p = .652) 

High Quadratic 

(90th percentile) 

B = .093, SE =.311  

(p = .766) 

B = -.266, SE = .178 

(p = .136) 

B = -.471, SE = .238 

(p = .049) 

 

Meta-cognitive changes. My main interest in the meta-cognitive analysis, was to test for a 

main effect of introspection, as a possible extension of the Wilson literature. However, no effect 

was found in predicting meta-cognitive change (F(2,267) = 1.66, p = .191). Concerning attitude 

bases, I had no hypotheses for how these would predict meta-cognitive change. For linear 

structural base (F(1,267) = 2.40, p = .122), and quadratic structural base (F(1,267) = .26, p = 

.610), there was indeed no effect on meta-cognitive disruption. However, several main effects 

were found for meta-bases. First, there was an effect of linear meta-base on meta-cognitive 

change (F(1,267) = 15.44, p < .001), such that more affective meta-bases predicted greater meta-

cognitive disruption (B = .234). Second, there was an effect of quadratic meta-base (F(1,267) = 

7.52, p = .007), the simple slope of which (B = .071) revealed that more extreme meta-bases also 

predicted more meta-cognitive change. 

Regarding two-way interactions between the attitude bases, I did not anticipate any 

interactions among these variables. Indeed, I found no effect of linear structural X linear meta 

bases (F(1,267) = .12, p = .734), linear structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,267) = .25, p = 
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.620), quadratic structural X linear meta bases (F(1,267) < .01, p = .948), or quadratic structural 

X quadratic meta bases (F(1,267) = .21, p = .651). 

Considering next the two-way interactions between introspection and attitude bases, most 

effects were not significant. Introspection did not interact with linear meta bases (F(1,267) = .03, 

p = .972), quadratic structural bases (F(1,267) = .44, p = .648), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,267) 

= .34, p = .715). However, it did interact with linear structural base (F(1,267) = 3.09, p = .047). 

Therefore, I looked at the effect of linear structural bases on the Why dummy and How dummy 

variables independently. No effect was found between linear structural base with How-

introspection (F(1,267) = .37, p = .543), but it did interact with Why-introspection (F(1,267) = 

5.83, p = .017), so this is considered in Table 32. Moving across the columns of Table 32 

progresses through levels of linear structural base, from cognitive (left) to affective (right). 

Higher B values indicate more meta-cognitive change under Why-introspection. The general 

trend is that more affectively based participants showed greater meta-cognitive stability under 

Why-introspection; indeed, the only significant slope (B = -.785) was such that structurally 

affective individuals showed less meta-cognitive change under Why-introspection. 

 

Table 31 

Effect of Why-introspection on Meta-Cognitive Change, Depending on Linear Structural Base  

 Cognitive Structural 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Structural 

Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Structural 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Why-

introspection 

B = .347, SE = .244 

(p = .157) 

B = -.154, SE = .179 

(p = .391) 

B = -.785, SE = .346 

(p = .024) 
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 Finally, the possible three-way interactions were considered, although none of them were 

statistically significant. Specifically, no effect was found for introspection X linear structural 

base x linear meta base (F(2,267) = 1.08, p = .340), introspection X linear structural base X 

quadratic meta base (F(2,267) = .06 p = .940), introspection X quadratic structural base X linear 

meta base (F(2,267) = .93, p = .396), or introspection X quadratic structural base X quadratic 

meta base (F(2,267) = .22, p = .801). Thus, there was no evidence that meta-cognitive change 

showed differences under varying levels of introspection by combinations of attitude bases. 

Meta-affective changes. Turning to meta-affective changes, I had few strong hypotheses 

for how my predictors would explain variance in people’s beliefs about how affectively based 

their attitude were. A possible extension of the Wilson theory, however, could be that meta-

affect is disrupted under Why-introspection. I did find a main effect of introspection (F(2,267) = 

4.68, p = .010; the only main effect within all of my within-base analyses), the simple slopes of 

which revealed that no effect emerged for Why-introspection (B = -.149, p = .354), but that a 

main effect emerged for How-introspection (B = -.503), the negative slope indicating that 

individuals who How-introspected showed decreased meta-affective change from time-1 to time-

2. This would imply that How-introspection caused individuals to be more consistent with their 

endorsements of meta-affect from weeks to months earlier, than Why-introspection or control 

conditions. In examining main effects of the attitude bases, I also had no hypotheses, and neither 

linear (F(1,267) = 1.92, p = .167) nor quadratic (F(1,267) = 2.00, p = .158) structural base 

predicted meta-affective change. However, there was a main effect of linear meta base (F(1,267) 

= 15.37, p < .001), the slope of which (B = -.22) indicated that more affective meta bases were 

related to decreased meta-affective change. There was also a main effect of quadratic meta base 
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(F(1,267) = 8.72, p = .003), whose slope (B = .07) suggested that more extreme meta-bases were 

related to greater meta-affective change.  

 Regarding the possible two-way interactions between attitude bases, I did not expect 

there to be any significant relationships between combinations of linear/quadratic 

structural/affective bases. For the most part, this expectation was upheld: there was no effect of 

linear structural X linear meta base (F(1,267) = 3.31, p = .070), linear structural X quadratic 

meta base (F(1,267) = .38, p = .540), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta base (F(1,267) = 

1.36, p = .244). However, quadratic structural X linear meta bases had a significant effect on 

meta-affective change (F(1,267) = 4.25, p = .040). To examine this interaction, I looked at the 

effect of linear meta-base on meta-affective change, as a function of varying levels of quadratic 

structural base (see Table 33). Progressing across Table 33’s columns moves across increasing 

levels of quadratic structural bases, from the most mixed structural bases (left column) to the 

most extremely one-sided (right column). Each cell indicates the effect of linear meta base on 

meta-affective change, such that higher slope values indicate that more affective meta bases were 

associated with greater meta-affective change at that level of quadratic structural base. At low 

and moderate levels of quadratic base, the slope is significantly negative, indicating that more 

affective meta bases were associated with less meta-affective change; however, at extreme levels 

of structural base, this effect vanished. 
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Table 32 

Effect of Linear Meta Base on Meta-Affective Change, Depending on Quadratic Structural Base  

 Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of Linear Meta 

Base 

B = -.214, SE = .055 

(p < .001) 

B = -.181, SE = .050 

(p < .001) 

B = .008, SE = .098 

(p = .936) 

 

 Concerning two-way interactions between introspection and attitude bases, I had no 

hypotheses and found no evidence of any combination of introspection and attitude base. 

Specifically, there was no effect of introspection X linear structural (F(2,267) = .02, p = .981), 

introspection X linear meta (F(2,267) = .12, p = .890), introspection X quadratic structural 

(F(2,267) = 2.41, p = .092), or introspection X quadratic meta (F(2,267) = 1.08, p = .341). 

 Finally, I considered the possible three-way interactions. I did hypothesize any significant 

interactions, and found no significant combinations of introspection X linear structural X linear 

meta (F(2,267) = 2.07, p = .128), introspection X linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,267) = 

.74, p = .477), introspection X quadratic structural X linear meta (F(2,267) = 1.11, p = .331), or 

introspection X quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(2,267) = .87, p = .420). 

Summary of within-base changes measured through absolute change. An opening 

cautionary note is to observe that, given the low consistency scores shown between my time-1 

and time-2 structural and meta base values in study two, any main or interaction effects of these 

bases can only be interpreted with considerable skepticism. As with other summaries in this 

manuscript, I focus primarily on the general themes that emerged from the presented analyses, 

rather than presenting numerous detailed inferences about particular significant results. As with 
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study one, this partially reflects my acceptance that the large number of presented tests has likely 

produced some bogus ‘significant’ effects due to multiple testing. 

One overarching note is, consistent with study one, the relative absence of main effects of 

introspection (Why or How). Out of five main effects tested, the only significant value was How-

introspection leading to greater meta-affective consistency. The general absence of hypothesized 

main effects (e.g., Why-introspection disrupting attitude and disrupting meta/structural cognitive 

bases) is surprising given the breadth of previous literature documenting this effect. Instead, 

nearly all of the significant tests involving introspection were interactions involving one or more 

levels of moderation by attitude bases. 

These moderated effects have several characteristics of note. First, three of the four 

effects involve How- rather than Why-introspection. Thus, once again, my evidence indicates 

that How introspection has a somewhat greater capacity to exert effects on the consistency of 

attitude bases, than does Why introspection. However, as in study one, there was no consistency 

across effects as to whether introspection led to more change or less change, than occurred in 

control groups.  

Another similarity to study one, was that both structural and meta bases were related to 

attitude base changes (either as interactions with other bases, or as moderators of introspection 

effects), with meta bases having slightly more frequent roles to play across the tests (nine 

occurrences) than structural bases had (seven occurrences). Once again, this suggested to me that 

meta bases are at least as pivotal to understanding the functioning of introspection as are 

structural bases. Along similar lines, I found that both linear (ten occurrences) and quadratic (six 

occurrences) terms appeared frequently across the interaction terms. Although this finding was 

not as one-sided as study one (where quadratic terms had much more influence than did linear 
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terms), it was similar to study one in that both linear and quadratic bases had multiple roles in 

predicting how individuals would change in their attitude bases. Moreover, both the structural / 

meta and the linear / quadratic distinctions were both important to include, not least of all 

because their effects often only appeared in combinations with each other. That is, using only 

linear (quadratic), or structural (meta) bases, would certainly limit my ability to capture the 

nuances of when introspection will exert effects. 

One trend in study two that did not appear in study one, is that Why introspection’s effect 

related to changes in (meta) cognitive bases, whereas all three of How introspection’s effects 

were in (meta and structural) affective bases. However, this observation is necessarily tentative 

given the small number of tests (n = 4) in which introspection had any sort of role within this 

entire set of analyses. Nonetheless, it is an interesting pattern to note because it is line with some 

existing theory (by Millar and Tesser) that implicates Why introspection as relating primarily to 

cognitive activity, while How introspection relates primarily to affective activity. 

Between-base disruption effects of introspection. 

As with study one, my main aims in this pair of analyses was to determine whether 

introspection induced any effects on time-2 structural or meta bases in a relative sense. My main 

hypothesis, then, was that Why-introspection would result in structural and/or meta bases that 

were relatively more cognitive than affective, whereas How-introspection would result in 

structural and/or meta bases that were relatively more affective than cognitive. I did initially 

consider it likely that this could be moderated by time-1 attitude bases (either affective or 

cognitive), such that low-quadratic individuals would be more susceptible to introspection’s 

influence that high-quadratic individuals. However, given the results of my consistency analyses 

above, I considered it unlikely that such moderation effects could emerge. After all, if time-1 
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bases were not good predictors of the same bases at time-2 in a control condition, this implied 

that time-1 bases would not be able to serve as reliable predictors of the conditions whereby 

introspection would work at time-2. 

Structural bases. In this analysis, my main focus was the main effect of introspection, 

whereby I anticipated that Why and How would produce opposite influences on attitude bases 

(Why leading to more cognitive, How to affective attitude bases). However, the main effect of 

introspection was non-significant (F(2,267) = .21, p = .808). Considering structural and meta 

bases, I originally hypothesized that linear structural bases at time-1 should predict linear 

structural bases at time-2, but given the consistency analyses this appeared unlikely. Indeed, 

none of the attitude bases predicted time-2 structural base: neither linear structural (F(1,267) = 

2.07, p = .151), linear meta (F(1,267) = .04, p = .837), quadratic structural (F(1,267) = .76, p = 

.384), nor quadratic meta bases (F(1,267) = .04, p = .849) predicted time-2 structural base. 

Our next hypotheses concerned introspection X quadratic structural and meta bases, such 

that Why and How introspection’s influences on time-2 structural bases might only emerge for 

those with low quadratic structural or meta bases at time-1. However, I found no significant 

relationships between any of introspection X linear structural (F(2,267 = 1.13, p = .325), 

introspection X linear meta (F(2,267 = 1.49, p = .227), introspection X quadratic structural 

(F(2,267 = .56, p = .573), or introspection X quadratic meta (F(2,267 = 2.17, p = .117) bases.  

The remainder of analyses were not hypothesized a priori. There were no relationships 

between any two-way combinations of attitude bases: linear structural X linear meta (F(1,267 = 

.04, p = .839), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,267 = .25, p = .617), quadratic structural X 

linear meta (F(1,267 = .07, p = .798), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(1,267 = .21, p 

= .644).  
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Among the four different three-way relationships within my variables, three were non-

significant: introspection X linear structural X linear meta (F(2,267 = .75, p = .472), 

introspection X quadratic structural X linear meta (F(2,267 = .17, p = .848), or introspection X 

quadratic structural X quadratic meta (F(2,267 = 2.23, p = .109). Introspection X linear structural 

X quadratic meta, however, was significant (F(2,267 = 3.68, p = .026). Interpreting this 

interaction by Why and How introspection groups separately, I found a significant relationship 

between Why-dummy X linear structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,267) = 5.11, p = .025), 

and also between How-dummy X linear structural X quadratic meta base (F(1,267) = 4.15, p = 

.043). Therefore, each is presented below, in Tables 34 and 35 respectively. Because their effects 

are so similar, the tables can be discussed together. Descending rows indicate increasingly 

affective structural bases, while rows represent increasingly high quadratic values for meta-base 

from left to right. For both tables, the B values indicate the effect of introspection on time-2 

structural base, where higher values mean that the introspection manipulation induced a more 

affective structural base. In both tables, the bottom-right cell has a greatly higher B value than 

the other cells; that is, either form of introspection induced much more affective structural bases 

(B = 1.269 for Why; B = 2.892 for How) among individuals who had affective structural bases at 

time-1, and who had very one-sided meta bases. The tables have very similar values, except that 

this slope is much more pronounced for the How than the Why group, and the How-introspection 

also resulted in more affective attitudes for individuals with affective or moderate (B = .838) 

structural bases, or moderate (B = .644) or high quadratic meta bases. 
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Table 33 

The Effect of Why-Introspection on Time-2 Structural Base, Moderated by Combinations of 

Time-1 Quadratic Meta and Time-1 Linear Structural Bases. 

Linear Structural 

Base 

Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic  

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.128, SE = .203  

(p = .531) 

B = -.150, SE =.198 

(p = .447) 

B = -.473, SE =.271 

(p = .081) 

Mixed 

(50th percentile) 

B = .041, SE = .149 

(p = .786) 

B = .057, SE = .143 

(p = .689) 

B = .297, SE = .256 

(p = .246) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = .253, SE =.289  

(p = .382) 

B = .320, SE = .280 

(p = .255) 

B = 1.269, SE = .521 

(p = .015) 

 

Table 34 

The Effect of How-Introspection on Time-2 Structural Base, Moderated by Combinations of 

Time-1 Quadratic Meta and Time-1 Linear Structural Bases. 

Linear Structural 

Base 

Low Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic  

Meta Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic Meta 

Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.133, SE = .204 

(p = .517) 

B = -.176, SE =.197 

(p = .374) 

B = -.789, SE =.542 

(p = .147) 

Mixed 

(50th percentile) 

B = .141, SE = .160 

(p = .379) 

B = .187, SE = .154 

(p = .226) 

B = .838, SE = .249 

(p < .001) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = .486, SE =.321  

(p = .131) 

B = .644, SE = .307 

(p = .037) 

B = 2.892, SE = .958 

(p < .001) 

 

Meta bases. My hypotheses for this test were the same as in the section immediately 

prior: a main effect of introspection, or the interaction of introspection X one or more quadratic 

attitude base terms. For the main effect of introspection, where I expected that Why introspection 

would induce more cognitive, and How introspection more affective attitudes, I found some 
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weak evidence of an effect: (F(2,267) = 2.43, p = .090). Because this was a primary analysis, I 

decided to analyse it despite its not falling below traditional significance standards (p < .05), as 

though treating this as a one-tailed (directional) hypothesis test. Examining Why and How 

dummy variables separately, I found no evidence that Why introspection had induced any effect 

(B = .233, p = .299), but did find evidence that How introspection had induced more affective 

meta-bases (B = .516, p = .028). Thus, How introspection performed as hypothesized, producing 

more affective meta-bases, while Why introspection had - if anything - also induced more 

affective meta-bases, contrary to expectation. Among the main effects of attitude bases, I only 

anticipated that meta-base at time-1 would predict meta-base at time-2, which it did (F(1,267) = 

4.22, p = .041), with the predicted positive slope (B = .160) showing that more affective meta-

base predicted itself at time-2. I found no relation between the other attitude base terms and time-

2 structural base: linear meta (F(1,267) = .43, p = .512), quadratic structural (F(1,267) = .46, p = 

.499), and quadratic meta (F(1,267) = .01, p = .912). 

I did also have several two-way interactions with hypothesized effects: namely, that 

introspection would interact with the quadratic term of either structural or meta base. I did not 

find any sign of this for introspection X quadratic meta base (F(2,267) = 1.85, p = .160), but I 

found a borderline significant value for introspection X quadratic structural base (F(2,267) = 

2.80, p = .062). As with the main effect of introspection, I analysed the introspection X quadratic 

structural effect because it was a core hypothesis, and so decided to treat it as if it were a one-

tailed test (by which logic, a p < .10 would pass this loosened significance criterion). Breaking 

the omnibus test into its two constituent parts, I examined first the Why-dummy X quadratic 

structural effect, and found no interaction (F(1,267) = .78, p = .379). The How-dummy X 

quadratic structural interaction, however, was indeed significant (F(1,267) = 5.44, p = .020), and 
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so I examined this in Table 36. In this table, I see confirmation of my hypothesis concerning the 

moderation of introspection by the extremity of initial attitude bases. Each column represents a 

level of time-1 structural base, where the left column indicates low quadratic structural bases 

(structural cognitive ~= affective base), whereas the right column indicates high quadratic 

structural base (high structural cognitive to affective base discrepancy). Among individuals with 

low quadratic structural bases, How-introspection induced significantly more affective (B = 

.511) meta attitude bases. However, among those with moderate (B = .323) or high (B = -.779) 

quadratic structural bases, no effect or an insignificantly reversed effect was found. If the (p = 

.092) effect at high levels of quadratic structural base is taken seriously, it would indicate that 

How introspection possibly induced more cognitive meta attitude bases among those with 

sufficiently one-sided structural bases. 

 

Table 35 

Effect of How-introspection on Time-2 Meta Base, Depending on Quadratic Structural Base  

 Low Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(10th percentile) 

Moderate Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(50th percentile) 

High Quadratic 

Structural Base 

(90th percentile) 

Effect of How-

introspection 

B = .511, SE = .233 

(p = .029) 

B = .323, SE = .198 

(p = .104) 

B = -.779, SE = .461 

(p = .092) 

 

Summary of the between-base effects of introspection. Considering first the effects on 

relative structural bases at time-2, I found that any influence of Why or How introspection was 

moderated greatly by time-1 structural and meta bases. Interestingly, the effects of Why and 

How introspection appeared to be quite similar: in both cases, a small subset of individuals (with 

generally affective structural bases, and generally high-quadratic meta bases) were influenced at 
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all, and in both cases the effect was to produce more affective structural bases. In both cases, the 

effect was greatly exaggerated for these individuals. An alternative way to construe these 

relationships, then, is to think of how structural affect at time-1 predicted structural affect at 

time-2, as moderated by meta-bases and introspection. That is, one may think of the other 

variables (whether or not individuals introspected; the extremity of their meta-bases) as boundary 

conditions of when close affect-attitude congruence will resurface months later. One possible 

explanation for this is that How (and to a lesser extent, Why) introspection may induce 

individuals to reflect on characteristics of their attitudes that are consistent across time (e.g., 

social norms, values), that can influence attitude-affect congruence. Thus, surprisingly from the 

perspective of existing theory, by causing individuals to focus disproportionately on such factors 

introspection procedures may increase the consistency of individuals’ reports of attitude bases 

(compared to an earlier time point). This could be because introspection may encourage 

individuals to tap into the relatively durant components of their attitudes. Even though these 

durant components may not be overwhelmingly influential at time-1, they had enough influence 

at time-1 to create a ‘bridge’ between the two time points, that resulted in greater consistency of 

structural bases. 

Reproducing previous studies: Moderation of persuasion effects. 

As with study one, my final analyses were focused around testing attitude bases and 

introspection, in their prediction of the relative effectiveness of affective versus cognitive 

messages. Because prior literature had suggested matching effects, both between attitude bases X 

message type, and introspection X message type, my aim was to see whether such effects could 

be reproduced given the current data set.  
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Attitude bases X persuasion analysis. 

The set of predictors for this analysis is the same as in study one; thus, Table 20 can be 

viewed for all of the specific predictors employed in this analysis. To summarize these, I 

examined the main effects of persuasion type, and time-2 linear/quadratic structural/meta bases, 

and interactions between these factors. I also employed the time-2 attitude measures as a 

covariate which was not included as a component of any interaction terms. However, because the 

message in study two was positive rather than negative, greater persuasion would be indicated by 

a more positive time-3 attitude. 

Our first and most obvious prediction was that time-2 attitude would predict time-3 

attitude. Indeed, there was a strong effect of time-2 attitude on time-3 (F(1,281) = 176.08, p < 

.001), the slope of which (B = .687) indicated that more positive time-2 attitudes predicted more 

positive time-3 attitudes. I did not anticipate any effect of message type, since the messages were 

piloted to have roughly equal persuasive potential, and indeed no effect emerged (F(1,281) = .07, 

p = .793)8. The main effects of the attitude bases on time-3 attitude were of little interest, and 

none were significant: linear structural (F(1,281) = 2.06, p = .152), linear meta (F(1,281) = .61, p 

= .434), quadratic structural (F(1,281) = .98, p = .324), or quadratic meta (F(1,281) = 1.03, p = 

.310). 

Our key hypotheses were between message type and attitude bases, such that I expected 

that structurally or meta affective individuals might show more persuasion by affective messages 

                                                      

8 To determine whether persuasive messages actually resulted in more positive attitudes, 

persuasion effect (time 3 attitude - time 2 attitude) was calculated separately for the two message 

groups. Persuasion effect was significantly different from zero for both message groups: 

affective (M = .29, SD = .83; t(151) = 4.39, p < .001), and cognitive (M = .24, SD = .77; t(147) = 

3.84, p < .001). These means of approximately a quarter-unit on the attitude scale are 

considerably smaller than the equivalent units detected in study one. 
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(and cognitive individuals by cognitive messages). However, the effect of message type did not 

differ across levels of linear structural (F(1,281) = .15, p = .699), linear meta (F(1,281) = .82, p = 

.367), quadratic structural (F(1,281) = 1.00, p = .318), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,281) = .95, p 

= .331). 

I did not expect there to be significant relationships between the attitude bases in 

predicting time 3 attitude, and indeed no combination of linear structural X linear meta (F(1,281) 

= 2.79, p = .096), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,281) = .19, p = .665), quadratic 

structural X structural meta (F(1,281) = .34, p = .558), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta 

base (F(1,281) = .62, p = .433) reached significance. 

Finally, I examined the three way interactions. Although I did not consider these to be 

particularly likely, it was possible that combinations of attitude bases would cause message types 

to vary in their persuasive effect. For example, perhaps only individuals with relatively affective 

structural and meta bases would be more susceptible to affective > cognitive messages. The 

three-way interaction between message type X linear structural X linear meta base was indeed 

significant (F(1,281) = 8.20, p = .005), and is represented in Table 37. In Table 37, positive 

slopes indicate that the affective message worked better than the cognitive message, and negative 

slopes indicate an advantage for the cognitive message. Descending rows indicate increasingly 

affective linear structural bases, while columns represent movement from cognitive (left) to 

affective (right) linear meta bases. It is immediately obvious that the three significant values are 

all in corners of the tables, i.e. combinations of extremes between the attitude bases. Following 

the cognitive structural base row, I can see evidence of a ‘matching effect’ in the top-left cell, 

where individuals with cognitive structural and meta bases were more influenced by cognitive 

messages (B = -.789). However, this effect vanishes for those with mixed meta bases (B = .226), 
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and fully reverses among those with affective meta bases (B = .660). If I next consider people 

with affective structural bases (the bottom row), there is a weak trend towards a matching effect 

among those with cognitive meta-bases (B = .413), an insignificantly reversed effect for mixed 

meta bases (B = -.230), and a significantly reversed effect for those with affective meta bases (B 

= -.505). Thus, the general pattern of Table 37 can be summarized as saying that matching 

effects (between structural base and message type) were generally found for those with cognitive 

meta-bases, but anti-matching effects (between structural base and message type) were found for 

those with affective meta-bases. 

 

Table 36 

The Effect of Message Type on Time-3 Attitude, Moderated by Combinations of Time-2 Linear 

Meta and Time-2 Linear Structural Bases. 

Linear Structural 

Base 

Cognitive Linear 

Meta Base 

(10th percentile) 

Mixed Linear Meta 

Base 

(50th percentile) 

Affective Linear 

Meta Base 

(90th percentile) 

Cognitive 

(10th percentile) 

B = -.789, SE = .301  

(p = .009) 

B = .226, SE =.142  

(p = .115) 

B = .660, SE = .220 

(p = .003) 

Mixed 

(50th percentile) 

B = -.222, SE = .185 

(p = .231) 

B = -.097, SE = .108 

(p = .369) 

B = .110, SE = .133 

(p = .409) 

Affective 

(90th percentile) 

B = .413, SE =.313  

(p = .189) 

B = -.230, SE = .153 

(p = .134) 

B = -.505, SE = .222 

(p = .024) 

 

There was, however, no interaction between message type with any of: linear structural X 

quadratic meta (F(1,281) = .53, p = .467), quadratic structural X structural meta (F(1,281) = 

1.03, p = .311), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta base (F(1,281) = .74, p = .389).  
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Introspection X persuasion analysis. 

As with study one, I used this analysis primarily to test whether the introspection 

conditions led to matching effects with persuasive message type, as a way to determine whether 

classic introspection effects would appear within my data set. If such effects did not emerge, it 

would provide some evidence that my introspection conditions were not functioning as they had 

in previous literature, which could have a number of explanations. The predictors for this 

analysis are unchanged from study one, so Table 23 can be consulted for the expanded list of all 

predictors. However, a brief summary may be helpful: all of the time-1 linear and quadratic 

terms of structural and meta bases, introspection, and message type were included as main 

effects, along with up to four-way interactions between these. Time-1 attitude was also included 

as a covariate, to control for the spillover effect of attitude from time 1 to time 3. 

In the following analyses, positive slopes refer to greater persuasion by the messages, 

because more positive time-3 attitudes indicated more persuasion. Of the main effects, the 

clearest expected effect was that time-1 attitude should predict time-3 attitude. Indeed, an effect 

of time-1 on time-3 attitude emerged (F(1,239) = 53.43, p < .001), such that more positive 

attitudes at time-1 predicted more positive attitudes at time-3 (B = .468). I did not expect that 

persuasion type would impact time-3 attitudes, since previous analyses had shown the messages 

to be of roughly equivalent persuasive ability, and no such effect emerged (F(1,239) = .11, p = 

.746). I also predicted no main effect of introspection, and none emerged (F(2,239) = .29, p = 

.749). Of the attitude bases, none were hypothesized to predict time-3 attitudes; and none of 

linear structural base (F(1,239) = .03, p = .871), linear meta base (F(1,239) = .36, p = .547), 

quadratic structural base (F(1,239) = .02, p = .901), or quadratic meta base (F(1,239) < .01, p = 

.965) did.  
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For the two-way interactions, my main interested was whether introspection X persuasion 

type would interact such that cognitive messages would be more effective for Why-introspectors, 

whereas How introspection would cause affective messages to be more affective. However, the 

introspection X persuasion interaction was not even approaching significance (F(2,239) = .17, p 

= .841).  

Interactions between attitude bases and persuasion were possible, but I considered them 

unlikely, and none were hypothesized. I did not find any interaction of persuasive message type 

with linear structural (F(1,239) = .14, p = .707), linear meta (F(1,239) = .03, p = .854), quadratic 

meta base (F(1,239) = .79, p = .374), or quadratic structural (F(1,239) = .70, p = .403) bases.  

I considered interactions between introspection and the time-1 attitude bases, but had no 

hypotheses for these combinations. Indeed, no combination of introspection X linear structural 

(F(1,239) = 1.24, p = .291), linear meta (F(1,239) = 1.24, p = .290), quadratic structural 

(F(1,239) = .34, p = .711), or quadratic meta bases (F(1,239) = .16, p = .850) led to significant 

prediction of time-3 attitudes. 

I did not anticipate that two-way interactions of the attitude bases would produce 

significant prediction of time-three attitude. Indeed, no combination of linear structural X linear 

meta (F(1,239) = .47, p = .492), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(1,239) = .09, p = .763), 

quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,239) = 1.93, p = .166), or quadratic structural X quadratic 

meta bases (F(1,239) = 1.16, p = .282) predicted time-3 attitude. 

Among three-way interactions, my main focus was whether introspection X message type 

effects might occur among individuals with low quadratic structural and/or meta bases, but not 

for others. This might have qualified the null two-way interaction previously noted, between 

introspection X persuasion type. However, message type X introspection remained invariant 
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across levels of linear structural (F(1,239) = .67, p = .511), linear meta (F(1,239) = .57, p = 

.569), quadratic structural (F(1,239) = .94, p = .394) and quadratic meta (F(1,239) = .46, p = 

.629) bases. 

The remaining three-way interactions were of little interest. Introspection’s effect on 

time-3 attitude remained invariant across levels of linear structural X linear meta (F(2,239) = .79, 

p = .609), linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,239) = 1.09, p = .338), quadratic structural X 

linear meta (F(2,239) = .25, p = .779), and quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(2,239) 

= .32, p = .724). Similarly, persuasion’s effect on time-3 attitude was constant across 

combinations of linear structural X linear meta (F(1,239) = .02, p = .902), linear structural X 

quadratic meta (F(1,239) < .01, p = .949), quadratic structural X linear meta (F(1,239) = .08, p = 

.781), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(1,239) = .66, p = .419). 

Our final analysis of interest was the four-way interactions that combined levels of 

introspection and persuasion, with combinations of the attitude bases. Because some of 

introspection’s effects in earlier analyses were contingent on combinations of attitude bases, I 

considered it possible that the introspection X persuasion interaction would emerge under 

particular combinations of attitude bases. However, the introspection X persuasion effect did not 

emerge under any combination of linear structural X linear meta (F(2,239) = .21, p = .813), 

linear structural X quadratic meta (F(2,239) = .78, p = .460), quadratic structural X linear meta 

(F(2,239) = .31, p = .731), or quadratic structural X quadratic meta bases (F(2,239) = 2.12, p = 

.122). 

Summary of moderation of persuasion effects. 

The very few significant results in the last two analyses necessitates little summarizing, 

but some degree of theoretical explanation which I principally reserve for the general discussion. 
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Beginning with the first analysis, looking at how attitude bases at time-2 might have interacted 

with message-type to produce augmented or diminished persuasion, I note that there were no 

‘simple’ two-way interactions between structural or meta bases with message type, as originally 

hypothesized. Instead, I found a three-way interaction whereby message type efficacy was 

contingent on combinations of structural and meta bases. Among meta-cognitive individuals, I 

found evidence of a structural matching effect, where structurally affective individuals responded 

more to the affective message, while structurally cognitive individuals responded primarily to the 

cognitive message. However, among meta-affective individuals I found the reverse, ‘anti-

matching’ effect: structurally cognitive people responded more favorably to affective, and 

structurally affective to cognitive messages. I do not invest myself too deeply in the implications 

of this interaction, for a few reasons. First, given the number of tested terms in the interaction 

(17, excluding the completely obvious effect of time-2 attitude on time-3 attitude), I might 

anticipate a pseudo-significant effect by the mere effect of type I error9. Second, there was no 

evidence of this interactive pattern in the better-powered study one (the significance for the 

equivalent term, in study one, was p  = .862). Third, I did not hypothesize this highly specific 

constellation of predictors, and can provide little theoretical justification for its presence.  

Turning to the attempt to look at matching effects of introspection X message type, I 

found little evidence of any such pattern. There was no sign of a two-way interaction between 

introspection X message type, and no sign of this pattern at any level(s) of attitude base(s). 

Between study one and two, then, I have found a consistent absence of this classic effect within 

                                                      

9 With this being said, the obtained F-value (9.97) is somewhat higher than the Bonferroni- 

required F-ratio of 9.00. 
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my findings. Some theoretical possibilities for this absence of introspection-persuasion matching 

are developed in chapter four. 

Discussion 

 In addition to the likely overfamiliar caution I have suggested given my multiple testing 

and absence of hypothesized findings, study two is limited by a second warning. My first 

analyses assessed the similarity of time-1 and time-2 measures of attitude and attitude bases 

within the control group, to determine the effects of imperfect test-retest reliability and actual 

change within individuals’ endorsement on these measures. While some measures showed 

moderate consistency from time 1 to time 2 (e.g. attitude r = .50), other measures’ time-1 to 

time-2 correlations were not significantly different than zero (e.g. structural base r = .02, meta 

base r = .12). This clearly calls into question the ability of the time-1 measures of these variables 

to serve as predictors of anything within sessions that started at time-2. Interestingly, several of 

these measures showed elevated time-1 to time-2 consistency within the Why and/or How 

introspection groups, but few of these scores were high enough to suggest that time-1 measures 

would be powerful predictors of my in-lab phenomena. 

To simplify my discussion of a sprawling series of results, it will be useful to compare 

the overarching themes I have drawn from the two studies. When compared to the results of 

study one, study two echoed most of its general trends. Once again, How introspection was 

somewhat more often implicated in effects than was Why introspection. Again, there was little 

support among the within-base analyses that introspection caused ‘disruption’ effects, and 

instead more evidence that stabilizing effects occurred. Considering that the time gap that the 

comparisons were compared across in study one (a few minutes) and study two (on average, 
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three months) were so widely discrepant, it is interesting that introspection increased the 

consistency of these measures under both methodologies.  

Similarities also emerged in that nearly all of the introspection groups’ effects were 

moderated by one and sometimes two levels of attitude bases. For example, there was only one 

main effect of introspection in the within and between-base analyses, and six moderated effects 

of introspection. This could have one of two very different meanings. If the effects represent true 

signal, it could indicate that introspection is highly contingent on the attitude bases of the would-

be introspectors. However, it is also possible that the sheer volume of interaction terms entered 

into my analyses led to a sequence of spurious moderation effects. Study two also found a large 

number of effects that were based on quadratic and/or linear terms, suggesting that the extremity 

and directionality of attitude bases both influenced introspection; and found more effects that 

were based on meta than structural bases, once more reinforcing that meta base measures are 

probably indispensable for understanding the conditions when introspection will influence 

individuals. 
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Chapter 4 

General Discussion 

Our aim with these studies was to investigate how introspection might influence, or have 

its effects influenced by, structural and meta attitude bases. Across two studies, employing 

somewhat different procedures, different attitude objects, and alternative control groups, I have 

investigated these effects in detail. Because a large number of analyses have been presented, I 

begin by summarizing my findings across the two studies. Necessarily, I avoid focusing on 

specific effects, as the inflation of type I error across my large number of statistical tests makes 

such detailed focusing counter-productive. Rather, I provide some comments on why my 

overarching trends may have obtained, and why my hypothesized findings did not emerge. 

Finally, I propose some limitations of the present designs, and suggest some future research 

directions based on the present findings. 

Summary of Findings 

Differences between the studies: A cautionary note. 

One overarching observation about my studies, concerns the considerable differences 

between their designs and results. A few of the critical differences are: different attitude object (it 

seems likely that individuals would have more developed more thoughtful and strong attitudes 

towards blood donation than cadaver donation); very different sample sizes (by a factor of more 

than two), a greatly extended time-1 to time-2 delay (from several minutes to several months), 

differences in the content of the control group's instructions, the arguments being generally 

counter attitudinal (study one) versus pro attitudinal (study two), and the messages being of 

vastly different length (several pages per condition in study one, a single paragraph in study 

two). Given some of these design differences, discrepancies between the studies' findings are not 
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entirely surprising. For example, differences between the studies within the persuasion section 

are hard to separate from the grossly different extent to which attitude change occurred 

(approximately 1.1 units in study one, versus less than 0.3 units in study two). This has both an 

optimistic implication (in that an effect in only one study should not be ruled out immediately as 

'a failure to replicate'), and a pessimistic one (in that none of my effects have been faithfully 

duplicated).  

Introspection: Stability > disruption effects. 

 With this and subsequent sections, it is worth reminding the reader that all of my findings 

should be treated with a degree of skepticism, as it is overwhelmingly likely that at least some, 

and possibly many of these non-hypothesized effects represent the fruit of alpha inflation. 

However, one possible trend across both studies was that Why and How introspection more often 

led to increased, rather than decreased, stability of attitude and attitude base measures. Indeed, 

my clearest hypothesis – that Why introspection would destabilize attitude scores – was not 

found in my data, and for some individuals the exact reverse was found (that Why introspection 

increased attitude stability). This was surprising in light of previous empirical work by Wilson 

and colleagues (1989), whose previous findings had overwhelmingly noted disruption effects 

from Why introspection conditions. A few factors appeared to qualify this finding. In study one, 

most of these effects were moderated by quadratic attitude bases, such that only individuals with 

very extreme structural or meta bases showed the stabilizing effect of introspection. In study two, 

the effects emerged more broadly (within the time 1 to time 2 correlations of attitudes, structural 

bases, etc.), but here the stability effect was detected across a time gap of several months. 

Introspection moderated by attitude bases. 
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One common feature to both studies, was the general absence of introspection main 

effects on attitude base changes (this is the case for both the within-base and between-base 

analyses), relative to the considerable presence of interaction effects. These interaction effects 

took the form of introspection having differential effects across levels of pre-introspection 

attitude bases. Thus, it appears that to the extent that introspection functioned for my 

participants, attitude bases influenced the nature of introspection's consequences. 

 Several common factors emerged with these moderation effects. First, there was a 

considerable number of three-way interactions, rather than the two-way interactions that I had 

hypothesized. While my hypotheses had mostly suggested that structural and/or meta bases 

would moderate introspection independently, I instead found more evidence that combinations of 

both types of attitude base measure were particularly influential. Second, there were roughly 

equal numbers of quadratic and linear terms showing up in the interaction patterns. This 

suggested that the extremity, rather than simply the directionality of attitude bases, can influence 

the functioning of introspection. Third, there were more meta-base than structural base 

moderation effects across the two studies. This might be interpreted to mean that individuals' 

beliefs about their attitude bases were more influential in dictating their responses to 

introspection, than actual measures of affective- or cognitive-attitude congruence. However, 

existing literature provides some clues as to why meta bases might have been ‘advantaged’ by 

my procedures, such that the meta > structural trend was perhaps a product of particular design 

choices in my studies. This will be expanded below. 

The influence of How versus Why introspection. 

Previous literature had led me to anticipate that, overall, Why introspection would be 

much more active across my analyses than How introspection would be. This was based on 
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previous theories, that had suggested that How introspection would be active only in the 

between-base changes, whereas Why introspection would be active in examinations of both 

between- and within-base changes. Furthermore, only Why introspection had been implicated in 

direct attitude disruption effects. However, my exploratory effects suggested that How 

introspection was globally more effective than Why introspection in producing attitude base 

changes.  

(The absence of) persuasion effects. 

Of the two types of persuasion ‘matching’ effects I had hypothesized, neither manifested 

consistently across the two studies. I had first anticipated that that meta and/or structural bases 

would match with message type, such that individuals with pronounced affective bases would 

respond more favorably to affective messages, and vice versa for cognitive bases and messages. 

In study one, I found that meta (but not structural) base showed signs of this matching pattern, 

but in study two I found a completely different effect. Specifically, meta-cognitive individuals in 

study two showed signs of a structural matching effect (i.e. more structurally cognitive 

individuals showed relatively more persuasion effects with the cognitive than affective passage). 

However, meta-affective individuals showed some evidence of a reverse matching effect (i.e. 

more structurally cognitive individuals showed relatively less persuasion with a cognitive 

passage). 

 The second type of persuasion effect I had anticipated was between introspection and 

message type, such that Why-introspecting would enhance the efficacy of cognitive messages, 

and How-introspecting would amplify persuasion by affective messages. Neither study found 

any evidence of this phenomenon. 
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Explanation of Findings 

Given the vast array of tests performed, I focus in this section on themes that emerged 

across multiple tests, and particularly those that were common to both experiments. Generally 

speaking, I deliberately avoid analyzing the results of specific statistical tests, in order to avoid 

reading too much into what may occasionally represent the products of type I error. 

The skewness hypothesis. 

 Neither study one nor study two showed evidence of the skewness hypothesis, whereby 

Why-introspection would uniquely and consistently cause changes in attitude and/or attitude 

base measures. Although no direct evidence in past literature shows that Why introspection 

actually influences structural or meta cognitive bases, there is plenty of past evidence that Why 

introspection does disrupt attitudes (Wilson et al., 1989). Thus, particularly with my null findings 

on attitude disruption, it raises the question of why the effects did not emerge.  

 One possibility is that there was something flawed about my particular attitude bases or 

attitude measure, such that they failed to capture the true effect of introspection. A number of 

factors point against this possibility. The attitude and attitude base scales have consistently 

proven to have high reliability scores, and to be valid measures of their constructs (e.g., Crites et 

al., 1994; Fabrigar & Petty, 1999; See et al., 2008, 2013; Mayer & Tormala, 2010), and I also 

found high reliability scores in both studies, for all measures. Additionally, I followed the 

wording of these measures precisely, with the only error being the accidental substitution of the 

scale endpoint ‘totally’ for the more commonly used ‘definitely’ (for all scales). It is difficult to 

imagine that effects as robustly demonstrated as Why introspection altering attitudes would 

evaporate due to this minor difference in wording. Perhaps most importantly, the attitude bases 

showed at least some of the effects that they have in past literature, in that meta bases interacted 
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with message type to influence persuasion. Structural bases did not function in this way, as will 

be discussed in my limitations section, but my ability to reproduce at least some previous effects 

using these attitude base measures indicates that they were faithful representations of the 

measures. 

 A second possibility is that there was something wrong with my introspection conditions. 

However, once again, I followed typical procedures for introspection (from Wilson & Dunn, 

1986; and Millar & Tesser, 1989), with the wording following faithfully from studies in which 

introspection led to changes in participant behaviours. It is possible, of course, that some subtle 

detail is responsible for introspection effects emerging versus not emerging. For example, the 

original Wilson et al. (1984) directions gave participants up to 15 minutes to introspect, whereas 

my directions requested that participants attempt to spend about five minutes on this task (due to 

time constraints in my design). Furthermore, Wilson’s team provided participants with a page of 

paper on which to express their introspective reactions, whereas my study provided participants 

with a text box that was somewhat smaller in size. Did this perhaps decrease the power of my 

manipulations? I consider this a reasonably strong argument for why the manipulation would 

differ from previous studies, as participants tended to write fairly brief answers into the response 

box provided for their introspection thoughts. In other words, participants did not appear to use 

even the suggested five minutes fully, and most commonly expressed just a few sentences each. 

It is possibly the case, then, that introspection effects only emerge with prolonged, dedicated 

thinking about an attitude object. Perhaps participants begin responding to introspection tasks 

with reasonably attitude-congruent thoughts, but being pressured to write entire paragraphs of 

rationale exhausts their attitude-congruent cognitions. At some point, they begin to invent more 

superficially plausible (but false) reasons for their attitude, and the skewness effect begins to 



134 

 

emerge. A second possibility is that the effect is simply additive, and only writing a sentence or 

two each was just not a sufficiently powerful manipulation to find the hypothesized effects. 

 A second explanation, not mutually exclusive with the prior one, could involve my 

choice of attitude objects. Both of my studies topics that, while very different in many respects 

(the likely strength of participant attitudes; the amount of participant knowledge about the topics; 

etc.), both involved a tension between individual discomfort (at the thought of donating one’s 

corpse to science; the physical discomfort of blood donation) versus the participants’ desire to 

contribute to society (the advancement of scientific and/or medical causes). Observing the 

content of participants’ Why and How introspection records reveals that most individuals’ 

thoughts centered around socially-adjustive aspects of the topics: they were focused on the 

welfare of others, selflessness, heroism, et cetera. Now, the skewness hypothesis holds that 

individuals show disruption effects under Why-introspection to the extent that they generate 

plausible-sounding but ultimately false reasons. For example, an art-naive participant might look 

at a poster displaying an Impressionist painting, and think “this piece of art is deep” (a plausible 

sounding, but probably baseless reason to select the poster), correspondingly choosing it over the 

pop art poster he actually prefers. It is important that introspection-based thoughts like this one 

are ultimately bogus (in the sense that they do not correspond to the participants’ attitude) for a 

disruption effect to occur. But if the participants in my studies were generating thoughts that 

were reflective of internalized beliefs about social norms (i.e. socially-adjustive thoughts; Katz, 

1960), there is every reason to think that such thoughts were very concordant with participants’ 

attitudes, since individuals most often believe that social norms are reflective of their own 

attitudes (Ross, Greene, & House, 1977). In other words, when attitude objects are selected such 

that norm-based thinking is a likely consequence of introspection (as I am suggesting is true for 
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both of my studies), introspection may be unlikely to disrupt attitudes because the thoughts 

produced are generally attitude-consistent anyway. Thus, I may not have found disruption effects 

because introspection may increase the consistency of attitude reports for socially-adjustive 

topics such as mine.  

 However, this presses me to check whether using social-adjustive sorts of attitude objects 

is truly unique to my research, compared to past studies by Wilson and colleagues. To what 

extent did Wilson’s research involve objects that would be likely to produce socially-adjustive 

thoughts of the quality found in my two studies? It is unlikely that introspecting about vacation 

pictures (Wilson et al., 1984), posters (Wilson et al., 1993), puzzles, or beverages (Wilson et al., 

1986), for example, would invoke the same type of morality-focused thinking as my two attitude 

objects did. These attitude objects would probably be more likely to lead to utilitarian (‘tastes 

good’, ‘learned a lot from this puzzle’) or knowledge based (‘healthy for me’, ‘that island looks 

Caribbean’) responses. However, some of Wilson’s research has concerned attitude objects that 

seem at least somewhat closer to my donation topics, such as the participants’ own dating partner 

(Wilson et al., 1984) and contemporary politicians (Wilson et al., 1988). One might think that 

participants would have socially-adjustive attitudes towards these objects, too: for example, it 

might be socially undesirable to express a negative attitude towards one’s romantic partner, and 

one’s attitude towards a politician may well serve socially-adjustive functions (e.g. expressing 

negativity for an unpopular political candidate). Yet these classic studies showed disruption 

effects: how can I reconcile this?  

One key difference is that subjects are probably not aware that their attitudes towards 

their partners, or politicians, are primarily socially-adjustive. Certainly, this would seem an 

unlikely sentiment to be expressed in an introspection task: people would be unlikely to write “I 
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like my boyfriend because it would be inappropriate to say otherwise”, or “I like Justin Trudeau 

because disliking him would make me look bad”, even if these are ultimately quite powerful 

functions driving their attitudes. In contrast, participants in my studies were quite likely to 

explicitly focus on socially-adjustive reasons for my topics: heroism, helping society, and 

selflessness. Here, in other words, I may need to establish a distinction between more structural 

and meta forms of attitude functions. Individuals may believe that their attitudes serve particular 

functions to a greater or lesser extent (meta attitude functions), and individuals’ attitudes may 

structurally be more or less motivated by certain functional ends (structural attitude functions). 

Introspection, it seems at face value, would appear most likely to stimulate participants’ 

discussion of their meta attitude functions, since these would be by definition the most accessible 

kinds of attitude functions. The socially-adjustive nature of my topics (donating one’s blood and 

one’s body to a social cause) is likely to be individuals’ meta attitude function: helping to 

maintain society’s health is precisely why people say that they approve of these topics, and the 

basis of most social awareness campaigns to which participants would be exposed. Participants’ 

beliefs about what is socially adjustive about my topics would likely still be the same months 

later, providing a source of constancy between the two time points that would be exaggerated 

when participants were led to explicitly think about this consistent factor (due to introspecting). 

For instance, subjects at both time points would be likely influenced by the notion that blood 

donation is ‘heroic’ or ‘saves lives’, and if introspecting led most people to their meta attitude 

function (social adjustive), it would make enhance these consistent components of their attitude. 

By contrast, dating partners and politicians might be structurally socially-adjustive, but 

introspection would not be likely to draw this out. Instead, it would exaggerate whatever meta 

attitude function that participants have, which may or may not lead to focusing on consistent 
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elements of the attitude. For instance, if participants had meta-knowledge based functions, 

introspecting might lead them to list a number of currently-salient ideas about, for example, their 

dating partner. Those facts are likely to change drastically on a scale of weeks or months (as the 

partners learn about one another), making introspection into a disruptive process. Thus, the 

choice of attitude object may be quite influential in determining what participants introspect 

about: from facts about the object, to descriptions of perceived social norms, to ego-defensive 

reactions. And long-term consistency versus inconsistency effects may emerge depending on 

how stable these products of introspection are. 

The dominance hypothesis. 

 Previous research led me to believe that the dominance hypothesis would be supported, 

such that Why (How) introspection would lead to more cognitive (affective) attitude bases. I 

found no support for this idea at all. Indeed, study two even found some weak (and moderated) 

effects, such that Why and How introspection groups led to more affective attitudes, which is 

completely inconsistent with claims made by existing researchers (Millar & Tesser, 1986). The 

first possibilities to rule out about these effects are precisely the same as the last section. That is, 

failing to replicate Millar and Tesser’s (1986) effect would not be surprising if my attitude base 

measures were flawed, or my introspection manipulations were not functioning properly. 

However, my doubts about this interpretation of my studies have already been laid out: my 

measures and manipulations are generally consistent with past research. However, if my concern 

about the mechanical difference between introspection tasks in my studies (i.e., that they used a 

computer text box rather than a full-sized piece of paper) holds true, it would most likely disrupt 

the between-base effects as much as the within-base effects. 

Novel effects of introspection in the present studies. 
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 Although the following effects were not hypothesized, and I am hesitant to over-interpret 

them for that reason, several unexpected effects emerged in the present studies for which I will 

attempt to provide possible explanations.  

Possible within-base effects. 

Across both studies, I found some (highly moderated) effects where How introspection 

induced greater stability in the attitude base measures. Study two also found some tangential 

evidence suggesting that several measured variables (meta-affective base, structural base, and 

attitude) showed higher consistency between time-1 and time-2 (separated by several months), 

when individuals had Why or How introspected. If I take these effects seriously, they are novel, 

if difficult to understand.  

One possibility that I have raised is that Why and/or How introspection may cause 

individuals to reflect on their attitudes in ways other than those that have traditionally been 

considered. If individuals are induced to reflect on certain chronic elements of their attitudes 

(e.g., social norms), then these may actually increase consistency, particularly over long time 

scales. For example, if individuals focus on socially-adjustive factors when asked ‘why’ they 

hold an attitude, or ‘how they feel’ about an attitude object, this could provide a bridge 

connecting the first and second time point. To see whether this idea had any merit, I examined a 

number of participants’ responses to the Why and How introspection tasks for both studies. 

Individuals in study one frequently expressed thoughts such as “helps others in need”, “helps 

scientists learn more”, that it would serve a “great cause”, or that it would “[contribute] to the 

world”; thoughts that appear to be tapping into socially beneficial factors that would likely be 

enduring across time. A large number of participants in study two also spontaneously mentioned 

factors like “help[ing] others”, considered blood donation “a heroic thing to do”, and stated that 
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donating blood is a “very beneficial and selfless act”. Although participants’ attitudes and 

attitude bases have changed considerably from time-1 to time-2 (represented by my near-zero 

correlations in the control group), beliefs about social norms (at least for these topics) might 

remain consistent because social norms are relatively durant across time. However, disruption 

effects (as per Wilson et al., 1989) might emerge in the short-term, because introspection would 

serve to temporarily over-represent the influence of social norms (or whatever other factors it 

taps into) in forming attitudinal judgments.  

However, as I have suggested above, attributes of my particular attitude objects may have 

been important to finding these consistency effects, to the extent that they may have engendered 

a lot of normative introspecting among my participants. Using the framework of attitude 

functions (Katz, 1960), I might suggest that introspective content (and potentially introspection’s 

consequences) could be highly dependent on the attitude object examined. After all, some 

attitude objects are disproportionately represented with specific attitude functions (e.g., flags are 

most often evaluated with a social-identity attitude, while air conditioners are primarily 

utilitarian; Shavitt, 1990). It seems like a reasonable extension of this idea that, given my 

previous division of structural and meta attitude functions, both types of attitude function would 

differ from object to object. In the case of my studies, I selected two topics that appeared to 

generate a number of introspective thoughts that were focused primarily on socially-adjustive 

functions (e.g., heroism, selflessness, saving the world). I would suggest that these objects have 

meta (and possibly structural as well) attitude functions: that is, participants strongly expressed 

that their positivity towards these topics was aligned with their view that these actions are 

socially useful. Some previously studied objects in the introspection literature (e.g. posters) 

might generate more (structurally and meta) instrumental introspection reactions (e.g., conveys a 
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feeling of calmness; a pleasant poster; Wilson et al., 1993). Other attitude objects (e.g., ethnic 

minorities) would be more likely to prompt (structurally, and possibly meta) ego-defensive 

reactions (e.g., their suffering is not my fault; they deserve what they get). Some of these 

reactions may increase stability compared to earlier or later time points, but some may decrease 

stability. For example, I have proposed that meta socially-adjustive attitudes could engender 

greater attitude stability across time, because introspection leads participants to emphasize  

relevant underlying norms, and such norms are relatively consistent over time. Systematic 

analysis would be required to directly test which sorts of (structural and/or meta) attitude 

functions (and their corresponding objects) would be stabilized versus destabilized by 

introspection. 

Possible between-base effects. 

 In study one, I found some complicated relationships that suggested that Why and How 

introspection might result in structural bases influencing meta bases, and meta bases influencing 

structural bases – at least, for specific clusters of individuals. Specifically, Why introspection led 

individuals’ structural bases to influence their meta-bases, while How introspection led 

individuals’ meta bases to influence their structural bases. This makes a degree of intuitive sense, 

as though Why introspection led structural bases to impact meta-attitudinal judgments because 

structural bases might be yielded if participants asked themselves, ‘why do I hold this attitude?’ 

After all, structural bases (relative attitude congruence) may actually represent ‘why’ individuals 

hold certain attitudes, at the most analytic level. This would represent an interesting counterpoint 

to the general independence of structural and meta bases previously attained in studies of attitude 

bases (See et al., 2008, 2013), whereby Why introspection might provide a (highly bounded) 

capacity for participants to become aware of their structural bases (in that their meta bases come 
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to reflect these underlying structural bases). Contrariwise, How introspection empowered meta 

bases to impact structural bases, as though individuals asking themselves ‘how do I feel about 

this topic?’ became focused on their meta bases, in that meta bases represent how an individual 

feels that they reach their attitude, at a more surface level. Thus, these individuals’ structural 

bases actually came to reflect this enhanced focus on meta bases. 

 This effect was not replicated in study two. However, a number of reasons for why the 

studies might be expected not to replicate one another’s effects have been explained. In 

particular, the sample size of study two is probably insufficient to power the three-way 

interaction effects, and the time gap between time-1 and time-2 would considerably weaken my 

ability to find introspection effects moderated by time-1 predictors. 

Moderation by initial attitude bases. 

 Similarities between study one and two emerged in that nearly all of the introspection 

groups’ effects were moderated by one and sometimes two levels of attitude bases. For example, 

there was only one main effect of introspection in the within and between-base analyses, and six 

moderated effects of introspection. This could have one of two very different meanings. If the 

effects represent true signal, it could indicate that introspection is highly contingent on the 

attitude bases of the would-be introspectors. However, given that (for example) the within-base 

analyses each included only one main effect term for introspection (the omnibus interaction 

effect) and eight interaction terms involving introspection (crossed with main and interaction 

effects among the attitude bases), type I error might also lead to a similar ratio of direct to 

moderated effects. That is, if some of these effects are products of chance, there were far more 

opportunities to find bogus interaction effects than bogus main effects, simply because there 

were more overall tested interaction terms. 
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 The somewhat greater rate of quadratic over linear attitude base terms involved in these 

moderations, however, cannot be explained away in this manner, because an equal number of 

each were tested. These terms suggest that the extremity of attitude bases may be at least as 

important as their directionality, in predicting responses to introspection. It makes a degree of 

sense that individuals who are unilaterally influenced by affect or cognition, and not the other 

factor, might have reactions to introspection that differ from individuals with more mixed 

structural or meta bases. When asked to reflect on why their hold an attitude, or how they feel 

about that attitude, the groups would presumably proceed through very different processes. The 

high-extremity individuals are accustomed to only basing their attitudes on only one of the two 

dimensions (affect or cognition), so it could be that introspection causes them to one-sidedly 

focus on that dimension. If so, then introspection might cause them to grow more confident or 

certain about their attitude, since there is no affective-cognitive ambivalence in the content that 

they introspect about. However, individuals with low quadratic (mixed) attitude bases might be 

accessing both affect and cognition when they introspect (if their neutral bases represent high 

endorsement of both bases), or neither of these dimensions (if their neutrality implies not 

endorsing either base). Either way, introspection would not produce any clear focus, and would 

not increase their subjective sense of confidence / certainty. Amongst other things, this certainty 

effect might explain why introspection so often led to stability effects – because the high 

quadratic base individuals, made more certain in their attitude bases – would be more likely to 

continue endorsing the same attitude bases. 

Limitations of the Current Research 

Attitude bases.  
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A crucial issue with this data is that while meta bases did predict responses to persuasive 

messages, structural bases did not. Given that matching between structural attitude bases and 

responses to affective/cognitive messages is a well-established phenomenon (e.g., Fabrigar & 

Petty, 1991; Mayer & Tormala, 2010; See et al., 2008), it raises the question of what was unusual 

about my data set. However, my studies were considerably different from each of the above-

mentioned demonstrations of base-message matching. Fabrigar & Petty (1991) manipulated 

attitude bases, rather than simply measuring them as I did. Mayer & Tormala (2010) did find 

structural base-message matching effects, but they did not consider the role of meta bases, and 

thus did not co-vary out the role of meta bases as I did.  

See et al. (2008, 2013), however, did demonstrate the incremental validity of structural 

and meta bases in responding to cognitive/affective messages, and so this comparison deserves 

greater expansion. The key factor to consider is that structural and meta bases each have 

contextual factors that increase or decrease their predictive potential (See et al., 2013). 

Circumstances that are conducive to low deliberation judgments (e.g., time pressure) result in 

structural bases explaining more variance in relevant DVs, while contexts that encourage slow, 

thoughtful judgment (e.g., no time pressure) result in greater predictive potential for meta bases. 

For a number of reasons, my studies probably encouraged rather than impeded deliberation, 

suggesting that my methodology might have been biased towards finding effects for meta, not 

structural bases as predictors. First, individuals were asked to complete the attitude and attitude 

base measures several times each, which would be likely to engender very thoughtful scrutiny 

concerning the attitude object. Second, individuals were under no time pressure, and were asked 

to carefully consider the instructions at several stages (e.g. introspection, persuasive passages). 

Third, the introspection conditions themselves, as manipulations that explicitly encourage 
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involved self-analysis, would be likely to increase participants’ deliberation. These reasons 

provide a fairly strong explanation for why structural bases may not have emerged as reliable 

predictors in my studies: participants may have been led to engage in extensive cognitive 

elaboration, which favored the effect of meta bases and suppressed the effect of structural bases. 

Furthermore, it is possible that the introspection manipulations might have interrupted the 

ability of structural bases to influence persuasion. For example, perhaps structural bases cannot 

influence persuasion when they are overshadowed by an extensive amount of conscious 

introspecting. To investigate this possibility, I carried out brief analyses for studies one and two, 

in which I evaluated the ability of time-2 structural bases to moderate persuasion effects within 

the control group only. There was no evidence of any such influence, even when the control 

groups were isolated in each study (both ps > .20). This result provides some evidence that this 

‘interruption’ interpretation is somewhat less likely, given that participants who did not 

introspect still did not show any structural base X persuasion matching effect. 

Introspection manipulations. 

A number of limitations could be suggested about the role of the introspection conditions 

within the present research. Some of these I attempt to rule out, while others I consider more 

serious criticisms of the present design. An example of the limitations that I seek to rule out is 

that the control condition in study one may not have been sufficiently neutral with respect to 

attitude bases. One might think that, because it also had participants consider ‘why they held 

their attitude’ about an irrelevant attitude object, the control condition still caused individuals to 

become more cognitive, and their salient cognitions (about their favorite movie) ‘spilled over’ 

onto the relevant attitude object (body donation). I consider this unlikely for a few key reasons. 

First, previous studies that showed Why-introspection disruption effects used a control condition 
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that was nearly identical to my study one control group (Wilson & Kraft, 1993). Second, my 

study two had a revised procedure, where the control condition had participants listing a number 

of global states. Why introspection continued to be relatively inert in study two, despite this 

revised control procedure.  

A second possibility is that my introspection conditions did not perform adequately 

because my participants were not engaging with the introspection task sufficiently, not taking it 

seriously, or because the instructions were insufficiently clear. Most of these possibilities are 

unlikely, as the introspection instructions were designed to very closely imitate the original 

research designs, including wording that was nearly identical to earlier papers. Therefore, unless 

my sample was considerably less attentive, I see little reason to think that participants did not 

engage with or understand the instructions. However, one problematic possibility is that the 

manipulations were insufficiently powerful, because I only provided participants with a text box 

to fill in, and asked for approximately five minutes of introspecting. Previous studies (e.g., 

Wilson & Kraft, 1993) requested that participants fill an entire printed page with writing. 

Therefore, it is possible that introspection did not induce changes because I employed a 

somewhat weaker procedure than previous studies. One other possibility is that participants did 

not want to engage in introspecting about my attitude objects because they are somewhat 

disturbing or unpleasant attitude objects (blood donation, body donation), that could potentially 

prompt terror management concerns (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986). Indeed, the 

human body (and its constituent parts, including blood) is considered ‘problematic’ by TMT 

theorists, because it serves as a reminder of human mortality (Goldenberg, Pyszczynski, 

Greenberg, & Solomon, 2000). Attitude objects that provoke terror management anxieties are 

likely to result in thought suppression (Hayes, Schimel, Ardnt, & Faucher, 2010), and thus 
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participants may have avoided prolonged introspection about my blood and corpse related 

objects. 

A more serious possibility for why the introspection conditions did not moderate the 

persuasive passages is drawn from the particular methodology employed in my two studies. 

Individuals were asked to perform an introspection task that is purported to influence attitude 

bases. Next, they were asked to complete a number of attitude base measures, immediately 

before being exposed to the persuasive passages. It appears that introspection did not interact 

with participants’ reactions to these passages. One possibility is that this occurred because 

participants’ attitude bases were successfully altered by introspection (e.g., such that How-

introspection altered their meta-affective bases, or such that Why introspection resulted in 

attitude disruption), but that answering the attitude base questionnaires negated these effects. For 

instance, participants temporarily influenced towards a relatively more affective base might have 

been reminded of their cognitive bases due to answering the meta-cognitive questions, and thus 

restored back to their pre-introspection state again. In other words, answering the attitude base 

questions might have ‘washed away’ the influence of introspection, negating its ability to exert 

influence on their responses to persuasive messages. 

Future Research   

Responding to the present limitations. 

 A number of research designs might be created to directly respond to the issues with the 

present studies. One simple possibility is to remove the time-2 measurement of attitude bases. If 

measurement of attitude bases is interrupting the mechanism by which introspection leads to 

persuasion effects, then removing the post-introspection attitude base measures ought to restore 

the moderation effect. Interestingly, this could serve as an indirect way to demonstrate that 
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attitude bases are indeed responsible for the introspection-persuasion matching effect. That is, if 

designs that measure attitude bases interrupt the effect, and those that do not measure attitude 

bases show the effect successfully, it implies that making individuals’ attitude bases salient is 

unweaving the mechanism between introspection and responses to persuasive messages. To 

employ a distinction made by Spencer, Zanna, and Fong (2005) between measurement-of-

mediation designs (where the mediator between X and Y is measured directly) and moderation-

of-process designs (where conditions are manipulated to activate or deactivate the proposed 

mediator), this concept would be an example of a moderation-of-process design. A more direct 

test would have conditions that collected time-2 measurements of attitude bases, and conditions 

that do not; if the time-2 attitude base measurement conditions show no introspection-matching, 

but the conditions without such measurement do show this effect, it could provide interesting 

evidence of the role played by attitude bases. 

 To respond to the possibility that my study was too heavily focused on high-elaboration 

conditions, making it difficult for structural bases to emerge as predictors, a follow-up study 

could be created to attempt to systematically manipulate elaboration. I would essentially 

replicate study one, but half of subjects would be exposed to low-elaboration conditions, such as 

being told that they must complete the materials very quickly, or being told that they must 

remember an eight-digit number throughout the entirety of the study. One or both of these 

manipulations could serve to lower participants’ likelihood of engaging at high elaboration levels 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1996). One drawback of this study design, however, would be the large 

number of factors involved: among between-subject factors alone, I would have three 

introspection (control, why, how), two persuasion (affective, cognitive), and at least two 

elaboration conditions (low, high). 
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Alternative effects of introspection. 

 Because most prior literature has suggested that Why and How introspection work 

through attitude bases, this thesis primarily served to exhaustively explore this possibility. 

However, there are other possible mechanisms that could explain matching effects between 

introspection and its previously-associated effects (e.g., information seeking, responses to 

persuasive messages, attitude-behaviour consistency), that I did not examine. One possibility is 

that introspection works by making attitude bases more accessible, rather than by changing their 

content (within-base changes) or their relative weight (between-base changes). For example, 

Why-introspection might make individuals’ cognitive reactions, or meta-cognitive bases, more 

accessible, while How-introspection might do the same for affective reactions and bases. 

Accessibility of the reactions could increase without showing any effects on within-base (e.g. 

individuals would not necessarily endorse closer affect-attitude congruence, but their affective 

reactions might occur more rapidly) or between-base measures (e.g. individuals would not 

necessarily endorse greater meta-affect or meta-cognition). Thus, accessibility effects would be 

‘invisible’ to my current analyses.  

Furthermore, it provides a reasonable explanation for why the introspection-persuasion 

effects did not occur. If increased accessibility is the mechanism by which matching effects 

occur, my time-2 measurements would have eliminated any opportunity to show these effects. 

This is because by explicitly having participants answer the entire set of attitude base measures 

once more, all of the attitude base measures would become highly accessible to individuals. 

Thus, the relative differences in accessibility induced by introspection would have been 

eliminated, potentially explaining why introspection-persuasion effects did not emerge. Another 

advantage of accessibility as a proposed mechanism, is the ease of investigating it as such. 
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Measurement-of-mediation designs (Spencer et al., 2005) could be performed by simply gauging 

participants’ reaction times to attitude bases post-introspection, and moderation-of-process 

designs could be investigated by having participants respond a variable number of times to 

attitude base questions, to see whether the introspection-persuasion matching effect is moderated 

by manipulations of attitude base accessibility. Either (or both) designs could be used to test 

whether accessibility of attitude bases may explain introspection’s effects. 

Similarly, I have suggested that introspection may cause individuals to focus on enduring 

factors (e.g. socially-adjustive aspects) other than attitude bases. This enhanced focus would 

sometimes be disruptive in the short term (because individuals would not ordinarily be as 

focused on these elements), thus explaining previous findings by Wilson and others; but could 

also explain my observed long-term consistency effects (because accessing these enduring 

factors provides a common thread running between the first and second time points). One 

starting point for such a possibility would be to systematically scrutinize the content of 

individuals’ responses to Why and How introspection manipulations, to see whether participants 

spontaneously mention the sorts of factors that would probably not be chronically accessible, but 

that could be influential over longer time spans (i.e. months). I have observed anecdotally that 

individuals tended to talk about cultural norms/values, such as heroism, selflessness, and 

generosity, during the introspection task – but a content analysis, or thought rating procedure 

might be more appropriate to claim that such value focuses are occurring on a systematic level. 

Such normative beliefs may be likely to recruit both affective and cognitive elements, and thus 

might be measured by estimating the accessibility of individuals’ perception of social norms, 

post-introspection (versus control). It would also be helpful to directly compare objects that have 

different types of attitude function (e.g., comparing potentially socially-adjustive objects such as 
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body donation, against purely utilitarian objects such as laundry machines), with the notion that 

norm-rich introspection may produce greater stability. As I have already suggested, 

distinguishing between functional attitude motivations at a structural level (structural attitude 

functions) versus participants’ beliefs about what motivates their attitudes (meta attitude 

functions) may be important in predicting responses to introspection, because participants might 

be more guided by their meta than their structural attitude functions, when reacting to 

introspection tasks. By pointing to circumstances when introspection can increase consistency, 

this might provide new perspective to a familiar scientific narrative. 

Concluding Thoughts 

 My two studies are unusual, in that they diverge from a very robust effect in experimental 

psychology: the short-term disruption of attitudes via Why introspection. Given the wealth of 

studies in which such effects have been found (Wilson et al., 1989), and my reference to study-

specific factors (quantity of introspection, terror management concerns, attitude functions), I 

hope it is apparent that I do not construe the present data as a ‘failure to replicate’ introspection 

effects, per se. Future research, as proposed above, will likely illuminate why the present 

findings emerged. It is possible that these results simply indicate that introspection manipulations 

must have relatively high power in order to produce results. It is also possible that we have 

identified a subset of objects (objects with particular subjective attitude functions; anxiety-

provoking objects) for which a different introspection pattern may be expected. Whatever the 

case may be, the identification of such boundary conditions may help us to develop a more 

nuanced understanding of when introspection will produce its counter-intuitive effects. In this 

way, we can expand from an understanding of what introspection disruption is, to when it can be 

anticipated to occur. 



151 

 

References 

 

Abelson, R. P., Kinder, D. R., Peters, M. D., & Fiske, S. T. (1982). Affective and semantic  

components in political person perception. Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 42, 619-630. 

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing and interpreting  

interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.  

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human  

Decision Processes, 50(2), 179–211. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social  

behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in  

social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173–1182 

Bassili, J. N. (1996). Meta-judgmental versus operative indexes of psychological attributes: The  

case of measures of attitude strength. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,  

71(4), 637-653. 

Bem, D. J. & McConnell, H. K. (1970). Testing the self-perception explanation of dissonance  

phenomena: On the salience of premanipulation attitudes. Journal of Personality and  

Social Psychology, 14, 23-31. 

Berelson, B. R., Lazarsfeld, P. F., & McPhee, W. N. (1954). Voting: A Study of  

Opinion Formation in a Presidential Campaign. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Crites, S. L., Fabrigar, L. R., & Petty, R. E. (1994). Measuring the affective and cognitive  

properties of attitudes: Conceptual and methodological issues. Personality & Social  



152 

 

Psychology Bulletin, 20, 619-634. 

Edwards, K. (1990). The interplay of affect and cognition in attitude formation and change.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 202-216. 

Edwards, E., & von Hippel, W. (1995). Hearts and minds: The priority of affective versus  

cognitive factors in person perception. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,  

21(10), 996-1011. 

Epstein, S. (1979). ‘The stability of behavior: I. On predicting most of the people much of the  

time’. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 1097-1126. 

Fabrigar, L. F., & Petty, R. E. (1991). The role of the affective and cognitive bases of attitudes  

in susceptibility to affectively and cognitively based persuasion. Personality and Social  

Psychology Bulletin, 25(3), 363-381. 

Fazio, R. H. (1986). How do attitudes guide behavior? In R.M. Sorrentino & E.T. Higgins (Eds.),  

The handbook of motivation and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (pp.  

204-243). New York: Guilford Press. 

Fazio, R. H., Zanna, M. P., & Cooper, J. (1978). Direct experience and attitude-behavior  

consistency: An information processing analysis. Personality and Social Psychology  

Bulletin, 4, 48-52. 

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Gaudet, H. (1955). A model for assessing changes in voting intention. In P.F. Lazarsfeld & M.  

Rosenberg (Eds.), The language of social research (pp. 428-437). New York: Free Press  

of Glencoe. 

Goldenberg, J. L., Pyszczynski, T., Greenberg, J., & Solomon, S. (2000). Fleeing the body: A  

terror management perspective on the problem of human corporeality. Personality and  



153 

 

Social Psychology Review, 4(3), 200-218. 

Goode, W. J. (1956). After divorce. New York: Free Press of Glencoe. 

Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., & Solomon, S. (1986). The causes and consequences of a need  

for self-esteem: A terror management theory. In R.F. Baumeister (Ed.), Public self and  

private self (pp. 189-212). New York: Springer-Verlag.  

Hayes, A. F. (2012). PROCESS: A versatile computational tool for observed variable mediation,  

moderation, and conditional process modeling [White paper]. Retrieved from  

http://www.afhayes.com/ public/process2012.pdf 

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis.  

New York: The Guilford Press. 

Hayes, J., Schimel, J., Ardnt, J., & Faucher, E. (2010). A theoretical and empirical review of the  

death thought accessibility concept in terror management research. Psychological  

Bulletin, 136(5), 699–739. 

Hodges, S. D., & Wilson, T. D. (1993). Effects of analysing reasons on attitude change: The  

moderating role of attitude accessibility. Social Cognition, 11(4), 353-366. 

Holbrook, M. B. (2006). Consumption experience, customer value, and subjective introspection:  

An illustrative photographic essay. Journal of Business Research, 59, 714-725. 

Jack, A. I., & Roepstorff, A. (2002). Introspection and cognitive brain mapping: From  

stimulus-response to script-report. TRENDS in Cognitive Sciences, 6(8), 333-339. 

Jacoby, L. L., Yonelinas, A. P., & Jennings, J. M. (1997). The relation between conscious and  

unconscious (automatic) influences: A declaration of independence. In J.D. Cohen and  

J.W. Schooler (Eds.), Scientific Approaches to Consciousness (pp. 13-37). Mahwah, NJ:  

Lawrence Erlbaum. 



154 

 

James, W. (1981). The Principles of Psychology. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  

(Original work published 1890). 

Kadushin, C. (1958). Individual differences to undertake psychotherapy. Administrative Science  

Quarterly, 3, 379-411. 

Katz, D. (1960). The functional approach to the study of attitudes. Public Opinion Quarterly, 24,  

163-204. 

Katz, D., & Stotland, E. (1959). A preliminary statement to a theory of attitude structure and  

change. In S. Koch (Ed.), Psychology: A study of a science: Vol. 3. Formulations of the  

person and the social context (pp. 423-475). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Latané, B., & Darley, J. M. (1970). The unresponsive bystander: Why doesn’t he help? New  

York: Appleton-Century-Crofts. 

Lazarsfeld, P. F., Berelson, B., & Gaudet, H. (1944). The People's Choice: How the Voter Makes  

Up His Mind in a Presidential Campaign. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Mandler, G. (1982). Mind and emotion. New York: Wiley. (Original work published 1975). 

Mayer, N., & Tormala, Z. (2010). “Think” versus “feel” framing effects in persuasion.  

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(4), 443-454. 

Millar, M. G., & Millar, K. U. (1990). Attitude change as a function of attitude type and  

argument type. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(2), 217-228. 

Millar, M. G., & Tesser, A. (1986). Effects of affective and cognitive focus on the  

attitude-behavior relation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(2), 270-276. 

Millar, M. G., & Tesser, A. (1989). The effects of affective-cognitive consistency and thought  

on the attitude-behavior relation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25,  



155 

 

189-202. 

Miller, G. A., & Buckhout, R. (1973). Psychology: The science of mental life (2nd ed.). New  

York: Harper & Row. 

Nisbett, R. E., & Schachter, S. (1966) Cognitive manipulation of pain. Journal of Experimental  

Social Psychology, 2, 227-236. 

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). Telling more than we can know: Verbal reports on  

 mental processes. Psychological Review, 84(3), 231-259. 

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1996). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic and contemporary  

approaches. Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press. 

Pryor, J. B., Gibbons, F. X., Wicklund, R. A., Fazio, R. H., & Hood, R. (1977). Self-focused  

attention and self‐report validity. Journal of Personality, 45(4), 513-527. 

Ross, L., Greene, D., & House, E. (1977). The "false consensus effect": An egocentric bias in  

social perception and attribution processes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,  

13, 279-301. 

Ross, L., & Nisbett, R. E. (1991). The Person and the Situation. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Rosenthal, R. (1978). Combining results of independent studies. Psychological Bulletin, 85,  

185-193. 

See, Y. H. M., Petty, R. E., & Fabrigar, L.  R. (2008). Affective and cognitive meta-bases of  

attitudes: Unique effects on information interest and persuasion. Journal of Personality  

and Social Psychology, 94(6), 938-955. 

See, Y. H. M., Petty, R. E., & Fabrigar, L. R. (2013). Affective-cognitive meta-bases versus  

structural bases of attitudes predict processing interest versus efficiency. Personality  

and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39(8), 1111-1123. 



156 

 

Shavitt, S. (1990). The role of attitude objects in attitude functions. Journal of Experimental  

Social Psychology, 26, 124-148. 

Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., & Fong, G. T. (2005). Establishing a causal chain: Why  

experiments are often more effective than mediational analyses in examining  

psychological processes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(6), 845-851. 

Wilson, T. D. (2003). Knowing when to ask: Introspection and the adaptive unconscious.  

Journal of Consciousness Studies, 10(9-10), 131-140. 

Wilson, T. D., Dunn, D. S., Kraft, D., & Lisle, D. J. (1989). Introspection, attitude change, and  

attitude behavior consistency: The disruptive effects of explaining why we feel the way  

we do. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 22, pp.  

287-343). Orlando, FL: Academic Press.  

Wilson, T. D., Dunn, D. S., Bybee, J. A, Hyman, D. B., & Rotondo, J. A. (1984). Effects of  

analysing reasons on attitude-behavior consistency. Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 47, 5-16. 

Wilson, T. D., & Dunn, D. S. (1986). Effects of introspection on attitude-behavior consistency:  

Analyzing reasons versus focusing on feelings. Journal of Experimental Social  

Psychology, 22, 249-263. 

Wilson, T. D., Hodges, S. D., & Pollack, S. (1990). Effects of explaining attitudes on survey  

responses: The moderating effects of attitude accessibility. Unpublished manuscript,  

University of Virginia, Department of Psychology, Charlottesville. 

Wilson, T. D., & Kraft, D. (1993). Why do I love thee?: Effects of repeated introspections  

about a dating relationship on attitude toward the relationship. Personality and Social  

Psychology Bulletin, 19(4), 409-418 



157 

 

Wilson, T. D., Kraft, D., & Dunn, D. S. (1988). The disruptive effects of explaining attitudes:  

Boundary conditions and mediating processes. Unpublished manuscript, University of  

Virginia, Charlottesville. 

Wilson, T. D., Kraft, D., & Dunn, D. S. (1989). The disruptive effects of explaining attitude:  

The moderating effect of knowledge about the attitude object. Journal of Experimental  

Social Psychology, 25(5), 379-400. 

Wilson, T. D., Lisle, D. J., Schooler, J. W., Hodges, S. D., Klaaren, K. J., & LaFleur, S. J.  

(1993). Introspecting about reasons can reduce post-choice satisfaction. Personality and  

Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(3), 331-339 

Wilson, T. D., & Schooler, J. W. (1991). Thinking too much: Introspection can reduce the  

quality of preferences and decisions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,  

60(2), 181-192. 

Wimmer, H., & Perner, J. (1983). Beliefs about beliefs: Representation and constraining function  

of wrong beliefs in young children’s understanding of deception. Cognition, 13, 103-128. 

Wood, W., Rhodes, N., & Biek, M. (1995). Working knowledge and attitude strength: An 

information-processing analysis. In Petty, R. E., & Krosnick, J. A. (Eds.), Attitude  

strength: Antecedents and consequences (pp. 189-202). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum  

Associates. 

Woodside, A.G. (2004). Advancing from subjective to confirmatory personal introspection in  

consumer research. Psychology & Marketing, 21(12), 987-1010. 

Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences. American  

Psychologist, 35,151-175. 

Zajonc, R. B. (1984) On the primacy of affect. American Psychologist, 36, 117-123. 



158 

 

Appendix A 

Study One Ethics Documents 

 

Letter of Information: Affective Condition 

This research is being conducted by Dr. Leandre Fabrigar, Associate Professor of the 

Department of Psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.  
  
You will be presented with questions that will ask for your opinions regarding donating your 

body for scientific research (after you have passed away). You will also be presented with 

information on this topic. Your participation in all of the tasks included in this session will take 

no longer than 1 hour of your time. In exchange for your participation in this session, you will 

receive 1.0 extra credit towards your Psychology 100 grade or a $5 payment if you have already 

completed your 5.0 credits or are not enrolled in Psychology 100 and if you have prearranged 

this form of compensation with the researcher. 
  
The information you supply will be kept anonymous on a password-protected computer and/or in 

a locked room to which only authorized personnel will have access.  Thus, the confidentiality of 

your information will be maintained now and in the future. The data will be stored for as long as 

it is needed and will be released upon request to authorized researchers.  However, no identifying 

information will be provided. 
  
Any research reports resulting from this study will contain no individual data, but will rather 

focus on grouped findings. Results from this research may be presented in a professional journal, 

book chapter, or at scientific conferences. Should you be interested in our findings, you are able 

to obtain a copy of the results upon request. 
  
In deciding whether you want to participate, please be aware that there is the possibility that 

you may encounter materials that are graphic in nature. Thus, if you are concerned that 

this will upset you, please keep in mind that you are free to decline participation or stop the 

experiment at any time without consequence to your compensation.  You are also free to 

decline to answer any question that you find objectionable or which makes you feel 

uncomfortable. To withdraw from this study, in which case none of your responses or any 

material related to your participation will be retained, simply mention to the experimenter your 

desire to withdraw from the study. No explanation for your withdrawal is necessary at all. 
  
Any questions about study participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar, at 

Fabrigar@queensu.ca, or by phone, at 613-533-6492. Any ethical concerns about the study may 

be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 

613-533-6081. 
  
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian 

ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
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Letter of Information: Cognitive Condition 

  

This research is being conducted by Dr. Leandre Fabrigar, Associate Professor of the 

Department of Psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.  
  
You will be presented with questions that will ask for your opinions regarding donating your 

body for scientific research (after you have passed away). You will also be presented with 

information on this topic. 
  

Your participation in all of the tasks included in this session will take no longer than 1 hour of 

your time. In exchange for your participation in this session, you will receive 1.0 extra credit 

towards your Psychology 100 grade or a $5 payment if you have already completed your 5.0 

credits or are not enrolled in Psychology 100 and if you have prearranged this form of 

compensation with the researcher. 
  
The information you supply will be kept anonymous on a password-protected computer and/or in 

a locked room to which only authorized personnel will have access.  Thus, the confidentiality of 

your information will be maintained now and in the future. The data will be stored for as long as 

it is needed and will be released upon request to authorized researchers.  However, no identifying 

information will be provided. 
  
Any research reports resulting from this study will contain no individual data, but will rather 

focus on grouped findings. Results from this research may be presented in a professional journal, 

book chapter, or at scientific conferences. Should you be interested in our findings, you are able 

to obtain a copy of the results upon request. 
  
In deciding whether you want to participate, please be aware that you are free to decline 

participation or stop the experiment at any time without consequence to your compensation.  

You are also free to decline to answer any question that you find objectionable or which makes 

you feel uncomfortable. To withdraw from this study, in which case none of your responses or 

any material related to your participation will be retained, simply mention to the experimenter 

your desire to withdraw from the study. No explanation for your withdrawal is necessary at all. 
  
Any questions about study participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar, at 

Fabrigar@queensu.ca, or by phone, at 613-533-6492. Any ethical concerns about the study may 

be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 

613-533-6081. 
  
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian 

ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
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Consent Form: Affective Condition 

  
Name (please print clearly): ____________________________________________ 

  
1). I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 
  
2). I understand that I will be participating in the study called “CHOICE”. I understand that this 

means that I will be asked to read passages about body donation for scientific research and 

answer various questions about this topic. 
  
3). I understand that during the course of the present study, there is the possibility that I 

may encounter materials that are graphic in nature. I understand that my participation in this 

study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time without loss of my compensation or any other 

adverse consequences, by notifying the experimenter. 
  
4). I understand that all tasks included in this experimental session should take no longer than

 1 hour and I will receive 1.0 extra credit for my participation. 
  
5). I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now and 

in the future. I understand that the data will be stored in a locked room and only authorized 

personnel will have access to this area. Data will be retained as long as they are needed, but that 

the data file will contain no information regarding my identity. I understand that upon request, 

data from this study may be provided to other authorized researchers.  However, the information 

provided will not include any information regarding my identity.  
  
6). I understand that I may obtain a brief summary of the results of this study upon its completion 

by contacting the principal researcher. Additionally, any questions or concerns about study 

participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca, 613-533-6492). 

Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research 

Ethics Board (chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 613-533-6081). 
  

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 
  
  
_________________________________________            

Signature of Participant 
  
  
_____________________                

Date 
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Consent Form: Cognitive Condition 

Name (please print clearly): ____________________________________________ 

  
1). I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 
  
2). I understand that I will be participating in the study called “CHOICE”. I understand that this 

means that I will be asked to read passages about body donation for scientific research and to 

answer various questions about this topic. 
  
3). I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time 

without loss of my compensation or any other adverse consequences, by notifying the 

experimenter. 
  
4). I understand that all tasks included in this experimental session should take no longer than  

 1 hour and I will receive 1.0 extra credit for my participation. 
  
5). I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now and 

in the future. I understand that the data will be stored in a locked room and only authorized 

personnel will have access to this area. Data will be retained as long as they are needed, but that 

the data file will contain no information regarding my identity. I understand that upon request, 

data from this study may be provided to other authorized researchers.  However, the information 

provided will not include any information regarding my identity.   
  
6). I understand that I may obtain a brief summary of the results of this study upon its completion 

by contacting the principal researcher. Additionally, any questions or concerns about study 

participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca, 613-533-6492). 

Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research 

Ethics Board (chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 613-533-6081). 
  

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 
  
  
_________________________________________            

Signature of Participant 
  
  
_____________________                

Date 
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Debriefing Form 

Firstly, it is important for you to understand that all of the information about donating your body 

for scientific research was fictitious. None of the facts or information in the informational 

passage was drawn from real sources or events. All materials in this study were constructed 

purely for research purposes. We do, however, request that you do not discuss this information or 

other aspects of the experiment with people who may participate in the future.  Obviously, in 

order to obtain natural responses to our materials, it is necessary for participants to not be told 

about the hypotheses or procedures of the study prior to participating.  

If, for any reason, you have found the materials in this experiment to be disturbing, we 

encourage you to contact Queen’s “Health, Counseling & Disability Services” at 613-533-

3206 to speak with a counselor. 

Social psychologists have long believed that people's attitudes toward objects (i.e, their likes and 

dislikes) are comprised of both an emotional and belief component.  These components are 

generally referred to as the "affective" (emotion) and "cognitive" (beliefs) components of 

attitudes.  The affective component consists of emotions and feelings that an individual has 

toward an object.  The cognitive component is made up of the thoughts and beliefs that an 

individual has about an object.  

The aim of this experiment was to study whether attitudes based primarily on affect or primarily 

on cognition differ in their susceptibility to different types of persuasive appeals.  Specifically, 

we wanted to find out if affectively-based attitudes are more vulnerable to either affective 

persuasive appeals (persuasive messages designed to produce specific emotional reactions 

toward an object) or cognitive persuasive appeals (persuasive messages designed to instigate 

specific beliefs regarding an object).  Similarly, we wanted to know whether cognitively-based 

attitudes are more susceptible to either cognitive persuasive appeals or affective persuasive 

appeals.  

To investigate these questions, we initially measured your attitude, affect, and cognition 

regarding donating your body for scientific research. We also measured the degree to which you 

thought your attitude towards this topic was based on thoughts and/or emotions. We attempted to 

change your initial attitudes by having you read a negative passage regarding body donation. 

This passage was either an emotionally evocative story or an informational passage.  We plan to 

examine whether the effectiveness of the passage in changing your attitudes depends on whether 

your initial attitude was affective or cognitive in nature. 

We thank you for your cooperation on this point as well as for your participation. If you are 

interested in this area of research you may wish to read the following: 
 
Fabrigar, L. R., & Petty, R. E. (1999). The role of the affective and cognitive bases of attitudes in  susceptibility to 

affectively and cognitively based persuasion. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 363-381. 
 

If you have any questions, comments, or if you would like a copy of the final results, feel free to 

contact Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca/533-6492). Any ethical concerns about 

the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board 

(chair.GREB@queensu.ca/613-533-6081. 

 Thank you very much for your cooperation and your participation in this study, 

 Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar 
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Appendix B 

Study One Procedural Materials 

 

Attitude Scale 

Below is a list of words that could be used to describe your overall evaluation of something. 

Please use the list below to describe your evaluation of "donating your body for scientific 

research (after you have passed away)". If the word "definitely" describes your evaluation of 

donating your body for scientific research, then select the number "7". If you decide that the 

word does not at all describe your evaluation of donating your body for scientific research, then 

select the number "1". Use the intermediate numbers between 1 and 7 to indicate responses 

between these two extremes.  

Work rapidly. Your first reaction is best. Please evaluate all words. This should only take a 

minute or two. Please begin. 
 

Dislike 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

Good 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

Undesirable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

Bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

Like 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

Positive 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

Negative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Desirable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Structural Affective Base Scale 

The following is a list of feelings or moods that could be caused by an object.  Please consider 

each item that comes up on screen, to describe how donating your body for scientific research 

makes you feel. If the word "definitely" describes how donating your body for scientific research 

makes you feel, then select the number "7". If you decide that the word does not at all describe 

how donating your body for scientific research makes you feel, then select the number "1". Use 

the intermediate numbers between 1 and 7 to indicate responses between these two extremes. 

Work rapidly. Your first reaction is best.  Please mark all words.  This should only take a minute 

or two.   

Please begin. 
 

Hateful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Delighted 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Happy 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Tense 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Bored 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Angry 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Acceptance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Sorrow 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Joy 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Love 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Annoyed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Calm 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Relaxed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Excited 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Disgusted 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Sad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Structural Cognitive Base Scale 

 

The following is a list of traits or characteristics that could be used to describe an object.  Please 

consider the words that follow describing "donating your body for scientific research".  If the 

word "definitely" describes donating your body for scientific research, then select the number 

"7".  If you decide that the word does not at all describe donating your body for scientific 

research, then select the number "1".  Use the intermediate numbers between 1 and 7 to indicate 

responses between these two extremes. Work rapidly.  Your first reaction is best.  Please mark 

all words.  This should only take a minute or two.  Please begin. 
 

Useful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Foolish 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Safe 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Harmful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Valuable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Perfect 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Wholesome 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Useless 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Wise 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Beneficial 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Unsafe 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Worthless 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Imperfect 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

Unhealthy 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Meta Affective Base Scale 

To what degree do you think your overall assessment of donating your body for scientific 

research (after you have passed away) is based on your emotional responses to donating your 

body for scientific research?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

To what extent do you think your attitudes toward donating your body for scientific research are 

driven by your emotions?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

How much do you think your emotional responses towards donating your body for scientific 

research influence your overall opinion of donating your body for scientific research? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

How important do you think your feelings regarding donating your body for scientific 

research are in forming your overall attitude towards it? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Meta Cognitive Base Scale 

 

To what extent do you think your attitudes toward donating your body for scientific research 

(after you have passed away) are driven by your thoughts?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 

 

How much do you think your thoughts about donating your body for scientific research influence 

your overall opinion of donating your body for scientific research?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

To what extent do you think you rely on your thoughts when forming your attitude towards 

donating your body for scientific research? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
 

To what degree do you think your thoughts matter in forming your overall assessment of 

donating your body for scientific research? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all     Totally 
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Introspection: Control Condition 

 

Please take a few minutes to think carefully about your favourite movie. Think of the reasons 

why you like or dislike your favourite movie. Analyze your reasons carefully. You may use the 

space below to organize your thoughts. This should take a few minutes to complete. 
 

Introspection: How Condition 

 

Please take a few minutes to think carefully about donating your body for scientific research 

(after you have passed away). Think about how you feel about donating your body for scientific 

research. For example, analyze how you feel when the idea of donating your body for scientific 

research comes to mind.  You may use the space below to organize your feelings. 
 

Introspection: Why Condition 

 

Please take a few minutes to think carefully about donating your body for scientific research 

(after you have passed away). Think of the reasons why you like or dislike the thought of 

donating your body for scientific research.  Analyze your reasons carefully. You may use the 

space below to organize your thoughts. 
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Persuasive Message: Affective Type 

 

You will now be presented with some information regarding donating your body for 

scientific research (after you have passed away). Please read this information carefully. Press 

continue when you are ready. 
 

The Dissection 

The two second year medical students, a man and a woman, had no way of knowing who 

it was who had donated his body so that they could learn from it. My name was James Wilcox. I 

was a fairly young man when I died. I was only 40 in fact. I have to admit I was overweight. The 

doctor had told me that with the history of heart disease in my family, the extra twenty pounds I 

had was a danger. I only realized how dangerous when I had a fatal heart attack while playing 

with my children. The last thing I saw while I was alive was my six year old little girl kneeling 

over me, crying and begging me to wake up. I couldn't. My heart had stopped. I was dead. I saw 

the ambulance take me to the hospital. I saw the doctors try to resuscitate me. I saw the orderlies 

wheel me into the morgue, and I saw them put me on the slab and slide me into the small, cold 

hole in the wall. How long did I wait in the cold darkness? The hours crawled by so slowly I 

wanted to scream, but I couldn't scream. I was dead. The next thing I knew I was in a pathology 

lab, waiting for these two medical students to start work on me.  

The man tore at the flesh of my shoulder, what were once the muscles I had lifted my 

daughter with were crushed into a pulpy mush between his fingers. Once my shoulder bone was 

exposed, the woman began cutting the bone with an implement that looked very much like a saw. 

Flecks of bone and blood started flying off, sticking to her face and lab coat. She must have felt 

them combining with the sweat on her cheeks and start to slide down her face. Worse than the 

sight of this was the sound of the saw against my bone, grinding and crunching. It reminded me 

of the time the dentist had operated on me without proper anesthetic. The whole scene gave her 

the odd appearance of a mad scientist, with streaks of blood and gore coming down her face.  

Once my arm had been completely cut off, they threw it in a waste disposal can and 

started working on the dissection of my body. To them, they were simply removing an 

appendage. To me they were removing the arm that I used to play catch with my son. The 

woman took a scalpel and slid it along the skin of my chest. The skin puffed and separated 

beneath the blade. Once she had cut all the way to my navel, she stuck both hands in the cut, and 

peeled the flesh off my chest. I heard a sickening slurping sound as the flesh separated from my 

ribcage. Flecks of blood, fat and skin splattered onto my face. Once my ribs were exposed, she 

took out what looked like a set of wire cutters. She used them to snap the ribs so she could 

remove the ribcage. Once this was done, she took the scalpel again, and cut out my left lung. It 

was wet and pink. The smell of the formaldehyde was overpowering. She dropped my lung onto 

the metal table with a slap. In the background, the man started to moan softly. The woman 

started to work on my other lung. As she was cutting near the base of it, the scalpel slipped and 

sliced open my stomach and part of my small intestine.\ 

The smell that came out was horrifying. The remains of my last meal spilled out of my 

gouged stomach and poured onto the floor. Half digested and rotting bits of chicken rice and 

vegetables were distinguishable in the pasty mass. Digestive fluids and waste products oozed out 

of my intestines and collected in their own pool at the side of my body. I saw the blood rise to 

the man's face and he started to sweat. He convulsed as the bile rose in the back of his throat, and 

I knew he was not going to be able to stop it. A look of fear and panic crossed his face. He 
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started to throw up. He heaved several times. Each time a new flow of his own half digested food 

came out of his mouth and poured on the floor beside the table. The woman ran out of the room. 

In the distance I heard her throw up too. The man left the room to clean himself up. I was alone 

again, and in pieces. 

If I had known what was going to happen to me, I never would have done this. 
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Persuasive Message: Cognitive Type 

 

You will now be presented with some information regarding "donating your body for 

scientific research (after you have passed away)". Please read this information carefully. Please 

click continue, to begin. 
 

A Report on the Donation of Bodies for Scientific Research 

Health and Welfare Canada in conjunction with Environment Canada have begun a 

campaign with the aim of curbing the number of individuals who donate their body to science 

after death. The campaign has gained momentum based on the results of a recent study. The 

study surveyed the administration of every medical school in Canada and interviewed multiple 

faculty members at each of the schools. The study, conducted for Health and Welfare and 

Environment Canada by the University of Toronto Medical school, has shown that 

approximately 3,500 too many bodies are donated to science than can be made use of in any 

given year. The study also concluded that a main reason for this excess of cadavers is due to 

changing teaching methods and practices in medical schools. In the past, each medical student 

required a cadaver to practice procedures, however, this is no longer the case. Advances in 

computer imaging and tissue culturing, and a 300% increase in student participation in surgical 

procedures have outdated the use of cadavers.  

Another real problem is the fact that some students display a marked disrespect for the 

cadavers. The study reports that 43% of students who were issued cadavers admitted using them 

for non-medical purposes, such as for practical jokes. While 83% of school administrators 

admitted they knew about such practices, they argued that it was impossible to do anything about 

the behaviour. Some (15%) of administrators actually stated that such behaviour helped the 

student become more detached from the bodies, thus making them better physicians. 

Currently, the only serious use of cadavers is as anatomy guides but because the bodies 

that are donated are often atypical, they are of limited use for these purposes. The Health and 

Welfare/Environment Canada study found that if the body is not used for purposes such as those 

described above, it is often not used at all. In cases where the body is not used, it is disposed of 

in a medical waste treatment center. Environment Canada requires that the bodies are buried in 

industrial landfills, because special embalming procedures necessary for medical cadavers often 

render the body unsafe to bury in most burial grounds. 

The cost of disposing of these bodies is extremely high. The joint study estimated that 

disposal costs the Canadian taxpayers over $2.2 million annually. "This financial burden is a 

tragedy" claims Dr. Rudolph Henderson, Director of Internal Medicine at McMaster University, 

"The money could be funneled into advanced training of our medical students. Instead it is being 

used to dispose of waste products. Imagine how much better trained our students would be if this 

money was used to make them better doctors."  

The results of these studies have prompted professionals in the medical community to 

advocate that fees be charged to individuals who wish to donate their bodies to science. This fee 

would be used to cover costs that may be incurred in moving, storing, and disposing of the body 

when it is no longer of use to the medical school or its students. Such fees are currently being 

considered at the governmental level. 
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Positive Mood Induction 

 

We would like you to think about your experiences over the last few years, and select the 

experience that made you the most happy you can remember being in the past few years. In the 

space provided, briefly describe the event that made you happy. Then, briefly describe the 

emotions you felt during that experience and briefly comment on why the experience produced 

such strong positive feelings. 
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Appendix C 

Study Two Ethics Documents 

 

Letter of Information 

This research is being conducted by Dr. Leandre Fabrigar, Associate Professor of the 

Department of Psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.  
  

You will be presented with questions that will ask for your opinions regarding donating blood to 

a blood bank. You will also be presented with information on this topic. 
  

Your participation in all of the tasks included in this session will take no longer than 1 hour of 

your time. In exchange for your participation in this session, you will receive 1.0 extra credit 

towards your Psychology 100 grade. 
  
The information you supply will be kept anonymous on a password-protected computer and/or in 

a locked room to which only authorized personnel will have access.  Thus, the confidentiality of 

your information will be maintained now and in the future. The data will be stored for as long as 

it is needed and will be released upon request to authorized researchers.  However, no identifying 

information will be provided. 
  
Any research reports resulting from this study will contain no individual data, but will rather 

focus on grouped findings. Results from this research may be presented in a professional journal, 

book chapter, or at scientific conferences. Should you be interested in our findings, you are able 

to obtain a copy of the results upon request. 
  
You are also free to decline to answer any question that you find objectionable or which makes 

you feel uncomfortable. To withdraw from this study, in which case none of your responses or 

any material related to your participation will be retained, simply mention to the experimenter 

your desire to withdraw from the study. No explanation for your withdrawal is necessary at all. 
  
Any questions about study participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar, at 

Fabrigar@queensu.ca, or by phone, at 613-533-6492. Any ethical concerns about the study may 

be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 

613-533-6081. 
  
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian 

ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
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Consent Form 

Name (please print clearly): ____________________________________________ 

   
1). I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 
  
2). I understand that I will be participating in the study called “CHOICE”. I understand that this 

means that I will be asked to read passages about giving blood to a blood bank, and answer 

various questions about this topic. 
  
3). I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time 

without loss of my compensation or any other adverse consequences, by notifying the 

experimenter. 
  
4). I understand that all tasks included in this experimental session should take no longer than 1 

hour and I will receive 1.0 extra credit for my participation. 
  
5). I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now and 

in the future. I understand that the data will be stored in a locked room and only authorized 

personnel will have access to this area. Data will be retained as long as they are needed, but that 

the data file will contain no information regarding my identity. I understand that upon request, 

data from this study may be provided to other authorized researchers.  However, the information 

provided will not include any information regarding my identity.  
  
6). I understand that I may obtain a brief summary of the results of this study upon its completion 

by contacting the principal researcher. Additionally, any questions or concerns about study 

participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca, 613-533-6492). 

Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research 

Ethics Board (chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 613-533-6081). 
  

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 
  
_________________________________________            

Signature of Participant 
  
_____________________                

Date 
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Debriefing Form  

Firstly, it is important for you to understand that all of the information about blood donation was 

designed as an experimental manipulation. The fictional story or the claims made through the 

informational passages should be considered as artificial, designed to persuade rather than to be 

truthful. All materials in this study were constructed purely for research purposes. We do, 

however, request that you do not discuss this information or other aspects of the experiment with 

people who may participate in the future. In order to obtain natural responses to our materials, it 

is necessary for participants to not be told about the hypotheses or procedures of the study prior 

to participating.  

Social psychologists have long believed that people's attitudes toward objects (i.e, their likes and 

dislikes) are comprised of both an emotional and belief component.  These components are 

generally referred to as the "affective" (emotion) and "cognitive" (beliefs) components of 

attitudes.  The affective component consists of emotions and feelings that an individual has 

toward an object.  The cognitive component is made up of the thoughts and beliefs that an 

individual has about an object.  

The aim of this experiment was to study whether attitudes based primarily on affect or primarily 

on cognition differ in their susceptibility to different types of persuasive appeals.  Specifically, 

we wanted to find out if affectively-based attitudes are more vulnerable to either affective 

persuasive appeals (persuasive messages designed to produce specific emotional reactions 

toward an object) or cognitive persuasive appeals (persuasive messages designed to instigate 

specific beliefs regarding an object).  Similarly, we wanted to know whether cognitively-based 

attitudes are more susceptible to either cognitive persuasive appeals or affective persuasive 

appeals.  

To investigate these questions, we initially measured your attitude, affect, and cognition 

regarding donating your body for scientific research. We also measured the degree to which you 

thought your attitude towards this topic was based on thoughts and/or emotions. We attempted to 

change your initial attitudes by having you read a negative passage regarding blood donation. 

This passage was either an emotionally evocative story or an informational passage.  We plan to 

examine whether the effectiveness of the passage in changing your attitudes depends on whether 

your initial attitude was affective or cognitive in nature. 

We thank you for your cooperation on this point as well as for your participation. If you are 

interested in this area of research you may wish to read the following: 

Fabrigar, L. R., & Petty, R. E. (1999). The role of the affective and cognitive bases of attitudes in 

 susceptibility to affectively and cognitively based persuasion. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 25, 363-381. 

If you have any questions, comments, or if you would like a copy of the final results, feel free to 

contact Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca/533-6492). Any ethical concerns about 

the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board 

(chair.GREB@queensu.ca/613-533-6081. 
  

Thank you very much for your cooperation and your participation in this study, 

Dr. Leandre R. Fabrigar 
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Appendix D 

Study Two Procedural Materials10 

 

Persuasive Message: Affective Type 

 

You will now be presented with some information regarding "blood donation". Please 

read this information carefully. Please click continue, to begin. 
 

Kelly is bursting with excitement. She knows that there is always a need for blood 

donation, and she is glad to be able to contribute. The red cells in her blood will be useful for the 

treatment of all sorts of anemia and for sickle cell disease— imagine that! The platelets in her 

blood can be used for patients undergoing chemotherapy —she is going to help save lives! Kelly 

is filled with joy as she thinks about how she will help save others such as Jake. Kelly has read 

about poor Jake, who was diagnosed with leukemia at the age of 6. Jake had to undergo 

chemotherapy, which took a huge strain on his young life. In fact, Jake narrowly escaped death 

from a bone marrow infection that occurred as a side effect of chemotherapy. Every year, about 

110,960 chemotherapy patients are in need of your blood. Be a happy blood donor today! 
 

 

Persuasive Message: Cognitive Type 

 

You will now be presented with some information regarding "blood donation". Please 

read this information carefully. Please click continue, to begin. 
 

Did you know that every day, new medical treatments are being developed and more 

operations are being carried out? Not surprisingly, blood donations are always needed. About 2.5 

million blood donations, to be exact. The donated blood can be used in several ways. Blood as a 

whole is rarely used, except in cases of severe blood loss. Usually, blood is separated into its 

individual components to be used. Red blood cells are widely used to replace lost blood during 

surgery, or in the treatment of anemia and sickle cell disease. Platelets are used to help patients 

undergoing chemotherapy or suffering from leukemia. These are but a few examples of how the 

donated blood can be used. Every year, about 110,960 chemotherapy patients are in need of your 

blood. Be a helpful blood donor today! 
 

 

 

Introspection: Control Condition (variation, for study two) 
 

Please take a few minutes to think carefully about countries of the world. Think of as many 

different states that exist across the globe, and list them here (separated simply by a space 

                                                      

10 Any materials not included here are identical to study one (see Appendix B), or simply 

substitute out “donating your body to science (post-mortem)” and substituting in “donating blood 

to a blood bank”;  
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between each: countryA countryB countryC, etc.). You may use the space below to record 

your list. This should take a few minutes to complete. 
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Appendix E 

Ethics Approval 

 


