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Abstract 

Attitudes are people’s evaluations of specific objects as being good or bad. Sometimes people 

wish that they held attitudes other than the ones they actually do (desired attitudes). Previous 

work has demonstrated that desired attitudes are felt to be aversive when they differ from actual 

attitudes, and that people are motivated to collect information to eliminate these discrepancies. 

However, minimal work examines the antecedents of desired attitudes, and no previous work has 

shown desired attitudes predicting actual attitude change. Nor does existing scholarship 

empirically demonstrate the psychological mechanisms that lead people to create and pursue 

desired attitudes. In the present five experiments, I explored how identity-related concerns can 

prompt people to form desired attitudes distinct from their actual attitudes, as part of a larger 

framework in which attitude functions are posited as the root of desired attitudes (the functional 

hypothesis). For example, when people learned that a painting they formed an opinion of was 

made by an immoral (moral) painter, they were influenced towards negative (positive) desired 

attitudes. Several unique desired attitude constructs (structural evidence of desired attitudes; 

subjective experiences of desired/actual attitude discrepancies) arose from these identity-related 

pressures. Also, consistent with the functional hypothesis, when people were exposed to identity-

related pressures but were prevented from forming appropriate desired attitudes, they 

experienced disruptions in moral clarity, implying that people sometimes form desired attitudes 

to maintain their moral identity. Furthermore, desired attitudes played an important role in 

guiding subsequent attitude change – even in contexts where participants had no access to new 

information that they could use to facilitate attitude change (the signpost hypothesis).  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

“Two souls, alas, are dwelling in my breast, 

And one is striving to forsake its brother.” 

- Goethe, Faust: First Part 

Attitudes are the evaluations that people have of objects as good and/or bad (e.g., Ostrom, 

1989; Thurstone & Chave, 1929). At least under appropriate conditions (Fazio et al., 1978; 

Fishbein & Coombs, 1974; Kallgren & Wood, 1986; Zanna et al., 1980), attitudes can predict 

how people will behave; that is, generally people vote for, purchase, and socialize with objects 

more when they like them versus dislike them, especially if those attitudes are strongly held 

(Petty & Krosnick, 1995). The exploration of attitudes has been enormously productive in social-

psychological research, as psychologists have explored the structure of attitudes, how attitudes 

form, and what influences result in attitude change both in the short and long term (e.g., see 

Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Maio & Haddock, 2009; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981; Petty et al., 1997). In 

the current research, I explored the idea that people sometimes wish they held attitudes other 

than their actual attitudes and the reasons why people hold these “desired attitudes.” 

Desired Attitudes 

The opinions that people actually hold do not always align perfectly with the attitudes 

they desire to hold. For instance, when people evaluate themselves, they often feel that they 

ideally or ought to hold different self-views than the self-views they really hold. In self-

discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987, 1989), this divergence usually takes the form of setting 

standards for oneself (ideal or ought self-views) that one may or may not actually fulfill (actual 

self-views). One might judge oneself a poor student but wish that one could appraise one’s 

scholarly achievements more favourably. Gaps or “discrepancies” between such actual and 
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desired self-views may prompt several negative affective states (Higgins, 1987), particularly 

when the discrepancies are “activated” or made salient to people (Higgins, 1989). However, 

evaluative discrepancies need not apply to appraisals of only oneself, and DeMarree and 

colleagues (2014, 2017) described desired attitudes as evaluations that people wish they held 

(i.e., are motivated to hold) about any discrete attitude object (i.e., person, thing, or concept). For 

example, self-esteem robustly produces positive desired/actual discrepancies (people wish that 

they liked themselves more than they actually do), whereas Walmart generally produces negative 

discrepancies (people wish they liked Walmart less than they actually do). Americans may like 

Walmart because it is convenient, cheap, and has a wide variety of products. However, 

Americans may wish they disliked Walmart because of its associations with worker exploitation 

and deceiving the public (often reported in the American media; Benoit & Dorries, 1996). 

Sources of Desired Attitudes: The Functional Hypothesis 

Desired/actual attitude discrepancies entail an interesting paradox: Why do people wish 

for attitudes distinctly different from the attitudes they actually have? Wheeler and DeMarree 

(2019) highlight this mystery, noting, “it is natural to speculate about the basis for discrepancies; 

that is, given that attitudes are just a mental construct, why don’t people just form the attitudes 

they want to have?” (p. 348). As an illustrative comparison, consider desired/actual discrepancies 

of the self-concept (Higgins, 1987, 1989). One can easily understand that I might not see myself 

as a funny person but powerfully desire and pursue a funnier version of myself. After all, 

skillfully timing and delivering jokes may require talent that I lack or practice and experience 

that I have not cultivated; I cannot simply will myself into being funny. Yet why people 

experience desired attitudes that differ from actual attitudes is less clear. When people desire to 

like junk food taxation more (e.g., because it could lead to social changes that they believe are 
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favourable), how can this desire be independent of their actual liking for junk food taxation? The 

very basis for the desired attitude, favourable information about the attitude object’s presumed 

social effects, seems to equally justify actually liking that attitude object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975). For example, when people contemplate the bad values associated with Walmart, why do 

they not simply dislike Walmart to the degree that these values are important to them? In short, 

how can desired attitudes be conceptually distinct from actual attitudes? 

One helpful solution to this puzzle may come from exploring antecedents that uniquely 

impact desired attitudes. Most past research measured naturally-occurring variance in desired 

attitudes, which was useful in exploring how desired attitudes influence many features of 

people’s relationship with attitude objects (see Wheeler & DeMarree, 2019, for a recent review). 

However, little research has tested the antecedents of desired attitudes. Addressing this research 

gap is important. First, it helps to explain the conceptual puzzle just identified: understanding 

factors that shape desired attitudes at least somewhat distinctly from actual attitudes may explain 

the motivations that generate discrepancies in the first place. Second, antecedents would guide 

how people should go about inducing desired attitudes in applied contexts. For example, how 

should advertisers or political agents create desired attitudes (e.g., to draw audience’s 

information-seeking interest)? Third, exploring antecedents provides an important 

methodological advantage for researchers seeking to directly control desired attitudes rather than 

capitalize on existing desired attitudes that people may have. Most importantly, this approach 

bestows substantially more control over desired attitudes when researchers want to make causal 

claims about the effects of desired attitudes. Additionally, manipulations give control to 

researchers who would otherwise be constrained to studying naturally occurring patterns of 

desired attitudes. For instance, people experience desired-actual attitude discrepancies for a wide 
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range of objects (e.g., abortion, Walmart, using condoms, self; DeMarree et al., 2014, Study 2), 

but presumably objects exist for which desired and actual attitudes are almost indistinguishable 

for most people (e.g., although conceptually possible, I doubt that most people strongly desire to 

dislike/like pens, their bus driver, or their wallet). Moreover, DeMarree and colleagues (2014) 

show that discrepancies are quite lopsided for some objects. Ninety-seven percent of people who 

had desired/actual discrepancies about themselves wanted to like themselves more rather than 

less. Thus, if researchers wanted to explore the effects of negative desired attitudes towards the 

self (i.e., wanting to like oneself less), they would almost certainly have to manipulate these 

attitudes. In sum, gaining a broader understanding of how to manipulate desired attitudes would 

be of considerable value to scholarship in this area.  

DeMarree and Rios (2014, Study 3) manipulated desired self-esteem (i.e., desired attitude 

towards the self) by giving participants information claiming that self-esteem has several positive 

consequences (boosts happiness, social success, etc.), or has several negative consequences 

(causes narcissism, hurts relationships, etc.). This information marginally influenced desired self-

esteem, although the effect became statistically significant when actual self-esteem was added as 

a covariate.1 This manipulation seemingly gives people a utilitarian motive to want a certain 

attitude towards themselves by essentially claiming, “If you like yourself, good/bad things will 

happen to you.” Similarly, DeMarree et al. (2014, Study 4) manipulated desired attitudes by 

informing participants that holding specific attitudinal positions tended to be linked to good or 

bad consequences for people (e.g., that liking junk food taxation was associated with being an 

independent thinker, mastering skills, etc.). However, I doubt that people form desired attitudes 

                                                           
1 In response to a committee member, I note that DeMarree and Rios’s manipulation did not significantly 

alter actual self-esteem (p-value report as “>.25,” p. 207), and an interaction of actual self-esteem X 

condition on desired self-esteem was not tested. 
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based only on practical advantages/disadvantages. To better understand the range of reasons why 

people might form desired attitudes, it may be helpful to draw inspiration from the attitude 

function literature, which examines the underlying needs that are fulfilled by people’s formation 

of attitudes (Herek, 1986, 1987; Katz, 1960; Shavitt, 1990; Smith et al., 1956).  

For example, attitudes often may fulfill utilitarian needs to maximize environmental 

reinforcements and avoid punishments (e.g., evaluating an often-congested roadway as “bad” 

helps us to avoid wasting our time). However, most attitude function theorists propose other 

functions that broadly can be considered identity-relevant functions, suggesting that attitudes 

help people to understand their public and private identities (Shavitt, 1990). For example, one 

seldom forms strong opinions about a national flag on the basis of its possibly utilitarian benefits 

(e.g., a flag’s possible uses as an article of clothing or a blanket); instead, one’s opinion of the 

flag expresses core identity concerns in several ways. Such patriotic symbols may form a social-

adjustive purpose, for instance, in expressing one’s group membership and signaling it to others. 

Furthermore, flags may symbolize one’s fundamental moral and value-based priorities, a concept 

typically labeled value-expressive. Depending on the work, the social-adjustive and value-

expressive functions may be differentiated (e.g., DeBono, 1987; Snyder & DeBono, 1985) or 

melded into a social-identity or “symbolic” category (e.g., Abelson, 1982; Herek, 1987).2  

                                                           
2 Attitudes also may maintain ego-defensive ends, encompassing attitudes that address one’s deeply 

internalized racism, repressed ego needs, and desire to maintain a positive self-worth (Katz, 1960; 

Lapinski & Boster, 2001). The ego-defensive attitude function is less clearly articulated and less 

frequently researched, although findings that outgroup derogation depends on the level of self-threat 

experienced by participants (Fein & Spencer, 1997) suggests an ego-defensive root to at least some 

attitudes (also see Badea & Sherman, 2019, for a review of self-affirmation’s effects on prejudice). 

However, ego-defensive motivations usually are inferred rather than directly tested and are complex and 

possibly multidimensional, producing challenges for operationalizing ego-defensive attitudes (Katz, 1989; 

Lapinski & Boster, 2001). 
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 Historically, attitude functions explain why people adopt actual opinions, and their 

susceptibility to particular forms of influence. Particular attitude objects may be more likely to 

be evaluated on the basis of one function or another (e.g., appliances or condoms as utilitarian, 

flags or voting as social-adjustive or value-expressive; Franc & Brkljačić, 2005; Shavitt, 1990). 

People who tend to form attitudes on the basis of a particular attitude function tend to be more 

affected by persuasive content matching that function, either because such recipients process 

matching information more carefully, and/or because such recipients are biased in favour of 

messages that match their functional focus (Petty & Wegener, 1998; Snyder & DeBono, 1985).3 

In short, attitude functions have helped to account for actual attitude formation and change. 

Importantly, attitude functions represent core psychological drives – mastering the 

environment (utilitarian), maintaining social connections and status (social-adjustive), and 

expressing deeply-held moral beliefs (value-expressive). It is doubtful that people feel that a 

single attitudinal position (e.g., I like Canada “6 out of 7”) completely captures the nuanced 

positioning entailed by these deep, broad psychological needs. Furthermore, there likely is 

competition both between the functions and even within the functions about what attitudinal 

position is “best.” For instance, a particular opinion may fulfill our values while hurting our 

reputation, or even fulfill some of our values while undermining our other values. The functional 

hypothesis of this dissertation is that desired attitudes reflect people’s attempts to consider 

beyond ‘what do I actually think of this object?’ to ‘what might other attitudes do for me?’, and 

the answer to this latter question is shaped by people’s core psychological needs. Thus, desired 

                                                           
3 A classic example of such function-personality congruence or “matching” involves the personality trait 

of self-monitoring. High self-monitors express attitudes reflective of other people’s opinions and thus 

they are sensitized to social-adjustive information; whereas low self-monitors express attitudes reflective 

of their private interests and concerns and thus are sensitized to utilitarian and/or value-expressive 

information. 
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attitudes can be shaped by factors that make certain attitudinal positions seem likely to fulfill one 

or more attitude functions. Given that attitude functions characterize the reasons why people 

form (actual) attitudes at all, these functions also should help illustrate the range of reasons why 

people might desire to hold attitudes. Thus, I propose that identity-related (social-adjustive, and 

value-expressive) concerns can shape desired attitudes just as powerfully as utilitarian concerns 

can. Not only may people desire to like themselves more/less based on utilitarian considerations, 

but they also could desire more/less self-esteem because they think that self-esteem helps or 

hinders their social relationships, or because low (high) self-esteem is expressive of core values 

like humility (individualism). 

People may use function-relevant information when forming desired attitudes even if that 

information is only quite indirectly related to the object. Consider Pablo, who has formed a 

positive actual attitude towards a painting (e.g., because the painting is colorful and skillfully 

composed). If Pablo learns that the artist who made the painting was a Nazi (a fact indirectly 

related to the painting, via its creator), this information may give him a value-expressive desire 

to dislike the painting. Thus, people may be motivated by information that is only tangentially 

relevant to the object when forming desired attitudes: on some level, a painter’s (im)morality is 

strictly irrelevant to judging a painting as “good,” but evaluating the painting as bad would help 

Pablo to fulfill his important moral ideals (i.e., as someone who rejects bigotry, violence, etc.). 

As a lively public debate displays (e.g., Gordon, 2019; Grady, 2019), people seem greatly 

impacted by such tangential information as they deliberate about the opinions they wish they 

held about art based on the artist’s identity.  

Desired Attitudes and Attitude Change: The Signpost Hypothesis 
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Past research has indicated a variety of ways in which desired attitudes impact people’s 

interactions with attitude objects. Two previous papers demonstrate that desired attitudes predict 

subjective ambivalence felt towards an object, above and beyond traditional predictors such as 

objective ambivalence and interpersonal ambivalence (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017). Thus, if 

people are cognizant of attitudes that they wish they held that differ from their actual attitudes, 

they have greater feelings of being “mixed” and “divided” about the object. Ambivalence is 

aversive (Nordgren et al., 2006; Van Harreveld et al., 2009) so this result suggests a parallel to 

Higgins’s (1987) observation that self-evaluative discrepancies are painful: desired/actual 

discrepancies also are unpleasant. Desired/actual discrepancies are associated with lower 

attitude-behavior correspondence (DeMarree et al., 2014, Study 5), a traditional consequence of 

ambivalence (e.g., Armitage & Conner, 2000; Conner et al., 2003). Furthermore, desired 

attitudes predict congeniality effects (Houston & Fazio, 1989; Lord et al., 1979) about 

information that supports their desired attitudes (DeMarree et al., 2014, Study 6; DeMarree et al., 

2017, Study 2).  

In short, desired/actual attitude discrepancies prompt discomfort, and people may 

sometimes then seek to eliminate this discomfort by using strategies that would appear likely to 

reconcile their desired and actual opinions. This idea is consistent with cognitive dissonance 

theory, which describes how people often experience tension between elements of their cognition 

and generally seek to minimize the resulting aversive state of dissonance through several tactics 

including changing their mind about one or more of the cognitive elements (Cooper, 2007; 

Festinger, 1957; also see balance theory, Heider, 1946). Consistency theories suggest that having 

a desired attitude distinct from one’s actual attitude is unpleasant because discrepancies are 
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conflicting cognitive elements, and the aversive feeling should promote a variety of cognitive 

efforts to restore consonance.  

In past work, people usually engage in behaviors likely to shift their actual attitudes to 

match their desired attitudes rather than the reverse (changing desired attitudes to match their 

actual ones). That is, they collect information congenial with their desired attitude, which is 

presumably helpful for eventually reducing actual/desired attitude discrepancies. This selective 

exposure might seem to suggest an asymmetry between the two attitude “types”: desired 

attitudes lead (set a goal/standard), and actual attitudes follow (adjust to meet that goal/standard). 

However, people sometimes may engage in strategies that shift their desired attitude instead. 

Either approach presumably would resolve their conflict by reducing the “gap” between actual 

and desired attitudes. Regardless, little research specifically shows actual attitude change 

resulting from desired attitudes. Such changes appear probable given the sorts of cognitive 

efforts that people engage in towards reducing their actual/desired attitude gaps (DeMarree et al., 

2014, 2017), but direct evidence of this phenomenon would be novel to the literature.  

Detecting this effect would not be trivial. As DeMarree et al. (2017) commented, 

“[actual/desired attitude discrepancies] are not easily resolved. If they were, people would simply 

change their actual attitudes to be congruent with their desired attitudes and discrepancies would 

be relatively rare” (p. 129). In the present research, I showed that given sufficiently powerful 

conditions, people are indeed capable of self-persuasion to bring their actual attitudes in line with 

their desired attitude goals. Although research often has explored the prevalence and 

consequences of discrepancies between actual and desired attitudes, a relative lack of work has 

examined people’s successful elimination of those discrepancies. Yet I suspect that for many 
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attitude objects, discrepancies are rare and/or modest in magnitude because people successfully 

bring their actual opinions in line with their desired opinions.  

Reaching these goals may benefit from the collection of a biased search for information 

(e.g., selectively exposing oneself to positive information about a coworker), using 

metacognitive processes (e.g., second-guessing one’s thoughts about a coworker’s negative 

qualities), etc. Desired attitudes clearly benefit people when they engage in at least some of these 

self-persuasive tactics (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017). Such self-persuasion may be non-

deliberative or deliberative (Maio & Thomas, 2007). For instance, people can report validly on 

their own self-persuasion proclivities (Resch & Lord, 2011), suggesting that self-persuasion does 

not entirely escape people’s introspective awareness.  

If guiding oneself to a desired attitude (self-persuading) requires deliberative effort, it 

would be useful for people to store a concrete representation of “how much do I want to 

like/dislike X?” This desired attitude “signpost” could serve several purposes. First, it could help 

people to organize their self-persuasion; metacognitive change, for example, is usually thought to 

require considerable cognitive resources (Johar & Simmons, 2000; Petty & Briñol, 2012). 

Second, people may need to know when to stop self-persuading, given that people usually are 

motivated to avoid unnecessary cognitive effort (Kool et al., 2010).  

For instance, if one currently wishes to like a coworker somewhat but has no desire to 

like that coworker extremely (i.e., one simply wishes to coexist comfortably), one should stop 

self-persuading when one reaches one’s function-defined goal. “Overshooting” one’s desired 

attitude goal may be suboptimal, especially if it brings one into tension with other function-based 

goals. For instance, overshooting a desired attitude goal to like Canada (e.g., motivated by a 

desire to socialize well among Canadians) by forming too positive an attitude might cause issues 
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if it leads one away from one’s core values (e.g., a value of avoiding excessive jingoism). Having 

a clear mental representation of a desired attitude “signpost” allows one to recognize when one 

has reached one’s “destination” (i.e., actual attitude matches goal). In short, I propose the 

signpost hypothesis that when people form desired attitudes, they will engage in actual attitude 

change towards that desired attitude, assuming they have an adequate time and ability to do so.  

Furthermore, the signpost hypothesis suggests that successful formation and pursuit of 

desired attitude “signposts” are a component of how people regulate their psychological needs. 

Utilitarian-based desired attitudes fulfill people’s needs for mastery of environmental 

contingencies, socially-based desired attitudes fulfill people’s need to acquire social value, and 

value-based desired attitudes fulfill people’s need to maintain a coherent moral self. Thus, 

factors that interrupt the formation or pursuit of the desired attitude may result in a variety of 

negative psychological outcomes because such factors will undermine core needs that desired 

attitudes would otherwise be fulfilling. 

People may or may not be aware of why they hold their desired attitude(s), any more than 

people can accurately explain why they hold actual attitudes. Wilson and colleagues have argued 

that knowing that I like something does not automatically entail that I know why I like something 

(Wilson et al., 1989; Wilson & Schooler, 1991). Similarly, knowing that I want to like something 

does not automatically entail that I know why I want to like something. As described in the 

subsequent chapters, I manipulated the context around attitude objects in several ways intended 

to manipulate people’s preferences for holding certain attitudes. My approach was subtler than 

manipulations used in earlier work (DeMarree & Rios, 2014, Study 3; DeMarree et al., 2014, 

Study 4) whereby participants were directly told that some opinions produce better utilitarian 

consequences than others. Instead, I experimentally modified the attitude-functional 
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consequences of adopting certain positions. For instance, a piece of artwork was ostensibly made 

by a morally good or evil creator, shaping the attitude-functional significance of the artwork. 

Such contextual cues can create “signposts” (desired attitudes), which then become the basis for 

changing actual attitudes. 

The Present Research 

In this dissertation, I attempted to advance current understanding of desired attitudes in 

several major respects. First, I hoped to broaden the empirical base concerning the root causes of 

desired attitudes. According to my functional hypothesis, the same psychological motivations 

that guide actual attitude formation and change also form the basis for desired attitudes. Thus, 

although past manipulations of desired attitudes primarily focused on utilitarian bases for desired 

attitudes (DeMarree & Rios, 2014; DeMarree et al., 2014), signpost theory suggests that identity 

concerns (i.e., social-adjustive or value-expressive) also should influence the formation of 

desired attitudes, because these concerns also represent core attitude functions (Debono, 1987; 

Snyder & DeBono, 1985). Although Wheeler and DeMarree (2019), for instance, note that 

identity concerns could result in desired attitudes, direct evidence substantiating this claim is 

currently lacking (research gap 1). All five experiments involved manipulations of desired 

attitudes that were predicated on manipulating situational goals in alignment with identity-related 

attitude functions. 

Second, desired attitudes should predict attitude change, over and above actual attitudes 

measured at the same time. Note that the existing research base on the consequences of desired 

attitudes, as I summarized earlier, never captures direct evidence of actual attitude change 

(research gap 2). However, such attitude change should result, given the sorts of subjective 

feelings and information-seeking patterns detected by DeMarree and his colleagues (2014, 
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2017), which collectively show that people are distressed by their discrepancies, and engage in 

cognitive operations that seem likely to produce attitude change. Controlling for how much I like 

cheese-rolling races at Time 1, my desire to like these races at Time 1 (say, to embrace my new 

English identity) should help to predict my actual opinion about cheese-rolling races at Time 2.4 

Revealing this process would highlight desired attitudes’ actual efficacy as “signposts,” 

successfully leading people to shift their opinions to match their goals. It also would imply that 

most attitude objects should prompt only small, if any, actual/desired discrepancies – the reason 

being that people are motivated and capable of nullifying discrepancies by altering their actual 

attitudes to match their desired attitudes. 

A corollary is that one might need to have adequate opportunity to “self-persuade” 

between Time 1 and Time 2 for desired attitudes to exert this influence. For instance, providing 

people a chance to engage in metacognitive reflection (“how much do I trust my positive and 

negative thoughts about cheese-rolling races?”) could increase people’s opportunity for desired 

attitudes to guide the formation of a function-satisfying actual attitude (also see Maio & Thomas, 

2007, for a review of similar self-persuasion processes). This formation would be distinct from 

the sorts of processes revealed in DeMarree et al. (2014, 2017) because I test if participants will 

follow their desired attitudes without fresh information for them to absorb in a biased manner, 

and without any opportunity to modify the attitude object (research gap 3). Nonetheless, I 

expected participants to change their actual attitudes to match their desired attitudes. Thus, in all 

of Experiments 1-4, I had people form an initial attitude towards an object and then created a 

motivation likely to shift people’s desired attitudes towards that object. People engaged in 

                                                           
4 Readers unfamiliar with cheese-rolling races are advised to consider 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6fora0TmtnU for a sample of this extraordinary activity. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6fora0TmtnU
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metacognitive reflections towards their thoughts. I then examined if desired attitudes can account 

for people’s subsequent actual attitude change. 

My experiments deliberately straddled a range of attitude objects, functions, and 

populations, to increase the external validity of this work. In Experiments 1-2, I used a political 

candidate whereas in Experiments 3-5, I used art pieces (paintings, poems) as attitude objects. 

The studies also varied in terms of context: in Experiments 1-2, I used political goals (i.e., the 

political party of a target), whereas in Experiments 3-5, I used highly moralized contexts (i.e., 

whether art was made by a victim or a sympathizer of fascists). Furthermore, some studies were 

conducted with Canadian students at Queen’s University (Experiments 1, 3, and 5), another with 

American students from the University of Buffalo (Experiment 2), and another with a large 

American volunteer sample of generally middle-aged participants (Experiment 4). 
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Chapter Two: Functional and Signpost Hypotheses in a Political Context 

 In Chapter One, I introduced three research gaps concerning desired attitudes and made 

corresponding predictions about how each gap might be addressed. First, manipulations of 

desired attitudes have been sparse and limited to utilitarian considerations; therefore, I proposed 

that attitude functions may helpfully guide a broader view of where desired attitudes originate. 

Second, direct attitude change resulting from desired attitudes has not been demonstrated, but I 

proposed that desired attitudes will, indeed, guide people’s actual attitude change. Third, desired 

attitudes shape people’s thinking through biased information searches, but I proposed that actual 

attitude change may occur even without people acquiring novel information. However, no 

research exists in which people change their attitudes to match their desired attitudes simply by 

restructuring their existing thoughts and without learning new information. Yet such attitude 

change processes are consistent with classic models of cognitive dissonance (e.g., Festinger, 

1957), in which people reduce dissonance between cognitive elements not just through adding 

new consonant cognitions (i.e., seeking new facts to support a desired conclusion) but also 

through restructuring existing cognitions. For example, people could modify the importance of 

their existing attitude-relevant cognitions by engaging in metacognitive processes biased in 

favour of the desired attitude goal, thus re-establishing cognitive consonance. A person who 

wants to like an object could judge their positive thoughts to be certain and clear, and/or negative 

thoughts to be uncertain and unclear, thus shaping their actual attitudes (Petty et al., 2002) 

without acquiring new information. 

In Experiment 1, I provide an initial empirical demonstration of all three proposals. After 

having participants establish initial evaluations of an object, I gave participants identity-relevant 

(rather than utilitarian) reasons to form desired attitudes, and then I used these new desired 
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attitudes to predict subsequent attitude change towards that same object. I specifically tested this 

attitude change in a context where participants could not seek novel information to facilitate 

attitude change, but I anticipated that they would show attitude change towards the desired 

attitude “signpost” after merely reflecting on their previous thoughts. I also replicated DeMarree 

et al. (2017, Study 1) who found that desired attitudes predicted behavioral intentions.  

Method 

 Participants. I recruited 324 Queen’s University students (Mage = 20.2 years, SDage = 6.8) 

to complete these materials online for partial course credit.5 I recruited until I reached a pre-

specified deadline (October 4th, 2019). I considered the level of statistical power that I had for 

my regression analyses. According to a sensitivity power analysis using G*Power (v. 3.1.9.4; 

Faul et al., 2009), this sample size provided 80% power to identify r > .15 effects for individual 

regression parameters.6 All supplementary materials for the study in Chapter 2, including ethics 

information, verbatim materials, and supplementary tables, are available in Appendix-A. 

 Procedure. A summary of the procedure is provided in Figure 1; participants completed 

the steps as indicated from the top to the bottom of the flowchart. I had participants fill out 

demographic variables that included a political orientation scale. Next, I showed participants a 

transcript from an ostensibly real interview between a politician (“Mrs. Bakker”) and an 

interviewer (“Mr. Simons”), in which the politician’s various traits were showcased indirectly 

(e.g., her tendency to interrupt, her political experience, her cigarette-smoking habit). The point 

of the interview was to give an ambivalent picture of Mrs. Bakker, highlighting some positive 

and negative qualities without displaying any political alignment. The political vagueness was 

                                                           
5 I accidentally neglected to include a gender item, but the sample was drawn from a population that is 

78.9% women, 20.7% men, and 0.4% non-binary, according to a prescreening survey. 
6 Compare to the meta-analytic average of r = .27 for attitudes studies; Richard et al., 2003; and the r = 

.42 obtained by DeMarree et al., 2017’s regression of behavioral intentions on desired attitudes. 
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intentional, so that I could later tell participants that Mrs. Bakker was a liberal or conservative 

and have this information be believable. My goal at this point was to instantiate moderate 

attitudes towards Mrs. Bakker, so that matching/mismatching information could drive 

subsequent positive/negative attitude change towards her. I, therefore, had participants list initial 

thoughts about Bakker (three positive and three negative, in counter-balanced order) to help 

secure initially moderate attitudes.7 Then I had participants rate their Time 1 attitude towards 

Mrs. Bakker.  

Next, half of the participants were given information about Bakker’s political views that 

matched their own political views (i.e., Bakker was liberal if the participant was liberal, 

conservative if the participant was conservative), whereas the other half were given information 

about Bakker’s views that mismatched their own political views (i.e., Bakker was conservative 

for liberals; liberal for conservatives). Specifically, I described the liberal (conservative) Mrs. 

Bakker as being strongly pro-choice (pro-life), favoured (opposed) taxes on the rich, opposed to 

(supportive of) private health insurance, favoured (opposed) rehabilitation-based prison 

programs, and favoured (opposed) faculty training in indigenous wisdom. Thus, Bakker’s left-

wing/right-wing position straddled social and economic viewpoints. Participants then rated their 

Time 2 actual and desired attitudes towards Mrs. Bakker. The Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 actual 

attitude measures were distinct (having two, one, and eight items, respectively; different 

endpoint values; different endpoint labels). I had different formats to help avoid consistency 

effects that might obscure real attitude change; participants might feel “locked in” to earlier 

attitude questions when answering later attitude questions about the same object (Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1981).   

                                                           
7 Order condition was neither hypothesized to, nor actually did produce noteworthy results, and I do not 

discuss it further. 
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Figure 1. Flow of the Experimental Procedure (Experiment 1a). 
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Participants next reflected on their past thoughts with several metacognitive prompts 

intended to give them an opportunity to cultivate actual attitude change. Unlike past work, 

participants were not given any opportunity to collect new information about the attitude object; 

instead, they merely reflected on their own prior thoughts. Even without changing the content of 

thoughts, metacognitive processes can change the impact of thoughts on attitudes (Petty et al., 

2002). Thoughts can be validated in several ways, leading such thoughts to have larger influence 

over people’s attitudes; or invalidated, leading thoughts to have reduced influence over attitudes. 

Specifically, people may use at least two core metacognitive strategies to validate and invalidate 

their thoughts: affective validation (i.e., thoughts associated with pleasure/enjoyment) and 

cognitive validation (i.e., high confidence in thoughts; Briñol et al., 2018; Requero et al., 2020). 

Thus, I exposed participants to their own positive and negative thoughts from earlier in the 

procedure and prompted them to query how affectively (i.e., likeable) and cognitively (i.e., 

certain, clear) valid their thoughts were. Participants then rated their Time 3 actual attitudes. I 

also assessed Time 3 behavioral intentions towards Bakker (six items; e.g., “I would vote for 

Mrs. Bakker to be my political representative”). Finally, participants completed several suspicion 

probes.  

 Measures. Study variable intercorrelations and descriptive statistics are provided in 

Table A 1 in Appendix A. 

 Political orientation. I used a single-item, six-point bipolar scale (1 = very conservative, 

6 = very liberal). All but one but participant provided their political orientation. Relatively few 

were very conservative (n = 3, 0.9%), moderately conservative (n = 24, 7.4%), or slightly 

conservative (n = 55, 17.0%). Instead, most participants were either slightly liberal (n = 66, 
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20.4%), moderately liberal (n = 127, 39.2%), or very liberal (n = 48, 14.8%). In total, 25.4% of 

participants were some degree of conservative, and 74.6% were some degree of liberal.8 

 Extremity was calculated as a trichotomous variable, whereby 1 on the extremity scale 

reflected participants who had recorded “slightly” responses on the political item (3s and 4s), a 2 

reflected participants who had recorded “moderately” responses (2s and 5s), and 3 reflected 

participants who had recorded “strongly” responses (1s and 6s). Political extremity was 

significantly correlated with political ideology, r = .62, p < .001, which is not surprising because 

my sample was majority-liberal.  

Time 1 actual attitude. Participants provided their actual opinion of Mrs. Bakker 

immediately after reading the interview document. I used two items, both capturing Bakker’s 

likeability (1 = very unlikeable to 7 = very likeable; 1 = dislike her to 7 = like her); these items 

were highly inter-correlated, r(322) = .80, p < .001, and I averaged them into a Time 1 attitude 

score with higher scores indicating greater likeability. 

Time 2 actual attitude. Participants provided their actual opinion of Mrs. Bakker after 

learning about her political orientation on a single-item scale ranging from 1 (strongly dislike) to 

9 (strongly like).  

 Time 2 desired attitude. Consistent with past research (see DeMarree & Rios, 2014, p. 

203), I briefly explained desired attitudes by stating, “Sometimes the attitudes we have are 

different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or the attitudes we feel we should hold, 

and sometimes these attitudes are the same.” Participants then indicated “IDEALLY would like 

                                                           
8 I had to employ a forced-choice item so that participants could be randomly assigned to receive a 

matching versus mismatching political stance. Participants’ inability to state their position as centrist 

means that the “slightly” respondents above may be inflated because true-moderates were forced to pick a 

side. For true moderates who had to pick a side, a “matching” or “mismatching” politician might be 

equally attractive as their self-description may have been slightly arbitrary.    
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to have” (ideal attitude) and “the attitude you SHOULD or OUGHT to have” (ought attitude) 

from 1 (OUGHT TO / would IDEALLY strong dislike) to 9 (OUGHT TO / would IDEALLY 

strong like). Finally, participants answered the statement “Comparing to how I actually 

feel about Mrs. Bakker, I want to…” (attitude discrepancy) with response options ranging from 1 

(dislike her much more) through 4 (not dislike or like her any more) to 7 (like her much more).  

Time 2 subjective discrepancy. I also provided participants with an explicitly 

comparative item to assess their subjective feeling that they wanted a more positive or negative 

attitude. Participants responded to the statement, “Comparing to how I actually feel about Mrs. 

Bakker, I want to…”, providing them with the response options 1 (dislike her much more) to 4 

(not dislike her or like her any more) to 7 (like her much more). Conceptually, subjective 

discrepancies are distinguishable from desired attitudes. For instance, imagine two people with 

actual attitudes of 4 and desired attitudes of 5; these individuals should have equivalent scores on 

actual and desired attitudes. However, each might feel quite differently about their actual/desired 

attitude gap. One might feel that this gap of one unit is small (rating low on subjective 

discrepancies), whereas the other might feel the gap is quite substantial (rating high on subjective 

discrepancies). 

 Time 3 actual attitude. Participants completed an eight-item final attitude measure 

(Crites et al., 1994), rating each item on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 9 (definitely): good, bad 

(R), like, dislike (R), desirable, undesirable (R), positive, and negative (R). After reversing (R) 

items, very high internal consistency was found (α = .97), so I averaged items to form a Time 3 

attitude index, with higher scores indicating favourable opinions of Mrs. Bakker. 

Time 3 behavioral intentions. Finally, participants rated how likely they would be to 

engage in three positive behaviors (voting for Bakker, signing a petition supporting Bakker, 
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publicly stating approval of Bakker) and three negative behaviors (telling others not to vote for 

Bakker, signing a petition opposing Bakker, avoid voting for Bakker). All items were rated from 

1 (not at all) to 7 (definitely). After reverse-coding the negative behaviors, these items formed an 

internally consistent (α = .94) scale with higher scores indicating supportive behavioral 

intentions towards Bakker. 

Results 

Initial attitude formation. I first tested if I successfully produced moderate attitudes 

towards Mrs. Bakker at Time 1, as intended. Participants generally succeeded at providing three 

positive and three negative thoughts about Mrs. Bakker, and their Time 1 attitude was near the 

conceptual midpoint of 4 (M = 4.04, SD = 1.08), and was not significantly different from 4 

according to a one-sample t-test, t(323) = .75, p = .457. Thus, as intended, most participants had 

relatively balanced initial opinions of Mrs. Bakker. Ideally, I would want pre-manipulation 

attitudes to be uncorrelated with participants’ political position and political extremity, which 

was the case (rs < .07, ps > .27). 

Post-manipulation actual attitudes. Assuming that people prefer politicians who match 

rather than contradict their own political perspectives, I hypothesized that Time 2 actual attitudes 

would be more positive towards Mrs. Bakker in the matching versus mismatching passage 

condition. To test this idea, I regressed Time 2 actual attitudes on contrast-coded passage 

variable (-.5 = mismatching, +.5 = matching), and Time 1 actual attitudes. Time 1 actual 

attitudes were significantly associated with Time 2 actual attitudes, B = .67 [.47, .88], t(321) = 

6.44, p < .001, rsp = .28. More importantly, the matching condition produced significant 

increases in favourable opinions of Mrs. Bakker than the mismatching condition, B = 2.75 [2.30, 

3.19], t(321) = 12.21, p < .001, rsp = .53. The unstandardized B indicates that opinions of Mrs. 
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Bakker were about three scale points more favourable in the matching versus mismatching 

condition. 

Formation of desired attitudes. Because past literature finds that effects of ideal and 

ought attitude effects overwhelmingly converge (e.g., DeMarree et al., 2014), and because my 

interest was in desired attitudes at a broad conceptual level, I averaged ideal and ought attitudes 

to form a composite measure of desired attitudes. However, analysing ideal and ought attitudes 

as distinct dependent variables (and as distinct independent variables for the signpost hypothesis 

analyses) led to support for the same conclusions.9 Ideal and ought attitudes each were strongly 

associated with subjective discrepancies, rs = .66 and .64 respectively, ps < .001, but I analyzed 

subjective discrepancy separately due to its conceptual distinctiveness.  

My next critical question was if the politician’s political position (matching vs 

mismatching) influenced participants’ Time 2 desired attitudes, adjusting for the influence of 

political position on Time 2 actual attitude. Relatedly, I wanted to determine if the influence of 

passage on desired attitude depended on a given participants’ political stance. If the function 

hypothesis is correct, one might expect an interaction of passage X political extremity, such that 

a matching (versus mismatching) politician dictates one’s desired attitude more powerfully for 

people at the extremes of the political spectrum (versus moderates). People who hold relatively 

extreme political positions show evidence of having stronger political opinions (more persistent, 

Zwicker et al., 2020; more impactful on behavior, Westfall et al., 2015), so their desired attitude 

should be more powerfully determined by an attitude object’s significance to such political 

information. Furthermore, the liberal and conservative target was written to be reasonably 

                                                           
9 I combined data from Experiments 1-4 into an integrative dataset to reduce the number of required tests. 

Effects for ideal and ought attitudes were similar in effect size, and all follow-up analyses were 

statistically significant (mostly p < .001, all p < .05). 
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extreme, so the matching (mismatching) might be a closer match (more extreme mismatch) for 

extreme (versus non-extreme) participants.  

I regressed Time 2 desired attitudes onto a contrast-coded passage variable (-.5 = 

mismatching, +.5 = matching), Time 1 actual attitude, Time 2 actual attitude, political extremity 

(centered), and the interaction term of passage X political extremity. In a separate model, I 

regressed subjective discrepancy onto the contrast-coded passage variable, Time 1 actual 

attitude, political extremity, and passage X extremity, but for this analysis, I did not control for 

Time 2 actual attitude because subjective discrepancy was explained to participants as a 

comparison against Time 2 actual attitude.10  

I refer the reader to Table 1, which shows the results for desired attitudes. Each row 

displays the statistics associated with a single independent variable. Passage (i.e., the first data 

row) had a large first-order effect on desired attitudes for people of average political extremity.11 

The unstandardized B indicates that at average political extremity, the mean desired attitudes for 

people reading the matching condition passage was about one scale unit more positive than the 

mean for their mismatching condition counterparts. Thus, on average for people of average 

political extremity, despite forming an initially neutral impression of Mrs. Bakker, learning that 

Bakker matched (vs mismatched) their political views led participants to desire to like her – 

adjusting for the immediate actual attitude change resulting from this information.  

                                                           
10 Interestingly, controlling for Time 2 actual attitudes in the subjective discrepancies analysis led to a 

nonsignificant interaction of passage X political extremity, B = .04 [-.35, .43], t(317) = .19, p = .853, and 

a non-significant first-order effect of passage, B = .17 [-.14, .48], t(317) = 1.06, p = .288. These null 

results are surprising given that controlling for Time 2 actual attitude did not eliminate the effect on the 

composite desired attitude measure. I examine this finding further in the discussion. However, the two-

way interaction of passage X political extremity remains significant, B = .90 [.49, 1.31], t(319) = 4.30, p < 

.001, if Time 1 actual attitudes were eliminated as a covariate. 
11 Clarifying for a committee member, by “first-order” effect I mean a main effect in a model that contains 

interaction terms. For all analyses I ran the regression parameters simultaneously, and did not use 

“hierarchical” regression analysis.  
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I found no effect of Time 1 actual attitude on desired attitudes. This null result perhaps 

makes sense, given that participants’ Time 1 attitudes reflected their opinions before they learned 

the politician’s political orientation (e.g., based on Mrs. Bakker’s interpersonal behaviors), which 

might be of decreased relevance after learning her political orientation. Interestingly, however, 

Time 2 actual attitude was strongly related to the composite measure of Time 2 desired attitudes. 

This significant relationship is consistent with the idea that people use their actual opinion as an 

“anchor” when determining their ideal and ought attitudes.12  

However, I also found a significant interaction of passage X political extremity. To 

understand this effect, I examined the effect of the passage condition across levels of political 

extremity. As the main effect of passage already indicated, passage produced more positive 

desired attitudes among participants of average political extremity. The moderation analysis 

reveals that passage had a relatively modest effect on desired attitudes among the least extreme 

participants, B = .42 [.02, .82], t(317) = 2.08, p = .039, rsp = .06, but passage produced 

significantly more positive desired attitudes among very extreme political participants, B = 1.57 

[1.05, 2.08], t(317) = 6.00, p < .001, rsp = .18. This moderation highlights a boundary condition 

of how political beliefs impacted participants’ desire to evaluate Mrs. Bakker; political 

moderates showed less influence, but more politically polarized participants showed the effects 

strongly.13   

                                                           
12 That is, people may ask themselves, “Given that I like Mrs. Bakker, how much more or less would I 

want to like her?” Imagine two people who desire to like Mrs. Bakker less than they presently do. 

Someone with an actual attitude of 5 might have a desired attitude of 4 (“subtracting” one unit from their 

starting place), whereas someone with an actual attitude of 3 might have a desired attitude of 2 (once 

again “subtracting” one unit). Thus, each person may use their actual attitude as an anchor from which 

their desired attitude is derived. Necessarily, then, actual and desired attitudes will be highly correlated 

when measured this way.  
13 All effects remained significant and extremely similar if I examined ideal and ought attitudes 

separately. 
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Table 1. Moderation of Political Stance on Desired Attitude Formation by Extremity Controlling for Prior Actual Attitudes. 

(Experiment 1). 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = 1.00 [.65, 1.34], t(317) = 5.65, p < .001, rsp = .17 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = -.04 [-.18, .10], t(317) = -.54, p = .593, rsp = -.02 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .64 [.57, .72], t(317) = 16.69, p < .001, rsp = .49 

Political Extremity B = -.01 [-.21, .19], t(317) = -.12, p = .903, rsp = .00 

Passage X Political Extremity B = .82 [.38, 1.25], t(317) = 3.70, p < .001, rsp = .11 

Model Statistics F(4, 317) = 172.9, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .73 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.  
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Next, I turned my attention to the subjective discrepancy measure regression displayed in 

Table 2. Assuming that people’s subjective discrepancies map onto their ratings of desired and 

actual attitudes, I would anticipate highly similar regression results as the ones shown in Table 1. 

Indeed, the first-order effect of passage again revealed about a one-unit difference between 

passage conditions (for participants of average political extremity), with matching-passage 

participants wanting to adopt more positive attitudes than mismatching-passage participants. 

Once again, passage and political extremity interacted to qualify this effect, with passage having 

a relatively weak effect on subjective discrepancies among the least extreme participants, B = .55 

[.14, .96], t(318) = 2.64, p = .009, rsp = .13, but a much larger effect among politically extreme 

participants, B = 1.82 [1.41, 2.22], t(318) = 8.81, p < .001, rsp = .44. These simple slopes also are 

depicted in Panel A (for the composite measure) and Panel B (for subjective discrepancies) of 

Figure 2. Both figures are very similar. Following political extremity from low (left part of 

figure) to high (right part of figure), we see that the difference in desired attitudes (and subjective 

discrepancies) prompted by the matching (versus mismatching) politician passage grows from 

virtually non-existent into a quite large difference. This pattern reflects the same breakdown 

narrated above: as political extremity increases, the desired attitudes expressed by participants 

are increasingly dictated by the political stance of Mrs. Bakker.14

                                                           
14 Note that Figure 2 does not ‘connect’ the points of political extremity (from low to medium to high) 

with a slope line. This is because there were only three possible values of political extremity, as noted in 

the measures section. Thus a slope line might misleadingly suggest that observations were collected 

between low/medium and medium/high levels of political extremity.  
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Table 2. Moderation of Political Stance on Subjective Desired-Actual Attitude Discrepancy Formation by Extremity Controlling for 

Prior Actual Attitude. (Experiment 1). 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = 1.18 [.90, 1.47], t(318) = 8.09, p < .001, rsp = .40 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .07 [-.06, .20], t(318) = 1.02, p = .307, rsp = .05 

Political Extremity B = -.10 [-.31, .11], t(318) = -.95, p = .341, rsp = -.05 

Passage X Political Extremity B = .91 [.50, 1.32], t(318) = 4.34, p < .001, rsp = .21 

Model Statistics F(4, 318) = 21.9, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .22 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.  
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Figure 2. Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies by Levels of Political Matching and Participant Political Extremity 

Controlling for Actual Attitudes. (Experiment 1.) 

A. Desired Attitudes 

 

Note. Errors bars reflect standard error values. Higher scores reflect more positive desired attitudes. 
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B. Subjective Discrepancies 

 
Note. Errors bars reflect standard error values. Higher scores reflect more positive desired attitudes. 
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Attitude change. I next examined how desired attitudes and subjective discrepancies 

might jointly shape attitude change. Consequently, I regressed Time 3 actual attitudes onto Time 

1 and Time 2 actual attitudes, Time 2 desired attitudes, and Time 2 subjective discrepancies. I 

included the actual attitude measures in these models as covariates to justify interpreting results 

as attitude change (i.e., from Time 2 to Time 3). Both Time 1 and Time 2 actual attitudes related 

positively to Time 3 actual attitudes, although the effect size for Time 2 actual attitudes was 

more than double that of Time 1 actual attitudes. This finding is consistent with the idea that 

people’s pre-manipulation and post-manipulation opinions continued to influence their attitudes 

after they had engaged in cognitive restructuring. More critical to my analysis, Time 2 desired 

attitudes were positively linked with Time 3 actual attitudes; the unstandardized B of .15 reflects 

that each unit increase of Time 2 desired attitudes resulted in a one-sixth unit increase of Time 3 

actual attitudes. Thus, in addition to how much people actually liked Mrs. Bakker, how much 

they desired to like her explained additional attitude change. This result supports the signpost 

hypothesis. However, subjective discrepancies were not significantly related to attitude change in 

this analysis. In sum, people’s desired attitude positions, rather than their subjective feeling of 

how much change they want, related to their subsequent actual attitude change. 
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Table 3. Effects of Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies on Changes in Actual Attitudes at Time 3. (Experiment 1). 

Independent Variables Parameter Coefficients 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .22 [.14, .31], t(319) = 5.36, p < .001, rsp = .14 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .40 [.34, .46], t(319) = 12.78, p < .001, rsp = .33 

Time 2 Desired Attitude B = .15 [.08, .21], t(319) = 4.27, p < .001, rsp = .11 

Time 2 Subjective Discrepancy   B = .01 [-.07, .09], t(319) = .17, p = .866, rsp = .00 

Model Statistics F(4, 319) = 292.5, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .79 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.
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Behavioral intentions. To assess determinants of participants’ Time 3 behavioral 

intentions, I regressed behavioral intentions onto Time 1 and Time 2 actual attitudes, Time 2 

desired attitudes, and Time 2 subjective discrepancies. In addition, I also controlled for Time 3 

actual attitudes in this analysis to determine if desired attitudes could account for behavioral 

intentions above and beyond the degree to which desired attitudes created actual attitude change. 

Starting with the first data row, more positive Time 1 actual attitudes paradoxically predicted 

more negative behavioral intentions. A simple explanation for this finding is that the Time 1 

actual attitudes effect is only the residual after adjusting for the more proximal actual attitudes 

measures (Time 2 and Time 3) in this analysis.15 Time 2 and Time 3 actual attitudes were each 

positively related to Time 3 behavioral intentions, which is easily understandable: people who 

liked Mrs. Bakker (before and after cognitive restructuring) were more likely to support her with 

their actions. But more critically, more positive Time 2 desired attitudes were significantly 

linked with more positive behavioral intentions. Thus, desired attitudes helped to incrementally 

predict participants’ later intentions to support versus oppose Mrs. Bakker through actions like 

voting, petitioning, and word-of-mouth. As in the attitude change analysis, however, subjective 

discrepancies were not incrementally linked with behavioral intentions. This regression analysis 

provides a conceptual replication of past work linking desired attitudes (above/beyond actual 

attitudes) with behavioral intentions. Once again it highlights desired attitudes rather than 

people’s subjective sense of how much change they want, which relates to these intentions. 

                                                           
15 Indeed, a zero-order correlation test between Time 1 actual attitudes and Time 3 behavioral intentions 

revealed a positive coefficient, r(322) = .24, p < .001. 
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Table 4. Effects of Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies on Time 3 Behavioral Intentions. (Experiment 1). 

 

Independent Variables Parameter Coefficients 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = -.16 [-.25, -.08], t(318) = -3.88, p < .001, rsp = -.08  

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .24 [.17, .32], t(318) = 6.50, p < .001, rsp = .14 

Time 3 Actual Attitude B = .54 [.43, .64], t(318) = 9.82, p < .001, rsp = .21 

Time 2 Desired Attitude B = .14 [.07, .20], t(318) = 3.99, p < .001, rsp = .09 

Time 2 Subjective Discrepancy   B = .05 [-.02, .13], t(318) = 1.39, p = .166, rsp = .03 

Model Statistics F(5, 318) = 356.5, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .85 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.
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Discussion 

 The present experiment provides initial support for most of my critical claims. I found 

consistent evidence that desired attitudes towards a political candidate were impacted by learning 

about that target’s political orientation relative to one’s own, consistent with the functional 

hypothesis. This use of an experimental manipulation to alter desired attitudes is distinct (i.e., 

matching with political values) from past studies’ approaches (i.e., utilitarian benefits of holding 

an attitude; DeMarree & Rios, 2014; DeMarree et al., 2014). Holding some opinions is 

convenient, but sometimes people want to adopt attitudes because those positions are more 

consistent with their identity-related goals (i.e., to be a “good” or loyal liberal/conservative). 

Furthermore, desired attitudes predicted subsequent attitude change, consistent with the signpost 

hypothesis. This finding supports my contention that people are not only motivated but also 

capable of altering their opinions to meet their desired attitude standards. Relatedly, this effect 

occurred even without participants being able to seek new information about the attitude object. 

Thus, although desired attitudes’ links with consequences like biased information searches 

presumably can lead people to follow the desired attitude “signpost,” my data suggest that biased 

information searching is not strictly necessary. I also conceptually replicated DeMarree et al. 

(2017, Study 1) in finding that desired attitudes were able to account for subsequent behavioral 

intentions, even adjusting for actual attitudes, but with a different attitude object compared to 

DeMarree and his colleagues (who assessed attitudes towards and intentions to eat at 

McDonald’s). That finding has not been previously replicated, making this contribution 

additionally important.  

However, this first experiment had a few limitations worth considering. For example, the 

political distribution of my sample was slanted, with far more liberals than conservatives. One 



  36 

36 

consequence of this skew is that the “matching” politician was generally also a liberal politician, 

and the “mismatching” politician was generally a conservative politician. In principle, I 

confounded the level of “matching” with the political position of the target person. A more 

balanced set of conservatives and liberals would be preferable to balance the design. Relatedly, I 

engaged in an exploratory analysis to determine if my matching and mismatching had worked 

equally well for liberals and conservatives. I found that although liberals preferred the liberal 

over the conservative version of Mrs. Bakker, many conservatives also preferred the liberal over 

the conservative politician contrary to my expectations. One possibility is that calling the 

individual “Mrs. Bakker” and other condition-invariant details about her made her seem 

relatively conservative across conditions, making even the liberal Mrs. Bakker relatively 

appealing to conservatives. However, one might think that this subtle cue would be overturned 

by the overt listing of Mrs. Bakker’s political ideology (e.g., views of abortion, indigenizing 

campus, etc.).  

Another possibility is that my “conservative” Mrs. Bakker was too extreme in her politics 

compared to my “liberal” Mrs. Bakker. For example, the conservative’s preference to restrict 

abortion was not specified in detail, and participants might have interpreted it as indicating an 

unconditional opposition to abortion (which possibly would be rejected even by most university 

student conservatives). However, this limitation actually worked against my key hypothesis 

because it effectively diluted the strength of the matching/mismatching manipulation (because 

for many conservative participants, the ‘matching’ Mrs. Bakker was not particularly likeable). 

My subsequent studies address this concern in several ways: in Experiment 2, I use a relatively 

less liberal American sample, and in Experiments 3-5, I use far more extreme stimuli to portray 
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the “good” versus “bad” target (i.e., a Nazi sympathizer versus Nazi victim), resulting in a much 

stronger manipulation.  
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Chapter Three: Direct Replication of Experiment 1 with an American Sample 

 Experiment 1 provided strong evidence for the functional and signpost hypotheses. 

However, I identified some unexpected nuances to Experiment 1. I entered Experiment 1 with an 

exploratory mindset about whether desired attitudes or subjective discrepancies would be most 

strongly related to attitude change, so a confirmatory replication of that core finding would be 

desirable. Furthermore, some nonsignificant effects in Experiment 1 (e.g., subjective 

discrepancies’ link to behavioral intentions) showed very small effect sizes (e.g., rsp = .03), 

leaving open the possibility that these effects existed, but I needed a larger sample size to 

successfully detect them. Additionally, my Experiment 1 sample showed a strong liberal leaning. 

As the title indicates, the primary goal of Experiment 2 was to directly replicate Experiment 1, 

but with a larger, somewhat less politically imbalanced sample. 

Method 

 Participants. I recruited 700 students from SUNY Buffalo (Mage = 19.1 years, SDage = 

1.3; 435 women) to complete these materials online for partial course credit. This study was 

collected using a time-based stopping rule, whereby I recruited for one full year. According to a 

sensitivity power analysis using G*Power, this sample size provided 80% power to identify 

small effects, r > .11, for individual regression parameters. All supplementary materials for 

Experiment 2 (including ethics information, verbatim materials, and supplementary tables) are 

available in Appendix B. 

Procedure. The Procedure remains unchanged from Experiment 1. 

Measures. Measures not specifically mentioned remain unchanged from Experiment 1. 

Descriptive information and correlations among scales are presented in Table B-1 in Appendix 

B. 
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 Political orientation. This item was identical to Experiment 1. All but 11 participants 

provided their political orientation. Relatively few were very conservative (n = 32, 4.6%), but I 

obtained a larger contingent of moderately conservative (n = 99, 14.1%) and slightly 

conservative (n = 164, 23.4%) participants compared to the Canadian sample in Experiment 1. 

Still, most participants were either slightly liberal (n = 190, 27.1%), moderately liberal (n = 156, 

22.3%), or very liberal (n = 48, 6.9%). In total, 42.8% of participants were some degree of 

conservative, and 57.2% were some degree of liberal. Importantly, Experiment 2’s American 

sample was significantly less liberal (M = 3.7, SD = 1.3) than Experiment 1’s Canadian sample 

(M = 4.3, SD = 1.2), t(1022) = -7.04, p < .001, d = -.47. This shift was consistent with my goal to 

recruit a more balanced political sample. Political extremity was correlated with political 

ideology, r = .14, p < .001, but it was a far weaker association than with the Canadian sample (r 

= .62), as determined by an r-to-z transformation test, z = 8.68, p < .0001. This result follows 

from the Canadians being more liberal and hence more inclined to show liberal extremists than 

conservative extremists (compared to the more balanced American sample). 

Time 1 actual attitude. Participants provided their actual opinion of Mrs. Bakker using 

the same items as in Experiment 1. These items were highly inter-correlated, r(695) = .77, p < 

.001, and I averaged them into Time 1 attitude scores (higher scores indicating more likeability). 

Results 

Initial attitude formation. I first tested if I successfully produced moderate attitudes 

towards Mrs. Bakker at Time 1. As in Experiment 1, Time 1 attitudes were near the conceptual 

midpoint of 4 (M = 4.37, SD = 1.05), as intended. Although this mean is significantly more 

positive than 4, t(696) = 9.20, p < .001, the difference was modest in magnitude, d = .35. 

Furthermore, initial attitudes should be uncorrelated with participants’ political position and 
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political extremity, and political orientation was not significantly associated with Time 1 

attitudes, r = .07, p = .057. Although the political extremity measure was correlated with Time 1 

attitudes, the association was modest, r = .14, albeit statistically significant, p < .001.  

Post-manipulation actual attitudes. As in Experiment 1, I hypothesized that Time 2 

actual attitudes would be more positive towards Mrs. Bakker in the matching versus 

mismatching passage condition. I regressed Time 2 actual attitudes on passage, and Time 1 

actual attitudes. Time 1 actual attitudes were significantly associated with Time 2 actual 

attitudes, B = .65 [.53, .77], t(693) = 10.71, p < .001, rsp = .35. The matching condition produced 

significant increases in favourable opinions of Mrs. Bakker than the mismatching condition, B = 

1.44 [1.19, 1.69], t(693) = 11.27, p < .001, rsp = .37. Opinions of Mrs. Bakker thus were about 

one-and-a-half scale points more favourable in the matching versus mismatching condition.  

Formation of desired attitudes. Time 2 ideal and ought attitudes were highly correlated, 

r = .72, p < .001, so I averaged them together to represent desired attitudes. Although ideal and 

ought attitudes each were strongly associated with subjective discrepancies, rs = .62 and .59 

respectively, ps < .001, I again analyzed subjective discrepancy separately. In Table 5, I show the 

effects of passage on desired attitude formation. In Experiment 2, passage did not have a first-

order effect on desired attitudes. As expected, however, I found a significant interaction of 

passage X political extremity. Although passage had a negligible effect on desired attitudes 

among the least extreme participants, B = -.05 [-.28, .18], t(682) = -.41, p = .683, rsp = -.01, it had 

a significantly positive effect among very extreme participants, B = .32 [.05, .60], t(682) = 2.29, 

p = .022, rsp = .05.16   

                                                           
16 The pattern emerged for ideal attitudes assessed individually, B = .35 [.04, .67], t(682) = 2.18, p = .030, 

but nonsignificant when separately examining ought attitudes, B = .22 [-.09, .52], t(682) = 1.41, p = .160. 
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Table 5. Moderation of Political Stance on Desired Attitude Formation by Extremity Controlling for Prior Actual Attitudes. 

(Experiment 2). 

 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = .12 [-.06, .31], t(682) = 1.29, p = .198, rsp = .03 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = -.004 [-.09, .08], t(682) = -.09, p = .932, rsp = .00 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .71 [.66, .77], t(682) = 26.31, p < .001, rsp = .63 

Political Extremity B = -.08 [-.20, .05], t(682) = -1.20, p = .231, rsp = -.03 

Passage X Political Extremity B = .29 [.03, .55], t(682) = 2.15, p = .032, rsp = .05 

Model Statistics F(5, 682) = 216.6, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .61 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.  
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Next, I turned to the subjective discrepancy measure regression analysis, displayed in 

Table 6. The first-order effect of passage revealed about four-fifths of a unit difference between 

passage conditions for average-level politically extreme participants, with matching-passage 

participants wanting to adopt more positive attitudes than mismatching-passage participants. The 

passage and political extremity was again significant with passage having a smaller effect on 

subjective discrepancies among the least politically extreme participants, B = .37 [.14, .61], 

t(683) = 3.09, p = .002, rsp = .11, but larger effects among politically extreme participants, B = 

1.29 [1.03, 1.54], t(683) = 10.02, p < .001, rsp = .35.17 

These simple effects also are depicted in Panel A (for the desired attitude) and Panel B 

(for subjective discrepancies) of Figure 3. Both figures are very similar. Just as I demonstrated in 

Figure 2 in Experiment 1, political extremity tended to maximize the impact of passage on both 

desired attitudes and on subjective discrepancies. Thus, matching my hypothesis, people for 

whom the congruence of Mrs. Bakker’s politics with their own would have been especially 

identity-relevant (i.e., for extremists) were, indeed, more impacted by Mrs. Bakker’s political 

orientation. 

 

                                                           
17 Controlling for Time 2 actual attitudes in the subjective discrepancies analysis led to a nonsignificant 

interaction of passage X political extremity, B = .10 [-.11, .31], t(682) = .93, p = .355. 
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Table 6. Moderation of Political Stance on Subjective Desired-Actual Attitude Discrepancy Formation by Extremity Controlling for 

Prior Actual Attitude. (Experiment 2). 

 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = .80 [.62, .98], t(683) = 8.82, p < .001, rsp = .31 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .28 [.19, .36], t(683) = 6.51, p < .001, rsp = .23 

Political Extremity B = -.08 [-.21, .05], t(683) = -1.26, p = .210, rsp = -.04 

Passage X Political Extremity B = .71 [.45, .97], t(683) = 5.36, p < .001, rsp = .19 

Model Statistics F(4, 683) = 37.93, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .18 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.  
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Figure 3. Desired Attitudes by Levels of Political Matching and Participant Political Extremity Controlling for Prior Actual Attitude. 

(Experiment 2). 

A. Composite Measure of Desired Attitudes 

 

Note. Errors bars reflect standard error values. Higher scores reflect more positive desired attitudes.  
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B. Subjective discrepancy Measure of Desired Attitudes 

 
Note. Errors bars reflect standard error values. Higher scores reflect more positive desired attitudes. 
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Attitude change. As in Experiment 1, I regressed Time 3 attitudes onto Time 1 and Time 

2 actual attitudes (as covariates), desired attitudes, and subjective discrepancies. Both Time 1 and 

Time 2 actual attitudes related positively to Time 3 actual attitudes, although the effect size of 

Time 2 actual attitudes was six times larger than that of Time 1 actual attitudes. More 

importantly for my purposes, I replicated desired attitudes’ positive connection with Time 3 

actual attitudes. Thus, once again, beyond how much people liked Mrs. Bakker, the degree to 

which they wanted to like Mrs. Bakker before engaging in cognitive restructuring helped account 

for their actual attitude change. Interestingly, however, I also detected a substantial impact of 

subjective discrepancies on attitude change: people who subjectively felt that their wish to like 

Mrs. Bakker more was large (vs small) ended up actually liking her more after engaging in the 

cognitive restructuring task.  

This result replicates an effect that in Experiment 1 had emerged only when subjective 

discrepancies were assessed separately from desired attitudes, but here it manifested despite 

controlling for the raw desired attitude measure. The incremental roles of desired attitudes and 

subjective discrepancies is consistent with the idea that these measures access somewhat 

different constructs, with desired attitudes (after partialling out actual attitudes) reflecting 

people’s desired attitude goal, and subjective discrepancies representing the felt intensity of their 

desire to change their mind. The emergence of this effect in Experiment 2  (but not Experiment 

1) might be attributed to the newer study’s better-balanced political distribution (i.e., relatively 

better representation of political conservatives) and much larger sample size (i.e., about double).
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Table 7. Effects of Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies on Changes in Actual Attitudes at Time 3. (Experiment 2). 

 

Independent Variables Parameter Coefficients 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .08 [.03, .13], t(691) = 2.90, p = .004, rsp = .06 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .42 [.37, .47], t(691) = 16.91, p < .001, rsp = .35 

Time 2 Desired Attitude B = .05 [.003, .10], t(691) = 2.08, p = .038, rsp = .04 

Time 2 Subjective Discrepancy   B = .18 [.12, .24], t(691) = 5.91, p < .001, rsp = .13 

Model Statistics F(4, 691) = 413.88, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .71 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.
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Behavioral intentions. As in Experiment 1, I regressed behavioral intentions on all 

actual attitude measures, Time 2 desired attitudes, and Time 2 subjective discrepancies. More 

positive Time 1 actual attitudes paradoxically predicted more negative behavioral intentions as I 

found in Experiment 1, and my interpretation remains unchanged.18 More consistent with 

predictions, Time 2 and Time 3 actual attitudes were each related to Time 3 behavioral 

intentions, just as they had been for my Canadian participants. More importantly for my present 

purposes, more positive Time 2 desired attitudes were significantly linked with more positive 

behavioral intentions after cognitive restructuring. Just like Experiment 1, however, subjective 

discrepancies were not incrementally linked with behavioral intentions. However, the 

explanation from Experiment 1 (for why subjective discrepancies fail to link meaningfully with 

behavioral intentions) fares less well in Experiment 2 because removing desired attitudes from 

the equation does not result in a significant relationship between subjective discrepancies and 

behavioral intentions, B = .04 [-.03, .10], t(691) = 1.09, p = .278. An alternative possibility is that 

subjective discrepancies lead first to attitude change (indeed, I have demonstrated this effect in 

the prior analysis) and influence behavioral intentions “downstream” only as a result of any 

impacts on attitudes. In support of this idea, removing Time 3 actual attitudes as a covariate (but 

retaining Time 2 desired attitudes) reveals a strong positive link between subjective 

discrepancies and Time 3 behavioral intentions, B = .13 [.06, .21], t(695) = 3.51, p < .001. This 

result is consistent with the idea that subjective discrepancies impact behavioral intentions only 

“through” changing people’s actual attitudes, explaining why adjusting for this possible attitude 

mechanism eliminates the pattern.

                                                           
18 Once again, a zero-order correlation test between Time 1 actual attitudes and Time 3 behavioral 

intentions revealed a positive coefficient, r(694) = .16, p < .001. 
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Table 8. Effects of Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies on Time 3 Behavioral Intentions. (Experiment 2). 

 

Independent Variables Parameter Coefficients 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = -.22 [-.28, -.17], t(690) = -7.50,  p < .001, rsp = -.14 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .24 [.16, .29], t(690) = 7.00, p < .001, rsp = .13 

Time 3 Actual Attitude B = .67 [.59, .75], t(690) = 16.30, p < .001, rsp = .32 

Time 2 Desired Attitude B = .14 [.03, .13], t(690) = 2.96, p = .003, rsp = .06 

Time 2 Subjective Discrepancy   B = .05 [-.05, .08], t(690) = .45, p = .652, rsp = .01 

Model Statistics F(5, 690) = 409.02, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .75 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent accounted for by the entire regression model. 
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Discussion 

Experiment 2 provided a strong replication of Experiment 1’s main claims. First, this 

direct replication again supported my functional hypothesis by revealing that the congruence 

(incongruence) of a target individual’s political beliefs with one’s own beliefs can drive one to 

form more positive (negative) desired attitudes and subjective discrepancies. As in Experiment 1, 

it is relatively hard to explain this pattern through a strictly utilitarian lens, as participants were 

not led to believe that they would benefit by holding any particular attitudinal position in this 

context. A clearer explanation is that participants felt that fidelity to their important social group 

(i.e., their social identity; Hogg & Ridgeway, 2003; Tajfel, 1974) and/or their core values (i.e., 

moral principles leading them to identify as liberal or conservative in the first place; Graham et 

al., 2009) would be served more clearly by liking a matching over a mismatching politician. I 

also found additional evidence that desired attitudes acted as signposts for participants because 

desired attitudes were associated with subsequent attitude change. This finding continues to 

reveal that desired attitudes are impactful; indeed, they are able to predict people’s changing 

attitudes even in contexts where they cannot draw on additional sources of information to 

facilitate attitude change. Merely reflecting on their previous thoughts is sufficient, as cognitive 

consistency theories would suggest (Cooper, 2007). 

Experiment 2 also showed interesting new evidence, however, that in addition to people’s 

desired attitudes, their subjective discrepancies provide incremental information about their 

likely attitude changes. I have argued that desired attitudes (which simply reflect the specific 

attitude that participants wish to attain) are conceptually distinguishable from subjective 

discrepancies (which reflect participants’ subjective feeling of how large the “gap” is between 

their actual and desired attitudes). In theory, both might be important determinants of attitude 
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change, and Experiment 2’s data backs up this explanation. The composite measure of desired 

attitudes in models that control for actual attitudes may represent a relatively ‘objective’ measure 

of an attitude feature. Of course, both the desired and actual attitude reports are captured via 

subjective judgments, but the effects of desired attitudes when objectively partialling out the role 

of actual attitudes is a relatively objective way of examining desired/actual attitude 

discrepancies. This objective aspect of desired/actual attitude discrepancies may shape how 

people relate to attitude-relevant information. However, people’s subjective sense of their 

discrepancies (i.e., how large the gap between desired and actual attitudes “feels” to participants) 

may represent a subjective state of independent importance.  

A broad literature suggests that objective and subjective levels of attitude features may be 

independently important. For example, objective ambivalence (i.e., the actual co-presence of 

positive and negative beliefs about an object) is conceptually and empirically distinct from 

subjective ambivalence (i.e., the sense that one feels “torn” or “mixed up” about an object; 

Itzchakov & van Harreveld, 2018; Priester & Petty, 1996; Russell et al., 2011). Similarly, 

people’s objective attitude bases (i.e., the actual degree of covariation between their thoughts 

and attitudes, or their feelings and attitudes) can be meaningfully distinguished from their 

subjective attitude bases (i.e., whether people believe that they base their opinions on thoughts 

versus feelings; See et al., 2008, 2013). Similarly, assessing actual gaps between people’s desired 

and actual attitudes (as examined in models that test the effects of desired attitudes when 

partialling out the effects of actual attitudes) may tap into a construct somewhat distinct from the 

content accessed when one asks people to subjectively gauge how large these discrepancies feel 

to them. 



  52 

52 

However, Experiments 1 and 2 share a few limitations that additional direct replications 

would not effectively address. First, additional exploratory analyses continued to suggest that my 

matching/mismatching paradigm worked more effectively for my liberals (who almost 

universally preferred the liberal over the conservative candidate) than for my conservatives (who 

evaluated the liberal and the conservative candidate more equally, undermining their “match” 

assignments). For this reason, in Experiments 3-5, I use a much more extreme paradigm in which 

participants are asked for their opinions about an attitude object that is associated with an 

intensely moralized stimulus (artwork positively or negatively associated with Nazi Germany). 

Second, a possible objection to my studies thus far is that the manipulation of desired 

attitudes may greatly change the meaning of the interview that participants previously read. For 

example, Mrs. Bakker mentions having a distrust of the media because she believes in “media 

bias.” Imagine a typical liberal participant. When the participant learns that Mrs. Bakker is 

liberal (conservative), they may revisit thoughts about Mrs. Bakker’s “media bias” views in a 

very different light. For instance, liberal Mrs. Bakker may be presumed to think that the media is 

conservatively biased, whereas conservative Mrs. Bakker may be presumed to think that the 

media has a liberal bias; this interpretation assumes only that people are at least partially aware 

of other people’s biased assimilation tendencies (i.e., Lord et al., 1979; Vallone et al., 1985). In 

other words, participants were given information that would allow them to potentially re-

interpret information obtained before the manipulation, facilitating the attitude change process 

(“oh, she meant a liberal media bias? Now I definitely hate her.”). In the next two experiments, I 

used a procedure where participants form initial attitudes purely based on the aesthetic qualities 

of an art piece (i.e., a painting), and the desired attitude manipulation contains only purely 

political information (i.e., the painter’s beliefs and political undertones of the art). This change 
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provides a more stringent test of my hypothesis because participants original thoughts and 

reactions to the painting (e.g., “it is pretty”) will not be subject to easy reinterpretation based on 

the novel information (i.e., presumably fascists can make pretty paintings). 

  



  54 

54 

Chapter Four: Desired Attitudes Based on Moral Contagion   

 In Experiment 3, I investigated the same questions I have been exploring throughout this 

dissertation but with a somewhat different paradigm. Whereas Experiments 1-2 each directly 

related an attitude object (i.e., a politician) with specific beliefs (i.e., a political platform) that 

would be directly relevant for evaluating the object, in Experiment 3, I relate an attitude object 

(i.e., a painting) with information that implies the object is merely associated with some morally 

provocative information (i.e., a painter with a sympathetic or unsympathetic moral identity).  

Method 

 Participants. I recruited N = 119 undergraduates from Queen’s University to complete 

these materials online for partial course credit (79.8% women; Mage = 19.5 years, SDage = 5.2), 

determined by a time-based stopping rule (one month). This sample size provided me with 80% 

statistical power to detect effect sizes of r > .25. I reason that this sample is sufficient given that 

(i) the manipulation is probably stronger than earlier chapters because it involved highly loaded 

moral content (hatred of Nazis) versus mere political preferences (e.g., liberal dislike of 

conservatives), and because (ii) my design did not require interaction tests, unlike Experiments 

1-2. Additional materials for Experiment 3 (including ethics information, verbatim materials, and 

supplementary tables) is available in Appendix C. 

 Procedure. The procedure of Experiment 3 is highly similar to the previous two 

chapters. However, rather than reading an interview with a politician, participants viewed an 

abstract-expressionist painting by Arshile Gorky (Agony). As in the previous paradigm, 

participants listed three positive and three negative thoughts, in counter-balanced order, and rated 

their actual attitude regarding the painting. Next, half of the participants were informed that the 

artist who had created the painting was a man called Bruno Steingard, who ostensibly worked in 
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1940s Munich, Germany. In the moral painter condition, Steingard was described as a Nazi 

resistor, that Nazis hated abstract paintings and considered them “decadent,” and that Steingard 

preserved his paintings despite Nazi raids by hiding them. In the immoral painter condition, 

participants were told that Steingard was a Nazi sympathizer, that Nazis viewed abstract 

paintings like Steingard’s as “invigorating,” and that the paintings were preserved through city 

bombings through Nazi support. I reasoned that materials created by a painter who was 

persecuted by (endorsed by) Nazis would provide an intense, value-based pressure to form 

positive (negative) desired attitudes, despite people already having adopted their initial opinions 

based on the aesthetic merits of the painting. Having learned this information, participants 

reported their post-manipulation attitudes towards the painting (1 = strongly dislike to 7 = 

strongly like), desired attitude (ideal, ought), and subjective discrepancies. Finally, participants 

engaged in the same metacognitive queries that I used in Experiments 1-2, and then I assessed 

their Time 3 attitudes using the eight-item attitude measure used previously. I did not include a 

behavioral intentions measure in this study or subsequent chapters. Additionally, I did not ask 

about participants’ political orientations because Nazis are overwhelmingly despised by most 

Canadians (e.g., McCarthy, 2019). 

Measures. All measures were precisely the same as Experiments 1-2, other than 

substituting appropriate pronouns for evaluating a painting rather than a woman (e.g., “dislike it” 

instead of “dislike her”). For Experiment 3, descriptive information for scales are presented in 

Table C-1 in Appendix C. 

Time 1 actual attitude. Participants’ initial evaluations of the painting were highly inter-

correlated, r(115) = .73, p < .001, and I averaged them into Time 1 attitude scores, with higher 

scores indicating more likeability. 
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Results 

Initial attitude formation. I first tested whether I successfully produced moderate 

attitudes towards the painting at Time 1. Time 1 attitudes were slightly negative, but near the 

conceptual midpoint of 4 (M = 3.67, SD = 1.36), although a one-sample t-test revealed this was 

modestly different from the midpoint, t(116) = -2.64, p = .009, d = -.24.  

Post-manipulation actual attitudes. I hypothesized that Time 2 actual attitudes would 

be more positive towards the painting in the moral versus immoral painter condition; in other 

words, people should like the painting when it was made by a Nazi victim rather than a Nazi 

sympathizer. To test this idea, I regressed Time 2 actual attitudes on passage, and Time 1 actual 

attitudes. Time 1 actual attitudes were significantly associated with Time 2 actual attitudes, B = 

.80 [.59, 1.00], t(114) = 7.65, p < .001, rsp = .45. The matching condition produced significant 

increases in favourable opinions of the painting than the mismatching condition, B = 2.66 [2.10, 

3.22], t(114) = 9.40, p < .001, rsp = .55. Opinions of the painting thus were about two-and-a-half 

scale points more favourable in the matching versus mismatching condition.   

Formation of desired attitudes. Time 2 ideal and ought attitudes were highly correlated, 

r = .82, p < .001, so I averaged these to represent desired attitudes. I continued to measure 

subjective discrepancies separately with the same conceptual rationale as in prior chapters. 

In Table 9, I examine several factors related to the formation of desired attitudes towards 

the painting. First, Time 1 actual attitudes were not significantly related to desired attitudes at 

Time 2. However, Time 2 actual attitudes were significantly and substantially related to desired 

attitudes at Time 2. This finding remains unsurprising given the view that people likely use their 

actual attitudes as an anchor for determining their desired attitude although their pre-

manipulation attitudes presumably do not serve this same purpose. Turning next to the effect of 
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the painter’s identity on desired attitudes, the unstandardized B of 2.37 indicates that people 

wanted to like the painting more than two full scale units more when it was made by a Nazi 

victim rather than a Nazi sympathizer (after adjusting for the actual attitude change caused by 

this same information). This quite substantial effect suggests the power of the information I gave 

to participants: Although logically one might like a piece of artwork independent of the moral 

status of its maker, my participants overwhelmingly wanted to form positive (negative) attitudes 

towards a painting made by a Nazi victim (sympathizer).  
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Table 9. Painter Identity Effects on Desired Attitude Formation Controlling for Prior Actual Attitude. (Experiment 3). 

 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = 2.37 [1.68, 3.06], t(113) = 6.77, p < .001, rsp = .34 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = -.21 [-.44, .03], t(113) = -1.75, p = .083, rsp = -.09 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .54 [.37, .72], t(113) = 6.24, p < .001, rsp = .32 

Model Statistics F(3, 113) = 92.08, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .71 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.  
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Next, the subjective discrepancy measure results are displayed in Table 10. Time 1 actual 

attitudes were not significantly related to Time 2 discrepancies. More importantly, the substantial 

unstandardized B of 2.44 for passage means that when people learned the painting was made by 

a Nazi victim, they subjectively estimated that they wanted to hold an attitude about two-and-a-

half scale units more positive than when the painting was made by a Nazi sympathizer. This 

conceptually replicates findings from the politician experiments but in the novel context of a 

moral contagion pressure, and with the subjective discrepancies being about one object (the 

painting) whereas the passage was about a second, related object (the painter). 
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Table 10. Painter Identity Effects on Subjective Desired-Actual Attitude Discrepancy Formation Controlling for Time 1 Actual 

Attitude. (Experiment 3). 

 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = 2.44 [1.93, 2.95], t(114) = 9.42, p < .001, rsp = .64 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .19 [-.001, .38], t(114) = 1.97, p = .051, rsp = .13 

Model Statistics F(2, 114) = 51.73, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .48 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent accounted for by the entire regression model. 
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Attitude change. As in the previous chapters, I regressed Time 3 attitudes onto Time 1 

and Time 2 actual attitudes, desired attitudes, and subjective discrepancies. Both Time 1 and 

Time 2 actual attitudes related positively to Time 3 actual attitudes, although the standardized 

effect size of Time 2 actual attitudes was twice that of Time 1 actual attitudes. As in previous 

studies, this makes sense primarily because Time 2 actual attitudes reflect opinions at a moment 

closer to the Time 3 measurement, and more importantly, they reflect opinions after (versus 

before) learning the painter’s identity. Critically to the signpost hypothesis, desired attitudes 

further predicted attitude change after cognitive restructuring. Specifically, the unstandardized B 

indicates that compared to the average participant, each additional unit change in desired attitude 

corresponded to a quarter-unit change in actual attitude. For instance, two people differing by 

two units on desired attitudes would be expected to differ by a half-unit with respect to their final 

attitudes. This finding is consistent with Experiments 1-2 but in a quite different context. 

Specifically, the moral identity of a painter impacting views of a painting, rather than the 

political position of a politician impacting views of the politician herself. Subjective 

discrepancies were not significantly related to subsequent attitude change.
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Table 11. Effects of Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies on Changes in Actual Attitudes at Time 3. (Experiment 3). 

 

Independent Variables Parameter Coefficients 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .24 [.04, .44], t(112) = 2.41, p = .017, rsp = .12 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .40 [.23, .56], t(112) = 4.70, p < .001, rsp = .24 

Time 2 Desired Attitude B = .28 [.11, .44], t(112) = 3.35, p = .001, rsp = .17 

Time 2 Subjective Discrepancy   B = .07 [-.13, .27], t(112) = .71, p = .480, rsp = .04 

Model Statistics F(4, 112) = 71.70, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .72 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.
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Discussion 

 Experiment 3 provided novel support for the functional and signpost hypotheses in a very 

different, but more clearly moralized, context compared to Experiments 1-2. Once again, 

associating an attitude object with identity-relevant information (that has minimal utilitarian 

implications) produced desired attitudes towards that object. And just as in the prior studies, 

desired attitudes were predictive of subsequent attitude change towards the object after a period 

of cognitive restructuring. However, the experiment differed markedly from earlier experiments 

in that the information provided was indirectly rather than directly related to the object. That is, 

the manipulation mostly characterized the painter and whether Nazis liked versus disliked the 

painter’s work rather than noting new attributes of the painting itself, whereas in Experiments 1-

2, I provided new attributes of the attitude object herself (stating that Mrs. Bakker held specific 

political beliefs, when Mrs. Bakker was the attitude object). This modification makes the actual 

attitude change towards the painting more intriguing because it seems to capture participants’ 

desire to balance their initial impressions (i.e., presumably based on the painting’s aesthetic 

merits) against other elements quite indirectly related to the painting (i.e., whether the painter 

was moral or immoral or how a despised outgroup feels about the painting). 

 However, Experiment 3 had a relatively small sample size. Furthermore, the sample was 

comprised entirely of young adults. The latter could be important because young adults currently 

may be very preoccupied with questions about whether one can separate “the art from the artist” 

(Iwanek, 2020) with an increasing number of popular media voices emphasizing that an artist’s 

moral merits should be weighted into how art is judged (i.e., putting art “in context,” e.g., Güner, 

2017). This perspective appears deeply related to a particular line of social justice movements 

(e.g., List, 2020) that may be disproportionately expressed by university students in the iGen 
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generation (see Lukianoff & Haidt, 2019). Younger adults also might be exceptionally flexible in 

changing their attitudes in response to novel information (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989). In short, it 

is not clear that judging an art piece based on the moral identity of its artist would emerge so 

powerfully in all people, and I was interested in replicating the present findings in an older 

sample. For the above reasons, I thought that a larger, older sample would provide a more 

stringent test of my hypotheses. Both problems (i.e., the small sample size and reliance on a 

specific generation of young adult participants) are addressed in Experiment 4, which uses a 

large sample of American volunteers from the ResearchMatch crowdsourcing service to directly 

replicate Experiment 3.  
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Chapter Five: Direct Replication of Chapter Four with an Older, American Sample 

 In Experiment 4, I directly replicated Experiment 3 but using a quite different sample. 

Otherwise, my primary goals remain consistent with earlier chapters: to examine if people would 

form desired attitudes on the basis of identity-related information (the functional hypothesis) and 

if these desired attitudes would shape actual attitude change (the signpost hypothesis).  

Method 

 Participants. I recruited 514 online volunteer participants from ResearchMatch (74.0% 

women, 24.0% men, .8% non-binary, 1.2% prefer not to answer) who completed the study 

without being compensated. This group was substantially older than all previous samples, Mage = 

52.2 years, and with much greater heterogeneity, SDage = 16.4. Participants were 86.7% 

Caucasian/White, 3.5% African-American/Black, 3.1% “mixed,” 1.8% Latinx, and 1.2% East 

Asian.19 All materials for Experiment 4 (including ethics information, verbatim materials, and 

supplementary tables) is available in Appendix D. 

 Procedure. The procedure was identical to Experiment 3.  

Materials. Materials were identical to Experiment 3. Descriptive information and 

correlations among scales are presented in Table D-1 in Appendix D. 

Time 1 actual attitude. Participants’ initial evaluations of the painting were highly inter-

correlated, r(512) = .87, p < .001, and I averaged them into Time 1 attitude scores, with higher 

scores indicating more likeability. 

Results 

Initial attitude formation. I first examined whether I successfully produced moderate 

attitudes towards the painting at Time 1. Time 1 attitudes were near the conceptual midpoint of 4 

                                                           
19 Additionally, 2.2% prefer not to answer or missing, 1.4% “other,” and 0.6% East Indian. 
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(M = 3.31, SD = 1.59), although a one-sample t-test indicated this was more negative than the 

midpoint, t(513) = -9.84, p < .001, d = -.43. This was more negative than preferred, but likely not 

so negative as to invoke floor effects if additional negative information was provided. 

Post-manipulation actual attitudes. I hypothesized that Time 2 actual attitudes would 

be more positive towards the painting in the moral versus immoral painter condition, using the 

same regression approach as Experiment 3. Time 1 actual attitudes were significantly associated 

with Time 2 actual attitudes, B = 1.15 [1.08, 1.22], t(511) = 31.72, p < .001, rsp = .77. The 

matching condition produced significant increases in favourable opinions of the painting than the 

mismatching condition, B = 1.53 [1.30, 1.75], t(511) = 13.33, p < .001, rsp = .32. Opinions of the 

painting thus were about one-and-a-half scale points more favourable in the matching versus 

mismatching condition.   

Formation of desired attitudes. Time 2 ideal and ought attitudes were highly correlated, 

r = .79, p < .001, so I averaged these two measures together to represent desired attitudes. 

Although ideal and ought attitudes each were strongly associated with subjective discrepancies, 

each r = .77, ps < .001, I analyzed subjective discrepancies separately, following the same logic 

advanced in prior chapters. 

Table 12 contains the results for model predicting the formation of desired attitudes 

towards the painting. First, Time 1 actual attitudes were negatively related to desired attitudes; a 

likely explanation is that this pattern is due to Time 2 actual attitudes also being in the model and 

correlating moderately with Time 1 actual attitudes, r(512) = .77, p < .001.20 Thus, Time 1 actual 

attitudes’ effect reflects only its residual variance after accounting for its overlap with the more 

proximal predictor (Time 2 actual attitudes). However, positive Time 2 actual attitudes were 

                                                           
20 Yet again, Time 1 actual attitudes are positively rather than negatively related to Time 2 desired 

attitudes when examined as a zero-order correlation, r(512) = .27, p < .001. 
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significantly and substantially related to positive desired attitudes at Time 2; the B of .63 means 

that each unit increase in Time 2 actual attitudes corresponds to about two-thirds of a unit change 

in Time 2 desired attitudes. Turning next to the effect of the painter’s identity on desired 

attitudes, the unstandardized B of 2.59 (cf. Experiment 3’s B = 2.37, for the same parameter) 

indicates that people wanted to like the painting more than two full scale units more when it was 

made by a Nazi victim rather than a Nazi sympathizer (after adjusting for the actual attitude 

change caused by this same information). This effect replicating neatly among an older sample 

demonstrates clearly that Experiment 3’s effect is not a peculiarity of young adults but is 

replicable in a group whose average age is in their fifties.  

However, as an exploratory analysis, I tested if age moderated the effect of passage on 

desired attitudes. Indeed, age significantly moderated the effect of passage on Time 22 desired 

attitudes, B = -.02 [-.04, -.01], t(499) = -2.77, p = .006, rsp = -.07. as I have displayed in Figure 4. 

One can track the effect of passage on desired attitudes by tracking across the x-axis, which 

tracks centered age from left (younger people) to the y-axis (older people). On the left, the two 

lines (red representing the immoral painter, blue representing the moral painter) are relatively 

spread apart, indicating a large influence of painter identity on desired attitudes about the 

painting. Breaking down the effect across levels of age, I identified the strongest version of the 

effect among people one standard deviation younger than average (i.e., among 36 year olds), B = 

2.94 [2.54, 3.34], t(499) = 14.37, p < .001. Moving to the right, I see that the effect of passage 

still appears quite strong across the full span of ages collected for these data. However, among 

older participants the effect is slightly smaller. The simple effect of passage remained clearly 

significant even one standard deviation above the mean in age (i.e., among 69 year olds), B = 
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2.20 [1.79, 2.60], t(499) = 10.63, p < .001.21 In other words, I show both that this older sample 

probably did provide a more conservative test of my hypothesis (in that young adults show a 

pronounced version of the effect) but also that the formation of desired attitudes in response to 

the painter’s identity remains quite robust across the age span. 

                                                           
21 Interestingly, a Johnson-Neyman analysis (Johnson & Fay, 1950) revealed that the influence of passage 

on Time 2 desired attitudes remained clearly significant across the full range of ages (i.e., 19 through 89 

years old) captured in Experiment 4 (all ts > 5.10, all ps < .0001) 
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Table 12. Painter Identity Effects on Desired Attitude Formation Controlling for Prior Actual Attitude. (Experiment 4). 

 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = 2.59 [2.28, 2.89], t(510) = 16.71, p < .001, rsp = .44 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = -.29 [-.43, -.14], t(510) = -3.95, p < .001, rsp = -.10  

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .63 [.53, .73], t(510) = 12.18, p < .001, rsp = .32 

Model Statistics F(3, 510) = 319.15, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .65 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model.  
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Figure 4. Effect of Age on Desired Attitudes as a Function of Passage. (Experiment 4). 

 

Note. Shaded regions represent 95% confidence intervals. Age has been centered, so 0 represents the mean age, and negative/positive 

values should be interpreted as years younger/older than the average. 
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Next, the subjective discrepancy measure results are displayed in Table 13. In this case, I 

identified a significant but modest link between Time 1 actual attitudes and subjective 

discrepancies, the B = .15 indicating that one unit of change in pre-manipulation actual attitudes 

was linked with a one-eighth unit change in subsequent desired attitudes. More critically for my 

purposes, the significant and substantial unstandardized B of 2.46 means that when average-aged 

participants learned the painting was made by a Nazi victim, they subjectively estimated that 

they wanted to hold an attitude over two full scale units more positive than when the painting 

was made by a Nazi sympathizer.  

Age did not significantly moderate the effect of passage on subjective discrepancies, B = 

-.01 [-.03, .002], t(500) = -1.64, p = .101. However, for the sake of consistency I did display this 

interaction (Figure 5) to make it easier to compare the moderating influence of age for desired 

attitudes versus subjective discrepancies. Breaking down the effect across levels of age, I 

identified a relatively strong effect among people one standard deviation younger than average, B 

= 2.67 [2.33, 3.02], t(500) = 15.23, p < .001. Moving to the right, the gap between the immoral 

and moral painter appears visually to shrink, although note that this overall pattern does not 

reach conventional standards of significance. The simple effect of passage remained significant 

among participants one standard deviation above the average age (i.e., 69 year olds), B = 2.26 

[1.92, 2.61], t(500) = 12.91, p < .001.22

                                                           
22 Once again, Johnson-Neyman analysis revealed a significant (ts > 4.60, ps < .0001) impact of passage 

across all measured levels of age. 
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Table 13. Painter Identity Effects on Subjective Discrepancies Formation Controlling for Time 1 Actual Attitude. (Experiment 4). 

 

Independent Variable Parameter Coefficients 

Passage B = 2.46 [2.22, 2.70], t(511) = 20.04, p < .001, rsp = .52 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .15 [.08, .23], t(511) = 3.93, p < .001, rsp = .10 

Model Statistics F(2, 511) = 208.08, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .45 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model. 
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Figure 5. Effect of Age on Subjective Discrepancies as a Function of Passage. (Experiment 4). 

 

Note. Shaded regions represent 95% confidence intervals. Age has been centered, so 0 represents the mean age, and negative/positive 

values should be interpreted as years younger/older than the average. 
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Attitude change. As in the previous chapters, I regressed Time 3 attitudes onto Time 1 

and Time 2 actual attitudes, desired attitudes, and subjective discrepancies (see Table 14). Both 

Time 1 and Time 2 actual attitudes related positively to Time 3 actual attitudes although the 

standardized effect size of Time 2 actual attitudes was twice that of Time 1 actual attitudes, 

which almost exactly mirrors what happened in Experiment 3. Critical to the signpost 

hypothesis, desired attitudes further predicted attitude change after cognitive restructuring. 

Specifically, the unstandardized B of .12 indicates that each unit change in desired attitude 

corresponded to a one-eighth unit change in actual attitude change. Subjective discrepancies, 

however, showed at most a very weak relationship with attitude change. Given the rather mixed 

record of subjective discrepancies predicting attitude change (the corresponding rsp ranged from 

.00 to .17 depending on the chapter) suggests the utility of meta-analysis to resolve whether or 

not subjective discrepancies have a significant role here (see next section). Regardless, 

Experiment 4 presents another example of desired attitudes (compared to subjective 

discrepancies) showing a clearer connection to attitude change.
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Table 14. Effects of Desired Attitudes and Subjective Discrepancies on Changes in Actual Attitudes at Time 3. (Experiment 4). 

 

Independent Variables Parameter Coefficients 

Time 1 Actual Attitude B = .28 [.17, .40], t(500) = 4.77, p < .001, rsp = .12 

Time 2 Actual Attitude B = .45 [.36, .55], t(500) = 9.52, p < .001, rsp = .24 

Time 2 Desired Attitude B = .15 [.07, .23], t(500) = 3.55, p < .001, rsp = .09 

Time 2 Subjective Discrepancy   B = .07 [-.03, .17], t(500) = 1.37, p = .170, rsp = .03 

Model Statistics F(5, 499) = 208.88, p < .001 

Multiple R2 .68 

Note. rsp indicates the semi-partial r effect size, which can be interpreted similarly to r. Multiple R2 coefficients reflect variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by the entire regression model



 

76 

 Meta-analysis of desired attitudes and subjective discrepancies. I next considered 

whether desired attitudes and/or subjective discrepancies systematically related to attitude 

change across all four experiments (Experiments 1-4).23 For desired attitudes the answer was 

obviously affirmative because this coefficient was statistically significant in all experiments, but 

I reasoned that estimating the effect size would provide a convenient comparison against 

subjective discrepancies. Conveniently, the effect size I have used throughout, rsp or semipartial-

r, is specifically designed for meta-analysis involving regressions with varying numbers of 

parameters, and its formulas also produce a variance statistic weighted by sample size (Aloe & 

Becker, 2012). In each of the cases below, I used the metafor package (Viechtbauer, 2010) for R 

(R Development Core Team, 2014).  I used a fixed effects model approach due to the low 

number of relevant studies per analysis, but the results with random effects modeling is 

footnoted for interested readers. 

 Desired attitudes. Combining all effects, I found that the estimated rsp is .080, with a 

95% confidence interval of [.053, .107]. Unsurprisingly, in other words, combining four 

significant effects produced an overall significant meta-analytic effect. The effect has an 

associated Z score of 5.80, and a p value < .0001.24 The effect is also shown in Panel A of Figure 

6, where each effect size is represented by a square “dot” with whiskers indicating the 95% 

confidence interval for that particular study. As this figure makes clear, every experiment 

supported the idea of desired attitudes positively impacting attitude change, and the diamond 

shape at the bottom of the figure shows the estimation of the weighted effect size aggregating 

across all experimental findings. 

                                                           
23 Although it is quite common to position internal meta-analyses in General Discussion sections, I will 

next present another empirical study before reaching the General Discussion in Chapter Seven. 
24 The random effects model, using maximum likelihood estimation, produces a Z score of 4.62, p < 

.0001. 
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 Subjective discrepancies. Combining all four experiments, I found that the estimated rsp 

is .060, with a 95% confidence interval of [.033, .086]. Not only is this effect significant, but it 

has an associated Z score of 4.45, and a p value < .0001. Furthermore, the rsp effect size of .060 

is three-quarters that of the desired attitudes effect size of .080. In all cases, these effects partial 

out the role of desired attitudes, so this meta-analysis reveals significant evidence that subjective 

discrepancies explain attitude change incremental to the effect of desired attitudes. This finding 

demonstrates the power of synthesizing heterogeneous study effects together (see also Lipsey & 

Wilson, 2001). That is, by individual “vote counting,” I would have concluded that subjective 

discrepancies are unrelated to attitude change (two nulls, one marginal, one significant effect). 

This finding also is visually apparent in Panel B of Figure 6. Clearly the bulk of evidence, when 

viewed individually, would be considered inconclusive when appraising the plausibility of 

subjective discrepancies affecting attitude change. However, due to both the unequal sample 

sizes (e.g., note that the significant effect had the largest sample size), and the absence of 

contradictory evidence (i.e., no effect size fell on the “wrong side” of zero), I was able to detect a 

significant, albeit subtle effect of subjective discrepancies on attitude change.25  

 

                                                           
25 A random effects model indicated significant, albeit weaker support, Z = 2.09, p = .036.  
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Figure 6. Forest Plot of Desired Attitudes’ Effect on Time 3 Attitude Change across Experiments 1-4. 
 

A. Composite Measure of Desired Attitudes 

 

Note. Each square dot represents a single effect size estimate, with the whiskers indicating the 95% confidence interval around that 

estimate. The center of the diamond on the bottom represents the effect size estimate with the width of the diamond reflecting the 95% 

confidence interval around that estimate. 
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B. Subjective Discrepancies 

 

Note. Each square dot represents a single effect size estimate, with the whiskers indicating the 95% confidence interval around that 

estimate. The center of the diamond on the bottom represents the effect size estimate with the width of the diamond reflecting the 95% 

confidence interval around that estimate. 
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Discussion 

Experiment 4 adds substantially to my understanding of desired attitudes. First and most 

obviously, this experiment replicated Experiment 3 but with a considerably older sample. That is, 

I once again demonstrated that people will form desired attitudes based on identity-related 

reasons (wanting to like or dislike a painting due to its maker’s morals), and that these desired 

attitudes have a meaningful impact on subsequent attitude change. 

Second, the moderation of the desired attitude effect by age is intriguing, suggesting that 

younger people were somewhat more likely than older people to have their desired attitudes 

altered by the moral identity of the painter – although all age groups clearly showed a marked 

preference for holding attitudes in alignment with the moral status of the painter. The moderation 

effect can be viewed in several ways. My original interpretation was that assigning value to art 

based on the morality of its maker appears to be a popular concept in contemporary media, and 

one that an increasing number of young adults in the iGen appear to particularly endorse 

(Lukianoff & Haidt, 2019).  

However, a second possibility is that older people simply do not tend to form desired 

attitudes distinct from their actual attitudes; for example, older people might be more accepting 

of their initial evaluations. That said, the correlation between age and the absolute difference 

between Time 2 actual and Time 2 desired attitudes (calculated as: ABS [Time 2 Desired 

Attitude – Time 2 Actual Attitude]) was near zero and nonsignificant, r(503) = -.04, p = .409. 

Thus, older people were not significantly different from younger people in their inclination to 

form attitude discrepancies. 

One other possibility is that younger people are more flexible or impressionable than are 

older people, and therefore, they are more inclined to change their minds in responses to novel 
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information (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989). However, if this explanation were true in this case, it 

would seem likely that age also should moderate the link from desired attitudes to attitude 

change (i.e., because that process also would involve changing one’s mind). In fact, age 

moderated neither the link between desired attitudes and attitude change, B = -.002 [-.004, .001], 

t(498) = -1.24, p = .214, nor between subject discrepancies and attitude change, B = .28 [-.005, 

.002], t(498) = 0.88, p = .378. So this counter-explanation does not fit all the data, although it 

could just uniquely apply to the desired attitude formation. 

Third, subjective discrepancies continued to show minimal relationships with attitude 

change, especially when compared with desired attitudes’ clear role in predicting attitude change. 

However, in Experiment 4, I also reported two meta-analyses that integrated the attitude change 

effects of both desired attitudes and subjective discrepancies. Not only were subjective 

discrepancies linked with attitude change (p < .0001), the meta-analytic effect size was 

reasonably similar to the effect size for desired attitudes. My impression of these data is that 

examining incremental validity at the study-specific level was misleading. Ultimately, my data 

suggest that people’s specific desired attitude positions, and their subjective estimates of how 

much attitude change they want, have at least partially independent roles in predicting future 

attitude change. In Chapter 1, I pointed to several past instances where “objective” and 

“subjective” measures of attitude features (e.g., ambivalence: Priester & Petty, 1996; attitude 

bases: See et al., 2008, 2013) tap into somewhat distinct constructs. One possibility is that a 

similar pattern is occurring for desired attitudes. The composite measure of desired attitudes, 

when added to models that partial out people’s levels of actual attitudes, might be considered as 

an objective measure of desired/actual attitude discrepancies (i.e., “How much do you want to 

like X?” while statistically adjusting for “How much do you like X?”). The subjective 
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discrepancy measure might be considered as a subjective measure of desired/actual attitude 

discrepancies (i.e., “How much does it feel like you need to change your attitude about X?”). In 

other words, the subjective measure asks participants to perform a comparison (desired minus 

actual attitude = what?) that is objectively assessed when actual and desired attitudes are simply 

considered as simultaneous predictors in regression. I will discuss some of the broader 

implications of this objective/subjective discrepancy distinction in the General Discussion 

(Chapter 7). 

One side benefit of these supplementary statistics (meta-analyses and integrative data 

analyses) reported at the end of this chapter is that they help to address possible concerns about 

multicollinearity among my highly correlated independent variables. One problem with 

multicollinearity is that it may inflate the standard error associated with regression parameters, 

impairing statistical power and leading to false negatives. By aggregating across four 

experiments with over 1,600 participants, I was able to greatly reduce the potentially distorting 

effects of variance inflation, leading to precise estimates of effects in these models. 

In sum, Experiment 4 tested the functional and signpost hypotheses in a demonstrably 

more stringent context – older people, who appear less inclined than younger people to form 

desired attitudes as drastically in response to information about the object’s creator. Nonetheless, 

I was able to show my core effects even given this broader sampling. 
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Chapter Six: Psychological Consequences of Obstructing the Functional Hypothesis 

 Experiment 5 departs from the previous experiments in pursuing a different theoretical 

question, although the fundamental design largely follows from Experiments 3-4. So far, I have 

demonstrated across two paradigms and across several distinct populations that people form 

desired attitudes, and then ultimately they adjust their actual attitude to match that desired 

attitude. The goal of Experiment 5 was to determine what psychological effects are served by 

these changes. Speaking broadly, I theorized that different psychological needs are fulfilled by 

desired attitudes that form in response to each attitude-functional type of information. For 

example, people might form desired attitudes based on social-adjustive information to maintain 

feelings of social integration and belonging, and they might form desired attitudes based on 

value-expressive information to maintain a morally integrated self (DeBono, 1987; Snyder & 

DeBono, 1985).  

I think that the mechanism for the desired attitude formation detected in Experiments 3-4 

is that people experience an aversive psychological state when they like/dislike something that 

their core values label as being bad/good. Specifically, I theorize that such discrepancies between 

their initial actual attitudes and this morally important information should result in a 

psychological state characterized by a disrupted sense of moral clarity and perhaps a broader 

confusion about their self-concept. In other words, a person who learns that the artwork they love 

is associated with something they think is deeply evil (e.g., bigotry) should disrupt that person’s 

sense of themselves as a good moral being (i.e., their value clarity; Trompetter et al., 2013). 

Furthermore, given that most people think of themselves as fundamentally good moral agents, 

this questioning of their core values also may lead them to question their identity more broadly 

(i.e., their self-concept clarity; Campbell et al., 1996). Ordinarily, following the above example, 
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people would just adjust their attitude to be more negative, alleviating the existential disruption. 

They also could form a negative desired attitude, expressing their intention to rectify the conflict. 

This interpretation frames desired attitudes - at least the desired attitudes that arise from value-

expressive pressures - as a morally redemptive intention to change one’s own attitude. Based on 

Experiments 3-4, I could only conjecture about this mechanism for the formation of desired 

attitudes, but in Experiment 5, I test the mechanism this directly. 

 My logic is similar to Tetlock’s (2003; Tetlock et al., 2000) sacred value protection 

model (SVPM). The SVPM shows that people experience moral disruptions when they entertain 

taboo thoughts (e.g., an egalitarian ‘tricked’ into using race-related base rate information when 

making a judgment), and consequently, they embrace the possibility of morally cleansing 

themselves (e.g., by forming pro-egalitarian behavioral intentions). In this case, participants will 

instead experience (for example) liking a Nazi’s artwork and have the opportunity to morally 

cleanse themselves by forming a negative desired attitude towards that artwork. This idea is 

interestingly distinct from the SVPM in two respects. First, it would suggest that people can 

morally cleanse themselves through simply ‘wishing’ to hold a morally-mandated attitude 

towards something (rather than planning specific, relevant behavioral goals). But second, I 

assigned some participants to be prevented from forming (or at least expressing) these cleansing 

desired attitudes and directly measure the consequences. This manipulation should reveal the 

psychological mechanism that presumably leads people to form desired attitudes, as I 

hypothesized that these frozen participants would experience a sense of moral disruption. 

In Experiment 5, I allowed some participants to freely change all of their attitudinal 

responses about a poem after learning about the poet’s moral identity. However, I also placed 

some participants into situations where none of their attitude responses could be adjusted after 
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learning about the poet’s identity (fully frozen participants). Finally, one group of participants 

were allowed to change only their desired attitudes after learning about the poet’s identity 

(partially frozen participants). I then assessed psychological outcomes such as value clarity, self-

concept clarity, and feelings of ambivalence.  

I explored the mechanisms that might drive people to engage in actual attitude change by 

comparing both frozen conditions against the unfrozen condition. For instance, if people in the 

frozen conditions have lower self-concept clarity than people in the unfrozen condition, it 

implies that changing attitudes in response to the poet identity information is done to avoid this 

loss of self-concept clarity. I also explored the mechanisms that might drive people to form 

desired attitudes specifically, by comparing the fully frozen against the partially frozen 

condition. For instance, if people experience lower self-concept clarity only in the fully frozen 

(and not the partially frozen) condition, then people sometimes might form desired attitudes 

specifically to avoid this clarity loss. I can make this inference because the only difference 

between the partially and fully frozen conditions was the ability to alter desired attitudes in the 

partially frozen condition. Due to the evident power of my “Nazi art” paradigm from 

Experiments 3-4, I used this paradigm once again (with a small adjustment, substituting a poem 

instead of a painting, to test the paradigm’s generalizability).  

Method 

 Participants. I recruited 245 Queen’s undergraduate students to complete these materials 

in the laboratory for partial course credit.26 This sample size was based on a time-based stopping 

rule to collect data for one semester. This sample size provided sufficient observations to detect 

                                                           
26 Due to a clerical error, I neglected to include demographic questions in this study. However, the 

participants were drawn from a similar pool to that used for Experiments 1 and 3, and the majority, 

therefore, almost certainly were young (aged 18-20 years) female Canadians of European descent. 
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modest ANOVA effects of r > .17 with 80% power, according to a sensitivity power analysis in 

G*Power. All materials for Experiment 5 (including ethics information, verbatim materials, and 

supplementary tables) is available in Appendix E. 

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to conditions in a 2 (Passage: Immoral 

vs Moral poet) X 3 (Freezing condition: Unfrozen vs Partially Frozen vs Fully Frozen) between-

participants design.  

Phase One. Each participant completed the Phase One materials using pens (to block 

erasing answers later). I first invited participants to read a poem, “Stages” by Hermann Hesse, 

which was printed on each worksheet. This poem was selected due to its abstract nature, 

rendering it open to interpretation and later re-interpretation based my later claims that the poet 

supports or opposes fascism. The poem’s full text is available in Appendix E, but an excerpt is: 

As every flower fades and as all youth 

Departs, so life at every stage, 

So every virtue, so our grasp of truth, 

Blooms in its day and may not last forever. 

 

Participants next answered a series of questions; the nature of the questions determined 

by their random assignment to the unfrozen, partially frozen, or fully frozen condition. The 

‘freezing’ concept was adapted from a dissonance paradigm by Starzyk and colleagues (2009). 

Importantly, participants answered these questions on the paper with their pen, which was done 

to give a sense of personalization and ownership to their responses (particularly the thought 

responses), and so they would have a physical reminder of their responses during Phase Two (for 

the two freezing conditions). The difference in conditions was which topic the questionnaires in 

Phase One were about; the questionnaires in Phase Two were about the poem across all 

conditions. Unfrozen participants always answered questions about physical exercise in Phase 

One. Thus, unfrozen participants should feel free to form their Phase Two responses about the 
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poem based on the poet identity information received at the start of Phase Two. Partially frozen 

participants always answered questions about the poem during Phase One, with one exception: 

they answered desired attitude questions about physical exercise. Thus, partially frozen 

participants would feel relatively less free to change most of their attitude responses during 

Phase Two, but they should feel quite free to change their desired attitudes based on what they 

learned in Phase Two. Finally, fully frozen participants answered questions only about the poem 

during Phase One. Thus, the fully frozen participants should feel relatively trapped in their Phase 

One responses even after learning about the poet’s identity during Phase Two. 

The order of the questions in Phase One was as follows. First, participants in the partially 

frozen and fully frozen condition wrote up to six thoughts about the poem in a small table printed 

on their worksheet. Next, they rated each thought’s valence towards the poem as either 1 

(Negative), 2 (Neutral), or 3 (Positive). However, participants in the unfrozen condition instead 

recorded six thoughts about an irrelevant topic (physical exercise) in the same manner. The 

observed average thought valence in the unfrozen condition (M = 2.23) was significantly positive 

compared to the conceptual ‘neutral point’ of this scale (i.e., 2), t(244) = 8.51, p < .0001, a 

moderate effect, d = .54. So participants were inclined to moderately like the poem. 

Second, participants answered a series of attitude questions, including the eight-item 

actual attitude scale used in all previous chapters (Crites et al., 1994), desired attitudes, and 

interpersonal ambivalence items (i.e., the attitudes that they believed “other Queen’s students” 

and “[their] current or most recent romantic partner” would have about the poem (see Priester & 

Petty, 2001). Once again, participants in the unfrozen condition rated attitude questions 

regarding physical exercise. To ensure that they did not accidentally talk about or rate the poem 

in the unfrozen condition, a reminder of the correct target was clearly printed in bold on these 
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worksheets. Participants in the fully frozen condition listed thoughts about and rated attitude 

questions regarding the poem. Finally, participants in the partially frozen condition also 

completed most materials about the poem, but they were specifically told to rate desired attitudes 

towards physical exercise instead. This task was intended to keep desired attitudes towards the 

poem in an unfrozen status for these participants, so that only desired attitudes could be shifted 

by participants when they learned about the poet’s personal background. This rating completed 

Phase One, but participants kept their worksheets while they moved into several other 

experiments that took place in the same laboratory session before they returned to these materials 

in Phase Two. 

Phase Two. Phase Two was completed on the computer. First, participants in the 

immoral (moral) condition learned that the person who wrote the poem they had previously read 

was a Nazi sympathizer (victim). They then proceeded to provide their opinions of the poem as 

follows. Participants in the partially and fully frozen conditions were reminded at appropriate 

moments that they should complete questionnaires with reference to their printed worksheet 

answers. I claimed to be interested in subtle differences that might emerge from answering 

questions on paper versus on the computer, but I anticipated that participants generally would not 

shift their answers from the ones written on the worksheet because it would seem quite arbitrary 

to make large attitude response changes simply due to the computer format of Phase Two. 

Indeed, I noted that “Due to the difference in formats [paper to computer], we find that a small 

number of participants change their original selections on a few items,” thus permitting but 

discouraging such changes. Consequently, I expected that freezing conditions would pressure 

participants into maintaining their Phase One responses when answering Phase Two questions. 
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Participants in the unfrozen condition simply filled out the questionnaires without referencing 

their worksheet. 

Participants listed and rated six thoughts (new thoughts in the unfrozen condition, 

otherwise the same thoughts they had recorded on paper before). After this task, they completed 

the interpersonal ambivalence questions. Next, they completed the eight-item actual attitude 

scale used in all previous chapters and single-item ideal and ought questions. Participants in the 

fully and partially frozen conditions reflected on their attitudes from Part One. However, 

participants in the partially frozen condition specifically were reminded before the desired 

attitude questions that for these questions they could answer as they wished, because they had 

rated only desired attitude attitudes towards exercise during Phase One. 

After this rating, participants completed my dependent variables. All dependent variables 

had items presented randomly within scales, and the order of the dependent variables also was 

randomized to control for order effects. Participants completed three scales on which I 

anticipated possible effects: value clarity, self-concept clarity, and subjective ambivalence. To 

rule out counter-explanations, I included several additional scales, including state self-esteem, 

emotions, and self-awareness. 

Materials. I present descriptive information and correlations for Experiment 5’s scales in 

Table C-5 in Appendix C. 

Value clarity. This sixteen-item scale assesses how salient and clear people’s values feel 

to them in a given instance (α = .86 according to Trompetter et al., 2013). Sample items are, “I 

know what motivates me in life,” and “I believe that how I behave fits in with my personal wants 

and desires”). Although Trompetter et al. developed two subscales, “Valued living” and “Life 
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fulfillment,” they also found evidence that a general factor accounted well for both subscales. 

For my purposes, I treated the whole scale as assessing a single construct.  

Self-concept clarity. I used this 12-item scale that captures the clarity and stability of 

people’s self-concept (α = .86 according to Campbell et al., 1996). Sample items are: “I currently 

feel that I am not really the person that I appear to be” (reverse-coded), and “Right now, I have a 

clear sense of who I am and what I am.” 

Subjective ambivalence. I used seven items to capture people’s subjective sense of 

having mixed, conflicting feelings about the poem. Items were adapted from prior literature on 

subjective ambivalence (e.g., Priester & Petty, 1996; Thompson et al., 1995; Tormala & 

DeSensi, 2008). Sample items are: “Considering the poem, please rate the degree of 

INDECISION you feel towards this topic,” and “When you consider the poem, how mixed are 

your reactions?” The items were highly internally consistent in the present sample, α = .86. 

 State self-esteem. This 20-item scale captures several facets of people’s self-esteem, but 

also can be combined as a single factor indicating people’s overall state feelings of self-worth (α 

= .92 according to Heatherton & Polivy, 1991). Sample item: “I feel confident about my 

abilities.”  

Emotions. I used 20 items to capture a variety of different emotional states that people 

may experience. Items were divided across high-arousal positive (4 items, e.g., “energetic”), 

low-arousal positive (5 items, e.g., “calm”), high-arousal negative (6 items, e.g., “agitated”), and 

low-arousal negative emotions (5 items, e.g., “tired”; α = .87-.93 per subscale according to 

Huelsman et al., 1998). 

Self-awareness. I used this 10-item scale to capture people’s relative state feelings of 

awareness directed towards three parts of their subjective experience: private (“Right now, I am 



 

91 

conscious of my inner feelings”; α = .70), public (“Right now, I am concerned about what other 

people think of me”; α = .82), and surroundings (“Right now, I am keenly aware of everything in 

my environment”; α = .72; consistency estimates from Govern & Marsch, 2001). 

Results 

Effects on actual attitude. A critical first test was examining if I successfully froze 

people’s attitudes as intended. If the freezing conditions worked as intended, people in the 

unfrozen condition should show attitudes that differ across levels of their passage condition (i.e., 

have more positive attitudes given a moral versus immoral poet). This difference is because they 

answered only exercise-related questionnaires during Phase One, so they were free to form actual 

attitudes that matched the passage condition (i.e., liking/disliking the moral/immoral poet’s 

poem). In contrast, participants in either freezing condition should have attitudes that remain 

consistent across levels of the poet condition because both partially frozen and fully frozen 

participants had their poem-related actual attitudes frozen during Phase One, so they would have 

little flexibility to change their actual attitudes at Phase Two. Thus, I expected an interaction 

effect between passage and freezing – people should like the poem more given a moral versus 

immoral poet but only in the unfrozen condition. In both freezing conditions, this effect should 

be attenuated or eliminated.  

To test this prediction, I conducted a two-way ANOVA with actual attitudes assigned as 

the dependent variable. The ANOVA was set up as a 2 (Passage: Immoral vs Moral poet) X 3 

(Freezing: Unfrozen vs Partially Frozen vs Fully Frozen) test. First, the main effect of passage on 

actual attitudes was significant, F(1, 244) = 9.51, p = .002, r = .19, meaning the different 

passages prompted different actual attitudes. Specifically, I found that aggregating across levels 

of the freezing condition, people who learned about the immoral poet had less favourable 
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opinions about the poem (M = 4.70, SE = .11) than did people who learned about the moral poet 

(M = 5.16, SE = .11).27 This difference is somewhat modest, which makes sense because two-

thirds of participants would not be expected to show the passage effect at all (as these responses 

were frozen in both the partially and fully frozen conditions).  

Freezing did not have a main effect on attitudes, F(1, 244) = 1.16, p = .317, r = .07. 

However, the effect of passage was qualified by a significant interaction of Passage X Freezing, 

F(1, 244) = 6.79, p < .001, r = .16, suggesting that the effect of passage was not consistent 

across levels of freezing. To interpret this interaction, I ran several planned contrast analyses, 

which examined the effect of passage at each level of freezing. In the unfrozen condition, 

passage had a significant positive effect, t(239) = 4.75, p < .001, r = .29 as shown in Figure 7, 

which depicts the immoral poet conditions with red squares and the moral poet conditions with 

blue squares. The unfrozen conditions (leftmost pair of squares) clearly differ across the immoral 

and moral poet conditions, reflecting that opinions of the poet were substantially dictated by the 

poet’s identity. However, passage did not have a significant effect in either the partially frozen, 

t(239) = .97, p = .332, r = .06, nor the fully frozen condition, t(239) = -.31, p = .757, r = -.02. 

This null effect is again clear from Figure 7: the middle pair of squares (partially frozen) and 

rightmost pair of squares (fully frozen) barely differ from red (immoral poet) to blue (moral 

poet). 

This analysis justifies my claim that both freezing conditions were able to fix people’s 

actual attitudes, such that they were relatively non-responsive to the information about the poet’s 

identity. However, people in the unfrozen condition responded in a pattern similar to 

Experiments 3-4, showing immediate actual attitude change based on the poet’s identity. 

                                                           
27 These and the other ANOVA means refer to estimated marginal means, not raw means, although these 

would not be expected to differ much (and in fact were very similar). 
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Figure 7. Actual Attitude as a Function of Passage Condition and Freeze Condition. 

 

Note. Error bars reflect standard errors.
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Effects on desired attitudes. My next analysis checked if I froze desired attitudes as 

intended. I expected desired attitudes to differ across levels of the passage condition but only in 

the unfrozen and partially frozen conditions. My rationale is that in these two conditions, people 

were to form desired attitudes about the poem for the first time in Phase Two, and they should 

not have felt pressured by any earlier desired attitudes about this topic. Accordingly, these 

participants should be responsive to the poet identity information, desiring to like better the 

poem by a moral versus immoral poet. However, desired attitudes should not be contingent on 

passage condition in the fully frozen condition. My reasoning is that because in the fully frozen 

condition, people were to record their desired attitudes about the poem during Phase One, so they 

would be expected to feel pressure to maintain this desired attitude during Phase Two. Once 

again, I expected an interaction between passage and freezing and so conducted a 2 (Passage) X 

3 (Freezing) ANOVA test with desired attitudes as the dependent variable.  

First, I found a main effect of passage, F(1, 239) = 30.48, p < .001, r = .34: people 

formed more positive desired attitudes in the moral poet (M = 5.45, SE = .13) versus the immoral 

poet condition (M = 4.41, SE = .13), aggregating across levels of the freezing condition. This 

result makes sense: recall that most conditions permitted participants to decide their desired 

attitudes after learning the poet’s identity, so an average participants’ desired attitude is swayed 

by this information. Second, I found a main effect of freezing condition on desired attitudes, F(1, 

239) = 7.09, p < .001, r = .17. However, this effect is not particularly key to my hypothesis, and 

moreover, it is qualified by an interaction, so I do not comment on it further.  

The critical finding is the expected Poet X Freezing Condition interaction, F(1, 239) = 

7.99, p < .001, r = .18. As in the prior analysis, I broke down the impact of passage at each level 

of freezing. The moral (versus immoral) poet led to more positive desired attitudes in the 
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unfrozen condition, t(239) = 3.40, p < .001, r = .23, and in the partially frozen condition, t(239) = 

5.75, p < .001, r = .35. Interestingly, the effect of passage on desired attitudes was significantly 

greater in the partially frozen (versus unfrozen) condition, according to a contrast analysis, t(239) 

= 2.79, p = .006, r = .18. These patterns are shown in Figure 8; desired attitudes differed across 

passage conditions (blue vs red squares) in the unfrozen (leftmost pair of squares) and partially 

frozen (middle pair of squares) conditions. However, there was no such effect in the fully frozen 

condition, t(239) = .17, p = .863, r = .01, reflected by the rightmost squares in Figure 8, which 

are clearly quite similar whether people learned about an immoral (red square) or a moral (blue 

square) poet.  

In sum, this analysis provided strong evidence that I successfully froze desired attitudes 

in the fully frozen condition, and that I allowed desired attitudes to be determined by passage in 

the unfrozen and partially frozen conditions. Interestingly, desired attitudes actually changed 

more in the partially frozen condition (when desired attitudes were the only attitude feature 

participants could change) than in the unfrozen condition (when participants could change 

anything). One interpretation is that the motivation to form a passage-congruent desired attitude 

was enhanced in the partially frozen condition because participants were reminded explicitly of 

their former actual attitudes, and made to express these actual attitudes again. For instance, 

someone who had liked the painting and learned it was made by a Nazi would have an especially 

strong pressure to form a negative desired attitude if reminded that they had liked that painting.28 

 

                                                           
28 The effects on actual and desired attitudes each remained consistent and statistically significant when 

the other variable was included as a covariate in the model (e.g., controlling for desired attitudes when 

examining actual attitudes as a dependent variable). 
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Figure 8. Desired Attitudes Depend on Poet Condition and Freeze Condition. 
 

 

Note. Error bars reflect standard errors. 
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Psychological mechanisms of desired attitudes. The remaining variables were included 

to better understand the psychological mechanisms that drive people to form desired attitudes. In 

this study’s introduction, I suggested that people exposed to important value-relevant 

information about an object will alter their desired attitudes to maintain a sense of value clarity. 

For instance, someone who likes a poem but learns the important value-relevant information that 

the poem was made by an immoral creator will form a negative desired attitude as a tool to 

maintain their moral identity. If this idea is true, it would be quite interesting because it suggests 

that the mere intention to like/dislike something (even in the absence of actually liking/disliking 

something) could maintain people’s sense of self. The present experiment probed this 

psychological motivation by exposing people to this kind of important moral information, but 

then preventing some people from forming an appropriate desired attitude as they ordinarily 

would.  

Crucially, I have both a fully frozen condition (where both actual and desired attitudes 

were frozen prior to the moral information) and a partially frozen condition (where actual 

attitudes were frozen, but desired attitudes were left unconstrained). I interpret differences 

between these freezing conditions as indicating the unique benefit of forming a desired attitude 

specifically, because the only difference between these conditions was participants’ ability (in 

the partially frozen) versus inability (in the fully frozen condition) to alter their attitudes in light 

of the poet’s identity. For example, if value clarity or self-concept clarity dropped only in the 

fully frozen condition (and not the partially frozen condition), it would imply that forming and 

expressing desired attitudes that align with the poet’s identity served to preserve people’s sense 

of a clear sense of their self (i.e., served a value-expressive or at least social-identity function). I 

expected value clarity and self-concept clarity to decrease only in the fully frozen condition. 
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I also anticipated that subjective ambivalence might increase in both freezing conditions. 

My rationale was that people might feel “mixed and torn” about their attitudes any time that their 

actual attitudes were blocked from shifting to match the information about the poet’s identity. 

This pattern would simply represent people experiencing an ambivalence between the opinions 

they expressed about the poem, and the moral information that potentially clashed with those 

earlier opinions. Unfrozen participants would presumably be able to attenuate this ambivalence 

by just changing their actual and desired attitudes. But partially and fully frozen participants 

would likely both experience some measure of subjective ambivalence. Partially frozen 

participants might shift their desired attitudes to match the poet’s identity, but their actual 

attitudes would be frozen – thus subjective ambivalence would be expected from the discrepancy 

between their actual and desired attitudes (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017). Fully frozen 

participants would not be able to shift either attitude, and they would, therefore, experience 

ambivalence between the attitudinal positions they were frozen into versus this new information 

about the poet. 

 Value clarity. As the previous paragraphs outlined, I expected a main effect of Freezing 

condition for value clarity. Indeed, this effect was significant, F(1, 239) = 4.73, p = .010, r = .14. 

As I hypothesized, value clarity was highest in the unfrozen condition (M = 3.58, SE = .07) and 

the partially frozen condition (M = 3.48, SE = .08), but dropped in the fully frozen condition (M 

= 3.26, SE = .08). See Figure 8 for an illustration of this effect, which makes it clear that the 

value clarity drop only appeared in the fully frozen condition (the right bar) but not in the 

partially frozen condition (the middle bar) or the unfrozen condition (the left bar). I followed up 

with a planned contrast (non-freeze = .25, partial freeze = .25, full freeze = -.5) reflecting my key 

hypothesis, which was significant, t(242) = 2.93, p = .004, r = .19. I also directly compared only 
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the partially frozen and the fully frozen condition to ensure that the specific effect of leaving 

desired attitudes specifically unfrozen resulted in a significant drop in value clarity; it did, t(242) 

= 2.09, p = .038, r = .13. There was no main effect of passage, F(1, 239) = 1.40, p = .239, r = 

.08, nor an interaction of passage X freezing, F(1, 239) = .43, p = .651, r = .04. 

These results imply that value clarity was uniquely disrupted in the frozen condition (i.e., 

when all attitude questions were frozen) but not in the partially frozen condition (i.e., when all 

attitude questions except desired attitudes were frozen). This pattern ties back to my perspective 

that people form desired attitudes to maintain their moral sense of self, or in other words, to 

follow value-expressive motivations. When people could not change any of their attitudinal 

responses, they felt a loss of value clarity. Compared to this fully frozen state, when only their 

desired attitudes were permitted to change to match the poet’s identity, they experienced 

significantly increased value clarity. This result provides strong evidence for a mechanism that 

drives people to form desired attitudes, as value clarity is a desirable psychological state (related 

to higher wellbeing, less anxiety/depression, and more mindfulness; Trompetter et al., 2013).
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Figure 9. Value Clarity as a Function of Freezing Condition. 

 
Note. Error bars refer to standard errors.
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Self-concept clarity. I earlier suggested that participants might, on experiencing 

disruptions to their value clarity (as in the prior subsection/analysis), experience a broader 

disruption to their self-concept. That is, being led to question whether “I know what motivates 

me in life” (value clarity) might lead one to also question whether “I have a clear sense of who I 

am and what I am” (self-concept clarity). I, therefore, examined self-concept clarity, anticipating 

the same profile of results as I found for value clarity. Once again, this analysis took the form of 

a 2 (Passage) X 3 (Freezing) ANOVA. However, there was no main effect of Freezing condition, 

F(1, 239) = .27, p = .767, r = .03, nor a main effect of Passage condition, F(1, 239) = 1.84, p = 

.177, r = .09, or an interaction effect, F(1, 239) = .78, p = .461, r = .06. These data suggest that 

contrary to my reasoning, being locked into a certain profile of attitudinal responses and then 

learning about the poet’s identity was not necessarily harmful to participants’ self-concept 

clarity. One possibility is that the downstream effect from being frozen into a “wrong” pattern of 

responses, to decreased value clarity, to decreased self-concept clarity, simply produces a quite 

modest effect that is difficult to capture with our present sample size. Another possibility is that 

despite our attempts to transform the self-concept scale into a ‘state’ scale, we were unsuccessful 

and people continued to respond to these items using their trait-level (and hence change-

resistant) self-concept clarity. 

Subjective ambivalence. As I suggested above, I again anticipated a main effect of 

freezing condition on subjective ambivalence, but I expected a different pattern of results – 

subjective ambivalence should be elevated in both freezing conditions compared to the unfrozen 

condition (albeit for different reasons, as I suggested above). However, I found only a main 

effect of passage, F(1, 239) = 8.35, p = .004, r = .18, which indicated that participants felt more 

subjectively ambivalent given the immoral poet (M = 4.31, SE = .10) versus the moral poet 
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condition (M = 3.91, SE = .10). Neither the main effect of freezing, F(1, 239) = 1.70, p = .185, r 

= .08, nor the interaction effect of passage X freezing, F(1, 239) = .32, p = .727, r = .04, was 

significant.  

Alternative explanations or possible downstream consequences. I next turned to my 

remaining dependent variables: emotions, self-esteem, and self-awareness. These variables 

served several purposes. First, they could be seen as alternative explanations for the effects I 

have detailed so far. For instance, my theory does not suggest that desired attitude formation is 

motivated by the simple avoidance of unpleasant emotions, low self-esteem, or disruptions in 

self-awareness. Therefore, if these variables showed similar effects to the effects of value clarity, 

self-concept clarity, and/or subjective ambivalence, they might provide an alternative 

explanation for my results. Second, these effects could be produced as downstream consequences 

of the effects I already have detailed. For instance, if the freezing manipulation led participants 

to feel a loss of value clarity, people also might experience negative mood or lower self-esteem. 

Results from these analyses are reported in Appendix E because they were entirely exploratory.29  

Discussion 

 The primary question of Experiment 5 was whether I could isolate a psychological 

mechanism for the functional hypothesis. Unlike much research that might explore mechanisms 

through mediation analysis (e.g., see Baron & Kenny, 1986), I tackled this question by 

interrupting the mechanism in an experimental condition, and observing the psychological 

impact of this obstructed process. Indeed, I found that value clarity dropped for participants who 

                                                           
29 To summarize briefly, I detected no effect of passage, nor of freezing condition, nor their interaction, 

on any of the self-esteem or self-awareness variables (Table E-2), nor the emotion scales (Table E-3). The 

only exception was a main effect of passage on private self-awareness whereby people felt slightly more 

privately self-aware in the immoral poet (M = 5.24, SE = .12) versus the moral poet condition (M = 4.91, 

SE = .12), F(1, 239) = 3.89, p = .050. This result was unexpected, and given the large number of tests 

performed in this exploratory section, I hesitate to consider it further. 
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were frozen in the attitudes that they formed prior to learning the poet’s identity, whereas value 

clarity did not significantly drop if just desired attitudes were “released” from freezing (i.e., if we 

allowed people to form desired attitudes after learning the poet’s identity). When people are 

blocked from forming desired attitudes matching a moral goal, they feel that their moral integrity 

is under threat. I thus infer that people form desired attitudes to maintain a clear sense of their 

moral self, which neatly matches the attitude function framework. The goal of Experiments 3-5, 

particularly, was to create conditions where value-expressive motivations would fuel people’s 

desired attitudes, and Experiment 5 provides clear evidence that the basis for these desired 

attitudes was indeed value-related. I found less evidence for effects on self-concept clarity or 

subjective ambivalence; however, even a Bonferroni correction for three tests (α = .05 / 3 = .017) 

still suggests that the value clarity effect (p = .010) was not simply the product of multiple 

testing. Moreover, value clarity likely has the clearest conceptual connection to the value-

expressive nature of desired attitudes used here, whereas for example self-concept clarity may 

not have been affected because it refers to people’s broader self-concepts. 

Experiment 5 sheds light on the psychological pressures that lead people to form desired 

attitudes. The formation of desired attitudes allows people to maintain a sense of their moral 

integrity by setting a goal to like/dislike an object, especially an object that they actually 

dislike/like. These findings demonstrate much more directly than previous chapters that desired 

attitudes can form for identity-related reasons rather than only utilitarian reasons. That is, if 

people were following purely utilitarian motives, it is unclear why they would feel alienated 

from their moral sensibilities when trapped expressing a desired opinion incongruent with moral 

norms. Instead, I would expect that they would merely feel concerned about their inability to 

pursue rewards or avoid punishments as efficiently as possible.    
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Chapter Seven: General Discussion 

In the present five experiments, I found consistent evidence that desired attitudes can be 

experimentally induced by means of social identity pressures. After forming initial attitudes 

towards a politician or piece of artwork, people who learned that an attitude object was 

associated with socially or morally important information tended to form corresponding desired 

attitudes (i.e., positive/negative desired attitudes in response to positive/negative information; 

Experiments 1-4). Participants also formed corresponding subjective discrepancies: they actively 

felt that they would want to shift their attitudes. These effects held when controlling for the 

immediate actual attitude change induced by the social/moral information. Relatively extreme 

political believers reacted with more extreme desired attitudes in the political paradigms, again 

consistent with the identity-related nature of this manipulation. In both paradigms, desired 

attitudes and subjective discrepancies then prompted further actual attitude change – despite the 

absence of any new information that participants might use to persuade themselves towards the 

desired attitude signpost. Finally, I found that freezing participants into actual and/or desired 

attitude positions so that they could not shift their stances based on the moral information caused 

disruptions to participants’ value clarity (Experiment 5). This result strongly suggests that people 

form desired attitudes, in some contexts, to maintain their moral integrity.  

Theoretical Implications 

The functional hypothesis. The present five experiments address several major research 

gaps concerning desired attitudes. First, they shed light on why people form desired attitudes at 

all. Most existing work measures people’s pre-existing desired/actual attitude discrepancies by 

using topics where a majority or large minority of people can be expected to have pre-existing 

discrepancies. For instance, researchers will examine topics such as self-esteem, where the 
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widespread existence of self-enhancement motivations (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009) make it very 

likely that discrepancies will emerge (i.e., because most people want to like themselves more 

than they do; DeMarree et al., 2014). Alternatively, they will use attitude objects like African 

Americans, where strong contemporary norms about multiculturalism and tolerance (or at least 

suppressing prejudice; e.g., Chong, 2006; Legault et al., 2007) make it very likely that 

discrepancies will emerge (i.e., because most people want to hold positive attitudes towards 

victimized minoritized groups). Practicing safe sex, avoiding eating junk food, and other such 

topics also provide solid basis for capturing variance in desired attitudes (e.g., DeMarree et al., 

2014). Of course, this strategy is sensible and has resulted in a good understanding of the 

consequences of desired attitudes (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017; Wheeler & DeMarree, 2019). 

However, the present work experimentally creates desired attitudes. The only previous 

work that experimentally created desired attitudes did so by leading participants to believe that 

practical benefits arose from holding certain attitudes (DeMarree & Rios, 2014; DeMarree et al., 

2014), a clearly utilitarian basis for wanting a certain opinion. In the present experiments, no 

such benefits were offered or implied for holding particular attitudinal positions. Instead, I 

characterized the attitude object as belonging to participants’ political ingroup versus outgroup, 

or as being associated with a morally virtuous or morally reprehensible target. That is, I created 

desired attitudes that were predicated on a very different – social identity related – basis. The 

patterns of results for desired attitudes therefore demonstrate that desired attitudes may form as 

part of people’s pursuit of abstract identity concerns, not merely to obtain a favourable 

consequence for themselves. One intriguing possibility is that desired attitudes prompted by 

these more value-expressive (rather than utilitarian) concerns might have unique properties. For 

instance, desired attitudes rooted in value-expressive roots might drive people’s thoughts and 
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behaviors more when people are operating at relatively higher construal levels, whereas desired 

attitudes rooted in utilitarian concerns might be more influential at lower construal levels 

(because values generally determine action more at higher construal; Eyal et al., 2009; Torelli & 

Kaikati, 2009). This pattern would qualify work by Carrera et al. (2017), who found that desired 

attitudes (versus actual attitudes) were more related to behavioral intentions under high 

construal. I would suggest that the type of desired attitude may matter, with high construal 

promoting the influence primarily of value-based (rather than utilitarian-based) desired attitudes.  

One might argue that a limitation of the experiments is that one cannot entirely rule out 

utilitarian motivations behind the formation of desired attitudes in my studies. This would be a 

problem for the theoretical novelty of the present work, because such utilitarian motivations are 

already known to influence desired attitude formation. For example, an alternative explanation 

for Experiments 1-2 might be that liberals wanted to dislike a conservative politician (for 

instance) because ambivalence can interfere with people’s ability to confidently take action (e.g., 

Harmon-Jones et al., 2015). Therefore, for a liberal to like a conservative is simply inconvenient 

because it leaves that liberal in a dilemma about how to vote. Similarly, one might say of 

Experiments 3-5 that people formed desired attitudes about the artwork or painting because it is 

not practical (for instance) to love a Nazi’s artwork or poetry – it leaves one in a dilemma about 

whether to buy or even take pleasure from that art. From this interpretation, these studies are 

perhaps reconcilable with a simple utilitarian explanation. 

In responding to this possible complaint, it might be worth taking a step back to consider 

what is really meant by ‘utilitarian’ in the psychological literature. Of course, all attitude 

functions can be called utilitarian in the sense that maintaining one’s moral clarity, social 

belonging, and ego stability no doubt benefits a person. That said, this kind of definition of 
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utilitarianism (anything that benefits or harms people in any conceivable way) does not facilitate 

much precision in understanding how people will respond to information. Accordingly, the 

attitude function literature usually defines utilitarian information somewhat more specifically, as 

relating to reasonably concrete, material benefits for people (Shavitt, 1990; Shavitt & Lowrey, 

1992; Wang, 2009). For example, attitude function scholars typically would label features such 

as efficiency, cost, and healthiness as utilitarian qualities of an object, but they would probably 

say that an object’s indirect associations with fascism is more likely value-expressive. 

Furthermore, just because all functions can be distilled down to some practical benefits for 

people certainly does not mean that the functions are all psychologically equivalent for people in 

practice. For example, social-adjustive and value-expressive information – although ultimately 

relating to things that benefit people – are treated very differently by people in persuasion 

contexts (DeBono, 1987; Petty & Wegener, 1998; Snyder & DeBono, 1985). Being able to 

philosophically collapse categories together does not mean that people will treat those categories 

as psychologically equivalent. 

In my studies, liking an “in-group” politician or disliking a Nazi’s artwork is probably 

more convenient than the opposite. However, I am doubtful that the effects are driven by 

utilitarian concerns. The most direct justification for my position is Experiment 5, which 

provided good evidence that people form desired attitudes because failing to do so (in light of 

value-relevant information that makes a specific attitude position seem morally righteous) causes 

disruptions to people’s perception that they are good, moral people. Certainly, this finding is 

interesting because it provides a very clear psychological mechanism for why people would form 

desired attitudes that differ from their actual attitudes: expressing an intention to like/dislike 

something associated with moral/immoral roots re-establishes people’s moral integrity. But 
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furthermore, a purely utilitarian perspective would not have yielded the prediction that this value 

disruption would occur – presumably, people do not feel out of touch with their moral identity 

every time they fail to exploit some practical benefit for themselves (though they may sometimes 

feel regret, disappointment, and annoyance). Experiment 5 is far more consistent with a value-

expressive viewpoint: that people were forming desired attitudes to maintain their moral identity, 

so blocking this process left them feeling morally unbalanced. Indeed, this finding begins to 

justify the added benefit of having an attitude function framework to understand desired 

attitudes: a broader attitude-functional perspective allows specific predictions about specific 

contexts that may produce desired attitudes for specific, distinct reasons.  

Additionally, although there are downsides to the somewhat hypothetical nature of the 

situations to which participants were exposed (Baumeister et al., 2007), in the present case it 

probably helps me to rule out utilitarian concerns as an alternative explanation. It seems unlikely 

that participants thought that voting for Mrs. Bakker (the attitude object in Experiments 1-2) was 

a real future concern, because I never claimed or gave participants any reason to believe that she 

was real. The artwork studies (Experiments 3-5) even more clearly elude this criticism. I never 

offered participants a chance to purchase the painting/poem, and participants easily could avoid 

this artwork in the future. In other words, the rather hypothetical nature of these paradigms 

(looking at an unfamiliar painting and then learning about its reprehensible maker) is actually 

beneficial because it renders less plausible the concern that participants felt that they had 

something practical to gain or lose through their opinions. Relatedly, anonymity was stressed in 

all experiments, many of which also took place online. 

The signpost hypothesis. Second, the experiments address an important gap in the 

existing literature: whether or not desired attitudes can direct actual attitude change. The 
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experiments provide strong evidence that desired attitudes indeed promote actual attitude change 

in a direction concordant with the desired attitude “signposts,” a pattern that appeared in 

Experiments 1-4. Although effects seemed less consistent for subjective discrepancies prompting 

attitude change, a mini meta-analysis on data from Experiments 1-4revealed that this effect also 

appeared across the initial four experiments.  

The effect sizes in these meta-analyses (Experiment 4) are perhaps modest in an absolute 

sense (rs of .06-.08), but effect sizes should be judged given appropriate contextual 

consideration. For example, Prentice and Miller (1992) suggested that effect sizes should be 

interpreted in light of at least two such factors. The first consideration is how large the 

manipulation is; small effect sizes are more impressive if only modest and subtle (vs large and 

blatant) manipulations are used. In the present case, my manipulations of desired attitudes were 

often modest due to their sometimes indirect quality. For instance, the painter information in 

Experiments 3-4 was only tangentially relevant to judging the painting itself. Contrast this 

tangential relevance with a hypothetical experiment wherein participants formed desired attitudes 

towards the painter rather than the painting; such a study probably would result in a more 

powerful manipulation with consequently larger effect sizes, but it also is less conceptually 

interesting.  

Second, Prentice and Miller (1992) suggested that effect sizes be understood in the 

context of how “difficult-to-influence” the dependent variable is. In my case, actual attitudes 

were probably very difficult to change in Experiments 1-4 because participants already had rated 

their actual opinion of the attitude object at two prior time points before assessing their actual 

opinion at Time 3 (i.e., the dependent variable). Participants probably would be experiencing 

substantial consistency pressures given that they already had noted their (dis)liking of the 
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politician/painting several times. The metacognitive queries between the second and third 

assessment of actual attitudes would have provided the only opportunity to justify attitude 

change, which probably served to reduce the flexibility of attitudes (and thus the potential 

magnitude of effect sizes gauged using attitudes as a dependent variable). In short, despite both 

of Prentice and Miller’s factors weighing against the identification of large effects, I found that 

desired attitudes and subjective discrepancies played incremental roles in driving actual attitude 

change. 

Furthermore, this actual attitude change was detected in contexts where people were not 

provided opportunity to substantiate attitude change by collecting a biased collection of new 

information or to engage in biased processing of novel information (as in DeMarree et al., 2017); 

and they could not modify the object to improve it (see Wheeler & DeMarree, 2019). Instead, 

participants simply were prompted to engage in reflections about their original thoughts (i.e., the 

same thoughts they generated before acquiring a motivation to like/dislike the object). This 

situation demonstrates that beyond the previously captured consequences of desired attitudes 

(that mostly relate to learning new information, or adjusting information as it is learned), desired 

attitudes also can exert influence over cognitive restructuring. That is, people may meta-

cognitively adjust perceptions of their own thoughts to reach a desired conclusion. Indeed, the 

mere detection of desired attitudes predicting actual attitude change is an important novelty to 

the literature, which has focused on consequences of desired attitudes that are relevant to attitude 

change but have not directly demonstrated attitude change occurring (DeMarree et al., 2014, 

2017). Furthermore, the relative absence of opportunity to change attitudes actually feeds back to 

my earlier observations about effect sizes. Given that participants had such a minimal 

opportunity to engage in attitude change (i.e., no chance to learn new information, probable 
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consistency pressure from recently stating their Time 2 attitude), the fact that even small 

amounts of attitude change occurred speaks to the impressive influence of desired attitudes over 

people’s opinion shifts. 

One potential limitation is that the highly provocative stimulus in studies such as 

Experiments 3-5 led participants to simulate attitude change that they did not genuinely feel to 

avoid being perceived as associated with Nazis. For instance, people might want to avoid being 

merely associated with fascism,30 and their attitude change might be viewed as some form of 

impression management rather than being internal attitude change. Impression management is 

the idea that some experimental pressures may lead people to merely simulate attitude change to 

avoid embarrassment or otherwise give a good impression of themselves to audiences (including 

the experimenter; Schlenker & Weigold, 1992; Snyder & Swann, 1976). Feeling manipulated or 

constrained by the experimenter, people simply may pretend to undergo attitude change to 

maintain interpersonal face (Tedeschi et al., 1971). However, there are a few reasons to consider 

the attitude change in my experiments as real rather than merely simulated. First, thought listings 

in a related study in which participants justified any attitude change after learning about a poet’s 

background have been instructive. Some participants gave credible reasons why their attitudes 

changed after learning the artist’s identity (e.g., “the poem is nice, but the context changes how I 

feel about it as it alters the meaning”). Other participants gave credible reasons why their 

attitudes resisted changing after learning the artist’s identity (e.g., “I dislike the author and their 

beliefs; though when separating the artist from the art, I think the poem is very good”). These 

                                                           
30 In one particularly colorful study, 70% of university students claimed to prefer having a doctor 

amputate their dominant hand rather than have a swastika tattooed on their face (and not be permitted to 

explain to others why the tattoo was there; Vonasch et al., 2018). Fortunately for the participants, the 

choice was hypothetical, but this finding does demonstrate people’s strong convictions about the 

reputational dangers of being associated with fascism. 
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and similar comments from participants seem to indicate a serious reflection on participants’ 

original thoughts that could facilitate central processing and thus lasting attitude change (Petty & 

Briñol, 2012).  

Second, although liking a Nazi’s artwork obviously conflicts with important norms for 

participants, the second comment quoted above raises another important moral norm: separating 

art from its artist. Thus, it is worth noting that participants whose opinions were greatly impacted 

by the artist’s identity were avoiding a norm violation, but others felt that such attitude change 

here would itself constitute a norm violation.  

Third, anonymity was noted numerous times throughout this procedure, and several 

studies were conducted online; thus, many participants would have completed the survey in 

solitude. These factors likely would have worked against people’s acting purely from impression 

management motivations (e.g., Joinson, 1999), yet such studies’ results remained intact.  

Fourth, and perhaps most importantly, Experiment 5 provides fairly direct evidence 

against an impression management interpretation of the results by showing that people blocked 

from forming desired attitudes that match a present moral norm experience a loss of moral 

clarity. For instance, a critic might think that some participants, for instance, felt caught out by 

liking a Nazi’s poem and then being unable to express a negative attitude about that poem (due 

to the freezing manipulation). Thus, the critic might suggest, these participants simply “role-

played” feeling a loss of value clarity because it felt appropriate to maintain a good impression of 

themselves. However, this criticism ultimately makes little sense because such role-players 

would have no reason to pick value clarity specifically (and no other variable) to make this 

“socially appropriate” display. That is, why did these impression managers not also endorse high 

levels of negative emotion, low levels of positive emotion, low levels of self-esteem, and so on? 
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The fact that value clarity alone was impacted by the manipulation suggests a bona fide reaction; 

impression managers presumably should simply endorse high levels of upset or embarrassment. 

Alternatively, if the attitude change was driven by impression management in the unfrozen 

conditions (i.e., people merely pretended to change their attitudes when this was an option), why 

was self-esteem not deflated in the frozen conditions that disabled this option (given that 

impression management is understood to maintain self-esteem; Brown & Gallagher, 1991)?  

A second critical objection could be that my claims about desired attitudes predicting 

actual attitude change rely on effective control of actual attitudes at earlier time points, which 

may not be guaranteed. For example, when Time 2 desired attitudes predicted Time 3 attitudes, I 

attempted to control for Time 2 actual attitudes. However, the Time 2 actual attitude measure 

(like any measure) is vulnerable to measurement error, so most likely I did not capture all 

variance in Time 2 actual attitudes. This random error-prone measurement of attitudes is 

problematic because if I did not sufficiently control for Time 2 actual attitudes, Time 2 desired 

attitudes might have only appeared to predict Time 3 actual attitudes, whereas this effect might 

have been driven by Time 2 desired attitudes’ overlap with Time 2 actual attitudes (which was 

not completely eliminated because Time 2 actual attitudes were not measured perfectly; see 

Bollen, 1989).  

A few arguments render the ‘inadequate partialling’ objection less compelling. First, this 

measurement error criticism is not specific to the present work and is really just a criticism of 

any analysis that includes a covariate, or partials for variance in one variable when examining the 

influence of a second variable. My studies are no more susceptible to this problem than the large 

part of the scientific literature that makes claims on the basis of this broad range of analyses. 

Structural equation models may be partially effective at capturing measurement error (Kline, 
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2015). However, I chose to use regression and ANOVA rather that structural equation modeling 

for two main reasons. First, structural equation modeling primarily is useful to capture 

measurement error when latent variables are estimated using several indicators (items) each 

(Bollen, 1989), whereas many of my variables had only one or two items apiece across my 

chapters (e.g., actual attitudes, desired attitudes, subjective discrepancies). Of course, I could 

have used large batteries of items to capture each variable of interest in my experiments, but this 

approach would introduce alternative problems. For instance, take the example of actual 

attitudes. In most chapters (Experiments 1-4), participants answered actual attitude scales three 

times. If I had used lengthy multi-item scales every time they answered these questions, 

participants might feel subjectively locked in to their responses to a greater degree, exacerbating 

a felt pressure to maintain similar responses across time points. Second, the reliability scores of 

my measures were actually quite high across the experiments, signaling that there may not be 

large distortions in my experiments driven by measurement error in the first place. The 

combination of these reasons makes my use of regression justifiable for the present purposes. 

Relatedly, what if desired attitudes just capture some of the variance that actual attitude 

measures miss (due to measurement error)? This possibility might raise the bothersome idea that 

desired attitudes – by this reasoning, really just actual attitudes – were simply predicting 

themselves at a subsequent time point. My first objection, once again, is that the high reliability 

of the measures actually renders this criticism somewhat unlikely to provide a robust explanation 

for five successful experiments. Furthermore, there is independent evidence that desired and 

actual attitudes are distinct constructs. For example, DeMarree et al. (2017, Study 3) assessed 

both actual and desired attitudes and also asked participants how committed they were to their 

desired attitudes. Then they exposed participants to a biased information evaluation paradigm 
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(Lord et al., 1979) that tests how high-quality participants perceive information as being as a 

product of its congruence with their attitudes. DeMarree and colleagues found that at high levels 

of commitment to desired attitudes, people preferred information that matched their desired 

attitudes and also preferred information that was inconsistent with their actual attitudes. Also, 

Carrera and colleagues (2017) showed actual and desired attitudes behaving quite differently 

across levels of construal. In other words, past work showcases the independence of actual and 

desired attitudes, which makes it seem implausible that desired attitudes simply capture 

unmeasured variance in actual attitudes, and instead demonstrates that the two constructs are 

unique. 

The above arguments mostly deal with concerns that earlier measurement of actual 

attitudes may be vulnerable to random measurement error. A related objection is that my 

relatively brief Time 1 and Time 2 actual attitude measures, combined with my relatively longer 

Time 3 actual attitude measure, might artificially inflate the apparent attitude change at Time 3 

through systematic measurement error. For instance, if participants felt relatively constrained to 

give similar responses to the “like”/“likeable” items at Time 1 and Time 2, the Time 3 measure’s 

new items (e.g., “positive,” “dislike”) might have provided a psychological opportunity to 

express attitude change that had occurred earlier. That is, a participant might have felt more 

willing to show attitude change on these new items, compared to an item that used similar 

wording to prior questions. This interpretation implies that the signpost hypothesis (actual 

attitude change) effects should largely evaporate if actual attitudes at Time 3 are measured with 

just the “like” item. I thus re-analysed the signpost hypothesis test with this substitution, using an 

integrative dataset that combined Experiments 1-4. As predicted, the signpost hypothesis 

(composite and subjective discrepancy measures of desired attitudes predicting actual attitude 
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change) remained significant. Therefore, the attitude change observed at Time 3 does not appear 

to be an artifact of this measure introducing new items not included in the Time 1 and Time 2 

attitude measures. 

Future Directions 

Advancing the functional hypothesis. If people are driven by attitude-function concerns 

when they form desired attitudes, one exciting future research direction could involve examining 

the distinct mechanisms served by different types of desired attitudes. For example, the results of 

Experiment 5 suggest that – as predicted – the Nazi art paradigm creates a relatively value-

expressive desired attitude motivated by a desire to maintain a sense of value clarity. However, 

the formation of desired attitudes driven by primarily social-adjustive concerns (e.g., learning 

that a particular attitude object is detested by one’s peers for not being cool) might be prompted 

by more social mechanisms, such a desire for belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). A future 

experiment, for example, could directly contrast these situations by freezing (versus not freezing) 

people before exposing them to value-related and socially-related information. Frozen 

individuals should show reduced value clarity given a value-related pressure, but a feeling of 

alienation or isolation given a social-related pressure. 

The attitude function framework also may implicate specific individual differences as 

playing a role in forming desired attitudes. For example, high self-monitors are more interested 

in information relating to social-adjustive information, whereas low self-monitors are more 

interested in value-expressive information (e.g., DeBono, 1987). For instance, high (low) self-

monitors might be more sensitive to social (value-related) information in their environment and 

thus be particularly likely to respond to social-adjustive (value-expressive) pressures by forming 

desired attitudes (i.e., moderating the functional hypothesis). Similarly, high (low) self-monitors 
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might experience desired attitudes that are rooted in social-adjustive (value-expressive) bases as 

being exceptionally salient or important and thus be more driven to shift their actual attitudes to 

match these types of desired attitudes (i.e., moderating the signpost hypothesis). This pattern 

would help to further demonstrate the separateness of desired attitude subtypes and also have 

some interesting implications for the sorts of people most affected by distinct types of desired 

attitudes. 

Most research (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017; the present work) focuses on situations 

where actual and desired attitudes diverge, and how people then reconcile those differences. 

However, I suspect that in many contexts actual and desired attitudes will align. One interesting 

possibility is that such actual/desired attitude agreement may confer strength properties 

(Krosnick & Petty, 1995) to the actual attitude. Furthermore, asking people to consider their 

desired attitude towards objects which the researcher knows typically produce minimal 

actual/desired discrepancies could serve to meta-cognitively strengthen the actual attitude. It also 

is possible that desired attitudes may vary in strength properties; that is, that some people may 

have more important, certain, and/or accessible (strong) desired attitudes, and other people may 

have unimportant, uncertain, and/or inaccessible (weak) desired attitudes. A hint of this is found 

in DeMarree and colleagues’ (2017) studies that assess commitment to desired attitudes, 

measured by asking participants “how committed are you towards PURSUING/KEEPING your 

desired attitude towards [attitude object]?” Desired attitudes appeared more consequential (e.g., 

in driving an information-processing bias favoring the desired attitude) among high (versus low) 

commitment people, suggesting that commitment worked as an attitude strength property. 

Potentially, both the actual and desired attitudes may be weakened (strengthened) when the 

valence of those attitudes conflict (agree). Past evidence already hints at this phenomenon for 
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actual attitudes at least (DeMarree et al., 2016), but such effects may be bolstered by making 

both types of attitudes salient to people, or dampened by not making each attitude salient. 

Advancing the signpost hypothesis. One interesting finding from Experiment 4’s meta-

analysis is that desired attitudes and subjective discrepancies seem to have incremental roles in 

predicting subsequent attitude change. This incremental influence could suggest that desired 

attitudes and subjective discrepancies are actually distinct constructs. As I noted earlier, this 

possibility would tie in with a broad literature that suggests that relative structural versus meta-

cognitive measurements of an attitude feature actually may tap into unique constructs. In the 

present case, desired attitude measures (i.e., “how much would you IDEALLY like X?”) that are 

analyzed in equations that partial out the effects of actual attitudes (i.e., “how much do you 

ACTUALLY like X?”) could be seen as a relatively structural measure of desired/actual attitude 

discrepancies. Subjective discrepancies, however, directly ask participants to consider how large 

their discrepancies are and might be seen as a relatively meta-cognitive measure of desired/actual 

attitude discrepancies. Future work could examine not only how these constructs play 

incremental roles (as in the present work) but potentially play different roles in people’s thinking 

and behavior. For instance, structural components of people’s attitudes may be more influential 

when people are in environments that make it difficult to deliberate carefully, whereas meta-

cognitive components of people’s attitudes may be more influential when people are motivated 

and able to think carefully (e.g., See et al., 2013). Similarly, people might be more led by their 

structural desired/actual attitude discrepancies when they are not thinking carefully, but more led 

by their meta-cognitive discrepancies when they are encouraged to process information carefully. 

Finally, it would be useful to know if the metacognitive queries that were used in 

Experiments 1-4 to maximize the likelihood of cognitive restructuring were necessary 
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ingredients for actual attitudes to shift to match desired attitudes. In principle, I included the 

metacognitive queries as a stand-in for situational factors that would prompt people to reflect on 

their attitudes. For example, people viewing art in a gallery and then learning about the painter’s 

identity might be asked by a friend, “What did you think of this painting?”, which would 

functionally resemble the metacognitive queries. Hence, there may be nothing special about the 

particular metacognitive queries, which were designed to simply prompt further deliberation 

from participants. However, I also think that some actual attitude change would be likely even 

without such explicit encouragement to reflect on one’s prior thoughts – after all, desired/actual 

attitude discrepancies are aversive, and people seem to work quite hard to eliminate these 

discrepancies (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017). Thus, the very actual/desired discrepancy provides 

its own impetus for attitude change. An experiment could assign some participants to a 

replication of Experiment 3, for instance, and have another half of participants complete the 

same protocol but without the metacognitive queries. I think that desired attitudes will impact 

actual attitude change in both conditions, but the effect may be attenuated when the 

metacognitive queries are removed. Incidentally, this change would help address any residual 

concerns about measurement error. That is, if the effect of desired attitudes leading to actual 

attitude change is reduced when metacognitive queries are removed, then real cognitive 

restructuring is occurring (because removing encouragement of that restructuring attenuates the 

effect). If the effect were purely the result of incomplete control of earlier attitude measurements, 

the effect should not depend on the presence or absence of such queries. A few of these future 

projects suggest the importance of the present findings, by showing how future investigations 

can use the present work as a launch pad for future discoveries about desired attitudes. 
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In conclusion, my five empirical studies help to address some intriguing questions raised 

by a brief but compelling literature concerning desired attitudes (DeMarree et al., 2014, 2017; 

Wheeler & DeMarree, 2019), captured by the functional and signpost hypotheses. However, the 

present work also raises numerous questions that future research can seek to answer: in 

particular, a more thorough examination of how an attitude-functional framework can unpack 

desired attitudes, and research that expands understanding of the unique psychological influences 

of structural and meta-cognitive desired attitudes may be of primary value. Thus, I hope that this 

work can inspire further investigation into how people form, are influenced by, and ultimately 

reconcile the “two souls” that may characterize their evaluations of things.  
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session, it will become impossible for experimenters to remove your data after two weeks. If you 

withdraw, compensation will still be provided. 

  

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Thomas Vaughan-Johnston, at 

13tvj@queensu.ca; or, to Dr. Fabrigar, at fabrigar@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may 

be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-

2988 (toll free in North America). 
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Consent Form 

Principal Researcher: Thomas Vaughan-Johnston 

  

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 “ACE”. I understand that this means 

that I will be asked to read passages about one of several socio-political topics regarding social 

groups or health; describe my current attitudes on one or more of these topics; write an essay on one 

of these topics; or complete psychological questionnaires or tests regarding my personality, mood, or 

values that some find emotionally involved. I also may be asked to read about another individual and 

express my thoughts on them, as well as rating my thoughts in a few ways (e.g. how easily I came up 

with those thoughts). 

   

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 emailing 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 Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar 

(fabrigar@queensu.ca). Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the 

General Research Ethics Board (chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-2988 (toll free in North 

America)). 

  

If you do not consent to participate in this study, please simply close the browser. 
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Debriefing 

We would like to take this opportunity to inform you that some details of the research project 

you have participated in, were not explained to you at the beginning of the study. The nature of 

our hypotheses were such, that explaining everything that was going on in the study from the 

start, could have influenced the results. If you feel bothered by the deception, please do realize 

that it was necessary for the integrity of our findings, and we will now explain the study without 

further deception. 

 

Our interest in this study regarded a form of ambivalence called an “attitude discrepancy”. 

Attitude discrepancies are when one holds a certain attitude, but wishes to hold a different 

attitude. For example, one might generally be fairly neutral about attending university, but wish 

that they held a very positive attitude towards it (perhaps believing that holding such an attitude 

might allow them to work harder). We attempted to manipulate your attitude discrepancy 

towards the topic you were thinking about: a politician. In this case, we had you learn that the 

painting was made by a person who matched your political preferences, or a person who 

mismatched your preferences. Our hypothesis is that you will feel pleasant towards, more 

confidence in, or more clarity in, positive thoughts about the politician if you learn that the 

politician matches your thoughts, because you should “want to like” a good person more than a 

bad person. The opposite should happen if you learn about the mismatching politician: you 

should dislike, lack confidence in, or feel a lack of clarity about thoughts that are favorable 

towards this politician. 

 

We apologize if these deceptions led you to feel “tricked,” and want to point out that we did this 

because it was important to answering the present research questions. Please contact us if you 

have any questions about this, or want more information about it. 

 

We will work hard to maintain the confidentiality of your data. 

 

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: 

 

DeMarree, K.G., Wheeler, S.C., Brinol, P., & Petty, R.E. (2014). Wanting other attitudes: 

Actual–desired attitude discrepancies predict feelings of ambivalence and ambivalence 

consequences. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 53, 5-18. 

 

If you have any questions, comments, or if you would like a copy of the final results, feel free to 

contact Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca). 

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. If you feel uneasy or uncomfortable due 

to emotions raised in this study, please view https://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/contact-us or 

contact 1-800-273-TALK (8255) for psychological support. 
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Chapter Two Verbatim Materials 

Initial Demographics. 

What is your religious identity?  

(Note that for the sake of this question, 'agnostic' or 'atheist' are also religious identities.) 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

What is your political orientation? 

o Very conservative  (1)  

o Moderately conservative  (2)  

o Slightly conservative  (3)  

o Slightly liberal  (4)  

o Moderately liberal  (5)  

o Very liberal  (6)  

 

Please provide your age in the following box, as a numeral, e.g.: 24 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Please provide a brief description of your personality in your own words. Try to give a few 

examples of how you express your personality - in other words, 'who you are', and how you 

come across to others. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Initial Information about Mrs. Bakker. 
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Welcome to a very different study. This study is about gaining an impression of a person. 

  

In this study you will be asked to think about a particular individual from one of several 

occupations or social roles. You will then be asked to give some thoughts about it. 

## Page break ## 

Next, we would like you to read about: Mrs. Bakker, a political candidate. 

The following is a transcript taken from an interview with Mrs. Bakker, a political 

candidate in Ontario, Canada, conducted by Paul Simons, a journalist. Please read the 

following information carefully, and then record your thoughts about this individual in the 

space below. 

SIMONS: Welcome to the Podcast, and uh - so for our listeners who may be less familiar with 

your background, why don't we start with your personal background. Who is Jane Bakker? 

BAKKER: Right! Isn't that the question - [they both laugh] - but that's what we are all trying to 

figure out, no? Well, I am married. My husband's name is John, and we have two children 

together. Flint is eight, Kyla seven. I am born and raised in Ontario, from a line of mostly 

farmers, so I'm the first in my family to be getting into politics. Other than my father, on a 

smaller scale. 

SIMONS: Okay, awesome. And now, I guess in a similar vein, but who is Jane Bakker when it 

comes to politics. Or what do you bring to - 

BAKKER: Integrity.  

SIMONS: Right, and so some people identify you with - well, for want of a better word, 

cleaning up office, is that a fair characterization?  

BAKKER: Well, certainly, I spent a lot of effort cleaning house, so to speak, in my first days in 

office. I got involved in internal investigations of my party's deceptive practices and corruption. 

A lot of small scale stuff, but I believe in a policy of paying attention to details. 

SIMONS: They add up. 

BAKKER: Well, there's that. And I have sharp instinct for dishonesty. I think that's in my 

nature. So I was good at it. 

SIMONS: And you are well-liked by voters, is that fair to say?  

BAKKER: Well, I don't know about fair - [both laugh] - but I would like to say it. No, joking 

aside, I do think I have a solid base at this point. People respond to honesty, is my point of view.  

SIMONS: I understand you are interested in advocating for some policies in the educational 

system. 

BAKKER: That's right. 
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SIMONS: And so I know that one issue that people have brought up, and you'll forgive me for 

saying this, but some people bring up that you are a smoker and - 

BAKKER: Well - 

SIMONS: - and so some people suggest that this does not set a very good role-model for 

children. I wondered if you had any comment. 

BAKKER: Well, not to that. I mean, I take a clear stance on smoking and, for example, drugs. 

And having the occasional cigarette, as a choosing adult, is not relevant to my views on the 

educational front.  

SIMONS: But people suggest, in terms of role-modeling -  

BAKKER:No, I hear what you are saying, but my personal life is a separate matter, and the fact 

that I do it - well, the expression is "do as I say, not as I do," right? I don't claim to be perfect. 

SIMONS: And what do you think you do that makes you a good role-model? For kids, I mean. 

We have a lot of parents who tune - 

BAKKER: - Well, I am known for contributing to charities, and working hard to make sure 

these charities stay afloat. I think that trumps the odd cigarette. And people know I do not come 

from family wealth. These are things I model. Caring about others. 

SIMONS: One other issue that I think our listeners will care about. You have been noted in the 

press at times, particularly by newspapers, as being antagonistic to journalists. 

BAKKER: Right, you better watch out. [Simons laughs]. But seriously, I think that the press is 

unnecessary in the modern era. Or at least in the typical sense. People can decide what they think 

of issues for themselves, and the media's biases simply get in the way. On top of that, informal 

news systems work just as well.  

SIMONS: I know sometimes this has become a heated issue. So there was that incident 

involving the journalist from ARP who claims that you pushed him. 

BAKKER: Phew! That a hard day. You know, when the media crowds you, I don't normally 

have a problem with it. It is just part of the process of being in the public limelight. But this 

journalist was being unprofessional. He was pressing so close that his camera was touching me. 

A very relentless interviewer, and frankly - he crossed professional lines there. I didn't push him. 

I just kept walking, and he was getting into my path and collided with me. As far as I'm 

concerned, he was acting very unprofessionally and I do blame him for that incident. 

SIMONS: I see. Well, we are running out of time today, but any final thoughts to share with the 

public? 

BAKKER:Absolutely. I am excited to be able to represent Ontario. I have a lot of political and 

legal knowledge that will enable me to do this skillfully, and my record clearly shows that I 

would do it honestly and professionally. Ontario voters should keep the name Jane Bakker in 
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mind for the next election. And thank you Paul for this interview. Not bad, even for a biased 

media - [both laugh]. 

SIMONS: But seriously, I appreciated your time today. 

BAKKER: As did I. Thank you. 
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Time 1 Thought Listing and Attitudes. 

Please write three negative thoughts about Mrs. Bakker. 

o 1.   ________________________________________________ 

o 2.   ________________________________________________ 

o 3.   ________________________________________________ 

Please write three positive thoughts about Mrs. Bakker. 

o 1.   ________________________________________________ 

o 2.   ________________________________________________ 

o 3.  ________________________________________________ 

Finally, considering both this person's strengths and weaknesses, how do you perceive this 

person overall? 

o 1  Very unlikeable  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  Very likeable  (7)  
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Finally, considering both this person's strengths and weaknesses, how do you perceive this 

person overall? 

o 1  Dislike him/her  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  Like him/her  (7)  
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Experimental manipulations: Liberal vs Conservative Politician. 

In this next section, we would like you to read a passage about Mrs. Jane Bakker.   

    

This is the same person who you just read about and commented on.   

    

 Please read the full, brief passage CLOSELY. Afterwards, you will be asked for your opinion of 

the person being described.    

 

LIBERAL CONDITION 

Mrs. Jane Bakker is known to be a moderately "left-wing" politician, both in terms of social 

policy and economics. This means that she strongly supports equality or egalitarianism, and 

believes that society has many unjustified inequalities that should be fixed through political 

action. To give some examples of her left-wing politics, here is a brief list of the political 

initiatives that she has either directly supported, or alternatively, given public support for (i.e., 

during media appearances, or during campaign speeches).  

 

 Strongly supported women's right to choose in debates about abortion and body rights, 

i.e., she is pro-choice. 

 Supported additional taxation on the rich, and in particular, stated she supported a 

proposed policy to increase taxes on the top 1% most wealthy Canadians. 

 Mrs. Bakker is opposed to initiatives regarding private insurance, and is instead a 

supporter of a public health care system. 

 Recently, a political candidate suggested that prisons should be reformed to be more 

focused on rehabilitation, with decreased focus on punishment. The candidate stated that 

"Prisons are getting out of control! Prisoners view it as a trap that keeps them in a cycle 

of violence. We need to make prisons places for preparation for society". Mrs. Bakker 

supported this statement and signed her name on a resultant petition to the Federal 

government. 

 During discussion involving indigeneous rights on Canadian campuses, Mrs. Bakker 

suggested that faculty should be "encouraged or mandated" to take courses 

concerning indigenous wisdom.  

 

CONSERVATIVE CONDITION 

Mrs. Jane Bakker is known to be a moderately "right-wing" politician, both in terms of social 

policy and economics. This means that she strongly supports order and tradition, and believes 

that society necessarily has some forms of hierarchy that are healthy and natural. To give some 

examples of her right-wing politics, here is a brief list of the political initiatives that she has 

either directly supported, or alternatively, given public support for (i.e., during media 
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appearances, or during campaign speeches).  

     

 Strongly supported restricting abortion within debates about abortion and body rights, 

i.e., she is pro-life. 

 Opposed additional taxation on the rich, and in particular, stated she opposed a proposed 

policy to increase taxes on the top 1% most wealthy Canadians. 

 Mrs. Bakker favors initiatives regarding private insurance, and opposes public health 

care systems. 

 Recently, a political candidate suggested that prisons should be reformed to be more 

focused on punishment, with decreased focus on rehabilitation. The candidate stated that 

"Prisons are getting out of control! Prisoners view it as an easy vacation with free meals. 

We need to make prisons actually punishing again." Mrs. Bakker supported this 

statement and signed her name on a resultant petition to the Federal government. 

 During discussion involving indigeneous rights on Canadian campuses, Mrs. Bakker 

suggested that faculty should "not be bullied and pressured" into taking courses 

concerning indigenous wisdom.  
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Time 2 Questionnaires 

You will now be asked some questions about the politician, Mrs. Bakker. This is the same 

person that you read about and commented on before. 

 

Actual attitude. 

Please consider your overall attitude towards Mrs. Bakker, and express it on the following 

scale, where '1' indicates that you strongly dislike Mrs. Bakker, and '9' indicates that you 

strongly like Mrs. Bakker. 

o 1  Strongly dislike  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  (7)  

o 8  (8)  

o 9  Strongly like  (9)  
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Desired attitude. 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or 

the attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. For your 

opinion of Mrs. Bakker, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On this 

scale, a '1' indicates that you would IDEALLY want to strongly dislike Mrs. Bakker; a '9' 

indicates that you would IDEALLY want to strongly like Mrs. Bakker. 

o 1  would IDEALLY strongly dislike  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  (7)  

o 8  (8)  

o 9  would IDEALLY strongly like  (9)  
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For your opinion of Mrs. Bakker, please indicate the attitude you SHOULD or OUGHT 

to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you would SHOULD want to strongly dislike Mrs. 

Bakker; a '9' indicates that you SHOULD want to strongly like Mrs. Bakker. 

o 1  OUGHT TO strongly dislike  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  (7)  

o 8  (8)  

o 9  OUGHT TO strongly like  (9)  

 

Subjective discrepancies. 

Comparing to how I actually feel about Mrs. Bakker, I want to: 

o 1  Dislike it much more  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  Not dislike or like it any more  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  Like it much more  (7)  
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Metacognitive Queries. 

In this next section, we would like you to consider the thoughts you previously listed about 

the politician, Mrs. Bakker. Before, you were listing thoughts based on whether they were 

negative thoughts or positive thoughts. 

  

 Now we would like you to consider how likeable your thoughts, by themselves, are to you. 

  

 Sometimes, people like to have specific thoughts ("I like the fact that I like myself"), sometimes 

people dislike the thoughts they have ("I hate the fact that I doubted my friend"), and sometimes 

they feel quite neutral about their thoughts.  

  

 We would like you to rate how favorable (enjoyable, nice to have) each of your thoughts is 

to you.  

  

 In other words, do you like having each thought, or do you dislike having each thought? 

You said: ${p/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}${px/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4} 

o 1  I don’t like this thought about it  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  I like this thought about it  (7)  

 

## This question then repeats for the other five thoughts that participants listed. 
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In this next section, we would like you to consider the thoughts you previously listed about 

the politician, Mrs. Bakker. Before, you were listing thoughts based on whether they were 

negative thoughts or positive thoughts. 

  

 Now we would like you to consider how confident you are in your thoughts. 

  

Specifically, thought confidence refers to how valid, accurate, and correct your thoughts are, and 

as a result, how certain and sure you are in those thoughts. 

  

 For example, both person A and person B could think "self-esteem is a good thing". But person 

A might have high confidence in this thought ("I'm 100% confident that self-esteem is a good 

thing because I've read lots about it"), whereas person B might have low confidence in this 

thought ("I think it's a good thing, but I don't know much about it so I'm not sure"). 

  

 For the following questions, we would like you to rate how confident you are in each of your 

thoughts. 

You said: ${p/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}${px/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4} 

o 1  I'm not at all confident in this thought  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  I'm highly confident in this thought  (7)  

 

## This question then repeats for the other five thoughts that participants listed. 
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In this next section, we would like you to consider the thoughts you previously listed about 

the politician, Mrs. Bakker. Before, you were listing thoughts based on whether they were 

negative thoughts or positive thoughts. 

  

Now we would like you to consider how clear you feel each thought  is to you.  

  

 Sometimes, people have very clear thoughts, sometimes people do not have very clear thoughts, 

or are neutral about this.  

  

 We would like you to rate how clear each of your thoughts is to you.  

You said: ${p/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}${px/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4} 

o 1  I do not feel at all clear about this thought  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7  I feel highly clear about this thought  (7)  

 

## This question then repeats for the other five thoughts that participants listed. 
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Time 3 Actual attitude and behavioral intentions. 

Please let us know your reactions to the politician, Mrs. Bakker. Read the following items, and 

decide whether each describes your reactions to her, on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 

(definitely). 

 

1  

 Not at 

all (1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 

7  

 

Definitely 

(7) 

Good (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Like (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Positive (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Favorable 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Bad (5)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Dislike (6)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Negative 

(7)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Unfavorable 

(8)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Finally, please let us know about your intentions regarding the politician, Mrs. Bakker.  Read the 

following items, and decide whether you agree with each, on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 

(definitely). 

 

1  

 Not at 

all (1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 

7  

 

Definitely 

(7) 

I would vote 

for Mrs. 

Bakker to be 

my political 

representative. 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I would sign a 

petition 

supporting 

Mrs. Bakker. 

(3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I would be 

willing to 

publicly state 

that I support 

Mrs. Bakker. 

(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I would tell 

people not to 

vote for Mrs. 

Bakker. (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I would sign a 

petition 

opposing Mrs. 

Bakker. (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I would avoid 

voting for 

Mrs. Bakker 

as a political 

representative. 

(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Chapter Two Supplementary Tables 

Table A-1. 

Descriptive Information for Study Variables. (Chapter Two). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M (SD) Skew 

(Kurtosis) 

1. T1 

Actual 

Attitude 

.89        4.04 (1.08) -.25 (.06) 

2. T2 

Actual 

Attitude 

.33*** --       4.73 (2.58) -.01 (-1.32) 

3. T2 

Desired 

Attitudes 

.22*** .84*** .90      5.10 (2.40) -.18 (-1.05) 

4. T2 

Subjective 

Discrepancy 

.07 .63*** .69*** --     4.04 (1.47) -.24 (-.06) 

5. T3 

Actual 

Attitude 

.41*** .87*** .78*** .57*** .97    3.83 (1.61) .03 (-1.05) 

6. T3 

Behavioral 

Intention 

.24*** .88*** .83*** .63*** .88*** .94   3.70 (1.87) .02 (-1.28) 

7. Political 

Orientation 

.00 -.05 -.03 .01 -.04 -.04 --  4.34 (1.19) -.56 (-.44) 

8. Political 

Extremity 

.06 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.08 -.03 .62*** -- 1.78 (.70) .32 (-.93) 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Values on the diagonal reflect Cronbach’s alpha 

(internal consistency) coefficients. The -- symbol denotes single-item scales for which internal consistency scores are not calculated. 
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Appendix B: Supplementary Materials for Chapter Three 

Chapter Three Ethics Documents 

Letter of Information / Consent Form 

University at Buffalo Institutional Review Board (UBIRB) 

Office of Research Compliance | Clinical and Translational Research Center Room 5018 

875 Ellicott St. | Buffalo, NY 14203 

UB Federalwide Assurance ID#: FWA00008824 

 

Adult Consent to Participate in a Research Study 
 

Title of research study: Attitudes and Thought Perceptions   

Version Date: 07/15/2019 

Investigator: Ji Xia 

 

Key Information: The following is a short summary of this study to help you decide whether or not 

to be a part of this study. More detailed information is listed later on in this form. 

 

Why am I being invited to take part in a research study? 
You are being invited to take part in a research study because you are an adult age 18 or older. 

 

What should I know about a research study? 
·         Someone will explain this research study to you. 

·         Whether or not you take part is up to you. 

·         You can choose not to take part. 

·         You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 

·         Your decision will not be held against you. 

·         You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

 

Why is this research being done? 
The purpose of this study is to examine your perceptions of certain art work, as well as your thought 

processes and attitudes related to that. 

 

How long will the research last and what will I need to do? 
We expect that you will be in this research study for approximately 30 minutes. This study is 

conducted using an online survey, and therefore you’ll need to use a computer with stable internet 

connections. During the survey, you will be answering questions regarding your attitudes towards a 

painting, as well as your thought processes and personalities. 

More detailed information about the study procedures can be found under “What happens if I say 

yes, I want to be in this research?” 

 

Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 
There are no known risks associated with these procedures. More detailed information about the risks 

of this study can be found under “Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? (Detailed 

Risks)” 

 

Will being in this study help me in any way? 
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We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your taking part in this research.  However, 

possible benefits include gaining a greater awareness of the process of psychological research.  At 

the end of the study we will provide you with an explanation of this study and of the research related 

to it.  The study may help researchers understand people’s attitudes and behavior. 

 

What happens if I do not want to be in this research? 
Participation in research is completely voluntary. You may choose not to enroll in this study.  

Your alternative to participating in this research study is to not participate. 

 

Detailed Information: The following is more detailed information about this study in addition to the 

information listed above. 

 

Who can I talk to? 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, talk to the research 

team at jxia4@buffalo.edu. You may also contact the research participant advocate at 716-888-4845 

or researchadvocate@buffalo.edu. 

 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board (“IRB”). An IRB is 

a committee that provides ethical and regulatory oversight of research that involves human subjects. 

You may talk to them at (716) 888-4888 or email ub-irb@buffalo.edu if: 

·         You have questions about your rights as a participant in this research 

·         Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 

·         You cannot reach the research team. 

·         You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 

·         You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

  

How many people will be studied? 
We expect about 500 people will be in this research study. 

 

What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 
For this study, you will be asked to do several tasks.  For some tasks, you will be asked to write out 

your thoughts and indicate your attitudes towards a painting.  You will also be asked to answer 

questions regarding your self-perceptions, such as your feelings and your cognitive styles. 

 

What are my responsibilities if I take part in this research? 
You have no formal responsibilities. However, we do hope you will fully engage with the survey, 

pay close attention to the instructions, and answer each question in an effortful manner. 

  

What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 
You can leave the research at any time it will not be held against you. If you are completing this 

study for course credits, you will receive compensation based on the time you have participated. 

 

Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? (Detailed Risks) 
There are no known risks associated with these procedures. However, you may feel uncomfortable 

about some questions – if this occurs, you may choose to skip that question or withdraw your 

participation entirely without any negative consequences. 

 

What happens to the information collected for the research? 
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Efforts will be made to limit the use and disclosure of your personal information, including research 

study and medical or education records, to people who have a need to review this information. We 

cannot promise complete secrecy. Organizations that may inspect and copy your information include 

the IRB and other representatives of this organization.  
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Debriefing 

We would like to take this opportunity to inform you that some details of the research project 

you have participated in, were not explained to you at the beginning of the study. The nature of 

our hypotheses were such, that explaining everything that was going on in the study from the 

start, could have influenced the results. If you feel bothered by the deception, please do realize 

that it was necessary for the integrity of our findings, and we will now explain the study without 

further deception. 

 

Our interest in this study regarded a form of ambivalence called an “attitude discrepancy”. 

Attitude discrepancies are when one holds a certain attitude, but wishes to hold a different 

attitude. For example, one might generally be fairly neutral about attending university, but wish 

that they held a very positive attitude towards it (perhaps believing that holding such an attitude 

might allow them to work harder). We attempted to manipulate your attitude discrepancy 

towards the topic you were thinking about: a politician. In this case, we had you learn that the 

painting was made by a person who matched your political preferences, or a person who 

mismatched your preferences. Our hypothesis is that you will feel pleasant towards, more 

confidence in, or more clarity in, positive thoughts about the politician if you learn that the 

politician matches your thoughts, because you should “want to like” a good person more than a 

bad person. The opposite should happen if you learn about the mismatching politician: you 

should dislike, lack confidence in, or feel a lack of clarity about thoughts that are favorable 

towards this politician. 

 

We apologize if these deceptions led you to feel “tricked,” and want to point out that we did this 

because it was important to answering the present research questions. Please contact us if you 

have any questions about this, or want more information about it. 

 

We will work hard to maintain the confidentiality of your data. 

 

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: 

 

DeMarree, K.G., Wheeler, S.C., Brinol, P., & Petty, R.E. (2014). Wanting other attitudes: 

Actual–desired attitude discrepancies predict feelings of ambivalence and ambivalence 

consequences. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 53, 5-18. 

 

If you have any questions, comments, or if you would like a copy of the final results, feel free to 

contact Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca). 

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. If you feel uneasy or uncomfortable due 

to emotions raised in this study, please view https://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/contact-us or 

contact 1-800-273-TALK (8255) for psychological support. 
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Chapter Three Verbatim Materials 

For Chapter Three, I used the materials from Chapter Two, but Canadian references were 

replaced with close American equivalents. 
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Chapter Three Supplementary Tables 

Table B-1. 

Descriptive Information for Study Variables. (Chapter Three). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M (SD) Skew 

(Kurtosis) 

1. T1 

Actual 

Attitude 

.87        4.37 (1.05) -.21 (.60) 

2. T2 

Actual 

Attitude 

.34*** --       4.93 (1.95) -.19 (-.44) 

3. T2 

Desired 

Attitudes 

.26*** .78*** .84      5.24 (1.83) -.25 (-.05) 

4. T2 

Subjective 

Discrepancy 

.23*** .70*** .65*** --     4.06 (1.30) -.34 (.45) 

5. T3 

Actual 

Attitude 

.34*** .83*** .69*** .68*** .95    4.19 (1.32) -.21 (-.30) 

6. T3 

Behavioral 

Intention 

.16*** .79*** .68*** .63*** .83*** .89   3.88 (1.53) -.18 (-.57) 

7. Political 

Orientation 

.07 -.09* -.04 -.10** -.12** -.10** --  3.70 (1.28) -.17 (-.66) 

8. Political 

Extremity 

.01 -.04 -.07 -.06 -.09* -.10** -.14*** -- 1.60 (.69) .71 (-.66) 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Values on the diagonal reflect Cronbach’s alpha 

(internal consistency) coefficients. The -- symbol denotes single-item scales for which internal consistency scores are not calculated.  
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Appendix C: Supplementary Materials for Chapter Four 

Chapter Four Ethics Documents 

Letter of Information 

This research is being conducted by Dr. Leandre Fabrigar, and Thomas Vaughan-Johnston, of the 

Department of Psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario; in Craine building 311. 

  

We are examining several political and health topics from a psychological perspective. Topics that 

could potentially come up may include: beliefs about political parties; consumption of food and 

beverages (caffeine or alcohol intake); beliefs about exercise; perception of, and treatment of 

minority groups on campus; or perceptions of mental illness. Your tasks may include: describing 

your current attitudes on one or more of these topics; listening to or evaluating information or essays 

relevant to these topics; writing an essay on one of these topics; or completion of psychological 

questionnaires or tests regarding aspects of your personality or mood, that some find emotionally 

involved. You may also be asked to list some behaviors you notice in yourself or others; or engage in 

a task involving thinking about categories. Your participation 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 100/2xx grade or a $5 payment if you have already completed your 5.0 credits or are 

not enrolled in Psychology 100/2xx 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 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. However, due to our guarantee of the anonymity of your submitted 

materials, upon leaving the session, it will become impossible for experimenters to remove your data. 

If you withdraw, compensation will still be provided. 

  

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Thomas Vaughan-Johnston, at 

13tvj@queensu.ca; or, to Dr. Fabrigar, at fabrigar@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study 

may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-

844-535-2988 (toll free in North America).   
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Consent Form  

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 “ACE”. I understand that this means 

that I will be asked to read passages about one of several socio-political topics regarding social 

groups or health; describe my current attitudes on one or more of these topics; write an essay on one 

of these topics; or complete psychological questionnaires or tests regarding my personality or mood. 

I may be asked to engage in thinking about categories, or list my own behaviors or my perceptions of 

others’ behaviors. 

  

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. Alternatively, payment of $5 may be 

substituted if pre-arranged with the experimenter (i.e. arranged prior to the experimental session). 

  

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 Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar 

(fabrigar@queensu.ca). Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the 

General Research Ethics Board (chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-2988 (toll free in North 

America)). 

  

If you do not consent to participate in this study, please notify the researcher of your decision (via 

email). 
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Debriefing 

We would like to take this opportunity to inform you that some details of the research project you have 

participated in, were not explained to you at the beginning of the study. The nature of our hypotheses 

were such, that explaining everything that was going on in the study from the start, could have influenced 

the results. If you feel bothered by the deception, please do realize that it was necessary for the integrity 

of our findings, and we will now explain the study without further deception. 

 

Our interest in this study regarded a form of ambivalence called an “attitude discrepancy”. Attitude 

discrepancies are when one holds a certain attitude, but wishes to hold a different attitude. For example, 

one might generally be fairly neutral about attending university, but wish that they held a very positive 

attitude towards it (perhaps believing that holding such an attitude might allow them to work harder). We 

attempted to manipulate your attitude discrepancy towards the topic you were thinking about: a politician. 

In this case, we had you learn that the painting was made by a person who matched your political 

preferences, or a person who mismatched your preferences. Our hypothesis is that you will feel pleasant 

towards, more confidence in, or more clarity in, positive thoughts about the politician if you learn that the 

politician matches your thoughts, because you should “want to like” a good person more than a bad 

person. The opposite should happen if you learn about the mismatching politician: you should dislike, 

lack confidence in, or feel a lack of clarity about thoughts that are favorable towards this politician. 

 

We apologize if these deceptions led you to feel “tricked,” and want to point out that we did this because 

it was important to answering the present research questions. Please contact us if you have any questions 

about this, or want more information about it. 

 

We will work hard to maintain the confidentiality of your data. 

 

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: 

 

DeMarree, K.G., Wheeler, S.C., Brinol, P., & Petty, R.E. (2014). Wanting other attitudes: Actual–desired 

attitude discrepancies predict feelings of ambivalence and ambivalence consequences. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 53, 5-18. 

 

If you have any questions, comments, or if you would like a copy of the final results, feel free to contact 

Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca). 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. If you feel uneasy or uncomfortable due to emotions raised in 

this study, please view https://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/contact-us or contact 1-800-273-TALK 

(8255) for psychological support.  
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Chapter Four Verbatim Materials 

Welcome to a very different study. This study is about artwork. 

 

In this study you will be asked to view a particular painting by a classic painter. You will then be 

asked to give some thoughts about it. 

## page break ## 

In this task, you will be asked to view a painting. 

You can imagine that you are in an art gallery, and this painting is on the wall. 

 

As you view the painting, we ask that you provide your thoughts about it in the box beneath it. 

Click "okay" if you understand. 

 

Painting (“Agony” by Arshile Gorky).  
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Please write three negative thoughts about the painting. 

o 1.   ________________________________________________ 

o 2.   ________________________________________________ 

o 3.  ________________________________________________ 

 

Please write three positive thoughts about the above painting. 

o 1.   ________________________________________________ 

o 2.   ________________________________________________ 

o 3.   ________________________________________________ 

 

Finally, considering both the painting's strengths and weaknesses, how do you perceive this 

painting overall? 

1 (very unlikeable) to  7 (very likeable) 

And 

1 (dislike it) to 7 (like it) 
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Painter Identity Manipulation Conditions. 

In this next section, we would like you to read a passage about a painter who lived in the 1940s.  

 

This is the same painter who created the painting you just viewed and commented on. 

 

Please read the full, brief passage CLOSELY. Afterwards, you will be asked for your opinion of 

the person being described. 

 

IMMORAL PAINTER CONDITION 

The painter, Bruno Steingard, lived during the 1940s, around the Second World War.  

He lived in Munich, Germany during World War II, supporting the Nazi party as far as possible. 

Although few know about this part of history, the Nazi party often celebrated artists like Bruno 

Steingard, perceiving abstract painting as “invigorating” and consistent with the party’s 

motivations. Bruno was greatly celebrated by many leading Nazis, and at times actually 

completed paintings in the households of members of the Nazi party’s leadership. During this 

time period, Munich was often being bombed by the American air force, and the city was often 

ravaged, with many buildings being destroyed. Thanks to the protection of Nazi leaders, 

Steingard’s paintings were left intact during this period, protected in secure facilities. After the 

American occupation of Munich he was able to have them restored of any damage by art experts, 

many of whom were unfamiliar with their political history. Steingard kept silent after the war 

about his history with the Nazis, but praised their philosophy and actions in private journals, and 

expressed his regret that he had not participated more actively in the Nazi party’s actions. He 

was thrilled by the Nazi’s worldview, as some Germans had been during this time period. 

 

MORAL PAINTER CONDITION 

The painter, Bruno Steingard, lived during the 1940s, around the Second World War.  

He lived in Munich, Germany during World War II, avoiding the Nazi party as far as possible. 

Although few know about this part of history, the Nazi party often persecuted artists like Bruno 

Steingard, perceiving abstract painting as “decadent” and disloyal to the party’s motivations. 

Bruno managed to avoid detection by completing his works in secret, at times actually storing 

canvases behind walls or under floorboards. During this time period, Munich was often being 

bombed by the American air force, and the city was often ravaged, with many buildings being 

destroyed. By chance, Steingard’s paintings were left intact during this period, and during the 

American occupation of Munich he was able to have them restored of any damage. Steingard 

spoke out after the war, criticizing the Nazi party, and expressing his regret that he had not done 

more to resist their presence in Germany. He was intimidated into silence, as many Germans had 

been during this time period. 
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Time 2 Questionnaires. 

 

You will now be asked some questions about the painting made by Bruno Steingard. This is the 

painting that you viewed and commented on before, that was created by the painter you just read 

about. 

Actual attitude. 

 

Please consider your overall attitude towards Bruno Steingard's painting, and express it on the 

following scale, where '1' indicates that you strongly dislike Bruno Steingard's painting, and '9' 

indicates that you strongly like Bruno Steingard's painting. 

1 (strongly dislike)  to 9 (strongly like) 

 

Desired attitude. 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or 

the attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. 

 

For your opinion of  Bruno Steingard's painting, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY 

would like to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you would IDEALLY want to strongly 

dislike Bruno Steingard's painting; a '9' indicates that you would IDEALLY want to strongly 

like Bruno Steingard's painting. 

1 (would IDEALLY strongly dislike)  to  7 (would IDEALLY strongly like) 

 

For your opinion of Bruno Steingard's painting please indicate the attitude you feel you 

SHOULD or OUGHT to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you SHOULD strongly 

dislike Bruno Steingard's painting; a '9' indicates that you SHOULD strongly like Bruno 

Steingard's painting. 

1 (OUGHT TO strongly dislike)  to  7 (OUGHT TO strongly like) 

 

Subjective discrepancies. 

Comparing to how I actually feel about Bruno Steingard's painting, I want to 

1 (dislike it much more) to 7 (like it much more) 
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Metacognitive Queries. 

In this next section, we would like you to consider the thoughts you previously listed about 

Bruno Steingard's painting. Before, you were listing thoughts based on whether they were 

negative thoughts or positive thoughts. 

 

Now we would like you to consider how likeable your thoughts, by themselves, are to you. 

 

Sometimes, people like to have specific thoughts ("I like the fact that I believe in liberalism / 

conservatism"), sometimes people dislike the thoughts they have ("I hate the fact that I doubted 

my friend"), and sometimes they feel quite neutral about their thoughts.  

 

We would like you to rate how favorable (enjoyable, nice to have) each of your thoughts is 

to you.  

 

## One thought is listed here ## 

In other words, do you like having each thought, or do you dislike having each thought? 

1 (I don’t like this thought about it)  to  7 (I like this thought about it) 

## This question then repeats for the other five thoughts that participants listed. ## 

In this next section, we would like you to consider the thoughts you previously listed about 

Bruno Steingard's painting. Before, you were listing thoughts based on whether they were 

negative thoughts or positive thoughts. 
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Now we would like you to consider how confident you are in your thoughts. 

 

Specifically, thought confidence refers to how valid, accurate, and correct your thoughts are, and 

as a result, how certain and sure you are in those thoughts. 

 

For example, both person A and person B could think "universal healthcare is a good thing". But 

person A might have high confidence in this thought ("I'm 100% confident that universal 

healthcare is a good thing because I've read a lot about it"), whereas person B might have low 

confidence in this thought ("I think  it's a good thing, but I don't know much about it so I'm not 

sure"). 

 

For the following questions, we would like you to rate how confident you are in each of your 

thoughts. 

## One thought is listed here ## 

1 (I’m not confident at all in this thought) to 7 (I’m highly confident in this thought) 

## This question then repeats for the other five thoughts that participants listed. ##  
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In this next section, we would like you to consider the thoughts you previously listed about 

Bruno Steingard's painting. Before, you were listing thoughts based on whether they were 

negative thoughts or positive thoughts. 

 

Now we would like you to consider how clear you feel each thought  is to you.  

 

Sometimes, people have very clear thoughts, sometimes people do not have very clear thoughts, 

or are neutral about this.  

 

We would like you to rate how clear each of your thoughts is to you.  

## One thought is listed here ## 

1 (I do not feel at all clear about this thought) to 7 (I feel highly clear about this 

thought) 

## This question then repeats for the other five thoughts that participants listed. ## 
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Time 3 Attitude Measures. 

As of right now, please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately 

describe your attitude towards the Bruno Steingard painting. If you the word does ‘not at all’ 

describe your attitude towards the painting, select '1'. If it 'definitely' describes your attitude 

towards the painting, select '9'. 

 

1  

 Not 

at all 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 

9  

 

Definitely 

(9) 

Good (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Positive (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Like (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Desirable 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Bad (5)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Negative 

(6)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Undesirable 

(7)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Dislike (8)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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To what extent did you feel confused about the questions you were asked in the previous sections 

of the survey? 

o Not at all  (1)  

o -  (2)  

o -  (3)  

o -  (4)  

o Extremely  (5)  

 

In your understanding, what are the purposes of this study? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Did anything seem strange or unusual to you about this study? If so, please indicate below. 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Chapter Four Supplementary Tables 

Table C-1. 

Descriptive Information for Study Variables. (Chapter Four). 

 1 2 3 4 5 M (SD) Skew (Kurtosis) 

1. T1 Actual 

Attitude 

.84     3.67 (1.36) .08 (.04) 

2. T2 Actual 

Attitude 

.56*** --    4.51 (2.39) .10 (-1.16) 

3. T2 Desired 

Attitudes 

.26*** .75*** .   4.87 (2.55) -.12 (-1.24) 

4. T2 

Subjective 

Discrepancy 

 

.26*** .69*** .82*** --  3.74 (1.88) -.03 (-1.07) 

5. T3 Actual 

Attitude 

.50*** .81*** .75*** .67*** .90 4.29 (2.16) .27 (-.62) 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Values on the diagonal reflect Cronbach’s alpha 

(internal consistency) coefficients. The -- symbol denotes single-item scales for which internal consistency scores are not calculated.  
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Appendix D: Supplementary Materials for Chapter Five 

Chapter Five Ethics Documents 

Letter of Information / Consent Form 

 

 
University at Buffalo Institutional Review Board (UBIRB) 

Office of Research Compliance | Clinical and Translational Research Center Room 5018 

875 Ellicott St. | Buffalo, NY 14203 

UB Federalwide Assurance ID#: FWA00008824 

Adult Consent to Participate in a Research Study 

 

Title of research study: Attitudes and Thought Perceptions   

Version Date: 07/15/2019 

Investigator: Ji Xia 

Key Information: The following is a short summary of this study to help you decide whether or not to be 

a part of this study. More detailed information is listed later on in this form. 

Why am I being invited to take part in a research study? 

You are being invited to take part in a research study because you are an adult age 18 or older. 

What should I know about a research study? 

Someone will explain this research study to you. 

Whether or not you take part is up to you. 

You can choose not to take part. 

You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 

Your decision will not be held against you. 

You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

Why is this research being done? 

The purpose of this study is to examine your perceptions of certain art work, as well as your thought 

processes and attitudes related to that. 

How long will the research last and what will I need to do? 

We expect that you will be in this research study for approximately 30 minutes. 
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This study is conducted using an online survey, and therefore you’ll need to use a computer with stable 

internet connections. During the survey, you will be answering questions regarding your attitudes towards 

a painting, as well as your thought processes and personalities.  

More detailed information about the study procedures can be found under “What happens if I say yes, I 

want to be in this research?” 

Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 

There are no known risks associated with these procedures. More detailed information about the risks of 

this study can be found under “Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? (Detailed 

Risks)” 

Will being in this study help me in any way? 

We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your taking part in this research.  However, 

possible benefits include gaining a greater awareness of the process of psychological research.  At the end 

of the study we will provide you with an explanation of this study and of the research related to it.  The 

study may help researchers understand people’s attitudes and behavior.  

What happens if I do not want to be in this research? 

Participation in research is completely voluntary. You may choose not to enroll in this study. If you are 

considering this study for course credits, you may, alternatively, earn research credits by writing research 

reports [only apply to UB students].  

Your alternative to participating in this research study is to not participate [only apply to Mturk and 

Research Match participants]. 

Detailed Information: The following is more detailed information about this study in addition to 

the information listed above. 

Who can I talk to? 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, talk to the 

research team at jxia4@buffalo.edu. You may also contact the research participant advocate at 716-

888-4845 or researchadvocate@buffalo.edu.  

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board (“IRB”). An IRB is a 

committee that provides ethical and regulatory oversight of research that involves human subjects. You 

may talk to them at (716) 888-4888 or email ub-irb@buffalo.edu if:  

 You have questions about your rights as a participant in this research 

 Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 

 You cannot reach the research team. 

 You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 

 You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

 

How many people will be studied? 

We expect about 500 people will be in this research study. 

What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 

mailto:researchadvocate@buffalo.edu
mailto:ub-irb@buffalo.edu
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For this study, you will be asked to do several tasks.  For some tasks, you will be asked to write 

out your thoughts and indicate your attitudes towards a painting.  You will also be asked to 

answer questions regarding your self-perceptions, such as your feelings and your cognitive 

styles. 

What are my responsibilities if I take part in this research? 

You have no formal responsibilities. However, we do hope you will fully engage with the survey, 

pay close attention to the instructions, and answer each question in an effortful manner.  

What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 

You can leave the research at any time it will not be held against you. If you are completing this 

study for course credits, you will receive compensation based on the time you have participated.  

Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? (Detailed Risks) 

There are no known risks associated with these procedures. However, you may feel 

uncomfortable about some questions – if this occurs, you may choose to skip that question or 

withdraw your participation entirely without any negative consequences. 

What happens to the information collected for the research? 

Efforts will be made to limit the use and disclosure of your personal information, including 

research study and medical or education records, to people who have a need to review this 

information. We cannot promise complete secrecy. Organizations that may inspect and copy 

your information include the IRB and other representatives of this organization.  
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Debriefing 

Before you leave, I’d like to tell you a little more about this study. This was an experiment. As you may 

have learned in your elementary psychology class or previous research experiences, experiments involve 

manipulating independent variables and examining their effects on dependent variables.  For this research 

program, we are interested in people’s attitudinal goals responds to external information, as well as how 

they may change their thought perceptions to facilitate that salient attitudinal goal. 

 

In this investigation, participants first reported their political orientation as well as party affiliation. They 

then read a transcript from an interview with a controversial politician, containing two-sided information 

focusing on the politician’s personal life, without revealing any political information. Participants listed 

three positive and three negative thoughts in response to the interview script. Immediately after, 

participants read additional information detailing the politician’s political views and party affiliation, 

leading half of the participants to perceive her as a political in-group (identity matching condition) and the 

other half to perceive her as a political out-group (identity mis-matching condition). All participants then 

rated each of the thoughts they listed earlier, indicating their liking, confidence and clarity in each one, 

and reported their final attitude toward the politician, along with the likelihood they would vote or 

advocate for her. Our prediction is that the extent to which participants liked their positive thoughts over 

their negative thoughts should be greater in the identity matching condition than in the identity 

mismatching condition. And this relative thought liking of positive thoughts over negative thoughts 

should subsequently lead people to have more favorable attitudes toward the politician. 

 

It should be noted that we actually created the information about the politician Jane Bakker to test our 

hypothesis. And therefore, the information you read about the politician was entirely fictional. We 

apologize for not telling you about this earlier, but we believe this is necessary to test our hypotheses, 

which could help us understand how people’s attitudes change when responding to a strong external goal. 

 

We would like you to know that all of your responses are completely anonymous and your name won’t be 

associated in any way with our findings. The results of this experiment should help us to better 

understand the ways that people perceive issues and objects as well as their own thoughts.         

 

We would like to ask you not to tell anyone else about what happens during this study or what the real 

purpose of the study is.  If people come into the study with any sort of suspicions or prior expectations, it 

could really bias our results.  

 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, you can talk to the 

research team at jxia4@buffalo.edu. You may also contact the research participant advocate at 716-888-

4845 or researchadvocate@buffalo.edu 

 

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: 

 

DeMarree, K.G., Wheeler, S.C., Brinol, P., & Petty, R.E. (2014). Wanting other attitudes: Actual–desired 

attitude discrepancies predict feelings of ambivalence and ambivalence consequences. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 53, 5-18. 

 

  

mailto:researchadvocate@buffalo.edu
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Chapter Five Verbatim Materials 

Materials were identical to Chapter Four.
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Chapter Five Supplementary Tables 

 Table D-1. 
Descriptive Information for Study Variables. (Chapter Five). 

 1 2 3 4 5 M (SD) Skew (Kurtosis) 

1. T1 Actual 

Attitude 

.93     3.31 (1.59) .32 (-.71) 

2. T2 Actual 

Attitude 

.77*** --    3.98 (2.36) .45 (-.83) 

3. T2 Desired 

Attitudes 

.27*** .60*** .88   4.73 (2.56) .02 (-1.18) 

4. T2 

Subjective 

Discrepancy 

 

.13** .46*** .82*** --  3.85 (1.87) .03 (-.89) 

5. T3 Actual 

Attitude 

.65*** .80*** .59*** .46*** .93 4.25 (2.13) .33 (-.73) 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Values on the diagonal reflect Cronbach’s alpha 

(internal consistency) coefficients. The -- symbol denotes single-item scales for which internal consistency scores are not calculated. 
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Appendix E: Supplementary Materials for Chapter Six 

Chapter Six Ethics Documents 

Letter of Information 

This research is being conducted by Dr. Leandre Fabrigar, and Thomas Vaughan-Johnston, of the 

Department of Psychology at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario; who are located in in Craine 

building 311. 

This particular study is about your thoughts and reactions to art. Your tasks will include describing your 

current attitudes on a piece of art. You also may be asked to view a piece of art and express your thoughts 

and opinions regarding it, as well as rating your thoughts in a few ways (e.g. how easily you came up with 

those thoughts). You may also learn some background information about the art. Your participation in 

this session will take no longer than 60 minutes of your time. 

In exchange for your participation in this online session, you will not be compensated. 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. 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. The Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board (GREB) may access 

your data for quality assurance purposes. However, no identifying information will be provided. You 

have not waived any legal rights by consenting to participate in this study. 

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 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 notify the experimenter. No explanation for your withdrawal is necessary. However, due to our 

guarantee of the anonymity of your submitted materials, upon leaving the session it will become 

impossible for experimenters to remove your data. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Thomas Vaughan-Johnston, at 

13tvj@queensu.ca; or, to Dr. Fabrigar, at fabrigar@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may 

be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-

2988 (toll free in North America). 

  



 

181 

Consent Form 

Principal Researcher: Thomas Vaughan-Johnston 

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 “MIRRORX”. I understand that this means 

that I will be asked to view, and provide my thoughts and opinions about, a piece of art. I will also learn 

about the art’s background. The study I am doing is expected to take less than 30 minutes of my time. 

3). I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time without 

adverse consequences, by notifying the experimenter. 

4). 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. The Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board (GREB) may access my data 

for quality assurance purposes. 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. I have not waived any legal rights by consenting to this research. 

5). 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 Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca ). 

Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board 

(chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 1-844-535-2988 (toll free in North America)). 

If you do not consent to participate in this study, please notify the experimenter. 

  

mailto:13tvj@queensu.ca
mailto:fabrigar@queensu.ca
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Debriefing 

We would like to take this opportunity to inform you that some details of the research project you have 

participated in, were not explained to you at the beginning of the study. The nature of our hypotheses 

were such, that explaining everything that was going on in the study from the start, could have influenced 

the results. If you feel bothered by the deception, please do realize that it was necessary for the integrity 

of our findings, and we will now explain the study without further deception. 

Our interest in this study regarded a form of ambivalence called an “attitude discrepancy”. Attitude 

discrepancies are when one holds a certain attitude, but wishes to hold a different attitude. For example, 

one might generally be fairly neutral about attending university, but wish that they held a very positive 

attitude towards it (perhaps believing that holding such an attitude might allow them to work harder). We 

attempted to manipulate your attitude discrepancy towards the topic you were thinking about: a painting. 

In this case, we had you learn that the painting was made by a Nazi sympathizer (“Bad Bruno”) or a 

victim of the Nazis (“Good Bruno”). Our hypothesis is that you will feel pleasant towards, more 

confidence in, or more clarity in, thoughts about the painting that are good if you learn that Bruno is a 

good person, because you should “want to like” a good person more than a bad person. The opposite 

should happen if you learn about Bad Bruno: you should dislike, lack confidence in, or feel a lack of 

clarity about thoughts that are favorable towards Bad Bruno’s paintings. 

We may have asked you to re-enter your thoughts from one format to another (e.g., to transcribe your 

thoughts from paper to computer). In reality, we did this to have you look at your thoughts again, so that 

those thoughts would come back to your mind. We anticipated that you might like or dislike your past 

thoughts based on new information you would have obtained. For example, you might have expressed 

positive thoughts towards the art piece, and then learned it was made by Bad Bruno – in which case, re-

entering these thoughts might have led you to feel momentarily sad or embarrassed.  

We apologize if these deceptions led you to feel “tricked,” and want to point out that we did this because 

it was important to answering the present research questions. Please contact us if you have any questions 

about this, or want more information about it. 

We will work hard to maintain the confidentiality of your data.  

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: 

DeMarree, K.G., Wheeler, S.C., Brinol, P., & Petty, R.E. (2014). Wanting other attitudes: Actual–desired 

attitude discrepancies predict feelings of ambivalence and ambivalence consequences. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 53, 5-18. 

If you have any questions, comments, or if you would like a copy of the final results, feel free to contact 

Thomas Vaughan-Johnston (13tvj@queensu.ca) or Dr. Fabrigar (fabrigar@queensu.ca). 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. If you feel uneasy or uncomfortable due to emotions raised in 

this study, please view https://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/contact-us or contact 1-800-273-TALK 

(8255) for psychological support. 

 

  

http://queensu.ca/613-533-6081
https://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/contact-us
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Chapter Six Verbatim Materials 

Phase One Materials 

UNFROZEN CONDITION 

Activity 

Please read the following poem. Afterwards, we will ask you for your reactions and 

thoughts about this poem.  

As every flower fades and as all youth 

Departs, so life at every stage, 

So every virtue, so our grasp of truth, 

Blooms in its day and may not last forever. 

Since life may summon us at every age 

Be ready, heart, for parting, new endeavor, 

Be ready bravely and without remorse 

To find new light that old ties cannot give. 

In all beginnings dwells a magic force 

For guarding us and helping us to live. 

 

Serenely let us move to distant places 

And let no sentiments of home detain us. 

The Cosmic Spirit seeks not to restrain us 

But lifts us stage by stage to wider spaces. 

If we accept a home of our own making, 

Familiar habit makes for indolence. 

We must prepare for parting and leave-taking 

Or else remain the slaves of permanence. 

Even the hour of our death may send 

Us speeding on to fresh and newer spaces, 

And life may summon us to newer races. 

So be it, heart: bid farewell without end.” 

Later, we may ask you about your thoughts on the poem. For now, though, please list six thoughts 

about the topic of “Exercise and Fitness” in the spaces below. After listing each, rate whether each 

thought is negative, neutral, or positive towards exercise and fitness on the provided scale. On this 

scale, ‘Pos’ indicates positive, ‘Neu’ indicates neutral, and ‘Neg’ indicates negative. 

      Pos      Neu     Neg   

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 
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Please consider what other Queen’s students might think of exercise, and rate their opinion on a scale of 1 

(strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please consider what your current or most recent romantic partner most likely thinks of exercise, and rate 

their opinion on a scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately describe your attitude 

towards exercise. If you the word does ‘not at all’ describe your attitude towards exercise, select '1'. If it 

'definitely’' describes your attitude towards exercise, select '7'. 

Dislike   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Good   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Undesirable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Bad   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Like   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Positive   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Negative  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Desirable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please consider your overall attitude towards exercise, and express it on the following scale, where '1' 

indicates that you strongly dislike it, and '7' indicates that you strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or the 

attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. For your opinion of 

exercise, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that 

you would IDEALLY want to strongly dislike exercise; a '7' indicates that you would lDEALLY want to 

strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For your opinion of exercise please indicate the attitude you feel you SHOULD or OUGHT to have. On 

this scale, a '1' indicates that you SHOULD strongly dislike exercise; a '7' indicates that you SHOULD 

strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

PARTIALLY FROZEN CONDITION 
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Activity 

Please read the following poem. Afterwards, we will ask you for your reactions and 

thoughts about this poem. 

As every flower fades and as all youth 

Departs, so life at every stage, 

So every virtue, so our grasp of truth, 

Blooms in its day and may not last forever. 

Since life may summon us at every age 

Be ready, heart, for parting, new endeavor, 

Be ready bravely and without remorse 

To find new light that old ties cannot give. 

In all beginnings dwells a magic force 

For guarding us and helping us to live. 

 

Serenely let us move to distant places 

And let no sentiments of home detain us. 

The Cosmic Spirit seeks not to restrain us 

But lifts us stage by stage to wider spaces. 

If we accept a home of our own making, 

Familiar habit makes for indolence. 

We must prepare for parting and leave-taking 

Or else remain the slaves of permanence. 

Even the hour of our death may send 

Us speeding on to fresh and newer spaces, 

And life may summon us to newer races. 

So be it, heart: bid farewell without end.” 

Please list six thoughts about this poem in the spaces below. After listing each, rate whether each 

thought is negative, neutral, or positive towards the poem on the provided scale. On this scale, ‘Pos’ 

indicates positive, ‘Neu’ indicates neutral, and ‘Neg’ indicates negative. 

      Pos      Neu     Neg   

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 

Please consider what other Queen’s students might think of the poem, and rate their opinion on a scale of 

1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please consider what your current or most recent romantic partner most likely thinks of the poem, and rate 

their opinion on a scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately describe your attitude 

towards the poem. If you the word does ‘not at all’ describe your attitude towards the poem, select '1'. If it 

'definitely’' describes your attitude towards the poem, select '7'. 

Dislike   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Good   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Undesirable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Bad   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Like   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Positive   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Negative  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Desirable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please consider your overall attitude towards the poem, and express it on the following scale, where '1' 

indicates that you strongly dislike it, and '7' indicates that you strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In this next section, please note that we are changing topics. Please look at the following items and 

answer these in terms of opinions regarding “Exercise and Fitness” (not towards the poem). 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or the 

attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. For your opinion of 

exercise, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that 

you would IDEALLY want to strongly dislike exercise; a '7' indicates that you would lDEALLY want to 

strongly like exercise. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For your opinion of the poem please indicate the attitude you feel you SHOULD or OUGHT to have. On 

this scale, a '1' indicates that you SHOULD strongly dislike exercise; a '7' indicates that you SHOULD 

strongly like exercise. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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FULLY FROZEN CONDITION 

Activity 

Please read the following poem. Afterwards, we will ask you for your reactions and 

thoughts about this poem. 

As every flower fades and as all youth 

Departs, so life at every stage, 

So every virtue, so our grasp of truth, 

Blooms in its day and may not last forever. 

Since life may summon us at every age 

Be ready, heart, for parting, new endeavor, 

Be ready bravely and without remorse 

To find new light that old ties cannot give. 

In all beginnings dwells a magic force 

For guarding us and helping us to live. 

 

Serenely let us move to distant places 

And let no sentiments of home detain us. 

The Cosmic Spirit seeks not to restrain us 

But lifts us stage by stage to wider spaces. 

If we accept a home of our own making, 

Familiar habit makes for indolence. 

We must prepare for parting and leave-taking 

Or else remain the slaves of permanence. 

Even the hour of our death may send 

Us speeding on to fresh and newer spaces, 

And life may summon us to newer races. 

So be it, heart: bid farewell without end.” 

Please list six thoughts about this poem in the spaces below. After listing each, rate whether each 

thought is negative, neutral, or positive towards the poem on the provided scale. On this scale, ‘Pos’ 

indicates positive, ‘Neu’ indicates neutral, and ‘Neg’ indicates negative. 

      Pos      Neu     Neg   

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 Pos      Neu     Neg 

 

Please consider what other Queen’s students might think of the poem, and rate their opinion on a scale of 

1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please consider what your current or most recent romantic partner most likely thinks of the poem, and rate 

their opinion on a scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately describe your attitude 

towards the poem. If you the word does ‘not at all’ describe your attitude towards the poem, select '1'. If it 

'definitely’' describes your attitude towards the poem, select '7'. 

Dislike   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Good   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Undesirable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Bad   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Like   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Positive   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Negative  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Desirable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please consider your overall attitude towards the poem, and express it on the following scale, where '1' 

indicates that you strongly dislike it, and '7' indicates that you strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or the 

attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. For your opinion of the 

poem, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you 

would IDEALLY want to strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates that you would lDEALLY want to 

strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For your opinion of the poem please indicate the attitude you feel you SHOULD or OUGHT to have. On 

this scale, a '1' indicates that you SHOULD strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates that you SHOULD 

strongly like it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Poet Identity. 

In this next section, we would like you to read a passage about a poet who lived in the 1940s. 

This is the same poet who created the poem you just viewed and commented on. Please read the 

full, brief passage CLOSELY. Afterwards, you will be asked for your opinion of the person being 

described. 

IMMORAL POET 

The poet, Bruno Steingard, lived during the 1940s, around the Second World War. He lived in 

Munich, Germany during World War II, supporting the Nazi party as far as possible. Although 

few know about this part of history, the Nazi party often celebrated artists like Bruno Steingard, 

perceiving abstract poetry as “invigorating” and consistent with the party’s motivations. Bruno 

was greatly celebrated by many leading Nazis, and at times actually completed poems in the 

households of members of the Nazi party’s leadership. During this time period, Munich was 

often being bombed by the American air force, and the city was often ravaged, with many 

buildings being destroyed. 

Thanks to the protection of Nazi leaders, Steingard’s drafts were left intact during this period, 

protected in secure facilities. After the American occupation of Munich he was able to have them 

restored of any damage by art experts, many of whom were unfamiliar with their political 

history. Steingard kept silent after the war about his history with the Nazis, but praised their 

philosophy and actions in private journals, and expressed his regret that he had not participated 

more actively in the Nazi party’s actions. He was thrilled by the Nazi’s worldview, as some 

Germans had been during this time period. 

 

MORAL POET 

The poet, Bruno Steingard, lived during the 1940s, around the Second World War. He lived in 

Munich, Germany during World War II, avoiding the Nazi party as far as possible. Although few 

know about this part of history, the Nazi party often persecuted artists like Bruno Steingard, 

perceiving abstract poetry as “decadent” and disloyal to the party’s motivations. Bruno managed 

to avoid detection by completing his works in secret, at times actually storing drafts behind walls 

or under floorboards.  

During this time period, Munich was often being bombed by the American air force, and the city 

was often ravaged, with many buildings being destroyed. By chance, Steingard’s poems were left 

intact during this period, and during the American occupation of Munich he was able to have 

them restored of any damage. Steingard spoke out after the war, criticizing the Nazi party, and 

expressing his regret that he had not done more to resist their presence in Germany. He was 

intimidated into silence, as many Germans had been during this time period.  
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Phase Two Materials: Attitudes 

Welcome back to this study. Before, you were asked to express some reactions on the paper 

before you. You will now be asked to consider some questions on computer. In some cases, these 

questions may overlap with questions you answered on paper. Therefore, please keep the paper 

right in front of you so you can check what you said before. 

You will now be asked some questions about the topic of the poem. If you need a reminder, 

please review the poem on the piece of paper in front of you. 

 

UNFROZEN CONDITION 

Thought listing/rating task. 

You will soon be asked to provide some thoughts about the poem. In each box that appears, state 

a thought that you have while reading the poem. 

Please use the following space to record six thoughts that you are currently having about the 

poem. 

## Thoughts listed ## 

Rate whether each thought is negative, neutral, or positive towards the poem in the provided 

scale. On this scale, 'Pos' indicates positive, 'Neu' indicates neutral, and 'Neg' indicates negative. 

## Thoughts rated ## 

 

Interpersonal attitude. 

Please consider what other Queen’s students might think of the poem, and place this opinion on a 

scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

Please consider what your current or most recent romantic partner most likely thinks of the 

poem, and place this opinion on a scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

 

Actual attitude. 

Please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately describe your 

attitude towards the poem. If you the word does not at all describe your attitude towards the 

poem, select '1'. If it 'definitely' describes your attitude towards the poem, select '7'. 

Dislike            

Good           

Undesirable 
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Bad     

Like 

Positive 

Negative 

Desirable 

 

Desired attitude. 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or 

the attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. 

For your opinion of the poem, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On 

this scale, a '1' indicates that you would IDEALLY want to strongly dislike the poem; a '7' 

indicates that you would lDEALLY want to strongly like it. 

For your opinion of the poem please indicate the attitude you feel you SHOULD or OUGHT to 

have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you SHOULD strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates 

that you SHOULD strongly like it. 
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PARTIALLY FROZEN CONDITION 

Thought listing/rating task. 

You will soon be asked to provide some the thoughts that you previously recorded on paper, so 

that we have a copy in the computer. 

Please use the following space to record six thoughts that you expressed about the poem. 

## Thoughts listed ## 

Rate whether each thought is negative, neutral, or positive towards the poem in the provided 

scale. On this scale, 'Pos' indicates positive, 'Neu' indicates neutral, and 'Neg' indicates negative. 

## Thoughts rated ## 

 

Interpersonal attitude. 

Please record the answer that you previously gave to this question - consider what other Queen’s 

students might think of the poem, and place this opinion on a scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 

(strongly like). 

Please record the answer that you previously gave to this question - consider what your current 

or most recent romantic partner might think of the poem, and place this opinion on a scale of 1 

(strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

 

Actual attitude. 

Please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately describe your 

attitude towards the poem. If you the word does not at all describe your attitude towards the 

poem, select '1'. If it 'definitely' describes your attitude towards the poem, select '7'. 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Dislike            

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Good           

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Undesirable 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Bad     

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Like 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Positive 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Negative 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Desirable 
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Desired attitude. 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or 

the attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same.  

IMPORTANT: For this question, please respond as you feel at this very moment. For your 

opinion of the poem, please indicate the attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On this 

scale, a '1' indicates that you would IDEALLY want to strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates  

that you would lDEALLY want to strongly like it. 

IMPORTANT: For this question, please respond as you feel at this very moment. For your 

opinion of the poem please indicate the attitude you feel you SHOULD or OUGHT to have. On 

this scale, a '1' indicates that you SHOULD strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates that you 

SHOULD strongly like it. 
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FULLY FROZEN CONDITION 

 

Thought listing/rating task. 

You will soon be asked to provide some the thoughts that you previously recorded on paper, so 

that we have a copy in the computer. 

## Thoughts listed ## 

Rate whether each thought is negative, neutral, or positive towards the poem in the provided 

scale. On this scale, 'Pos' indicates positive, 'Neu' indicates neutral, and 'Neg' indicates negative. 

## Thoughts rated ## 

 

Interpersonal attitude. 

Please record the answer that you previously gave to this question - consider what other Queen’s 

students might think of the poem, and place this opinion on a scale of 1 (strongly dislike) to 7 

(strongly like). 

Please record the answer that you previously gave to this question - consider what your current 

or most recent romantic partner might think of the poem, and place this opinion on a scale of 1 

(strongly dislike) to 7 (strongly like). 

 

Actual attitude. 

Please consider the following words, and decide whether or not they accurately describe your 

attitude towards the poem. If you the word does not at all describe your attitude towards the 

poem, select '1'. If it 'definitely' describes your attitude towards the poem, select '7'. 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Dislike            

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Good           

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Undesirable 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Bad     

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Like 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Positive 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for – Negative 

Please record the answer that you gave previously for - Desirable 
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Desired attitude. 

Sometimes the attitudes we have are different from the attitudes we ideally would like to have or 

the attitudes we feel we should hold, and sometimes these attitudes are the same. 

Please record the answer that you gave before - For your opinion of the poem, please indicate the 

attitude you IDEALLY would like to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you would 

IDEALLY want to strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates  that you would lDEALLY want to 

strongly like it. 

Please record the answer that you gave before - For your opinion of the poem please indicate the 

attitude you feel you SHOULD or OUGHT to have. On this scale, a '1' indicates that you 

SHOULD strongly dislike the poem; a '7' indicates that you SHOULD strongly like it. 
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Phase Two Materials: Dependent Variables 

 

Here are some additional questions. Please consider each carefully, and give your most precise 

estimate of your reaction. 

The following dependent variables were then presented in randomized order. 

 

Value Clarity 

The following questions concern ‘value based living.’ Values are the choices that we make about 

how we want to live our lives.This means that you determine what you believe to be important in 

your life, what makes it all worthwhile and what motivates you. The question that you ask 

yourself here is how well am I living up to my values? What do I consider important and what 

sort of person am I being? This questionnaire is about learning to identify these values and to 

evaluate whether I am following my values. 

 

1.  I have values that give my life more meaning. 

2.  I know what motivates me in life.  

3.  I believe that I’ve found important values to live according to.  

4.  I know exactly what I want to do with my life.  

5.  I make choices based on my values, even if it is stressful.  

6.  I know how I want to live my life.  

7.  I know what I want to do with my life.  

8.  I believe that my values are really reflected in my behaviour.  

9.  I believe that how I behave fits in with my personal wants and desires.  

10.  My emotions don’t hold me back from doing what’s important to me.  

11.  I live the way I always intended to live.  

12.  I am satisfied with how I live my life.  

13.  Nothing can stop me from doing something that’s important to me.  

14.  I believe that I am living life to the full right now.  

15.  I make time for the things that I consider important.  

16.  I feel that I am living a full life.  

 

 

Self-concept Clarity  

[wording changed from Campbell et al., 1996, to make a state measure] 

 Items rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

1. My beliefs about myself are in conflict with one another. 

2. I currently have one opinion of myself different from the opinion I would have on 

most other days. 

3. I am spending a lot of time wondering about what kind of person I really am. 

4. I currently feel that I am not really the person that I appear to be. 
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5. When I think about the kind of person I have been in the past, I’m currently not sure 

what I was really like. 

6. I am not experiencing conflict between the different aspects of my personality. 

7. Right now, I think I know other people better than I know myself. 

8. My beliefs about myself are changing at the moment. 

9. If I were asked to describe my personality, my description right now would be 

different from other days. 

10. Even if I wanted to, I don’t think I could tell someone what I’m really like right now. 

11. Right now, I have a clear sense of who I am and what I am. 

12. It is presently hard for me to make up my mind about things because I don’t really 

know what I want at the moment. 

 

Subjective Ambivalence. 

 

Considering the poem, please rate the degree of INDECISION you feel towards this topic. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  (no indecision)    (moderate indecision)   (extreme indecision) 

 

Considering the poem, please rate the degree of CONFUSION you feel towards this topic. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  (no confusion)    (moderate confusion)   (extreme confusion) 

 

Considering the poem, please rate the degree of CONFLICT you feel towards this topic. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  (no conflict)     (moderate conflict)    (extreme conflict) 

 

Would you say that you have strongly favourable (or strongly unfavourable) views of the poem, 

or would you say that your feelings are mixed? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 (Feel strongly accepting, or strongly NOT accepting)   (feel completely mixed) 

 

When you consider the poem, how mixed are your reactions? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  (Completely one-sided)     (Completely mixed) 

 

When you consider the poem, how clear are your reactions? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  (Feel maximally unclear)     (Feel maximally clear) 

 

When considering the poem, to what extent are your reactions completely positive or negative 

versus completely mixed? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  (Completely one-sided)     (Completely mixed) 
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Self-Awareness Scale (Govern & Marsch, 2001). 

[Pr] = Private  [Pu] = Public  [S] = Surroundings 

 

1. Right now, I am keenly aware of everything in my environment. [S] 

2. Right now, I am conscious of my inner feelings. [Pr] 

3. Right now, I am concerned about the way I present myself. [Pu] 

4. Right now, I am self-conscious about the way I look. [Pu] 

5. Right now, I am conscious of what is going on around me. [S] 

6. Right now, I am reflective about my life. [Pr] 

7. Right now, I am concerned about what other people think of me. [Pu] 

8. Right now, I am aware of my innermost thoughts. [Pr] 

9. Right now, I am conscious of all objects around me. [S] 

 

Emotions 

Please consider the following items carefully. For each, rate how much you feel the specific 

emotion at this moment. A '1' indicates that you are feeling this emotion 'NOT AT ALL' a '5' 

indicates that you are feeling this emotion 'EXTREMELY'. 

 

1. Active 

2. Vigorous 

3. Lively 

4. Energetic 

5. Exhausted 

6. Fatigued 

7. Tired 

8. Weary 

9. Worn Out 

10. Uptight 

11. Aggravated 

12. Irritable 

13. Agitated 

14. Upset 

15. Hostile 

16. Peaceful 

17. Calm 

18. Relaxed 

19. Serene 

20. Tranquil 
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State self-esteem 

This is a questionnaire designed to measure what you are thinking at this moment.  There is, of 

course, no right answer for any statement.  The best answer is what you feel is true of yourself at 

this moment.  Be sure to answer all of the items, even if you are not certain of the best answer.  

Again, answer these questions as they are true for you RIGHT NOW. 

 

1 = not at all 

2 = a little bit 

3 = somewhat 

4 = very much 

5 = extremely 

 

1. I feel confident about my abilities. 

2. I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure. 

3. I feel satisfied with the way my body looks right now. 

4. I feel frustrated or rattled about my performance. 

5. I feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read. 

6. I feel that others respect and admire me. 

7. I am dissatisfied with my weight. 

8. I feel self-conscious. 

9. I feel as smart as others. 

10.  I feel displeased with myself. 

11.  I feel good about myself. 

12.  I am pleased with my appearance right now. 

13.  I am worried about what other people think of me. 

14.  I feel confident that I understand things. 

15.  I feel inferior to others at this moment. 

16.  I feel unattractive. 

17. I feel concerned about the impression I am making. 

18. I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others. 

19. I feel like I’m not doing well. 

20. I am worried about looking foolish. 
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Chapter Six Supplementary Tables 

Table E-1. 

Descriptive Information for Study Variables. (Experiment 5). 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 M (SD) Skew 

(Kurtosis) 

1. Actual 

Attitude 

.91             4.93 (1.22) -.66 (.15) 

2. Desired 

Attitude 

.50** .79            4.93 (1.63) -.95 (.36) 

3. Value Clarity .09 -.10 .89           3.44 (.69) -.20 (-.18) 

4. Self-concept 

Clarity 

-.07 -.15* .54** .86          3.16 (.81) -.09 (-.68) 

5. Subjective 

Ambivalence 

-.31** -.19** -.04 -.05 .80         4.11 (1.09) -.33 (-.37) 

6. Self-esteem .03 -.07 .52** .57** -.17** .89        3.15 (.64) -.13 (-.45) 

7. Private Self-

Awareness 

.11 .06 .12 -.03 .06 -.03 .75       5.08 (1.31) -.57 (-.02) 

8. Public Self-

Awareness 

-.06 .07 -.25** -.39** .15* -.64** .30** .82      4.64 (1.50) -.50 (-.32) 

9. Surrounding 

Self-Awareness 

.10 .08 .10 .02 -.01 -.02 .49** .26** .79     4.81 (1.29) -.60 (.40) 

10. High-

Arousal Positive  

.08 -.01 .34** .12 .03 .20** .13 -.04 .10 .73    2.61 (.83) .29 (-.22) 

11. Low-

Arousal Positive 

.18** .00 .44** .29** -.07 .39** -.01 -.20** .02 .29** .78   2.94 (.77) -.15 (-.28) 

12. High-

Arousal 

Negative  

-.16* -.02 -.38** -.41** .16* -.37** .06 .23** -.01 -.02 -.49** .84  2.22 (.86) .46 (-.53) 

13. Low-

Arousal 

Negative 

-.06 -.03 -.35** -.31** .01 -.44** .03 .21** -.06 -.35** -.38** .43** .87 3.43 (1.00) -.34 (-.69) 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Values on the diagonal reflect Cronbach’s alpha (internal consistency) 

coefficients. 
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Table E-2. 

Effects of Poet Identity and Freezing Conditions on other Self-Related Variables (ANOVAs). 

(Experiment 5). 

 

Self-esteem 

Passage F(1, 239) = .15, p = .699, r = .02 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = .42, p = .660, r = .04 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .001, p = .999, r = .00 

Private Self-Awareness 

Passage F(1, 239) = 3.89, p = .050, r = .13 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = 2.01, p = .137, r = .09 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = 1.38, p = .254, r = .08 

Public Self-Awareness 

Passage F(1, 239) = .21, p = .650, r = .03 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = .69, p = .502, r = .05 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .44, p = .646, r = .04 

Surroundings Self-Awareness 

Passage F(1, 239) = .02, p = .886, r = .01 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = 1.87, p = .156, r = .09 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .27, p = .766, r = .03 
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Table E-3. 

Effects of Poet Identity and Freezing Conditions on Emotion Variables (ANOVAs). (Experiment 

5). 

 

High-Arousal Positive (e.g., Excited) 

Passage F(1, 239) = 1.71, p = .193, r = .08 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = .34, p = .709, r = .04 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .410, p = .664, r = .04 

Low-Arousal Positive (e.g., Calm) 

Passage F(1, 239) = 1.60, p = .207, r = .08 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = .20, p = .819, r = .03 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .70, p = .498, r = .05 

High-Arousal Negative (e.g., Angry) 

Passage F(1, 239) = .83, p = .363, r = .06 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = .97, p = .380, r = .06 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .47, p = .624, r = .04 

Low-Arousal Negative (e.g., Tired) 

Passage F(1, 239) = 1.57, p = .211, r = .08 

Freezing  F(1, 239) = .69, p = .500, r = .05 

Passage X Freezing F(1, 239) = .33, p = .720, r = .04 

 

 

 

 


