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Abstract
We hypothesized that individuals may differ in the dispositional tendency to have positive versus
negative attitudes, a trait termed the Dispositional Attitude. Across four studies, we developed a
16-item Dispositional Attitude Measure (DAM) and investigated its internal consistency, test-
retest reliability, factor structure, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and predictive
validity. DAM scores were (a) positively correlated with positive affect traits, curiosity-related
traits, and individual pre-existing attitudes, (b) negatively correlated with negative affect traits,
and (c) uncorrelated with theoretically unrelated traits. Dispositional attitudes also significantly
predicted the valence of novel attitudes while controlling for theoretically relevant traits (such as
the big-five and optimism). The dispositional attitude construct represents a new perspective in
which attitudes are not simply a function of the properties of the stimuli under consideration, but
are also a function of the properties of the evaluator. We discuss the intriguing implications of
dispositional attitudes for many areas of research, including attitude formation, persuasion, and
behavior prediction.

Keywords
affect; attitude; disposition; personality; valence

If you want to know someone's feelings toward health care, is it useful to know whether they
like architecture? At first glance, the answer would appear to be no. After all, health care
and architecture are independent stimuli with unique sets of properties, so attitudes toward
these objects should also be independent because they will be based on unrelated
considerations (Albarracin & Vargas, 2010; Eagly & Chaiken, 2007; Fazio, 2007; Schwarz,
2007). However, even when considering objects as distinct as health care and architecture,
there is still one critical factor that an individual's attitudes will have in common: the
individual who formed the attitudes. If individuals differ in the general tendency to like
versus dislike objects, an intriguing possibility is that attitudes toward independent objects
may actually be related. So someone's attitude toward architecture may in fact tell us
something about their attitude toward health care because both attitudes would be biased by
a disposition to like or dislike stimuli.

The present research investigated whether individuals have a tendency to generally like or
dislike stimuli. We will refer to this construct as the dispositional attitude, defined as
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systematic variation in attitude valence as a function of individuals (i.e., a main effect of
individual on attitude valence). This tendency should be measurable by having individuals
evaluate a large number of stimuli and then averaging across attitude ratings. Given a
sufficiently large pool of appropriately selected stimuli, the influence of positive and
negative stimulus properties will tend to cancel out, and the remaining variance between
individuals will index a tendency to like or dislike stimuli that is independent of stimulus-
specific reactions. Dispositional attitudes should be related to other traits that predispose
individuals to experience positive or negative affect (e.g., extraversion, optimism), and
individuals with more positive dispositional attitudes should tend to form and hold more
positive attitudes toward specific stimuli. In the present paper, we discuss the antecedents,
correlates, and consequences of dispositional attitudes, develop a dispositional attitude
measure, test predictions about the relation of dispositional attitudes to other traits, and
examine the dispositional attitude's role in attitude formation and prediction.

Dispositional Attitudes: Origins, Associations, and Relations to Specific
Attitudes
Origins of dispositional attitudes

It is reasonable to expect individuals to differ in the tendency to like versus dislike stimuli
due to a variety of personality, cognitive, and social factors. In terms of personality factors,
tendencies to experience positive and negative affect are robust personality differences
(Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999; Costa & McCrae, 1980; Derryberry & Rothbart, 1988; Diener
& Larsen, 1984; Feldman, 1995; Gray, 1972, 1990; Izard, 2007; Mesquita, 2001; Rosenthal,
1995). If one affect were more chronically accessible or fluent than the other for an
individual, the more accessible/fluent affect would have a higher probability of being
associated with any encountered stimulus, consequently biasing the individual's attitudes in
the direction of the more accessible affect. In terms of cognitive factors, individuals may
rely on evaluative routines that become chronic and bias the evaluations of many stimuli.
For example, if individuals tend to form positive (negative) expectations before
encountering stimuli, those expectations could serve as evaluative anchors or primes leading
to the formation of generally positive (negative) attitudes. In terms of social factors, cultures
and peer groups may place normative pressure on individuals to express positive or negative
attitudes. For example, the adage If you don't have anything nice to say, don't say anything
at all seems to normatively discourage the formation and expression of negative attitudes. It
is easy to imagine how such personality, cognitive, and social factors could act on different
individuals with varying amounts of strength, thus leading to variation in the tendency to
generally like or dislike stimuli. In other words, it is reasonable to expect that attitudes
toward unrelated stimuli will be positively related to one another because they were likely
influenced by a common set of factors, and therefore it is reasonable to expect that
dispositional attitudes exist.

Associations of dispositional attitudes with known personality traits
Associations with affectivity—Dispositional attitudes are a form of affectivity and
should therefore be related to other traits tapping affect – specifically, dispositional attitudes
should positively correlate with positive affect traits and negatively correlate with negative
affect traits. However, dispositional attitudes specifically concern affect experienced in
relation to stimuli, so they should still be distinct from other affective traits that focus on
broad personality syndromes (e.g., extraversion, promotion focus) or highly specific topics
(e.g., self-esteem). These predictions can be tested by measuring dispositional attitudes
along with traits concerning positive affect (e.g., extraversion, agreeableness, trait positive
affect, optimism, self-esteem, life satisfaction, behavioral activation, and promotion focus)
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and negative affect (e.g., neuroticism, trait negative affect, behavioral inhibition, and
prevention focus).

Associations with curiosity—Positive dispositional attitudes may predispose people to
have favorable expectations about the unknown, and dispositional attitudes may therefore be
related to an open, curious approach to objects and experiences. These predictions can be
tested by measuring dispositional attitudes along with openness (wide-ranging interests and
preference for new, creative ideas; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008), variety seeking
(motivation for avoiding the routine; Goldberg et al., 2006), curiosity (a value orientation
concerned with broad interests; Peterson & Seligman, 2004), and inquisitiveness (interest in
a wide-variety of stimuli and experiences; Goldberg et al., 2006). Although each of these
traits is associated with positive attitudes toward wide-ranging stimuli, they all include
features not shared with dispositional attitudes, such as beliefs about, preferences for, and
motivations to seek out novel, exciting, and varied stimuli. Therefore, dispositional attitudes
should positively correlate with curiosity-related traits, but they should also be distinct from
them.

Associations with previously identified individual differences relevant to
attitudes—Although a number of attitude-related individual differences have been
identified, they primarily describe whether someone will form an attitude (need for
evaluation, Jarvis & Petty, 1996) or what types of information processing strategies
individuals will use to evaluate stimuli (e.g., need for cognition, Cacioppo & Petty, 1982;
need for personal structure, Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; need for closure, Webster &
Kruglanski, 1994). Consequently, these existing constructs either (a) do not make
predictions about the valence of specific attitudes (e.g., need for evaluation), or (b) make
interactive predictions for individuals and situations concerning attitude valence (e.g., high
need for cognition would predict increased positive attitudes when an attitude-object is
accompanied by strong arguments for liking, but increased negative attitudes when an
attitude-object is accompanied by strong arguments for disliking). In contrast, dispositional
attitudes imply a main effect of the individual on attitude valence, such that an individual
with a positive (negative) dispositional attitude will tend to like (dislike) all stimuli more
than other individuals, regardless of what specific stimuli are considered. Although
dispositional attitudes are theoretically distinct from these existing constructs, chronic
reliance on evaluative routines could potentially lead to systematic differences in the valence
of an individual's attitudes. We therefore did not have strong predictions for how
dispositional attitudes would be related to these attitudinal constructs, but instead viewed
these associations as an open-ended empirical question.

Lack of associations with theoretically unrelated constructs—Although
dispositional attitudes should be related to traits concerning affectivity and curiosity, they
should be unrelated to other traits. Thus, discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) can
be estimated by measuring dispositional attitudes along with such traits as
conscientiousness, attachment style, and imagination. Conscientiousness should be unrelated
to dispositional attitudes because it primarily concerns dutifulness and goal-directed
behavior (Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005; Roberts, Jackson, Fayard,
Edmonds, & Meints, 2009). Similarly, there is no a priori reason to believe that the
attachment dimensions of avoidance and anxiety should be related to a general tendency to
like versus dislike stimuli (Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011; Heffernan,
Fraley, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2012). Finally, imagination is a facet of the big-five openness
trait that measures the tendency to engage in imaginative thought (e.g., “I have a vivid
imagination”, “I spend time reflecting on things”; Goldberg et al., 2006). Although we
predicted that the overall trait of openness would be related to dispositional attitudes, we
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predicted that this association would be unshared by the specific facet of imagination, which
does not concern affectivity or curiosity.

Relating dispositional attitudes and novel attitudes: Individuals with a disposition to like
(dislike) stimuli should be more likely to favorably (unfavorably) evaluate any given
stimulus, leading to a correlation among attitudes toward ostensibly unrelated stimuli. This
pattern should be surprising to the extent that prevailing views of attitude formation rely on
stimulus-specific judgments as the bases of attitudes and do not emphasize dispositional
tendencies that would consistently yield positive or negative attitudes (Ajzen & Fishbein,
2005; Albarracin & Vargas, 2010; Fishbein, 1963; Rosenberg, 1956; Walther et al., 2011;
Wyer, 1974). Some attitude theories do incorporate personality as a distal influence on
specific attitudes, such that personality may bias stimulus-specific beliefs and thus have an
indirect relation with specific attitudes (e.g., Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). However,
dispositional attitudes assume non-belief-mediated intercorrelations among attitudes toward
unrelated stimuli due to the operation of similar (within-person) mechanisms that operate
during the formation of an individual's attitudes.

Overview of the Present Research
In the present research, we developed a measure of dispositional attitudes and examined the
measure's convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity. In Studies 1a-1d, we created a
16-item scale to measure dispositional attitudes. We then explored construct validity in
relation to affective traits (Study 2), curiosity-related traits (Study 3), previously identified
attitude-relevant traits (Study 3), the big-five facets (Study 4), and theoretically unrelated
traits (Studies 2-4). Dispositional attitudes should be positively related to traits concerning
positive affect, negatively related to traits concerning negative affect, positively related to
traits concerning curiosity, and unrelated to other traits. Across Studies 2-4, we also
examined predictive validity by exploring whether dispositional attitudes could be used to
predict novel attitudes while controlling for other traits. If so, this would demonstrate that
the dispositional attitude is an important and useful construct for attitudes research.

Studies 1a – 1d: Scale Construction
Dispositional attitudes should be measurable by having individuals evaluate a wide range of
stimuli and then averaging across all evaluations for each individual. Several considerations
are in order for developing this measure. First, the measure must include enough stimuli so
that it is not heavily influenced by idiosyncratic reactions to specific stimuli. Second, the
stimuli on the scale should have relatively independent properties; otherwise the scale could
be strongly influenced by a person-level source of variance other than dispositional attitudes.
Finally, because we want to measure an effect related to all attitudes, the scale should
include a variety of both negative and positive attitude-objects.

With these considerations in mind, we constructed a scale using the following steps. In
Study 1a, we created a 100-item scale that included an even distribution of positive and
negative items because we hypothesized that 100 items would be a sufficiently large item
pool. In Study 1b, we examined the factor structure of this 100-item measure for evidence of
the existence of the dispositional attitude construct, and we also shortened the scale length.
In Study 1c, we cross-validated the exploratory results from Study 1b using an independent
sample. Finally, in Study 1d, we examined the stability of dispositional attitudes using a test-
retest reliability design. The final Dispositional Attitude Measure (DAM) includes 16 items
and is highly reliable (see Appendix A for the full measure).
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Study 1a: Creating an Initial 100-Item Scale
Fifty participants reported their attitudes toward 200 attitude-objects. From these ratings we
selected 100 stimuli that were uniformly distributed from negative to positive.

Participants—Participants (N = 50) were recruited online using Amazon's Mechanical
Turk (MTurk) website (for a discussion of MTurk use in psychological data collection, see
Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). Participants
were paid $0.10 to complete the study. The age of respondents ranged from 18 to 62 years
(M = 37.52, SD = 13.00). In this sample, 68% of respondents were female, 42% had a
bachelor's degree or higher, and the modal income category was $37,500-$49,999. Due to a
programming error, information about race/ethnicity was not recorded.

Procedure—Using scales from 1 (extremely unfavorable) to 7 (extremely favorable),
participants evaluated 200 stimuli that had been carefully selected to include items that
varied in valence from very negative to very positive and that represented a variety of
domains.

Item selection—Based on ratings of the 200 stimuli, we excluded items with non-normal
distributions. This criterion led us to exclude items with average ratings that were extremely
negative (Mean < 2.00) or positive (Mean > 6.00). These exclusions left us with 148 items,
of which we randomly selected 25 within each of the following ranges: 2-2.99; 3-3.99;
4-4.99; 5-5.99. These 100 items can be found in Table 1, and in the following studies, scale
items were presented in alphabetical order. The scale is scored by averaging across all 100
items. For this sample, the mean score was 4.41 (SD = 0.69) and Cronbach's α = .95 (the
average item-total correlation was .40, with a range from .08 – .58).

Study 1b: Evidence for the Dispositional Attitude Construct and the Creation of a Shorter
Scale

If individuals have an overall tendency to like versus dislike stimuli in general, then a
principle components analysis (PCA) of responses to the 100-item scale should produce a
factor on which almost all items load positively. Individuals with higher scores on this factor
would tend to rate all items more positively than individuals with lower scores, and vice-
versa. Note that such a factor would also be consistent with a response bias such as
acquiescence, and therefore the existence of such a factor is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for the existence of dispositional attitudes (we rule out potential response bias in
Studies 2-4, in which we examined construct validity and introduced reverse-scored items).
Additionally, component scores from the PCA can be used to identify the best items to
include in a shorter version of the scale. Therefore, we had an independent sample complete
the 100-item scale, conducted a PCA, and used the results to create a shorter scale.

Participants and procedure—Undergraduates at the University of Illinois (N = 571)
completed the 100-item scale and a demographic form for partial course credit. The age of
respondents ranged from 18 to 40 years (M = 19.55, SD = 1.99). The sample was 63%
female. The sample was 67% Caucasian, 14% Asian, 6% Hispanic, and 13% other.

PCA and evidence for the dispositional attitude construct—We conducted a PCA
on ratings of all 100 attitude-objects using mean-imputation for missing item responses. This
analysis produced 31 factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Our primary interest was
discovering whether most items loaded positively on a single factor, because such a factor
would indicate that participants’ responses were influenced by an overall tendency to like
versus dislike stimuli. The first principle component conformed to this pattern, and of the
100 items, 92 loaded positively on this component, with an average component score of .21
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(SD = .15) (see Table 1). Therefore, most attitudes were associated with an overall tendency
to like versus dislike stimuli, and this was true even for important and consequential
attitudes, including attitudes toward abortion, capitalism, the current president of the United
States (Barack Obama), exercising, taxes, and vegetarianism.

The creation of a shorter scale—To examine whether a scale with fewer than 100
items could provide a reliable estimate of dispositional attitudes, we created scales that
ranged in length from 100 items to five items in increments of five. Each scale of length k
consisted of the k items with the highest component scores from the PCA. For each scale
length, we calculated Cronbach's alpha and split-half reliability in which the halves were the
average of the odd versus even numbered items. As can be seen in Table 2, the scale could
be shortened to at least 20 items without loss of reliability. As mentioned, an additional goal
is that the final scale should include a roughly equal number of negative and positive items.
Looking again at Table 2, it is clear that the 20-item scale came close to this ideal, but had
an excess of very negative items (a rating of 2-2.99). Therefore, we omitted the four very
negative items with the lowest component scores, which left us with a 16-item scale that
contained 3 very negative, 5 slightly negative, 5 slightly positive, and 3 very positive items.
For this sample, the 16-item scale mean was 3.77 (SD = .73), alpha = .77, and the odd-even
split-half reliability = .79. Based on these analyses, it appears that the 16-item scale includes
a sufficient number of items to reliably measure dispositional attitudes.

Study 1c: Cross-validation
In Study 1b, we created the 16-item scale in an exploratory manner, selecting items based on
the observed component scores from a single sample. Consequently, the results of Study 1b
may have capitalized on sampling error. We therefore collected an independent sample to
examine whether the results would replicate. Specifically, we calculated reliability
estimates, and we also fit a confirmatory factor model to examine whether a unidimensional
model fit the data.

Participants and procedure—MTurk users (N = 750) completed the 16-item scale and a
demographic form for $0.20. The age of respondents ranged from 18 to 67 years (M =
29.64, SD = 9.32). In this sample, 44% of respondents were female, 68% had a bachelor's
degree or higher, and the modal income category was $0-$24,999. The sample was 47%
Indian, 28% Caucasian, 20% Non-Indian Asian, and 5% other.

Results and discussion—The reliability results replicated, and the 16-item scale had α
= .78 and split-half reliability = .83. Next, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to
examine whether a unidimensional model fit the data. Rather than using single items as
indicators, we used four item parcels that each contained four items because the latent
construct of interest is an overall tendency to like versus dislike stimuli in general, whereas
each individual item represents a tendency to like versus dislike a specific stimulus. In
contrast, item parcels created by averaging together individual items represent a tendency to
like versus dislike stimuli aggregated across unrelated stimuli, which is exactly what the
latent construct represents. When item parcels are more directly related to the latent
construct of interest, their use is preferred over modeling individual items (Little,
Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). We created the item parcels by averaging
together every fourth item (Parcel 1: Architecture, Cold Showers, Politics, Soccer; Parcel 2:
Bicycles, Doing Crossword Puzzles, Public Speaking, Statistics; Parcel 3: Camping, Japan,
Receiving Criticism, Taxes; Parcel 4: Canoes, Playing Chess, Rugby, Taxidermy). The
unidimensional measurement model fit the data well, χ2(2) = 10.02, p < .01, CFI = .99, NFI
= .99, RMSEA = .07 (95% confidence interval = [.03, .12]). Therefore, the results of Study
1c replicated the results of Study 1b and indicated that the 16-item measure is a reliable,
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psychometrically sound measure of dispositional attitudes. The descriptive statistics for the
16-item scale across all studies are displayed in Table 3.

Study 1d: Test-retest Reliability
Next, we examined the stability of dispositional attitudes by conducting a test-retest
reliability study using a one month interval between administrations of the scale.

Participants and procedure—Undergraduates at the University of Illinois (N = 80)
participated for partial course credit. The age of respondents ranged from 18 to 23 years (M
= 19.20, SD = 1.15). The sample was 69% female. The sample was 59% Caucasian, 23%
Asian, 5% Hispanic, and 13% other. Participants completed the 16-item scale and a
demographic form at the beginning of the Fall semester in an introductory social psychology
course. Participants completed the scale a second time one month later in the same course.

Results and discussion—The alpha and split-half reliability estimates for the scale
replicated the results of Studies 1b-1c (see Table 3), and the test-retest reliability was .86.
Therefore, dispositional attitudes appear to be a stable individual difference, at least over
short time intervals. This is also further evidence for the reliability of the 16-item scale.

Study 1 Conclusion
Studies 1a-1d yielded a 16-item measure of dispositional attitudes, which we have named
the Dispositional Attitude Measure (DAM). The DAM asks respondents to report attitudes
toward 16 mostly independent stimuli, and it is scored by averaging across these attitude
ratings. Consequently, individuals’ DAM scores represent an overall tendency to have
positive versus negative attitudes, regardless of what stimuli are being evaluated. Now that
the measure has been created and its reliability established, it is important to examine the
validity of the measure to ensure that the DAM truly measures dispositional attitudes.

Study 2: Construct Validity (Affective Traits, Openness,
Conscientiousness, and Attachment Style) and Predictive Validity (Novel
Attitudes)

Next, we examined the convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity of the DAM. For
convergent validity, dispositional attitudes should be positively related to positive affect
traits and negatively related to negative affect traits. To test these predictions, we measured
a variety of traits related to both positive affect (extraversion, agreeableness, trait positive
affect, optimism, self-esteem, life satisfaction, behavioral activation, and promotion focus)
and negative affect (neuroticism, trait negative affect, behavioral inhibition, and prevention
focus). Dispositional attitudes should also be positively related to curiosity-related traits, and
to test this prediction we measured openness via the Big-Five Inventory. For discriminant
validity, dispositional attitudes should be unrelated to traits unrelated to affect and curiosity.
To test this prediction, we measured conscientiousness and attachment style. Simultaneous
evidence for convergent and discriminant validity would strongly suggest that DAM scores
represent a theoretically meaningful construct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Finally, we sought
to demonstrate predictive validity by examining whether DAM scores could predict attitudes
toward a novel stimulus.

Method
Participants and procedure—Undergraduates at the University of Illinois (N = 271)
completed an online packet of questionnaires for partial course credit. The age of
respondents ranged from 18 to 29 years (M = 19.38, SD = 1.35). The sample was 61%
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female. The sample was 56% Caucasian, 24% Asian, 10% Hispanic, and 10% other. We
included three “attention check” questions that read: “This question checks whether you are
skipping questions. Select the middle option.” These questions were randomly inserted
throughout the questionnaires, and the response option to be selected varied across each
question. Thirty-seven respondents failed at least two attention check questions. We rejected
their submissions, and their data were not recorded. Therefore the sample size of 271
respondents does not include those who failed this manipulation check.

Measures and predictions—Participants completed (in randomized order) the DAM, 17
other individual difference measures, a demographic form, and a novel attitude measure. For
the sake of brevity, a detailed description of each individual difference measure appears in
Table 4; additional information for scales that were modified or require elaboration appears
below. Unless noted below, we used 7-point scales for all questionnaires, and all scale
anchors came from the original measures. Predictions for convergent and discriminant
validity are summarized in Table 4. Finally, we predicted that dispositional attitudes would
positively correlate with newly formed attitudes measured in the novel attitude
questionnaire.

PANAS modification: Because many items on the PANAS are low frequency (e.g.,
“inspired”, “guilty”), we expanded the measure to 40-items to include higher frequency
emotions. The positive affect scale included the terms active, alert, attentive, calm, content,
determined, enthusiastic, excited, happy, hopeful, inspired, interested, powerful, proud,
relaxed, satisfied, strong, surprised, and trusting. The negative affect scale included the
terms afraid, angry, annoyed, anxious, ashamed, bored, disgusted, distracted, distressed,
frustrated, guilty, hostile, nervous, powerless, sad, scared, tired, upset, worried, irritable, and
jittery. For each emotion, participants were presented with the question stem “In general (on
average), I feel...” and scales from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 7 (extremely). Each scale
was scored by averaging across all items on the scale.

A note on social desirability: The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MC-SD) is a
33-item measure of an individual's tendency to respond to questionnaires with socially
desirable though potentially false responses. Items on the scale include common behaviors
to which many individuals do not like to admit (e.g., “I like to gossip at times”). Participants
provide a dichotomous yes/no response to each item, and participants are given one point for
each item on which they provide the socially desirable response, so that higher scores
indicate an increased tendency to portray oneself in a socially desirable manner. We
predicted dispositional attitudes would be related to socially desirable responding no more
or less than are other traits. Therefore, the magnitude of the correlation between the DAM
and MC-SD should be roughly the same magnitude as the correlations between the MC-SD
and the remaining traits.

Novel attitude questionnaire: Participants completed an ostensible consumer opinion
survey, in which they read about the “Monahan LPI-800 Compact 2/3-Cubic-Foot 700-Watt
Microwave Oven.” Although this product is fictitious, participants were led to believe that it
was real. Participants read six fabricated product reviews, three of which were positive and
three of which were negative. After reading the reviews, participants reported their attitudes
toward the product using four 7-point semantic differential scales (“I think this product is
something that...” I dislike/I like, is bad/is good, is useless/is useful, is unfavorable/is
favorable). Responses were averaged to form an overall attitude toward the product.
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Results and Discussion
Convergent and discriminant validity—Our convergent and discriminant validity
predictions were largely supported (Table 5). Dispositional attitudes correlated positively
with positive affect traits, correlated negatively with negative affect traits, correlated
positively with openness, and were uncorrelated with conscientiousness and attachment
style. Further, the MC-SD correlated with the DAM at the same magnitude as it correlated
with the other constructs in the study, indicating that the DAM is no more related to socially
desirable responding than any other construct that was measured. The only convergent
validity predictions not supported were the predicted associations of the DAM with
agreeableness (but see Study 4) and prevention focus. Next, we conducted a multiple
regression to predict DAM scores from the other individual difference measures. Based on
the adjusted R2 value, these variables accounted for only 20% of the variance in
dispositional attitudes, indicating that dispositional attitudes are not reducible to a collection
of these other constructs (Table 6).2 Thus, the DAM displayed good convergent and
discriminant validity.

Predictive validity—DAM scores were positively correlated with attitudes toward the
novel microwave product (Table 5). Next, we conducted a multiple regression to predict
novel attitudes from the DAM and other individual differences. Dispositional attitudes
remained a significant predictor of novel attitudes controlling for these variables (Table 6).
These results demonstrate that the dispositional attitude construct is useful and unique in its
ability to predict attitude valence as a function of the individuals forming the attitudes.

Discussion—Study 2 provided strong evidence for the construct validity of the DAM, and
it also demonstrated the utility of the dispositional attitude construct – specifically,
dispositional attitudes can be used to predict novel attitudes, even though other related
constructs cannot.

Study 3: Construct Validity (Curiosity-Related Traits, Attitude-Relevant
Traits, Imagination, and Pre-Existing Attitudes) and Predictive Validity
(Novel Attitudes)

Study 3 extends the findings of Study 2 in three important ways. First, to further rule out the
possibility that DAM scores reflect a response bias, we manipulated the scale anchors on the
DAM to create reverse-scored items. If the DAM maintains good reliability and construct
validity when using reverse-scored items, it will be particularly strong evidence that
dispositional attitudes exist independent of any influence of scale anchors.

Second, we expanded our investigation of the DAM's construct validity. Dispositional
attitudes should positively correlate with curiosity-related constructs, and to test this
prediction we measured curiosity, inquisitiveness, and variety seeking. We also examined
the relation of the DAM with a set of constructs that are frequently used in attitudes
research. For this purpose, we measured need for cognition, need for closure, need for
evaluation, and need for structure. We viewed the associations of the DAM with these
constructs as an open-ended empirical question. We also examined discriminant validity in

2We also analyzed all data in Studies 2-4 including gender as a predictor of both dispositional and novel attitudes. Overall, the results
were unchanged: Gender was not a significant predictor, including gender as a predictor did not change the relation of other variables
with the DAM, and analyzing the data separately for men and women did not yield different results. The only exception to this pattern
is that gender was a significant predictor of DAM scores in Study 2 (B = -.25, S.E. = .08, β = -.18, p < .01), with men (M = 4.36, SD
= .65) scoring higher than women (M = 4.00, SD = .64). However, the magnitude and significance of other predictors remained
unchanged. Further, this effect did not replicate in Studies 3-4. Therefore, gender is not discussed further.
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relation to the imagination facet of openness, which is unrelated to affectivity and attitudes
toward stimuli.

Third, as an additional test of construct validity, we measured two pre-existing attitudes not
measured in the DAM scale. Dispositional attitudes should positively correlate with pre-
existing attitudes that are not already assessed in the DAM. This would further support our
claims that the existence of dispositional attitudes implies (a) that attitudes toward unrelated
objects will tend to be positively related, and (b) that the valence of specific attitudes can be
predicted based on properties of the individuals expressing those attitudes. We therefore
view these predictions as an additional test of construct validity.

Method
Participants and procedure—MTurk users (N = 250) completed an online packet of
questionnaires for $0.25. The age of respondents ranged from 19 to 66 years (M = 30.74, SD
= 9.17). In this sample, 37% of respondents were female, 78% had a bachelor's degree or
higher, and the modal income category was $0-$24,999. The sample was 67% Indian, 20%
Non-Indian Asian, 10% Caucasian, and 3% other. We used the same attention check
manipulation from Study 2, this time with four questions. One-hundred twelve respondents
failed at least two attention check questions. We rejected their MTurk submissions, and their
data were not recorded. Therefore the sample size of 250 respondents does not include those
who failed this manipulation check.

Measures and predictions—Participants completed (in randomized order) the DAM, 8
other individual difference measures, a demographic form, the novel attitude measure from
Study 2, and a pre-existing-attitude measure. For the sake of brevity, a detailed description
of each individual difference measure appears in Table 4; we provide additional information
below for a few scales that were modified or require elaboration. Unless noted below, we
used 7-point scales for all questionnaires, and all scale anchors came from the original
measures. Predictions for convergent and discriminant validity with the individual difference
measures are displayed in Table 4. We also predicted that dispositional attitudes would
demonstrate convergence with the two specific pre-existing attitudes that were measured.
Finally, we predicted that dispositional attitudes would positively correlate with newly
formed attitudes measured in the novel attitude questionnaire.

DAM modification: To further rule out the potential for response bias to confound relations
between the DAM and other measures, we created eight reversed-scored items. This was
accomplished by reversing scale anchors on the DAM, such that half of the items used the
original scale of 1 (extremely unfavorable) to 7 (extremely favorable), whereas the other
half used a scale of 1 (extremely favorable) to 7 (extremely unfavorable). We systematically
varied the anchors, such that odd-items used the original scale and even-items used the
reversed-scale (in Study 4, scale anchors were randomly varied rather than systematically
varied). Importantly, this manipulation was within-subjects, so that if participants had a
response bias such as acquiescence, it would be eliminated when combining straight-scored
and reverse-scored items into a single composite measure.3

Questionnaire of pre-existing-attitudes not included in the DAM: Participants reported
attitudes toward two attitude-objects for which they likely held pre-existing attitudes: getting
vaccine shots and recycling. For each topic, participants were presented with the question
stem “In my opinion, [this topic] is something that...” and two scales from 1 (I dislike / is

3We are grateful to Dr. Laura King for insightfully suggesting this manipulation.
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unfavorable) to 7 (I like / is favorable). For each topic, we combined responses to these
questions to form an overall attitude. Neither of these attitudes is measured in the DAM.

Results and Discussion
Scale reliability—The DAM's reliability was still good when using reverse-scored items
(α = .67, split-half reliability = .69). If DAM scores were being driven by a response bias
related to scale format, then reverse scoring half of the scale would have resulted in
extremely poor reliability estimates. Reliability, however, remained good in spite of the
scale anchor manipulation.

Convergent and discriminant validity—Our convergent and discriminant validity
predictions were supported (Table 7). Dispositional attitudes correlated positively with
curiosity-related traits while being uncorrelated with imagination. Further, dispositional
attitudes correlated positively with the individual pre-existing attitudes that were measured
but that do not appear in the DAM. The relation between dispositional attitudes and the
needs for cognition, evaluation, closure, and personal structure was an empirical question –
dispositional attitudes were positively correlated with need for cognition and need for
evaluation, but were uncorrelated with need for closure and need for personal structure.
Next, we conducted a multiple regression to predict DAM scores from the other individual
difference measures. Based on the adjusted R2 value, these variables accounted for only
10% of the variance in dispositional attitudes, indicating that dispositional attitudes are not
reducible to a collection of these other constructs (Table 8).

Predictive validity—Dispositional attitudes once again predicted attitudes toward the
novel consumer product (Table 7). This relation remained when controlling for attitude-
related constructs and curiosity (Table 8).

Discussion—Study 3 demonstrated four important findings. First, the DAM's reliability
was not influenced by the use of reverse-scored items, further ruling out the possibility that
DAM scores are heavily influenced by response bias. Second, the study provided further
evidence for convergent validity via significant associations with curiosity-related traits,
while simultaneously demonstrating discriminant validity via non-significant associations
with the imagination facet of openness. Third, the fact that DAM scores correlated positively
with individual pre-existing attitudes that are not included in the DAM itself further supports
the claims (a) that attitudes toward unrelated objects tend to be positively related, and (b)
that the valence of specific attitudes can be predicted based on properties of the individuals
expressing those attitudes. Thus, if a researcher knows someone's dispositional attitude, the
researcher has some indication about how that individual will evaluate any randomly chosen
stimulus. Fourth, the predictive validity results from Study 2 were replicated when
constructs commonly studied in attitudes research were controlled for, demonstrating that
dispositional attitudes provide useful and unique information concerning attitudes.

Study 4: Construct Validity (Big-Five Facets and Pre-Existing Attitudes) and
Predictive Validity (Novel Attitudes)

Study 4 addresses three remaining concerns. First, the revere-scoring procedure employed
for the DAM in Study 3 systematically varied scale anchors, such that all odd-items used the
original scale and all even-items used the reversed-scale. This predictability may have
reduced the effectiveness of the reverse-scoring procedure because participants could
anticipate how to respond on each subsequent DAM item. In Study 4, we resolved this issue
by assigning reversed-anchors to a random six of the 16 items on the DAM. Consequently,
this is a stronger test of whether reverse-scoring influences DAM scores.
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Second, we wanted to replicate the convergent validity displayed between DAM scores and
specific pre-existing attitudes not already measured in the DAM (see Study 3). The fact that
attitudes toward independent stimuli are positively associated is a novel and surprising result
that is central to our argument for the existence of dispositional attitudes. It is therefore
important to ensure that these results replicate.

Third, in Study 2 we examined the relation between dispositional attitudes and the big-five
traits measured at the broad trait level. However, the big-five traits are often decomposed
into sub-scales known as facets, which represent more specific personality aspects that
comprise each broad trait. Because facets for each trait have some heterogeneity in content,
it is likely that dispositional attitudes are associated with certain facets but not others within
a trait. Consequently, correlations between dispositional attitudes and the big-five at the
broad trait level may have led to the erroneous conclusion that dispositional attitudes are not
redundant with the big-five. For example, if only one of the six openness facets is strongly
correlated with dispositional attitudes, then combining that one facet with five unrelated
facets would spuriously indicate that dispositional attitudes are only somewhat related to,
but still clearly distinct from, openness. Thus, it is important to examine the relation between
dispositional attitudes and all big-five facets to ensure that there is not substantial overlap at
the facet level. Finally, we also examined whether dispositional attitudes retained their
predictive validity for novel attitudes while controlling for all facets of the big-five.

Method
Participants and procedure—MTurk users (N = 200) completed an online packet of
questionnaires for $0.50. The age of respondents ranged from 18 to 69 years (M = 33.27, SD
= 11.74). In this sample, 42% of respondents were female, 62% had a bachelor's degree or
higher, and the modal income category was $0-$24,999. The sample was 42% Indian, 35%
Caucasian, 16% Non-Indian Asian, and 7% other. We used the same attention check
manipulation from Study 3. Twenty respondents failed at least two attention check
questions. We rejected their MTurk submissions, and their data were not recorded.
Therefore the sample size of 200 respondents does not include those who failed this
manipulation check.

Measures and predictions—Participants completed (in randomized order) the DAM,
the novel attitude questionnaire from Studies 2-3, the pre-existing-attitude questionnaire
from Study 3, a demographic form, and a 300-item measure of the 30 big-five facets. For the
sake of brevity, a sample item from each facet scale appears in Table 9. We used 7-point
scales for all questionnaires, and all scale anchors came from the original measures. Rather
than making specific predictions for each individual facet measure, we made the broad
predictions that dispositional attitudes would be (a) positively related to at least some facets
of openness, extraversion, and agreeableness, (b) negatively related to at least some facets of
neuroticism, and (c) unrelated to all facets of conscientiousness. Finally, we predicted that
dispositional attitudes would positively correlate with both pre-existing and novel attitudes.

DAM modification: To further rule out the potential for response bias to confound relations
between the DAM and other measures, we created reversed-scored items using the same
strategy employed in Study 3. In this study, a random six of the 16 items were assigned
reversed-anchors so that participants could not anticipate the scale format of each
subsequent item on the DAM.

Big-five facet measure: We used the 300-item big-five IPIP measure that provides 6 facet
scores each for openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism
(http://ipip.ori.org/). Facet labels can be found in Table 9.
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Results and Discussion
Scale reliability—Once again, the DAM's reliability was not negatively impacted by using
reverse-scored items (α = .72, split-half reliability = .83). This is further evidence that
variance in DAM scores is not driven by response bias, but rather by a general tendency to
like versus dislike stimuli.

Convergent and discriminant validity—Our convergent and discriminant validity
predictions were supported (Table 9). Dispositional attitudes correlated positively with at
least one facet of openness, extraversion, and agreeableness, correlated negatively with at
least one facet of neuroticism, and were uncorrelated with all facets of conscientiousness.
Further, dispositional attitudes were positively associated with the trust facet of
agreeableness while being negatively associated with the morality, cooperation, and
modesty facets. This mix of positive and negative correlations could explain the null
correlation observed in Study 2 between the DAM and agreeableness at the broad trait level.
Finally, dispositional attitudes correlated positively with the specific pre-existing attitudes,
replicating the convergent validity results from Study 3. Next, we conducted a multiple
regression to predict DAM scores from all facet measures. Based on the adjusted R2 value,
these variables accounted for only 19% of the variance in dispositional attitudes, indicating
that dispositional attitudes are not reducible to a collection of the big-five facets (Table 10).

Predictive validity—Dispositional attitudes once again predicted attitudes toward the
novel consumer product (Table 9). This relation remained significant when controlling for
the big-five facets (Table 10).

Discussion—Study 4 demonstrated three important findings. First, the DAM's reliability
was not influenced by the introduction of items that randomly varied in whether they were
reverse-scored or straight-scored, further ruling out the possibility that DAM scores are
heavily influenced by response bias. Second, dispositional attitudes were not redundant with
the big-five, even when examining facets. Third, the novel attitude prediction results of
Studies 2-3 replicated while controlling for all 30 big-five facets. These results are strong
evidence for the construct and predictive validities of the DAM.

General Discussion
In the present research, we introduced the construct of the dispositional attitude, defined as
an individual difference in the general tendency to like versus dislike stimuli. The data
presented indicate that attitudes can be partly predicted based on characteristics of the
individuals who evaluate a stimulus without considering what attitude-object is being
evaluated. Consequently, attitudes toward unrelated stimuli were shown to be positively
correlated due to the influence of the personality of the evaluators. This surprising and novel
discovery expands attitude theory by demonstrating that an attitude is not simply a function
of an object's properties, but it is also a function of the properties of the individual who
evaluates the object. Overall, the present research provides clear support for the
dispositional attitude as a meaningful construct that has important implications for attitude
theory and research.

Future Directions and Relating Dispositional Attitudes to Relevant Theories
Perceiver and target effects—The dispositional attitude can be conceptualized as a
perceiver effect, in which an aspect of a judge influences judgments of a target. This notion
is similar to the halo effect, in which a judge rates a given target more positively along all
judgment dimensions (Nibsett & Wilson, 1977; Thorndike, 1920). However, the halo effect
represents a target effect, such that people associate specific targets with the valence of a
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single judgment dimension (e.g., a physically attractive person may be judged more
positively on other dimensions because the positive affect experienced in response to the
physical attraction dimension is generalized to other judgment dimensions; importantly, this
effect would only occur for this particular target, but not for another target who may be
physically unattractive.). Although dispositional attitudes and halo effects both concern
generalized positive or negative judgments, dispositional attitudes likely exist because
individuals rely on common evaluative processes for all objects, whereas halo effects likely
exist because the valence of one trait incorrectly generalizes to judgments of other traits. It is
possible that dispositional attitudes may be developmentally based on other perceiver/target
effects such as halos. For example, if individuals chronically generalize favorable traits to
other traits throughout their developmental history, they may indeed begin to chronically
form expectations that all objects are evaluatively similar; however, it is also likely that the
two phenomena coexist without being causally linked.

Processes underlying the relation between dispositional attitudes and
specific attitudes—It is likely that dispositional attitudes and specific attitudes are related
because similar psychological processes led to the formation of both past and current
attitudes toward different objects. For example, if an individual always gives positive
stimulus-related information more attention or weight than negative stimulus-related
information, and if this differential attention/weighting translates into actual attitudes, then a
measure of the individual's dispositional attitudes will predict an attitude toward a specific
stimulus because both sets of attitudes (the dispositional and the specific) were influenced
by a common process. A number of psychological processes exist that could explain the
relation between dispositional and specific attitudes. An initial list of potential explanations
for this relation includes: (a) differential baseline accessibility for valenced concepts, such
that concepts related to “liking” and “positive” (“disliking” and “negative”) are chronically
accessible for individuals with positive (negative) dispositional attitudes; (b) differential
expectations, such that individuals with positive (negative) dispositional attitudes expect to
like (dislike) stimuli and are therefore primed to form positive (negative) attitudes; (c)
differential selective exposure, such that individuals with positive (negative) attitudes tend
to actively seek out positive (negative) information and avoid negative (positive)
information; (d) differential allocation of attentional resources, such that individuals with
positive (negative) dispositional attitudes automatically and/or deliberately allocate more
attention to positive (negative) stimulus information; (e) differential prioritization and
weighting of information, such that individuals with positive (negative) dispositional
attitudes strongly weigh positive (negative) information; and (f) differential recall of
affective information, such that individuals with positive (negative) dispositional attitudes
have facilitated recall of positive (negative) stimulus attributes. Dispositional attitudes are
likely related to specific attitudes because of differences in the tendencies to use such
processes. Therefore, a measure of one or more of these processes should (a) explain
variability in dispositional attitudes and (b) reduce the association between dispositional and
specific attitudes when it is included as a predictor of the specific attitudes. In other words,
dispositional attitudes can be thought of as a proxy for a variety of unmeasured processes
that bias an individual's attitudes, which explains why dispositional attitudes should be
related to specific attitudes.

It is also possible that dispositional attitudes exert a causal influence on specific attitudes.
That is, an individual may come to identify as the type of person who generally likes
(dislikes) things, and this self-perception could motivate that individual to actively form and
maintain positive (negative) attitudes. These are all interesting and plausible effects that
should be explored in future research to develop a fuller understanding of the dispositional
attitude and its relation to specific attitudes via known psychological processes.
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Attitude change—It is possible that dispositional attitudes could moderate the
effectiveness of persuasion attempts. This prediction dovetails with the discussion on the
processes that cause dispositional and specific attitudes to be related. Specifically, if
dispositional attitudes are related to the accessibility of, attention toward, or recall for
valenced information, individuals with positive (negative) dispositional attitudes may be
easily compelled to form positive (negative) associations with stimuli rather than negative
(positive) associations. As a result, individuals with positive dispositional attitudes may be
easily persuaded to like things (e.g., consumer products) or adopt behaviors (e.g., exercise),
whereas individuals with negative dispositional attitude may be easily persuaded to dislike
things (e.g., a competitor's product) or abandon behaviors (e.g., smoking). This pattern
would be interesting at a theoretical level because it would suggest a new moderator for the
effectiveness of persuasion, and it could also aid applied researchers in prioritizing resource
allocation. For example, if a company's target market was identified as having particularly
negative dispositional attitudes, it may be more effective to persuade them to dislike a
competitor's product rather than like the company's product.

Behavior prediction—Dispositional attitudes may also be able to enhance behavior
prediction models. Specifically, two hypotheses can be formed. First, it is possible that a 6
response on a 1-7 attitude scale from one person should be treated differently than a 6 from
another person. For example, if the first person typically responds to attitude items with a 6
(i.e., this person's dispositional attitude is a 6 out of 7), then a response of 6 to one specific
item may not be very informative. However, if a second person typically responds to attitude
items with a 2, then a response of 6 to one specific item may be very informative – this
individual really likes this particular stimulus compared to other stimuli and should thus be
highly motivated to pursue this particular stimulus. Using this logic, specific attitudes could
be contextualized by dispositional attitudes using techniques like hierarchical linear
modeling (i.e., nesting attitudes within people) to enhance behavior prediction models
(Snijders & Bosker, 1999).

It is also possible that a 6 from one person should be treated the same as a 6 from another
person. If so, when considering how motivated an individual is to pursue a behavior or
stimulus, the individual's absolute attitude rating would matter. Using this logic, individuals
with a larger number of positive attitudes may simply be motivated to approach more stimuli
and engage in more behaviors compared to individuals with a larger number of negative
attitudes. In other words, a positive dispositional attitude may predict increased behavioral
activity in the same way that high levels of positive emotion lead to increased behavioral
activity (Fredrickson, 1998; Custers & Aarts, 2005, 2007; c.f. Aarts, Custers, & Holland,
2007). Recent work has demonstrated that a large amount of variability exists in the
motivation to be active versus inactive (Albarracin et al., 2008), and people who are
motivated to be active can be led to engage in a variety of seemingly unrelated behaviors
that range from impulsive to conscientious (Hepler, Albarracin, McCulloch, & Noguchi,
2012; Hepler, Wang, & Albarracin, 2012). Although the antecedents of motivation for
activity are still not completely understood (Albarracin, Hepler, & Tannenbaum, 2011),
variability in dispositional attitudes offers promise for understanding these differences.
Overall, both behavior predication hypotheses are plausible, and they are not mutually
exclusive, as both absolute and relative attitude levels could inform behavior prediction
models.

Concluding Remarks
The present research introduced the concept of the dispositional attitude – an individual's
general tendency to like versus dislike stimuli. A corollary of dispositional attitudes is that
an individual's attitudes toward independent, ostensibly unrelated stimuli will be positively
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related. This pattern is surprising to the extent that prevailing attitude theories emphasize
attitudes being determined by properties of the stimuli under evaluation and not the
properties of the people evaluating the stimuli. The present research demonstrated that some
people tend to like things, whereas others tend to dislike things, and a more thorough
understanding of this tendency will lead to a more thorough understanding of the
psychology of attitudes.

Appendix
Appendix A

Instructions We are interested in your attitudes toward a wide variety of objects and issues.
Please rate each object/issue using the scale provided. There are no right or wrong answers,
and no trick questions. We are simply interested in how YOU feel about each of these
objects/issues.

1 Extremely unfavorable 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely favorable

1._Architecture 9._Politics

2._Bicycles 10._Public speaking

3._Camping 11._Receiving criticism

4._Canoes 12._Rugby

5._Cold showers 13._Soccer

6._Doing crossword puzzles 14._Statistics

7._Japan 15._Taxes

8._Playing chess 16._Taxidermy

References
Aarts H, Custers R, Holland RW. The nonconscious cessation of goal pursuit: When goals and

negative affect are coactivated. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 2007; 92:165–178.
[PubMed: 17279843]

Ajzen, I.; Fishbein, M. The Influence of attitudes on behavior.. In: Albarracin, D.; Johnson, B.; Zanna,
MP., editors. The Handbook of Attitudes. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers; Mahwah, NJ:
2005. p. 173-221.

Albarracin D, Handley IM, Noguchi K, McCulloch KC, Li H, Leeper J, Brown RD, Earl A, Hart W.
Increasing and decreasing motor and cognitive output: A model of general action and inaction
goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 2008; 95:510–523. [PubMed: 18729691]

Albarracin D, Hepler J, Tannenbaum M. General action and inaction goals: Their behavioral,
cognitive, and affective origins and influences. Current Directions in Psychological Science. 2011;
20:119–123.

Albarracin, D.; Vargas, P. Attitudes and persuasion: From biology to social responses to persuasive
intent.. In: Fiske, ST.; Gilbert, DT.; Lindzey, G., editors. The Handbook of Social Psychology. John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.; Hoboken, NJ: 2010. p. 394-427.

Buhrmester M, Kwang T, Gossling SD. Amazon's Mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet
high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science. 2011; 6:3–5.

Cacioppo JT, Gardner WL. Emotion. Annual Review of Psychology. 1999; 50:191–214.

Cacioppo JT, Petty RE. The need for cognition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1982;
42:116–131.

Campbell DT, Fiske DW. Convergent and discriminant validation by the multitrait-multimethod
matrix. Psychological Bulletin. 1959; 56:81–105. [PubMed: 13634291]

Hepler and Albarracin Page 16

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Carver CS, White TL. Behavioral inhibition, behavioral activation, and affective responses to
impending reward and punishment: The BIS/BAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology. 1994; 67:319–333.

Costa PT, McCrae RR. Influence of extraversion and neuroticism on subjective well-being: Happy and
unhappy people. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1980; 38:668–678. [PubMed:
7381680]

Crowne DP, Marlowe D. A new scale of social desirability independent of psychopathology. Journal
of Consulting Psychology. 1960; 24:349–354. [PubMed: 13813058]

Custers R, Aarts H. Positive affect as implicit motivator: On the nonconscious operation of behavioral
goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 2005; 89:129–142. [PubMed: 16162049]

Custers R, Aarts H. In search of the nonconscious sources of goal pursuit: Accessibility and positive
affective valence of the goal state. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology. 2007; 43:312–318.

Derryberry D, Rothbart MK. Arousal, affect, and attention as components of temperament. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 1988; 55:958–966. [PubMed: 3216290]

Diener E, Emmons RA, Larsen RJ, Griffin S. The satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality
Assessment. 1985; 49:71–75. [PubMed: 16367493]

Diener E, Larsen RJ. Temporal stability and cross-situational consistency of affective, behavioral, and
cognitive responses. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1984; 47:871–883. [PubMed:
6512686]

Eagly AH, Chaiken S. The advantages of an inclusive definition of attitude. Social Cognition. 2007;
25:582–602.

Fazio RH. Attitudes as object-evaluation associations of varying strength. Social Cognition. 2007;
25:603–637. [PubMed: 19424447]

Feldman LA. Valence focus and arousal focus: Individual differences in the structure of affective
experience. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1995; 69:153–166.

Fishbein M. An investigation of the relationship between beliefs about an object and the attitude
toward that object. Human Relations. 1963; 16:233–239.

Fraley RC, Heffernan ME, Vicary AM, Brumbaugh CC. The experiences in close relationships –
relationship structures questionnaire: A method for assessing attachment orientations across
relationships. Psychological Assessment. 2011; 23:615–625. [PubMed: 21443364]

Fredrickson BL. What good are positive emotions? Review of General Psychology. 1998; 2:300–319.
[PubMed: 21850154]

Goldberg LR, Johnson JA, Eber HW, Hogan R, Ashton MC, Cloninger CR, Gough HC. The
International Personality Item Pool and the future of public-domain personality measures. Journal
of Research in Personality. 2006; 40:84–96.

Gray, JA. The psychophysiological basis of introversion-extraversion: A modification of Eysenck's
theory.. In: Nebylitsyn, VD.; Gray, JA., editors. The biological bases of individual behavior.
Academic Press; San Diego, CA: 1972. p. 182-205.

Gray JA. Brain systems that mediate both emotion and cognition. Cognition and Emotion. 1990;
4:269–288.

Heffernan ME, Fraley RC, Vicary AM, Brumbaugh CC. Attachment features and functions in adult
romantic relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships. 2012; 29:671–693.

Hepler J, Albarracin D, McCulloch KC, Noguchi K. Being active and impulsive: The role of goals for
action and inaction in self-control. Motivation and Emotion. 2012; 36:416–424.

Hepler J, Wang W, Albarracin D. Motivating exercise: The interactive effect of general action goals
and past behavior on physical activity. Motivation and Emotion. 2012; 36:365–370. [PubMed:
23606776]

Higgins ET, Friedman RS, Harlow RE, Idson LC, Ayduk ON, Taylor A. Achievement orientations
from subjective histories of success: Promotion pride versus prevention pride. European Journal of
Social Psychology. 2001; 31:3–23.

Izard CE. Emotion theory and research: Highlights, unanswered questions, and emerging issues.
Annual Review of Psychology. 2009; 60:1–25.

Hepler and Albarracin Page 17

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Jarvis WBG, Petty RE. The need to evaluate. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1996;
70:172–194.

John, OP.; Naumann, LP.; Soto, CJ. Paradigm shift to the integrative big five trait taxonomy.. In: John,
OP.; Robins, RW.; Pervin, LA., editors. Handbook of Personality Psychology: Theory and
Research. 3rd ed.. Guilford Press; New York, NY: 2008. p. 114-158.

Little TD, Cunningham WA, Shahar G, Widaman KF. To parcel or not to parcel: Exploring the
question, weighing the merits. Structural Equation Modeling. 2002; 9:151–173.

Mesquita B. Emotions in collectivist and individualist contexts. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology. 2001; 80:68–74. [PubMed: 11195892]

Neuberg SL, Newsom JT. Personal need for structure: Individual differences in the desire for simple
structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1993; 65:113–131.

Nisbett RE, Wilson TD. The halo effect: Evidence for unconscious alteration of judgments. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 1977; 35:250–256.

Paolacci G, Chandler J, Ipeirotis PG. Running experiments on Amazon Mechanical Turk. Judgment
and Decision Making. 2010; 5:411–419.

Peterson, C.; Seligman, MEP. Character strengths and virtues: A classification and handbook. Oxford
University Press; American Psychological Association; New York: Washington, DC: 2004.

Roberts BW, Chernyshenko OS, Stark S, Goldberg LR. The structure of conscientiousness: An
empirical investigation based on seven major personality questionnaires. Personnel Psychology.
2005; 58:103–139.

Roberts, BW.; Jackson, JJ.; Fayard, JV.; Edmonds, G.; Meints, J. Conscientiousness.. In: Leary, MR.;
Hoyle, RH., editors. Handbook of individual differences in social behavior. Guilford Press; New
York, NY: 2009. p. 369-381.

Rosenberg MJ. Cognitive structure and attitudinal affect. The Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology. 1956; 53:367–372.

Rosenberg, M. Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton University Press; Princeton, NJ: 1965.

Rosenthal, J. Galen's prophecy: Temperament in human nature. Basic Books; New York, NY: 1995.

Scheier MF, Carver CS, Bridges MW. Distinguishing optimism from neuroticism (and trait anxiety,
self-mastery, and self-esteem): A reevaluation of the Life Orientation Test. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology. 1994; 67:1063–1078. [PubMed: 7815302]

Schwarz N. Attitude construction: Evaluation in context. Social Cognition. 2007; 25:638–656.

Snijders, T.; Bosker, R. Multilevel analysis: An introduction to basic and advanced multilevel
modeling. Sage; Thousand Oaks, CA: 1999.

Thorndike EL. A constant error in psychological ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology. 1920; 4:25–
29.

Walther E, Weil R, Düsing J. The role of evaluative conditioning in attitude formation. Current
Directions in Psychological Science. 2011; 20:192–196.

Watson D, Clark LA, Tellegen A. Development and validation of brief measures of positive and
negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1988; 54:1063–
1070. [PubMed: 3397865]

Webster DM, Kruglanski AW. Individual differences in need for cognitive closure. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 1994; 67:1049–1062. [PubMed: 7815301]

Wyer, RS. Cognitive organization and change: An information-processing approach. Erlbaum;
Hillsdale, NJ: 1974.

Hepler and Albarracin Page 18

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 19

Ta
bl

e 
1

T
he

 1
00

 s
tim

ul
i u

se
d 

in
 S

tu
di

es
 1

a-
1b

.

It
em

 n
um

be
r

It
em

M
ea

n
SD

C
om

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

C
om

m
un

al
it

y

1
A

bo
rt

io
n 

on
 d

em
an

d
3.

14
2.

25
.1

2
.0

1

2
A

m
er

ic
a

5.
84

1.
46

-.
10

.0
1

3
A

nt
id

ep
re

ss
an

ts
3.

84
2.

08
.1

0
.0

1

4
*A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e

5.
78

1.
17

.3
4

.1
2

5
A

rg
ui

ng
 w

ith
 a

 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 o
th

er
2.

30
1.

47
.2

5
.0

6

6
B

ab
ie

s 
on

 a
ir

pl
an

es
3.

38
1.

56
.3

3
.1

1

7
B

ar
ac

k 
O

ba
m

a
3.

73
2.

13
.1

5
.0

2

8
B

ei
ng

 a
ss

er
tiv

e
5.

55
1.

24
.1

6
.0

3

9
B

ei
ng

 b
or

ed
2.

04
1.

23
.1

3
.0

2

10
B

ei
ng

 s
in

gl
e

3.
92

1.
71

.2
0

.0
4

11
B

ei
ng

 th
e 

ce
nt

er
 o

f 
at

te
nt

io
n

3.
86

1.
85

.0
7

.0
1

12
B

ei
ng

 th
e 

le
ad

er
 o

f 
gr

ou
ps

4.
34

1.
52

.1
9

.0
4

13
B

ei
ng

 th
e 

ta
rg

et
 o

f 
a 

jo
ke

2.
08

1.
17

.2
6

.0
7

14
B

ei
ng

 ti
re

d
2.

18
1.

37
.2

2
.0

5

15
*B

ic
yc

le
s

5.
30

1.
53

.4
0

.1
6

16
B

ig
 p

ar
tie

s
4.

00
1.

94
.0

1
.0

0

17
B

oa
rd

 g
am

es
5.

26
1.

44
.2

1
.0

4

18
B

ot
tle

d 
w

at
er

4.
62

1.
79

-.
16

.0
3

19
B

um
pe

r 
st

ic
ke

rs
3.

76
1.

77
.2

6
.0

7

20
*C

am
pi

ng
4.

32
2.

07
.5

3
.2

8

21
*C

an
oe

s
4.

12
1.

53
.5

2
.2

7

22
C

ap
ita

lis
m

4.
16

1.
91

.2
7

.0
8

23
C

as
tr

at
io

n 
as

 p
un

is
hm

en
t f

or
 s

ex
 c

ri
m

es
4.

00
2.

49
.0

4
.0

0

24
C

ha
lk

3.
90

1.
46

.2
8

.0
8

25
C

he
m

ic
al

s
3.

46
1.

53
.3

2
.1

0

26
C

of
fe

e
5.

50
1.

94
.1

0
.0

1

27
*C

ol
d 

sh
ow

er
s

2.
14

1.
59

.4
2

.1
8

28
C

on
an

 O
'B

ri
en

4.
02

1.
76

.2
5

.0
6

29
C

on
ce

rt
s

5.
57

1.
41

.1
4

.0
2

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 20

It
em

 n
um

be
r

It
em

M
ea

n
SD

C
om

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

C
om

m
un

al
it

y

30
C

on
do

m
s

5.
14

1.
87

-.
06

.0
0

31
C

or
po

ra
tio

ns
4.

12
1.

49
.0

8
.0

1

32
C

ou
nt

ry
 m

us
ic

4.
02

1.
99

.0
2

.0
0

33
C

ur
ta

in
s

4.
80

1.
57

.1
3

.0
2

34
D

ea
th

 p
en

al
ty

 f
or

 m
ur

de
r

4.
76

2.
05

.0
1

.0
0

35
D

in
ne

r 
pa

rt
ie

s
5.

28
1.

53
.0

5
.0

0

36
D

og
s

5.
50

1.
81

.1
0

.0
1

37
D

oi
ng

 a
th

le
tic

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
5.

43
1.

50
.2

2
.0

5

38
*D

oi
ng

 c
ro

ss
w

or
d 

pu
zz

le
s

5.
56

1.
58

.3
7

.1
4

39
E

ne
rg

y 
dr

in
ks

3.
72

2.
01

.1
6

.0
3

40
E

xe
rc

is
in

g
5.

76
1.

14
.2

5
.0

6

41
E

xt
in

ct
io

n
2.

06
1.

54
.1

0
.0

1

42
Fa

ce
bo

ok
4.

62
2.

01
-.

21
.0

4

43
Fu

rn
itu

re
5.

69
1.

34
.1

4
.0

2

44
G

ai
ni

ng
 w

ei
gh

t o
ve

r 
th

e 
ho

lid
ay

s
2.

18
1.

44
.3

2
.1

0

45
G

lo
ba

l w
ar

m
in

g
2.

06
1.

39
.1

0
.0

1

46
G

oi
ng

 to
 th

e 
de

nt
is

t
2.

84
1.

83
.2

4
.0

6

47
G

os
si

pi
ng

3.
02

1.
88

-.
08

.0
1

48
H

al
lu

ci
na

tio
ns

2.
53

1.
75

.3
2

.1
0

49
H

ea
lth

 c
ar

e
4.

90
2.

01
.0

5
.0

0

50
H

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
4.

46
1.

95
.1

4
.0

2

51
*J

ap
an

4.
74

1.
72

.3
6

.1
3

52
L

aw
ye

rs
3.

28
1.

87
.2

3
.0

5

53
L

oo
ki

ng
 y

ou
r 

be
st

 a
t a

ll 
tim

es
5.

24
1.

35
-.

04
.0

0

54
L

os
in

g 
a 

ga
m

e
2.

52
1.

07
.2

5
.0

6

55
L

ou
d 

m
us

ic
3.

58
1.

89
.1

2
.0

1

56
M

ac
s

4.
00

1.
77

-.
05

.0
0

57
M

ak
in

g 
le

ss
 m

on
ey

 th
an

 a
 f

ri
en

d
2.

96
1.

24
.3

2
.1

0

58
M

ak
in

g 
ra

ci
al

 d
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n 

ill
eg

al
5.

10
2.

26
.1

3
.0

2

59
M

ar
iju

an
a

3.
73

2.
34

.2
5

.0
6

60
M

ic
ro

br
ew

er
ie

s
4.

67
1.

76
.3

1
.1

0

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 21

It
em

 n
um

be
r

It
em

M
ea

n
SD

C
om

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

C
om

m
un

al
it

y

61
M

ul
le

ts
2.

39
1.

79
.3

5
.1

2

62
N

as
ca

r
2.

80
1.

63
.3

4
.1

2

63
N

et
fl

ix
5.

02
1.

58
.0

4
.0

0

64
N

on
-p

ro
fi

t o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
5.

42
1.

57
.2

0
.0

4

65
N

uc
le

ar
 w

ea
po

ns
2.

39
1.

67
.1

6
.0

3

66
O

rg
an

ic
 f

oo
d

4.
86

1.
81

.2
7

.0
7

67
O

rg
an

iz
ed

 r
el

ig
io

n
3.

82
2.

01
.0

6
.0

0

68
*P

la
yi

ng
 c

he
ss

3.
90

1.
98

.5
0

.2
5

69
Pl

ay
in

g 
or

ga
ni

ze
d 

sp
or

ts
4.

90
1.

78
.2

4
.0

6

70
*P

ol
it

ic
s

3.
30

1.
87

.3
4

.1
2

71
*P

ub
lic

 s
pe

ak
in

g
3.

66
2.

05
.3

9
.1

5

72
*R

ec
ei

vi
ng

 c
ri

ti
ci

sm
3.

28
1.

68
.4

3
.1

8

73
R

ec
yc

lin
g

5.
52

1.
49

.2
1

.0
4

74
R

hi
ne

st
on

es
3.

62
1.

73
-.

04
.0

0

75
R

ol
le

r 
co

as
te

r 
ri

de
s

4.
52

2.
26

.1
8

.0
3

76
*R

ug
by

3.
54

1.
75

.4
6

.2
1

77
Sa

nd
w

ic
he

s
5.

90
1.

30
.1

8
.0

3

78
Se

a 
sa

lt
5.

14
1.

76
.2

8
.0

8

79
Se

co
nd

ha
nd

 s
m

ok
e

2.
02

1.
73

.1
9

.0
4

80
Se

pa
ra

te
 r

ol
es

 f
or

 m
en

 a
nd

 w
om

en
3.

04
1.

90
.1

5
.0

2

81
Sk

un
ks

2.
00

1.
43

.3
8

.1
4

82
Sl

ow
-w

al
ki

ng
 p

ed
es

tr
ia

ns
2.

62
1.

52
.3

4
.1

1

83
*S

oc
ce

r
4.

14
1.

96
.3

9
.1

5

84
*S

ta
ti

st
ic

s
4.

66
1.

75
.4

4
.1

9

85
St

er
oi

ds
2.

29
1.

29
.2

8
.0

8

86
Sw

ea
te

rs
5.

65
1.

44
.2

1
.0

4

87
*T

ax
es

2.
08

1.
54

.4
2

.1
8

88
*T

ax
id

er
m

y
2.

78
1.

57
.4

8
.2

3

89
T

ea
5.

90
1.

39
.3

3
.1

1

90
T

el
ev

an
ge

lis
ts

2.
16

1.
50

.2
2

.0
5

91
T

es
tin

g 
pr

od
uc

ts
 o

n 
an

im
al

s
2.

50
1.

79
.3

3
.1

1

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 22

It
em

 n
um

be
r

It
em

M
ea

n
SD

C
om

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

C
om

m
un

al
it

y

92
T

he
 h

om
el

es
s

3.
02

1.
76

.2
2

.0
5

93
T

he
 ta

st
e 

of
 c

ou
gh

 s
yr

up
2.

47
1.

75
.3

0
.0

9

94
T

ra
ff

ic
2.

28
1.

37
.2

8
.0

8

95
T

-S
hi

rt
s

5.
60

1.
47

.1
0

.0
1

96
V

eg
et

ar
ia

ni
sm

4.
00

1.
88

.2
8

.0
8

97
V

in
ta

ge
4.

82
1.

44
.2

7
.0

7

98
V

ol
un

ta
ry

 e
ut

ha
na

si
a

3.
38

2.
18

.2
6

.0
7

99
W

ea
ri

ng
 c

lo
th

es
 th

at
 d

ra
w

 a
tte

nt
io

n
3.

42
1.

80
.1

8
.0

3

10
0

W
in

e
5.

16
1.

83
.1

7
.0

3

N
ot

es
: T

hi
s 

da
ta

 is
 f

ro
m

 S
tu

dy
 1

b.
 C

om
m

un
al

ity
 e

st
im

at
es

 a
re

 th
e 

co
m

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

s 
sq

ua
re

d 
an

d 
re

pr
es

en
t t

he
 v

ar
ia

nc
e 

in
 th

e 
ite

m
 a

cc
ou

nt
ed

 f
or

 b
y 

th
e 

di
sp

os
iti

on
al

 a
tti

tu
de

 f
ac

to
r.

 I
te

m
s 

re
ta

in
ed

 o
n 

th
e

fi
na

l s
ca

le
 a

re
 b

ol
d 

an
d 

ha
ve

 a
n 

as
te

ri
sk

 n
ex

t t
o 

th
e 

ite
m

.

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 23

Ta
bl

e 
2

R
el

ia
bi

lit
y 

es
tim

at
es

 a
s 

a 
fu

nc
tio

n 
of

 s
ca

le
 le

ng
th

 in
 S

tu
dy

 1
b.

Sc
al

e 
le

ng
th

α
Sp

lit
-h

al
f 

re
lia

bi
lit

y
# 

V
er

y 
ne

ga
ti

ve
 it

em
s

# 
Sl

ig
ht

ly
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

it
em

s
# 

Sl
ig

ht
ly

 p
os

it
iv

e 
it

em
s

# 
V

er
y 

po
si

ti
ve

 it
em

s

10
0

.8
3

.9
1

25
25

25
25

95
.8

4
.9

1
25

24
23

23

90
.8

4
.9

1
25

23
20

22

85
.8

4
.9

1
25

23
17

20

80
.8

5
.9

2
24

21
16

19

75
.8

4
.9

2
23

19
16

17

70
.8

5
.9

2
22

18
14

16

65
.8

5
.9

2
21

16
14

14

60
.8

5
.9

2
21

14
14

11

55
.8

4
.9

1
20

13
12

10

50
.8

4
.9

1
20

12
12

6

45
.8

4
.9

1
17

11
11

6

40
.8

3
.9

1
15

10
10

5

35
.8

3
.9

0
14

8
8

5

30
.8

2
.9

0
12

7
6

5

25
.8

0
.8

9
9

7
5

4

20
.7

9
.8

8
7

5
5

3

15
.7

6
.8

6
4

4
5

2

10
.7

1
.8

3
3

3
3

1

5
.6

6
.8

0
1

2
2

0

N
ot

es
: S

pl
it-

ha
lf

 r
el

ia
bi

lit
y 

w
as

 c
al

cu
la

te
d 

co
m

pa
ri

ng
 o

dd
 a

nd
 e

ve
n 

nu
m

be
re

d 
ite

m
s.

 V
er

y 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
ite

m
s 

ha
d 

m
ea

ns
 o

f 
2-

2.
99

, s
lig

ht
ly

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ite

m
s 

ha
d 

m
ea

ns
 o

f 
3-

3.
99

, s
lig

ht
ly

 p
os

iti
ve

 it
em

s 
ha

d
m

ea
ns

 o
f 

4-
4.

99
, a

nd
 v

er
y 

po
si

tiv
e 

ite
m

s 
ha

d 
m

ea
ns

 o
f 

5-
5.

99
.

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 24

Ta
bl

e 
3

D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

st
at

is
tic

s 
fo

r 
th

e 
16

-i
te

m
 D

A
M

 a
cr

os
s 

al
l s

tu
di

es
.

St
ud

y
N

M
SD

S
K

α
S-

H
T

-R

1a
50

3.
96

.7
8

-.
12

.3
5

.7
1

.7
6

1b
57

1
3.

77
.7

3
.1

7
.1

2
.7

7
.7

9

1c
75

0
4.

67
.7

8
-.

36
.2

2
.7

8
.8

3

1d
 T

im
e 

1
80

3.
68

.7
3

.0
7

.0
1

.7
5

.7
3

1d
 T

im
e 

2
80

3.
74

.7
1

-.
56

.9
8

.7
9

.8
2

.8
6

2
27

1
4.

14
.6

9
-.

11
.1

0
.7

3
.7

9

3
25

0
4.

34
.7

2
.3

9
-.

21
.6

7
.6

9

4
20

0
4.

23
.7

3
.5

6
1.

25
.7

2
.8

3

A
ve

ra
ge

4.
07

.7
3

.0
1

.3
5

.7
4

.7
8

A
ve

ra
ge

W
ei

gh
te

d
4.

22
.7

4
-.

02
.2

5
.7

5
.7

9

N
ot

es
: N

 =
 s

am
pl

e 
si

ze
. M

 =
 m

ea
n.

 S
D

 =
 s

ta
nd

ar
d 

de
vi

at
io

n.
 S

 =
 s

ke
w

. K
 =

 k
ur

to
si

s.
 α

 =
 C

ro
nb

ac
h'

s 
al

ph
a.

 S
-H

 =
 s

pl
it-

ha
lf

 r
el

ia
bi

lit
y.

 T
-R

 =
 te

st
-r

et
es

t r
el

ia
bi

lit
y.

 A
ve

ra
ge

W
ei

gh
te

d 
is

 th
e 

av
er

ag
e

w
ei

gh
te

d 
by

 s
am

pl
e 

si
ze

.

J Pers Soc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 06.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Hepler and Albarracin Page 25

Table 4

Description of individual difference measures used in construct validation during Studies 2-3.

Construct being measured Scale No. of Items Sample Item Predicted Relation

Study 2

        Openness BFI (John et al., 2008) 10 I see myself as
someone who is
original, comes up
with new ideas

+

        Conscientiousness BFI (John et al., 2008) 9 I see myself as
someone who does a
thorough job

None

        Extraversion BFI (John et al., 2008) 8 I see myself as
someone who
generates a lot of
enthusiasm

+

        Agreeableness BFI (John et al., 2008) 9 I see myself as
someone who is
considerate and kind
to almost everyone

+

        Neuroticism BFI (John et al., 2008) 8 I see myself as
someone who is
depressed, blue

-

        Positive Affect PANAS (Watson et al., 1998) plus additional
items

20 In general (on
average), I feel happy

+

        Negative Affect PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) plus additional
items

20 In general (on
average), I feel sad

-

        Optimism Life-orientation test (Scheier, Carver, &
Bridges, 1994)

10 Overall, I expect more
good things to happen
to me than bad

+

        Self-esteem Rosenberg's self-esteem scale (Rosenberg,
1965)

10 I feel that I have a
number of good
qualities

+

        Life satisfaction Satisfaction with life scale (Diener, Emmons,
Larsen, & Griffin, 1985)

5 I am satisfied with my
life

+

        Behavioral activation Behavioral activation scale (Carver & White,
1994)

13 When good things
happen to me, it
affects me strongly

+

        Behavioral inhibition Behavioral inhibition scale (Carver & White,
1994)

7 I worry about making
mistakes

-

        Promotion focus Regulatory focus questionnaire (Higgins et al.,
2001)

6 I feel like I have made
progress toward being
successful in my life

+

        Prevention focus Regulatory focus questionnaire (Higgins et al.,
2001)

5 Not being careful
enough has gotten me
into trouble at times

-

        Social desirability Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scale
(Crowne & Marlow, 1960)

33 I like to gossip at
times

?

        Attachment avoidance Experiences in close relationships
questionnaire (Fraley et al., 2011)

6 I find it easy to
depend on my mom

None

        Attachment anxiety Experiences in close relationships
questionnaire (Fraley et al., 2011)

3 I don't fully trust my
mom

None

Study 3

        Need for cognition Need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982) 18 I really enjoy a task
that involves coming
up with new solutions
to problems

?
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Construct being measured Scale No. of Items Sample Item Predicted Relation

        Need for evaluation Need for evaluation (Jarvis & Petty, 1996) 16 I pay a lot of attention
to whether things are
good or bad

?

        Need for closure Need for cognitive closure (Webster &
Kruglanski, 1994)

42 I do not usually
consult many different
opinions before
forming my own view

?

        Need for structure Need for personal structure (Neuberg &
Newsom, 1993)

12 It upsets me to go into
a situation without
knowing what I can
expect from it

?

        Variety seeking IPIP variety seeking (http://ipip.ori.org/) 10 I enjoy hearing new
ideas

+

        Curiosity Values in action inventory (Peterson &
Seligman, 2004)

10 I am always excited
by many different
activities

+

        Inquisitiveness IPIP Inquisitiveness (http://ipip.ori.org/) 10 I am interested in
science

+

        Imagination IPIP O1: Imagination (http://ipip.ori.org/) 10 I have a vivid
imagination

None

Notes: The predicted relation column represents predictions for correlations of the construct with dispositional attitudes. “+” indicates a positive
relation. “-” indicates a negative relation. “None” indicates a null relation (i.e., discrimination). “?” indicates that the relation was an empirical
question.
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Table 6

Multiple regression statistics predicting both dispositional and novel attitudes in Study 2.

Variable DAM Novel attitude

B (S.E.) β B (S.E.) β

1. DAM - - .31 (.10)
.21

**

2. Openness .23 (.05)
.30

** -.02 (.08) -.02

3. Conscientiousness -.09 (.05) -.11 -.17 (.08)
-.15

*

4. Extraversion -.01 (.04) -.01 -.09 (.07) -.09

5. Agreeableness -.04 (.06) -.05 .15 (.09) .12

6. Neuroticism -.11 (.06) -.18 .10 (.10) .11

7. Positive affect .20 (.08)
.23

** -.10 (.13) -.08

8. Negative affect -.02 (.07) -.02 -.02 (.11) -.01

9. Optimism -.05 (.05) -.08 .01 (.09) .01

10. Self-esteem -.03 (.06) -.05 .00 (.10) .00

11. Life satisfaction -.03 (.04) -.05 .06 (.06) .08

12. Behavioral activation .04 (.07) .04 .27 (.11)
.19

*

13. Behavioral inhibition -.10 (.06) -.13 -.15 (.10) -.13

14. Promotion focus .00 (.06) .01 .02 (.10) .01

15. Prevention focus .02 (.03) .04 .06 (.06) .07

16. Social Desirability .01 (.01) .08 .01 (.02) .05

17. Attachment avoidance -.02 (.03) -.04 .05 (.04) .09

18. Attachment anxiety -.00 (.04) -.00 .09 (.06) .11

R2
Adjusted .20 .05

Notes

*
p < .05.

**
p < .01.
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Table 8

Multiple regression statistics predicting both dispositional and novel attitudes in Study 3.

Variable DAM Novel attitude

B (S.E.) B B (S.E.) β

1. DAM - - .37 (.14)
.18

**

2. Need for cognition -.06 (.08) -.06 -.33 (.16)
-.17

*

3. Need for evaluation .12 (.08) .12 .07 (.17) .03

4. Need for closure -.07 (.16) -.05 -.29 (.34) -.10

5. Need for structure -.06 (.11) -.07 .02 (.23) .01

6. Variety seeking .04 (.08) .05 .28 (.16) .16

7. Curiosity .06 (.07) .07 -.18 (.16) -.11

8. Inquisitiveness .24 (.08)
.29

** -.02 (.17) -.01

9. Imagination -.14 (.06)
-.17

* -.33 (.13)
-.19

**

R2
Adjusted .10 .09

Notes

*
p < .05.

**
p < .01.
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Table 10

Multiple regression statistics predicting both dispositional and novel attitudes in Study 4.

Variable DAM Novel attitude

B (S.E.) β B (S.E.) β

1. DAM - - .32 (.16)
.15

*

2. O1: Imagination -.15 (.07)
-.20

* -.27 (.14)
-.17

*

3. O2: Artistic .07 (.06) .11 .05 (.13) .03

4. O3: Emotionality -.01 (.08) -.01 .06 (.17) .03

5. O4: Adventurousness .07 (.09) .08 -.05 (.18) -.03

6. O5: Intellect .16 (.07)
.23

* -.03 (.14) -.02

7. O6: Liberalism -.10 (.06) -.13 -.20 (.12) -.12

8. C1: Efficacy -.11 (.10) -.15 -.02 (.20) -.02

9. C2: Orderliness -.01 (.07) -.02 .05 (.14) .03

10. C3: Dutifulness -.10 (.10) -.16 .08 (.20) .06

11. C4: Achievement striving .05 (.09) .06 -.15 (.18) -.09

12. C5: Self-discipline .08 (.10) .12 .06 (.19) .04

13. C6: Cautiousness .11 (.09) .14 .00 (.18) .00

14. E1: Friendliness .03 (.07) .05 .03 (.15) .02

15. E2: Gregariousness .02 (.07) .04 -.09 (.13) -.07

16. E3: Assertiveness -.16 (.08)
-.22

* .08 (.16) .05

17. E4: Activity level -.15 (.08) -.15 .09 (.17) .04

18. E5: Excitement seeking .07 (.07) .11 .36 (.14)
.26

**

19. E6: Cheerfulness .08 (.09) .09 -.19 (.18) -.11

20. A1: Trust .14 (.07)
.21

* .44 (.14)
.31

**

21. A2: Morality -.04 (.07) -.06 -.29 (.15) -.23

22. A3: Altruism .11 (.10) .15 -.19 (.21) -.13

23. A4: Cooperation -.17 (.08)
-.24

* -.17 (.16) -.11

24. A5: Modesty -.05 (.07) -.07 .01 (.15) .00

25. A6: Sympathy -.07 (.08) -.10 .19 (.17) .12

26. N1: Anxiety -.07 (.07) -.12 -.08 (.14) -.07

27. N2: Anger -.01 (.07) -.02 .19 (.15) .14

28. N3: Depression .12 (.07) .21 .18 (.14) .15

29. N4: Self-consciousness -.05 (.08) -.06 .13 (.17) .09

30. N5: Immoderation .04 (.08) .05 -.30 (.16) -.18

31. N6: Vulnerability .00 (.11) .00 -.04 (.22) -.03

R2
Adjusted .19 .29

Notes

*
p < .05.
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**
p < .01. rDAM is the correlation with the DAM.
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