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Socid psychologists have identified two generd dispositions of people that may be of interest to

political scientists because they predict the extent to which people think about and evauate information.
Thefirgt, “need for cognition,” represents the extent to which people engage in and enjoy awide variety
of effortful cognitive activities (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). People high in thistrait tend to think carefully
and extengvey about information they encounter and enjoy effortful cognitive endeavors, whereas
people low in thistrait tend to avoid such endeavors, thinking only superficialy about information they
encounter. The second, “need to evauate,” represents the extent to which people spontaneoudy
evaluate objects or experiences as either good or bad (Jarvis & Petty, 1996). People high in thistrait
have many eva uative thoughts and hold opinions toward awide variety of objects, whereas people low
inthistrait engage in less evaluation and are less opinionated.

In this report, we will first provide more detailed definitions of need for cognition and need to
evauate, explain how they have been measured in psychological research, offer theoretical reasons and
evidence regarding why these two congtructs are different, and identify potentia origins of each. Then,
using data from the 1998 NES pilot study, we will demongtrate that these two congtructs explain

variance in important politica reasoning strategies and behavior beyond -- and in some cases better than



-- traditional predictors. In short, we show that these persondity constructs provide interesting new
information to researchers interesting in understanding campaigns and eections.

| ntroducing the Congtructs

Need for Cognition

Definition The more than 100 studies in the psychologicd literature on need for cognition paint
aconsgtent portrait of this variable (see Cacioppo, Petty, Feingtein, & Jarvis, 1996, for a
comprehensive review). People high in need for cognition (HNCs) are generdly more thoughtful than
people low in need for cognition (LNCs). That is, HNCs exert more cognitive effort and persist longer
on awide variety of cognitive tasks than do LNCs. Thus, need for cognition can be considered a
person’ s tendency to think and enjoy the process of thinking.

Measurement. In psychological research, need for cognition has been measured by sdf-report
batteries in which respondents report their level of agreement or disagreement (“ strongly agree,”
“agree” “uncertain,” “disagree,” and, “strongly disagreg’) with a series of satements, including, “1 find
satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours,” “I usudly end up deliberating about issues even
when they do not affect me persondly,” and “1 would prefer complex to smple problems.”  Although
the measure originaly developed by Cacioppo and Petty (1982) included 34 items, most researchers
currently use the short form of the battery, which includes only eighteen (Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao,
1984). In order to deal with acquiescence response bias, nine of the statements express high levels of
need for cognition, while the remaining nine statements express low levels of need for cognition.

All of the statements appear in Table 1, dong with their loadings on the latent factor as
determined by an exploratory factor anaysis by Cacioppo and Petty (1982). The vast mgority of the

satements regard preferences (i.e,, liking to think or preferring not to) rather than descriptions of actua



frequency of thinking. Thus, one might assert that this measure of need for cognition focuses on
attitudes toward thinking, but in fact, it has been shown to be aremarkably effective predictor of the
actual extent and depth of thinking people perform (Cacioppo et d., 1996). In keeping with the
conceptudization of need for cognition as a stable dispostion of individuals, test-retest consistency for
this battery is extremely high (see Cacioppo et d., 1996).

Evidence on the effects of need for cognition  Although many lines of research have explored

effects of need for cognition (see Cacioppo et d., 1996), oneis especidly relevant in the current
context. This series of sudies involves the extent to which people process information when making
judgments. Research has clearly shown that people high in NC tend to be thoughtful in their
assessments, basing their judgments on careful scrutiny of the substantive information to which they are
exposed (Cacioppo et d., 1996). LNCs, on the other hand, are more likely to make quick and easy
judgments based on a more cursory andysis of the information environment (e.g., forming judgments
based on the attractiveness of the source of a persuasive message or the mere amount of information
presented). In other words, whereas HNCs form their judgments based on a careful evauation of the
relevant information they receive, LNCs do so through amore superficid evauation of relaively ample
cues in the environment that dlow a decision without much thinking (see Petty & Cacioppo, 1986, for a
review). Thus, dthough both HNC and LNC people can be influenced by information presented by the
news media or by another person face-to-face, this influence occurs through different mechaniams.

The fact that HNCs and LNCs are persuaded in two fundamentally different ways has severd
important ramifications. Firg, because their judgments are more thoughtful, the attitudes of HNCs tend
to be stronger and thus more predictive of their behavior than are the attitudes of LNCs (see Petty,

Haugtvedt, & Smith, 1995). Second, because the attitudes of HNCs are created more thoughtfully,



these attitudes tend to be more persstent over time (Haugtvedt & Petty, 1992), and resistant to
counterpersuasive attempts (Haugtvedt & Petty, 1992).

Relation with demographics and other dispositions of people. Need for cognition is correlated

with demographics and other dispositiond attributes of individuds, but only modestly. For example, in
meta- analyses using data from avariety of sudies, Cacioppo et d. (1996) found that need for cognition
was positively corrdated with intdligence (r=.17, p<.01), and education (r=.25, p<.001), and
negatively corrdated with age (r=-.17, p<.001). Tolentino et d. (1990) found no significant correation
between need for cognition and family income.

Need for cognition is a'so modestly correlated with avariety of personality traits (see Cacioppo
et d., 1996, for review), including need for closure (r=-.26, p<.01), persona need for Structure (r=-
.16, p<.01), and socid desirability response bias (r=.14, p<.01). These correlations suggest that
people who like to think also have unusualy low needs for closure and Structure. People high in need
for cognition dso exhibit only a very dight tendency to want to present themselvesin socidly admirable
ways. Thus, need for cognition is sensbly correlated with other congtructs, but is not so highly
correlated as to be redundarnt.

Origins. Although no studies to date have explored potentia origins or causes of a person’s
level of need for cognition, there are some salient possibilities. The theory of operant conditioning
suggests that when abehavior is paired with areward, the behavior is more likely to be manifest in the
future, but when paired with a punishment, the behavior islesslikely (Skinner, 1957). Itis possble that
for children, the act of thinking yiddsrewards. For example, some parents may be more likely to lavish
praise on children when they spend extra effort to solve a puzzle or figure out the solution to a problem.

Similarly, the process of thinking may tend to lead to success and satisfaction for some children but



falure and frugtration for others. If thinking is often paired with such rewards, ether externd praise or
interna satisfaction, children will presumably come to enjoy and engage in thinking; they will likely carry
this orientation throughout their lives. On the other hand, if thinking is often paired with punishment or
fallure, enjoyment of and engagement in thinking will be diminished early in life and presumably carried
throughout adulthood as such.

In addition to learning, need for cognition may aso have agenetic bass. Studies of identical
twins have documented the heritability of awide variety of persondity orientations (cf. Bouchard &
Pedersen, 1999). An obvious possible genetic antecedent of need for cognition isindividud differences
in curiogty (cf. Digman, 1990).

Hypotheses regarding politica cognition and behavior. Many political behavior patterns may

vary depending upon the amount of thinking in which a person engages and likes to engage. As such,
we would expect that HNCs would behave differently than LNCs.

One obvious context in which need for cognition might exert an effect isin the process of
evauating politica candidates running for public office. In particular, many scholars have presumed that
eva uating candidates based upon the positions they take on policy issuesis hormatively desirable,
because it assures that elected representatives will implement policies favored by their condtituents (e.g.,
Dahl, 1956; Pennock, 1979). Indeed, many andysts have gone so far as to assume that issue-based
evauation occurs, asking not whether it occurs but rather how it occursingtead (e.g., Endow & Hinich,
1984). However, other scholars have also worried about the substantia cognitive demands that issue-
based eva uation entails and have expressed skepticism about whether democratic politics are equipped
with sufficient ability and motivation to execute such processes (see, eg., Kinder & Sears, 1985).

This sort of logic suggests a possible regulatory role for need for cognition in the candidate



evauation process. If issue-based evaduation isindeed cognitively intendgve work, people highin need
for cognition may be especidly motivated to carry it out and therefore most likely to manifest evidence
of what is caled “issue voting.” In contrast, the cognitive effort required by issue voting may outstrip the
motivations of LNCs, leaving them to evaluate candidates on other bases. One possible dternative is
party identification, which is often viewed as a peripherd cue that can be easily used to yied candidate
preferences.

Palitica campagns are nathing if not overwheming in terms of the amount of information they
offer to votersto consider over a period of months before eection day. People who enjoy thinking may
well thrive on this information flow and may therefore find themsealves pulled into thinking about the
campaign and even behaviordly participating in it. But LNCs may find such thinking taxing and
unpleasant, leading them to disengage from the campaign. We might therefore expect to sse HNCs
participating especidly oftenin dl forms of ectord activism, from attending closely to eection-related
information in the news media to working on behdf of candidates to turning out to vote on election day.

We use the 1998 NES Pilot Study datato test al of these hypotheses.

Hypotheses regarding survey responding. Another set of hypotheses we test involves the

impact of need for cognition on the process of survey responding. According to Krosnick’s (1991,
Krosnick, Narayan, & Smith, 1996) theory of survey satidficing, respondents vary in their ability and
motivation to perform the sgnificant cognitive work required of them to answer survey questions
optimaly accurady. Doing so requires agreat ded of work in carefully interpreting questions,
searching memory exhaugtively for relevant information, integrating that information in a balanced way to
yidd find judgments, and reporting those judgments accurately given the response options offered.

Krosnick (1991) predicted that people high in need for cognition might be especidly motivated to do



this sort of cognitive work when answering question after question, whereas people low in need for
cognition are likely to become quickly fatigued by dl thismentd exercise. They may therefore shortcut
the effort they expend (yielding less accurate reports laden with more random or systemeatic
Mmeasurement error), express awish to end the survey interview, and even terminate it mid-way through.
We were able to explore some of these possibilities with the 1998 NES Pilot Study data.

Need to Evauate

Definition People high in need to evduate (HNES) are more chronicaly engaged in evauation
of various agpects of ther lives and environments. Moreso than low LNEs, HNES spontaneoudy
evauate information they receive and experiences they have as good or bad, thus forming overdl
evauations. Whereas LNEs are content smply to experience life, HNEs enjoy the process of assessing
the advantages ad disadvantages of dl they observe and do so frequently.

Measurement. Need to evauate has been measured by a self-report battery in which
respondents report how well various statements describe themsaves (“ extremely characteridtic,”
“somewhat characterigtic,” “uncertain,” “somewhat uncharacteridic,” and “ extremely uncharacteristic”).

The satementsindude: “1 enjoy strongly liking and didiking new things” “I form opinions about
everything,” and | pay alot of attention to whether things are good or bad.” Sixteen such statements
compose the need to evauate scae devel oped by Jarvis and Petty (1996). Ten of the Statements
express high levels of need to evaluate, whereas Sx statements express low levels of need to evauate.

All of the gatements gppear in Table 2, dong with the factor loadings estimated for them by
Jarvis and Petty (1996) via exploratory factor andyss. The statements make two generd classes of
assertions, one regarding the number of opinions aperson forms (e.g., “I have many more opinionsthan

the average person”), and the other about the extremity or strength of opinions (e.g., “1 prefer to avoid



taking extreme positions’). Also, whereas some assartions regard preferences (e.g., “1 enjoy strongly
liking and didiking new things’), others regard actions taken or states of the world (e.g., “1 form
opinions about everything”). In keeping with the notion that need to evauate is atable characteridtic of
individuds, test-retest correlations for this battery are extremely high (Jarvis & Petty, 1996).

Evidence on the effects of need to evauate. Less research has examined effects of need to

eva uate than has explored consequences of need for cognition, because work on the former construct
has begun only very recently (see Petty & Jarvis, 1996). Asone might expect given the construct’s
definition, HNESs have been shown to express more eva uative thoughts, whether assessing a persondly
relevant attitude object or aremote one such as abstract art (Jarvis & Petty, 1996). HNES aso express
their opinions more quickly than LNES, presumably because HNES access therr attitudes more
frequently (Petty & Jarvis, 1996). Furthermore, the attitudes of HNES are spontaneoudly activated
when they are confronted with the attitude object, whereas the attitudes of LNESs are not accessed
spontaneoudy o readily (Hermans & Edlen, in press). When HNES are asked to express an opinion,
they are epecidly likely to have formed it dready, S0 they Smply need to access it from memory. But
when LNEs are asked to express an opinion, they must congtruct it in a memory-based fashion,
retrieving whatever revant informetion they can find in memory and integrating that informeation to
derive ajudgment from it on the spot (Tormala & Petty, 1999).

Reation with other digpogtions. Although the relation between need to evaluate and standard

demographic variables has not been investigated, correlations between need to evaluate and various
persondity traits have been reported. For example, Jarvis and Petty (1996) found modest positive
correlations of need to evauate with desire for control (r=.22, p<.05) and affective intensity (r=.17,

p<.05). Thus, need to evauate does seem to be related with other rlevant psychologica variables, but



not so much as to be redundant.

Origins. No studies have yet investigated the causes of need to evduate. However, aswith
need for cognition, operant conditioning may play arole. Some children may find that evaluating objects
around them tends to lead to either externd or interna rewards. For example, some young people may
find that evauating objects has helped them in afunctiond manner, such that they have avoided
problems (thanks to negetive eva uations) and acquired rewards (thanks to postive evauations). Such
repetitive pairing of satisfaction with evauation may heighten a person’s degree of need to evaduate.
Hereditary factors may aso be determinants of need to evaluate as well.

Hypotheses regarding politica cognition and behavior. To the extent that a person enjoys

evauation and pontaneoudy builds evauations while experiencing daily life, he or she should be
especidly likdly to engage in certain cognitive activities and behaviors in the domain of politics. For
example, because most forms of politica participation involve expressng preferences (most often for
politica candidates or policy issue postions), HNEs may be especidly likely to participate in campaigns
by working on behaf of candidates and may be especidly likely to turn out to vote. Furthermore, if
HNEs enjoy forming evauations, they may be especidly motivated to seek out campaign information
from with news media, which they can then use to form evaluations of political candidates. Thus, need to
evauate may have some consequences Smilar to those of need for cognition, but by different
mechanisms and for different reasons.

However, need to evauate should not necessarily have identica effects to those of need for
cognition. Most obvioudly, the effects of need to evauate on the process of candidate evaluation are
likely to be different from the effects of need for cognition. Specificaly, we suggested that HNCs may

be especidly motivated to do the hard cognitive work involved in issue voting, thereby increasing the
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impect of issues on vote choice and perhaps decreasing the impact of heuristic cues (such as party
identification).

In contrast, need to evauate seems unlikely to motive only issue-based evauation and not other
forms of evduation. HNEs presumably live ther lives having formed more opinions toward dl objects,
regardless of whether they are proposed public policies or politica parties or the state of the nationa
economy. Therefore, HNES should find themsel ves well-equipped with many tools with which to
evauate a presdentid candidate. Although this may increase the likelihood that a person will evauate a
candidate based upon his or her policy postions, HNEs may aso manifest an increased likelihood of
evauating candidates based on their party identifications and lots of other considerations aswell.
Therefore, the many relevant criteriamay explain more tota variance in candidate preferences among
HNEs than among LNEs.

Are NE and NC the Same Construct?

Given the clearly different conceptualizations of need for cognition and need to evauate, as well
as the different measurement procedures employed to assess these attributes, it might seem obvious that
these are two distinct congtructs. But the hypotheses we have offered above seem to suggest the two
congructs are likely to have very amilar effects. This therefore raises the question of whether the two
congructs are indeed conceptudly overlapping. However, theoretica and empirica evidence suggests
that the underlying congtructs of thinking and evauating should not be considered as the same.

Firg, well-established theory and much empirical work demonstrates that people can evaduate
information with much thought or with little thought (e.g., Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Evduation (i.e,
attitude formation) can occur in athoughtful manner or a non-thoughtful manner. Thet is, evauations

can be formed via carefully executed cognitive processes in some Stuations and via non-thoughtful,
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superficid reasoning in other Situations. This has been shown, for example, by evidence that attitudes
are sometimes formed in response to careful scrutiny of the arguments offered by a persuasive message,
whereas other times, atitudes are based on peripherd cues such as communicator attractiveness (Petty
& Cacioppo, 1986). Thus, people high in need to evauate can form their evauations elther thoughtfully
(like a high- need-for-cognition individud) or superficidly (like alow-need-for-cognition individud).

Similarly, people who do not like to evduate (LNES) can be generdly either thoughtful or not
thoughtful. That is, aLNE individud can devote agreat ded of careful thought to information he or she
acquires without forming good/bad evaluations of that information. Indeed, he or she may be especidly
interested in withholding judgment, because reaching a verdict would alow for the end of the thinking
process. Therefore, people like this may prefer to avoid evauation in order to enjoy more thinking.
But, of course, LNEs can dso be low in need for cognition, meaning that they prefer not to think or
evauate whenever such cognitive activities can be avoided. So in light of the fact that thinking can be
applied or not to evauative and non-eva uative dimensons, one can see how dthough evauation and
cognition can be related, there are circumstances in which the congtructs will not be coincident.

Inline with thislogic is empirica evidence on the independence of the congtructs. First, need
for cognition and need to evaluate scales are only moderately positively corrdated (i.e., r = .35; Jarvis
& Petty, 1996). In addition, other measures sometimes relate with only one of the two constructs but
not both (see Cacioppo et d., 1996; Jarvis & Petty, 1996). For example, need for closure (r=-.26,
p<.01) and need for structure (r=-.16, p<.01) are Sgnificantly correlated with need for cognition (aswe
mentioned earlier) but not with need to evauate (rs=-.06, ns, and .03, ns, respectively). Furthermore,
contralling for need for cognition does not eliminate gpparent effects of need to evaluate, and vice-versa

(Petty & Jarvis, 1996). If the constructs were redundant, this pattern of results would not be expected.



Together, this sort of theoretica reasoning and empirica evidence suggests that athough the two
scales tap related constructs, need for cognition and need to evaluate cannot be conceptudized as
tapping one single congtruct in two different ways.

The Current Research

The remainder of this memo reports our findings on need for cognition and need to evauate
using data from the 1998 NES Pilot Study. We begin by discussing how these congtructs were
measured and how they are related to one another and to demographic variables. We then establish the
vdidity of the NE measure by showing it correlates as expected with the frequency with which people
say “don’'t know” when asked to report their attitudes and with the extremity of their attitude reports.
We then explore the effects of need for cognition and need to evauate on the ingredients of politica
candidate evauations, on various forms of politica participation, on news-media usage, and on the
likelihood of feding emotions toward candidates during the course of eection campaigns. Findly, we
present evidence regarding the impact of NC and NE on respondents enjoyment of the survey process
itsdlf.

Measures

Need for Cognition

The origind eighteen-item battery designed to measure need for cognition is so long partly
becauseit is designed to both create and then minimize the impact of acquiescence response bias (see
Krosnick & Fabrigar, forthcoming). Some people are inclined to agree with any propostion, regardless
of its content. Therefore, batteries involving agree/disagree response scales must baance equal

numbers of statements asserting high and low levels of the congtruct, so the tendency to agree with
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anything will yield a moderate score on the dimension, rather than either ahigh or low score.

In designing the items to measure need for cognition in the 1998 NES Rilot Study, we sought to
avoid the inefficency of this gpproach. To do so, we followed the recommendation supported by past
sudiesin this area: we avoided agree/disagree response scales and instead offered balanced rating
scales asking explicitly about each judgment to be made. As shown by the asterisksin Table 1, we
choseto rewrite in this format the two items that loaded most strongly on the latent congtruct in
Cacioppo and Petty’s (1982) factor anaysis.

Specificdly, thefirst of two items measuring need for cognition asked:

“Some people like to have responghbility for handling Stuations that require alot of thinking, and

other people don't like to have responghbility for Stuations like that. What about you? Do you

like having responghility for handling Stuations thet require alot of thinking, do you didikeit, or
do you neither like nor didike it?’
Respondents who reported “like” or “didike’ were then asked if they like or didikeit “alot” or
“somewhat.” People were assgned scores of O if they said “didikealot,” .25 if they said “didike
somewhat,” .50 if they said “neither like nor didike,” .75 if they said “like somewhat,” and 1.0 if they
sad “likealot.”

The second question measuring need for cognition asked:

“Some people prefer to solve smple problems instead of complex ones, whereas other people

prefer to solve more complex problems. Which type of problem to you prefer to solve: ample

or complex?’
People were given scores of 0 and 1 for the two respective answers.

To construct an index, respondents’ scores for these two items were standardized; the



14

standardized scores were then averaged and recoded to range from 0 to 1. Thus, for each respondent,
1 indicated maxima need for cognition, and O indicated minimal need for cognition.

The two need for cognition questions were asked near the end of the 1998 NES Pilot Study
interviews, and the order in which they were asked was rotated randomly across respondents. The
religbility of thisindex was adequate, as measured by a Chronbach's dphaof .58. Asshown in Figure
1, the digtribution of need for cognition scores was dightly skewed, with a greater percentage of
respondents being dlassified as“maximd” in need for cognition than would be found in a norma
digtribution.

Need to Evauate

Aswith need for cognition, need to evaluate has been measured with alengthy beattery of items
in order to overcome the psychometric drawbacks of using asingle, generic response scaethat is
susceptible to digtortion by a confirmatory bias in reasoning (which would lead people to overestimate
the extent to which al statement describe them). We therefore wrote three items using varying response
scdes and avoiding this problem. In sdecting the three items to rewrite, we chose to avoid items asking
about strength of opinions and instead focused on the three highest-loading items that address the
number of opinions respondents form.

The firg of the three questions we wrote asked:

“Some people have opinions about dmost everything; other people have opinions about just

some things, and Hill other people have very few opinions. What about you? Would you say

you have opinions about amost everything, about many things, about some things, or about very
few things?”

Respondents were scored O if they said “about very few things,” .33 if they said * about some things,”
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66 if they said “about many things,” and 1.0 if they said “about dmost everything.”

The second question asked:

“Compared to the average person, do you have fewer opinions about whether things are good

or bad, about the same number of opinions, or more opinions?’

Respondents who said “fewer” or “more” were asked whether they had “alot” or “somewhat” fewer or
more opinions. Respondents were scored O if they said “alot fewer,” .25 if they said “somewhat
fewer,” .50 if they said “about the same,” .75 if they said “somewhat more,” and 1.0 if they said “alot
more.”

The third question asked:

“Some people say that it isimportant to have definite opinions about lots of things, while other

people think that it is better to remain neutral on most issues. What about you? Do you think it

is better to have definite opinions about |ots of things or to remain neutral on most issues?”’
Respondents who offered the first answer were scored 1; respondents who gave the second answer
were coded O.

Respondents’ three scores were standardized; the standardized scores were then averaged and
recoded to range from O to 1. Thus, for each respondent, 1 indicated maximal need to evaluate, and O
indicated minima need to evduate. The riability of thisindex was adequate, asindicated by a
Chronbach's dphaof .53. Asshown in Figure 2, the measure yidlded ardatively norma distribution.

In the 1998 NES Pilot Study, the order in which the three questions were asked was rotated
randomly across respondents. And respondents were randomly assigned to be asked the need to
evauate questions ether near the Sart of the interview or near the end of the interview. Thisis

particularly interesting, because question context could conceivably influence the Strategies that people
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employ when answering the need to evaluate questions. Specificdly, if asked at the start of an
interview, respondents might properly interpret them as referring to their tendency to form al sorts of
evauations, across socid contexts. But if the need to evauate questions are asked after along series of
questions about palitics, a respondent might be especidly likely to use his or her tendency to form
political evauations as a basis for answering the questions about the tendency to form evaduationsin
generd. If thisisthe case, any findings on gpparent effects of need to evauate might not be attributable
to a generd orientation, favorable or unfavorable, toward evauating, but rather to aless-interest,
politics-specific tendency.

We will report some evidence directly testing this proposition and providing reassurance about
the proper interpretation of apparent effects of need to evaluate. But in the meantime, it is useful to note
that there was no difference in mean level of need for cognition between the two groups of respondents
who answered the need to evaluate questions early and late in the interview (t=0.42, ns).

The Rdation Between NC and NE

Remarkably, NC and NE, as measured in the NES pilot study, were correlated with one
another dmost exactly as strongly (r=.30, p<.001) as they have been in past Iaboratory studies of
college undergraduates using the full batteries to measure the congtructs (e.g., r=.35, Jarvis & Petty,
1996). However, both of these correlations are attenuated by random measurement error, so we
implemented structural equation modeling to estimate the true correlation between the congtructs.

Specificdly, we estimated the parameters of the model shown in Figure 3, which posts that the
NC indicators reflect alatent NC construct and that the NE indicators reflect alatent NE construct.
Thismodd fit the observed data excellently (c*(4)=2.92, ns; ¢/df=0.57, RMSEA= 0.0, GFI=.99;

N=1034). The estimated true correlation between NC and NE was .47, certainly stronger than the



17

smpler correlation reported above, but also far from 1.0, which would be required for the two
measures to be tapping the same latent congtruct. To test thislatter possibility more formally, we re-
estimated the parameters of the modd in Figure 3, this time congtraining the correlation between the
latent congtructsto be 1.0. This congraint sgnificantly and dramaticaly reduced the fit of the model
(Dc?(1)=175.5, p<0.0001) and yielded parameters that clearly did not fit the data (c*(5)=178.42,

p< 0.0001; c?/df=35.7, RMSEA= 0.18, GFI=.93; N=1034; see Figure 4 for the parameter estimates).
This clearly indicates that NC and NE are not the same construct measured in two different ways,
though the two do overlap, sharing about 25% of their true variance.

To asess the impact of the question order manipulation involving the NE items, we compared
the correation between need to evaluate and need for cognition, computed separately for people who
reported NE early and late in the interviews. These two corrdations did not differ sgnificantly from one
another (z=0.05, ns), suggesting no order effect.

It isinteresting to note that the vadidities of the items measuring need for cognition and need to
evauate mirror those obtained in past investigations. For example, the first indicator of need for
cognition was more vdid (b=.82, p<.01; see Figure 3) than the second indicator (b=.59, p<.01), which
corresponds to the fact that the first of these had a higher factor loading in Cacioppo and Petty’ s (1982)
investigation (see Table 1). Likewise, the first indicator of need to evauate had a higher vaidity (b=.66,
p<.01) than the second indicator (b=.61, p<.01), which in turn had a higher vdidity than the third
indicator (b=.52, p<.01), mirroring Jarvis and Petty’ s (1996) finding (see Table 2). This provides some
added reassurance about the vaidity of these data.

Andydss Strateqy

In examining most dependent variables consdered below, five OLS regressons were
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conducted. Inthefirst, age, education, gender, income, race, interest in politics, and political
knowledge were used to predict the dependent variable. Each of these predictors and the dependent
variable was coded to range from zero to one, with zero indicating the lowest possibleleve of a
congtruct, and one indicating the highest possible level, with the exception of gender, which was coded

“0” for maesand “1" for femaes, and race, which was coded “0” for whitesand “1” for all other races.

Next, need for cognition was added to these six predictorsin a second regression. In the third
andysdis, need to evauate replaced need for cognition. In the fourth andlys's, both need for cognition
and need to evauate were included. Findly, the fifth regresson included the six demographic variables,
need for cognition, need to evaluate, and a term representing the interaction of need for cognition and
need to evauate. Whenever the interaction was not sgnificant, the parameter estimates described in the
text of this paper refer to those from the fourth analysis -- the regresson including the demographic
variables and both NE and NC, but without the interaction term. When the interaction was significant,
we concentrate on the find equation’s results.

Demographics

Wefirgt examined whether need for cognition and need to evauate are related to a variety of
demographic variables to determine if further andyses should include such demographic varigbles as
contrals. As shown in the first two columns of Table 3, multivariate regressions showed that age (b=-
.27, p<.01), gender (b=-.06, p<.01), politica knowledge (b=.08, p<.01), education (b=.24, p<.01),
and palitica interest (b=.17, p<.01) predicted need for cognition. Consistent with prior research, older
people, femaes, and less educated people tended to manifest lower NC than younger people, males,

and more educated people. Also, not surprisingly, people possessing more politica knowledge aso
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manifested higher NC.

Higher need to evaduate was dso associated with higher levels of formd education (b=.06,
p<.10) and politicd interest (b=.24, p<.01). Further, older people tended to demonstrate lower levels
of need to evauate (b=-.09, p<.05). The szable differences between the demographic correlates of
NC and NE further reinforce the notion that these reflect two independent constructs.

It is useful to note that when estimated in a bivariate manner, additiond reliable associations of
various variables with NC and NE appear (see columns 3 and 4 of Table 3). Controlling for the other
predictors in the regression thus caused these associations to disappear. Indeed, all variables showed at
least one marginally sgnificant association with either need for cognition or need to evauate under this
bivariate andyss.

To assess the impact of the question order manipulation of need to evauate, we correlated need
to eva uate with the seven demographic variables separately for people asked the NE items early and
latein theinterview. Six of these correlation coefficient pairs were not sgnificantly different (Z4=0.23,
Zgendr=0.00, Zinowledge=0.02, Zirteres=0.47, Zeducation=1.13, Zincome=0.64; al ps>.13). The correlation
between need to evauate and race varied significantly (Zs#=1.88, p=.03), being stronger when NE was
measured early (r=-.12) than when it was measured late (r=.01). Of coursg, it isimpossible to know
which of these two corrdations is more “ accurate,” and the corration being stronger early in the
interview does not fit with the notion thet late question placement caused correlations to become
gronger. In generd, then, this evidence is largdly reassuring about minimd question order effects, while
keeping us dert to investigate them further, which we shdl.

Don't-Know Responses

An important test for vaidating the measure of NE isits association with “don’t know”



responses to attitude questions. If the NE measure works as expected, then low NE individuas should
have fewer attitudes and should therefore be more likely to volunteer “don’t know” responsesto such

questions. This has been shown in prior [aboratory work on the need to evauate (Jarvis & Petty, 1996;
Petty & Jarvis, 1996), so we expected it to appear in the NES dataaswell. Furthermore, Krosnick
(1991) proposed that “don’t know” responses are sometimes the result of survey satisficing: the

decision by some respondents not to exert the cognitive effort required to report attitudes they do hold.
So we would expect more “don’'t know” responses from people low in NC aswell.

To test these propositions, we began by identifying al theitemsin the 1998 NES Filot Study
that measured attitudes but did not explicitly offer a“don’t know” response option (so asto most
effectively measure true attitude holding, rather than using itemsthat offer “don’t know” responses and
therefore encourage satisficing). There turned out to be remarkably few of these, addressing approva
of the Governor’s job performance, support of limits on wefare, abortion, affirmative action in hiring
practices, and affirmative action in college admissons. We then computed the number of “don’t know”
responses each person volunteered when answering these questions.  Fully 1044 respondents offered
none, 135 people offered one, 22 people offered two, two people offered three, and no one said “don’t
know” to dl four items. Thus, the variable we computed was quite skewed.

As shown in the first column of Table 4, bivariate associations of “don’t know” responding with
the demographic variables yielded three associations cong stent with prior research (e.g., Krosnick &
Milburn, 1990): more “don’t knows’ from women (b=.01, p<.05), less paliticaly knowledgegble
people (b=-.02, p<.01), less educated people (b=-.03, p<.01), and less paliticdly interested people
(b=-.03, p<.01). Surprisingly, we did not see evidence here replicating past findings that showed more

“don’t know” responses from older people (b=.01, ns), non-whites (b=.00, ns), and lower income
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respondents (b=-.01, ns). Furthermore, the only predictors sgnificantly associated with “don’t know”
responses in the multivariate regresson were education (b=-.02, p<.01 in columns 2 and 4 of Table 4)
and palitica interest (bs<-.02, ps<.01), again failing to replicate some reliable multivariate rdations
documented in prior research (Krosnick & Milburn, 1990). All this suggests the 1998 pilot study
measure of “don’'t know” responding performed reasonably well but may not have been sufficiently
broad to capture the generd tendency to measure “don’t know” responding fully effectively.

Nonetheless, as shown in the fina column of Table 4, we found asgnificant and sengble
interaction between NC and NE in predicting “don’t know” responding. Such responses were
ggnificantly more common among people ether low in NC or people low in NE than among people
high in both of these condructs. Thisis reassuring about the validity of the measures of these latter
congtructs.

Attitude Extremity

If need to evaluate does indeed predict the extent to which people have opinions, we would
expect that people high in need to eva uate to report more extreme attitudes than would people low in
need to evaluate. People low in need to evauate might select moderate or neutral reponses to attitude
questionsin order to make it clear that they have no leaning one way the other while not having to say
“don’t know.”

One might imagine that NC would predict attitude extremity as wdll, because thought about an
attitude object has been shown to yield attitude polarization (e.g., Tesser, 1978). However, thinking
does not dways yield increased extremity, because the effect depends on the contents of the thoughts a
person generates. Attitude polarization will occur if the thoughts one generates are primarily supportive

of agngle atitude judgment (either favorable or unfavorable). But if aperson generates amix of pogtive



and negative thoughts about an object, attitudes could become more moderate instead of more extreme
(cf. Judd & Lusk, 1984). Therefore, thereis no powerful basis for expecting NC to be associated with
atitude extremity.

To assess attitude extremity, we used respondents’ reports of their attitudes toward various
people and socia groups on 101-point “feding thermometers.” For each of the eight feding
thermometers administered in the 1998 survey, the extremity score we generated was the absolute value
of the difference between the respondent’ s answer and the scale midpoint (i.e., 50). Thus, scores could
range from zero (i.e,, the respondent rated the attitude object a the midpoint) to 50 (i.e., the respondent
reported the object at either endpoint). These extremity scores were averaged across objects and were
then recoded to rangefrom 0to 1. Asshown in column 5 of Table 5, people high in need to evauate
did indeed report more extreme attitudes (b=.15, p<.01); no such effect was found for need for
cognition (b=.01, ns). This suggests that although thinking does not necessarily lead to more extreme
attitudes, NE does, as expected.

The Ingredients of Candidate Preferences

Having established the vaidity of the NC and NE measures, we proceeded to test the notion
that these digpositions might regulate the process by which people form candidate evauations.
Specificaly, we expected high levels of NC to be associated with a greater tendency to use policy
issues to form candidate preferences, and we expected high levels of NE to be associated with an
increased tendency to use dl attitudes to form candidate preferences.

Respondents were asked where they stood on four policy issues: hedth care, welfare reform,
abortion, and affirmative action. Responses to these four items were coded to range from 0 to 1, with O

indicating the most conservative response and 1 indicating the most liberal response. Respondents were



also asked to rate each of the two mgjor-party candidates for governor on 101-point feding
thermometer scdes. An overdl candidate preference score was computed by subtracting the score for
the Republican candidate from the score for the Democratic candidate. This difference score was then
recoded to range from O to 1, with O indicating the strongest possible preference for the Republican
candidate and 1 indicating the strongest possible preference for the Democratic candidate.

To identify consequentid issues in the gubernatoria campaigns, we began by assessing which
issues predicted candidate preferences for the sample asawhole. To do so, we conducted four OLS
regressions, predicting candidate preference with age, race, gender, income, politica knowledge,
education, party identification (measured on the standard 7-point scale), and stances on each of four
policy issues. Only the issues of wefare reform and abortion predicted variance in candidate preference
not explained by the other variables (bs >.03, ps < .05; other bs< .03, ns). In both cases, morelibera
gtands on the issue were associated with significantly greater preference for the democratic gubernatoria
candidate. Therefore, stands on these two issues were averaged to yield a measure of issue stands for
our main anadyses.

To assess whether people low in need for cognition or need to evauate were more likely to
base their candidate evauations on issues or party identification, we estimated the parameters of the
eguations shown in Table 6 viaOLS. The equation in the first column tests the moderating effects of
need for cognition and need to evauate on the impact of issues and party identification. Of the four
interesting interactions here, only one turned out to be datisticaly sgnificant: the interaction between
party identification and need to evauate (b=.11, p<.05). The parameter estimatesindicate that party
identification did not have a sgnificant impact on candidate preferences among people at the lowest

point on the need to evauate scale (b=.00, n.s)). But the effect of party identification was strong and
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ggnificant among people a the highest point on the need to evduate continuum (b=.11, p<.05).

Aswe havein prior analyses, we next assessed whether the gpparent moderating effect of need
to eva uate would be sustained when controlling for political knowledge. To do so, we added to the
regression equation two interactions: the interaction between knowledge and issue stances, and the
interaction between knowledge and party identification (see column 2 of Table 6). Importantly, the
moderating effect of need to evauate was just as Szable and dgnificant in this equation asit had been
before controlling for knowledge (b=.11, p<.05).

Our find step here was to see whether need for cognition and need to evauate might interact in
moderating the impact of issues or party identification. To do so, we added two three-way interaction
terms (and arequisite two-way interaction) to create the equation displayed in the last column of Table
6. Asisapparent there, neither of the three-way interactions was sgnificant. Thus, it appears that need
to evduate alone partly regulates the impact of party identification on candidate preferences.
Specificdly, participants high in need to evauate tended to rely on party identification more than did
participants low in need to evaluate. Because thisresult is not precisaly in line with our expectations, it
clearly deserves further sudy. And its existence and apparent robustness seems to offer judtification for
doing such investigation.

To assess whether the gpparent moderating impact of need to eva uate differed depending upon
whether NE was measured early or late in the survey, we estimated the regression equation in the
second column of Table 6 twice, once for people who received each of the two question orders. And
in fact, the (issue stance x need to evauate) interaction did not differ sgnificantly between the two
groups (z=1.41, ns). Interestingly, there was one margindly significant difference between the two haf-

samples, involving the (issue stance x knowledge) interaction (z=1.79, p=.08). Issue stances had no
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impact on candidate preferences among people asked the NE questions early (issue stance main effect:
b=-.12, ns; issue stance x knowledge interaction: b=.05, ns). But among people asked the NE
questions late, the interaction we saw for the full sample appeared (issue stance main effect: b=-.09, ns;
issue stance x knowledge interaction: b=.38, p<.01): issue stances affected candidate preferences
among people high in political knowledge but not among people low in knowledge. Because the
measurement of issue stances and knowledge was identical in the two half-samples, it is strange that this
difference should appear, but it appears to be robust and may reflect other differences.

Politica Behavior

Politica Participation

Next, we turned to testing the hypotheses that people high in need to evaduate and need for
cognition may be more likely to engage in various forms of politica activities.

Electord activism We began by focusing on dectoral activism. Respondents were asked to

what extent they engaged in four types of palitical endeavors. (1) encouraging othersto vote, (2)
attending a politicd rdly, (3) wearing a palitica button, and (4) working for a politica candidate. After
coding each to range from 0 to 1, these four variables were averaged to yield an activity index. As
shown in Table 7, need for cognition and need to evauate interacted in predicting dectord activism
(b=.43, p<.05), suggesting that activism was greatest among people high in both NC and NE. The
meagnitude of this effect is rikingly strong in comparison to the notably weeker effects of politica
knowledge, education (which remarkably has a margindly sgnificant negative effect on activism), and
income, which are well-established predictors of such activism (Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993).

To assess the degree to which these results hinge on question placement, we estimated these

regression equations separately for respondents who were asked the NE questions early and late in their
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interviews. Fascinating results emerged from this andys's, suggesting that question order may have had
some impact. When NE was measured early, the independent effects of NC and NE both appeared
(b=.21, p<.01, and b=.24, p<.01, in column 4 of Table 8), as did the interaction between them (b=.47,
p<.10, in column 5 of Table 9). But when NE was measured late in the interview, the gpparent effects
of NC disappeared (see Table 9). Thus, late question placement does appear to have strengthened the
goparent effect of NE, thus eiminating the gpparent effect of NC. Because early measurement is
probably purer and less politics-gpecific, we are inclined to place greater faith in the resultsin Table 8,
which indicate reliable effects of both NC and NE on dectord activism.

Turnout. Next, we explored the impact of these variables on predicted turnout in the 1998
gubernatorid dections. Asshown in Table 10, people higher in need to evduate said they were more
likely to vote (b=.10, p<.01), congstent with the notion that having a candidate preference inspires the
desireto express that preference. However, asurprising effect of need for cognition gppeared: when
accounting for need to evauate, high need for cognition was associated with alower percelved
likelihood of vating (b=-.10, p<.05).

As shown in Tables 11 and 12, when andyzing people who answered the NE questions early
and late in the interviews separately, the effects of NC and NE remain in the same direction and of the
same sze but are margindly sgnificant or non-significant. Thus, it gppears that though the trends remain
between both subsets of respondents, the weakened Statistical power from this reduced sample size
was enough to weaken the sgnificance of the effects.

News MediaUsage

If people who like to think and evaluate are more attracted to information about politica

campaigns, these individuals may be especidly likely to seek out such information provided by the news
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media. To test this hypothes's, we standardized and averaged answers to three questions (“Did you
read about the campaign in any newspaper?’ “How much attention did you pay to newspaper articles
about the campaign for Governor of [state]?” and “How much attention did you pay to news on local
news shows about the campaign for Governor?’) to yield an index of media use to gain information
about the gubernatorial campaign. As shown in Table 13, people high in need to evaluate were indeed
more likely to have used the mediato follow the politica campaign (b=.06, p<.01), though people high
in need for cognition were not (b=.03, ns).

Mediation by Opinion-Holding or Extremity?

We previoudy suggested thet need to evauate might inspire politica behavior because HNE
individuas hold more opinions and hold more extreme opinions, which might motivate them to express
those preferences through visble and consequentid actions. To test this possbility, we conducted the
regressons shown in Tables 7, 10, and 13 again, thistime controlling for the number of “don’t know”
responses made by respondents to the five atitude questions used earlier, and for the average extremity
of respondents’ ratings of people and groups on the fedling thermometers.

As expected, controlling for the demographics, more “don’t know” responses were associated
with ggnificantly less dectord activiam (b=-.43, p<.05) and less news media use to learn about
campaigns (b=-.14, p<.09), though not sgnificantly less intention to vote (b=-.12, ns). Surprisngly,
extremity was not associated with dectord activism (b=.06, ns), turnout (b=.05, ns), or news media use
to learn about campaigns (b=-.04, ns). But most importantly, controlling for “don’'t knows’ and for
extremity did not reduce the magnitudes of the effects of need for cognition and need to evaluate on
these three forms of politica behavior. Thisis surprisng, because it suggests our hypotheses about

mediation were not correct. But this finding does suggest that the roles of NC and NE cannot be



documented smply by using “don’t knows’ and extremity as proxy measures for the persondity
dispositions.
Emotion
If people high in need for cognition and need to evduate are especidly likely to follow
information about campaign, they may be especidly likely to manifest emotiond regponsesto such
information aswdll. Inthe 1998 NES pilot study, respondents were asked if the gubernatoria
candidates made/make them fed proud, afraid, hopeful, and angry using three different question

wordings. Thewording most suitable for testing our hypothess asked:

“Has [candidate] ever made you fed [emotion]?” People who said “yes’ were then asked,

“How often have you fet thisway?’
Responses for each emotion were scored to range from zero to one, with one indicating maximal
frequency and zero indicating minimd frequency, and were averaged to yield an overdl index of
emotiond response frequency. As shown in Table 14, such responses were margindly sgnificantly
more common among people higher in need to evduate (b=.05, p<.10), though not among people

higher in need for cognition (b=.03, ns).
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Interestingly, these relations were not gpparent when emotional reactions were assessed viatwo

other question wordings. For example, some respondents were asked:
“Thinking about [candidate], do you fed [emotion]?’ If respondents responded “yes,” this
question was followed up with, “would you say very [emotion] or somewhat [emotion]?’

Responses to these questions were again coded to range from 0 to 1, with 1 meaning maximum

emotiond extent. Because this question wording induces al respondents to think about the candidates,

and because NE istypicaly uncorrdated with general emotiond reactivity (see Jarvis & Petty, 1996), it



is not surprising that NC and NE are not related to the strength of emotiona reactions the candidates
evoked during the NES interviews (see Table 15).

The remaining respondents were asked about their emotiond reactions usang yet another
wording:
“Has [candidate], because of the kind of person heis or because of something he has done
ever made you fed [emation]?” This question was then followed up with, “How often has he
made you fed thisway?’
On the surface, this question wording might seem to paralle the first wording we andyzed above. But
this latter wording includes an additiona phrase that, while adding no needed clarification and not
changing the question’ s meaning, adds to the cognitive burden impaosed by interpreting the longer
guestion and may therefore compromise the quality of responses offered to it. Indeed, as shownin
Table 16, no significant relations between emotiona reactions and need for cognition or need to
evaluate were found.

This suggests that the wording of the emotions questions does in fact dter observed rdations.
We areinclined to doubt the effectiveness of the last question wording (because of its unnecessarily
enhanced cognitive burden) and favor the Smpler wording for assessing the same construct. However,
we are not inclined to view our results as showing that the smpler retrospective question is somehow
superior to the currently focused dternative we congdered second. Frequency of feding an emotionin
the past is a different congtruct from intengity of feding an emation in the present, and both congtructs
arelikdy to be useful in understanding the impact of campaigns generdly and the impact of emations on

candidate evauations and voting in particular.



Enjoyment of the Survey Process

Upon completion of an interview, interviewers indicated which (if any) of thirteen descriptors
characterized the respondent’ s reaction to the interview. Four statements indicated genera negativity
(e.g., “Negative - too complicated”); one indicated the extent to which the respondent seemed to enjoy
the interview (which we reverse scored); three indicated embarrassment (e.g., “ Respondent expressed
doubt, apologies, or embarrassment of lack of knowledge or own suitability for the interview”), and two
indicated frustration (e.g., “ Respondent became angry at interview content”). These items were
combined to form an overdl “survey displeasure’ index to then use to test the hypothesis that
respondents higher in need for cognition and higher in need to evaluate would enjoy taking part in the
survey more.

Asshown in Table 17, asgnificant interaction between need for cognition and need to evaluae
appeared in predicting survey displeasure (b=.11, p<.10). Being high in either NC or NE led to less
survey displeasure. But people high in both NC and NE did not manifest even less survey displeasure
than people high in only one construct but not the other. Thus, being low in both NC and NE was
necessary to reduce enjoyment of the survey process.

Interviewers were aso asked whether the respondent expressed the desire to stop the interview
before it was completed or made comments indicating that they regretted agreeing to take part in the
interview. Werefer to this congtruct as “desire to terminate.” A mere 20 people of the 1203
interviewed for this study expressed such adesre: 1.7%. Clearly, thiswas abehaviora sign of severe
displeasure with the process. One might imagine this distribution was much too skewed to reved any
effects. But in fact, prediction did occur.

As shown in column 5 of Table 18, an interaction between NC and NE appeared predicting
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desireto terminate (b=-.10, p<.05). Being high in need to evaduate and low in need for cognition led to
more dedire to terminate the interview. Among people high in need for cognition, need to evauate had
no effect on desire to terminate.

This may be explained by the dgnificant interaction between need for cognition and need to
evauate, as shown in the last column of Table 17. Among people low in need for cognition, higher need
to evauate was associated with a greater desire to terminate (b=.10, p<.05). Presumably, peoplelow
in need for cognition were not especidly inclined to like the survey experience, and those of them who
were higher in need to evaduate were more likely to evauate the quality of the survey experience and
notice that it was unpleasant (while LNC/LNES just went with the flow of the experience, not stopping
to evaluate it and note it was unplessant). But among people high in need for cognition, need to

evauate had no effect on the desire to terminate @@needs to be changed? (b=.09-.10=-.01),

because these individuals al presumably enjoyed the experience, and noting that would not dter a
person’s likelihood of expressng adesire to terminate (which a priori was extremely low). Thisagain
derts usto the potentid that survey data quality may vary depending upon NC and NE.

Summary and Implications

Need for cognition and need to evduate are two constructs that socid psychologists use to
understand differences in the extent to which people think and evauate. Because political reasoning and
behavior may vary asthe result of dispositions to think and evaluate (just as many other sorts of
reasoning and behavior do), these variables may be of interest to political scientists aswell. Indeed,
need for cognition and need to evaduate each yielded many interesting findings in the 1998 NES pilot
study.

High need for cognition was associated with more eectora activism, more news media



32

exposure to follow the campaign, and more emotiona reactions to candidates during the campaign.
These three associations are al evidence of greater involvement, both cognitively and behaviordly, in the
campaign. In addition, people low in need for cognition were less likely to enjoy the survey process and
may therefore have said “don’t know” more often when asked attitude questions as a reflection of
survey satidficing. These two latter findings suggest that survey anaysts should be careful about the
generd quality of data provided by LNC respondents.

High need to evauate was independently associated with variousindicators of political
involvement, including eectord activism, voter turnout, news media exposure, and emotiond reactions
to the candidates. In addition, it appears that candidate preferences were based more on party
affiliation anong HNE individuas than among LNE individuas, perhaps because the former individuas
were more likely to have red party affiliations before the NES interviews began. And findly, lower need
to evduate individuas were less likely to enjoy the survey interview process and were gpparently more
likely to notice their displeasure and express it viaadesire to end the interview.

The analyses we have reported here certainly do not tell the whole story on the roles of need for
cognition and need to evauate in politics. There are afew more interesting andyses to do with the
1998 NES Filot Study data, and we plan to do them soon. But the findings we reported hereraise a
range of interesting questions that cannot be pursued with the data from the Pilot Study, because of its
limited questionnaire content. We therefore see promise in including measures of NC and NE in the
2000 NES.

Making Measurement More Efficient

Doing so would involve only asmdl handful of items, but the results gppearing in Figure 3

suggest a drategy for making this handful even smdler. The confirmatory factor analyss we conducted



suggested that the third indicator of NE was less reliable than the other two indicators. Therefore, it
might be possble to drop it and not to significantly compromise the qudity of measurement of that
construct. We are currently in the process of redoing al the anayses reported in this memo using only
the firgt two indicators of NE to seeif our findings are significantly weskened. If nat, it would seem
prudent to consider dropping the third indicator if the other two can be included in the 2000 NES. Itis
interesting to note that the comparable item was dso least rdidble in Jarvis and Petty’ s (1996) origind
factor andysis (see Table 2), which reinforces the notion that it is a bit less effective.

Would it be possible to go even a step further, dropping additiond indicators of NC and NE
and measuring these congtructs usng only one question each? According to the resultsin Figure 3,
there is subgtantid unrdiability in the individud indicators, so going with one done would most likely
compromise measurement quality substantidly. But if the Board has an interest in this possihility, we
can certainly redo the andyses in this memo using only asingle indicator each to assessthe impact of
improving efficency in thisway.

Coda
The study of persondity is nothing new in paliticad science and public opinion, as evidenced by

such landmark books as Laswell’ s (1930) Psychopathology and Palitics, Greenstein’s (1969)

Persondity and Palitics, Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson, and Sanford’s (1950) The

Authoritarian Persondity, Smith, Bruner, and White' s (1956) Opinions and Persondity, and

Sniderman’ s (1975) Persondity and Democratic Politics. Even the use of persondity to understand the
dynamics of voting and dections is nothing new, asillugtrated by the find empirica chepter in The

American Voter (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1960), which demonstrated how “ sense of

persond effectiveness’ affected voter turnout. But personality has hardly been in the spotlight in recent



investigations of eections.

In this memo, we have reported evidence suggesting there may il be promise of innovation
and vauein this enterprise: understanding how ordinary citizens gpproach the world of politics using the
more generd dispositions that they bring from outsde that world and that govern dl of their thinking and
action, political and non-paliticd dike. Rather than focusing on psychopathology or persondity
disorders, as the older work did, we have focused ingtead on dispositions with a more contemporary,
cognitive flavor: regarding information processing styles and proclivities. And we have seen that they do
indeed afford empirica leverage in understanding electoral behavior. Thus, resurrection of the “old’

persondity gpproach to palitics may well be in order more generaly.
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Table 1

Need for Cognition Items and Factor Loadings from Cacioppo & Petty (1982)

Fact or

Item wording Loadi ng
1. *| would prefer conplex to sinple problens. .81
2. *| like to have the responsibility of handling a situation

that requires a lot of thinking .77
3. Thinking is not ny idea of fun. (R .72
4. I would rather do sonething that requires little thought than

sonething that is sure to challenge ny thinking abilities. (R .70
5. | try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is likely

a chance | will have to think in depth about sonething. (R .69
6. I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for |ong hours. . 69
7. | only think as hard as | have to. (R .68
8. | prefer to think about snmall, daily projects to

| ong-termones. (R . 67
9. | like tasks that require little thought once I’ve

| earned them (R . 65
10. The idea of relying on thought to make ny way to the top

appeal s to ne. . 65
11. | really enjoy a task that involves comng up with new

solutions to probl ens. .62
12. Learni ng new ways to think doesn’t excite nme very much. (R .62
13. | prefer ny life to be filled with puzzles that | nust sol ve. .61
14. The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to ne. .58
15. I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and

inmportant to one that is sonewhat inportant but does not

requi re nuch thought. .58
16. | feel relief rather than satisfaction after conpleting a

task that required a lot of nmental effort. (R .57
17. It's enough for nme that sonething gets the job done; |

don’t care how or why it works. (R .55
18. | usually end up deliberating about issues even when they

do not affect ne personally. .53

Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored itenms; * indicates itenms used for basis of the
questions in the current study.



Table 2

Need to Evaluate Itens and Factor Loadings fromJarvis & Petty (1996)

Fact or

It em wordi ng Loadi ng
1. It is very inportant to me to hold strong opinions. .75
2. | like to have strong opinions even when | am not personally

i nvol ved. .71
3. I would rather have a strong opinion than no opinion at all. . 69
4. *| form opi ni ons about everything. .61
5. *| have many nore opinions than the average person. .61
6. | enjoy strongly liking and disliking new things. .59
7. *| often prefer to remain neutral about conplex issues. (R .55
8. I only formstrong opinions when | have to. (R .54
9. It bothers me to remain neutral. .52
19. | pay a lot of attention to whether things are good or bad. .49
11. I want to know exactly what is good and bad about everything. . 48
12. | ampretty much indifferent to many inportant issues. (R .47
13. | prefer to avoid taking extreme positions. (R .47
14. There are many things for which | do not have a preference. (R .42
15. | like to decide that things are really good or really bad. .42
16. If something does not affect nme, | do not usually deternine

if it is good or bad. (R .39
Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored itens; * indicates itens used for basis of the

questions in the current study.



Table 3

Denogr aphic Variables Predicting Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate

Ml tivariate Regressions Bi vari at e Associ ati ons
Predi ct or NCog NEval NCog NEval
Age - 27** -. 09* - 12%* .04
(.05) (.04) (1160) (1065)
Race .01 -.02 -.01 -. 06"
(.02) (.02) (1160) (1065)
Cender -.06** -.01 -.18** - 12%*
(.02) (.02) (1160) (1065)
I ncone .02 .01 .16** L12**
(.03) (.02) (1060) (975)
Educati on L 24** . 06" L 29%* L 15%*
(.04) (.03) (1157) (1062)
Political Know edge . 08* .03 L 23** L 21**
(.03) (.03) (1160) (1065)
Political Interest A7 .24 * .24 * .34+
(.03) (.03) (1160) (1065)
R 14 06 - - - -
N 1058 976 - - - -

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note. The two multivariate regression colums display unstandardized regression
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The two bivariate association
colums display correlation coefficients with nunbers of cases in parentheses.



Tabl e 4

Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate Predicting Don’t-Know Respondi ng

Bi variate
Predi ct or Associ ati ons Ml tivariate Regressions
Age .01 .02* .02 .02 .01 .00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Race .00 -.00 -.00 -.00 -.00 -.00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Gender .01* .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
I nconme -.01 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Educat i on -.03** -.02* -.02 -.02* -. 02" -.02
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Political Know edge -.02%* -.01 -.00 -.00 .00 .00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Political Interest -.03** -.02** -.03** -.02* -.03** -.03**
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Need for Cognition -.00 .00 -. 04"
(.01) (.01) (.02)
Need to Eval uate -.01 -.01 .. 07**
(.01) (.01) (.03)
NeedCog x NeedEval . 08*
(.03)
R 03 03 03 03 02
N 1093 1058 976 950 950

** p<.01; * p<.05; * p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parentheses.



Table 5

Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Attitude Extrenity

Pr edi ct or
Age -.00 -.01 .00 -.00 -.00
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Race .00 .01 .02 .02 .01
(.02 (.02 (.02 (.02) (.02)
Gender .02 .02 .02 .02 .02
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
I ncone -.03 -.03 -.02 -.03 -.03
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Educati on -.00 -.00 -.01 -.00 .00
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Know edge . 05% . 05% . 06** . 06** . 06*
(.02 (.02 (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Interest . 06* . 05* .03 .03 .03
(.02) (.02) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Need for Cognition .03 .01 -.02
(.02 (.03) (.06)
Need to Eval uate . 16** . 15%* .11
(.03) (.03) (.07)
NeedCog x NeedEval .06
(.09)
R 02 02 06 06 06
N 1090 1055 974 948 948

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
in parentheses.



Table 6

Testing Moderation of Issue Stance on Candidate Preferences by Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate

Predi ctor
Age .01 -.00 .01
.03) (.03) . 02)
Race .01 .01 .01
.01) (.01) . 01)
Gender .01 .00 .01
. 01) (.01) .01)
I ncome .00 .00 .00
.02) (.02) .01)
Educati on .01 .01 .02
.02) (.02) .02)
Political Know edge .01 -.02 .01
. 02) (.04) - 02)
Enoti on LTLx* LTLR LTLx*
.03) (.03) . 03)
Political Interest . 03" . 03" . 03"
.02) (.02) .02)
| ssue Stance .01 -.02 .06
. 06) (.07) . 11)
Party ldentification .00 .01 .01
. 04) (.04) . 08)
Political |deol ogy . 06** . 05* . 06**
. 02) (.02) - 02)
Need for Cognition .00 -.01 .07
. 04) (.04) . 09)
Need to Eval uate . 08" . 09" .00
. 05) (.05) . 11)
| ssue Stance x NCog .06 -.01 .22
.07) (.07) . 17)
I ssue Stance x NEval .10 .12 .09
. 09) (.09) . 20)
| ssue Stance x Know edge .12
(.07)
Party | D x NCog .00 .01 .01
. 04) (.04) . 11)
Party | D x NEval L11* L 11 .10
. 05) (.05) . 13)
Party I D x Know edge .03
(.04)
NCog x NEval .12
. 15)
| ssue Stance x NCog x NEval .28
. 27)
Party I D x NCog x Neval .03
. 17)
R? .62 .63 .62
N 657 657 657

**p<.01; * p<.05; T p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.



Table 7
Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting El ectoral Activismanmong All

Respondent s

Pr edi ct or

Age -.04 .02 .00 .05 .04
(.08) (.08) (.08) (.09) (.09)
Race .03 .03 .03 .03 .03
(.03) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Gender -. 07~ -. 06* -. 06* -. 06" -. 06"
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
I ncone -.05 -.06 -.04 -.07 -.07
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.04)
Educat i on -.07 -.10 -.10 -.12° - 117
(.06) (.06) (.06) (.07) (.07)
Political Know edge .04 .02 .05 .04 .05
(.05) (.05) (.06) (.06) (.06)

Political Interest . 40%* . 38%* . 34%* . 32%* . 33%*
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.06) (.06)
Need for Cognition .16** .14~ -.09
(.05) (.06) (.12)
Need to Eval uate L 29%* . 26%* -.04
(.06) (.07) (.16)
NeedCog x NeedEval . 43*
(.20)
R . 09 .10 J11 .12 .13
N 1093 1058 976 950 950

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parent heses.



Table 8
Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Electoral ActivismArong Only

Respondents who Reported Need to Evaluate Early

Pr edi ct or

Age -.05 .03 .02 .07 .06
(.112) (.112) (.12) (.12) (.12)
Race .07 .09* .09* .09* . 09*
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Gender -.09* -.o08* -.10* -.o08* -.o08*
(.04) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.05)
| ncone -.06 -.07 -.07 -.08 -.09
(.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
Educati on -.08 -.11 -.08 -.09 -.09
(.08) (.08) (.09) (.09) (.09)
Political Know edge -.03 -.05 -.04 -.05 -.03
(.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08)

Political Interest L 42%* . 38** . 35** . 32%* . 32%*
(.07) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08)
Need for Cognition L 21** L 21** -.05
(.07) (.08) (.18)
Need to Eval uate L 29%* L 24%* -.09
(.09) (.09) (.22)
NeedCog x NeedEval AT
(.28)
R 09 10 11 13 13
N 527 513 467 459 459

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parent heses.



Table 9
Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Electoral ActivismArong Only

Respondents who Reported Need to Eval uate Late

Pr edi ct or

Age -.02 .03 -.01 .04 .04
(.11) (.11) (.12) (.12) (.12)
Race -.04 -.02 -.01 -.02 -.02
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
CGender -.05 -.06 -.03 -.04 -.04
(.04) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.05)
| ncone -.03 -.06 -.03 -.06 -.06
(.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
Educati on -.07 -.09 -.13 -.13 -.13
(.08) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)
Political Know edge -.09 .07 L11 L11 L11
(.07) (.07) (.08) (.08) (.08)

Political Interest . 40%* . 38*%* . 34%* . 32%* . 32%*
(.07) (.07) (.08) (.08) (.08)
Need for Cognition .13 .08 -.09
(.07) (.08) (.17)
Need to Eval uate L 29%* L 29%* .05
(.09) (.10) (.23)
NeedCog x NeedEval .33
(.29
R 10 11 12 13 13
N 565 544 467 490 490

** p<.01; * p<.05; ¥ p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parentheses.



Tabl e 10

Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate Predicting Turnout Anong All Respondents

Pr edi ct or
Age A7 . 16** A7 . 16** . 16**
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Race .01 .01 .02 .02 .02
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Cender . 04* . 04* .03* .04 .04
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
| ncone .03 .03 .03 .02 .02
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Educat i on . 06" . 08* .05 . 08* . 08*
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Political Know edge . 06* . 16* .07+ .07+ .07*
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Interest . 24% . 26%* L 21%* L 23%* L 23%*
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Need for Cognition -.03 -.07* -. 14
(.03) (.03) (.07)
Need to Eval uate . 08* . 10** .02
(.04) (.04) (.09)
NeedCog x NeedEval .12
(.12)
R .14 .15 .14 .15 .15
N 1080 1046 970 944 944

** p<.01; * p<.05; * p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
in parentheses.



Table 11
Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate Predicting Turnout Only Anong Respondents

who Reported Need to Evaluate Early

Pr edi ct or
Age .21 % L 19** L 23*%* . 20** L 19**
(.07) (.07) (.07) (.07) (.07)
Race .01 .01 .03 .03 .03
(.02) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Gender -.00 .01 -.01 -.01 -.01
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
| ncone .03 .03 .03 .03 .03
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Educati on .04 .05 .03 .06 .06
(.05) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
Political Know edge .07 .07 . 09* . 10* . 10*
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Political Interest . 20** L 21%* . 15** A7 A7
(.04) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Need for Cognition -.02 -.07 -. 20"
(.04) (.05) (.112)
Need to Eval uate . 10" . 10" -.06
(.05) (.05) (.13)
NeedCog x NeedEval .24
(.17)
R 13 13 14 14 15
N 522 509 465 457 457

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
in parentheses



Tabl e 12
Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate Predicting Turnout Only Anong Respondents

who Reported Need to Evaluate Late

Pr edi ct or

Age .12* . 13% J11* .12* .12*
(.06) (.07) (.07) (.07) (.07)
Race .07 .00 .02 .01 .01
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)

Gender .07** .07** .07** .08** .08**
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
I ncone .02 .01 .02 .01 .01
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Educati on .08 .12+ .07 L11+ L11*
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Political Know edge . 06 . 06 .04 .05 .05
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)

Political Interest . 28** . 30** L27** . 29%* . 28**
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Need for Cognition -.05 -.08" -.09
(.04) (.05) (.10)
Need to Eval uate .07 . 09* .09
(.05) (.05) (.13)
NeedCog x NeedEval .03
(.17)
R 16 18 16 18 18
N 557 536 504 486 486

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
in parentheses.



Tabl e 13
Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Extent to Wich Respondents Use

the Media to Learn about the Qubernatorial Canpaign

Pr edi ct or
Age . 25%* . 25%* . 26%* . 24%* . 24%*
(.03) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Race .01 .01 .01 .02 .02
(.01) (.01) (.02 (.02 (.02
Gender -.00 .00 -.00 -.00 -.00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
I ncone -.02 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.02
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Educati on .00 -.00 -.01 -.00 -.00
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Know edge .00 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Political Interest . 28** . 28** L27** . 28** . 28**
(.02 (.02 (.02 (.02 (.02
Need for Cognition .03 .01 .04
(.02) (.02) (.05)
Need to Eval uate . 06* .04 .08
(.03) (.03) (.07)
NeedCog x NeedEval -.05
(.09)
R .25 .25 .26 .26 .26
N 1053 1020 941 916 916

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parent heses.



Table 14

Need for Cognition and Need to Eval uate Predicting Frequency of Enotional

Reacti ons to Candi dat es,

Si npl e Past - Tense Question Wrdi ng:

“Has [ Candi dat e]

Ever Made You Feel [Enotion]?”
Pr edi ct or
Age .01 .02 .02 .03 .03
(.04) . 04) . 04) . 04) . 04)
Race -.00 .00 .01 .01 .01
(.02) .02) .02) .02) .02)
Cender .01 .01 .02 .02 .02
(.01) .01) .01) .01) .01)
| ncone -.00 .00 .01 .01 .01
(.02) .02) .02) .02) .02)
Educati on -. 06* . 06* . 06* . 06* . 06*
(.03) . 03) . 03) . 03) . 03)
Political Know edge -.08** .08** . 09** .08** . 08*
(.02) . 02) . 02) . 02) . 02)
Political Interest A7 A7 A7 A7 A7
(.02) .02) .02) . 03) . 03)
Need for Cognition .03 .02 .01
.02) .03) . 05)
Need to Eval uate . 05" . 05" .04
.03) .03) .07)
NeedCog x NeedEval .01
. 09)
R .16 .16 .17 .18 .18
N 383 376 353 348 348

** p<.01; * p<.05; 7

p<. 10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors

i n parent heses.



Tabl e 15
Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Extent of Current Enotional
Reactions to Candi dates, Sinple Present-Tense Question Wrding: “Thinking of

[ Candi date], Do You Feel [Enotion]?”

Pr edi ct or
Age .04 .04 .05 .05 .05
(.03) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Race .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Gender .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
(.01) (.01) (.02 (.02 (.02
| ncone -.03" -.03 -.03 -.02 -.03
(.02 (.02 (.02 (.02 (.02
Educati on -.01 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.04
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Know edge -.02 -.02 -.00 -.01 -.01
(.02 (.02 (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Interest . 05* . 05* .04* .04* .04*
(.02) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.04)
Need for Cognition .01 .01 -.00
(.02 (.03) (.06)
Need to Eval uate .05 .00 -.01
(.03) (.03) (.08)
NeedCog x NeedEval .01
(.10)
R 04 04 04 04 05
N 377 360 326 315 315

** p<.01; * p<.05; * p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parent heses.



Tabl e 16
Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Frequency of Enotional

Reacti ons to Candi dates, Conplex Question Wrding

Pr edi ct or

Age .03 .02 . 07" .05 .05
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Race .02 .02 .03 .03 .03
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Cender -.01 -.01 -.02 -.02 .02
(.01) (.01) (.02 (.02 (.02)
| ncone -.05* -.05* -.05* -.05* -.05*
(.02 (.02 (.02 (.02 (.02
Educati on -.02 -.01 -.02 -.00 -.00
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Political Know edge .03 -.00 .00 -.00 -.00
(.02 (.02 (.03) (.03) (.03)

Political Interest . 10** L11x* . 09** . 10** . 10**
(.02 (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Need for Cognition -.02 -.02 -.03
(.02) (.03) (.06)
Need to Eval uate .02 .01 .04
(.03) (.03) (.07)
NeedCog x NeedEval .01
(.09
R 10 10 12 12 12
N 327 316 292 282 282

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parent heses.



Table 17

Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Survey Displeasure

Predi ctor
Age . 04* .04 .04 .03 .03
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.03) (.02)
Race -.01 -.01 .00 .00 .00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Cender . 03** . 02* . 02* .02* .02*
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
| ncone -.02* -.02* -.01 -.01 -.01
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Educat i on -.03" -.02 -.03 -.02 -.02
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Political Know edge -.03* -.03" -.02 -.02 -.02
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Political Interest -.08** -.07** -.07** -.07** -.07**
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Need for Cognition -.05** -.06** - 12%*
(.02) (.02) (.04)
Need to Eval uate -.02 . 00 -. o7t
(.02) (.02) (.05)
NeedCog x NeedEval .117°
(.06)
R .08 .10 .08 .09 .10
N 1093 1058 976 950 950

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
i n parentheses.



Table 18

Need for Cognition and Need to Evaluate Predicting Desire to Termi nate the

I ntervi ew
Predi ctor
Age .03 .03 .00 -.00 -.00
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Race . 03** . 03** . 02* . 02* . 02*
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Cender -.01 -.01 .00 -.00 -.00
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
I ncone .01 .01 .01 .02 .02
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Educat i on -.03" -.03 -.03" -.02 -.02
(.02 (.02 (.02 (.02 (.02
Political Know edge -.01 -.00 -.00 -.00 -.01
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Political Interest -. 03" -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Need for Cognition -.03" -.03* .02
(.02 (.01) (.03)
Need to Eval uate .02 .03* . 10%*
(.02) (.02) (.04)
NeedCog x NeedEval -.10*
(.05)
R .02 .02 .01 .02 .02
N 1093 1058 976 950 950

** p<.01; * p<.05; " p<.10

Note: Cell entries are unstandardi zed regression coefficients with standard errors
in parentheses.



Figure 1

Distribution of Need for Cognition
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Figure 2

Distribution of Need to Eval uate
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Figure 3
Latent Variable Mdel Estinmating the Correlation between Need for Cognition and

Need to Eval uate
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Figure 4
Latent Variable Mbddel Constraining the Correlation between Need for Cognition

and Need to Evaluate to be Perfect
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