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As adeparture from traditional situational perspectives, researchers have given increased attention to the
dispositional basis of attitudes. Recently, Hepler and Albarracin (2013) introduced a construct that they
called “dispositional attitude” and provided validity evidence for anew scale—the Dispositional Attitude
Measure (DAM). Although the DAM was introduced as a“new” approach for assessing the dispositional
component of attitudes, there is considerable conceptual similarity between it and the Neutral Objects
Satisfaction Questionnaire (NOSQ; Judge & Bretz, 1993; Weitz, 1952). In a series of 4 studies, we
attempt to replicate the predictive validity of the DAM and empirically examined the distinctiveness of
the DAM from the NOSQ. Our findings suggest that the DAM does not consistently predict attitudes
(e.g., attitudes toward fictional consumer products, attitudes toward common objects, job satisfaction)
after the NOSQ is controlled. As awhole, our results suggest that the DAM and NOSQ assess the same
underlying construct and both are valid measures of the dispositional basis of attitudes.
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The dispositional basis of attitudes has become an important
area of interest within various subfields of psychology (e.g., Mc-
Connell & Leibold, 2001; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle,
1994; Staw & Ross, 1985). Given the widespread appea of the
dispositional approach, it isimportant to recognize and incorporate
advancements in theory and method from various psychology
subdomains. Recently, Hepler and Albarracin (2013) described
how one's average attitude toward stimuli may be used to predict
future attitudes. Hepler and Albarracin argue that their conceptu-
alization of a person’'s dispositional attitude and development of
the Dispositional Attitude Measure (DAM) isanovel and innova-
tive approach to predicting attitudes. The theoretical rational un-
derlying the DAM, however, has considerable overlap with
Weitz's (1952) discussion of a dispositional attitude and the sub-
sequent development of the Neutral Objects Satisfaction Question-
naire (NOSQ) by Judge and Bretz (1993). Both the DAM and
NOSQ assess one's average emotional response toward a hetero-
geneous set of everyday objects. Hepler and Albarracin (2013) and
Weitz (1952) propose that the respective scales can be used to
assess a stable tendency to develop positive, neutral, or negative
attitudes.

Weitz's (1952) approach is most commonly referenced within
applied psychology, because the NOSQ was developed to predict
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attitudes toward one's job (Judge & Hulin, 1993), as well as
decisions to leave an organization (Judge, 1993). The proposal of
adispositional attitude was groundbreaking because most applied
psychologists believed situational factors were the primary deter-
minants of job attitudes until research beginning in the 1980s
began to highlight the role of dispositions (e.g., Staw, Bell, &
Clausen, 1986; Staw & Ross, 1985). In addition to the NOSQ
being used in many studies within applied psychology (e.g., Judge,
1993; Kavanagh & Halpern, 1977; Piccolo, Judge, Takahashi,
Watanabe, & Locke, 2005; Schneider, Hitlan, & Radhakrishnan,
2000), it has also begun to be used within other research domains.
Specificaly, the NOSQ has been used in publications within
personality psychology (Carter, 2004; Erez, Johnson, & Judge,
1995; Quirin, Kazen, & Kuhl, 2009), vocationa psychology
(Zickar, Gibby, & Jenny, 2004), educational psychology (Judge &
Bretz, 1993), human sexuality (Hitlan, Schneider, & Walsh, 2006),
and psychological reviews (Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, &
de Chermont, 2003). Despite the growing popul arity of the NOSQ,
the assumed novelty of the dispositional basis of attitudes and the
DAM (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013) indicates that Weitz's (1952)
seminal research has yet to disseminate to all psychology sub-
domains.

Although there are several similarities between the DAM and
NOSQ— both ask for one’s responses to a set of heterogeneous
objects—it is unclear whether the DAM is predictive of atti-
tudes beyond the NOSQ. The introduction of a construct that is
primarily different from existing constructs only in name can
inhibit scientific progress and can undermine the “new” con-
struct’ s usefulness. Thus, it isimportant to determine the unique
contribution of the DAM beyond the more-established NOSQ.
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Dispositional Attitude Measure (DAM)

Hepler and Albarracin’s (2013) theoretical rationale for a dis-
positional basis of attitudes is based on the idea that a person’s
average attitude toward many objects can be used to predict their
attitude toward other objects. In other words, the dispositional
attitude construct describes an individual difference in the general
tendency to like or dislike stimuli. To assess dispositional attitude,
Hepler and Albarracin introduce the DAM, which instructs respon-
dents to rate how they feel about 16 heterogeneous items such as,
“architecture,” “bicycles,” “cold showers,” and “taxidermy” (see
the top half of Table 1 for a complete list of DAM items). Each
DAM item uses a 7-point favorability response scale (1 = ex-
tremely unfavorable; 7 = extremely favorable).

Although Hepler and Albarracin (2013) provide strong evidence
for dispositional basis of attitude, their evaluation of the utility of
the DAM is limited because they did not examine the NOSQ in
their research. Given that the NOSQ assesses an established con-
struct that has been used in numerous studies (e.g., Judge, 1993;
Kavanagh & Halpern, 1977; Quirin et al., 2009), the onus is on
researchers to show that dispositional attitude as measured by the
DAM contributes something new to the literature beyond the
NOSQ. The Principle of Parsimony and the Jangle Fallacy (e.g.,
Kelley, 1927; Marsh, 1994) both address the issue of treating two
constructs that essentially represent the same phenomenon as
though they were distinct. The Principle of Parsimony, or Ock-
ham’s Razor, would further suggest that for simplicity sake, it is

Table 1
Descriptive Satistics for the DAM and NOSQ Items
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Average
Items M (SD) M (D) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Dispositional Attitude Measure
Cold showers 3.60 (1.65) 3.26 (1.84) 3.08 (1.76) 2.46 (1.35) 3.22(1.71)
Politics 3.10 (1.75) 3.45 (1.90) 3.39 (L.73) 3.41 (1.50) 3.32(1.76)
Taxidermy 3.64(1.47) 3.64(1.81) 3.62(1.62) 2.95 (1.41) 3.57 (1.60)
Receiving criticism 3.57(1.54) 3.72(1.68) 3.65 (1.59) 4.03 (1.37) 3.68(1.58)
Canoes 4.45 (1.23) 3.79(1.93) 3.58 (1.99) 4.59 (1.07) 3.96 (1.68)
Public speaking 3.99(1.73) 4.17 (1.86) 4.05 (1.70) 3.23(1.69) 3.99(1.74)
Playing chess 4.93(1.61) 4.03 (1.59) 3.95 (1.41) 3.87 (1.54) 4.24 (1.52)
Rugby 3.93(1.31) 455 (1.74) 4.65 (1.71) 4.00 (1.32) 4.37 (1.57)
Statistics 4.64(1.37) 4.30 (1.59) 451 (1.38) 3.90 (1.85) 4.45 (1.47)
Soccer 450 (1.57) 4.33(1.64) 4.42 (1.55) 4.84 (1.48) 4.46 (1.57)
Taxes 3.41(1.70) 5.37 (1.20) 5.31 (1.11) 2.95 (1.56) 458 (1.34)
Japan 4.99 (1.18) 4.82 (1.45) 4.86 (1.36) 5.10 (1.14) 4.91 (1.31)
Bicycles 5.56 (1.15) 4.64 (1.36) 453 (1.32) 5.38 (1.27) 4.92(1.28)
Camping 5.00 (1.62) 5.09 (1.57) 4.94 (1.46) 5.31 (1.47) 5.02 (1.53)
Doing crossword puzzles 5.13 (1.58) 5.10 (1.63) 5.09 (1.50) 4.15 (1.39) 5.02 (1.54)
Architecture 5.29 (1.17) 5.28 (1.30) 5.13 (1.18) 5.03 (1.06) 5.20 (1.19)
Scale average M (SD) 4.31 (1.52)
Neutral Objects Satisfaction Questionnaire
The way people drive 3.36 (1.58) 3.65 (1.70) 3.59 (1.61) 3.24 (1.40) 3.51 (1.60)
Advertising 4.26 (1.64) 4.25 (1.63) 4.13(1.64) 3.90 (1.31) 4.18(1.61)
Public transportation 4.39 (1.50) 4.41 (1.59) 4.40 (1.55) 4.18 (1.49) 438 (1.54)
Local newspapers 4.93(1.33) 4.88(1.57) 4.47 (1.48) 4.45 (0.92) 4.69 (1.41)
The movies being produced today 4.65 (1.51) 4.86 (1.47) 4.56 (1.46) 5.10 (1.33) 4.70 (1.47)
8 ¥4 X 11" paper 4.87 (1.04) 4.90 (1.27) 4.82 (1.11) 5.00 (1.10) 4.87 (1.13)
Popular music 5.05 (1.61) 5.16 (1.54) 477 (1.34) 4.18 (1.59) 4.89 (1.48)
The neighbors you have 4.97 (1.50) 5.18(1.37) 4.89 (1.47) 4.62 (1.41) 4.96 (1.45)
Modern art 473 (1.51) 5.00 (1.45) 5.16 (1.44) 4.46 (1.45) 4.96 (1.46)
Television programs 5.03(1.43) 5.09 (1.49) 4.87 (1.43) 4.90 (1.35) 4.97 (1.44)
The climate where you live 5.16 (1.49) 5.04 (1.45) 4.73 (1.45) 5.32(1.45) 4.97 (1.46)
Telephone service 4.97 (1.42) 5.22 (1.59) 5.16 (1.48) 5.08 (1.09) 5.11 (1.46)
Your telephone number 558 (1.12) 4.99 (1.41) 4.82 (1.54) 5.56 (1.10) 5.14 (1.35)
Local speed limits 4.83(1.43) 5.56 (1.22) 5.29 (1.18) 4.74(1.31) 5.17 (1.27)
Your relaxation time 5.44 (1.36) 5.24 (1.61) 5.04 (1.49) 472 (1.54) 5.17 (1.48)
Today's cars 5.43 (1.19) 5.24 (1.34) 5.23 (1.27) 5.33(1.13) 5.30 (1.25)
The way you were raised 5.48 (1.45) 5.22 (1.62) 5.20 (1.54) 5.36 (1.55) 5.30 (1.53)
The city in which you live 5.34 (1.49) 5.56 (1.45) 5.18 (1.44) 5.15 (1.60) 5.31(1.47)
The quality of food you buy 5.37 (1.31) 5.38 (1.23) 5.26 (1.37) 5.36 (1.09) 5.33 (1.30)
Restaurant food 5.52 (0.98) 5.20 (1.26) 5.32 (1.20) 5.64 (1.11) 5.38(1.14)
The high school you attended 5.17 (1.67) 5.74 (1.40) 5.69 (1.25) 4.92 (1.86) 5.49 (1.46)
The residence where you live 5.36 (1.49) 5.77(1.32) 5.52 (1.25) 5.10 (1.45) 5.50(1.35)
The people you know 5.67 (1.02) 5.55(1.39) 5.38 (1.37) 5.97 (0.96) 5.55 (1.24)
Y ourself 5.57 (1.41) 5.59 (1.17) 5.62 (1.10) 5.33 (1.24) 557 (1.22)
Your first name 5.92 (1.21) 5.93 (1.24) 5.79 (1.21) 5.67 (1.33) 5.85 (1.23)
Scale average M (SD) 5.05 (1.39)

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Average = sample weighted average across al studies.
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unnecessary to introduce an ostensibly “new” construct that is
redundant with an existing construct. Similarly, the Jangle Fallacy
refers to the false assumption that two constructs are dissimilar
because they have different names.

Neutral Objects Satisfaction Questionnaire (NOSQ)

Weitz (1952) began his work with the premise that a researcher
can more accurately predict a person’s attitude toward their job by
assessing the person’s average attitude toward objects endemic to
everyday life. In an effort to develop this construct, Weitz argued
that a person who perceives more sources of satisfaction (or
dissatisfaction) than another person would have a bias to develop
positive (or negative) attitudes in the future. Because assessing all
possible sources of satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) is not feasible,
Weitz examined a subset of sources endemic to everyday life. In
other words, the objects were considered “neutral” because in the
absence of enduring tendencies to generally experience objects
either favorably or unfavorably, there should not be consistent
between-person environmental differences in experiences of the
objects. If an object is truly neutral, then any between-person
variability in affective responses can be attributed to dispositional
differences instead of environmental differences.

Drawing heavily on Weitz's (1952) work, Judge and colleagues
developed the NOSQ and helped reintroduce Weitz's theorizing
into personality and job attitude research (e.g., Judge, 1993; Judge
& Hulin, 1993; Judge & Bretz, 1993). As aresult of thiswork, the
nomologica net of the construct became clearer. NOSQ is now
recognized as being distinct from other affective-oriented disposi-
tions (e.g., trait positive and negative affectivity) and uniquely
predictive of attitudes (Eschleman & Bowling, 2011).

The version of the NOSQ most commonly used by researchers
is a revised version from Judge and Bretz (1993)—a shortened
form of Weitz's (1952) 44-item scale that includes more modern
language and an altered response scale. The NOSQ (Judge &
Bretz, 1993) instructs respondents to rate how they feel about 25
heterogeneous items such as, “advertising,” “telephone service,”
“public transportation,” and “8 1/2 X 11 paper” (see the bottom
half of Table 1 for a complete list of NOSQ items). In contrast to
dichotomous (yes vs. no) responding in Weitz's original measure,
the NOSQ uses a 3-point satisfaction response scale (1 = dissat-
isfied; 2 = neutral; 3 = satisfied).

Similarities and Differ ences Between the DAM
and NOSQ

The DAM and NOSQ are similar in item content and they yield
similar relationships with various attitudes. Both the DAM and
NOSQ ask respondents to rate their feelings toward a set of
heterogeneous stimuli (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013; Judge & Bretz,
1993). In addition, both the DAM and NOSQ are both consistently
associated with various attitudinal criteria. Hepler and Albarracin
(2013) report that the DAM was positively associated with atti-
tudes toward a fictitious consumer product, attitudes toward real
objects (e.g., vaccine shots, recycling), and life satisfaction. The
DAM aso explained unique variance in attitudes toward a ficti-
tious consumer product while controlling for other dispositions
(e.g., Five Factor Model personality traits). Similar results have
been observed with the NOSQ (cf. the meta-analysis by Eschleman

& Bowling, 2011). The NOSQ, for instance, was positively asso-
ciated with life satisfaction and job satisfaction.

Although there are similarities in underlying theory for the
dispositional basis of attitudes, content of the scales, and predictive
validity, there are differences between the DAM and NOSQ that
may influence the construct each scale assesses. First, the DAM
instructs participants to rate their feelings toward items using a
response scale anchored with favorability; the NOSQ instructs
participants to rate their feelings toward items using a response
scale anchored with satisfaction. Although we are unaware of any
empirical research comparing the two response scale anchors,
differences in scale anchors can in some instances impact results
(e.g., Friedman & Amoo, 1999).

Second, the DAM items were selected based on valence. As a
result, the DAM includes some objects that generally yield positive
responses and it includes some objects that generally yield nega-
tive responses. Hepler and Albarracin’s reasoning for including
items with negative or positive valence was to develop a measure
that isequally likely to predict both negative and positive attitudes.
Conversely, the NOSQ items were written and selected based on
being endemic to everyday life. Although the NOSQ items have
been described as neutral in valence, a mgjority of the items have
an average rating that is favorable (Eschleman & Bowling, 2011).
In sum, the DAM and NOSQ share many similarities, but there are
also differences between the two measures. As aresult, research is
needed to examine whether or not the DAM predicts attitudes after
the NOSQ has been controlled.

Current Studies

In the current set of four studies, we evaluate severa hypotheses
that address the unique effects of the DAM and NOSQ. Specifi-
caly, the four studies examine the relationship between the two
scales and whether differences in response scales (favorability vs.
satisfaction anchors) and item valence affect the validity of the
DAM and NOSQ. Studies 1, 2, and 3 used a cross-sectiona design
to examine the unique effects of the DAM beyond the more-
established measures and constructs. We extend upon Hepler and
Albarracin (2013) by including the NOSQ in our evaluation of the
DAM'’sincremental validity. Following Hepler and Albarracin, we
predict that the DAM will be positively related to various attitudes.
In addition, the DAM is hypothesized to have positive relation-
ships with narrow attitudes while controlling for other dispositions
(i.e., Five Factor Model traits, locus of control, positive affectivity,
negative affectivity, and need for cognition). We also pose a
research question regarding whether the DAM continues to predict
attitudes while controlling for the NOSQ.

Hypothesis 1: The DAM will be positively associated with
narrow attitudes.

Hypothesis 2: The DAM will be positively associated with
narrow attitudes while controlling for other dispositions.

Research Question 1: Is the DAM positively associated with
narrow attitudes while controlling for the NOSQ?

Study 1

Study 1 tests Hypotheses 1 and 2 and addresses Research
Question 1. To evaluate the predictive validity of the DAM, we
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measured variables that were examined in prior research on either
the DAM (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013) or NOSQ (Eschleman and
Bowling, 2011, Study 1). We included attitudes toward a fictitious
consumer product, life satisfaction, and job satisfaction. In previ-
ous research, the DAM was positively associated with attitude
toward afictitious consumer product (r = .23) and life satisfaction
(r = .15; Hepler & Albarracin, 2013). Eschleman and Bowling's
(2011) meta-analysis shows the NOSQ has positive relationships
with life satisfaction (r = .33, k = 5, N = 941) and job satisfaction
(r = .20, k = 13, N = 2,744). Other dispositions included positive
affectivity, negative affectivity, and need for cognition.

Method

Participants and procedure. Study 1 participants were 228
adults recruited through Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MTurk).
Participants were paid $0.50 to complete a short survey on “con-
sumer products.” The average participant was 33 years old, and
51% were female, 53% were Asian, 39% were Caucasian/White,
and 4% were Black/African American. A total of 54% of partici-
pants were from the United States; 40% were from India. Of those
employed (73%), the average hours worked was 39 hr per week
and 3.8 years job tenure. We removed 36 participants from the
original recruitment pool who were identified as careless respond-
ers (eg., Meade & Craig, 2012) because they did not respond
accurately to four attention checks (e.g., “Please ensure that you
are paying attention by marking “agree”).

Items for the DAM and NOSQ were presented on the screen one
object at atime instead of separately presenting scales in sequen-
tial blocks. This was done because we feared that presenting the
two measures in sequential blocks would introduce a demand
characteristic implying to participants that the two measures assess
distinct constructs. The order of al DAM and NOSQ items was
randomly determined for each participant.

M easures.

Dispositional attitude. Dispositional attitude was assessed
with the DAM (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013) and NOSQ (Judge &
Bretz, 1993). The DAM was on a 7-point scale from 1 = extremely
unfavorable to 7 = extremely favorable. The DAM had an apha
reliability of .83 and a split-half reliability of .70. The NOSQ was
adapted to a 7-point scale from 1 = extremely dissatisfied to 7 =
extremely satisfied. The NOSQ had an alpha reliability of .89 and
a split-half reliability of .79.

Other dispositions. Positive affectivity (e.g., “enthusiastic”
and “interested”) and negative affectivity (e.g., “jittery” and
“afraid”) were assessed with 10 items each (Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988). Respondents rated how often they feel each
emotion “on average.” The items were scored on a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 = never to 5 = always. Both the positive affec-
tivity and negative affectivity scales had alpha reliabilities of .93.
Need for cognition (e.g., “I like to solve complex problems’) was
assessed with 10 items (International Personality Item Pool, n.d.).
Respondents rated their agreement with statements describing
them “in general.” Each item was scored on a 7-point scale ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The need for
cognition scale had an alpha reliability of .83.

Attitudes. Attitude toward a fictitious consumer product was
assessed with the same measure used by Hepler and Albarracin
(2013). Each participant read six randomized reviews for a fic-

tional product (i.e., a Monahan LPI-800 Compact 2/3-Cubic-Foot
700-W Microwave Oven). The valence of the product is neutral
because the reviews were balanced with three positive and three
negative reviews. Respondents were asked to rate their agreement
with three statements about the product on a scale from 1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The three statements
were, “I like this product,” “This product is bad,” and “This
product isuseful.” We excluded the item that described the product
as “favorable” to avoid common-method variance with the re-
sponse scale of the DAM. The measure for attitude toward the
neutral product had an alpha reliability of .87.

Life satisfaction (e.g., “In most ways my life is close to my
ideal”) was assessed with five items from the Satisfaction with
Life Questionnaire (SWLQ; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Giriffin,
1985). Each item was scored on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagreeto 7 = strongly agree. The life satisfaction scale
had an apha reliability of .92.

Job satisfaction was assessed with three items from the Michi-
gan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ; Cam-
mann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1983). Respondents rated their
agreement to statements describing how they feel about their job
(eg., “All in dl, | am satisfied with my job”). Each item was
scored on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to
7 = strongly agree. The job satisfaction scale had an apha
reliability of .93.

Results

Descriptive statistics for the DAM and NOSQ items from Study
1 are reported in the second column of Table 1. Descriptive
statistics, scale reliabilities, and correlations for Study 1 variables
are reported in Table 2.

Relationship between the DAM and NOSQ. The DAM and
NOSQ were strongly correlated in Study 1 (r = .66, p < .01,
corrected correlation = .77). In addition, we conducted confirma-
tory factor analyses to examine the number of factors onto which
the measures loaded. Four fit statistics were used to determine
model fit (see Hu & Bentler, 1999): root-mean-square residual
(SRMR), comparative fit index (CFl), chi-square, and root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA). A chi-squared difference
test was used to compare nested models. Similar to Hepler and
Albarracin (2013), we used item parcels. The one-factor model did
not fit the data well, x%(9) = 78.38, CFl = .91, RMSEA = .18,
SRMR = .06. The two-factor model, however, in which item
parcels from the DAM and NOSQ loaded onto separate factors fit
the datawell, x*(8) = 7.75, CFl = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, SRMR =
.02, and significantly better than did the one-factor model,
Ax*(1) = 70.63, p < .01. Although two measures load onto
separate latent factors, the relationship between latent factors was
strong (.78) and statistically significant (p < .01).

Predictive validity of the DAM and NOSQ.

Main effects. We found support for Hypothesis 1, which
predicted that the DAM is positively associated with attitude
criteria. The DAM was positively correlated with all three Study 1
attitudes: attitude toward the neutral product, r = .28, p < .01, life
satisfaction, r = .29, p < .01; and job satisfaction, r = .24, p <
.01. Similarly, the NOSQ was positively correlated with all three
Study 1 attitudes: attitude toward the neutral product, r = .31,
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Table 2
Sudy 1 Descriptive Satistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations
Variables Mean S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Dispositional attitude
1. DAM 436 0.80 (.83)
2. NOSQ 5.08 0.72 .66™ (.83)
Other dispositions
3. Positive affectivity 3.43 0.89 AT 57 (.93)
4. Negative affectivity 181 0.84 A1 .07 —-.04 (.93)
5. Need for cognition 5.04 0.92 16" .06 29" —.34" (.83)
Attitudes
6. Neutral fictitious product 4.28 1.38 .28™" 31 15" .10 —.05 (.87)
7. Life satisfaction 4.82 1.45 .29 A7 48" -.16" 15% 22" (.92)
8. Job satisfaction 4.61 0.59 24 .33 38 15 .34 .08 45 (.88)
Demographics
9. Age 33.31 10.73 -.07 -.09 .10 -.32" .05 -.12 .08 12 —
10. Gender 1.48 0.50 —.08 .04 .10 —.03 .06 .00 12 22 —.01
Note. N = 228; n = 166 for job satisfaction correlations. Uncorrected correlations presented below the diagonal. Alphareliabilities are presented on the

diagona in parentheses. SD = standard deviation. Female = 1, Mae = 2.
"p<.05 ™p<.0l

p < .01, lifesatisfaction, r = .47, p < .01; and job satisfaction, r =
.33, p < .01

Incremental effects. Three sets of regression analyses were
conducted to test the incremental effects of the DAM (see Table 3).
Study 1 provided partial support for Hypothesis 2, which predicted
that the DAM explains unique variance in attitude criteria while

Table 3
Sudy 1 Regression Analyses Examining Predictive Validity of
the DAM

Neutral Life Job
product  satisfaction  satisfaction
B B B
Controlling for other dispositions
1. PA .05 43 18"
2. NA .04 -.18™ 13
3. Need for cognition —.09 —.05 .07
4. DAM 27 A2 23"
Total R% .09 26" 16"
AR? for DAM: .05 .01 .04*
Controlling for NOSQ
1. DAM 14 —.03 14
2. NOSQ 22° .50™ 29"
Total R* 11 22" 16"
AR? for DAM: .01 .00 .01
AR? for NOSQ: 03" 14+ .04
Controlling for NOSQ & other
dispositions
1. PA —.03 .30™ .08
2. NA .04 =17 14
3. Need for cognition —.06 .00 A1
4. DAM 15 -.07 .08
5. NOSQ 23" 36" 27
Total RZ: a2 .32 18"
AR? for DAM: .01 .00 .00
AR? for NOSQ: .02 .06 .03
AR? for DAM and NOSQ: .08 .07 .06""

Note. N = 228; n = 166 for job satisfaction analyses. B = standardized
regression coefficients with al variables included in the model. AR? =
unique variance explained. Total R = total variance explained by all
variables.

controlling for other dispositions (i.e., positive afectivity, negative
affectivity, and need for cognition). The DAM explained unique variance
in two of three attitudes. Specificaly, the DAM explained unique vari-
ancein atitude toward the neutral product (B = .27, AR? = .05, p < .01)
and job satisfaction (B = .23, AR? = .04, p < .05), but did not explain
unique variance in life satisfaction (B = .12, AR? = .01, ns).

To address Research Question 1, we examined the predictive
validity of the DAM while controlling for the NOSQ. The DAM
explained unique variance in none of the attitudes. Specifically, the
DAM did not explain unique variance in participants attitudes
toward the neutral product (B = .14, AR? = .01, ns), life satisfac-
tion (3 = —.03, AR? = .00, ns), and job satisfaction (B = .14,
AR? = 01, ns). Conversely, the NOSQ explained unique variance
in al three attitudes. Specifically, NOSQ explained unique vari-
ance in attitudes toward the neutral product (B = .22, AR® = .03,
p < .01), life satisfaction (3 = .50, AR? = .14, p < .01), and job
satisfaction (B = .29, AR? = .04, p < .01).

We also examined the predictive validity of the DAM while
simultaneously controlling for other dispositions and the NOSQ.
The DAM explained unique variance in none of the attitudes.
Specificaly, the DAM did not explain unique variance in attitudes
toward the neutral product (B = .15, AR* = .01, ns), life satisfac-
tion (3 = —.07, AR? = .00, ns), and job satisfaction (3 = .08,
AR? = 00, ns). Conversely, the NOSQ explained unique variance
in all three attitudes. Specificdly, the NOSQ explained unique variance
in atitude toward the neutral product (B = .23, AR? = .02, p < .05),
life satisfaction (B = .36, AR® = .06, p < .01), and job satisfaction
(B = .27, AR? = .03, p < .05).

Discussion of Findings

Overall, the results of Study 1 indicate that although strongly
rated, the DAM and NOSQ loaded onto two latent factors. The pres-
enceof two latent factors suggest differences between the DAM and
NOSQ, but these differences may be no greater than the differ-
ences often found between two measures of the same construct.
That is, the relationship between the DAM and NOSQ issimilar in
strength as commonly found between two different measures of
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same construct (e.g., Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003; Lim &
Ployhart, 2006; Rammstedt & John, 2007). For example, the
average self-report correlation between a shortened five-item ver-
sion and a full-length 100-item version of the Five Factor Model
traits was .65 (.48 to .80; Gosling et al., 2003). The predictive
validity of the DAM was aso examined to determine if the
differences in the DAM and NOSQ are meaningful.

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the DAM was positively associ-
ated with al attitudes. Partial support was found for Hypothesis 2,
as the DAM was positively associated with several attitudes after
controlling for other dispositions. The incremental effects of the
DAM were absent, however, after the NOSQ was included as a
control variable. This is due to the considerable overlap between
the DAM and NOSQ. It is interesting to note, however, that the
NOSQ had incremental effectsin all attitudes even with the DAM
included as a control variable. These results indicate that the DAM
and NOSQ are very similar, but that there may be some substantive
differences between the scales.

The differences in item valence between the DAM and NOSQ
may have favored the predictive validity of the NOSQ rather than
the DAM in Study 1. The DAM was developed to include both
positive and negative valence items to ensure that the measure
would predict both positive and negative valance attitudes. The
attitudes included in Study 1 were dlightly positive in valence on
average, which should favor the NOSQ because the NOSQ is
comprised of primarily positive valence items. Although Study 1
results indicate that the DAM does not explain unique variance in
attitude criteria after controlling for other dispositions and the
NOSQ, the differences between the DAM and NOSQ in item
valence and scale anchors needs to be further explored. In Study 2,
we examined the effects of item valence by including attitudes that
have a variety of different valences. In addition, we examine the
effects of response scale anchors (favorability vs. satisfaction) on
participant responses to the DAM and NOSQ.

Study 2

Study 2 tests Hypotheses 1 and 2 and addresses Research
Question 1. The same attitude measures from Study 1— attitude
toward a neutral consumer product, life satisfaction, and job sat-
isfaction—were included in Study 2 for replication purposes. In
addition, Study 2 included measures of attitudes toward neutral
objects, positive objects, and negative objects to explore whether
the DAM and NOSQ have similar relationships with attitude
measures of varying valences. Asin Study 1, we measured other
dispositions that had been previously examined in relation to either
the DAM or NOSQ. These other dispositions included conscien-
tiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, extraversion, openness, and
locus of control.

Method

Participants and procedure. Study 2 participants were 184
adults recruited via M Turk. These participants were paid $0.50 to
complete a short survey on “consumer products.” Study 2 did not
include any participants who responded to Study 1. The Study 2
participants had an average age of 33 years, 48% were female,
44% were Asian, 41% were Caucasian/White, were 4% Black/
African American. All participants were from the United States.

Of those employed (78%), the average hours worked was 38 hr per
week and 3.7 years job tenure. We removed 16 participants from
the original recruitment pool who were identified as careless
responders using four attention check questions.

To examine the effects of favorability versus satisfaction an-
chors, the DAM and NOSQ items were randomly assigned to two
subscales per measure and placed into two blocks. Each block
included half the items from both the DAM and NOSQ. One block
of items was placed on a 7-point scale with satisfaction anchors
whereas the other block was placed on a 7-point scale with
favorability anchors. The items within each block were random-
ized and the two blocks were counterbal anced.

Measures.

Dispositional attitude. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the DAM
(Hepler & Albarracin, 2013) was .87. The correlation between the
DAM satisfaction subscale and DAM favorahility subscale, which
is a split-half reliability, was .66. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the
NOSQ (Judge & Bretz, 1993) total scale was .93. The correlation
between the NOSQ satisfaction subscale and NOSQ favorability
subscale was .76.

Other dispositions. Measures of conscientiousness (e.g., “1 get
chores done right away”), agreeableness (e.g., “I sympathize with
others feelings’), neuroticism (e.g., “lI have frequent mood
swings’), extraversion (e.g., “I am the life of the party”), and
openness (e.g., “I have a vivid imagination”) were assessed with
four items each (Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006). Locus
of control (e.g., “I believe that my success depends on ability
rather luck.”) was assessed with five items (International Person-
ality Item Pool, n.d.) with higher scores indicating greater internal
locus of control. Respondents rated their agreement to statements
describing them “in general.” Each item was scored on a 7-point
scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
The Cronbach’s Alphas for conscientiousness, agreeableness, neu-
roticism, extraversion, openness, and locus of control were .66,
.77, .63, .72, .68, and .62, respectively.

Attitudes.  Attitude toward a neutral consumer product (Hepler
& Albarracin, 2013), life satisfaction (Diener et a., 1985), and job
satisfaction (Cammann et a., 1983) were assessed using the same
measures used in Study 1. The alpha reliabilities for the scales of
attitude toward the neutral product, life satisfaction, and job sat-
isfaction were .87, .91, and .86, respectively.

Attitudes toward neutral objects (i.e., “boxes’ and “rope’),
positive objects (i.e., “receiving hirthday gifts’ and “vacations’),
and negative objects (i.e., “road kill” and “pollution”) were as-
sessed with two items each. These items were interspersed among
the NOSQ and DAM items. Each set of objects included an item
on the satisfaction response scale and the favorability response
scale. The mean scores for neutral objects (M = 5.09), positive
objects (M = 6.00), and negative objects (M = 2.54) indicate that
we were successful in selecting items with different valence. The
Cronbach'’s alphas for the scales of attitudes toward neutral ob-
jects, positive objects, and negative objects were .48, .51, and .79,
respectively.

Results

Descriptive statistics for the DAM and NOSQ items from Study
2 arereported in the third column of Table 1. Descriptive statistics,
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scale reliabilities, and correlations for Study 2 variables are re-
ported in Table 4.

Relationship between the DAM and NOSQ. The DAM and
NOSQ were strongly correlated in Study 2 (r = .63, p < .01,
corrected correlation = .70). The subscales for the DAM and
NOSQ were used to examine the effects of the satisfaction and
favorability response anchors. The subscale relationships for the
DAM, r = .66, p < .01 and NOSQ, r = .76, p < .01 from Study
2 were compared with the respective split-half correlations in
Study 1 using Fisher r-to-Z transformation for independent sam-
ples (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). The subscale corre-
lations did not differ from the split-half reliabilities recorded in
Study 1 for the DAM (r = .66 vs.r = .70; Z = —0.75, ns) and
NOSQ (r = .76 vs. r = .79; Z = —0.75, ns), indicating that the
response scales (favorability vs. satisfaction) did not affect partic-
ipant responses to either the DAM or NOSQ.

In aconfirmatory factor analysis, a one-factor model fit the data
poorly, x%(54) = 272.82, CFl = .80, RMSEA = .15, SRMR =
.08; atwo-factor model with item parcels loading onto favorability
and satisfaction constructs also yielded poor fit, x%(54) = 270.35,
CFl = .80, RMSEA = .15, SRMR = .08; atwo-factor model with
item parcels loading onto the DAM and NOSQ, however, yielded
good fit, x3(53) = 121.78, CFl = .94, RMSEA = .08, SRMR =
.06, and it fit significantly better than the two-factor model based
on response scale, Ax%(1) = 148.57, p < .01. The relationship
between latent factors was strong (.67) and significant (p < .01).

Predictive validity of the DAM and NOSQ.

Main effects. Study 2 provided support for Hypothesis 1,
which predicted that the DAM is positively associated with atti-
tudes. The DAM was positively correlated with all six attitudes:
attitude toward the neutral consumer product, r = .44, p < .01;
attitude toward neutral objects, r = .63, p < .01, attitude toward

negative objects, r = .45, p < .01; attitude toward positive objects,
r = .20, p < .01, life satisfaction, r = .49, p < .01; and job
satisfaction, r = .19, p < .05. Similarly, the NOSQ was positively
correlated with all six attitudes: attitude toward the neutral con-
sumer product, r = .45, p < .01; attitude toward neutral objects,
r = .57, p < .01; attitude toward negative objects, r = .22, p <
.01; attitude toward positive objects, r = .44, p < .01, life
satisfaction, r = .60, p < .01; and job satisfaction, r = .30, p <
.01.

Incremental effects. Three sets of regression anadyses were
conducted to test the incremental effects of the DAM (see Table 5).
Study 2 provided partid support for Hypothesis 2, which predicted
that the DAM explains unique variance in attitudes while controlling
for other dispositions (i.e., conscientiousness, agreeableness, neurot-
icism, extraversion, openness, and locus of control). The DAM ex-
plained unique variance in five of six titudes. Specificdly, the DAM
explained unique variance in attitude toward the neutral consumer prod-
uct (B = .37, AR? = .10, p < .01), atitude toward neutral objects (B =
.65, AR? = .31, p < .01), attitude toward negative objects (8 =
40, AR? = 12, p < .01), attitude toward positive objects (8 = .26,
AR? = .05, p < .01), and life satisfaction (B = .41, AR? = .13, p <
.01), but did not explain unique variance in job satisfaction (B =
17, AR? = .02, ns).

To address Research Question 1, we examined the predictive
validity of the DAM while controlling for the NOSQ. The DAM
explained unique variance in four of six attitudes. Specificaly, the
DAM explained unique variance in attitude toward the neutral
consumer product (B = .28, AR® = .04, p < .01), attitude toward
neutral objects (B = .45, AR? = .12, p < .01), attitude toward
negative objects (8 = .50, AR? = .15, p < .01), and life satisfac-
tion (3 = .18, AR? = .02, p < .05), but did not explain unique
variance in attitude toward positive objects (B = —.13, AR? = .01,

Table 4
Sudy 2 Descriptive Satistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations
Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Dispositional attitude

1. DAM 434 096 (.87)

2. NOSQ 515 0.83 .63 (.93
Other dispositions

3. Conscientiousness 4.79 122 —.17* .06 (.66)

4. Agreeableness 519 117 —.04 .13 .18 (.77)

5. Neuroticism 379 119 —.23" —.22" —33" —-.18" (.63)

6. Extraversion 390 128 .41 35" .03 190 =37 (72)

7. Openness 487 129 —.15° -.03 427 —-19° .01 21" (.68)

8. Locus of control  3.68 0.99 —.20" —.16" .03 14 —19% 28" 23" (.62)
Attitudes

9. Neutra fictitious 451 136 .44™ 45" 15" —-08 -.03 -.19" —.17" —-.29" (.87)

product

10. Neutral objects 509 098 .63 57** 23" —07 —-.07 —.14 —-06 —.14 .28 (48)

11. Negative objects 254 169 .45~ 22 .06 —.34™ .04 —.27" —.49™ —-23™ 33" 27" (.79)

12. Positive objects 6.00 094 .20 44" .02 26" —-11 -.02 30" —.03 .09 23" —.18" (.51

13. Life satisfaction ~ 4.97 141 .49 .60™ .33 .06 -—.28" .07 -.10 -.11 407 327 197 217 (.91)

14. Job satisfaction 547 141 19" 30 .33 .09 -.217 25" 13 21" 13 18 —-.06 .05 A3 (.86)
Demographics

15. Age 33.39 11.52 —.16" —.04 —.08 27 =237 26 AT 25" .01 —-.06 -—.24" 06 -—.09 12 —
16. Gender 151 050 —.32"™ —.14 -.10 18 13 .04 .10 04 -16° -13 -.25" .03 -.13 -.03 .03

Note. N = 184; n = 144 for job satisfaction correlations. Uncorrected correlations presented below the diagonal. Alpha reliabilities are presented on the

diagonal in parentheses. SD = standard deviation. Female = 1, Male = 2.
“p<.05 "p<.0L
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Table 5
Sudy 2 Regression Analyses Examining Predictive Validity of the DAM
Neutral Neutral Negative Positive Life Job
product objects objects objects satisfaction satisfaction
B B B B B B
Controlling for other dispositions
1. Conscientiousness —.08 -.01 -.10 —.05 .08 21"
2. Agreesbleness .04 —.04 —.21* 23" .09 01
3. Neuroticism —.04 .08 —-.03 —-.05 -.16" .00
4. Extraversion —-.04 00 —.04 -.16 .06 24
5. Openness -.07 .07 -.31 24 —-.09 04
6. Locus of control —.20™" -.01 -.02 —.06 -.10 16
7. DAM 37 .65™ 40" .26 A1 17
Total RZ: 24 A0 A4 19 .30 A7
AR? for DAM: 10 31 a2 .05 A3 02
Controlling for NOSQ
1. DAM .28 45 50" -.13 18" .02
2. NOSQ 27 29" —-.09 52" 49" .29
Total RZ: 24 45 .20 .20 .39 .09
AR? for DAM: .04 12 15 .01 .02" .00
AR? for NOSQ: .05 .05™ 01 16 15 .05
Controlling for NOSQ & other dispositions
1. Conscientiousness -.13 -.07 =11 -.13 .01 17
2. Agreeableness —-.02 -1 —.22 14 .01 -.04
3. Neuroticism —-.04 .08 -.03 —.04 —-.16" -.01
4. Extraversion —.06 —.01 —.04 —.18" .04 23"
5. Openness -.07 .08 -.31 25" —-.08 .04
6. Locus of control —.16 .04 -.01 .01 —.04 21"
7. DAM .18 A4 .36 —-.05 14 -.01
8. NOSQ 31 .35™" .07 52" 46" 30"
Total RZ: .29 46 A4 .33 42 23"
AR? for DAM: .02 07 06" .00 .01 .00
AR? for NOSQ: .05 .09 .00 a4 a2 .05
AR? for DAM and NOSQ: 15" .38 12 19 25" o7
Note. N = 184; n = 144 for job satisfaction analyses. = standardized regression coefficients with all variables included in the model. AR? = unique

variance explained. Total R? = total variance explained by all variables.

ns) or job satisfaction (B = .02, AR® = .00, ns). Conversely, the
NOSQ explained unique variance in five of six attitudes. Specif-
ically, the NOSQ explained unique variance in attitude toward the
neutral consumer product (B = .27, AR? = .05, p < .01), attitude
toward neutral objects (B = .29, AR? = .05, p < .01), attitude toward
positive objects (B = .52, AR? = .16, p < .01), life satisfaction (B =
49, AR? = .15, p < .01), and job satisfaction (B = .29, AR? = .05,
p < .01), but did not explain unique variance in attitude toward
negative objects (B = —.09, AR? = .01, ns).

We also examined the predictive validity of the DAM while
controlling for other dispositions and the NOSQ. The DAM ex-
plained unique variance in two of six attitudes. Specificaly, the
DAM explained unique variance in attitude toward neutral objects
(B = .44, AR? = .07, p < .01) and attitude toward negative objects
(B = .36, AR? = .06, p < .01), but did not explain unique variance
in attitude toward the neutral consumer product (B = .18, AR? =
.02, ng), attitude toward positive objects (8 = —.05, AR®> = .00,
ns), life satisfaction (B = .14, AR? = .01, ns), and job satisfaction
(B = —.01, AR? = .00, ns). Conversely, the NOSQ explained unique
variance in five of gix attitudes. Specificadly, NOSQ explained unique
vaiance in atitude toward the neutral consumer product (B3 =
.31, AR? = .05, p < .01), attitude toward neutral objects (B = .35,
AR? = .09, p < .01), attitude toward positive objects (B = .52,
AR? = 14, p < .01), life satisfaction (B = .46, AR? = .12, p <
.01), and job satisfaction (B = .30, AR®> = .05, p < .01), but did

not explain unique variance in attitude toward negative objects
(B = .07, AR? = .00, ns).

Discussion of Findings

In general, Study 2 replicated the results of Study 1. The DAM
and NOSQ are strongly related, but loaded onto two separate |atent
factors. The relationship between the DAM and NOSQ was similar
in strength as commonly found between two different measures of
same construct (cf. Gosling et a., 2003; Lim & Ployhart, 2006;
Rammstedt & John, 2007). Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the
DAM was positively associated with all attitudes. Partial support
was found for Hypothesis 2, as the DAM was positively associated
with several attitudes after controlling for other dispositions. The
incremental effects of the DAM were diminished, however, after
the NOSQ was included as a control variable. Asin Study 1, this
is due to the considerable overlap between the DAM and NOSQ.

Study 2 builds upon Study 1 by further examining if DAM and
NOSQ differences in item valence and response scales are sub-
stantive. The results indicate that item valence may influence the
predictive validity of the DAM and NOSQ. Specifically, the DAM
explained unique variance in attitude toward negative objects, but
not attitude toward positive objects. The NOSQ explained unique
variance in attitude toward positive objects, but not attitude toward
negative objects. Different response scales, however, likely have
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no effect on participant responses. That is, manipulating the re-
sponse scales for the DAM and NOSQ did not significantly influ-
ence the subscale correlations of the measures.

Overall, Study 2 indicates that the DAM is largely redundant to
the NOSQ, but may be a unique predictor of some attitudes.
However, it is important to note that Study 2 is limited because it
assesses attitudes toward neutral objects, positive objects, and
negative objects with items interspersed among the DAM and
NOSQ items. The similarity is assessment strategies for the DAM,
NOSQ, and attitudes toward objects may exaggerate our observed
correlations as a result of common-method variance (Spector,
2006). In Study 3, we address this limitation by examining atti-
tudes of varying valences with measures that are more distinct
from the DAM and NOSQ.

Study 3

Study 3 tests Hypotheses 1 and 2 and addresses Research
Question 1. Study 3 included the same dispositions assessed in
Study 1 (i.e., positive affectivity, negative affectivity, and need for
cognition) and both life satisfaction and job satisfaction. The items
assessing attitudes toward positive objects, neutral objects, and
negative objects were excluded from Study 3 because of similarity
in scale appearance to the DAM and NOSQ. These attitudes were
replaced with adapted measures of Hepler and Albarracin’s (2013)
attitude toward a fictitious consumer product. The adapted mea-
sures are distinct from the DAM and NOSQ format and enable us
to manipulate attitude valence.

Method

Participants and procedure. Study 3 participants were 320
adults recruited through MTurk. These participants were paid
$0.50 to complete a short survey on “consumer products.”
Study 3 did not include any participants who responded to
Studies 1 and 2. The average participant was 35 years old, 48%
were female, 45% were Asian/Hindu/Indian, 42% were Cauca-
sian/White, and 3% were Black/African American. A total of
51% of participants were from the United States and 43% were
from India. Of those employed (75%), the average hours
worked was 40 hr per week and 3.9 years job tenure. We
removed 50 participants from the original recruitment pool who
were identified as careless responders using four attention
check questions. In an effort to replicate the effects of fa-
vorability versus satisfaction anchors, the DAM and NOSQ
were presented using the same method as Study 2.

Measures.

Dispositional attitude. The aphareliability for the DAM (He-
pler & Albarracin, 2013) total scale was .85. The correlation
between the DAM satisfaction subscale and DAM favorability
subscale was .70. The alpha reliability for the NOSQ (Judge &
Bretz, 1993) total scale was .90. The correlation between the
NOSQ satisfaction subscale and NOSQ favorahility subscale was
.76.

Other dispositions. Positive affectivity, negative affectivity
(Watson et al., 1988), and need for cognition (International Per-
sonality Item Pool, n.d.) were assessed using the same measures
used in Study 1. The alpha reliabilities for the scales of positive
affectivity, negative affectivity, and need for cognition were .92,
.93, and .82, respectively.

Attitudes. Life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985) and job satis-
faction (Cammann et al., 1983) were assessed using the same
measures as used in Study 1. The alphareliabilities for the scales
of life satisfaction and job satisfaction were .90 and .89, respec-
tively.

Attitudes toward the neutral consumer product, positive con-
sumer product, and negative consumer product were assessed
using measures modeled after Hepler and Albarracin’s (2013)
attitude toward fictitious consumer product questionnaire. Each
scale included a product name and similar brief description of the
product features (i.e., color, size, power, number of settings).
Valences of the products were manipulated by varying a visua
display of customer star ratings and the quality of three customer
reviews. The neutral consumer product (i.e., blender) had arating
of 4 of 7 stars and an example customer review of, “Average
quality product with basic features.” The positive consumer prod-
uct (i.e., coffee maker) had arating of 6 of 7 stars and an example
customer review of, “l am very happy with this product. | have
bought several as gifts.” The negative consumer product (i.e.,
toaster oven) had arating of 2 of 7 stars and an example customer
review of, “I regret buying this.” Respondents rated their agree-
ment to three statements about each product (e.g., “ Thisis a useful
product”) on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree. The mean scores for attitudes toward the neutral consumer
product (M = 4.72), positive consumer product (M = 5.79), and
negative consumer product (M = 2.93) indicate that we success-
fully manipulated attitude valence. The alpha reliabilities for the
measures of attitudes toward the neutral consumer product, posi-
tive consumer product, and negative consumer product were .71,
.67, and .85, respectively.

Results

Descriptive statistics for DAM and NOSQ items for Study 3 are
reported in the fourth column of Table 1. Descriptive statistics,
scale reliabilities, and correlations for Study 3 variables are re-
ported in Table 6.

Relationship between the DAM and NOSQ. The DAM and
NOSQ were strongly correlated in Study 3 (r = .65, p < .01;
corrected correlation = .74). Similar to Study 2, the subscales
for the DAM and NOSQ were used to examine the effects of
satisfaction and favorability response scales. The subscale re-
lationships for the DAM, r = .70, p < .01 and NOSQ, r = .76,
p < .01 from Study 3 were compared with the split-half
reliabilities in Study 1. The subscale correlations did not differ
from the split-half correlations recorded in Study 1 for the
DAM (r = .70 vs.r = .70; Z = 0.00, ns) and NOSQ (r = .76
vs. r = .79; Z = —0.86, ns). Thus, the response scales (fa-
vorability vs. satisfaction) did not significantly change partic-
ipant responses to either the DAM or NOSQ.

In a confirmatory factor analysis, a one-factor model fit the data
poorly, x%(54) = 350.27, CFl = .85, RMSEA = .13, SRMR =
.07. Similarly, the two-factor model with item parcels loading onto
favorability and satisfaction constructs also fit the data poorly,
x?(53) = 323.89, CFl = .86, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .07. The
two-factor model with item parcels loading onto DAM and NOSQ
factors fit the data well, x*(53) = 166.81, CFl = .94, RMSEA =
.08, SRMR = .04, and significantly better than did the two-factor
model based on response scale, Ax*(1) = 157.08, p < .01. The
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Table 6
Sudy 3 Descriptive Satistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations
Variables Mean D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Dispositional attitude
1. DAM 430 085 (.85)
2. NOSQ 499 0.75 657 (.90)
Other dispositions
3. Positive affectivity 349 0.85 49 57 (92)
4. Negative affectivity 196 088 21" -.01 —.03 (.93)
5. Need for cognition 487 091 .03 .10 327 =33 (.82
Attitudes
6. Neutral Fictitious Product 472 0.86 25" .32 .33 .04 19" (7))
7. Negative fictitious product 293  1.52 41 .32 i 24 —.02 33 (.85)
8. Positive fictitious product 579 084 15" .31 33" —.15™ .22 42 =10 (.67)
9. Life satisfaction 464 144 427 56" b2 -3 12* .32 30" A7 (.90)
10. Job satisfaction 528 148 22" 46" A4 =24 19" 22" A5 .23 557 (.89)
Demographics
11. Age 3508 1267 -—.22 -—.06 .00 -.33” 20" .04 —-.12" .08 -.07 06 —
12. Gender 148 050 -.16" -—.09 -.11 .05 -.10 —-.04 —.09 .00 -.08 -.10 .10
Note. N = 320; n = 240 for job satisfaction correlations. Uncorrected correlations presented below the diagonal. Alphareliabilities are presented on the

diagona in parentheses. SD = standard deviation. Female = 1, Mae = 2.

“p<.05 "p< 0L

relationship between latent factors was strong and statistically
significant (.75, p < .01).

Predictive Validity of the DAM and NOSQ.

Main effects. Study 3 provided support for Hypothesis 1, which
predicted that the DAM would be positively associated with attitudes.
The DAM was postively corrdated with al five attitudes: attitude toward
the neutra consumer product, r = .25, p < .01; atitude toward the
negative consumer product, r = .41, p < .01; attitude toward the
positive consumer product, r = .15, p < .01, life satisfaction, r = .42,
p < .01; and job satisfaction, r = .22, p < .01. Similarly, the NOSQ
was postively corrdated with dl five attitudes: attitude toward the
neutral consumer product, r = .32, p < .01; attitude toward the
negative consumer product, r = .32, p < .01; atitude toward the positive
consumer product, r = .31, p < .01, life satisfaction, r = .56, p < .01;
and job satisfaction, r = .46, p < .01.

Incremental effects.  Similar to Studies 1 and 2, we conducted

positive product (B = —.11, AR? = .01, n), life satisfaction (B =
.10, AR? = .01, ns), and job satisfaction (B = —.16, AR? = .01,
p < .05). Conversely, the NOSQ explained unique variance in four
of five attitudes. Specifically, NOSQ explained unique variance in
attitude toward the neutral consumer product (B = .27, AR? = .04,
p < .01), attitude toward the positive consumer product (B = .38,
AR? = .08, p < .01), life satisfaction (B = .49, AR? = .14, p <
.01), and job satisfaction (B = .56, AR? = .18, p < .01), but did
not explain unique variance in attitude toward the negative con-
sumer product (B = .09, AR? = .00, ns).

Third, we examined the predictive validity of the DAM while
controlling for other dispositions and the NOSQ. The DAM ex-
plained unique variance in one of five attitudes (attitude toward the
negative consumer product; B = .28, AR = .04, p < .01). The
DAM, however, did not explain unique variance in attitude toward
the neutral consumer product (8 = .02, AR? = .00, ns), attitude

three sets of regression analyses to test the incremental effects of toward the positive consumer product (B = —.11, AR? = .00, ns),
the DAM (see Table 7). We found partial support for Hypothesis life satisfaction (B = .09, AR® = .00, ns), and job satisfaction
2, which predicted that the DAM explains unique variance in (B = —.10, AR? = .00, ns). Conversely, the NOSQ explained

attitudes while controlling for other dispositions (i.e., positive
affectivity, negative affectivity, and need for cognition). The DAM
explained unique variance for two of five attitudes. Specifically,
the DAM explained unique variance in attitude toward the nega-
tive consumer product (8 = .34, AR? = .20, p < .01) and life
satisfaction (B = .26, AR? = .05, p < .01), but did not explain
unique variance in attitude toward the neutral consumer product
(B = .11, AR? = .01, ns), attitude toward the positive consumer
product (B = .03, AR® = .00, ns), and job satisfaction (B = .10,
AR? = 01, ns).

To address Research Question 1, we examined the predictive
validity of the DAM while controlling for the NOSQ. The DAM
had a unique effect in the expected direction (i.e., positive) for one
of five attitudes (attitude toward the negative product; g = .35,
AR? = .07, p < .01). The DAM, however, did not explain unique
variance or had a negative relationship with attitude toward the
neutral product (B = .08, AR® = .00, ns), attitude toward the

unique variance for four of five attitudes. Specifically, NOSQ
explained unique variance in attitude toward the neutral consumer
product (B = .21, AR? = .02, p < .01), attitude toward the positive
consumer product (B = .26, AR? = .03, p < .01), life satisfaction
(B = .33, AR? = .05, p < .01), and job satisfaction (8 = .37,
AR? = 06, p < .01), but did not explain unique variance in
attitude toward the negative consumer product (8 = .12, AR? =
.01, ns).

Discussion of Findings

In general, Study 3 replicated the results of Studies 1 and 2. The
DAM and the NOSQ are strongly related, the measures load onto
two latent factors, and the relationship between the measures is
similar in strength as commonly found between two different
measures of the same construct (Gosling et a., 2003; Lim &
Ployhart, 2006; Rammstedt & John, 2007). Consistent with Hy-
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Table 7
Sudy 3 Regression Analyses Examining Predictive Validity of the DAM
Neutral  Negative  Positive Life Job
product product product  satisfaction  satisfaction
B B B B B

Controlling for other dispositions

1. PA .22 09 29" 41 .38""

2. NA .07 17 -.12" —.20™ —.26™

3. Need for cognition 14" .01 .09 —.09 —.02

4. DAM A1 34 .03 .26™" .10
Total R%: 13 .08"* 14 .34 i
AR? for DAM: .01 20 00 05 01
Controlling for NOSQ

1. DAM .08 35" =11 .10 —.16"

2. NOSQ 27 .09 .38 49 56"
Total R?: A1 .18 A1 31 23"
AR? for DAM: .00 07 .01 .01 .01*
AR? for NOSQ: .04 00 .08"* 14 .18™"
Controlling for NOSQ & other dispositions

1. PA 15" 05 20" .30™" 25"

2. NA .09 18" —.09 —.16"" —.20""

3. Need for Cognition 15" .01 .10 —.07 .00

4. DAM .02 28" =11 .09 —.10

5. NOSQ 21 12 26" .33 37
Total R%: 15" 21 A7 .39"" .31
AR? for DAM: .00 .04 .00 .00 .00
AR? for NOSQ: .02 .01 .03 .05"" .06""
AR? for DAM and NOSQ: .03 .09"" .03 .10™ .07

Note. N = 320; n = 240 for job satisfaction analyses. 3 = standardized regression coefficients with all
variables included in the model. AR? = unique variance explained. Total R? = total variance explained by all

variables.

pothesis 1, the DAM was positively associated with all attitudes.
Partial support was found for Hypothesis 2 because the DAM did
not consistently explain variance in attitudes while controlling for
other dispositions. Aswith Studies 1 and 2, the unique contribution
of the DAM was limited by the inclusion of the NOSQ.

Any differences in the DAM and NOSQ are likely because of
scale item valence rather than response scale. Consistent with
Study 2, manipulating the response scales for the DAM and NOSQ
did not significantly influence the subscale correlations of the
measures. However, the DAM and NOSQ demonstrated differ-
ences in the predictive validity for attitude criteria of positive and
negative valence. The DAM explained unique variance in negative
product, but not positive product. The NOSQ explained unique
variance in positive product, but not negative product. Similar to
Study 2, the results indicate that item valence for the DAM and
NOSQ may influence the predictive validity of the DAM and
NOSQ. Although differences in predictive validity are consistent
across Study 2 and 3, it is unclear whether or not these differences
are any greater than the differences commonly found in two
measures of the same disposition. In Study 4, we compare the
DAM-NOSQ relationship with the relationship between two mea-
sures of an established disposition.

Study 4

Study 4 examines the relationship between the DAM and
NOSQ. The results of Studies 1, 2, and 3 indicate that the DAM
and NOSQ are strongly correlated and similar in strength as
commonly found between two measures of the same disposition

(Gosling et a., 2003; Lim & Ployhart, 2006; Rammstedt & John,
2007). If the DAM and NOSQ are assessing distinct dispositions,
then the DAM-NOSQ relationship should be weaker than rela-
tionship between two measures of an established disposition. In
Study 4, we examine this question by comparing the correlation
between the DAM and NOSQ with the correlation of two different
measures of conscientiousness. Conscientiousness was selected
because it is widely assessed within various domains of psychol-
ogy (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Bogg & Roberts, 2004).

Research Question 2: |Is the correlation between the DAM and
NOSQ weaker than the correl ation between two different measures
of an established disposition?

Method

Participants and procedure. Sixty-eight participants, who
were recruited by undergraduate psychology students using a
snowballing strategy, provided usable data for Study 4. Study 4
used atwo-wave design. Similar to Hepler and Albarracin’s (2013)
estimation of the test—retest reliability of the DAM, the two waves
were separated by 1 month. Each participant completed the DAM
and NOSQ during separate waves and the order was counterbal-
anced. Students received course credit to recruit friends and family
members to participate in the study. One-hundred people were
originally recruited, but 27 participants were removed because
they did not complete Wave 2 of the survey and five participants
were removed because they were identified as carel ess responders.
Study 4 participants were an average of 25 years, 71% were
female, 22% were Hispanic, 19% were Caucasian/White, and 12%
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were Asian/Hindu/Indian. A majority of participants (79%) were
from the United States.

Measures.

DAM and NOSQ. The DAM (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013)
was presented on a favorability response scale, had an alpha
reliability of .77, and an uncorrected split-half reliability of .70.
The NOSQ (Judge & Bretz, 1993) was presented on a satisfaction
response scale, had an apha reliability of .80, and an uncorrected
split-half reliability of .67.

Conscientiousness.  Conscientiousness was assessed in Wave
1 using the NEO-PI scale from the International Personality Item
Pool (n.d.) and in Wave 2 using the Saucier (1997) scale from the
International Personality Item Pool (n.d.). Each IPIP scale con-
sisted of 10 items and one identical item appeared on the two
measures (i.e., “| pay attention to details’). The overlapping item
was included in scale analyses. Respondents rated their agreement
to statements describing them “in general.” Each item was scored
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree. Example items from Wave 1 measure of consci-
entiousness were: “1 am always prepared,” “| waste my time,” and
“1 shirk my duties.” The Wave 1 measure of conscientiousness had
an apha reliability of .81 and an uncorrected split-half reliability
of .65. Example items from Wave 2 measure of conscientiousness
were: “I do things by the book,” “I jump into things without
thinking,” and “I do things in a half-way manner.” The Wave 2
measure of conscientiousness had an alphareliability of .72 and an
uncorrected split-half reliability of .67.

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics for the DAM and NOSQ items from Study
4 are reported in fifth column of Table 1. Despite being separated
by 1 month, the DAM and NOSQ were strongly correlated. In
regards to Research Question 2, the relationship between the
DAM-NOSQ was not significantly different from the relationship
between two measures of conscientiousness. Specificaly, the two-
wave correlation between the DAM and NOSQ was .45 (corrected
for unreliability = .57). The two-wave correlation between the two
measures of conscientiousness was .49 (corrected for unreliabil-
ity = .64). A Fisher r-to-Z test for dependent correlated nonover-
lapping coefficients was conducted to compare the uncorrected
relationships (Raghunathan, Rosenthal, & Donald, 1996). The
relationship between the DAM and NOSQ over time did not differ
from the relationship between two different measures of consci-
entiousness over time (Z = —0.29, ns).

Study 4 indicates that the differences in the DAM and NOSQ
are likely no more substantive than the differences between other
dispositional measures intended to assess the same construct. The
results also provide further evidence that the DAM and NOSQ
assess a stable individual difference. Unlike prior studies that
examine the test-retest correlation of either the DAM (Hepler &
Albarracin, 2013) or NOSQ (Carter, 2004; Judge & Bretz, 1993),
Study 4 directly compares the two-wave correlation coefficient
with other established dispositional measures. The two-wave de-
sign enabled usto have participants complete the DAM and NOSQ
separately to avoid unintended comparisons of the measures,
which was a limitation in Studies 1, 2, and 3. However, the
two-wave design aso resulted in a small sample size. Study 4 is
limited by a small sample size because we were unable to compare

the factor structure of the conscientiousness measures to the factor
structure of the DAM and NOSQ.

General Discussion

We conducted four studies to replicate and expand upon the
recent introduction of the DAM (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013).
Recently, Hepler and Albarracin (2013) argue that the disposi-
tiona basis of attitudes could be assessed with one's average
attitude toward heterogeneous stimuli. However, both the theoret-
ical underpinnings and method of measurement of the DAM are
similar to Weitz's (1952) seminal work examining the disposi-
tional basis of job attitudes using the NOSQ (Judge & Bretz,
1993). The DAM and NOSQ were both developed based on the
argument that one’s attitudes toward distinct stimuli are associated
because of the effects of an underlying disposition. The DAM and
NOSQ are similar in content: Both measures assess a person’s
average attitude toward heterogeneous stimuli. To justify the use
of the DAM, it is necessary to examine its utility beyond that of
established measures, such as the NOSQ.

Main Effects of the DAM

Hypothesis 1 was supported across Studies 1, 2, and 3. Specif-
ically, the DAM was positively associated with attitudes in all 14
instances. Similarly, the NOSQ was also positively associated with
al 14 attitudes. We examined a variety of different attitudes,
including attitudes toward fictitious consumer products, attitudes
toward common objects (e.g., “vacations’ and “road kill"), life
satisfaction, and job satisfaction. The positive relationships across
various assessments of attitudes provide additional evidence for
the dispositional basis of attitudes.

Incremental Effects of the DAM

We found partial support for Hypothesis 2 across Studies 1, 2,
and 3, which predicted that the DAM would explain unique vari-
ance in attitudes while controlling for other dispositions. The
DAM was predictive of attitudes while controlling for other dis-
positions in nine of 14 analyses, which is largely consistent with
utility of the DAM demonstrated by Hepler and Albarracin (2013).
The utility of the DAM, however, is greatly diminished by the
inclusion of the NOSQ. The DAM was predictive of attitudes
while controlling for other dispositions and the NOSQ in only
three of 14 anadlyses. In contrast, the NOSQ was predictive of
attitudes while controlling for other dispositions and the DAM in
11 of 14 analyses. Overall, these results indicate the DAM does not
consistently explain unique variance in attitudes after the NOSQ is
taken into account.

Differences in item valence may explain why the DAM was not
found to consistently yield incremental effects whereas the NOSQ
was found to consistently yield incremental effects. The DAM was
designed with the intent to include objects that had either positive
or negative valences (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013) whereas the
NOSQ was designed with the intent to include objects with neutral
valences (Judge & Bretz, 1993). Although the NOSQ was intended
to be neutral, a majority of objects are actually positive. Several
patterns observed in the current study confirm that differences
between the DAM and NOSQ in item valence are present. Studies
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2 and 3 indicate that the DAM explained unique variance in both
negative attitude criteria while controlling for other dispositions
and the NOSQ. The incremental effects of the DAM on negative
attitude criteria are important to note because the incremental
effects of DAM were rare. Differences in item valence were also
clearly indicated by total scale and item ratings. The total scale
average score of the DAM (sample weighted M = 4.31) was lower
than the NOSQ (sample weighted M = 5.05). In addition, six of 16
DAM items were below the neutral point whereas only one of 25
NOSQ items was below the neutral point. More consistent incre-
mental effects of the DAM may have been found if a greater
proportion of the attitudes were negative in valence.

We also examined whether or not differences in response scales
anchors (favorability vs. satisfaction) were likely to affect partic-
ipant responses. In both Studies 2 and 3, participants responded to
the DAM and NOSQ items similarly regardless of using favorabil-
ity or satisfaction response scales. As a result, the different re-
sponse scales unlikely influence the validity of either the DAM or
NOSQ.

Relationship Between the DAM and NOSQ

Although DAM and NOSQ differ in their consistency of incre-
mental effects, the differences in scales is unlikely greater than
differences between two measures of the same construct. A meta-
analysis (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004) using our four samples found
that the DAM and NOSQ were strongly correlated (p = .73, k =
4, N = 800). The strength of this relationship is similar to prior
research comparing different scales of the same dispositions (e.g.,
Godling et al., 2003; Lim & Ployhart, 2006; Rammstedt & John,
2007). Although the DAM and NOSQ load onto separate latent
factorsin confirmatory factor analyses, the latent factors were also
strongly associated. Study 4 was conducted to further examine if
the differencesin scales are greater than one would expect between
measures of the same construct. The relationship between two
distinct measures of conscientiousness over time was not stronger
than the relationship between the DAM and NOSQ over time.
Overall, these results indicate that the differences between the
DAM and NOSQ are no greater than one would expect from two
measures of the same construct.

Limitations

The exclusive use of self-reports is a potential limitation of the
current research because it may have made our results vulnerable
to the effects of common-method variance. Although common-
method variance can influence the strength of observed relation-
ships, some researchers have recently suggested that common-
method variance may not be as ubiquitous as is generally assumed
(Spector, 2006). Indeed, self-reports may be the most accurate
means of assessing personality characteristics given that they
involve internal psychological processes. In addition, Studies 1, 2,
and 3 included the DAM and NOSQ within the same short survey,
which may make the differences between the two measures more
sdlient to the participant. Studies 1, 2, and 3 addressed this by
interspersing the DAM and NOSQ items. In addition, Study 4
participants completed both the DAM and NOSQ, but at separate
time points. We believe these efforts reduced the likelihood that
participants directly compared the DAM and NOSQ while formu-
lating their responses.

Implications and Future Research

The current findings indicate that the DAM and NOSQ consis-
tently predict attitudes, which provides additional evidence for the
dispositional basis of attitudes. The DAM and NOSQ, however,
largely assess the same underlying construct. The Principle of
Parsimony and the Jangle Fallacy (e.g., Kelley, 1927; Marsh,
1994) both caution against using two separate labels to refer to the
same phenomenon. Although redundant constructs are detrimental
to the science of psychology, having multiple measures for the
same construct can be beneficial. We believe that having both the
DAM and NOSQ provides options to researchers seeking to ex-
amine the dispositional basis of attitudes. Based on the current
research, we conclude that the NOSQ is the preferred measure for
those wishing to predict positive attitudes; the DAM is the pre-
ferred measure for those wishing to predict negative attitudes.

The current research can be used to further develop the NOSQ
to most accurately predict future attitudes. As noted in prior
research (e.g., Eschleman & Bowling, 2011), the NOSQ includes
predominately favorably rated objects. The favorable ratings may
occur for several reasons. people may have positive outlook in
general (Diener & Diener, 1996; Heine, Lehman, Markus, &
Kitayama, 1999), the endemic nature of the objects produces a
mere exposure effect (e.g., Monahan, Murphy, & Zaonc, 2000;
Zgonc, 1968), or people may have a bias to rate human-relevant
(Sears, 1983) and self-relevant (Gilbert, 2009, p. 175) objects (e.g.,
“Your first name”) more favorably than inanimate and impersonal
objects. Eschleman and Bowling (2011) note that the NOSQ could
be revised to include more objects that are rated as neutral on
average with a high degree of variability between raters. This
approach is similar to Hepler and Albarracin (2013) in that items
are selected based on average item scores. In the case of arevised
NOSQ, however, the total scale average would ideally be close to
the neutral point. However, choosing items based on the average
ratings to achieve an overall average neutral score is problematic
because it ignores the possibility of people generaly having a
positive reaction to ostensive “neutral” stimuli (a positive dispo-
sitional bent).

To further advance the assessment of the dispositional basis of
attitudes, future researchers may build off of research on implicit
measurement of attitudes. Ambiguous objects (e.g., inkblots; Chi-
nese characters), for example, have been used to assess attitudes
(Payne, Cheng, Govorun, & Stewart, 2005), which could be
adapted to develop a dispositional scale. Similarly, researchers
may consider developing items that present fictional objects. A
scale composed of items similar to the fictitious product measure
used by Hepler and Albarracin (2013), for example, may reduce
the effects of between-person variability in object experiences,
would address concerns of the mere exposure effect, and would
yield normative data that represents the degree of a study popula-
tions positive (or negative) predisposition.

The current study also has important implications for research-
ers interested in building upon the research recommendations
noted in Hepler and Albarracin (2013), which included predicting
attitudes over time and building behavioral models. Both of these
ideas of future research have aready begun within applied psy-
chology using Weitz (1952) as a theoretical guide. Hepler and
Albarracin note that people with low scores on the DAM may be
more easily persuaded to dislike a stimulus over time. Bowling,
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Beehr, and Lepisto (2006) used a measure similar to the NOSQ to
predict job attitudes over a 5-year period. The results indicate that
people with higher scores on the dispositional measure were more
likely to display positive subsequent attitudes while controlling for
initial attitude standing.

Hepler and Albarracin (2013) also suggest that predictive mod-
els of behaviors can be enhanced with research on the dispositional
basis of attitudes. Similarly, Weitz (1952) argues that assessing a
dispositional attitude can ultimately be used to improve behavioral
prediction (e.g., turnover). Asresult, the NOSQ has been examined
in relation to measures of work-related withdrawal behaviors, such
as voluntary turnover from an organization (Judge, 1993), job
avoidance behaviors (Judge & Locke, 1993), and worker engage-
ment (Steger, Littman-Ovadia, Miller, Menger, & Rothmann,
2013). In sum, future research exploring the dispositional basis of
attitudes should review prior research on the NOSQ to most
effectively advance the study of dispositions and attitudes.

Summary

Within a series of four datasets, we examine the predictive
validity of the DAM and compare the DAM with the NOSQ. We
found strong evidence for the dispositional basis of attitudes. That
is, both the DAM and NOSQ were positively correlated with all
attitude criteria. However, we found that the DAM did not con-
sistently explain unique variance in attitude criteria beyond the
NOSQ. These results greatly limit the utility of the DAM beyond
preexisting measures and constructs. As a result of these findings,
we conclude that the DAM and NOSQ assess the same underlying
construct and that both are valid measures of the dispositional
basis of attitudes. Researchers interested in examining the dispo-
sitional basis of attitudes should incorporate findings from prior
research involving the NOSQ.
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