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The purpose of this research was to investigate the influence of time perspective 

on vote likelihood for a political candidate. In this research, time perspective refers to 

how variations in time frame such as a present frame (i.e., today) or a future frame (i.e., 

a year from now) influence voter choices and evaluations.  

Five experiments provide evidence that time perspective changes vote likelihood 

for a candidate and explain how this process occurs. Study 1 and 1A show that time 

perspective changed vote choice for a known candidate and that attitudes became more 

extreme (i.e., polarized) in the present and less extreme (i.e., moderated) in the future. 

Study 2 shows that time perspective affects vote choice for an unknown candidate and 

similar to Study 1 and 1A, polarization and moderation effects were observed in the 

present and in the future, respectively. 

The hypothesis for this attitude change is based on the information that people use 

when making evaluations for the present and for the future. The information that people 

use in the present will be different from information used for the future. Study 3 shows 

that when voters choose between two candidates for an election in the present, they 

consider one type of information (issue information).When choosing between two 
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candidates for an election in the future, they consider information that is different (image 

information) from that used in the present. Study 4 shows that thinking about one’s own 

opinions can also influence what type of information voters use to evaluate a candidate 

in the present and in the future. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

It is well known that political candidates start their campaigns long before election 

day. For instance, President Barack Obama officially announced he would be running in 

the 2008 U.S. presidential race in February 2007 (Pearson & Long, 2007), but 

speculations about a possible candidature started right after he was elected as a U.S. 

Senator in 2004 (Smith, 2008). Despite speculations, Barack Obama’s political 

campaign started roughly a year and a half before the 2008 November election.  

Because political campaigns have a natural temporal rhythm, it seems that time 

plays an important role during political campaigns in at least three ways. First, 

exploratory committees are usually formed about two years before election day, 

disclosing only a candidate’s intention to consider a run for an elective office. These 

committees essentially assess whether the candidate would have enough support to 

seek the nomination and be able to raise money to run a competitive campaign (Federal 

Election Commission, 2009). Second, candidates selected to be the official presidential 

nominees for the two major parties in the U.S. have less than six months to continue 

campaigning and get voters’ support. Furthermore, what is said at the beginning of the 

campaign might not have the same impact closer to the election. Third, perceptions of 

political candidates and intention to vote might change as a function of time. Therefore, 

investigating how time influences voter choices and evaluations seems to be an 

important avenue of research. This last point is the very reason for this research. In 

particular, this research investigates how time perspective influences vote likelihood for 

a political candidate. In this research, time perspective refers to how variations in time 
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frame, such as how a present frame (i.e., today) or future frame (i.e., one year from 

now) might influence how voters make choices and evaluations.  

The influence of time perspective on people’s choices and evaluations has been 

investigated across different areas of study. Temporal distance has been studied in 

psychology (Ainslie, 1975; Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999; Read & Loewenstein, 2000; Trope 

& Liberman, 2003; Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007), behavioral economics 

(Frederick, Loewenstein, & O'Donoghue, 2002; O'Donoghue & Rabin, 2000), and 

political science (Schelling, 1984). However, little is yet known about the influence of 

temporal distance on voting decisions (Kim, Rao, & Lee, 2009).  

Temporal distance has produced several theoretical frameworks. The most 

popular accounts are based in construal level theory and discounting theories. 

Construal level theory proposes that temporal distance might change how people 

mentally represent information. Trope and Liberman (2003) suggested that individuals 

tend to focus on concrete aspects of near future events (e.g., specific aspects that 

communicate the details of the available information) and on abstract aspects of distant 

future events (e.g., general aspects that communicate the essence of the available 

information). Discounting theories suggest that as the temporal distance to a desirable 

outcome increases, the perceived value of the outcome decreases (Frederick, 

Loewenstein, & O'Donoghue, 2002).  

The present research suggests another way in which time perspective may 

influence choices and evaluations. I propose that time perspective might influence the 

information that voters use to evaluate events or people in the present and in the future. 

More specifically, I propose that information considered for voting decisions in the 
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present will be different from information considered in the future. Consider the following 

example. Political candidates start their campaigns long before election day. 

Consequently, a great deal of information about the candidates and their position on 

issues is released long before voters make a voting decision. Considering that political 

campaigns are events that have a natural temporal rhythm, they seem to be ideal for 

studying how voters think about their choices in the present and in the future. For 

instance, when voters think about voting in the present (i.e., election is today), it is likely 

that they will use one type of information, such as the most accessible information (e.g., 

party affiliation) to evaluate the candidates. As a result, their attitude toward the 

candidates might be polarized, that is, their attitude might be very extreme in either a 

positive or negative direction. This polarization effect happens because people might 

think about the most accessible piece of information and disregard additional 

information about the attitude object (e.g., they may consider party affiliation and not 

consider issue position). On the other hand, when voters think about voting in the future 

(i.e., election is one year from now), it is possible that they will be willing to consider 

different types of information. Because the future might signal change, other elements 

and information may be available for a voter to consider his options (e.g., candidate is 

Republican, but he does not support issue x and y.). Considering different, sometime 

diverging points of view may lead to attitude moderation or the tendency to lean more 

toward the middle. Thus, the process of thinking about the present or the future might 

result in attitude change which can have interesting outcomes in an election setting. 

 This rationale is informed by research on attitude polarization (Millar & Tesser, 

1986; Tesser, 1978; Tesser & Conlee; 1975) and moderation (Tetlock & Boettger, 1989; 
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Wilson, Kraft, & Dunn, 1989; Wilson, Lisle, & Kraft, 1990; Wilson & Schooler, 1991). 

Attitude polarization suggests that merely thinking about an object will produce more 

polarized (i.e., more extreme) attitudes toward the object. Attitude moderation, on the 

other hand, suggests that the more an individual thinks about an object, the more the 

evaluations toward that object will be moderated (i.e. less extreme). Thus, I propose 

that when people predict their likelihood of voting for a candidate in the present, they 

may consider one type of information (i.e. most accessible). However, when they predict 

their vote likelihood for a candidate in the future, information considered in the present 

may lose weight, leading the individual to consider other and/or additional information. 

Thus, information considered in the present may be different from information 

considered in the future, perhaps leading to attitude change.  

The remaining chapters of this research are organized as follows. Chapter 2 

presents a review of the main theoretical approaches on temporal distance, as well as 

research on attitude polarization and moderation. Chapters 3, 4 and 5 introduce a test 

of the effect of time perspective on vote likelihood for a candidate. In three experimental 

studies, I show that time perspective changes vote likelihood for the same candidate, 

depending on the election time frame. Chapters 6 and 7 provide evidence of how time 

perspective influences vote likelihood for political candidates. In two experimental 

studies, I show that voters use different types of information when they decide vote 

choices in the present versus in the future. Finally, Chapter 8 presents a general 

discussion of these findings, theoretical and practical implications, limitations, and future 

research ideas. 
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Choices and evaluations involving time perspective are ubiquitous in everyday life. 

Individuals often make decisions about which products to buy for tonight’s dinner or for 

one that will happen in a month, decisions about when to take vacations, or whom to 

vote for in an election that is happening today or months away. Understanding this 

exact process, namely, how choices and evaluations might be different in a present 

frame versus a future frame, is the overarching question of this research.  

A great deal of research on temporal distance has been advanced due to 

researchers’ curiosity about understanding how time perspective influences choices and 

evaluations. Time perspective refers to how variations in time frame might influence 

how individuals make choices and evaluations. Next, I present literature that explains 

how temporal distance influences choices and evaluations. 

Temporal Distance Frameworks 

Research has identified several theoretical frameworks that explain how temporal 

distance influences choices and evaluations. The first framework - construal level theory 

(CLT) - suggests that people construct representations of the same event differently, 

based on the temporal distance of an event (Trope & Liberman, 2003). According to 

CLT, when individuals think of events in the near future, they will use concrete, low level 

construals. These low-level construals are usually rich in details, contextualized, 

secondary, and goal irrelevant. When individuals think of events in the distant future, 

they will use abstract, high level construals. As opposed to low-level construals, high-

level construals extract the essence of the represented information and thus are simple, 

decontextualized, primary, and goal relevant (Trope & Liberman, 2003; Trope, 



 

17 

Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). For example, consider the act of voting in an election in 

the near future as opposed to in the distant future. When thinking about voting in the 

near future, a voter might think about specific, detailed steps that he will have to take in 

order to vote. These specific steps might involve going to the poll location, standing in 

line, marking his choices on the ballot, and casting the ballot. These steps are 

considered concrete or low-level construals. When thinking about voting in the distant 

future, a voter might think about more abstract concerns related to voting. These 

abstract concerns might represent voting as an exercise of democratic ideals or the 

excitement of going to the poll location. These abstract concerns are considered high-

level construals. The main difference between higher- and lower-level construals is that 

higher-level construals focus on the essence of the available information, as opposed to 

lower-level construals which focus on detailed features of the available information. The 

following analogy suits this explanation very well: when we are close to an object, such 

as a tree, we can see the details of the leaves, the color variations, etc., but when we 

are far away from the same tree, all we see is a tree in the middle of a park (Liberman & 

Trope, 2008). Thus, the central idea in CLT is that “the more psychologically distant an 

event is, the more it will be represented at higher levels of abstraction” (Trope, Liberman 

& Wakslak, 2007, p. 84).  

In the political arena, a study conducted by Kim, Rao, and Lee (2009) investigated 

whether the fit between temporal distance and message orientation (i.e, abstract vs. 

concrete persuasiveness appeals) would influence the persuasiveness of a candidate’s 

message. In experiment 1, the authors found that the fit between temporal distance and 

message orientation enhanced the persuasiveness of the message and resulted in 
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more favorable evaluations of the political candidate. In subsequent studies, the authors 

found that abstract appeals were more persuasive than concrete appeals when the 

decision was temporally distant, and that this effect was stronger for individuals with low 

levels of political knowledge than for individuals with sophisticated political knowledge.  

The second framework - discounting theories - suggests that the value of a 

desirable outcome might change as a function of its temporal distance (Frederick, 

Loewenstein, & O'Donoghue, 2002). In this line of research, a great deal of evidence 

has suggested that individuals consider a reward more valuable when presented in the 

near future than when presented in the distant future, even when the distant future 

reward is larger (Read & Loewenstein, 2000).Therefore, as the temporal distance of an 

outcome increases, the value of the outcome decreases (Read, Loewenstein, & 

Kalyanaraman, 1999). For example, according to discounting theories, when voters 

think about their likelihood of voting for a candidate in the present versus in the future, 

the likelihood of voting for a candidate in the future will be smaller than the likelihood of 

voting for the same candidate in the present. This flip might be a consequence of, for 

instance, thinking that the candidate will not be as good as he seemed to be at the 

beginning of the campaign, or as a result of a gaffe or scandal involving the candidate. 

This flip, therefore, is due to the devaluation of the candidate’s qualities in the future. 

These two research frameworks have one thing in common: they predict that 

temporal distance changes choices and evaluations. Similar to these theoretical 

frameworks, I propose that time perspective influences likelihood of voting for a political 

candidate differently when the election is set in the present versus in the future. 

Formally stated, the first hypothesis is: 
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H1: Likelihood of voting for a political candidate in the present will be different from 

likelihood of voting for the same candidate in the future. 

Proposed Framework 

This research presents an alternative explanation of how time perspective may 

influence voter choices and evaluations. Instead of changing how people construe 

information (construal level theory) or how people discount information (discounting 

theory), time perspective may influence the information considered in the present 

versus in the future. Because time perspective might change how individuals think 

about events and people, it may also influence the information that is considered when 

people think about these events and people. Thus, the main hypothesis regarding how 

time perspective influences choices and evaluations is that information considered in 

the present will be different from information considered in the future, leading to attitude 

change. This explanation is informed by research on attitude polarization and 

moderation. 

Present Time Frame and Attitude Polarization 

Simply asking people to think about an object might lead them to report more 

extreme attitudes in the direction of their initial attitude. This phenomenon is called 

attitude polarization. Tesser (1978) explains that this polarization effect is a result of the 

dependency of people’s attitudes on organized knowledge structures or schemas. 

Thought can change the set of relevant cognitions so as to make them more consistent 

with the initial attitude. Tesser (1978) further explains that “during thought, schemas 

might make some beliefs more salient and provide rules for making inferences” (p. 297), 

which may result in a set of beliefs that are more consistent, and less ambivalent. Thus, 

thoughts that are consistent with one’s initial position are more likely to come to mind 
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due to their increased salience. This process will result in more extreme attitudes, or 

attitude polarization. 

In a situation where individuals might have to evaluate an object and time 

perspective is involved, thinking about the object in a present frame might lead to more 

polarized attitudes. In fact, all demonstrations of attitude polarization have involved 

thoughts about the present. For example, if a voter has to predict his likelihood of voting 

for a political candidate when the election is in the present time (e.g., today), it is likely 

that the most accessible information will be used to make that prediction. Therefore, if 

the voter is evaluating his chance of voting for a Republican candidate in the present, 

for instance, it is likely that he will use the party affiliation cue as information for that 

evaluation. Thus, Hypothesis 2 predicts that: 

H2: Likelihood of voting for a political candidate in the present will show a 

polarization effect: attitudes will be extreme. 

Future Time Frame and Attitude Moderation 

Research on attitude moderation suggests that the more an individual thinks about 

an attitude object, the less extreme his attitude toward the object is (Wilson, Dunn, 

Bybee, Hyman, & Rotondo, 1984; Wilson, Kraft, & Dunn, 1989; Wilson & Schooler, 

1991). This process is usually observed when individuals initially hold very positive or 

very negative attitudes toward an object. For example, individuals may be encouraged 

to engage in a thoughtful analysis about an attitude object. Tetlock and Boettger (1989) 

found that when people are made accountable (i.e., pressure to justify one’s views to 

others) for their decisions, they tend to use every piece of information that they have 

available. Consequently, both diagnostic and non-diagnostic information are included 

when making an evaluation. This process will lead to more moderated attitudes toward 
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the object because people are willing to use different types of information instead of the 

most diagnostic information (e.g., initial opinion). The authors explain that because the 

evaluation process becomes more complex, people become less aware of the 

difference between the most diagnostic information and least diagnostic information 

used during the thoughtful analysis, and as a result, it produces more moderated 

attitudes. 

As opposed to the polarization effect, thinking about an object in a future frame 

might lead to more moderated attitudes. Because the future might signal change, voters 

might consider alternative information (non-diagnostic information) as opposed to only 

considering the most accessible information (diagnostic information). For example, if a 

voter has to predict his likelihood of voting for a political candidate when the election is 

in the future time, it is likely that alternative information, that is, different from that 

considered in the present, will be used to make that prediction. Therefore, if the voter is 

evaluating his chance of voting for a Republican candidate in the future, it is likely that 

he will use different information, not only the most accessible. Particularly, the 

information considered in the present will lose weight when making the same choice or 

evaluation for a future time. Thus, Hypothesis 3 predicts that: 

H3: Likelihood of voting for a political candidate in the future will show a 

moderation effect: attitudes will be less extreme. 

In this line of research, the literature on introspective thought advocates that 

individuals tend to consider less diagnostic information when they have to reevaluate an 

object. This research suggests that when individuals are encouraged to analyze 

carefully their evaluations or when individuals must give reasons for their decisions and 
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evaluations, they tend to include different and/or additional information than if they did 

not have to think introspectively about their decisions and evaluations (Wilson, Kraft, & 

Dunn, 1989; Wilson, Lisle, & Kraft, 1990; Wilson & Schooler, 1991). This process also 

leads to more moderate attitudes toward the attitude object. Thus, in the case of this 

research, when an event, such as an election, is happening in the present, it is likely 

that voters will consider what they like the most or the least (diagnostic information) in a 

political candidate. However, when the same event will happen in the future, it is likely 

that people will consider different and/or additional information (non-diagnostic 

information) about the candidate. Considering the above, I propose that when voters 

predict their likelihood of voting for a candidate in the present, they may consider one 

type of information. However, when they predict their likelihood of voting for a candidate 

in the future, information considered in the present loses weight. Thus, information 

considered in the present will be different from information considered in the future. 

Formally stated, the hypothesis is: 

H4: When thinking about decisions for the future, individuals will consider 

information that is different from that considered for the present, leading to attitude 

change. 

The next five chapters in this research present evidence of the influence of time 

perspective on vote likelihood and evidence that time perspective influences the use of 

different types of information in the present and in the future. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY 1 

Overview 

Study 1 investigates whether time perspective influences individuals’ likelihood of 

voting for a political candidate. In this study, participants were either asked to indicate 

how likely they would be to vote for candidate Barack Obama in the present (i.e., today) 

or in the future (i.e., one year from now). Political party was measured by asking 

participants to indicate which party they identified themselves the most with. I 

hypothesized that people’s likelihood of voting for a candidate in the present would be 

different from likelihood of voting for the same candidate in the future (Hypothesis 1). I 

also had a hypothesis about the direction of this change. People’s attitudes would be 

more polarized (i.e., more extreme) in the present (Hypothesis 2) and more moderated 

(i.e., less extreme) in the future (Hypothesis 3).  

Method 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 198 undergraduate students from a large southeastern 

university recruited to participate in the experiment in exchange for extra-credit. The 

design of the experiment consisted of a three (party: Democrat, Republican, 

Independent) by two (time: present vs. future) between-subjects design. The dependent 

variable was vote likelihood. 

Materials and Procedure 

This study was conducted during the Fall of 2008, while the 2008 Presidential 

General Election campaign was developing. Upon arrival at the research lab, 

participants were given an informed consent form and seated at individual computer 
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stations. Participants were asked to read an immigration reform speech extracted from 

Senator Barack Obama’s web site. Participants were clearly notified that the speech 

they were reading was from Senator Barack Obama and that they should read it in its 

entirety in order to be able to answer subsequent questions. The “reading a speech 

task” was included in the experiment to get participants familiarized with the candidate’s 

position on immigration. After reading the speech, participants were asked to fill out a 

questionnaire. The questionnaire included questions about their attitudes toward several 

immigration policy issues discussed in the speech, their evaluation of the candidate 

measured through a feeling thermometer ranging from 0 (cool) to 100 (warm), and their 

likelihood of voting for Barack Obama in the present (“How likely would you be to vote 

for Barack Obama if the election were held today?”) or in the future (“How likely would 

you be to vote for Barack Obama if the election were held one year from now?”). Both 

questions were measured using a Likert scale ranging from 1-very unlikely to 7-very 

likely. All materials and instructions used in this study were presented on a computer 

screen. 

Results 

The means for each cell are displayed in Table 3-1. A univariate analysis of 

variance indicates a main effect of party (F (2, 192) = 104.97, p < .001), but no main 

effect of time was observed (F (1, 192) = 0.57, p = .44) on vote likelihood. The analysis 

reveals an interaction between party and time factors (F (2, 192) = 11.29, p < .001). As 

Figure 3-1 shows, participants who considered themselves Democrats indicated that 

they would be more likely to vote for Barack Obama in the present than in the future 

(MPresent = 6.69, MFuture = 5.97; F (1, 192) = 4.39, p < .05). Participants who considered 

themselves Republicans indicated that they would be less likely to vote for Barack 
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Obama in the present than in the future (MPresent = 1.80, MFuture = 3.15; F (1, 192) = 

11.09, p < .05). Participants who considered themselves Independents indicated that 

they would be more likely to vote for Barack Obama in the present than in the future 

(MPresent = 5.41, MFuture = 4.29; F (1, 192) = 8.47, p < .05).  

Discussion 

The results of Study 1 provide evidence for Hypothesis 1. Democrats indicated 

that they would be more likely to vote for Barack Obama in the present than in the 

future. On the other hand, Republicans indicated that they would be more likely to vote 

for Barack Obama in the future than in the present.  

In the course of a political campaign, Independents are usually the middle ground. 

They are the type of voters that politicians go after because they do not have strong ties 

with either of the two main parties in the United States. In the case of this study, 

Independents followed the same pattern of Democrats. In fact, national exit polls 

showed that 52% of those who considered themselves Independents voted for Barack 

Obama in the 2008 U.S. Presidential Election (CNN, 2008). Thus, the overall results 

grant support to the hypothesis that time perspective changes people’s choices.  

The results of this study also suggest that a polarization effect occurs in the 

present (Hypothesis 2) and a moderation effect occurs in the future (Hypothesis 3). For 

example, Democrats were very likely to vote for Barack Obama in the present as 

opposed to Republicans who were very unlikely to vote for the candidate. In the future, 

on the other hand, Democrats and Republicans changed their likelihood of voting for 

Barack Obama in the opposite direction as that of the present. In the future, Democrats 

were less willing to vote for Barack Obama and Republicans were more willing. When 

one compares the means for Democrats and Republicans in the present, it is possible 
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to see that people polarized their attitudes in either a positive or negative direction, 

respectively. However, when one compares the means for Democrats and Republicans 

in the future, it is possible to see that instead of having very polarized attitudes toward 

the candidate, a movement toward the middle occurred, causing people’s attitude to be 

more moderated.  
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Table 3-1.  Study 1: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by party affiliation 
using a between-subjects design 

 Present 
M (SE) 

Future 
M (SE) 

F-value df p 

Democrat (n = 78) 6.69 (.23) 5.97 (.25) 4.39 1 .037 
Republican (n = 57) 1.80 (.27) 3.15 (.29) 11.09 1 .001 
Independent (n = 63) 5.41 (.28) 4.29 (.26) 8.47 1 .004 

N = 198      
 

 
Figure 3-1.  Study 1: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by party affiliation 

using a between-subjects design. 
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 1A 

Overview 

Study 1A was designed to provide additional evidence to Hypothesis 1. A within-

subjects design was applied, as well as a modification in the time frame of the question 

about voting in the future. The objective of this study is to investigate how general the 

time perspective effect is. In this study, each participant indicated how likely they would 

be to vote for Barack Obama in the present and in the future. Political party was 

measured as a between-subjects factor.  

Method 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 104 undergraduate students from a large southeastern 

university recruited to participate in the experiment in exchange for extra-credit. The 

design of the experiment consisted of a three (party: Democrat, Republican, 

Independent) by two (time: present and future – manipulated within-subjects) mixed 

design. The dependent variable was vote likelihood. 

Materials and Procedure 

Similar to Study 1, this study was conducted during the 2008 Presidential General 

Election phase. The materials and procedure of this study were the same as those of 

Study 1, but including two modifications. Each participant was asked to respond to the 

likelihood of voting for Barack Obama in the present and in the future, characterizing the 

manipulation of the factor time as within-subjects. In addition, instead of asking 

participants “How likely you would be to vote for Barack Obama one year from now?” 

the question was changed to “How likely would you be to vote for Barack Obama four 
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years from now?” Both questions were measured using a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1-very unlikely to 7-very likely. These changes were made to investigate how 

general the time perspective effect is.  

Results 

The means for each cell are displayed in Table 4-1. No main effect of time was 

observed (F (1, 101) = 3.27, p > .05). A 3 x 2 repeated measures ANOVA indicates an 

interaction between party and time factors (F (2, 101) = 11.32, p < .001). As Figure 4-1 

shows, participants who considered themselves Democrats indicated that they would be 

more likely to vote for Barack Obama in the present than in the future (MPresent = 6.62, 

MFuture = 5.78; F (1, 101) = 17.59, p < .001). Participants who considered themselves 

Republicans showed a reversal. These participants indicated that they would be less 

likely to vote for Barack Obama in the present than in the future (MPresent = 1.91, MFuture 

= 2.54; F (1, 101) = 9.68, p < .05). Participants who considered themselves 

Independents indicated that they would be more likely to vote for Barack Obama in the 

present than in the future (MPresent = 4.86, MFuture = 4.43; F (1, 101) = 3.81, p = .054). 

Discussion 

The results of Study 1A replicate the results of Study 1 and provide further 

evidence for Hypothesis 1. Likelihood of voting for a candidate changes as a function of 

time perspective. The pattern of results obtained for Democrats, Republicans, and 

Independents shows that even using a within-subjects design and changing the 

temporal distance to four years, the results were exactly the same as those of Study 1. 

These results lend further support to the hypothesis that time perspective produces 

attitude change. 



 

30 

Similar to the results of Study 1, the results of Study 1A also showed a polarization 

effect in the present (Hypothesis 2) and a moderation effect in the future (Hypothesis 3). 

Democrats and Republicans likelihood of voting for Barack Obama was polarized in the 

present, but moderated in the future.  

The results of Study 1 and 1A point to the following speculation about how time 

perspective might influence vote likelihood: when people think about events that happen 

in the present, they may consider one type of information about that event. However, it 

seems that when people think about events that will happen in the future, the 

information considered in the present loses weight and different information is 

considered. Thus, as in the case of Study 1 and 1A, it is likely that when Democrats 

were asked to predict their likelihood of voting for the candidate in the present time, they 

may have considered one type of information (e.g., the candidate who I read the speech 

from is Barack Obama, a Democrat) which polarized their opinions. When they were 

asked to predict their likelihood of voting for the candidate in the future, different and/or 

additional information may have been considered (e.g., the candidate’s position on the 

issue seems to be a little incoherent) which moderated their opinions. The opposite, 

therefore, could be applied to Republicans. When asked to predict their vote likelihood 

in the present time, they may have considered information such as; the candidate who I 

read the speech from is not a Republican, causing polarization. When they were asked 

to predict their vote likelihood in the future time, other type of information may have 

been considered (e.g., the position of the candidate on the issue may not seem so 

flawed) causing moderation. Although Study 1 and 1A do not show that people are 
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using different types of information when predicting likelihood of voting in the present 

versus in the future, I intend to investigate this explanation in subsequent experiments. 
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Table 4-1.  Study 1A: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by party affiliation 
using a within-subjects design 

 Present 
M (SE) 

Future 
M (SE) 

F-value df p 

Democrat (n = 37 ) 6.62 (.22) 5.78 (.24) 17.59 1 .000 
Republican (n = 37) 1.91 (.22) 2.54 (.24) 9.68 1 .002 
Independent (n = 30) 4.86 (.25) 4.43 (.26) 3.81 1 .054 

N = 104      
 

 
Figure 4-1.  Study 1A: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by party affiliation 

using a within-subjects design. 
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CHAPTER 5 
STUDY 2 

Overview 

Studies 1 and 1A showed that asking participants their likelihood of voting for a 

political candidate in the present and in the future produced attitude change. However, 

one may argue that this attitude change and the polarization and moderation effects 

obtained in the previous two studies might have been caused by participants’ 

knowledge of the author of the speech. Since participants in Study 1 and 1A knew that 

the speech was from candidate Barack Obama, this initial cue might have guided how 

Democrats, Republicans, and Independents answered the question in the present. 

However, this explanation can be partially ruled out because when participants read the 

same speech from Barack Obama and answered the question in the future, their 

likelihood of voting for the candidate changed significantly. More interestingly, these 

results were found using a between- and a within-subjects design.  

Study 2 was developed to rule out any alternative explanation related to party or 

candidate bias. Instead of disclosing the identity of the author of the speech, this 

information was omitted from participants. Participants were asked to read a speech 

about immigration from “Candidate X” and to indicate how likely they would be to vote 

for that candidate in the present or in the future. Participants were also asked to indicate 

how favorable or unfavorable they were towards an issue discussed in the speech. This 

measure was then used as an independent variable. I predicted that likelihood of voting 

for a candidate in the present would be different from likelihood of voting for the same 

candidate in the future (Hypothesis 1). In the present, participants should have more 

extreme attitudes (Hypothesis 2) toward the candidate. In the future, participants should 
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show a reversal, that is, their attitudes should be less extreme (Hypothesis 3). Thus, 

participants in the favorable condition will be more likely to vote for the candidate in the 

present than in the future. Participants in the unfavorable condition will be more likely to 

vote for the candidate in future than in the present.  

Method 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 231 undergraduate students from a large southeastern 

university recruited to participate in the experiment in exchange for extra-credit. The 

design of the experiment consisted of a two (issue position: favorable vs. unfavorable) 

by two (time: present vs. future) between-subjects design. The dependent variable was 

vote likelihood. 

Materials and Procedure 

Upon arrival at the research lab, participants were given an informed consent form 

and seated at individual computer stations. Participants were asked to read an 

immigration reform speech extracted from Senator Barack Obama’s web site. The 

identity of the author of the speech was omitted. Similar to the procedure of Study 1 and 

1A, the speech task was included in the experiment to familiarize participants with 

Candidate X’s stand on immigration policies. After reading the speech, participants were 

asked to fill out a questionnaire which included questions about their attitudes toward 

several immigration policy issues, their evaluation of the candidate measured with a 

feeling thermometer ranging from 0 (cool) to 100 (warm) degrees, and their likelihood of 

voting for Candidate X in the present (“How likely would you be to vote for Candidate X 

if the election were held today?”) or in the future (“How likely would you be to vote for 

Candidate X if the election were held one year from now?). Both questions were 
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measured using a Likert scale ranging from 1-very unlikely to 7-very likely. The factor 

“issue position” was created based on a mean-split of one of the issues that participants 

gave their opinion about. The question asked participants to indicate, in a scale that 

ranged from 1- unfavorable to 7-favorable, “How favorable or unfavorable are you 

towards providing illegal immigrants with a path to citizenship?” This specific issue was 

chosen because it was the one that “Candidate X” gave more emphasis on the speech. 

All materials and instructions used in this study were presented on a computer screen. 

After the completion of the questionnaire, participants were thanked, debriefed, and 

dismissed. None of the participants suspected that the speech was from candidate 

Barack Obama. 

Results 

The means for each cell are displayed in Table 5-1. No main effects of time (F (1, 

227) = 0.10, p = .75) or issue position (F (1, 227) = 1.72, p = .19) were observed. A 

univariate analysis of variance indicates an interaction between issue position and time 

factors (F (1, 227) = 20.89, p < .001). As Figure 5-1 shows, participants who considered 

themselves favorable to the issue, and consequently in agreement with the candidate’s 

position, indicated that they would be more likely to vote for Candidate X in the present 

than in the future (MPresent = 5.01, MFuture = 4.18; F (1, 227) = 13.26, p < .001). 

Participants who considered themselves unfavorable to the issue, and consequently in 

disagreement with the candidate’s position, indicated that they would be more likely to 

vote for Candidate X in the future than in the present (MPresent = 4.01, MFuture = 4.73; F 

(1, 227) = 8.22, p = .005).  

Pairwise comparisons within the future condition showed that those who were 

unfavorable to the issue were more likely to vote for Candidate X than those who were 
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favorable to the issue (M(Favorable)Future = 4.18, M(Unfavorable)Future = 4.73; F (1, 227) = 4.23, p 

< .05). Considering that the position of Candidate X was to provide illegal immigrants 

with a path to citizenship, those who were unfavorable to this issue completely changed 

their opinion when asked about their likelihood of voting for the candidate in the future.  

Additional analysis was run to investigate how those who were very unfavorable 

and very favorable to the issue would vote for the candidate in the present and in the 

future. In this analysis, only participants who had more extreme positions, either 

favorable or unfavorable, were included in the analysis. Thus, participants who adopted 

a more neutral position (or were close the overall mean – MOverall = 4.38) – were 

excluded from the analysis. 

The results of this analysis reveal a main effect of issue position (F (1, 190) = 4.12, 

p < .05) but no main effect of time (F (1, 190) = 0.16, p > .60) on likelihood of voting. A 

univariate analysis of variance reveals an interaction between the time and issue 

position factors (F (1, 190) = 15.32, p < .001). As Figure 5-2 shows, participants who 

considered themselves favorable to the issue indicated that they would be more likely to 

vote for Candidate X in the present than in the future (MPresent = 5.01, MFuture = 4.18; F 

(1, 190) = 13.95, p < .001). Participants who considered themselves unfavorable to the 

issue indicated that they would be more likely to vote for Candidate X in the future than 

in the present (MPresent = 3.87, MFuture = 4.54; F (1, 190) = 4.62, p = .03).  

Discussion 

The results of Study 2 provide further support for Hypothesis 1, which states that 

likelihood of voting for a candidate in the present would be different from likelihood of 

voting for the same candidate in the future. Participants who were favorable to the issue 

(and consequently, they were in agreement with Candidate’s X position), were more 



 

37 

likely to vote for him in the present than in the future. Participants who were unfavorable 

to the issue (and consequently, were in disagreement with Candidate’s X position), 

were surprisingly more likely to vote for the candidate in the future than in the present. 

Furthermore, when comparisons were made within the future condition (favorable vs. 

unfavorable), people who were unfavorable to the issue were actually more likely to 

vote for the candidate than people who were favorable to the issue. This is a very 

interesting result because, hypothetically, it could change the result or the direction of 

an election.  

When participants who adopted a more neutral position toward the issue were 

excluded from the analysis, a similar pattern of results to those with the overall sample 

was observed. This result corroborates to the idea that time perspective changes 

people’s likelihood of voting for a political candidate. 

The results of Study 2 are interesting because they show a complete reversal of 

opinion as a function of time perspective. The results of this study also show a 

polarization effect in the present (Hypothesis 2) and a moderation effect in the future 

(Hypothesis 3). In the present, participants’ likelihood of voting for the candidate was 

more extreme in either a positive (favorable group) or negative (unfavorable group) 

direction. However, in the future, participants’ likelihood of voting for the candidate was 

clearly more moderated for both groups (favorable and unfavorable). 

Similar to Studies 1 and 1A, Study 2 suggests that when people think about their 

preferences for the present, one type of information might be elicited. However, when 

people think about their preferences for the future, it seems that information elicited in 
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the present loses weight, and different and/or additional information is considered in the 

future. Subsequent studies were designed to test this hypothesis. 
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Table 5-1.  Study 2: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by issue position 

 Present 
M (SE) 

Future 
M (SE) 

F-value df p 

Favorable to issue (n = 125) 5.01 (.14) 4.18 (.17) 13.26 1 .000 
Unfavorable to issue (n = 106) 4.01 (.15) 4.73 (.20) 8.22 1 .005 

N = 231      
 

 
Figure 5-1.  Study 2: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by issue position 

and omitting the candidate’s name. 

 

Figure 5-2.  Study 2: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by issue position 
(extreme cases) and omitting the candidate’s name. 
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CHAPTER 6 
STUDY 3 

Overview  

The previous studies have shown that time perspective changes people’s 

likelihood of voting for a candidate. Participants’ likelihood of voting for a political 

candidate in the present was different from likelihood of voting for the same candidate in 

the future. Furthermore, likelihood of voting for the candidate was polarized in the 

present and moderated in the future. The purpose of Study 3 is to investigate how this 

process occurs. I propose that time perspective influences the information that people 

use to evaluate a candidate in the present and in the future. More specifically, I propose 

that information considered in the present will be different from information considered 

in the future when a voter makes a voting decision. Relevant to the political 

communication literature, I specify what type of information (image versus issue 

information) people consider more important when making political decisions for the 

present and the future.  

Traditional voting behavior models (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1964) 

explain that policy issues and candidate image are two powerful influences on voting 

decisions in addition to party affiliation and group influences. Campbell et al. (1964) 

posit that issues and candidate image are short-term influences on voting decisions as 

opposed to party affiliation and groups which are long-term influences. Issues and 

candidate image are believed to be short-term influences because they are elements 

that develop as the campaign goes on and are specific to a particular election cycle. 

The issues that are important and salient in one election might not be as important and 

salient in a different election. Candidate image is easier to classify as short-term 
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influence because the variability in candidates personality between and within elections 

is high. Thus, one may argue that because issues and image information are short-term 

influences on voting decisions, they would be more important when a voter evaluates a 

candidate in the present than in the future. However, do people consider image 

information more important than issue information or vice-versa when they make voting 

decisions? In addition, do people consider more image information in the present and 

more issue information in the future or vice-versa when they make their voting 

decisions? In addition to testing Hypothesis 4, Study 3 posits the following research 

questions: 

RQ1: What type of information do participants consider more important when 

making voting decisions? 

RQ2: What type of information do participants consider when evaluating a 

candidate in the present versus in the future? 

In order to answer RQ1, a pretest asked participants to indicate what type of 

information they consider more important when making voting decisions. Hypothesis 4 

and RQ2 were tested in the main experiment. In the main experiment, time perspective 

was manipulated by asking participants to indicate how likely they would be to vote for a 

candidate if the election were today versus one year from now.  

Method 

Pretest 

The purpose of this pretest was to identify what type of information participants 

consider most important when trying to decide how to vote in an election (RQ1). One-

hundred and twenty-nine participants were asked to write down what type of information 

they consider most important when deciding whom to vote for. It is important to note 
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that participants were instructed to write whatever information they thought was 

important to make their decision. Thus, no specific instructions about listing issue or 

image information were given to participants. Responses to this question were open-

ended and the following coding scheme was implemented: (1) any mentions of 

candidate’s issue positions, candidate’s plans or platform, or specific mention of an 

issue were coded as “issue positions are more important”, (2) any mentions of 

candidate background, trait characteristics, personality, private life were coded as 

“image/traits are more important”, and (3) any mentions that do not fall into any of the 

two previous categories were coded as “other”.  

As Table 6-1 shows, participants consider candidate’s position on issues more 

important than candidate’s image traits when they make voting decisions. Fifty-four 

percent of the participants said that issues are more important as opposed to 24% who 

said that image traits are more important when they make a vote decision. Twenty-two 

percent of participants indicated other type of information as important in the decision 

making process. 

Main Experiment 

Participants and design 

Participants were 162 undergraduate students from a large southeastern 

university recruited to participate in the experiment in exchange for extra-credit. The 

design of the experiment consisted of a two (time: present vs. future, manipulated 

between-subjects) by two (information type: image and issue, manipulated within-

subjects) mixed design.  
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Materials and procedure 

Participants received an email message containing the invitation to participate in 

the study. Participants could click on a web link that randomly assigned them to one of 

the two time frame conditions. After being presented with an informed consent form, 

participants were asked to read the following cover story: “During the last few election 

cycles, scholars and political strategists have become very interested in understanding 

how young people make their political decisions. In an attempt to contribute to this 

growing body of knowledge, we would like to ask you a few questions about how you 

make decisions when choosing whom to vote for in an election. Several studies have 

been done to understand how people make decisions when choosing whom to vote for 

in an election. An important part in this process is to understand how people evaluate 

candidates. A survey conducted by a notorious1 research institute asked participants to 

rate political candidates on several personality traits and on several political issues. 

Participants interviewed in this survey were asked to rate two candidates on four 

personality traits and on four political issues on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 was very 

low and 10 was very high. The results of the survey revealed the following scores for 

the candidates:” 

After reading the cover story, all participants were shown a table (see Figure A-1) 

where information about Candidate A and Candidate B was displayed. Two types of 

information were presented for both candidates: image information and issue 

information along with a score for both types of information and a general score. These 

                                            
1
 The author of this research meant to write “famous research institute” instead of “notorious 

research institute”. The word appeared in the stimuli showed to participants but none of them mentioned 
the word in debriefing questions. 
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scores were supposed to be the scores that participants from the cover story gave 

candidates. After seeing the table, participants in the present condition were asked: 

“Now that you have learned information about Candidate A and Candidate B, imagine 

that these two candidates are running for a political office. If the election were being 

held today, which candidate would you vote for?” Participants in the future condition 

were asked: “Now that you have learned information about Candidate A and Candidate 

B, imagine that these two candidates are running for a political office. If the election 

were being held one year from now, which candidate would you vote for?” After the vote 

choice question, all participants were asked to indicate, on a scale from 1 to 7, which 

information contributed the most to their vote choice (1-image information vs. 7- issue 

information). Finally, demographic questions such as gender, party affiliation, and age 

were collected. 

Results 

Vote likelihood. A chi-square test revealed a significant difference between 

conditions (χ2 (1) = 4.46, p < .05). As Figure 6-2 shows, in the present condition, 

participants were significantly more likely to vote for Candidate B (59%) than for 

Candidate A (41%) (z = 3.65, p < .001). In the future condition, the results showed a 

complete reversal: participants were significantly less likely to vote for Candidate B 

(42%) than for Candidate A (58%) (z = 2.55, p < .001).  

Information use. A univariate analysis of variance was conducted to test what 

type of information contributed the most to participants’ vote choice. No main effect of 

time was observed (F (1, 160) = 0.29, p > .50). Participants in the present condition 

indicated that they used more issue information (MPresent = 4.50) as opposed to 

participants in the future condition, who used more image information (MFuture = 4.33), 
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but this difference was not significant. These results failed to show that people use 

different types of information in the present and in the future and suggest further 

investigation.  

Discussion 

The results of Study 3 show that, in the present, participants were more likely to 

vote for the candidate who received a higher score on issue positions, suggesting that 

their vote choice was based on issues. When asked about their likelihood of voting for a 

candidate in the future, participants were more likely to vote for the candidate who 

received the higher score on image traits, suggesting that their vote choice was based 

on image traits. Although the means for the information use were not significant, they 

point to the predicted direction. When people predict their likelihood of voting for a 

candidate in the present, they use one type of information – in this case, they used 

more issue information. When people predict their likelihood of voting for a candidate in 

the future, they use different information – in this case, they used more image 

information.  

Overall, the results of this study suggest that time perspective significantly 

changes people’s likelihood of voting for a political candidate and that, implicitly, this 

change was caused by different types of information that participants used to evaluate 

the candidate. However, the information use results should be taken with caution. 

Further investigation should be conducted to test whether people were using different 

types of information when evaluating the candidate in the present and in the future.  
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Table 6-1.  Pretest Study 3: What type of information do you consider important when 
choosing whom to vote for in an election? 

 Issue Image Other 

Frequency 86 38 36 
Percentage 53.7% 23.7% 22.5% 

N = 129    
 

 
Figure 6-2.  Study 3: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by candidate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

47 

CHAPTER 7 
STUDY 4 

Overview  

Studies 1, 1A, and 2 have shown that time perspective influences people’s 

likelihood of voting for a political candidate. In these three studies, participants changed 

their likelihood of voting for the same candidate depending on the time frame of the 

election. Study 3 corroborated to these results and provided implicit evidence that 

people use one type of information in the present (issue information) and a different 

type of information (image information) in the future.  

The purpose of Study 4 is to provide further evidence of how people use 

information when evaluating a candidate in the present and in the future. Similar to 

Study 3, I propose that time perspective influences the information that people use to 

evaluate candidates in the present and in the future. More specifically, I propose that 

information considered in the present will be different from information considered in the 

future (Hypothesis 4). Time perspective was manipulated between-subjects by asking 

participants to indicate which candidate they would vote for if the election were in the 

present or in the future. In addition, a type of reasoning factor was added to the design 

of this study. This factor was manipulated between-subjects by asking some 

participants (reasons condition) to indicate how much of several pieces of information 

influenced their opinions about the candidates. Others did not perform this task (no-

reasons condition). The reason why this factor was included in the study was to 

investigate how thinking about one’s own opinions influences likelihood of voting for a 

candidate when the election is set in the present or in the future. Attitude moderation 

research suggests that asking people to think about or give reasons why they think the 
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way they do changes their opinions about an attitude object. In the no-reasons 

condition, time perspective should change people’s likelihood of voting for a political 

candidate and this attitude change should be influenced by the different types of 

information used to evaluate a candidate in the present and in the future. In the reasons 

condition, time perspective should also change people’s likelihood of voting for a 

candidate. However, as attitude moderation research posits, thinking about your own 

opinion should produce attitude change. Thus, vote likelihood for the candidate should 

be different than that observed in the no-reasons condition. In particular, likelihood of 

voting for the candidate should present the opposite results of those in the no-reasons 

condition. Information use, in turn, should follow the same pattern. Considering this, my 

hypotheses are as follow:  

H5: Thinking about one’s own opinions will influence likelihood of voting for a 

candidate in a direction that is different from not thinking about one’s own opinions. 

H6: Thinking about one’s own opinions will influence information used to evaluate 

a candidate differently that not thinking about one’s own opinions. 

Method 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 182 undergraduate students from a large southeastern 

university recruited to participate in the experiment in exchange for extra-credit. The 

design of the experiment consisted of a two (type of reasoning: no-reasons vs. reasons) 

by two (time: present vs. future) between-subjects design.  

Materials and Procedure 

Participants were asked to come to a research lab where they were randomly 

assigned to one of the four conditions. All information presented to participants was on 
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a computer screen. After being seated at individual computers, all participants were 

asked to read an introductory text. The introductory text contained general information 

about how to generate energy efficiently, and it supported the adoption of two types of 

energy generation: nuclear power and wind power (see Appendix A).  

After reading the introductory text, participants were shown a first table (see Figure 

A-2) containing Candidate A’s and Candidate B’s position on several policy issues. 

Candidates A and B were in agreement in three out of four issues. The only issue that 

the candidates were in disagreement was the position on the adoption of nuclear power. 

Candidate A did not support the adoption of nuclear power and Candidate B did support 

the adoption of nuclear power. After being exposed for 20 seconds to this table, 

participants could proceed by clicking on the continue button on the computer screen. 

Participants assigned to the reasons condition were asked to think about how much of 

several pieces of information influenced their opinions about the candidates. The pieces 

of information were position on health care, position on immigration, position on 

generation of nuclear power, and position on the war in Iraq. Participants indicated how 

much of that information influenced their opinions about the candidates on a scale from 

1-influenced a lot to 7- did not influenced at all. Participants in the no-reasons condition 

were not asked to perform this task. Next, all participants were shown a second table 

(see Figure A-3) containing the same information as that of the first table, but with the 

addition of a new position on a different issue: wind power. This time, Candidate A 

agreed with the adoption of wind power generation and Candidate B did not agree with 

the adoption of wind power generation. After being exposed for 20 seconds to this 

second table, participants could proceed by clicking on the continue button on the 
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computer screen. Next, participants assigned to the present condition were asked to 

indicate which candidate they would vote for if the election were held today. Participants 

in the future condition were asked to indicate which candidate they would vote for if the 

election were held a year from now. Both questions were measured using a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1-very unlikely to 7-very likely. After that, participants were 

asked to indicate how much of several pieces of information they used in order to make 

the vote decision. Demographic questions such as age, gender, and political affiliation 

were also included in the questionnaire (for a complete overview of the experimental 

procedure order, see Figure 7-1). 

Results 

Vote likelihood. The overall percentages for each candidate are displayed in 

Table 7-1. As Figure 7-2 shows, participants in the present/no-reasons condition  were 

more likely to vote for Candidate B (62.5%) than for Candidate A (37.5%) (χ2 (1) = 

19.74, p < .001). On the other hand, participants in the future/no-reasons condition were 

less likely to vote for Candidate B (18.2%) than for Candidate A (81.8%). Conversely, 

participants in the present/reasons condition were less likely to vote for Candidate B 

(25.4%) than for Candidate A (74.6%) (χ2 (1) = 9.09, p = .003). Participants in the 

future/reasons condition were more likely to vote for Candidate B (60.9%) than for 

Candidate A (39.1%). These results support Hypotheses 5 and 6. 

Information use. A univariate analysis of variance indicates an interaction 

between type of reasoning and time factors (F (2, 178) = 21.24, p < .001). No main 

effects of type of reasoning (F (1, 178) = 0.08, p > .05) and time (F (1, 178) = 2.28, p > 

.10) were observed. As Figure 7-3 shows, participants in the no-reasons condition used 

the position on nuclear power generation much more in the present than in the future 
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(MPresent = 4.83, MFuture = 3.02; F (1, 178) = 23.31, p < .001). On the other hand, 

participants in the reasons condition used the position on nuclear power generation 

much more in the future than in the present (MPresent = 3.55, MFuture = 4.47; F (1, 178) = 

4.00, p < .05). These results support Hypothesis 4. 

Discussion 

The results of Study 4 reveal three interesting results. First, participants changed 

their vote choice as a function of time perspective. Corroborating the results of the 

previous four studies, participants changed their vote choice when asked about their 

likelihood of voting for a candidate in the present and in the future. Second, Study 4 

provided explicit evidence that participants used different types of information when 

evaluating candidates in the present and in the future. Participants in the present 

condition used one type of information. However, participants in the future condition 

considered different information than that used in the present. Third, type of reasoning 

moderates vote likelihood and information use. When people think about their opinions, 

a complete reversal of their choices and information use is observed, as opposed to 

those who do not think about their choices. 
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Table 7-1.  Study 4: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by candidate and 
type of reasoning  

 Candidate A Candidate B    
 Present Future Present Future Χ2 df p 

No-reasons (n = 100) 37.5% 81.8% 62.5% 18.2% 19.74 1 .001 
Reasons (n = 82) 74.6% 39.1% 25.4% 60.9% 9.09 1 .003 

N = 182        
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7-1.  Study 4: Experimental procedure order. 
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A 

B 
Figure 7-2.  Study 4: Influence of time perspective on vote likelihood by candidate and 

type of reasoning condition. A) No-reasons condition. B) Reasons condition. 
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Figure 7-3.  Study 4: Influence of time perspective on information use (position on wind 

power generation versus nuclear power generation) by type of reasoning. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

55 

CHAPTER 8 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The results of this research show that time perspective affects people’s likelihood 

of voting for a political candidate. Evidence from five experiments shows that people 

change their vote when the election has a different time frame. When asked about the 

present, people showed a polarization effect. When asked about the future, people 

showed a moderation effect of their attitudes (Study 1 and 1A). Omitting the candidate’s 

name also resulted in a change of opinion between the present and the future. In fact, 

participants who were favorable to the issue in the present were less likely to vote for 

the candidate in the future, and a reversal of attitudes was seen among participants who 

were unfavorable to the issue (Study 2). My hypothesis for this change of attitude is 

based on the information that people use when making evaluations for the present and 

the future. The information that people use in the present will be different from 

information used in the future. Results from Study 3 implicitly suggest that when people 

chose between two candidates for an election in the present, people used more issue 

information. When people chose between two candidates for an election in the future, 

people used more image information. This result confirms the hypothesis that people 

use different types of information when evaluating a political candidate in the present 

and in the future. Results of Study 4 corroborate these findings. When asked how likely 

they would be to vote for one of two candidates in the present, participants in a no-

reasons condition used one type of information (nuclear power) in the present, while 

participants in the future condition dismissed that information and used different 

information (wind power). However, when participants were asked to think about their 

opinions about the candidates (reasons condition), participants in the present and future 
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conditions showed a complete reversal of vote choice and information use than 

participants in the no-reasons conditions. Clearly, the results of these five experiments 

substantiate the hypotheses that time perspective changes people’s likelihood of voting 

and that this change is moderated by the information that people use when making their 

vote choice. 

Theoretical Implications 

The findings in this research corroborate to the temporal distance literature. In five 

experiments, people’s likelihood of voting for a political candidate changed as a function 

of the time frame that the election would take place. The finding that people change 

their choices and evaluations because of temporal distance is a robust finding in the 

literature (Trope & Libermann, 2003; Frederick, Loewenstein, & O'Donoghue, 2002).  

Additionally, the findings in this research provide an alternative explanation of how 

time perspective affects people’s choices and evaluations. Let’s first review the crucial 

aspects of the temporal distance frameworks presented in this research. Construal level 

theory posits that people’s choices and evaluations change as a function of temporal 

distance because of the way people mentally represent information. On one hand, when 

thinking about an event in the near future, individuals will tend to focus on concrete 

aspects of that event. On the other hand, when thinking about an event in the distant 

future, individuals will tend to focus on abstract aspects of the event. Discounting theory 

posits that as temporal distance to a desirable outcome increases, the perceived value 

of the outcome decreases, thus, causing differences on how much the outcome is 

desired in the present and in the future, for instance.  

The explanation presented in this research adds to the temporal distance 

frameworks in at least two ways. First, I show that time perspective can polarize 
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(present frame) and moderate (future frame) people’s likelihood of voting for a political 

candidate. Second and directly related to the first point, people’s likelihood of voting for 

a candidate is moderated by the information that they use when evaluating the 

candidate in the present or in the future. None of the extant theoretical frameworks on 

temporal distance suggest that information use might moderate how people predict their 

choices and evaluations in the present and in the future. An attempt to put forward a 

theory of information use was one of the main goals of this research.  

Practical Implications 

Why is it important to study how time affects people’s choices for a political 

candidate? As stated in the introduction of this research, time seems to be an important 

element during a political campaign. In a certain way, time dictates when and how 

announcements will be given, when fund-raising should start, or when a political 

advertisement should be aired. The results of this research have demonstrated that time 

is indeed an important element during a political campaign.  

It seems that the timing for communicating ideas during a political campaign might 

also influence how people evaluate and ultimately decide on a candidate. Candidates 

should be aware that voters use different types of information when evaluating whom to 

vote for in the present and in the future. Thus, knowing which type of information should 

be released closer or father away from election day can greatly benefit campaign 

strategies. As Study 3 implicitly suggested, it seems that people use more issue 

information when evaluating a candidate in the present and more image information 

when evaluation a candidate in the future. Perhaps a good strategy for political 

candidates would be to focus on issues on early stages of the campaign, and as the 

election day approaches, more emphasis could be given to image information. 
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Candidates should also take into consideration when and to whom their messages 

are directed. Republicans might not be as enthusiastic about voting for a Democratic 

candidate (or vice-versa) in the present, but as time goes by, more information may be 

available for them to make a more complete evaluation, which might lead them to 

change their attitudes.  

Limitations and Future Research 

This research has some limitations. First, an undergraduate student population 

was used throughout the five studies in this research. One may argue that an 

undergraduate population might not represent the average American voter and that the 

findings may not be generalized to the population. Second, the future question was 

always remotely distant – one year or four years. Perhaps asking a month or months 

away would be perceived as more realistic to subjects. Third, participants received a 

limited amount of information about the candidates when they had to make their vote 

choice. Perhaps providing participants with more information about the candidates such 

as voting record, personal life, and issue platform would have diminished the artificial 

stimuli information. Fourth, Study 1, 1A, and 2 did not measure whether the political 

message (i.e., political speech) might have influenced the results. Specific questions 

about message factors should be included in future investigations. 

Finally, Study 3 failed to show that participants were using different types of 

information to evaluate the candidate in the present and in the future. This lack of 

results might have been due to the nature of the question. A single-item bipolar 

measure asked participants to indicate how much of issue or image information they 

used to evaluate the candidate. This single-item might not have captured how much of 

each type of information participants used to evaluate the candidate, thus, weakening 
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the potential to reveal what participants used to make their decision. A multi-item 

measure or a thought-list would have been more appropriate in this context. Also, 

directly asking participants to choose between image or issue information might have 

introduced a social desirability effect, as one could argue that the “norm” would be to 

say that issue information is more important to evaluate candidates than image 

information is, although research has found evidence that image traits are an important 

element when evaluating a political candidate (Kiousis, Bantimaroudis, & Ban, 1999). 

To remedy this problem, a subtle wording of issue (e.g., candidate position on health 

care, position on immigration) and image (e.g., candidate is honest, candidate is 

attractive) information might be more appropriate to ease the social desirability concern. 

For future research, a systematic investigation of how different types of information 

might affect people’s preferences and evaluations in the present and in the future would 

be interesting. Examples of that could include how negative versus positive information, 

or how ambiguous versus unambiguous information affect vote likelihood. Another 

interesting avenue of research would be to conduct a panel study with a sample of 

eligible voters. Accompanying voters since the beginning of a political campaign until 

the day they cast their votes would give us more insightful information about how time 

affects their evaluations and how information is used in the present and in the future. 

The inclusion of present and future questions in surveys conducted by the National 

Election Studies would also enhance our understanding of how time affects people’s 

political decisions. More interesting, it would provide us with comparisons across time 

and across election cycles for several political offices. Another interesting avenue of 
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research would be to analyze how time is explicitly or implicitly used in messages by 

political candidates and how they affect people’s perceptions of candidates.  

It would also be interesting to investigate how involvement plays a role when people 

make decisions for the present and for the future. In this line of thought, involvement 

could be investigated at the level of the decision (i.e., how involved I am with my 

decision in the present vs. in the future) or at the level of the issue being discussed by 

the candidate (i.e., how important/personally relevant the issue is to me). Research on 

involvement has shown that the level of involvement might change how people evaluate 

an advertisement (Krugman 1967, 2000), how people evaluate products and make 

decisions (Dholakia, 2001), or how people process information about an object 

(Andrews & Shimp, 2006; Celsi & Olsen, 1988; Petty & Cacioppo,1979, 1984; Petty, 

Cacioppo & Schumann, 1983; Zaichkowsk,1985).  In addition, and more specific to the 

political arena, early research on involvement and political advertising showed that 

individuals with low levels of involvement with a campaign are the most likely to be 

influenced by political advertising (Rothschild & Ray, 1974).The level of involvement 

might also dictate the amount of cognitive effort that an individual is able and motivated 

to pursue. For instance, the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Wegener, 1999) 

posits that individuals process information either centrally or peripherally depending on 

the level of involvement with a given political message. When individuals are processing 

under low involvement, the peripheral route is likely to take place. When individuals are 

processing under high involvement, the central route is likely to take place. Bringing this 

model into the context of this research, it is likely that when voters think about voting for 

a candidate in the present, they might use the peripheral route, focusing more on 
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peripheral cues, heuristics and simple messages about the candidates. On the other 

hand, when voters think about voting for a candidate in the future, they might use the 

central route, focusing on learning as much information as they can, on evaluating all 

available information more carefully (Newman & Perloff, 2004). Thus, investigating 

involvement toward a present or future decision could provide interesting insights on 

how people choose their political candidates. Likewise, investigating how commitment 

(Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, & Unnava, 2000; Eagly & Chaiken,1995; Krosnick, Boninger, 

Chuang, Berent, & Carot, 1993; Petty & Krosnick,1995) might moderate people’s 

attitudes toward a political candidate when the election is set in the present or in the 

future would provide interesting insights on how attitude strength (i.e. commitment) 

might affect present and future choices. Similar outcomes might be expected from 

consideration of an individual’s certainty level. Attitude certainty “refers to the subjective 

sense of conviction one has about one’s attitude, or the extent one is confident or sure 

of one’s attitude” (Tormala & Rucker, 2007, p. 469). It might be the case that when 

individuals think about their decisions for the future, a higher level of uncertainty arises. 

However, as compared to decisions for the present, decisions for the future offer the 

possibility of more acquisition of information, which might ease uncertainty. Therefore, it 

seems that the amount (and perhaps the quality) of information might moderate one’s 

level of certainty when making decisions for the present or for the future. 
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APPENDIX A 
STIMULUS MATERIALS 

 Material used in Study 1, 1A, and 2 

I come to you today to enter the debate on comprehensive immigration reform. It is 

a debate that will touch on the basic questions of morality, the law, and what it means to 

be an American. 

I know that this debate evokes strong passions on all sides. The recent peaceful 

but passionate protests that we saw all across the country--500,000 in Los Angeles and 

100,000 in Chicago--are a testament to this fact, as are the concerns of millions of 

Americans about the security of our borders. 

When Congress last addressed this issue comprehensively in 1986, there were 

approximately 4 million illegal immigrants living in the United States. That number had 

grown substantially when Congress again addressed the issue in 1996. Today, it is 

estimated that there are more than 11 million undocumented aliens living in our country. 

The American people are a welcoming and generous people. But those who enter 

our country illegally, and those who employ them, disrespect the rule of law. And 

because we live in an age where terrorists are challenging our borders, we simply 

cannot allow people to pour into the United States undetected, undocumented, and 

unchecked. Americans are right to demand better border security and better 

enforcement of the immigration laws. 

To begin with, the agencies charged with border security would receive new 

technology, new facilities, and more people to stop, process, and deport illegal 

immigrants. But while security might start at our borders, it doesn't end there. Millions of 

undocumented immigrants live and work here without our knowing their identity or their 
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background. We need to strike a workable bargain with them. They have to 

acknowledge that breaking our immigration laws was wrong. They must pay a penalty, 

and abide by all of our laws going forward. They must earn the right to stay over a 6-

year period, and then they must wait another 5 years as legal permanent residents 

before they become citizens. 

But in exchange for accepting those penalties, we must allow undocumented 

immigrants to come out of the shadows and step on a path toward full participation in 

our society. In fact, I will not support any bill that does not provide this earned path to 

citizenship for the undocumented population--not just for humanitarian reasons; not just 

because these people, having broken the law, did so for the best of motives, to try and 

provide a better life for their children and their grandchildren; but also because this is 

the only practical way we can get a handle on the population that is within our borders 

right now. 

To keep from having to go through this difficult process again in the future, we 

must also replace the flow of undocumented immigrants coming to work here with a 

new flow of guestworkers. Illegal immigration is bad for illegal immigrants and bad for 

the workers against whom they compete. 

Replacing the flood of illegals with a regulated stream of legal immigrants who 

enter the United States after background checks and who are provided labor rights 

would enhance our security, raise wages, and improve working conditions for all 

Americans. 

But I fully appreciate that we cannot create a new guestworker program without 

making it as close to impossible as we can for illegal workers to find employment. We 
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do not need new guestworkers plus future undocumented immigrants. We need 

guestworkers instead of undocumented immigrants. 

Toward that end, American employers need to take responsibility. Too often illegal 

immigrants are lured here with a promise of a job, only to receive unconscionably low 

wages. In the interest of cheap labor, unscrupulous employers look the other way when 

employees provide fraudulent U.S. citizenship documents. Some actually call and place 

orders for undocumented workers because they don't want to pay minimum wages to 

American workers in surrounding communities. These acts hurt both American workers 

and immigrants whose sole aim is to work hard and get ahead. That is why we need a 

simple, foolproof, and mandatory mechanism for all employers to check the legal status 

of new hires.  

It behooves us to remember that not every single immigrant who came into the 

United States through Ellis Island had proper documentation. Not every one of our 

grandparents or great-grandparents would have necessarily qualified for legal 

immigration. But they came here in search of a dream, in search of hope. Americans 

understand that, and they are willing to give an opportunity to those who are already 

here, as long as we get serious about making sure that our borders actually mean 

something. 

Today's immigrants seek to follow in the same tradition of immigration that has 

built this country. We do ourselves and them a disservice if we do not recognize the 

contributions of these individuals. And we fail to protect our Nation if we do not regain 

control over our immigration system immediately. 

 Material used in Study 3 
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Candidate A Candidate B 

Survey ratings of traits such as 

competence, integrity, reliability, and 

charisma 

Average Score on traits = 8 

Survey ratings of traits such as 

competence, integrity, reliability, and 

charisma 

Average Score on traits = 6 

Survey ratings of candidate’s position on 

issues such as immigration, health care, 

Iraq war, and energy 

Average Score on issues = 6 

Survey ratings of candidate’s position on 

issues such as immigration, health care, 

Iraq war,  and energy 

Average Score on issues = 8 

Total average score = 7 Total average score = 7 

 

Figure A-1.  Stimulus material used in Study 3. 

 Materials used in Study 4 

o Introductory text: 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often called greenhouse gases. 

Scientists have been paying close attention to specific types of gases that are created 

and emitted solely through human activities. One of the principal greenhouse gases that 

enter the atmosphere because of human activities is carbon dioxide (CO2). Carbon 

dioxide enters the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and 

coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and also as a result of other chemical 

reactions (e.g., manufacture of cement). The demand for fossil fuels such as gasoline 

and coal is expected to increase greatly with the predicted growth of the U.S. and global 

economies. Therefore, scientists recommend the generation of nuclear power to reduce 

global warming since it emits very low levels of carbon dioxide. In addition, in order to 

avoid air pollution, scientists recommend that electricity be generated by wind power 

since the use of wind turbines does not generate pollution or radioactive waste like most 
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other forms of electricity generation do. In summary, scientists recommend that states 

support the adoption of both nuclear power and wind power in an effort to control 

pollutants in the environment. (Source: Conservation International Agency, December 

2008). 

Candidate A Candidate B 

Supports a plan that will provide affordable 

health care to all Americans 

Supports a plan that will provide affordable 

health care to all Americans 

Supports providing illegal immigrants with 

a path to citizenship 

Supports providing illegal immigrants with 

a path to citizenship 

Supports the adoption of a timetable to 

withdraw all troops from Iraq 

Supports the adoption of a timetable to 

withdraw all troops from Iraq 

Does not support the adoption of nuclear 

power 

Supports the adoption of nuclear power 

 

Figure A-2.  First table presented to participants in Study 4. 

 

Candidate A Candidate B 

Supports a plan that will provide affordable 

health care to all Americans 

Supports a plan that will provide affordable 

health care to all Americans 

Supports providing illegal immigrants with 

a path to citizenship 

Supports providing illegal immigrants with 

a path to citizenship 

Supports the adoption of a timetable to 

withdraw all troops from Iraq 

Supports the adoption of a timetable to 

withdraw all troops from Iraq 

Does not support the adoption of nuclear 

power 

Supports the adoption of nuclear power 

Supports the adoption of wind power 

generation 

Does not support the adoption of wind 

power generation 

 

Figure A-3.  Second table presented to participants in Study 4. 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRES 

 Study 1 

1. How likely would you be to vote for Barack Obama if the election were being held  

a)TODAY? [present condition] 

OR 

b) ONE YEAR FROM NOW? [future condition] 

2. Please evaluate candidate Barack Obama on each of the scales in the 

subsequent screens:  

For example, if you think the candidate is very pleasant you would check the 

UNPLEASANT-PLEASANT scale as follows: 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:_X_:PLEASANT 

On the other hand, if you think he is very unpleasant, you would rate him as follows: 

UNPLEASANT:_X_:____:____:____:____:____:____:PLEASANT 

If you think he is somewhere between these two extremes, then you would check 

the space that best represents your reaction on that scale. If you feel that you have no 

reaction to him on any one scale, please check the middle space number to indicate 

your neutrality. 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

UNSOPHISTICATED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SOPHISTICATED 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

UNBELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:BELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:ATTRACTIVE 
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UNFIRENDLY:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:FRIENDLY 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

EXCITABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:CALM 
 

UNAGGRESSIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:AGGRESSIVE 
 

WEAK:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:STRONG 
 

INACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:ACTIVE 
 

3. Please give us your feelings toward candidate Barack Obama on this feeling 

thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable 

and warm toward him. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 mean that you don't feel 

favorable toward him and that you don't care too much for him. If you don't feel particularly 

warm or cold, or you are unfamiliar with this candidate, you would rate him at the 50 

degree mark. 

Cool/Unfavorable 0--------------------50--------------------100 Warm/Favorable 

Candidate Barack Obama: _______ degrees 

4. How old are you? ___________ years. 

5. What is your gender? 

□Male  
 
□Female 
 

6. What is your ethnicity? 

□Caucasian/White 
 
□African American 
 
□Hispanic/Latino 
 
□Native American 
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□Asian 
 
□Pacific Islander 
 
□Middle Eastern 
 
□Other 
 

7. Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? 
 

□Democrat 
 
□Republican 
 
□Independent or other 
 

8. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 
 

 Study 1A 

1. How likely would you be to vote for Barack Obama if the election were being held  

a)TODAY? [present condition] 

AND 

b) FOUR YEARS FROM NOW? [future condition] 

2. Please evaluate candidate Barack Obama on each of the scales in the 

subsequent screens:  

For example, if you think the candidate is very pleasant you would check the 

UNPLEASANT-PLEASANT scale as follows: 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:_X_:PLEASANT 

On the other hand, if you think he is very unpleasant, you would rate him as follows: 

UNPLEASANT:_X_:____:____:____:____:____:____:PLEASANT 

If you think he is somewhere between these two extremes, then you would check 

the space that best represents your reaction on that scale. If you feel that you have no 
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reaction to him on any one scale, please check the middle space number to indicate 

your neutrality. 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

UNSOPHISTICATED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SOPHISTICATED 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

UNBELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:BELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:ATTRACTIVE 
 

UNFIRENDLY:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:FRIENDLY 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

EXCITABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:CALM 
 

UNAGGRESSIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:AGGRESSIVE 
 

WEAK:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:STRONG 
 

INACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:ACTIVE 
 

3. Please give us your feelings toward candidate Barack Obama on this feeling 

thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable 

and warm toward him. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 mean that you don't feel 

favorable toward him and that you don't care too much for him. If you don't feel particularly 

warm or cold, or you are unfamiliar with this candidate, you would rate him at the 50 

degree mark. 

Cool/Unfavorable 0--------------------50--------------------100 Warm/Favorable 

Candidate Barack Obama: _______ degrees 

4. How old are you? ___________ years. 
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5. What is your gender? 

□Male  
 
□Female 
 

6. What is your ethnicity? 

□Caucasian/White 
 
□African American 
 
□Hispanic/Latino 
 
□Native American 
 
□Asian 
 
□Pacific Islander 
 
□Middle Eastern 
 
□Other 
 

7. Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? 
 

□Democrat 
 
□Republican 
 
□Independent or other 
 

8. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 
 

 Study 2 

1. How likely would you be to vote for Candidate X if the election were being held  

a)TODAY? [present condition] 

OR 

b) ONE YEAR FROM NOW? [future condition] 
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2. How unfavorable or unfavorable are you toward providing illegal immigrants with 

a path to citizenship? 

Unfavorable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favorable 

3. Please evaluate candidate Candidate X on each of the scales in the subsequent 

screens:  

For example, if you think the candidate is very pleasant you would check the 

UNPLEASANT-PLEASANT scale as follows: 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:_X_:PLEASANT 

On the other hand, if you think he is very unpleasant, you would rate him as follows: 

UNPLEASANT:_X_:____:____:____:____:____:____:PLEASANT 

If you think he is somewhere between these two extremes, then you would check 

the space that best represents your reaction on that scale. If you feel that you have no 

reaction to him on any one scale, please check the middle space number to indicate 

your neutrality. 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

UNSOPHISTICATED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SOPHISTICATED 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

UNBELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:BELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:ATTRACTIVE 
 

UNFIRENDLY:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:FRIENDLY 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

EXCITABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:CALM 
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UNAGGRESSIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:AGGRESSIVE 
 

WEAK:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:STRONG 
 

INACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:ACTIVE 
 

4. Please give us your feelings toward Candidate X on this feeling thermometer. 

Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm 

toward him. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 mean that you don't feel favorable toward 

him and that you don't care too much for him. If you don't feel particularly warm or cold, or 

you are unfamiliar with this candidate, you would rate him at the 50 degree mark. 

Cool/Unfavorable 0--------------------50--------------------100 Warm/Favorable 

Candidate X: _______ degrees 

5. How old are you? ___________ years. 

6. What is your gender? 

□Male  
 
□Female 
 

7. What is your ethnicity? 

□Caucasian/White 
 
□African American 
 
□Hispanic/Latino 
 
□Native American 
 
□Asian 
 
□Pacific Islander 
 
□Middle Eastern 
 
□Other 
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8. Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? 
 

□Democrat 
 
□Republican 
 
□Independent or other 
 

9. Please describe in no more than a paragraph the content of the speech that you 

just read. 

10. When you were reading the speech, did you feel that the speech could have been 

written by a candidate from a specific political party? Please write down your thoughts in 

the space below. 

11. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 

 Study 3 

Pretest 

1. When you are trying to decide how to vote in an election, what information do 

you use to try to make a voting decision? 

Main Experiment 

1. Now that you have learned information about candidate A and candidate B, 

imagine that these two candidates are running for a political office.  

a) If the election were being held TODAY, which candidate would you vote for? 

[present condition] 

□ Candidate A □ Candidate B 

OR 

b) If the election were being held ONE YEAR FROM NOW, which candidate would 

you vote for? [future condition] 
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□ Candidate A □ Candidate B 

2. Using the scale below, please indicate which of the following pieces of 

information contributed the most to your choice: 

Survey ratings of candidates’ traits vs. Survey ratings of candidates’ position on issues 

1 Survey ratings of candidates’ traits contributed the most to my vote choice 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Survey ratings of candidates’ position on issues contributed the most to my vote 

choice 

3. What is your age? ___________ years. 

4. What is your gender? 

□Male  
 
□Female 
 

5. What is your ethnicity? 

□Caucasian/White 
 
□African American 
 
□Hispanic/Latino 
 
□Native American 
 
□Asian 
 
□Pacific Islander 
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□Middle Eastern 
 
□Other 
 

6. Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? 
 

□Democrat 
 
□Republican 
 
□Independent or other 
 

7. Are you registered to vote? 

□ Yes 

□No 

8. Are you an American citizen? 

□ Yes 

□No 

9. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 

10. Please write any comments that you might have about this study in the space 

below: 

 Study 4 

1. [Only shown to participants in reasons conditions] Now that you learned 

information about Candidate A and Candidate B, please indicate how much of the 

following pieces of information influenced your opinions about the candidates? 

a) Position on health care: 

Not much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A lot 

b) Position on immigration: 

Not much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A lot 
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c) Position on nuclear power: 

Not much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A lot 

d) Position on the war in Iraq: 

Not much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A lot 

2. Are you favorable or unfavorable to the generation of wind power energy? 

□Favorable 

□Unfavorable 

3. Are you favorable or unfavorable to the generation of nuclear power energy? 

□Favorable 

□Unfavorable 

4. If the election were being held  

a) TODAY, which candidate would you vote for? [Present condition] 

□ Candidate A □ Candidate B 

b) ONE YEAR FROM NOW, which candidate would you vote for? [Future 

condition] 

□ Candidate A □ Candidate B 

5. How much did the following piece of information influence your opinion about the 

candidate that you just voted for? [Each piece of information appeared on different 

screens] 

a) Position on health care vs. Position on immigration: 

Used health care much more-1 through 7-Used immigration much more 
 

b) Position on immigration vs. Position on war in Iraq: 

Used immigration much more-1 through  7-Used war in Iraq much more 
 

c) Position on war in Iraq vs. Position on wind power generation: 
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Used war in Iraq much more-1 through 7-Used wind power much more 
 

d) Position on war in Iraq vs. Position on nuclear power generation: 

Used war in Iraq much more-1 through 7-Used nuclear power much more 
 

e) Position on wind power generation vs. Position on nuclear power generation [key 

question]: 

Used wind power much more-1 through 7-Used nuclear power much more 
 

6. Please give us your feelings toward Candidate A and Candidate B on this feeling 

thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable 

and warm toward them. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 mean that you don't feel 

favorable toward them and that you don't care too much for them. If you don't feel 

particularly warm or cold with  these candidates, you would rate them at the 50 degree 

mark. 

Cool/Unfavorable 0--------------------50--------------------100 Warm/Favorable 

Candidate A: _______ degrees 

Candidate B: _______ degrees 

7. What is your age? ___________ years. 

8. What is your gender? 

□Male  
 
□Female 
 

9. What is your ethnicity? 

□Caucasian/White 
 
□African American 
 
□Hispanic/Latino 
 
□Native American 
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□Asian 
 
□Pacific Islander 
 
□Middle Eastern 
 
□Other 
 

10. Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? 
 

□Democrat 
 
□Republican 
 
□Independent or other 
 

11. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 
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