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Abstract

We examined how merely sharing attitudes with a good listener shapes speakers’ attitudes. We predicted that high-quality
(i.e., empathic, attentive, and nonjudgmental) listening reduces speakers’ social anxiety and leads them to delve deeper
into their attitude-relevant knowledge (greater self-awareness). This, subsequently, differentially affects two components
of speaker’s attitude certainty by increasing attitude clarity, but not attitude correctness. In addition, we predicted that this
increased clarity is followed by increased attitude-expression intentions, but not attitude-persuasion intentions. VWe obtained
consistent support for our hypotheses across five experiments (including one preregistered study), manipulating listening
behavior in a variety of ways. This is the first evidence that an interpersonal variable, unrelated to the attitude itself, can affect

attitude clarity and its consequences.
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People are eager to be listened to and really be understood by
the people with whom they interact. The listening they
receive is multidimensional in nature, and it includes cogni-
tive processes, such as paying attention, understanding,
receiving, and interpreting messages (Jones, 2011); affective
processes, such as being empathic and nonjudgmental toward
the speaker’s messages (Rogers, 1980); and behavioral pro-
cesses, such as asking questions (Van Quaquebeke & Felps,
2016) and back-channeling (responses such as nodding and
generic vocalizations; Bavelas, Coates, & Johnson, 2000).
Experiencing high-quality listening has been found to have
numerous effects on speakers, including improving their per-
formance at work (Bergeron & Laroche, 2009), increasing
perceptions of self-knowledge (Pasupathi, 2001), and
decreased depression (Hale, Jansen, Bouhuys, & van den
Hoofdakker, 1997), among others.

However, although listening is an essential part of every
social interaction, it has not received much attention in the
field of social psychology and, specifically, social influence.
In this work, we sought to test whether listeners who are
empathic, attentive, and nonjudgmental, who convey no per-
suasive attempt, influence speakers’ attitudes. We posit that
high-quality listening will affect speakers’ emotional and
cognitive processes and in turn will affect the certainty with
which they hold their attitudes.

Attitude Certainty

Attitude certainty is defined as the extent to which people
view an attitude as valid and hold it with confidence (Gross,
Holtz, & Miller, 1995). The construct of attitude certainty can
be conceptually and empirically separated into two distinct
facets: attitude clarity—the subjective sense of truly knowing
one’s attitude on a topic—and attitude correctness—the sub-
jective sense that one’s attitude is correct and reflects the right
way to think about an attitude object (Petrocelli, Tormala, &
Rucker, 2007). These facets have distinct antecedents and
consequences. In terms of antecedents, attitude correctness,
but not attitude clarity, is increased by social consensus
(Petrocelli et al., 2007), whereas attitude clarity, but not atti-
tude correctness, is increased by repeated expression
(Petrocelli et al., 2007). In terms of consequences, both clar-
ity and correctness independently increase resistance to per-
suasion (Petrocelli et al., 2007), and play a role in directing
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attitude-expression intentions (Cheatham & Tormala, 2015).
Yet, attitude correctness, but not attitude clarity, promote a
more competitive conflict style (Rios, DeMarree, & Statzer,
2014) and a drive to persuade others (Cheatham & Tormala,
2015). We seek to contribute to the differentiation between
the constructs of attitude clarity and attitude correctness via
an exploration of how these constructs are affected differen-
tially by experiencing high-quality listening. We propose that
attitude clarity, but not attitude correctness, increases when
people share their attitude with a listener demonstrating high-
quality listening.

Listening and Clarity

A listener who is attentive, empathic, and nonjudgmental
conveys acceptance and perceived social regard to the
speaker (Rogers, 1980), reducing the speaker’s self-presen-
tational concerns (Itzchakov, Kluger, & Castro, 2017). By
signaling acceptance, a high-quality listener reduces the
speaker’s concerns about obtaining social approval (e.g.,
concerns with expressing an attitude that will yield social
acceptance). Rather, such speaker should be able to process
and express thoughts with more authenticity, which is associ-
ated with greater clarity (Kernis & Goldman, 2006).

Indeed, Rogers (1951) hypothesized that the “atmosphere
of safety” created by high-quality listening allows the speaker
to relax and become aware of conflicting ideas within the self.
Consequently, a speaker who experiences high-quality listen-
ing may have greater clarity because of this deeper under-
standing and awareness of the complexity of the issue.
Moreover, because high-quality listening typically includes
asking questions in an open way that invites the speaker to
elaborate on the issue (e.g., “Is there anything more you want
to add?”’; Van Quaquebeke & Felps, 2016), the speaker may
be encouraged to introspect and become more self-aware.
This increased awareness of one’s evaluation, much like
repeated expression (Petrocelli et al., 2007), could lead the
speaker to experience greater clarity in their attitude.

The postulated effect of listening on attitude clarity is
consistent with research that examined the correlation
between listening and other, potentially related, forms of
clarity. Specifically, among zero-acquaintance dyads engag-
ing in a short-term conversation, perceived partner listening
was correlated with self-clarity, using items such as “I got a
clearer picture of who I am” (Lloyd, Boer, Kluger, & Voelpel,
2015). Second, week-to-week fluctuations in perceived men-
tor listening were positively correlated with fluctuations in
reported clarity, operationalized both as role and situational
clarity, among new workers in a high-tech organization
(Cohen, 2014). Although these past studies did not manipu-
late listening quality nor measured atfitude clarity, they are
consistent with our hypothesis.

However, high-quality listening should not make speak-
ers feel that their attitude is more correct. Foremost, receiv-
ing high-quality listening does not lead speakers to infer
social consensus (Itzchakov et al., 2017; Study 4). That is,

high-quality listening does not necessarily convey agreement
with the speakers’ attitudes, but rather involves signals of
alertness and responsiveness that cue speakers that what they
have to say is valuable and worth consideration (Pasupathi &
Hoyt, 2010). Support for this notion comes from work about
intellectual humility. When people feel they are being heard
and understood, they tend to experience an increase in intel-
lectual humility, one consequence of which is people’s
acknowledgment of their own limitations and the recognition
that they might be wrong (Reis, 2017). Thus, because high-
quality listening does not necessarily entail that the listener
provides consensus to the speaker’s attitude and because it
may open the listener up to the possibility that they might be
wrong, we do not expect listening to have an independent
effect on attitude correctness.

Furthermore, being listened to leads the speaker to
express attitudes that are more objectively ambivalent—
more aware of both pros and cons (Itzchakov et al., 2017).
This, in turn, suggests that listening is unlikely to increase
attitude correctness because a person who becomes aware
of both pros and cons is not likely to feel that any specific
attitude is the correct one. Critically, experiencing high-
quality listening was found to make speakers acknowledge
both the good and the bad aspects of their attitude while
reducing the experience of evaluative conflict—subjective
ambivalence.

Based on the above, our primary hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Perceiving high-quality listening increases
speakers’ attitude clarity but not attitude correctness.

In addition, we sought to investigate the putative mecha-
nisms underlying the proposed effect. We postulate that
high-quality listening increases attitude clarity by affective
(reduced social anxiety) and cognitive processes (increased
self-awareness). We suggest that these processes work
together to enhance attitude clarity.

Social anxiety involves fear of interpersonal evaluation
in social settings (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). Anxiety has
been found to impair decision-making processes, which
might result in reduced clarity of one’s attitudes (Eysenck,
Derakshan, Santos, & Calvo, 2007). Anxiety is also nega-
tively related to self-concept clarity (SCC; Schwartz,
Klimstra, Luyckx, Hale, & Meeus, 2012). Although most
conceptualizations of SCC are broader than the definition of
attitude clarity (Campbell et al., 1996; DeMarree &
Bobrowski, in press), the documented relationship between
social anxiety and SCC offers indirect support for the plau-
sibility of anxiety as a mechanism. According to Rogers
(1951), decreased anxiety leads to a more complete and
nondefensive exploration of oneself, which would lead to
discovering experiences of which a person had been
unaware, thus creating a more broad and clear perspective.
Congruent with this, feeling understood and validated by
partners, which reduces anxiety (Dour et al., 2014), leads
people to consider information they typically do not—their
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Figure 1. Multiple-mediator model of self-awareness and social anxiety as mediators of the effect of perceived listening on attitude
clarity, and attitude clarity as a mediator of attitude-expression intentions.

shortcomings (Caprariello & Reis, 2011). Hence, reduction
in anxiety should lead to deeper explorations of one’s atti-
tudes, which we predict should increase attitude clarity.
Thus, we expected that listening-reduced social anxiety will
increase attitude clarity.

Hypothesis 2: Perceiving high-quality listening decreases
speakers’ social anxiety and consequently increases atti-
tude clarity.

The above reduction in social anxiety should facilitate
self-awareness. By freeing the self from anxiety-related
thoughts, a speaker will be better able to consider and articu-
late their opinion without the constraints of self-presenta-
tional concerns. However, receiving high-quality listening
can also increase self-awareness more directly. A good lis-
tener creates a psychologically safe atmosphere for the
speaker (Castro, Kluger, & Itzchakov, 2016; Itzchakov,
Castro, & Kluger, 2016), which enables introspection and
awareness. We suggest that this form of awareness corre-
sponds to the construct of reflective self-awareness, which is
defined as an attention toward the self that is motivated by
curiosity or epistemic interest in the self. Reflective self-
awareness can be distinguished from ruminative self-aware-
ness, which is defined as attention toward the self that is
motivated by perceived threat, loss, or injustice to the self
(Trapnell & Campbell, 1999). The sense of acceptance pro-
vided by the listener will allow the speaker to be less defen-
sive (i.e., less one-sided, extreme) in consideration of
thoughts and feelings about an issue (Itzchakov et al., 2017).
Furthermore, this sense of acceptance will lead the speaker
to believe that their thoughts and feelings are worthy of con-
sideration, leading the speaker to think more deeply and
openly (i.e., with greater reflective self-awareness).
Consequently, we predict that high-quality listening will
increase reflective self-awareness both directly and indi-
rectly through social anxiety.

The listening-induced increase in speakers’ self-aware-
ness should subsequently increase attitude clarity because
self-awareness entails greater self-knowledge (McGuire &
McGuire, 1988). Indeed, perceived and actual self-knowl-
edge increased attitude clarity, but not attitude correctness

(Totton & Rios, 2015). Thus, we expect that listening-
induced self-awareness will increase attitude clarity.

Hypothesis 3: Perceiving high-quality listening increases
speakers’ reflective self-awareness and consequently
increases attitude clarity.

We predict that high-quality listening increases attitude
clarity both via its direct effects on social anxiety and reflec-
tive self-awareness and through an indirect effect of listening
on self-awareness mediated by social anxiety (see Figure 1).

Hypothesis 4: The effects of listening on attitude clarity
are simultaneously mediated by both social anxiety and
reflective self-awareness.

In addition, we postulate that the listening-induced effect of
attitude clarity is consequential. That is, perceiving high-quality
listening also affects advocacy intentions. Advocacy has been
conceptually and operationally defined in terms of attempts
both to express one’s attitudes and to persuade others to adopt
one’s attitudes (Akhtar, Paunesku, & Tormala, 2013). Attitude-
persuasion intentions involve attempting or seeking to persuade
others to adopt one’s attitude, whereas attitude-expression inten-
tions refer to an interest and willingness to share one’s opinion
with others, even when there is no explicit desire to change oth-
ers’ attitudes. Attitude-expression intentions are positively
related to both attitude correctness and attitude clarity, whereas
attitude-persuasion intentions are positively related only to atti-
tude correctness (Cheatham & Tormala, 2015).

Hypothesis 5: High-quality listening will increase speak-
ers’ attitude-expression intentions, but not persuasion
intentions, via an increase in attitude clarity.

Finally, we note that recent work has examined effects of
listening on other dimensions of attitude strength.
Specifically, Itzchakov et al. (2017) found that high-quality
listening decreased attitude extremity and increased the pres-
ence of conflicting evaluations (i.e., objective ambivalence)
while reducing the extent to which these conflicting evalua-
tions predict the experience of ambivalence (i.e., subjective
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ambivalence). Critically, we predict that any effects on clar-
ity will occur beyond those documented in previous research.
Furthermore, the consequence of clarity we examine (atti-
tude-expression intentions) has not been linked to subjective
ambivalence.

Overview of Studies

We conducted five experiments to test our hypotheses.
Portions of Studies 2 and 3 were initially reported in Itzchakov
et al. (2017). Critically, the analyses reported in the current
article were not reported previously. In each study, we exam-
ined the effects of perceived listening on attitude clarity and
examined the potential mediating role of social anxiety and
reflective self-awareness. We used a variety of listening qual-
ity manipulations, including experimentally manipulated lis-
tening quality with a vignette (Study 1), by using trained
versus untrained listeners (Study 2), and by using distracted
versus nondistracted listeners (Studies 3-5). In addition, in
Studies 3 to 5, we also examined potential consequences of
attitude clarity. All materials in each study were presented to
participants in Hebrew. English translations of all materials for
each study are available in the supplementary materials.

Study |

Our first goal in Study 1 was to test whether perceived listen-
ing increased speaker’s attitude clarity above and beyond
any effects on attitude correctness. Our second goal was to
test whether social anxiety played a role as a mediator of the
effect of listening on attitude clarity.'

Method

Participants. We recruited 219 volunteer participants through
social networks. Of these, 26 participants answered only the
first items and, thus, were excluded from the analysis, leav-
ing a sample size of 193, M,,, = 30.9, SD = 8.51, 45.1%
females. Our sample size has a power of .80 to detect the
average effect size obtained in previous manipulations of
attitude clarity (repeated expression; Cheatham & Tormala,
2015; Petrocelli et al., 2007), Cohen’s = .24.

Procedure. We first invited participants to think for 20 s about
a colleague toward whom they held a negative attitude. Par-
ticipants were unable to go to the next screen before time
ended. Next, we presented a scenario in which participants
were talking with a friend, other than the one they imagined
in the first part of the study. We manipulated perceived lis-
tening by changing the description of the friend’s attention,
comprehension efforts, and presence (e.g., by manipulating
the friend’s interest and asking follow-up questions; see sup-
plementary materials). We randomly assigned participants to
a high-, a moderate-, or a poor-quality listening condition.
Finally, participants answered the questionnaires below.

Measures

Perceived listening. We adapted seven items from a Lis-
tening Scale (Itzchakov et al., 2017), tailored to the current
vignette (e.g., “I felt the friend listened to me”).

Attitude clarity and correctness. We adapted a seven-item
measure (Petrocelli et al., 2007), which consists of four items
measuring clarity (e.g., “How certain are you that you know
what your true attitude toward the colleague really is?”’) and
three items measuring correctness (e.g., “How certain are
you that your attitude toward the colleague is the correct atti-
tude to have?”).

Social anxiety. We used the seven-item State-Social-Anx-
iety scale (Kashdan & Steger, 2006) and adapted it to our
experimental setting (e.g., “I was worried about what the lis-
tener thought of me”).

Objective ambivalence. We examined objective ambiva-
lence as a control variable and measured it using a Split-
Semantic-Differential scale, which included two pairs of
items, one positive and one negative, asking about cognitive
or emotional aspects of the attitude object (Kaplan, 1972).
Items related to the positive aspect ranged from 0 to 10 on a
Likert-type scale (o =.93), whereas items related to the nega-
tive aspect ranged from —10 to 0 (o = .87). We calculated
objective ambivalence as (Positive + [Negative|) / 2 — |(Posi-
tive — [Negative|)] (Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin, 1995);
scores range from —5 to 10.

Attitude extremity. We examined attitude extremity as a
control variable and calculated it by the formula: |Positive
+ Negative| (Kaplan, 1972). The scale ranged from 0 to 10.
Higher scores indicated more extreme attitude.

Results and Discussion

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics, including reliabil-
ity, and intercorrelations for all measures. In all the studies,
the means and standard deviations by experimental condi-
tions are provided in the supplementary materials.

Listening manipulation check. Participants in the high-qual-
ity listening condition experienced the highest levels of
perceived listening, whereas participants in the poor-qual-
ity listening condition experienced the lowest levels, F(2,
190) =168.76, p < .001, nf) =.64, 95% confidence interval
(CI) = [0.56, 0.70], indicating that our manipulation was
successful.

Main effects. Listening increased both attitude clarity, F(2,
190) = 8.34, p < .001, nf) =.08, 95% CI=1[0.02, 0.16], and
attitude correctness, F(2, 190) = 5.23, p = .006, nf) = .06,
95% CI=[0.01, 0.12]. However, as in previous studies (Rios
et al., 2014), the correlation between attitude clarity and
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics for Study |.

M SD I 2 3 4 5 6
|. Perceived listening 4.70 2.15 (91
2. Social anxiety 3.39 1.60 -.44 (.86)
3. Attitude clarity 4.60 1.27 .28 -.24 (.94)
4. Attitude correctness 4.47 1.14 .18 -.08 .67 (.84)
5. Objective ambivalence 4.83 3.03 21 -5 -.06 -.08 (NA)
6. Attitude extremity 2.58 1.52 —-14 .10 .03 .16 -.88 (NA)

Note. Reliabilities in parentheses. Values in bold differ from 0 at p < .05, and the value in italics differs from 0 at p <.10.

p=-43 (.08)

Social anxiety

B=-23 (.09)

Listening quality

(-1= poor, 0 =moderate, 1=high)

B=-.10 (.06)

Attitude clarity

Controlled for attitude correctness

Figure 2. Study |: Estimates of a mediation model.

Note. The values in parentheses indicate the effect of the manipulation on attitude clarity (controlling for correctness) before controlling for social anxiety.

*p < .0l.

correctness was strong (see Table 1). Hence, to examine the
independent effects of each measure, we submitted each cer-
tainty measure to an ANCOVA that controlled for the other
form. Consistent with predictions, when controlling for atti-
tude correctness, participants in the high-quality listening
condition reported greater clarity, M,g,qeq = 4.83, than par-
ticipants in the moderate- and poor-listening conditions,
M, gjusiea = 4.57, 4.40, respectively, F(2, 189) =3.18, p = .044,
M, = .03. Controlling for clarity, however, participants
reported similar levels of attitude correctness in the high-,
moderate-, and poor-quality listening conditions, M,gj5eq =
4.48,4.42,4.36, respectively, F(2, 189) =0.27,p =763, ;,
=.00, 95% CI =[0.00, 0.03]. Moreover, the effect of the lis-
tening manipulation on clarity was significant also when
controlling for correctness and objective ambivalence, F(2,
188) =5.00, p =.008, ni =.05, 95% CI=[0.004, 0.12], and
marginally significant when controlling for both attitude cor-
rectness and extremity, F(2, 188) =2.50, p = .084, ni, =.03,
95% CI1=10.00, 0.08].

Mediation analysis. Participants in the high-quality listen-
ing condition reported the lowest levels of social anxiety,
whereas participants in the poor-quality listening condition
reported the highest levels, F(2, 190) = 16.30, p < .001, ni
= .15, 95% CI = [0.06, 0.23]. To simplify our mediation
analysis and to be consistent with the relatively linear effects
observed across conditions, we created a contrast code for
the experimental manipulation, assigning the values of 1, 0,
and —1, to the high-, moderate-, and poor-quality listening
conditions, respectively.

Next, we examined whether social anxiety mediated the
effect of listening condition on attitude clarity, using boot-
strapping procedures (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). To test this
hypothesis, in this and all the following studies, the depen-
dent variable was attitude clarity, controlling for attitude cor-
rectness, and the test was based on 95% CI of 5,000
bootstrapped samples. As can be seen in Figure 2, the indi-
rect effect was significant, f = .10, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.17],
whereas the direct effect was not significant, § =—.10, 95%
CI = [-0.02, 0.23]. The results suggest that social anxiety
played a mediating role in the effect on attitude clarity.

In sum, in Study 1, the perception of being listened to
increased attitude clarity, and this effect was mediated by
social anxiety. Moreover, listening increased attitude clarity
above and beyond the effects on attitude correctness and
objective ambivalence. However, Study 1 employed
vignettes to manipulate listening, rather than actual listening
behavior. Although this is a potential weakness, past work
suggests that people’s perceptions of listening are often criti-
cal to the effects of listening (e.g., Pasupathi, 2001), and
some previous work also finds that these perceptions can
even occur in the absence of an objectively high-quality-lis-
tening encounter (Bodie, Jones, Vickery, Hatcher, &
Cannava, 2014). Nevertheless, all future studies manipulated
actual listening behavior.

Study 2

Our goals in Study 2 were to replicate the results of Study
1 with actual listeners, to test both social anxiety and
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self-awareness as potential mediators of the effect of perceived
listening on attitude clarity, and to examine whether the effects
are independent of listening effects documented in previous
research.

Method

Participants. We recruited 98 first-year undergraduates from
a local university to participate in exchange for course credit,
M, =244, SD = 2.30, 48% female. This sample size has a
power of .82 to detect the overall effect on clarity obtained in

Study 1 (Cohen’s d equivalent = .59).

Procedure. Participants first read a newspaper article describ-
ing a recent Supreme Court (Israel) decision ordering the
Israeli military to return the corpses of terrorists who commit-
ted a suicide attack back to their families. After reading the
article, participants completed a brief questionnaire about their
political attitudes. Next, we told participants that they would
be discussing the topic with another participant and that one of
them would be randomly assigned to speak about their attitude
for 15-min, while the other would listen. Actually, we assigned
all participants the speaking role, and randomly assigned them
to receive either high- or moderate-quality listening.

In the high-quality listening condition, the listeners were
recent graduates from the university’s social work depart-
ment (one female, two males, M, =26.9, SD = 1.26). Social
work students complete either five or six interpersonal-com-
munication courses, and they undergo 2 years of practical
training for 16 to 21 hr a week. A major part of the practical
training is listening to clients. We instructed these social
work students to “listen to your interlocutor as you were
trained to listen.”

In the moderate listening condition, the listeners were
three undergraduate business students (one female, two
males, M,,. = 25.44, SD = 1.88). Listeners in the moderate
listening condition were instructed to “listen to your inter-
locutor as you usually listen.” It is noteworthy that speakers
did not know the listeners were confederates and thought
they were simply other participants in the study. After the
15-min conversation, we asked participants to fill out ques-
tionnaires containing the manipulation check and dependent
variables. Finally, participants were debriefed.

Measures

Listening manipulation check. We used seven items from the
Constructive-Listening-Behavior scale (Kluger & Bouskila-
Yam, in press), adapted to fit the experimental setting. [tems
ranged from 1 = to a very small degree to 7 = to a very high
degree (e.g., “my interlocutor tried hard to understand what
I was saying”).

Article’s political leaning. We asked participants to rate the
extent to which they felt the content in the article represented
a left- versus a right-wing opinion on a 100-point scale on

which higher values corresponded to a right-wing opinion,
with 50 representing a neutral/balanced view. Participants
perceived the article to lean, not significantly, toward a left-
wing opinion, M =45.3, SD =26.7, 95% CI = [40.0, 50.6].

Participant’s political attitude. We asked participants to rate
their political attitude using the following items: “What is
your political preference?” and “When it comes to national
security, what policy do you support?” The scale ranged
from 0 to 10, where 0 = extremely right, 5 = neutral, and 10
= extremely left. The reliability of the items was sufficient, o
=.85; hence, we averaged the scores to a measure of political
attitudes. Participants reported, on average, moderate politi-
cal attitudes, leaning toward the left, M = 5.50, SD = 4.33.

Listener’s political attitude. We asked participants to rate
their perception of the listener’s political attitude. Scores
were on the same scale as for article’s political leaning.
On average, participants perceived their listener’s political
attitude as relatively moderate, leaning toward the left, M =
45.9,SD =24.2.

Attitude clarity and correctness. We used the same measures
of attitude clarity and correctness as in Study 1, adapted for
the current topic.

Social anxiety and objective ambivalence. Measured as in
Study 1.

Self-awareness. We adopted six items from the reflective
self-awareness measure (Trapnell & Campbell, 1999) that
were amenable to creating a state-self-awareness measure
relevant to our experimental context (e.g., “When I was talk-
ing, I felt I explored my inner-self”), using a scale ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.

Subjective ambivalence. We measured subjective ambiva-
lence with a three-item scale, modified to fit the context of
the conversation (e.g., “I feel conflicted regarding my atti-
tude toward returning bodies”; Priester & Petty, 1996).

Results and Discussion

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and intercorrela-
tions of all measures.

Listening manipulation check and controls. Speakers in the
high-quality listening condition perceived better listening
(our manipulation check) than participants in the moderate
listening condition, #(96) = 5.08, p < .001, 95% Clyierence =
[0.61, 1.45]> d = 1.03. Thus, the manipulation was
successful.

Main effects. Participants in the high-quality listening condi-
tion reported higher attitude clarity, #(96) = 3.04, p = .003,
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Study 2.

M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
|. Perceived listening 5.90 .13 (.90)
2. Social anxiety 2.46 1.57 -35 (.85)
3. Reflective self-awareness 4.00 1.17 .25 -29 (.85)
4. Attitude clarity 4.86 0.80 .27 -33 .39 (91)
5. Attitude correctness 4.11 0.71 .04 -.0l A7 .45 (.82)
6. Objective ambivalence 6.92 5.35 .21 -29 12 -.14 -.08 (NA)
7. Attitude extremity 2.76 2.56 -19 49 -.15 -.13 .09 -43 (NA)
8. Subjective ambivalence 4.32 2.70 -.26 .14 -1 -4l -44 3l -.38 (:90)

Note. Reliabilities in parentheses. Values in bold differ from 0 at p < .05, and values in italics differ from 0 at p <.10.

95% Clgigrerence = [0.17, 0.77], d = 0.62, and a marginally sig-
nificant higher attitude correctness, #96) = 1.64, p = .104,
95% Clyifterence = [0.04, 0.50], d = 0.33, compared with the
moderate listening condition. The effect of listening on atti-
tude clarity remained significant after controlling for attitude
correctness, with people in the high-quality listening condi-
tion reporting greater clarity, M,gj,5eq = 5-03, than partici-
pants in the moderate-quality listening condition, M,ggeq =
4.67, F(1,95)=6.46, p = .013, ni =.06, 95% CI =[0.003,
0.19]. However, when controlling for attitude clarity, there
was no effect on attitude correctness, F(1, 95) = 0.12, p =
729, nf, =.00, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.05]. The effects of the
experimental manipulation on attitude clarity were signifi-
cant when controlling for attitude correctness and objective
ambivalence, F(1, 94) = 8.58, p =.004, nf) =.06, 95% CI =
[0.01, 0.20]; attitude correctness and extremity, F(1, 94) =
4.63, p =.034, nf] = .05, 95% CI = [0.001, 0.15]; and mar-
ginally significant when controlling for attitude correctness
and subjective ambivalence, F(1, 94) =3.72, p = .057, ni =
.04, 95% CI=10.00, 0.14].

Participants in the high-quality listening condition
reported lower levels of social anxiety, #(96) = —4.22, p <
.001, 95% Clyitterence = [-1.81, —0.65], d = —0.85, and higher
self-awareness, #(96) = 4.03, p <.001, 95% Clgerence = [0.37,
1.24],d=0.82.

Because perceptions of social consensus can affect atti-
tude correctness (Petrocelli et al., 2007), we wanted to make
sure that the listening manipulation did not create percep-
tions of consensus by unintentionally manipulating per-
ceived agreement of the listener. Such consensus would be
indicated by increased congruence between participants’
own attitudes and the perceived attitudes of the listener in the
high-quality listening condition. To examine this, we
regressed participants’ perceptions of the listener’s attitude
on participants’ own attitude, listening condition, and the
interaction of these two variables. In a hierarchical regres-
sion analysis, the interaction was not significant, AR? = .02,
AF=1.18, p = .28, suggesting that the listening manipulation
did not affect perceived consensus by the listener. Thus, this
analysis did not provide support for the alternative that the
listening condition affected perceived consensus.

Mediation analysis. We tested serial mediation using Model
6 in PROCESS (Hayes, 2013). The standardized indirect
effect for the serial mediation (listening — social anxiety —
reflective self-awareness — attitude clarity) was significant,
B=.02,95% CI=[0.001, 0.06]. The parallel single-mediator
indirect effects of the manipulation via social anxiety, fs =
.11, 95% CI=[0.03, 0.20], and reflective self-awareness, =
.07,95% CI=[0.001, 0.20], were also significant. The direct
effect was not significant, f = .05, 95% CI = [-0.16, 0.26]
(see Figure 3). Thus, this model suggests that clarity was
affected by both social anxiety and reflective self-awareness,
each of which was affected by listening. Furthermore, listen-
ing had both a direct and an indirect effect through social
anxiety on self-awareness. That is, there was simultaneous
support for parallel indirect effects through social anxiety
and self-awareness and for a serial indirect effect.

Furthermore, to distinguish between attitude clarity and
subjective ambivalence, we run the same mediation model
(PROCESS, Model 6) with subjective ambivalence as an
outcome. Neither the serial, p = —.0001, 95% CI = [-0.011,
0.004], nor the parallel indirect effects through social anxi-
ety, B =.001, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.05], nor self-awareness, 3
=.03, 95% CI=[-0.07, 0.15], were significant. These results
suggest that the mediation model does not predict a change
in subjective ambivalence.

In sum, Study 2 replicated the results of Study 1 while
manipulating actual listening using trained listeners.
Furthermore, perceiving high-quality listening decreased
speakers’ social anxiety and increased reflective self-aware-
ness; this, in turn, mediated the effect of the listening manip-
ulation on attitude clarity. However, the use of trained
listeners has a couple of limitations. First, it introduces a
potential confound between the listener and the listening
behavior. Second, although we used an actual interaction, the
ecological validity of the interaction may be limited.
Specifically, it is unclear whether the effects of listening
would extend to differences in listening quality among
untrained listeners. Hence, in Study 3, we manipulated lis-
tening in a way that is independent of the listener’s back-
ground training and more closely resembles an ordinary peer
interaction.
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Figure 3. Study 2: Standardized estimates of simultaneous-mediation model.

Note. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < .05. *p < .01.

Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 have demonstrated consistent effects of high-
quality listening on attitude clarity, as well as on our pro-
posed mediating variables of social anxiety and reflective
self-awareness. However, a critical question is whether the
effects of listening on attitude clarity consequently affect
behavior intentions (Hypothesis 5). In addition, in Study 3,
we manipulated low-quality listening via a distraction, which
is easier to implement because it does not rely on using
trained listeners.

Method

Participants. We recruited 102 first-year undergraduate stu-
dents from the Hebrew University of Jerusalem to participate
in exchange for course credit, M,,, = 23.60, SD = 2.30, 64%
female. This sample size has a power of .85 to detect the
average effect size obtained in Studies 1 and 2 (d = 0.60).

Procedure. We randomly assigned each dyad to either high-
or low-quality listening condition and randomly determined
which person in the dyad would adopt the speaker-first role
or the listener-first role. Next, we asked randomly those
assigned to a speaker-first role to read a short paragraph
either about a possible tax on junk food to encourage health-
ier eating (Clark, Wegener, & Fabrigar, 2008), or about an
ostensible-university requirement that students volunteer for
50 hr in some sort of work that will benefit society (Baker &
Petty, 1994).

Then, the speaker—listener dyads set in predestinated
chairs, facing each other, and asked speakers to talk for 12
min about the topic they had been assigned. We asked all
listeners to “listen as you would listen to a close friend.” Yet,
behind the speakers’ chair, there were five computer screens
visible only to listeners. In the low-quality listening condi-
tion, the five computer screens flickered fast in black and
white, whereas in the high-quality listening condition the
computers were turned off. Note that we labeled the

condition without distraction as high-quality listening, but
this is a relative comparison, as the quality of listening is not
necessarily as high as the listening of the trained listeners in
Study 2.

After the conversation, speakers answered a questionnaire
containing the research variables, including measures of
their attitudes and attitude clarity toward the topic they just
talked about. After answering the questionnaires, we asked
participants to switch chairs and speaker—listener roles for an
additional 12-min conversation. In the second round, speak-
ers received the paragraph describing the second topic. After
completion of the second conversation, we asked the speak-
ers to complete the parallel measures, this time tailored to the
topic of the second conversation.

We found no difference in perceived listening between the
first and second speakers, #(100) = 0.47, p = .64, nor an inter-
action between the order of speaker and experimental condi-
tion on perceived listening, F(1, 98) = 0.06, p = .81.
Moreover, there was no interaction between the attitude topic
and experimental condition on any of our dependent vari-
ables (DVs), all F's(1, 98) < 1.38, ps > .24,

Measures. Unless otherwise noted, we presented all items on
scales ranging from 1 = not at all agree to 9 = completely agree.

Perceived listening (manipulation check). We used the same
items as in Study 2, but expanded to a 10-point response
scale to 0 = not at all agree to 10 = completely agree.

Listener distraction. We measured the extent to which the
distraction had an effect on listeners by asking them “dur-
ing the conversation I experienced disturbances which hurt
my ability to concentrate” and “the conditions in the room
allowed me to listen without disturbances (reverse coded).”

Social anxiety, self-awareness, attitude clarity, attitude cor-
rectness, objective ambivalence, subjective ambivalence, attitude
extremity. We used the same measure as in previous studies.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Study 3.

M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I

|. Listener distraction 456 209 (94

2. Perceived listening 757 181 =70 (.90)

3. Social anxiety 246 1.57 39 =33 (.95

4. Reflective self-awareness 505 196 =32 .26 -28 (.89)

5. Attitude clarity 714 153 -28 56 -42 36 (94

6. Attitude correctness 629 158 -19 34 -4 A7 JL (91

7. Objective ambivalence 753 6.07 =35 21 =26 40 07 -04 (NA)

8. Attitude extremity 387 317 .24 -7 09 -19 .15 A7 =80 (NA)

9. Attitude-expression intentions  6.87 2.09 -.20 57 -49 15 75 .59 .08 06 (.92)
10. Persuasion intentions 533 211 .05 31 =20 .29 .51 .65 .03 15 61 (.90)
I'l. Subjective ambivalence 210 198 .25 -34 30 -24 -37 -28 23 =22 -20 -26 (90)

Note. Reliabilities in parentheses. Values in bold differ from 0 at p < .05, and values in italics differ from 0 at p <.10.

Attitude-expression intentions. Three items were used to
assess attitude-expression intentions (Cheatham & Tormala,
2015). An example item was as follows: “Regarding the
topic you just discussed, how likely would you be to share
your views with your friends or family?”

Attitude-persuasion intentions. Three items were used to
assess persuasion intentions (Cheatham & Tormala, 2015).
An example item was as follows: “How likely would you be
to try to persuade your friends or family to your position on
this topic?”

Analysis. Because these data were potentially nonindepen-
dent (i.e., participants nested within a dyad), we first calcu-
lated the intraclass correlation (ICC) of all dependent
variables. ICCs were between .15 and .39. When ICC < 45,
in dyadic data, the level of nonindependence is inconsequen-
tial, and ordinary least squares (OLS) analyses typically
yield the same conclusions as hierarchical linear modeling
(Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Hence, we employed OLS as
in previous studies.

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among variables
are presented in Table 3.

Listening manipulation check. Speakers in the high-quality lis-
tening condition perceived better listening than speakers in
the distracted listening condition, #100) = 4.41, p < .001,
95% Cliggerence = 10-83, 2.09], d = 0.89. Thus, our manipula-
tion was successful. In addition, listeners in the high-quality
listening condition reported feeling less distracted than lis-
teners in the distracted listening condition, #100) = 6.20, p <
.001, 95% Clyisrerence = [2-06, 4.00], d = 1.24.

Main effects. Speakers in the high-quality listening condi-
tion, in comparison with the distracted listening condition,

reported lower social anxiety, #(100) =—3.29, p = .001, 95%
CI=[-1.82,-0.45], d = —0.66; higher sclf-awareness, #(100)
=341, p <.001, 95% Cligerence = [0.54, 2.05], d = 0.68;
higher attitude clarity, (100) =2.97, p = .004, 95% Clierence
=10.29, 1.45], d = 0.59; and, marginally, higher attitude cor-
rectness, #(100) = 1.95, p =.054, 95% CI1 =[-0.01, 1.22], d =
0.39. An ANCOVA indicated that speakers in the high-qual-
ity listening condition, M,g,qeq = 7-40, felt higher attitude
clarity, controlling for attitude correctness, than speakers in
the distracted listening condition, M,gjgeq = 6.92, F(1, 99) =
4.76, p = .031, ni =.05, 95% CI=[0.001, 0.15]. However,
when controlling for attitude clarity, speakers reported simi-
lar attitude correctness across the high quality, M,g,ea =
6.27, and the distracted listening conditions, M,gjseq = 6-30,
F(1,99)=0.02, p = .887, nf, =.00, 95% CI =[0.00, 0.01].
Moreover, the effects of the listening manipulation on atti-
tude clarity were marginally significant when controlling for
both attitude correctness and objective ambivalence, F(1, 98)
=3.23,p=.075, ni =.03, 95% CI=10.00, 0.12]; significant
when controlling for attitude correctness and attitude extrem-
ity, F(1, 98) = 8.00, p = .006, nf, = .08, 95% CI = [0.01,
0.19]; and marginally significant when controlling for atti-
tude correctness and subjective ambivalence, F(1, 98) =
3.84, p=.053, ni =.04, 95% CI =[0.00, 0.13]. In addition,
the speakers in the high-quality listening condition reported
more attitude-expression intentions than the speakers in the
distracted listening condition, #100) = 1.99, p = .049, 95%
Cliitference = [0.003, 1.50], d = 0.39. However, there was no
effect on persuasion intentions, #(100) = 0.95, p = .34, 95%
Cliitference = [-0.43, 1.23], d = 0.19, consistent with Hypoth-
esis 5.

Mediation analysis. As in Study 2, we conducted media-
tion analysis using Model 6 in PROCESS. The standardized
indirect effect for the serial mediation was significant, p =
.02, 95% CI = [0.002, 0.05]. The parallel indirect effects of
the manipulation via social anxiety, p = .13, 95% CI = [0.06,
0.22], and reflective self-awareness, = .06, 95% CI=[0.01,
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Figure 4. Study 3: Standardized estimates of simultaneous-mediation model.

Note. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < .05.%p < .0l.

0.17], were also significant, whereas the direct effect was not
significant, = .00, 95% CI = [-0.19, 0.21] (see Figure 4).
Moreover, all standardized indirect effects of the listening
manipulation via attitude clarity (residualized from attitude
correctness) on attitude-expression intentions were signifi-
cant (see supplementary materials for indirect effects in Stud-
ies 3-5), thus providing support for Hypothesis 5.

Furthermore, we ran the same mediation model with sub-
jective ambivalence as an outcome replacing attitude clarity.
Neither the serial, § = .001, 95% CI = [-0.005, 0.015], nor
the parallel indirect effects through social anxiety, f =—.13,
95% CI=[-0.27, 0.04], nor self-awareness, 3 =—.05, 95% CI
=[-0.15, 0.01], were significant.

In addition, we extended the mediation models to examine
the outcome—attitude-expression intentions. When we tested
the indirect effects of the listening manipulation via attitude
clarity on attitude-expression intentions, controlling for sub-
jective ambivalence, the indirect effect did not contain zero.
On the contrary, when a parallel model was run predicting sub-
jective ambivalence (and controlling for attitude clarity), the
indirect effect did contain zero (see supplementary materials).
These results suggest that attitude clarity, but not subjective
ambivalence, is a predictor of attitude-expression intentions.

In sum, Study 3 replicated our earlier studies and showed
that perceiving high-quality listening increases intentions to
share attitudes via increasing attitude clarity. In this study,
we manipulated perceived listening with distraction, rather
than by using trained listeners, and yet we replicated the
results. Moreover, this manipulation may be easier to repli-
cate by researchers who have no access to trained listeners.
However, it is still arguable that our distraction manipulation
does not fully capture people’s daily interactions. Notably,
people are often distracted by electronic devices, such as
smartphones, which prevent people from being attentive and
comprehend their interlocutors. Therefore, in Study 4, we
manipulated listening perception by using smartphones.

Study 4

Study 4 had several goals: replicate the results of Studies 1 to
3, increase both the ecological and construct validity of the

listening-perception manipulation, and test alternative medi-
ators of the effect of listening on attitude clarity. As in Study
3, we manipulated Jow-quality listening via a distraction.

Method

Participants. We recruited 112 undergraduates from an aca-
demic college to participate in exchange for course credit,
M,y =27.08, SD = 4.29. This sample size has a power of .88
to detect the average effect size on attitude clarity obtained in
Studies 1 to 3.

Procedure. We used the same procedure as in Study 3 with a
minor change in the attitude topic and a change in the distrac-
tion manipulation. We randomly assigned speakers to read a
paragraph either about a proposal for basic-universal income’
or (as in Study 3) about an ostensible-university requirement
that students volunteer for 50 hr of work that will benefit
society.

Then, we asked the speaker—listener dyads to sit face-to-
face and converse for 10 min about the topic the speaker had
been assigned to. We asked all listeners to “listen as you lis-
ten when you are at your best.” We randomly assigned the
listeners in half of the dyads to receive a written instruction
stating that during the conversation they will receive a text
message on their cell phone with short questions which they
will need to answer; for example, “What event irritated you
the most recently?”” and “What is the best recommendation
that you can give to a new student?” Listeners were instructed
not to share the instructions or content of the text messages
they received with the speakers. We sent the text messages
using an automatic system that sent the first message 1 min
after the conversation begun and following messages in 90-s
intervals. As in Study 3, after answering questionnaires con-
taining the research variables, participants in each dyad
switched roles where the speakers talked about the remaining
attitude topic.

As in Study 3, there was no main effect for the order of
the speakers on their perception of listening, F(1, 108) =
2.31, p = .131, nor an interaction between the order of
speaker and experimental condition on perceived listening,
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Study 4.

M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I 12 13

|. Listener distraction 548 3.19 (.96)

2. Perceived listening 774 200 -76 (88)

3. Social anxiety 3.1 218 .43 =51 (.95

4. Reflective self-awareness  6.17 199 -40 .39 =21 (83)

5. Attitude clarity 841 198 -35 45 -51 .28 (.9¢)

6. Attitude correctness 792 212 =27 .29 -30 .05 .69 (93)

7. Objective ambivalence 556 559 =37 .12 -2 .14 -09 -1 (NA)

8. Attitude extremity 458 3.17 .26 -08 05 .0l .08 A8 =77 (NA)

9. Expression intentions 696 245 -19 .41 -39 09 .59 45 -.03 05 (9
10. Persuasion intentions 561 279 -16 .28 -.02 .34 24 37 .04 A3 .48 (93)
I 1. Perception of agreement 792 264 -.10 .14 -08 .10 .07 22 -1 06 17 13 (90)
12. Thought effort 638 203 -3 .10 .02 .13 .l6 .07 20 04 09 05 .07 (NA
13. Attitude importance 676 236 .09 .12 .09 .14 28 39 =21 33 .26 .29 .0l .36 (95

Note. Reliabilities in parentheses. Values in bold differ from 0 at p < .05, and values in italics differ from 0 at p <.10.

F(1, 108) = 0.98, p = .324. Moreover, there was no main
effect of the topic on attitude clarity nor an interaction
between the attitude topic and experimental condition on
any of our DV, Fs(1, 108) <£0.99, ps < .321.

Measures. Unless otherwise noted, we presented all items on
scales ranging from 0 = not at all agree to 10 = completely
agree.

Listener distraction, perceived listening, social anxiety, self-
awareness, attitude clarity, attitude correctness, objective-attitude
ambivalence, attitude-expression intentions, attitude-persuasion
intentions. We used the same items as in Study 3.

Perception of agreement with the listener. We used three
items that measure the extent to which speakers felt that the
listeners agreed with the attitude they expressed. For exam-
ple, I think the listener agreed with my argument about the
issue.”

Thought effort. We measured the amount of thought effort
by asking speakers, “How much effort did you dedicate to
thinking about the topic?”

Attitude importance. We measured attitude importance by
asking speakers how important each issue was to them per-
sonally and how much they personally cared about the issue
(Holbrook, Berent, Krosnick, Visser, & Boninger, 2005).

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among variables
are presented in Table 4. ICCs of all DVs were between .12
and .31, so we used OLS as in Study 3. Speakers perceived
better listening in the high-quality listening condition than in
the distracted listening condition, #(110) = 4.19, p < .001,

95% Clyigrerence = [0.78, 2.18], d = 0.80. In addition, listeners
in the high-quality condition felt less distracted than listeners
in the distracted listening condition, #(110) =—6.00, p <.001,
95% Cligrerence = [4.71, =2.38], d = —1.14, indicating suc-
cessful manipulation.

Main effects. Speakers reported lower social anxiety in the
high-quality listening condition than in the distracted listen-
ing condition, #(110) = =2.75, p = .007, 95% Cliference =
[-1.88, —0.31], d = —0.52; higher self-awareness, #(110) =
1.99, p =.049, 95% Clgigerence = [0.001, 1.49], d = 0.38; and
higher attitude clarity, #(110) =2.31, p=.02, 95% CI=[0.12,
1.53], d = 0.44. There was no effect on attitude correctness,
#(110) = 0.86, p = .39, 95% Clyiference = [0.45, 1.13], d =
0.34. An ANCOVA indicated that speakers in the high-qual-
ity listening condition, M,g,qeq = 7.72, felt higher attitude
clarity than speakers in the distracted listening condition,
M, gustea = 711, controlling for attitude correctness, F(1, 109)
=5.39,p=.02, ni =.05, 95% CI =[0.004, 0.14]. However,
when controlling for attitude clarity, speakers reported simi-
lar attitude correctness across the high-quality listening, M,
justed = 6.83, and the distracted listening conditions,
7.10, F(1, 109) = 0.83, p = .364, ni =.01, 95% CI = [0.00,
0.07]. Moreover, the effect of the listening manipulation on
attitude clarity was significant when controlling for both atti-
tude correctness and objective-attitude ambivalence, F(1,
108) = 4.96, p = .028, ni, = .04, 95% CI = [0.0003, 0.15],
and when controlling for correctness and extremity, F(1,
108)=5.37, p = .02, ni, =.05, 95% CI=1[0.0004, 0.14].

In addition, the speakers in the high-quality listening con-
dition reported more attitude-expression intentions than the
speakers in the distracted listening condition, #110) =2.16, p
=.033, 95% Cligerence = [0.13, 1.93], d = 0.41. However,
there was no effect on persuasion intentions, #(110) = 1.30, p
=.196, 95% Cligerence = [-0.36, 1.73], d = 0.25. This result
replicates Study 3 in supporting Hypothesis 5.

M, adjusted =
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Figure 5. Study 4: Standardized estimates of simultaneous-mediation model.

Note. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < .05. *p < .01.

Importantly, there was no difference between the experi-
mental conditions in speakers’ perception of listener agree-
ment, #(110) =1.29, p =.199, 95% Cligerence = [-0.28, 1.36],
d = 0.25; self-reported thought effort, #(110) =0.77, p = .442,
95% Clgigrerence = [-0-45, 1.03], d = 0.15; attitude importance,
#(110) = 0.54, p = .590, 95% Cligerence = [0.64, 1.12], d =
0.10; or reported distraction, #(110) = —1.20, p = .232, 95%
Clifrerence = [—1.87, 0.46], d = —0.23.

Mediation analysis. As in previous studies, we conducted
mediation analysis using Model 6 in PROCESS. The stan-
dardized indirect effect for the serial mediation was signifi-
cant, B =.007, 95% CI =[0.004, 0.03]. The parallel indirect
effects of the manipulation via social anxiety, f = .08, 95%
CI=[0.04, 0.36], and reflective self-awareness, = .06, 95%
CI = [0.02, 0.09], were also significant, whereas the direct
effect was not significant, B = .09, 95% CI = [-0.08, 0.26]
(see Figure 5). Moreover, all indirect effects of the listening
manipulation on attitude-expression intentions via attitude
clarity were significant (see supplementary materials), rep-
licating Study 3.

In sum, Study 4 provided additional support for our
hypotheses using a different listening manipulation and ruled
out alternative mediators of the effect of listening on attitude
clarity. Importantly, this study lent additional support to the
hypothesis that the effect of listening on attitude clarity car-
ries over to attitude-expression intention.

Study 5

Study 5 was a preregistered replication of Study 3 (https://
aspredicted.org/kz6ca.pdf). We also recorded the conversa-
tions to code for the extent that speakers tried to persuade the
listeners.

Method

Participants. We recruited 186 undergraduates to participate
in exchange for course credit or monetary compensation
(approximately US$8), M,,. =23.67, SD = 1.51. This sample

ge

has a power of .97 to detect the average effect size of Studies
1 to 4 on attitude clarity, d = 0.56, controlled for correctness.

Procedure. The procedure and measures were identical to
Study 3 except that we audio recorded the conversations.
Two coders rated the extent to which each speaker attempted
to persuade the listener on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 3 =
moderately, 5 = completely); interrater reliability was high
(o= .86).

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among variables
are presented in Table 5. /CCs of all DVs were between .28
and .42; hence, we used OLS as in previous studies. Speakers
in the high-quality listening condition perceived better lis-
tening than speakers in the distracted listening condition,
#(184) = 8.96, p < .001, 95% Clgigerence = [0.99, 1.63], d =
1.31. In addition, listeners in the high-quality condition felt
less distracted than listeners in the distracted listening condi-
tion, #(184) = —15.36, p < .001, 95% Clgigerence = [2-62,
—1.88], d = —2.25. There was no difference in perceived lis-
tening between the first and second speakers, #(184) = 0.72,
p =.472, nor an interaction between the order of speaker and
experimental condition on perceived listening, F(1, 182) =
0.63, p = .428. Moreover, there was no interaction between
the attitude topic and experimental condition on any of the
DVs (293 <ps <.637).

Main effects. Speakers in the high-quality listening condi-
tion, relative to speakers in the distracted condition, reported
lower social anxiety, #184) = —5.86, p < .001, 95% CI =
[-3.35, —1.66], d = —0.86; higher self-awareness, #184) =
8.17, p <.001, 95% Clgigerence = [2-10, 3.45], d = 1.19; and
higher attitude clarity, #(184) =3.91, p <.001, 95% Cliterence
=[0.64, 1.93], d = 0.57. There was no effect on attitude cor-
rectness, #(184) = 1.39, p = .166, 95% Clyigerence = [-0-17,
1.00], d = 0.20. An ANCOVA indicated that speakers in the
high-quality listening condition, M,g4.q = 7.65, reported
more attitude clarity than speakers in the distracted listening
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Study 5.

M SD | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I 12

|. Listener distraction 436 274 (.89)

2. Perceived listening 754 268 -69 (.96)

3. Social anxiety 3.05 3.6 42 =72 (97

4. Reflective self-awareness 5.07 2.70 -.40 .58 -58 (93)

5. Attitude clarity 717 229 -36 .62 -56 S (.96)

6. Attitude correctness 574 209 =27 .25 =33 22 .62 (.88)

7. Objective ambivalence 038 396 =32 31 =35 40 .07 -.10 (NA)

8. Attitude extremity 461 341 30 -14 22 =27 02 -03 -85 (NA)

9. Expression intentions 699 284 -24 .60 -.55 42 .67 .40 A6 13 (96)
10. Persuasion intentions 476 3.00 -0 30 -3lI 24 39 54 -19 .16 S (94
I 1. Subjective ambivalence 204 219 29 -06 08 ~-17 -30 -14 .20 -07 -09 -08 (92
12. Persuasion attempts 261 190 -.07 09 -16 07 .5 33 -28 34 43 -12 =67 (NA

Note. Reliabilities in parentheses. Values in bold differ from 0 at p < .05, and values in italics differ from 0 at p <.10.

condition, M,g,q.q = 6.64, controlling for attitude correct-
ness, F(1, 183)=15.27, p <.001, nf, =.05, 95% CI=1[0.02,
0.16], but not vice versa, F(1, 183) = 1.61, p = .206, nf, =
.01, 95% CI=1[0.00, 0.05]. Moreover, the effect of the listen-
ing manipulation on attitude clarity was significant when
controlling for attitude correctness and objective-attitude
ambivalence, F(1, 183) = 16.44, p <.001, nf, =.08, 95% CI
= [0.02, 0.16]; attitude correctness and attitude extremity,
F(1,183)=17.24,p<.001, nf, =.09, 95% C1=1[0.02, 0.17];
and correctness and subjective ambivalence, F(1, 183) =
12.17, p = .001, ni =.05,95% CI1=[0.01, 0.14].

Speakers in the high-quality listening condition reported
more attitude-expression intentions, #(184) = 4.07, p < .001,
95% Clifterence = [0-85, 2.46], d = 0.60. There was no effect
on persuasion intentions, #(184) = 1.56, p = .120, 95%
Cliterence = [0.14, 1.19], d = 0.23. Furthermore, as indicated
by the coding of the conversation, there was no difference
between participants in the high-quality listening condition
(M =2.77, SD = 1.86) and participants in the distracted lis-
tening condition (M = 2.43, SD = 1.92), with regard to per-
suasion attempts during the conversation, #(184) = 1.22, p =
224, 95% Clyigrerence = [-0.21, 0.88], d = 0.18.

Mediation analysis. Model 6 in PROCESS indicated a sig-
nificant standardized indirect effect for the serial mediation,
B =.05, 95% CI =[0.02, 0.11]. The parallel indirect effects
of the manipulation via social anxiety, p = .10, 95% CI =
[0.03, 0.20], and reflective self-awareness, f=.11, 95% CI =
[0.04, 0.21], were also significant, whereas the direct effect
was not significant, B = .08, 95% CI =[-0.28, 0.30] (see Fig-
ure 6). Moreover, as in Studies 3 and 4, all indirect effects of
the listening manipulation on attitude-expression intentions
via attitude clarity (controlling for attitude correctness) were
significant (see supplementary materials), providing further
support for Hypothesis 5.

Finally, as in previous studies, we distinguished between
the effects of attitude clarity and subjective ambivalence by

entering subjective ambivalence as an alternative mediator
and outcomes. Therefore, we first run Model 6 in PROCESS
with subjective ambivalence as an outcome replacing atti-
tude clarity. Neither the serial, § = -.02, 95% CI = [-0.07,
0.004], nor the parallel indirect effects through social anxi-
ety, p =—-.01, 95% CI = [-0.06, 0.10], nor self-awareness,
=-.04, 95% CI = [-0.11, 0.01], were significant. Second, as
in Study 3, we tested indirect effects of attitude clarity and
subjective ambivalence on attitude-expression intentions
controlling for each other. Attitude clarity predicted attitude-
expression intentions controlling for subjective ambivalence,
as evident by a significant indirect effects. On the contrary,
subjective ambivalence did not predict attitude-expression
intentions controlling for attitude clarity, as evident by insig-
nificant indirect effects (see supplementary materials).

The results of Study 5 fully replicated Studies 3 and 4,
while showing that listening does not affect actual persua-
sion attempts, and where actual persuasion attempts were
correlated with relevant variables, as would be expected.
This lends further support to our argument that listening
increases attitude sharing intention, but not the more combat-
ive form of attitude-persuasion intention.

General Discussion

We developed a theoretical model according to which per-
ceiving high-quality listening affects the clarity, but not the
correctness component of attitude certainty. Across five
experiments, we demonstrated this effect. Furthermore, we
demonstrated that the effect of listening quality on attitude
clarity was not only independent of attitude correctness but
also independent of previously documented effects of listen-
ing on other strength-related facets (ambivalence and extrem-
ity). More so, we offered evidence that the effect of
high-quality listening on attitude clarity was due to the
effects of listening quality on speakers’ reduced social anxi-
ety and increased reflective self-awareness. In addition, in
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Figure 6. Study 5: Standardized estimates of simultaneous-mediation model.

Note. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p <.05. *p < .01.

Table 6. Mini Meta-Analyses Testing the Effects of Experimental Condition (High-Quality Listening) in Comparison With Control
Conditions (Medium- and Low-Quality Listening) on Attitude Clarity Across Five Experiments (n = 717).

d LL UL T Q df p
Attitude clarity controlling for . . .
Attitude correctness 0.46 031 0.62 .00 1.09 4 .89
Attitude correctness and 0.44 0.29 0.60 .00 3.45 4 49
objective ambivalence

Attitude correctness and 0.43 0.28 0.58 .00 2.29 4 .68
attitude extremity
Attitude correctness and 0.38 0.18 0.59 .00 1.36 2 51

subjective ambivalence®

Note. d = the average effect size in standardized units across the five experiments; LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval; UL = upper limit of 95%
confidence interval; T = estimate of between-studies variance; Q = test statistic for significance of variance between studies; df = degrees of freedom of Q

statistic; p = significance of variance between studies.
*Subjective ambivalence was measured in three studies, n = 386.

Studies 3 to 5, we showed that perceiving high-quality listen-
ing increased speakers’ attitude-expression intentions, via its
effect on attitude clarity.

Importantly, we found support for our model across stud-
ies using different designs and various attitude topics, includ-
ing one preregistered replication (Study 5). To assess the
effect size of listening on attitude clarity, we conducted a
random effect meta-analysis across all studies to determine
whether these effects were robust (for the need to conduct a
meta-analysis of one’s own studies, see Goh, Hall, &
Rosenthal, 2016). Results of these analyses indicated that lis-
tening increased attitude clarity controlling for all attitude
strength covariates used in this research (see Table 6).

Our research extends the literature on attitude certainty,
which thus far has never considered the effects of the quality
of a dyadic interaction. Specifically, we showed that inter-
locutors can influence a speaker’s stated attitudes without
any persuasive attempt. Moreover, high-quality listening is
different in several ways from the previously established
antecedent for attitude clarity—repeated expression.
Repeated expression has been manipulated by asking par-
ticipants to report their attitude once versus multiple times
on semantic differential scales; on the contrary, perceived

listening is an interpersonal variable that emerges within a
social context.

Our research contributes to the domain of attitudes in
other several ways. First, very little work has examined the
social context in which attitudes are expressed (for excep-
tions, see Prislin, Shaffer, & Crowder, 2012). The work that
has been done has tended to manipulate attitudinal vari-
ables present in the context (e.g., consensus, perceived per-
suasion of others, etc.; Visser & Mirabile, 2004). To our
knowledge, this is only the second study where a social-
context variable unrelated to the attitude itself affected par-
ticipants’ attitudes and the first ever to demonstrate such an
effect on a consequence of the attitude itself (i.e., attitude-
expression intentions).

Related to this last point, the present research has implica-
tions for attitudinal advocacy research. As noted earlier,
whereas attitude correctness influences more forceful forms
of advocacy (Rios et al., 2014), attitude clarity—which is
uniquely increased by listening—increases people’s tendency
to share their opinion with others. Past research has found that
an interpersonal variable, perceived consensus, increases atti-
tude correctness and more forceful or persuasive advocacy
attempts (Cheatham & Tormala, 2015; Rios et al., 2014).
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However, no previous work had found an interpersonal vari-
able to influence attitude-expression intentions.

It is interesting to consider whether the effects of high-
quality listening would extend to situations in which there
were clear opinion disagreements, or ones in which roles dic-
tate persuasion intentions (e.g., in a negotiation context).
Situations like these would introduce other motives (e.g., to
persuade the other or defend one’s own attitude) that would
be present regardless of the listener’s behavior. Such a state
could have the potential to overpower the effects of listening,
such as by motivating biased information search rather than
the more open-minded self-awareness observed in our stud-
ies. The processes observed here and in related work
(increased objective ambivalence; Itzchakov et al., 2017)
could also potentially increase or decrease a speaker’s per-
suasiveness. That is, messages that appear to be two-sided
but that produce the same conclusion of a one-sided message
can increase the strength of the resultant attitude, as indi-
cated by greater certainty (Rucker, Petty, & Brifiol, 2008) or
resistance to persuasion (Lumsdaine & Janis, 1953). On the
contrary, delivering a two-sided persuasive message that
fails to produce a clear conclusion could undermine its effi-
cacy. Moreover, this work, in concert with Itzchakov et al.
(2017), sheds light on the power of merely listening in affect-
ing speakers’ attitude structure. Specifically, listening
increased strength by its effects on attitude clarity (current
work) and subjective ambivalence (Itzchakov et al., 2017),
but decreased attitude strength by its effects on objective
ambivalence and extremity (Itzchakov et al., 2017). To our
knowledge, listening is the first variable that has been docu-
mented to have opposing influences on different strength-
related attitude features.

Although our results were consistent across relatively
diverse paradigms, these studies are not without limitations.
Most centrally, because the construct of listening is multidi-
mensional, our individual manipulations may have been con-
founded with other variables. For example, it could be that
the listening manipulation (smartphone text messages) we
employed in Study 4 also induced a sense of social exclu-
sion. Specifically, listeners concentrating on their smart-
phone may have conveyed that another conversation—one
that the speaker was not a part of—was more important to the
listener. However, this specific alternative does not appear
applicable to Study 2. We suggest that the individual short-
comings and possible confounds of the individual listening
manipulations are overcome by the consistent pattern of
results across diverse paradigms.

An additional concern is that, although we randomly
assigned participants to dyads, some participants knew each
other prior to the study. Thus, it could be that the listening-
induced effects are the result of prior knowledge of speakers
about the listeners’ attitudes. However, given that we
obtained supporting evidence to our hypotheses across vari-
ous attitude topics, including novel topics, this is not a highly
plausible alternative explanation.

Furthermore, although the current work showed that lis-
tening is beneficial to the speakers’ well-being, not all people
benefit from being listened to. For example, speakers high on
avoidance-attachment style gain less psychological safety
than speakers low on that trait (Castro et al., 2016). Thus, it
might be that for people high on avoidance-attachment style,
listening will not affect social anxiety and self-awareness,
and thus will have weaker effects on attitude clarity, if at all.
Identifying possible boundary conditions, such as attach-
ment style, could lend further insight into the processes by
which listening affects the structure of attitudes.

Conclusion

Building on Carl Rogers’s (1980) theoretical perspective, we
offered novel hypotheses regarding the effect of listening on
attitude certainty. Although traditionally limited to clinical
psychology, Rogers’s humanistic tradition has had an impact
in other areas of social psychology, such as the study of moti-
vation and well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1985). However, thus
far, humanistic perspectives have rarely been applied to the
attitudes and persuasion domain. We hope that the present
research will open new opportunities for exploring the impli-
cations of humanistic variables, such as perceiving high-qual-
ity listening, in building a more complete understanding of
attitudes.
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Notes

1. Our original focus was on social anxiety as a potential mediator,
and consequently, reflective self-awareness was not included in
Study 1.

2. Mean difference. Confidence Intervals without this subscript
refer to effect sizes (partial eta-square or betas).

3. A form of social security in which all citizens or residents of a
country regularly receive an unconditional sum of money, from
either a government or some other public institution, in addition
to any income received from elsewhere.
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