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The goal of the present project is to identify the causal mechanisms underlying the 

formation and change of attitudes based on evaluative conditioning. Two major objectives were 

proposed in order to reach this goal: O1. Identifying the causal mechanisms for the use of 

evaluative conditioning for attitude formation that will met the evidence-based criteria for an 

established mechanism of change (developed between 2013 and 2014); O2. identifying causal 

mechanisms for the use of EC for attitude change that will meet the same evidence-based 

criteria (scheduled between 2015 and 2016). Thus, first we are looking to elucidate the 

mechanisms underlying the formation of a new attitude (gaining an affective valence for a 

initially neutral stimulus), and second we will try to understand the way an existing attitude is 

being changed through evaluative conditioning (modifying the existent valence of a stimulus). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Activities carried out during January 2015-December 2015  

 

The activities carried out during this time span were mainly destined to initiate Objective 2 of 

the project: ”identifying causal mechanisms for the use of EC for attitude change that will meet 

the same evidence-based criteria”. At the end of the current year the approximate degree of 

accomplishment for Objective 2 is 60%. 

Starting with the results of the studies we carried out in the previous year and with the papers 

that were subsequently published on this topic, we developed two new studies. Within the 

studies we tried, on the one hand to answer additional questions that arose and that 

correspond to the first objective, and on the other hand, that make the transition towards the 

second objective. We will continue by briefly describing the two experiments we developed and 

carried out during this year: 

 

Study I 

The development of the first study carried out during January 2015- December 2015, was 

determined by the need to clarify two points: 

(1) Contingency awareness is not equal to Influence Awareness. Knowing that a specific CS 

was paired more often with positive USs or with negative USs, does not necessary require that 

one will be aware of the influence of contingent USs on the evaluation of the respective CS. 

One such attempt was made by Gawronski et al. (2014) by asking participant to avoid the EC 

effect at the moment of learning (acquisition of EC). While Gawronski et al. (2014) tried to see 

whether people manage to control the EC influence under instruction during the EC procedure, 

we wanted to see if the EC is controllable during the evaluation task (if they are aware of the 

influence) be warning participants to do whatever is possible to prevent this from happening 

(the preventive instruction), including telling them the mechanism behind EC (how to avoid this 

effect that is based on repeated pairing of CS with US). The authors also used an EC procedure 

meant to boost contingency awareness (pairing CS with the same US, only 4 CS and 4 US).  We 

believe these conditions are too restrictive and artificial for real life-settings, in which most 

participants: (a) will remain probably unaware of the underlying mechanism; (b) will be less 

active and motivated to do whatever is needed to prevent the effect from happening.  

(2) The review made by Sweldens et al. (2014), also suggested that the classical debate of 

contingent aware vs. unaware (misattribution) is dependent on the EC procedure. On one hand, 

pairing the CS with the same US in al trials (100%) in a subsequent paradigm (first US is shown, 

and then is replaced by its paired CS) increase the contingency awareness and finds support for 



a propositional account. On the other hand, paring the CS with multiple USs of the same 

valence in less obvious trials (e.g. 75% of trails are paired with the assigned valence), in a 

sequential paradigm (the US and CS that are paired are presented simultaneously) decreases 

the contingency awareness and offers support for a mixed effect of propositional and 

misattribution accounts. In order to keep a balance between these two accounts, we also 

looked at whether the type of EC procedure moderates the level of which people can become 

aware of the contingency influence. 

This experiment was based on a mixed factorial design: 2 (Valence: positive vs. negative) X 2 

(Contingency: SS vs. SR) X 2 (Controllability: standard vs. pass option) X 2 (Measurement order: 

first explicit vs. first implicit). The first two factors were manipulated within-subjects, while the 

last two factors were manipulated between-subjects. 
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Study II 

The second study was a replication and optimization of Study 2 that we carried out a year ago. 

In other words, the general objectives remained the same: investigating the efficiency of 

evaluative conditioning as a consequence of distributing attention towards semantic processing 

or affective processing and investigating the efficiency of evaluative conditioning as a 

consequence of manipulating the strength between the stimuli. The changes brought by the 

new version we used were aimed at optimizing the experimental design, to intensify the 

results. Thus, the present study was carried out to replicate and strengthen previously obtained 

results. This endeavor had both methodological and pragmatic purposes since this will increase 

the chances of publishing the manuscript for disseminating the results (an article presenting 

both studies, with convergent results, has a better chance of being accepted by a high-ranked 

journal). 

 

To conclude, during the year of 2015 we carried out two new, major experiments that 

allowed us to answer a wide array of questions. These studies involved a transition from 



Objective 1 to Objective 2 and following year we plan to test the replicability of some of the 

results we obtained on the topic of attitudes towards objects that have a clearly established 

meaning.   

 

In addition to the research conducted in the laboratory, during the time span of the present 

report, some members of the team benefited from training stages in dedicated centers, in 

Romania or abroad. Specifically:  

 Prof. Florin Alin Sava, PhD carried out a research visit at the University of North Carolina in 

Chapel Hill, USA, during 11.06 – 12.07.2015; 

 Andrei Rusu, PhD attended the course for advanced statistics ”HLM ShortCourse”, 

organized by  the Carnegie Foundation in Stanford, USA, during 08-10.07.2015;  

 Senior Assist. Prof. Silvia Măgurean, Ph.D attended the training course for using the CAS++ 

evaluation instrument, organized by Cognitrom in Cluj- Napoca, Romania, during 23-

26.05.2015. 

 

Results’ dissemination:  

 

 Research papers (undertaken – 1 / accomplished – 3): 

Published article: 

Rotaru, T. Ș., & Rusu, A. (2016). A meta-analysis for the efficacy of hypnotherapy in alleviating 

PTSD symptoms. International Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis, 64(1), 116-136. 

doi:10.1080/00207144.2015.1099406 

Accepted manuscripts: 

Măgurean, S., Constantin, T., & Sava, F. A. (2015). The indirect effect of evaluative conditioning 

on smoking. Journal of Substance Use. doi: 10.3109/14659891.2015.1005183  

Maricuțoiu, L., & Sârbescu, P. (in press). The relationship between faking and response 

latencies: a meta-analysis. European Journal of Psychological Assessment. 

*Manuscript with updated status: 

Cooley, E., Payne, B.K., Loersch, C., & Lei, R. (2015). Who owns implicit attitudes? Testing a 

metacognitive perspective. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(1), 103-115. 



doi:10.1177/0146167214559712 (*this paper was reported in the previous year as accepted 

for publication) 

 

 Attending national conferences (undertaken – 0 / accomplished – 2): 

Rusu, A., Magurean, S., Vîrgă, D., & Curșeu, P. L. (2015, May). De la lenea socială la implicarea în 

munca de echipă: rolul moderator al Core self-evaluations. Paper presented at the National 

Conference on Industrial and Organizational Psychology 'Horia D. Pitariu', Sibiu, Romania. 

Sava, F. A., & Pătruț, L. C. (2015, May). Validarea preliminara a unor noi scale de dezirabilitate 

socială. Paper presented at the National Conference on Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology 'Horia D. Pitariu', Sibiu, Romania. 
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