Online Supplemental Analyses: Table of Contents

Study 1	2
Results	2
Demographic predictors.	2
Study 2	4
Results	4
Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.	4
Dispositional attitude extremity.	4
Study 3	5
Methods	5
Trait self-confidence and judgmental confidence.	5
Results	5
Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.	5
Predicting criterion.	5
Dispositional attitude extremity.	6
Study 4	7
Methods	7
Trait self-confidence and judgmental confidence.	7
Results	7
Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.	7
Additional analyses predicting behavior intentions.	7
Dispositional attitude extremity.	11
Study 5	12
Methods	12
Trait self-confidence and judgmental confidence.	12
Results	12
Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.	12
Stability of ancillary measures.	12
Additional analyses predicting reported behavior.	13
Need for cognition.	13
Self-concept clarity.	14
Self-esteem.	14
Other domains of certainty predicting reported behavior	14
Dispositional attitude extremity.	14
Exploratory analyses.	14




[bookmark: _Toc40253822]Study 1
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[bookmark: _Toc40253824]Demographic predictors.  The very large and diverse nature of the current sample allowed us to explore which demographic variables were related to dispositional attitude certainty.  We should note that this is a self-selected sample of people who chose to go to the website of a book on gender differences in confidence, so the extent to which these results generalize to the population at large requires additional research.  In addition, this study only used 4 indicators of dispositional attitude certainty, and it is not clear how well these 4 indicators represent the broad disposition, particularly for a diverse sample of participants from multiple countries. 
Using ANCOVA predicting the average attitude certainty from gender, education, marital status, religious identity, race, income, age, and number of children (because the latter two variables are continuous, they were entered as covariates). All variables except number of children were significant predictors (2.990 ≤ Fs ≤ 738.007, ps < .03).  Age was positively related to dispositional attitude confidence (b = .00755, SE = .000278, t(92678) = 27.166, p < .001).  That is, as people’s age increased so too did people’s reported attitude certainty.
Although the magnitude of these significant effects is relatively small, the direction of many of these effects is interesting (see Table S1 for all estimates and confidence intervals). Men reported more attitude certainty than women, though it could be that women with lower confidence than average were particularly interested in this website and survey. Education appears to have a curvilinear relationship with attitude certainty, with highest levels observed among those with Bachelor’s degrees.  Perhaps with additional education, people are more aware of what they don’t know or that there are multiple sides to an issue (cf. Kruger & Dunning, 1999). Muslim and Hindu people in this sample reported lower levels of attitude certainty than all other religious groups.  Single, widowed, and separated people reported lower attitude confidence than married people and divorced people. People who reported their race to be African / African American / Black reported higher levels of attitude certainty than people of other races.  People with higher income levels reported higher confidence.  Note, again, that these effects are all quite small in magnitude and are estimated in a model that controls for all other predictors. 
Because research has shown that both attitude and self-esteem durability (i.e., resistance to change or stability) appears to peak in midlife (Trzesniewski, Donnellan, & Robins, 2003; Visser & Krosnick, 1998), we examined whether attitude certainty – one potential predictor (or consequence) of stability would show a similar curvilinear pattern.  We examined curvilinear effects of age by adding age-squared into the above model. There was partial support for the “midlife peak” curvilinear pattern in this model, as the relationship between age and confidence appeared to deaccelerate as age increased (b = -0.000157, SE = 0.000016) F(1,92677) = 98.64., p < .001, at least in this model which included many other predictors.

Table S1: Estimated marginal means from an ANCOVA predicting the confidence aggregate in Study 1 with the predictors described in text. 
	
	n
	Mean
	SE
	95% CI
	

	
	
	
	
	LB
	UB
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	75972
	5.654
	0.011
	5.633
	5.676
	

	Male
	16528
	5.762
	0.012
	5.738
	5.786
	

	Other
	212
	5.599
	0.062
	5.478
	5.720
	

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Did not graduate high school
	2000
	5.573
	0.030
	5.514
	5.632
	

	High school graduate
	4707
	5.614
	0.026
	5.563
	5.666
	

	Some college
	12524
	5.681
	0.024
	5.634
	5.727
	

	Associates degree
	4600
	5.691
	0.026
	5.640
	5.742
	

	Bachelors degree
	33625
	5.718
	0.023
	5.673
	5.764
	

	Masters degree
	23147
	5.707
	0.023
	5.661
	5.753
	

	Professional degree (e.g., MD, JD)
	7380
	5.702
	0.025
	5.653
	5.751
	

	Doctoral degree
	4729
	5.688
	0.026
	5.637
	5.739
	

	Marital Status
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Single, never married
	38090
	5.642
	0.022
	5.598
	5.686
	

	Married
	43435
	5.711
	0.022
	5.667
	5.754
	

	Separated
	1341
	5.657
	0.033
	5.593
	5.720
	

	Divorced
	8599
	5.715
	0.024
	5.668
	5.762
	

	Widowed
	1247
	5.635
	0.034
	5.569
	5.700
	

	Religious Identity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Protestant Christian
	18727
	5.719
	0.023
	5.673
	5.764
	

	Roman Catholic
	16150
	5.697
	0.023
	5.651
	5.743
	

	Evangelical Christian
	3474
	5.711
	0.027
	5.659
	5.764
	

	Mormon / LDS
	777
	5.766
	0.039
	5.690
	5.843
	

	Jewish
	3423
	5.639
	0.027
	5.586
	5.693
	

	Muslim
	1078
	5.565
	0.035
	5.496
	5.633
	

	Hindu
	1108
	5.567
	0.036
	5.497
	5.637
	

	Buddhist
	1466
	5.658
	0.032
	5.595
	5.721
	

	Atheist / Agnostic
	29334
	5.664
	0.023
	5.619
	5.709
	

	Other
	17175
	5.731
	0.023
	5.686
	5.777
	

	Race
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White / European / Caucasian
	76110
	5.667
	0.023
	5.622
	5.711
	

	Black / African / African American
	3659
	5.707
	0.027
	5.655
	5.760
	

	Asian / East Asian / South Asian
	5665
	5.652
	0.025
	5.602
	5.702
	

	All Other / Mixed
	7278
	5.661
	0.025
	5.613
	5.709
	

	Income
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than $25,000
	27287
	5.582
	0.023
	5.536
	5.627
	

	$25,000-$49,999
	18687
	5.629
	0.024
	5.582
	5.675
	

	$50,000-$74,999
	17193
	5.659
	0.024
	5.612
	5.705
	

	$75,000-$99,999
	11077
	5.685
	0.024
	5.637
	5.732
	

	$100,000-$149,999
	10241
	5.705
	0.024
	5.657
	5.752
	

	More than $150,000
	8226
	5.772
	0.025
	5.724
	5.821
	


All factors except for one covariate (number of children) were significant predictors of dispositional attitude confidence.  Analysis used listwise deletion and consequently is based on only those participants for whom full demographic variables were available.
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[bookmark: _Toc40253826]Results
[bookmark: _Toc40253827]Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.  The factor analyses conducted on attitudes and on attitude certainty suggest that there are stronger interrelationships among measures of attitude certainty than among measures of attitudes for the same set of attitude objects.  However, they do not provide any inferential test from which to make such a conclusion.  To do this, we used correlation as a unit of analysis.  Specifically, with 10 objects, there are 45 pairwise correlations among measures of attitude and 45 corresponding correlations among measures of attitude certainty.  The average of these correlations for attitude and for attitude certainty were greater than 0 (Mr-attitudes =.078, SD = .072; Mr-certainty =.229, SD = .067; ts > 6), although the average correlation among measures of certainty was significantly larger (paired t(44) = 15.11, p < .001).  This finding is congruent with the reliability of measures of dispositional attitude and attitude certainty reported here and in Study 1, and offers novel support for the idea that individual differences in attitude certainty may be more trait-like than individual differences in attitudes, at least with the attitude objects sampled in this study.  
[bookmark: _Toc40253828]Dispositional attitude extremity.  A reviewer raised a concern that the effects observed might be due to the disposition to hold extreme attitudes rather than the disposition to be confident. Indeed, extremity and certainty of individual evaluations are often correlated, and both predict some similar outcomes (i.e., attitude strength outcomes of durability and impactfulness).  To examine dispositional attitude extremity, we first computed the extremity of each attitude as the absolute deviation from the midpoint of the scale.   These items were then averaged to form a composite of dispositional attitude extremity, with relatively poor reliability (alpha = .531).  An EFA on the extremity items revealed a 1-factor solution (eigen values 1.97, 1.08, 1.04, .99, etc.).  A 1-factor solution (19.72% of variance explained) revealed relatively poor loadings, with 5 (of 10) items loading below .3.  Dispositional attitude extremity was strongly correlated with dispositional attitude certainty (r = .58, p < .001) and with dispositional attitudes (r = .46, p < .001).  



[bookmark: _Toc40253829]Study 3

[bookmark: _Toc40253830]Methods
[bookmark: _Toc40253831]Trait self-confidence and judgmental confidence. Participants completed the trait self-confidence ( = .83) and the judgmental confidence ( = .74) measures described in Study 2.

[bookmark: _Toc40253832]Results
[bookmark: _Toc40253833]Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.  We again compared the average correlation among attitude items and attitude certainty items.  Both of these correlations were greater than 0 (Mr-attitudes = .106, SD = .0975; Mr-certainty = .289, SD = .102; ts > 11), although the average correlation among measures of certainty was once again larger (paired t(119) = 17.235, p < .001).  


Table S2: Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for Study 3 measures.
	
	
	Descriptives
	
	Correlations

	
	
	M
	SD
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	A
	DAS
	4.109
	.667
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	DAS-C
	5.291
	.929
	
	.20**
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	RSE
	4.484
	.899
	
	.14*
	.16**
	
	
	
	

	D
	Judge Conf
	4.659
	1.063
	
	.26***
	.18**
	.57***
	
	
	

	E
	Trait Conf 
	4.686
	1.217
	
	.26***
	.09
	.73***
	.63***
	
	

	F
	Novel Att
	4.349
	1.180
	
	.12+
	.02
	.16**
	.07
	.10+
	

	G
	Novel Cert
	4.091
	1.672
	
	.12*
	.24***
	.07
	.21***
	.12*
	.20***


+ p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 .  
DAS = Dispositional Attitude Scale, DAS-C = certainty in items from Dispositional Attitude Scale (i.e., dispositional attitude certainty); RSE = Rosenberg (1965) self-esteem scale; Trait Conf = trait self-confidence, Judge Conf = judgmental confidence; NovelAtt = attitude towards novel ambiguous product, NovelCert = certainty in attitude towards novel ambiguous product. 

[bookmark: _Toc40253834]Predicting criterion.  We conducted analyses using trait and judgmental confidence to determine whether they would predict certainty-related outcomes controlling for their strong correlate, self-esteem.  As seen in the table below, these measures did predict novel attitude certainty over self-esteem, but did not consistently predict the DAS-C over self-esteem. 

Table S3: Regression analyses, Study 3.
	
	Attitude Certainty as Predictor
	
	Global Confidence as Predictors

	
	DAS
	DAS-C
	
	RSE
	DAS-C
	
	RSE
	Judge Conf
	
	RSE
	Trait Conf

	DAS
	--
	--
	
	.107+
	.185**
	
	-.015
	.266***
	
	-.112
	.342***

	DAS-C
	--
	--
	
	--
	--
	
	.077
	.139*
	
	.196*
	-.056

	RSE
	.109+
	.133*
	
	--
	--
	
	--
	--
	
	--
	--

	Judge Conf
	.231***
	.136*
	
	.552***
	.096*
	
	--
	--
	
	.07
	.39**

	Trait Conf
	.235***
	.036
	
	.731***
	-.027
	
	.544***
	.322***
	
	--
	--

	Novel Att
	.115+
	-.001
	
	.156**
	-.002
	
	.174*
	-.033
	
	.170*
	-.020

	Novel Cert
	.073
	.227***
	
	.031
	.237***
	
	-.073
	.249***
	
	-.047
	.159+


+ p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 .  
Note: Entries are standardized betas from multiple regression.   DAS = Dispositional Attitude Scale, DAS-C = certainty in items from Dispositional Attitude Scale (i.e., dispositional attitude certainty); RSE = Rosenberg (1965) self-esteem scale; Trait Conf = trait self-confidence, Judge Conf = judgmental confidence; NovelAtt = attitude towards novel ambiguous product, NovelCert = certainty in attitude towards novel ambiguous product.

[bookmark: _Toc40253835]Dispositional attitude extremity.  A reviewer raised a concern that the effects observed might be due to the disposition to hold extreme attitudes rather than the disposition to be confident. Indeed, extremity and certainty of individual evaluations are often correlated, and both predict some similar outcomes (i.e., attitude strength outcomes of durability and impactfulness).  To examine dispositional attitude extremity, we first computed the extremity of each item on the DAS as the absolute deviation from the midpoint of the scale.   These items were then averaged to form a composite of dispositional attitude extremity (DAS-E), with relatively poor reliability (alpha = .662).  An EFA on the extremity items revealed a 2-factor solution (eigen values 2.78, 1.58, 1.21, 1.16, 1.11, 1,01, .95, etc.).  Forcing a 1-factor solution (16.73% of variance explained) revealed relatively poor loadings, with 6 (of 16) items loading below .3. 
DAS-E was moderately correlated with DAS-C (r = .30, p < .001) and was uncorrelated with the DAS (r = .035, p = .55).  DAS-E was uncorrelated with novel attitude certainty (r = -.037, p = .53.  When we re-ran all of the analyses with the attitude, attitude certainty, and attitude extremity composites as simultaneous predictors (See Table S4) DAS-C continued to predict certainty in the novel attitude and DAS predicted the novel attitude.  DAS-E, however, positively predicted the novel attitude and negatively predicted novel attitude certainty.  The attitude certainty finding is inconsistent with it as an alternative explanation for this finding.  Interestingly, in these analyses, the DAS-E was positively associated with self-esteem and the more general judgmental and trait confidence measures. 

Table S4: Regression analyses including extremity as a predictor, Study 3.
	Criterion
	DAS
	DAS-C
	DAS-E

	RSE
	.113+
	.085
	.160**

	Judge Conf
	.234***
	.095
	.135*

	Trait Conf
	.258***
	-.021
	.186**

	Novel Att
	.119*
	-.050
	.163**

	Novel Cert
	.070
	.263***
	-.117*


+ p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 .  
Note: Entries are standardized betas from multiple regression.   DAS = Dispositional Attitude Scale, DAS-C = certainty in items from Dispositional Attitude Scale (i.e., dispositional attitude certainty), DAS-E = Extremity of items from Dispositional Attitude Scale (i.e., dispositional attitude extremity).



[bookmark: _Toc40253836]Study 4
[bookmark: _Toc40253837]Methods
[bookmark: _Toc40253838]Trait self-confidence and judgmental confidence. Participants completed the trait self-confidence and the judgmental confidence measures described in Study 2.
[bookmark: _Toc40253839]Results
[bookmark: _Toc40253840]Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.  We again compared the average correlation among attitude items and among attitude certainty items (for the 16 DAS items, though conclusions do not change if all 20 items are).  Both of these correlations were greater than 0 (Mr-attitudes = .129, SD = .0765; Mr-certainty = .333, SD = .0665; ts > 23), although the average correlation among measures of attitude certainty was larger (paired t(119) = 25.899, p < .001).  
[bookmark: _Toc40253841]Additional analyses predicting behavior intentions. We examined whether people’s self-perceived confidence in their judgments and attitudes moderated attitude-behavior intention correspondence.  To do this, we predicted behavioral intentions from attitude, judgmental confidence, and the Attitude x Judgmental Confidence interaction. As seen in Table S6, this model revealed a significant effect of attitude, t(416) = 29.23, p < .001, and a marginal main effect of judgmental confidence, t(437) = 2.04, p = .042.  Critically, the Attitude x Judgmental Confidence interaction was also significant, t(292) = 5.26, p < .001. As can be seen in Figure S1 (left panel), this interaction was such that attitudes were stronger predictors of behavioral intentions for people relatively high in judgmental confidence (b = .642, SE = .025), t(416) = 26.07, p < .001, compared with people low in judgmental confidence (b = .465, SE = .026), t(416) = 17.92, p < .001.  
Finally, we examined whether the most general measure of confidence, trait self-confidence, moderated attitude-behavior intention correspondence.  To do this, we predicted behavioral intentions from attitude, trait self-confidence, and the Attitude x Trait self-confidence interaction. As seen in Table S6, this model revealed significant main effects of attitude, t(426) = 28.69, p < .001, and trait self-confidence, t(427) = 3.23, p = .001.  Critically, the Attitude x Trait Self-confidence interaction was also significant, t(335) = 2.71, p = .007. As can be seen in Figure S1 (right panel), this interaction was such that attitudes were stronger predictors of behavioral intentions for people high in trait self-confidence (b = .606, SE = .026), t(426) = 25.67, p < .001, compared with people low in trait self-confidence (b = .509, SE = .027), t(426) = 18.83, p < .001.  
For each of the above analyses, we also conducted ancillary analyses controlling for self-efficacy and its interaction with attitude or with need for cognition and its interaction with attitude (see Table S6).  Adding these additional predictors did not change the conclusions drawn from the primary analyses reported above except for those involving trait self-confidence. Adding either self-efficacy or need for cognition to the model eliminated the Attitude x Trait Self-confidence interaction.  Further, although there was a slight tendency for self-efficacy to predict stronger attitude-behavior correspondence (significant in one model), there was a more consistent tendency (significant in 3 of 4 models) for need for cognition to predict attitude-behavior correspondence.
It is worth noting that the different ways of assessing confidence were not equal in their moderating influence.  Specifically, the most general measure of confidence, the self-reported trait level of confidence, was weaker in its predictive utility than the measures that were more specific to attitudes and judgment.  Indeed, when all 4 measures of confidence and their interaction are entered simultaneously, trait self-confidence does not significantly interact with attitude, t(327) = 1.03, p = .30, whereas the three other variables all do (ps < .023). 



Table S5:  Study 4 correlations and descriptive statistics.
	
	
	M
	SD
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	M
	N
	O
	P
	Q
	R
	S
	T

	A
	DAS
	4.14
	.69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	DAS-C
	5.09
	1.02
	.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Efficacy
	4.06
	.64
	.20
	.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	NFC
	3.28
	.55
	.37
	.22
	.39
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Trait Conf
	6.09
	1.52
	.26
	.11
	.52
	.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	JudgConf
	5.88
	1.44
	.22
	.23
	.47
	.32
	.70
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	aChess
	4.09
	1.87
	.56
	.16
	.05
	.23
	.06
	.09
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H
	cChess
	5.06
	1.77
	.25
	.64
	.16
	.18
	.11
	.19
	.35
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	aCoffee
	4.69
	2.02
	.01
	.05
	.14
	-.04
	.02
	.08
	-.02
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	J
	cCoffee
	5.73
	1.60
	.10
	.48
	.14
	.09
	.04
	.18
	.09
	.31
	.39
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	K
	aMeat
	5.99
	1.45
	.14
	.19
	.07
	-.04
	.12
	.14
	.09
	.14
	.12
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	L
	cMeat
	6.23
	1.17
	.13
	.42
	.18
	.08
	.17
	.22
	.10
	.30
	.06
	.28
	.61
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	M
	aVG
	5.03
	1.76
	.25
	.12
	-.07
	.01
	.02
	.10
	.29
	.20
	-.05
	.05
	.22
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	cVG
	5.64
	1.56
	.23
	.48
	.12
	.07
	.12
	.23
	.15
	.36
	-.04
	.23
	.21
	.37
	.52
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	O
	aWM
	4.64
	1.65
	.13
	.02
	-.04
	-.14
	-.06
	-.12
	.09
	.04
	-.06
	-.08
	.18
	.08
	.09
	.08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	P
	cWM
	5.47
	1.44
	.13
	.51
	.13
	.01
	.09
	.13
	.07
	.37
	.07
	.30
	.23
	.36
	.08
	.35
	.26
	
	
	
	
	

	Q
	BChess
	2.10
	1.66
	.26
	.01
	.03
	.14
	.10
	.04
	.47
	.14
	-.10
	-.05
	.01
	.02
	.24
	.09
	-.03
	-.03
	
	
	
	

	R
	BCoffee
	2.26
	1.32
	.00
	-.03
	.11
	.06
	.06
	.11
	-.07
	-.07
	.60
	.24
	.07
	.02
	-.06
	-.06
	-.07
	-.04
	.07
	
	
	

	S
	BMeat
	3.76
	1.45
	.15
	.07
	.07
	.03
	.16
	.15
	.17
	.13
	-.02
	-.05
	.41
	.23
	.26
	.19
	.09
	.03
	.19
	.13
	
	

	T
	BVG
	4.00
	2.45
	.17
	.07
	-.05
	-.02
	.09
	.12
	.25
	.16
	-.05
	.03
	.17
	.19
	.64
	.42
	-.02
	.00
	.38
	-.03
	.33
	

	U
	BWM
	4.05
	2.09
	.07
	-.04
	-.06
	-.07
	.00
	-.08
	.05
	.02
	-.07
	-.07
	.13
	.06
	.04
	.03
	.54
	.09
	.08
	.04
	.14
	.03



Note: r ≥ .075, p < .10; r ≥ .098, p < .0318; r ≥ .117, p < .01; r ≥ .149, p < .001
DAS = Dispositional attitude scale; DAS-C = confidence in DAS items.  Correlations are extremely similar when “playing chess” is excluded from the DAS/DAS-C measure (as was done in the primary analyses).  Variables G-U are attitude, confidence, and behavioral intentions for each of the criterion variables


Figure S1:  Attitudes predicting behavioral intention, as moderated by each indicator of confidence (Study 4).
[image: ] [image: ] 

Table S6:  Multilevel models predicting behavioral intentions in Study 4.
	
	 Focal Attitude Certainty
	
	DAS-C
	
	Judgmental Confidence
	
	Trait Self-Confidence

	Fixed Effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	-.051 (.102)
	-.051 (.102)
	-.049 (.100)
	
	-.012 (.095)
	-.012 (.095)
	-.011 (.094)
	
	-.010 (.096)
	-.010 (.095)
	-.009 (.095)
	
	-.008 (.096)
	-.008 (.095)
	-.008 (.094)

	Attitude
	.523 (.021)***
	.516 (.021)***
	.521 (.021)***
	
	.553 (.019)***
	.550 (.019)***
	.552 (.019)***
	
	.553 (.019)***
	.552 (.019)***
	.553 (.019)***
	
	.557 (.019)
	.555 (.019)***
	.557 (.019)***

	Cert
	.089 (.024)***
	.093 (.024)***
	.090 (.024)***
	
	-.032 (.022)
	-.037 (.022)
	-.040 (.022)
	
	.044 (.022)
	.053 (.025)*
	.041 (.023)
	
	.069 (.021)**
	.092 (.025)***
	.068 (.022)**

	Attitude x Cert
	.105 (.017)***
	.102 (.017)***
	.100 (.017)***
	
	.072 (.017)**
	.062 (.018)***
	.061 (.017)***
	
	.088 (.017)***
	.083 (.019)***
	.076 (.018)***
	
	.048 (.018)**
	.027 (.021)
	.033 (.018)

	Efficacy
	
	-.005 (.022)
	
	
	
	.014 (.022)
	
	
	
	-.019 (.024)
	
	
	
	-.042 (.025)
	

	Attitude x Efficacy
	
	.048 (.018)**
	
	
	
	.039 (.018)
	
	
	
	.012 (.021)
	
	
	
	.041 (.022)
	

	NCOG
	
	
	.022 (.022)
	
	
	
	.028 (.022)
	
	
	
	.006 (.023)
	
	
	
	.003 (.022)

	Attitude x NCOG 
	
	
	.051 (.016)**
	
	
	
	.050 (.017)**
	
	
	
	.036 (.017)
	
	
	
	.052 (.018)**

	Variance/Covariance Parameters
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Residual
	.577 (.019)***
	.578 (.019)***
	.577 (.019)***
	
	.584 (.020)***
	.585 (.020)***
	.584 (.020)***
	
	.583 (.020)***
	.583 (.020)***
	.583 (.020)***
	
	.582 (.020)***
	.583 (.020)***
	.582 (.019)***

	Intercept (participant)
	.108 (.016)***
	.109 (.016)***
	.106 (.016)***
	
	.102 (.016)***
	.103 (.016)***
	.102 (.016)***
	
	.103 (.016)***
	.103 (.016)***
	.102 (.016)***
	
	.099 (.016)**
	.098 (.016)***
	.098 (.016)***

	Attitude slope (participant)
	.023 (.010)*
	.019 (.010)
	.020 (.010)
	
	.024 (.010)*
	.021 (.010)*
	.020 (.010)
	
	.021 (.010)*
	.021 (.010)
	.021 (.010)
	
	.029 (.011)**
	.027 (.010)**
	.027 (.101)**

	Int/Att cov (participant)
	.035 (.008)***
	.034 (.008)***
	.033 (.008)***
	
	.038 (.008)***
	.037 (.008)***
	.035 (.008)***
	
	.031 (.008)***
	.031 (.008)***
	.031 (.008)***
	
	.033 (.008)***
	.033 (.008)***
	.032 (.008)***

	Intercept (object)
	.050 (.036)
	.049 (.036)
	.048 (.035)
	
	.043 (.031)
	.042 (.031)
	.042 (.031)
	
	.043 (.032)
	.043 (.032)
	.043 (.031)
	
	.043 (.032)
	.043 (.031)
	.042 (.031)


Study 4 multilevel models predicting behavioral intentions from predictors specified in each column.  “Cert” refers to the specific measure of certainty referred to in each column.  DAS-C = certainty in responses to dispositional attitude scale.
*p<.0318, **p<.01, ***p<.001

[bookmark: _Toc40253842]Dispositional attitude extremity.  A reviewer raised a concern that the effects observed might be due to the disposition to hold extreme attitudes rather than the disposition to be confident. Indeed, extremity and certainty of individual evaluations are often correlated, and both predict some similar outcomes (i.e., attitude strength outcomes of durability and impactfulness).  To examine dispositional attitude extremity, we first computed the extremity of each item on the DAS as the absolute deviation from the midpoint of the scale.   These items were then averaged to form a composite of dispositional attitude extremity (DAS-E), with modest reliability (alpha = .735).  An EFA on the extremity items revealed a 1-factor solution (eigen values 3.25, 1,31, 1,09, 1.06, 1.01, .97, ,90, etc.).  A 1-factor solution (20.33% of variance explained) revealed adequate loadings, with all items loading above .30. 
DAS-E was moderately correlated with DAS-C (r = .37, p < .001) and was uncorrelated with the DAS (r = .076, p = .095).  When we re-ran the primary analysis predicting behavioral intentions from the focal attitude, dispositional attitude certainty (i.e., DAS-C) and dispositional attitude extremity (i.e., DAS-E).  All trait level predictors did not include the item “playing chess” in the composite.  The predicted moderation by DAS-C remained significant and the DAS-E unexpectedly revealed the opposite pattern (see Table S7), such that as people tended to be more extreme in their attitudes in general, these specific attitudes tended to predict behavioral intentions to a lesser extent.

Table S7:  Multilevel model of dispositional attitude certainty and dispositional attitude extremity moderating attitude-behavior-intention correspondence, Study 4.
	
	b
	SE
	df
	t
	p

	Intercept
	-0.058
	0.117
	9.14
	-0.499
	.630

	Attitude
	0.744
	0.061
	423.59
	12.103
	.000

	DAS-C
	-0.039
	0.024
	465.23
	-1.669
	.096

	Attitude * DAS-C
	0.088
	0.018
	313.14
	4.978
	<.001

	DAS-E
	0.036
	0.049
	455.40
	0.745
	.456

	Attitude * DAS-E
	-0.130
	0.040
	349.35
	-3.282
	.001
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[bookmark: _Hlk9859999][bookmark: _Toc40253845]Trait self-confidence and judgmental confidence. Participants completed the trait self-confidence and the judgmental confidence measures described in Study 2. 

Figure S2: Timing of study materials for each sample.
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[bookmark: _Toc40253846]Results
Note that supplemental tables for this study are in an excel document (“Study 5 Supplemental Analyses.xlsx”), with each tab representing a separate table (S8-S11).
[bookmark: _Toc40253847]Dispositional attitudes versus dispositional attitude certainty.  We again compared the average correlation among the attitude items and among the attitude certainty items.  In the RM sample, both of these correlations were greater than 0 (Mr-attitude = .150, SD = .088; Mr-certainty = .353, SD = .058; ts > 23), and the average correlation among measures of certainty was once again larger (paired t(119) = 27.292, p < .001). In the student sample, both of these correlations were greater than 0 (Mr- attitude = .117, SD = .071; Mr-certainty = .308, SD = .063; ts > 22), and the average correlation among measures of attitude certainty was once again larger (paired t(119) = 27.340, p < .001).  
[bookmark: _Toc40253848]Stability of ancillary measures.  To examine stability of dispositional attitudes, dispositional attitude certainty, and dispositional attitude extremity over time, as well as any other measures included in both waves of data collection, we examined the bivariate correlations between measures of certainty (and related measures) collected at two time points.  For the RM sample the correlational stability across the two time points, which averaged 18 days apart, was r = .60 for DAS-Certainty, r = .81 for DAS, r = .69 for DAS-Extremity, r = .74 for judgmental confidence, and r = .88 for trait self-confidence (all ps < .001).  For the student sample, only the DAS and associated certainty was administered at two time points.  The correlational stability across the two time points, which averaged 41 days apart, was r = .55 for DAS-Certainty, r = .71 for DAS, and r = .56 for DAS-Extremity (all ps < .001).  Thus, across both data sets, dispositional attitude certainty appears to be stable across the timespans examined. 
[bookmark: _Toc40253849]Additional analyses predicting reported behavior. Consistent with our pre-registration, we examined whether the moderation effect of participants’ dispositional attitude certainty on their attitude-behavior report correspondence would change when the other traits we measured are also considered. The analyses differ slightly for each sample, as these additional measures were collected at different time points in each sample (see Figure S2 and the methods of Study 5 for full details). Our primary analyses, reported in the main text used T1 attitudes to predict T2 behavior, with T1 DAS-C as the moderating variable. In the RM sample, T1 also had all the control measures for supplemental analyses, but in the student sample, these measures were included at T2 instead, and all measures at T2 were completed after the behavioral criteria.  For the RM sample, it was clear that T1 predictors could be used for all analyses.  For the student sample, using T1 attitudes made the most sense as a primary predictor, because we were attempting to prospectively predict behavior, rather than assessing inferences of attitudes from behavior, which would be possible if we used T2 attitudes instead (Bem, 1972).  However, it was less clear whether we should use T1 DAS-C or T2 DAS-C as the predictor in analyses with the T2 control variables, as neither was ideal.  If we used T1 DAS-C, a key strength is that the primary predictor (i.e., T1 DAS-C) is the same as the primary analyses and allows for prospective prediction of attitude-behavior correspondence.  However, the measure would then be collected at a different time than the control variables.  The opposite issues arise if we use T2 DAS-C as the predictor in these analyses, as the moderating variables would then all be collected at the same time points, but this time point would be after the primary DV rather than weeks before and the DAS-C measure used would be different from the primary analysis.  Although we pre-registered the T2 DAS-C for the analyses involving control variables (and T1 DAS-C for the primary analyses), we conducted both sets of analyses and report both below (and in Tables S9 and S11). Note that, for the student sample, T2 DAS-C, on its own, did not moderate the attitude-behavior correspondence, so it is no surprise that it did not moderate attitude-behavior correspondence in models with control variables. 
Below we present analyses organized by control variables, and three sets of analyses were conducted for each control variable.  The three sets correspond to the primary predictors –T1 Attitudes and T1 DAS-C in the RM sample, T1 Attitudes and T1 DAS-C in the student sample, and T1 Attitudes and T2 DAS-C in the student sample.  Each analysis includes these predictors and their interaction term, as well as the relevant control variable (e.g., Need for Cognition) and its interaction with T1 Attitudes.  Tables presenting results for all analyses are organized by sample and the time points at which DAS-C were measured (Tables S9-S11).  Each of these analyses were multilevel models parallel to those reported in the main text, with observations nested within participant and within attitude object.  Intercepts were allowed to vary across both nesting units, and the slope of attitudes predicting behavior was allowed to vary across participants.  Model convergence errors emerged when we attempted to estimate the covariance of random slopes and random intercepts across participants, so we estimate the variance of these random effects only.
[bookmark: _Toc40253850]Need for cognition. For analyses involving NFC, and consistent with Study 4, NFC significantly moderated attitude-behavior correspondence when DAS-C was included in the model.  In each of the analysis, however, the effects of DAS-C were consistent with when NFC was not included as a control variable.  Specifically, in the RM sample, the moderating impact of DAS-C continued to be opposite to predictions (t(479.75) = -2.08, p = .038) and in the student sample, the moderating impact of DAS-C was consistent with predictions -- marginally significant with the T1 measure of DAS-C (t(332.65) = 1.79, p = .074) and non-significantly so with the T2 measure of DAS-C (t(337.38) = 1.19, p = .234). 
[bookmark: _Toc40253851]Self-concept clarity. Overall, SCC consistently moderated attitude-behavior correspondence when DAS-C was included in the model, with stronger attitude-behavior correspondence as SCC increased. In each of the analysis, the effects of DAS-C were somewhat consistent with when SCC was not included as a control variable.  In the RM sample, the moderating impact of DAS-C continued to be opposite to predictions (t(482.99) = -2.21, p = .028) and in the student sample, DAS-C failed to moderate the attitude-behavior correspondence both with the T1 measure of DAS-C (t(331.01) = 1.61, p = .107) and the T2 measure of DAS-C (t(334.61) = 1.09, p = .277), though the effects were directionally consistent with the analyses excluding control variables. 
[bookmark: _Toc40253852]Self-esteem. Overall, RSE consistently moderated attitude-behavior correspondence when DAS-C was included in the model, with stronger attitude-behavior correspondence as self-esteem increased. In each of the analysis, however, the effects of DAS-C were consistent with when RSE was not included as a control variable.  Specifically, in the RM sample, the moderating impact of DAS-C continued to be opposite to predictions (t(485.69) = -2.21, p = .028) and in the student sample, the moderating impact of DAS-C was consistent with predictions -- marginally significant with the T1 measure of DAS-C (t(331.42) = 1.79, p = .075) and non-significantly so with the T2 measure of DAS-C (t(335.15) = 1.10, p = .276). 
[bookmark: _Toc40253853]	Other domains of certainty predicting reported behavior. In addition to the pre-registered analyses, we also sought to see whether other measures of certainty could predict the attitude-behavior relationship. To do this, we ran analyses directly parallel to the primary T1 Attitude x T1 DAS-C analyses reported in the main paper, but replaced DAS-C with perceptual certainty, general knowledge certainty, judgmental confidence, and trait self-confidence, respectively. We then followed up these analyses with additional control analyses reported above (controlling for NFC, SCC, RSE), though we do not discuss them explicitly here. As see in Table S9 & S10, on their own, perceptual certainty, judgmental confidence and trait self-confidence did not reliably moderate A-B correspondence. However, general knowledge certainty consistently moderated the attitude-behavior correspondence, both with and without additional control variables in the models. 
Finally, we examined whether the moderating effect of DAS-C on attitude-behavior relationship would change when other domains of certainty were also considered. To do this, we conducted three sets similar to the ones reported above. Tables presenting results for all analyses are organized by sample and the time points at which the DAS-C were measured (Table S11).  Overall, the moderating patterns of DAS-C on attitude-behavior relationship were not changed when any other measures of confidence and their interactions with T1 attitudes were included in the model. 
[bookmark: _Toc40253854]Dispositional attitude extremity. Similar to Study 4, we examined whether the moderating effects of DAS-C on attitude-behavior relationship would change when dispositional attitude extremity (DAS-E) was also considered. To do this, we re-ran the primary analysis predicting behavioral intentions from the focal attitude, dispositional attitude certainty (i.e., DAS-C) and dispositional attitude extremity (i.e., DAS-E). As seen in Table S11, the models indicated that, both the SS and the RM sample, consistent with Study 4, DAS-E significant moderated the attitude-behavior relationship in an unexpected way -- as people tended to be more extreme in their attitudes in general, their specific attitudes tended to predict behavioral intentions to a lesser extent. In addition, DAS-C significantly moderated the attitude-behavioral relationship for the student sample, but failed to do so for the RM sample, consistent with when DAS-E was not included in the model. 
[bookmark: _Toc40253855]Exploratory analyses. In addition to the pre-registered analyses described above, we also conducted a series of exploratory analyses examining stability of focal attitudes (i.e., the ones that correspond to behavioral criteria in the primary analyses) over time. First, we examined whether focal attitude certainty could predict the stability of attitudes, one of the hallmark features of attitude strength. Consistent with attitude certainty as a predictor of attitude stability, we first examined whether the relationship between T1 and T2 attitudes towards those issues that had behavioral criterion was moderated by participants certainty in the attitudes themselves. As seen in Table S12 below, in both data sets there was support for this prediction. That is, as certainty in these attitudes increased, so too did the stability of the attitudes across the two time points, consistent with some prior work on this issue (e.g., Bassili, 1996). 
We next examined a question that has not been explored previously -- whether certainty in other attitudes could similarly predict attitude stability, using T1 DAS-C. The DAS-C predicted the stability of other attitudes in the student sample, but did not do so in the RM sample. In the student sample, this relationship was such that as certainty in the DAS items increased, the stability of the non-DAS attitudes increased. 

Table S12: Multilevel models predicting stability of focal attitudes over time.
	 
	Focal Attitude Certainty
	
	DAS-C

	
	RM
	SS
	
	RM
	SS

	Fixed Effects
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-.01 (.05)
	-.02 (.05)
	
	-.001 (.05)
	-.001 (.05)

	Attitude
	.74 (.01)***
	.69 (.01)***
	
	.77 (.01)***
	.69 (.01)***

	Cert
	.05 (.01)***
	-.01 (.01)
	
	.01 (.01)
	-.04 (.01)***

	Attitude x Cert
	.06 (.01)***
	.05 (.01)***
	
	-.004 (.01)
	.04 (.01)***

	Variance/Covariance Parameters
	
	
	
	

	Residual
	.28 (.01)***
	.37 (.01)***
	
	.28 (.01)***
	.37 (.01)***

	Intercept (participant)
	.01 (.003)***
	.03 (.005)***
	
	.01 (.003)***
	.03 (.005)***

	Attitude slope (participant)
	.01 (.002)**
	.01 (.004)**
	
	.01 (.002)**
	.02 (.004)***

	Int/Att cov (participant)
	-.01 (.002)***
	-.01 (.003)**
	
	-.01 (.001)***
	-.01 (.003)***

	Intercept (object)
	.02 (.01)+
	.02 (.01)+
	 
	.02 (.01)+
	.02 (.01)+


Study 5 multilevel models predicting T2 attitudes from predictors specified in each column. Entries are unstandardized betas and associated standard errors. “Cert” refers to the specific measure of certainty referred to in each column.  RM = Research Match, SS = Student sample, DAS-C = certainty in responses to dispositional attitude scale.
+p < .10 *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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