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Motivating Future Voters: Comparing the Effects of ‘I Voted’ 
and ‘I Will Vote’ Stickers on Intention to Vote
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ABSTRACT
“I Voted” stickers have long symbolized civic pride and voter participa-
tion in American political culture. This study examines the impact of 
these stickers’ language on voting intentions, comparing the effects of 
future tense (“I Will Vote”) with past-tense stickers (“I Voted”) and 
control stickers. Through two pre-registered experiments involving 
low-propensity voters (Total N = 1500), we find that “I Will Vote” stick-
ers significantly enhance voting intentions compared to “I Voted” and 
control stickers. We also find that “I Will Vote” stickers induce more 
positive attitudes toward voting and greater voting self-efficacy. These 
findings contribute to the understudied intersection of language and 
political behavior, illuminating how linguistic choices in voter outreach 
can shape civic engagement. We conclude with a call for scholars to 
explore how incorporating the future tense in get-out-the-vote cam-
paigns can effectively boost turnout.

KEYWORDS 
Language; vote intention; 
future orientation; 
communication

Understanding and addressing voting barriers is essential for fostering a more inclusive and 
representative democracy (Cancela & Geys, 2016). Thus, a central question in political 
science is how to ensure voter turnout (Green & Gerber, 2019), particularly among low- 
propensity voters (Bedolla & Michelson, 2012; Michelson et al., 2024; Scott et al., 2021). 
Although many drivers of voting turnout are unmodifiable structural factors (Kostelka & 
Blais, 2021), communication strategies are important to increase participation (Mann & 
Bryant, 2020). “I Voted” stickers constitute a communication strategy frequently used to 
signal who has voted in an election, serving as both a symbolic reward for voters and 
a normative signal for others to vote (Butkowski, 2023). This paper explores the effects of 
voting stickers on voting intentions, contributing to the under-studied area of language and 
political science (Newman et al., 2021; Pérez, 2015). Given that previous research on 
behavioral prediction (Ajzen, 1991) has demonstrated that intentions are key determinants 
of actions, including voting (Hansen & Jensen, 2007; Netemeyer & Burton, 1990), examin-
ing voting intentions is particularly important for understanding how linguistic choices can 
influence civic engagement.

Focusing on “I Voted” stickers is valuable because they comprise a staple within 
American voting culture, with media reports of this tradition dating back to the early 
1980s (Waxman, 2016). Distributed at polling stations across the country, these stickers can 

CONTACT Alon P. Kraitzman alon.kraitzman@appc.upenn.edu Annenberg Public Policy Center, University of 
Pennsylvania, The Annenberg Public Policy Center 202 S. 36th St, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104-3806, USA

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed online at https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2025.2472768

POLITICAL COMMUNICATION                           
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2025.2472768

© 2025 Taylor & Francis Group, LLC 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2025.2472768
http://www.tandfonline.com
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10584609.2025.2472768&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-03-10


serve as not only a badge of honor for voters but also a social cue encouraging others to vote 
as well. To further enhance political participation, some states and local jurisdictions have 
initiated “I Voted” sticker design contests following guidelines provided by the US Election 
Assistance Commission (EAC).1 These competitions involve state partnerships with schools 
and other community organizations, promoting creativity and drawing media attention to 
election-related activities. Samples from EAC award winners and community-generated 
stickers appear in Appendix Figure B1.

“I Voted” stickers have been so popular that they are also visible on social media. Every 
election, as Americans go to the polls, their social media feeds are flooded with selfies of 
friends proudly displaying their “I Voted” stickers, showcasing who has participated in the 
electoral process and inspiring others to vote as well. Moreover, social media companies 
such as Meta often provide “I Voted” buttons like the ones displayed in the bottom panel of 
Appendix Figure B1. The social media impact of the “I Voted” message was examined as 
part of a social message in a large-scale experiment involving Facebook users. In a study by 
Bond et al. (2012), participants received information about voting presented either alone or 
accompanied by faces of Facebook friends showing that they had clicked the “I Voted” 
button. Relative to the control participants, those presented with the social “I Voted” 
message, were significantly more likely to click on polling location information, vote, and 
display the “I Voted” button (also see: Jones et al., 2017). However, this experiment used “I 
Voted” messages in conjunction with other information, making it impossible to isolate the 
impact of the “I Voted” message.

Considering that no previous study has examined the impact of “I Voted” messages 
alone, we still do not know whether the “I Voted” sticker itself is effective in motivating 
voters. In this paper, we hypothesize that relative to “I Voted” stickers, “I Will Vote” 
messages will have a greater impact on voting intentions, as well as commitment to voting, 
attitudes toward voting, and/or voting self-efficacy. To examine these possibilities, we 
conducted two pre-registered experiments involving US adults who did not vote in previous 
presidential elections. Participants were randomly assigned to virtually view and sort either 
“I Will Vote,” “I Voted,” or control stickers, after which they reported their voting inten-
tions. To further test the underlying process, they also reported their commitment to voting, 
attitudes toward voting, and voting self-efficacy (Ajzen, 1991; Hansen & Jensen, 2007; 
Huang & Cheng, 2022; Zhang et al., 2022).

Overall, our findings show that “I Will Vote” stickers strengthen voting intentions 
significantly more than either “I Voted” or control messages. This effect is consistent across 
different model specifications and observed in both experiments. Moreover, participants 
exposed to the “I Will Vote” stickers also reported greater voting commitment and, most 
notably, significantly more positive attitudes toward voting and higher levels of voting self- 
efficacy. These results suggest that incorporating “I Will Vote” language in get-out-the-vote 
campaigns could enhance their effectiveness, possibly leading to higher voter turnout in 
elections.

Theoretical Framework

A growing body of literature has examined how the language used in political messages 
influences voters’ attitudes and behavior. For example, providing Spanish-language election 
materials increases turnout among Spanish-speaking citizens with limited English 
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proficiency (Hopkins, 2011). Also, referring to voting with nouns rather than verbs in pre- 
election surveys improves voter turnout (Bryan et al., 2011), and simpler, more accessible 
ballot wording enhances ballot support (Shulman et al., 2022). Now, although these findings 
highlight the important role that linguistic choices can play in shaping political engagement, 
one unexplored question is whether the temporal perspective of verbs used in political 
messages plays a role in shaping individuals’ intentions to vote. This study aims to address 
this gap by considering the role of verb usage in “I Voted” stickers as part of strategies to 
increase voter turnout.

The intentions behind human actions, including political behavior, are often formulated 
and solidified through thoughts that are strung together in a verbal but rapid way 
(Albarracín, 2021; Carrera et al., 2012; Lohmann et al., 2019). Intentions, as mental 
representations of one’s willingness to perform a behavior, are rarely full-fledged proposi-
tions but, rather, unfold as fragmentary thoughts or feelings that cue behavioral procedures 
(Albarracín, 2021). For example, asking questions is likely to strengthen intentions to 
engage in future behaviors (Conner et al., 2011) and may also modulate the default response 
(Lohmann et al., 2019). Moreover, describing a past action as ongoing using the imperfec-
tive aspect, “I was walking,” leads to a greater likelihood of repeating the action compared to 
describing it in the perfective aspect, “I walked” (Hart & Albarracin, 2009). Similarly, the 
presentation of words in a particular order can lead to the formation of intentions, as when 
seeing unrelated “Will” and “I” promotes the willingness to perform an upcoming task 
(Dolcos & Albarracin, 2014).

To begin, from a linguistic point of view, a statement like “I will come tomorrow” 
constitutes an illocutionary act (Austin, 1975; Kannetzky, 2002). Going beyond the com-
munication of semantic meaning, an illocutionary act performs an action, as when “I do” 
changes the civil status of a person from single to married or the word “declare” introduces 
a law (Searle & Vanderveken, 2005). Accordingly, “I will” can comprise the illocutionary act 
of promising to perform an action in the future (Celle, 2008; Ranger, 2018). Importantly, the 
illocutionary act “I will” may not only signal a commitment to an observer but also affect a 
person’s motivation to perform the action in the future (Kissine, 2008) locutionary. This 
may occur spontaneously because “I will” can directly introduce an “I will” thought in the 
person, leading to stronger feelings of commitment.

Another reason why “I Will Vote” stickers may be more effective in promoting inten-
tions to vote than “I Voted” stickers is that anticipating a behavior can shape one’s attitudes 
toward it. For example, thinking about an action in the past tense (e.g., “I drank”) decreases 
the use of attitudes as a basis for intentions compared to thinking about the action in the 
present tense (e.g., “I drink”) (Albarracin & Shavitt, 2018; Carrera et al., 2014). When 
reflecting on past behavior, such as voting during a previous election, the thought of the 
previous behavior is often sufficient to evaluate the behavior as desirable (Albarracin & 
Wyer, 2000; Bem, 1965). For example, false feedback that one unconsciously supports or 
opposes a policy has a large impact on attitudes toward the policy (Albarracin & Wyer,  
2000). More generally, messages are more persuasive when they promote thoughts in line 
with their arguments, leading to the notion that all persuasion is, in a way, “self-persuasion” 
(Greenwald, 1968; Janis & King, 1954; Loman et al., 2018; Perloff, 2020).

A third reason why “I Will Vote” stickers could promote voting intentions more than “I 
Voted” stickers is that a future orientation can increase planning and self-efficacy (Ebreo & 
Vining, 2001; Essl et al., 2023; Wallentin & Nedergaard, 2023). For example, considerations 
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of future consequences are related to individuals’ self-reported recycling behavior (Ebreo & 
Vining, 2001). Moreover, future time perspectives are positively associated with goal 
setting, goal monitoring, goal operating, self-regulatory ability, and outcomes (Baird 
et al., 2021). By focusing on future actions, individuals are more likely to think proactively 
about their participation in the anticipated process (Wallentin & Nedergaard, 2023). When 
individuals think about and plan for the future, they are more likely to set, strive for, and 
achieve goals (Conner et al., 2011; Ireland et al., 2015). For example, thinking about voting 
in the future may allow people to imagine doing it and consider possible obstacles and 
solutions. In turn, this cognitive activity may induce self-efficacy among people who are 
exposed to “I Will Vote” stickers.

In sum, we hypothesized that compared to “I Voted” stickers, “I Will Vote” stickers may 
lead to stronger voting intentions in three different ways. First, “I Will Vote” may directly 
induce commitment to voting as the message itself overlaps with mental representations of 
intentions. Second, “I Will Vote” may induce thoughts about the desirability of voting, 
shaping more favorable attitudes. Third, “I Will Vote” may instill self-efficacy by facilitating 
a mental simulation of behavior and associated feelings that one is capable of voting. Based 
on this theoretical framework, we hypothesize that “I Will Vote” stickers will lead to 
stronger voting intentions compared to “I Voted” stickers. Furthermore, we compare the 
effects of “I Will Vote” and “I Voted” stickers on voting commitment, voting attitudes, and 
voting self-efficacy.

Methods and Results

Our methodological approach involves two complementary experiments about the influ-
ence of “I Will Vote” and “I Voted” stickers on voting intentions among US adults who did 
not vote in the previous presidential elections. Focusing on this demographic allows us to 
understand how these messages impact low-propensity voters. Both experiments were 
preregistered at AsPredicted #166071 and #171133, designed in Qualtrics, and performed 
on the survey platforms Prolific and Forthright.2

Experiment 1 - Preregistered Study of the Impact of Different Types of Stickers on 
Voting Intentions

Experiment 1 explores the impact of different sticker messages on voting intentions. We 
hypothesize that participants exposed to the “I Will Vote” sticker will report a higher 
intention to vote compared to those who do not receive this message. Initial findings 
from a pilot study suggested a Cohen’s d effect size of 0.18. We estimated that a sample 
size of 600 would provide sufficient statistical power to detect such an effect, with an alpha 
level of 0.01 and a power of 0.95.

Design
The study enrolled 600 participants through Prolific, selecting a sample of US adults who 
did not vote in previous presidential elections (see Appendix Table A5 for demographic 
data). Consistent with our preregistration, all participants indicated that they did not vote in 
the previous elections. The experiment ran from March 14–17, 2024, following our pre-
registration on AsPredicted (see #166071). Participants were randomly assigned to one of 
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three conditions – “I Will Vote,” “I Voted,” and a control condition concerning traffic 
safety – in a between-subjects experiment.

Participants received the following directive according to their assigned condition: “In 
this activity, we need your insights and ask for your help to design stickers. Your task 
involves examining a series of newly designed (”I Will Vote” / “I Voted”/ “Buckle Up”) 
stickers. Consider the designs’ appeal and clarity. Arrange the seven stickers in order of 
their effectiveness: place the sticker you find best at the top of your list and the one you 
believe is the worst at the bottom. To rank the listed items, drag and drop each item.” 
Subsequently, participants were shown seven sticker designs in a randomized sequence (see 
Figure 1). The first group sorted “I Will Vote” stickers, the second group “I Voted” stickers, 
and the third group “Buckle Up” stickers.

Dependent Variable
Following the sorting task, we assessed participants’ voting intentions. We developed 
a Voting Intention Index that closely aligns with the wording used in the American 
National Election Studies (ANES), which asks about the intention to vote for specific 
political offices.3 This index comprises six items rated on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 
(“extremely unlikely”/’not at all’) to 7 (“extremely likely”/’very much so’). The index is 
designed to be comprehensive by measuring intention to vote across various political 
offices, including the presidency, Senate, House of Representatives, governorship, and 
state justice positions, as well as a general inclination to vote (see Appendix Table A1 for 
list of questions and Table A3 for Cronbach’s alpha values). This approach acknowledges 
that motivations to vote may stem from a desire to influence electoral outcomes for specific 

Figure 1. Manipulations in experiments 1 & 2.
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offices, thereby enhancing the index’s ability to capture the diverse reasons behind voter 
participation and improving respondents’ recall by providing concrete examples.4

Analysis
The left panel of Figure 1 displays a comparison of the Voting Intention Index among the 
three experimental conditions. As shown, participants in the “I Will Vote” condition 
reported stronger intentions to vote (Median = 4.33, SD = 2.06), with scores ranging from 
2.67 (25th percentile) to 6.33 (75th percentile). Those in the “I Voted” condition 
(Median = 4.17, SD = 2.19, IQR: 2.00–6.17) and control task condition (Median = 4.00, 
SD = 2.12, IQR: 1.83–5.67) showed much lower voting intentions. This difference was 
verified in a baseline regression model and a covariate-adjusted model. The baseline 
model regressed the Voting Intention Index solely on the experimental conditions, while 
the covariate-adjusted model also accounted for participants’ party affiliation, age, gender, 
and race.

The baseline model’s findings, shown in the first column of Figure 2, reveal that the “I 
Will Vote” condition yielded significantly higher voting intention scores relative to the 
control conditions, while the “I Voted” condition did not. To better understand the 
magnitude of these effects, we calculated the predicted values for each condition (see 
Table 1). In the baseline model, the “I Will Vote” condition had an effect of 4.34 
(SE = 0.15), compared to 4.10 (SE = 0.15) in the “I Voted” condition and 3.85 (SE = 0.15) 
in the control condition. The inclusion of covariates, as shown in the second column of 
Table 1, did not modify the implications of these results, with similar predicted values of 
4.37, 4.10, and 3.84 for the “I Will Vote,” “I Voted,” and control conditions respectively, 
thereby affirming the robustness of our findings. To also explore the null finding for the “I 
Voted” condition, we conducted equivalence tests for the full model, with margins of ± 0.5 
units. The results for the “I Voted” (Appendix A11) were inconclusive – we could neither 
reject the null hypothesis of a meaningful positive effect nor confirm equivalence to the 

Figure 2. Experiments 1 & 2 - results.
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control condition.5 These outcomes provide support for our hypothesis that “I Will Vote” 
stickers are associated with an increased likelihood of voting intention.

Experiment 2 - Preregistered Study on Effects on Voting Intentions and the Roles of 
Commitment, Attitudes, and Efficacy

Although the prior study is consistent with the hypothesis that the “I Will” sticker will 
increase voting intention among recipients, the study does not directly investigate the 
underlying process. Hence, in the second study, we aim to replicate the results from 
Experiment 1 and also examine the impact of sticker messages on voting commitment, 
voting attitudes, and voting self-efficacy. Specifically, we hypothesize that the “I Will Vote” 
sticker may positively influence voting commitment, attitudes, and self-efficacy, which may 
then strengthen voting intentions. In this survey, we planned a sample of 900 participants, 
which exceeds the required number to detect a small effect size (r = .10) with α = .01 and 
a power of .95.

Design
Following our preregistration plan, we targeted US adults who had not voted in previous 
presidential elections. This stringent pre-screening criterion substantially reduced our 
eligible pool, as many potential participants in Prolific’s general sample either had voted 
in previous elections or had not answered the voting history question. Therefore, we 
recruited 600 participants through Prolific, and to reach our target sample size of 900, we 
recruited an additional 300 participants through Forthright (see demographic data in 
Appendix Table A6). As specified in our pre-analysis plan, participants flagged as bots by 
Qualtrics were excluded from the analysis. Since the second group of participants came 
from a different survey platform, we asked participants at the end if they had taken this 
survey before, and those who answered “yes” were also excluded from the analysis.6 While 

Table 1. Regression analyses: voting intentions across experiments.
Experiment 1 Experiment 2

Baseline With Covariates Baseline With Covariates

I Will Vote 0.483 0.523 0.478 0.470
(0.024) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013)

I Voted 0.250 0.252 0.167 0.127
(0.246) (0.230) (0.380) (0.498)

Party Id −0.203 −0.161
(0.086) (0.159)

Age −0.044 −0.028
(0.000) (0.000)

White 0.255 0.368
(0.149) (0.023)

Female 0.350 −0.160
(0.042) (0.302)

Constant 3.854 5.169 3.806 4.872
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

F 2.57 7.40 3.24 5.21
Prob > F 0.0777 0.0000 0.0397 0.0000
RMSE 2.124 2.065 2.109 2.080

Note: p-values in parentheses. Control group: Experiment 1: Mean=3.854, SD=2.118. 
Experiment 2: Mean = 3.852, SD = 2.026 (see Appendix Table A7)
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participants who failed the posttreatment attention check were not excluded from the 
analysis (Montgomery et al., 2018), as an additional robustness check, we report results 
excluding these participants in Appendix Table A8; the findings remain substantively 
similar. The experiment was executed from April 17 to May 1, 2024, after the study was 
preregistered at AsPredicted (#171133). Similar to Experiment 1, participants were ran-
domly assigned to one of the three conditions: “I Will Vote,” “I Voted,” and a control 
condition concerning traffic safety. The task and instructions were identical to those in 
Experiment 1.

Dependent Variables
After the ordering task, we assessed participants’ voting intentions using the Voting 
Intention Index, which comprises seven items rated on a 7-point scale (see Appendix 
Table A1).7 Additionally, we constructed three indices to measure the mediators. First, 
a Commitment Index, which measures the commitment to voting in the upcoming elec-
tions, includes five items on a 7-point scale, with 1 indicating “no commitment” and 7 
indicating “absolute commitment.” This index, which follows Klein et al. (2021)’s concep-
tualization of commitment, includes the following items: “I will integrate voting into my 
civic responsibilities,” “I will prioritize voting as a key expression of my civic identity,” and 
“I feel I am committed to voting.” Second, the Voting Attitudes Index measures attitudes 
toward voting with four items on a 7-point scale, with 1 indicating negative attitude and 7 
indicating positive attitude. This index, which is informed by established measures of voting 
attitudes (Farc & Sagarin, 2009), includes the following questions: “How unbeneficial or 
beneficial do you think it is to vote in the 2024 elections?,” “How unnecessary or necessary 
do you think it is to vote in the 2024 elections?,” “How unimportant or important do you 
think it is to vote in the 2024 elections?,” and “How unpleasant or pleasant do you think it is 
to vote in the 2024 elections?.” Third, the Self-Efficacy Index, which measures participants’ 
confidence in their ability to vote, includes three items on a 7-point scale, with 1 indicating 
strong disagreement and 7 indicating strong agreement. Our approach to measuring self- 
efficacy is based on the Pearlin Mastery Index (PMI) (Seeman et al., 1991) as utilized by 
Condon and Holleque (2013) in their study of voting behavior among young people. While 
the PMI assesses general self-efficacy, we have adapted this concept to focus specifically on 
voting-related self-efficacy, as recommended by behavioral prediction models (Ajzen & 
Madden, 1986; Ajzen et al., 2018; Bandura et al., 1980). The index includes the following 
items: “I will vote without needing a reminder,” “I will overcome any obstacles to ensure my 
participation,” and “I will make an effort to fit voting with my schedule” (see Appendix 
Table A4 for Cronbach’s alpha values).8

Analysis
As in Experiment 1, we first assess the direct effect of sticker messages on voting intentions. 
The results, presented in the third column of Table 1, reproduce the findings from the 
previous study. Specifically, the “I Will Vote” sticker leads to significantly stronger voting 
intentions than either the “I Voted” and control stickers (see Appendix Table A7). In the 
baseline model, the predicted value of the “I Will Vote” condition is 4.29 (SE = 0.13), 
compared to 3.97 (SE = 0.13) in the “I Voted” condition, and 3.80 (SE = 0.14) in the control 
condition. Following this, we test a similar model with covariates for party affiliation, age, 
gender, and race. These results, which appear in the last column of Table 2, also show the 
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significantly more positive impact of “I Will Vote” compared to the other two conditions. 
Moreover, we see similar effects in the model with covariates, with predicted values of 4.29 
for “I Will Vote,” 3.95 for “I Voted” and 3.82 for the control task. Here, we also used 
equivalence tests to explore the null finding for the “I Voted” condition, with margins of ±  
0.5 units (Table A11). Unlike the inconclusive results in Experiment 1, these tests revealed 
that with greater statistical power, the “I Voted” condition was statistically equivalent to the 
control condition.

To better understand the mechanisms behind these experimental effects, we examine 
how sticker messages influence voting commitment, self-efficacy, and attitudes toward 
voting. The regression models, which include the covariates age, race, gender, and party 
identification, reveal pathways through which the “I Will Vote” sticker can affect voting 
intentions (see Table 3 and Table 4). While exposure to the “I Will Vote” message shows 

Table 2. Predicted values: vote intention index - experiment 1.
Experiment 1 Experiment 2

Baseline With Covariates Baseline With Covariates

Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE

I Will Vote 4.337 0.147 4.366 0.144 4.285 0.134 4.293 0.132
I Voted 4.103 0.149 4.095 0.146 3.973 0.132 3.950 0.130
Control Task 3.854 0.154 3.843 0.151 3.806 0.136 3.823 0.135

Table 3. Experiment 2: Additional Outcomes.
DV Voting Commitment Voting Attitudes Voting Self Efficacy
I Will Vote 0.306 0.420 0.587

(0.096) (0.007) (0.018)
I Voted 0.103 0.228 0.199

(0.572) (0.143) (0.420)
White 0.294 0.099 0.351

(0.062) (0.459) (0.099)
Female −0.157 0.242 −0.399

(0.297) (0.059) (0.049)
Age −0.031 −0.018 −0.024

(0.000) (0.001) (0.004)
Party Id −0.047 −0.090 −0.003

(0.671) (0.339) (0.982)
Constant 4.629 4.711 4.947

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
F 5.00 4.16 3.16
Prob > F 0.0000 0.0004 0.0046
RMSE 2.025 1.722 2.727

Note: p-values in parentheses. Control group. 
Note: p-values in parentheses. Control group: Voting Commitment: Mean=3.686, SD=1.976; Voting 

Attitudes: Mean=4.255, SD=1.756; Voting Self Efficacy: Mean=4.213, SD=2.579 (see Appendix Table 
A7).

Table 4. Predicted values: Additional outcomes - Experiment 2.
Voting Commitment Voting Attitudes Voting Self Efficacy

Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE

I Will Vote 3.949 0.129 4.588 0.109 4.751 0.173
I Voted 3.746 0.127 4.395 0.108 4.363 0.171
Control Task 3.643 0.131 4.168 0.112 4.164 0.177
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a positive but non-significant effect on voting commitment (β = 0.31, p = .10), it signifi-
cantly enhances both attitudes toward voting (β = 0.42, p = .01) and voting self-efficacy (β =  
0.59, p = .02). In contrast, the “I Voted” sticker shows consistently weaker and non- 
significant effects across all three variables: commitment (β = 0.10, p = .57), attitudes (β =  
0.23, p = .14), and self-efficacy (β = 0.20, p = .42).

Overall, the regression results provide robust support for our hypotheses and replicate 
the findings from Experiment 1. This second experiment adds value by illuminating the 
psychological mechanisms underlying the sticker effects. While both “I Will Vote” and “I 
Voted” stickers were tested against a control condition, only the “I Will Vote” message 
showed significant positive effects on attitudes toward voting and voting self-efficacy. This 
suggests that participants exposed to the “I Will Vote” message feel more favorably disposed 
toward voting and more confident in their ability to vote, which can subsequently heighten 
their intention to vote.

It is important to address potential concerns related to social desirability and demand 
effects. To mitigate these, we implemented measures to enhance transparency and minimize 
participant deception. At the outset of the study, we explicitly informed participants that the 
research focused on American politics, ensuring that all participants were aware of the 
study’s general domain. Thus, since both the “I Voted” and “I Will Vote” sticker conditions 
were presented within the same framework, any social desirability biases arising from 
participants inferring the study’s objectives would equally influence responses in both 
conditions. Consequently, the differential effects observed between the sticker messages 
are unlikely to be solely attributable to social desirability or demand characteristics, thereby 
reinforcing the validity of our findings. More importantly, the study provided data on 
possible demand effects. Specifically, a funnel question at the conclusion of the survey asked 
respondents to identify the study’s primary focus as follows “What do you think the study 
was about?” Answers to this question are coded to determine if any participants guess the 
study hypothesis, in which case they might produce bias results in the direction of the 
hypothesis. However, the vast majority of participants (about 90%) reported that the study 
was about politics, but none reported the actual study hypothesis.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our study has two main methodological limitations that should be kept in mind when 
interpreting the results. First, as we measured only immediate effects on voting intentions, 
we do not know for how long these intentions persist. Future research could explore how to 
maintain the motivational boost from “I Will Vote” stickers in the weeks and months 
leading up to election day. Such research would be particularly valuable for developing 
comprehensive get-out-the-vote strategies that leverage and sustain the promising effects 
we observed with “I Will Vote” messages.

It is also important to acknowledge that our study assessed voting intentions, not actual 
voting behavior. Although intentions are often considered a strong predictor of future 
electoral participation (Netemeyer & Burton, 1990), with meta-analyses across various types 
of behaviors showing correlations between intentions and behavior in the range of r  
= .44–.47 (Armitage & Conner, 2001), the translation of intentions into behavior depends 
on individuals’ capacity to overcome various personal and institutional barriers (Holbein & 
Hillygus, 2020). Personal and social factors, such as civic knowledge, perceived ability to 
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navigate the voting process, and social support networks, might influence whether 
enhanced voting intentions translate into electoral participation.

A key distinction to consider is that while “I Voted” stickers are typically distributed at 
the polling place to those who already voted, “I Will Vote” messages are intended to be 
presented before voting to encourage participation. Yet, mobilization tactics, such as direct 
mailing of voting material, may not always be effective (Green & Gerber, 2019; Unan et al.,  
2024), and that can depend on the election context (Mann & Haenschen, 2024). With this in 
mind, we propose the following avenues to explore how to utilize the findings from this 
study in GOTV efforts. First, future research could examine the connection between our 
findings and Cialdini’s work on social influence (Cialdini et al., 1978; Kiesler & Corbin,  
1965; Kiesler et al., 1966, 1974), which suggests that individuals tend to act in ways that 
maintain consistency with their prior statements/commitments, especially when they are 
public. Future studies could examine whether individuals who publicly display “I Will 
Vote” stickers have stronger psychological pressure to maintain consistency between stated 
intentions and future behavior.

Second, future research should explore engaging delivery strategies to maximize the 
effectiveness of “I Will Vote” messages. Specifically, implementing pre-election distribution 
through trusted community organizations, such as canvassers affiliated with local nonpro-
fits or community groups, could enhance the credibility and personal impact of the 
message. This approach leverages personal interaction and trusted sources to foster 
a stronger commitment to voting, potentially increasing the likelihood that individuals 
will follow through on their voting intentions.

Finally, community-based competitions to create and disseminate “I Will Vote” stickers 
represent another promising avenue for future research. Engaging local communities in the 
design and distribution process can enhance ownership and engagement with the message. 
Additionally, such competitions could facilitate the development of various future-oriented 
GOTV messages, allowing researchers to assess the effectiveness of different linguistic 
variations in promoting voter engagement. This strategy not only promotes creativity and 
community involvement but also provides a platform to test the scalability and adaptability 
of future-oriented messaging in diverse contexts.

Conclusions

Are “I Voted” stickers effective at influencing citizens’ voting intentions, or could there be 
more impactful alternatives? How might these alternatives work? The present research 
leverages two preregistered experiments to examine whether “I Will Vote” stickers could 
more effectively enhance voting intentions among low-propensity voters compared to “I 
Voted” stickers. Our findings reveal that the “I Will Vote” condition leads to stronger voting 
intentions than the control condition, while the “I Voted” condition does not have a similar 
effect. The results, which are robust for different model specifications, show that “I Will 
Vote” messages may be a promising avenue to increase voter turnout.

The second goal of this research was to explore potential psychological mechanisms 
through which “I Will Vote” messages might influence voting intentions. We hypothesized 
that future-oriented messages, such as “I Will Vote,” can affect voter motivation by 
influencing commitment, attitudes toward voting, and self-efficacy. Our analysis revealed 
that exposure to “I Will Vote” stickers significantly enhanced both attitudes about future 
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voting participation and voting self-efficacy, while showing a positive but non-significant 
effect on commitment. These findings demonstrate that “I Will Vote” messages can 
effectively shape key psychological factors that are known to be associated with behavioral 
intentions.

Our findings contribute to the growing body of literature on the intersection of language 
and voting. By demonstrating that messages such as “I Will Vote” can significantly enhance 
voting intentions, our research highlights the importance of verb tense in political com-
munication strategies. This research also bridges insights from political science, linguistics, 
and psychology, offering a multidisciplinary perspective on voter mobilization. Our find-
ings suggest that the temporal framing of political messages can tap into cognitive and 
motivational processes that shape civic engagement. Beyond the context of voting, this 
study underscores the broader importance of linguistic strategies in shaping behavioral 
intentions. While many studies on temporal framing in the area of risk communication 
emphasize the benefits of present-oriented messages (Wang et al., 2024), our findings 
suggest that future-oriented frames may be particularly effective for planned civic beha-
viors. This approach reveals new possibilities for how language might be used to encourage 
political participation, social responsibility, and collective action while also contributing to 
ongoing debates about the impact of linguistic variations on political behavior (Bryan et al.,  
2016; Gerber, Huber, Biggers, & Hendry, 2016; Gerber, Huber, Biggers, Hendry, et al.,  
2016). Future research should examine the long-term effects of verb tense and other forms 
of temporal framing in political messages, investigating whether these linguistic strategies 
can have a sustained impact on political norms and actual voting behavior.

Notes

1. https://www.eac.gov/blogs/best-practices-i-voted-sticker-contests
2. The code and data that support the findings of this study are available here: https://osf.io/ 

e782q/
3. For example the ANES asks, “Do you intend to vote in the November election for President?,” 

“Do you intend to vote in the election for the U.S. Senate?,” and “Do you intend to vote in the 
election for the U.S. House of Representatives?,” “Do you intend to vote for a candidate for 
Governor?.”

4. Appendix Table A9 shows the results of the experiments for each component of the index.
5. It should be noted that the difference between the “I Voted” and the “I Will Vote” stickers is not 

statistically significant.
6. A total of 21 participants were excluded based on this exclusion criterion. While this criterion 

deviates from our preregistration plan, the results remain similar even when we do not apply 
this exclusion (see Appendix Table A8).

7. In this study, we added another question on general intention to vote in the 2024 general 
elections.

8. In addition to the Self-Efficacy Index, we measured alternative indices of efficacy: collective, 
internal, and external (Bandura, 2000; Chan et al., 2023; Gearhart, 2020; Niemi et al., 1991). 
However, our analysis revealed that none of these alternative efficacy measures had 
a statistically significant effect on voting intention.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

12 A. P. KRAITZMAN ET AL.

https://www.eac.gov/blogs/best-practices-i-voted-sticker-contests
https://osf.io/e782q/
https://osf.io/e782q/


Funding

The work was supported by the Annenberg Public Policy Center, University of Pennsylvania.

Notes on contributors

Alon P. Kraitzman is the Howard Deshong Postdoctoral Fellow at the Annenberg Public Policy 
Center at the University of Pennsylvania, specializing in comparative political behavior and public 
opinion. His research investigates how policy issues, government characteristics, and communication 
strategies shape political attitudes and engagement.
Stephanie L. DeMora is an Assistant Professor of Political Science at Stony Brook University. Her 
research investigates the psychological drivers of political engagement and behavior. Her work is 
published in top journals such as the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, British 
Journal of Political Science, and Political Behavior, among others. DeMora is co-author of Party at the 
Ballot Box (New York University Press, in press.), Family Friends, and Political Beliefs (Bloomsbury 
Academic, forthcoming), and contributor to The Cambridge Handbook of Political Psychology 
(Cambridge University Press, 2022).
Dolores Albarracín is the Amy Gutmann Penn Integrates Knowledge University Professor at the 
University of Pennsylvania. She studies the impact of communication and persuasion on human 
behavior and the formation of beliefs, attitudes, and goals, particularly those that are socially 
beneficial. In addition to an interest in basic attitudinal processes, she is interested in finding ways 
of intervening to promote positive social interactions and public policies.

Data Availability Statement

All data and code are available here:https://osf.io/e782q/. The analysis was conducted using Stata/MP 
18.5 for macOS.

Ethical Approval

Ethical approval was obtained from the corresponding author’s affiliated institution: Institutional 
Review Board of the University of Pennsylvania (Protocol ID: 854683). It was confirmed that the 
research complied with ethical standards and was performed in accordance with relevant guidelines/ 
regulations.

Informed Consent

Informed consent was obtained from all adult participants prior to data collection. Participation was 
entirely voluntary. Participants were informed of the study’s purpose, their rights, and data protection 
measures. All personal information has been anonymized.

References

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 50(2), 179–211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T  

Ajzen, I., Fishbein, M., Lohmann, S., & Albarracín, D. (2018). The influence of attitudes on behavior. 
The Handbook of Attitudes, 1: Basic principles, 197–255.

POLITICAL COMMUNICATION 13

https://osf.io/e782q/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T


Ajzen, I., & Madden, T. J. (1986). Prediction of goal-directed behavior: Attitudes, intentions, and 
perceived behavioral control. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 22(5), 453–474. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(86)90045-4  

Albarracín, D. (2021). Action and inaction in a social world: Predicting and changing attitudes and 
behavior. Cambridge University Press.

Albarracin, D., & Johnson, B.T (2018). The Handbook of Attitudes, Volume 1: Basic Principles. (2nd 
ed.), 69(1), 299–327. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315178103 

Albarracin, D., & Wyer, R. S., Jr. (2000). The cognitive impact of past behavior: Influences on beliefs, 
attitudes, and future behavioral decisions. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 79(1), 5.

Armitage, C. J., & Conner, M. (2001). Efficacy of the theory of planned behaviour: A meta-analytic 
review. British Journal of Social Psychology, 40(4), 471–499. https://doi.org/10.1348/ 
014466601164939  

Austin, J. L. (1975). How to do things with words. Harvard University Press.
Baird, H. M., Webb, T. L., Sirois, F. M., & Gibson-Miller, J. (2021). Understanding the effects of time 

perspective: A meta-analysis testing a self-regulatory framework. Psychological Bulletin, 147(3), 
233. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000313  

Bandura, A. (2000). Exercise of human agency through collective efficacy. The Current Directions in 
Psychological Science, 9(3), 75–78.

Bandura, A., Adams, N. E., Hardy, A. B., & Howells, G. N. (1980). Tests of the generality of 
self-efficacy theory. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 4(1), 39–66. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
BF01173354  

Bedolla, L. G., & Michelson, M. R. (2012). Mobilizing inclusion: Transforming the electorate through 
get-out-the-vote campaigns. Yale University Press.

Bem, D. J. (1965). An experimental analysis of self-persuasion. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 1(3), 199–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(65)90026-0  

Bond, R. M., Fariss, C. J., Jones, J. J., Kramer, A. D., Marlow, C., Settle, J. E., & Fowler, J. H. (2012). A 
61-million-person experiment in social influence and political mobilization. Nature, 489(7415), 
295–298. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11421  

Bryan, C. J., Walton, G. M., & Dweck, C. S. (2016). Psychologically authentic versus inauthentic 
replication attempts. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 113(43), E6548–E6548.  
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1609625113  

Bryan, C. J., Walton, G. M., Rogers, T., & Dweck, C. S. (2011). Motivating voter turnout by invoking 
the self. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 108(31), 12653–12656. https://doi.org/10. 
1073/pnas.1103343108  

Butkowski, C. P. (2023). “If you didn’t take a selfie, did you even vote?”: Embodied mass commu-
nication and citizenship models in “I voted” selfies. New Media and Society, 25(9), 2399–2418.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211068937  

Cancela, J., & Geys, B. (2016). Explaining voter turnout: A meta-analysis of national and subnational 
elections. Electoral Studies, 42, 264–275. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2016.03.005  

Carrera, P., Muñoz, D., Caballero, A., Fernández, I., Aguilar, P., & Albarracín, D. (2014). How verb 
tense affects the construal of action: The simple past tense leads people into an abstract mindset. 
Psicologica: revista de metodologia y psicologia experimental, 35(2), 209.

Carrera, P., Muñoz, D., Caballero, A., Fernández, I., & Albarracín, D. (2012). The present projects 
past behavior into the future while the past projects attitudes into the future: How verb tense 
moderates predictors of drinking intentions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(5), 
1196–1200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.04.001  

Celle, A. (2008). Tense, modality and commitment in modes of mixed enunciation. Belgian Journal of 
Linguistics, 22(1), 15–36. https://doi.org/10.1075/bjl.22.02cel  

Chan, C. S., Gulliver, R. E., Awale, A., Tam, K. Y., & Louis, W. R. (2023). The influence of perceived 
threat and political mistrust on politicized identity and normative and violent nonnormative 
collective action. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 11(1), 126–144. https://doi.org/10. 
5964/jspp.7979  

14 A. P. KRAITZMAN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(86)90045-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(86)90045-4
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315178103
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164939
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164939
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000313
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01173354
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01173354
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(65)90026-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11421
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1609625113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1609625113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1103343108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1103343108
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211068937
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211068937
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2016.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1075/bjl.22.02cel
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.7979
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.7979


Cialdini, R. B., Cacioppo, J. T., Bassett, R., & Miller, J. A. (1978). Low-ball procedure for producing 
compliance: Commitment then cost. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 36(5), 463. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.5.463  

Condon, M., & Holleque, M. (2013). Entering politics: General self-efficacy and voting behavior 
among young people. Political Psychology, 34(2), 167–181. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12019  

Conner, M., Godin, G., Norman, P., & Sheeran, P. (2011). Using the question- behavior effect to 
promote disease prevention behaviors: Two randomized controlled trials. Health Psychology, 30(3), 
300. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023036  

Dolcos, S., & Albarracin, D. (2014). The inner speech of behavioral regulation: Intentions and task 
performance strengthen when you talk to yourself as a you. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
44(6), 636–642. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2048  

Ebreo, A., & Vining, J. (2001). How similar are recycling and waste reduction? Future orientation and 
reasons for reducing waste as predictors of self-reported behavior. Environment and Behavior, 33 
(3), 424–448. https://doi.org/10.1177/00139160121973061  

Essl, A., Suter, M., & von Bieberstein, F. (2023). The effect of future-time referencing on 
pro-environmental behavior. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 107, 102105.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2023.102105  

Farc, M.-M., & Sagarin, B. J. (2009). Using attitude strength to predict registration and voting 
behavior in the 2004 U.S. Presidential elections. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 31(2), 
160–173. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530902880498  

Gearhart, M. C. (2020). Social cohesion, internal efficacy, and external efficacy: Studying voting 
behavior using collective efficacy theory. Community Development, 51(5), 593–608. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/15575330.2020.1825502  

Gerber, A. S., Huber, G. A., Biggers, D. R., & Hendry, D. J. (2016a). A field experiment shows that 
subtle linguistic cues might not affect voter behavior. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences, 113(26), 7112–7117.

Gerber, A. S., Huber, G. A., Biggers, D. R., & Hendry, D. J. (2016b). Reply to Bryan, et al.: Variation in 
context unlikely explanation of nonrobust- ness of noun versus verb results. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 113(43), E6549–E6550.

Green, D. P., & Gerber, A. S. (2019). Get out the vote: How to increase voter turnout. Brookings 
Institution Press.

Greenwald, A. G. (1968). Cognitive learning, cognitive response to persuasion, and attitude change. 
Psychological Foundations of Attitudes. 6, 147–170. Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978- 
1-4832-3071-9.50012-X 

Hansen, T., & Jensen, J. M. (2007). Understanding voters’ decisions: A theory of planned behaviour 
approach. Innovative Marketing, 3(4). 87–94.

Hart, W., & Albarracin, D. (2009). What I was doing versus what I did: Verb aspect influences 
memory and future actions. Psychological Science, 20(2), 238–244. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 
9280.2009.02277.x  

Holbein, J. B., & Hillygus, D. S. (2020). Making young voters: Converting civic attitudes into civic 
action. Cambridge University Press.

Hopkins, D. J. (2011). Translating into votes: The electoral impacts of Spanish-language ballots. 
American Journal of Political Science, 55(4), 814–830. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011. 
00534.x  

Huang, H., & Cheng, E. W. (2022). The role of commitment in an extended theory of planned 
behavior: Test of its mediating effect with partial least squares structural equation modeling. 
Mathematics, 10(7), 1049. https://doi.org/10.3390/math10071049  

Ireland, M. E., Schwartz, H. A., Chen, Q., Ungar, L. H., & Albarracín, D. (2015). Future-oriented 
tweets predict lower county-level HIV prevalence in the United States. Health Psychology, 34(S), 
1252. https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000279  

Janis, I. L., & King, B. T. (1954). The influence of role playing on opinion change. The Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 49(2), 211. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056957  

POLITICAL COMMUNICATION 15

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.5.463
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.5.463
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12019
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023036
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2048
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139160121973061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2023.102105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2023.102105
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530902880498
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2020.1825502
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2020.1825502
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-1-4832-3071-9.50012-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-1-4832-3071-9.50012-X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02277.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02277.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00534.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00534.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/math10071049
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000279
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056957


Jones, J. J., Bond, R. M., Bakshy, E., Eckles, D., & Fowler, J. H. (2017). Social influence and political 
mobilization: Further evidence from a randomized experiment in the 2012 US presidential 
election. PLOS ONE, 12(4), e0173851. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173851  

Kannetzky, F. (2002). Expressibility, explicability, and taxonomy: Some remarks on the principle of 
expressibility. In Speech acts, mind, and social reality: Discussions with John R. Searle (pp. 65–82). 
Springer.

Kiesler, C. A., & Corbin, L. H. (1965). Commitment, attraction, and conformity. Journal of 
Personality & Social Psychology, 2(6), 890. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022730  

Kiesler, C. A., Roth, T. S., & Pallak, M. S. (1974). Avoidance and reinterpretation of commitment and 
its implications. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 30(5), 705. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
h0037453  

Kiesler, C. A., Zanna, M., & Desalvo, J. (1966). Deviation and conformity: Opin- ion change as 
a function of commitment, attraction, and presence of a deviate. Journal of Personality & Social 
Psychology, 3(4), 458.

Kissine, M. (2008). Locutionary, illocutionary, perlocutionary. Language and Linguistics Compass, 2 
(6), 1189–1202. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2008.00093.x  

Klein, H. J., Brinsfield, C. T., & Cooper, J. T. (2021). The experience of com- mitment in the 
contemporary workplace: An exploratory reexamination of commitment model antecedents. 
Human Resource Management, 60(6), 885–902. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22040  

Kostelka, F., & Blais, A. (2021). The generational and institutional sources of the global decline in 
voter turnout. World Politics, 73(4), 629–667. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000149  

Lohmann, S., Jones, C. R., & Albarracín, D. (2019). The modulating role of self-posed questions in 
repeated choice: Integral and incidental questions can increase or decrease behavioral rigidity. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 85, 103840. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103840  

Loman, J. G., Müller, B. C., Beverborg, A. O. G., van Baaren, R. B., & Buijzen, M. (2018). Self- 
persuasion in media messages: Reducing alcohol consumption among students with open-ended 
questions. Journal of Experimental Psychol- Ogy: Applied, 24(1), 81. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
xap0000162  

Mann, C. B., & Bryant, L. A. (2020). If you ask, they will come (to register and vote): Field 
experiments with state election agencies on encouraging voter registration. Electoral Studies, 63, 
102021. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.02.012  

Mann, C. B., & Haenschen, K. (2024). A meta-analysis of voter mobilization tactics by electoral 
salience. Electoral Studies, 87, 102729. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2023.102729  

Michelson, M. R., DeMora, S. L., Hayes, S. V., Osorio, M. A., Carter, L. R., & Jackson, J. C. (2024). 
Motivating student voter registration. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 11(1), 
1–10. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-02661-x  

Montgomery, J. M., Nyhan, B., & Torres, M. (2018). How conditioning on posttreatment variables 
can ruin your experiment and what to do about it. American Journal of Political Science, 62(3), 
760–775. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12357  

Netemeyer, R. G., & Burton, S. (1990). Examining the relationships between voting behavior, 
intention, perceived behavioral control, and expectation. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 20 
(8), 661–680. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1990.tb00431.x  

Newman, B. J., DeMora, S. L., & Reny, T. T. (2021). Female empowerment and the politics of 
language: Evidence using gender-neutral amendments to subnational constitutions. British 
Journal of Political Science, 51(4), 1761–1772. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123420000332  

Niemi, R. G., Craig, S. C., & Mattei, F. (1991). Measuring internal political efficacy in the 1988 
national election study. The American Political Science Review, 85(4), 1407–1413. https://doi.org/ 
10.2307/1963953  

Pérez, E. O. (2015). The language-opinion connection. Oxford Uni.https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/ 
978019021329918  

Perloff, R. M. (2020). The dynamics of persuasion: Communication and attitudes in the twenty-first 
century. Routledge.

Ranger, G. (2018). Discourse markers: An enunciative approach. Springer.

16 A. P. KRAITZMAN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173851
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022730
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037453
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037453
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2008.00093.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22040
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103840
https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000162
https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000162
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2023.102729
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-02661-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12357
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1990.tb00431.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123420000332
https://doi.org/10.2307/1963953
https://doi.org/10.2307/1963953
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/978019021329918
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/978019021329918


Scott, J. S., Michelson, M. R., & DeMora, S. L. (2021). Getting out the black vote in Washington DC: 
A field experiment. Journal of Political Marketing, 20(3–4), 289–301. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
15377857.2021.1939571  

Searle, J. R., & Vanderveken, D. (2005). Speech acts and illocutionary logic. In Logic, thought and 
action (pp. 109–132). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-3167-X_5 

Seeman, M. (1991). Alienation and anomie. Measures of Personality and Social Psychological 
Attitudes, 1, 291–371. Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50011-3 

Shulman, H. C., Sweitzer, M. D., Bullock, O. M., Coronel, J. C., Bond, R. M., & Poulsen, S. (2022). 
Predicting vote choice and election outcomes from ballot wording: The role of processing fluency 
in low information direct democracy elections. Political Communication, 39(5), 652–673. https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2022.2092920  

Unan, A., John, P., Foos, F., & Cheng-Matsuno, V. (2024). Null effects of social media ads on voter 
registration: Three digital field experiments. Research & Politics, 11(1), 20531680231225316.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/20531680231225316  

Wallentin, M., & Nedergaard, J. S. (2023). Reframing self-talk in endurance sports using grammatical 
taxonomy. Cognitive Semiotics, 16(2), 91–119. https://doi.org/10.1515/cogsem-2023-2006  

Wang, Y., Thier, K., Lee, S., & Nan, X. (2024). Persuasive effects of tem- poral framing in health 
messaging: A meta-analysis. Health Communication, 39(3), 563–576. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
10410236.2023.2175407  

Waxman, O. B. (2016). This is the Story behind your ‘I voted’ Sticker. Accessed: 2024- 06-04. Time. 
https://time.com/4541760/i-voted-sticker-history-origins/ 

Zhang, W.-J., Xu, M., Feng, Y.-J., Mao, Z.-X., Yan, Z.-Y., & Fan, T.-F. (2022). The value-added 
contribution of exercise commitment to college students’ exercise behavior: Application of 
extended model of theory of planned behavior. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 869997. https://doi. 
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.869997

POLITICAL COMMUNICATION 17

https://doi.org/10.1080/15377857.2021.1939571
https://doi.org/10.1080/15377857.2021.1939571
https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-3167-X_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50011-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2022.2092920
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2022.2092920
https://doi.org/10.1177/20531680231225316
https://doi.org/10.1177/20531680231225316
https://doi.org/10.1515/cogsem-2023-2006
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2023.2175407
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2023.2175407
https://time.com/4541760/i-voted-sticker-history-origins/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.869997
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.869997

