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Figure 31 The relationship between exposure and liking. Data from Zajonc (1968)

Zajonc found a positive linear correlation between exposure frequency and liking
(see Figure 3.1). In other words, the more the symbol had been presented to participants
in phase 1, the more positive were their feelings towards it in phase 2. Controlling for all
other variables (the symbols were completely new to participants), mere exposure had a
significant impact on attitudes. The implications of this finding were considerable and

wide-ranging. It suggested that familiarity does not, as the old adage s breed contempt,
e e o pears thal
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INTRODUCTION OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

Social Psychology, the scientific study of how people think, feel, and behave in social situations. This area of specialization draws on two disciplines: sociology, which focuses on groups; and psychology, which centers on the individual. Social psychologists seek to answer a wide variety of questions, among them: Why do we help or ignore others in need? Why are people romantically attracted to each other? How do people form stereotypes about racial and ethnic groups, and how can they overcome them? What techniques of persuasion do advertisers use to sell their products? Why do people usually conform in group situations? What makes someone an effective leader?
As in other branches of psychology, social psychologists use a wide variety of research methods, including laboratory experiments, observations in the real world, case studies, and public opinion surveys. Some social psychologists conduct basic research to test general theories about human social behavior, while others seek to apply that research to solve real-world social problems.

Social psychology and sociology are often confused, because both fields study groups and group behavior. However, their perspectives differ. Whereas sociologists strive to understand group behavior in terms of society and social institutions, social psychologists focus on individuals and how they perceive, interact with, and influence each other. They study how individuals exert influence on groups and how group situations affect the behavior of individuals.
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Figure 3.3 Self-perception processes for participants with weak or strong prior attitudes.
Data from Chaiken and Baldwin (1981).

when people had little prior knowledge or opinions on the subject at hand. Participants were
then allocated to one of two conditions. By asking questions relating to pro- or anti-
environmental behaviors in specific ways, the experimenters were able to elicit answers
from the participants that cither emphasized the pro-environmental practices they engaged
in (e o recveline) or the anti-environmental nractices thev enoaced in (e o drivine a car)
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82 Essential Social Psychology

PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED EXAMPLE

Liking your psychology degree because it will help you get a job in the future

Liking your psychology degree because it provides you with useful
information in dealing with people

Ego defensive Liking your psychology degree because you really wanted to become a vet

but weren't good enough

Value-expressive Liking your psychology degree because it llustrates your commitment to

helping people

Figure 35 Four psychological needs that can influence attitude formation

in our interests sometimes to go along with a majority, even though we may disagree with
them; our public attitude may be different from our privately held attitude but this might
serve to prevent us from being ridiculed and excluded from a group to which we belong
(especially if we value that group membership, sce Chapter 6).

Knowledge function

Holding particular attitudes can also help us to organize and predict our social worlds, pro-
viding a sense of meaning and coherence to our lives. This idea is very similar to that
expressed in Chapter 2 (Heider, 1958). Attitudes can be thought of as cognitive schemes.
Stercotypes, for instance, can be thought of as attitudes that define our expectations about
different social groups. As we saw in Chapter 2, these types of atitudes are simplifying

marhanicme (Ficka & Tavlar 1001) that haln ne o nraceriha maanina and ctmetira to anr
.

SRR = ===

In37 Col62  ReC TR ExT ove  [OK

A atttudes.pcf

Type a question for help

a6 oK





[image: image7.png]Ele Edt Vew Document Toos Window Help

apter-03. qxd

B © el

o @ -

10/12/2006

8:38 M Page §f

Attitudes

ATTITUDE

FORMATION

Figure 36 Memory Map

conditions that ensure fair treatment of Third World workers. We might thercfore come to
like the taste of this coffee due, in part, to the fact that liking it helps us to express more
general beliefs and values that we hold.
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Figure 3.7 The Theory of Planned Behavior

to look at how attitudes affect behavior in conjunction with these other factors. We turn
next to an integrative model for predicting behavior that does just this.
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ATTITUDE

1. An attitude is a hypothetical construct that represents an individual's degree of like or dislike for an item. Attitudes are generally positive or negative views of a person, place, thing, or event-- this is often referred to as the attitude object. People can also be conflicted or ambivalent toward an object, meaning that they simultaneously possess both positive and negative attitudes toward the item in question.

Attitudes are judgments. They develop on the ABC model (affect, behavior, and cognition). The affective response is an emotional response that expresses an individual's degree of preference for an entity. The behavioral intention is a verbal indication or typical behavioral tendency of an individual. The cognitive response is a cognitive evaluation of the entity that constitutes an individual's beliefs about the object. Most attitudes are the result of either direct experience or observational learning from the environment.
2. An attitude is a set of beliefs that we hold in relation to an attitude object, where an attitude object is a person, thing, event or issue. Attitudes can be positive or negative, or we can simply have opinions about issues without any strong emotional commitment. In this chapter we introduce what social psychologists have learned about attitudes: how they are formed, why we hold them, what implications they have for our behavior, and how they change.
Attitude formation
In this first section we discuss four distinct ways in which attitudes can form towards some issue, event, person or thing. These four ways in which attitudes can form are (in order of increasing psychological complexity) by mere exposure, by associative learning, by self-perception,

and for functional reasons. Importantly, these four ways in which attitudes can be formed apply mostly when there is no prior or existing attitude or knowledge about the attitude object. Later in this chapter, when we discuss persuasion, we will consider how and why existing attitudes can change.

Mere Exposure

The mere exposure effect (Zajonc, 1968) is the tendency to develop more positive feelings towards objects and individuals the more we are exposed to them. No action or interaction with the object is required, and we do not need to possess or even develop any explicit beliefs about the object. Zajonc’s classic experiment went like this. The cover story was that the study was an experiment to determine how people learn a foreign language. Ten Chinese-like characters appeared on a screen for 2 seconds each.

These characters varied in terms of how many times they were presented. Some were presented just once, some were presented 10 times, some 25 times, etc. Following this, in phase 2 participants were told that the   haracters were adjectives and that the experimenter would like them to guess whether they were positive or negative in connotation. The adjectives were then presented one more time to the participants who rated the favorability

of each one (i.e. whether they thought the symbol represented an adjective indicative of something positive or negative).
[image: image10.wmf]Zajonc found a positive linear correlation between exposure frequency and liking (see Figure 3.1). In other words, the more the symbol had been presented to participants in phase 1, the more positive were their feelings towards it in phase 2. Controlling for all other variables (the symbols were completely new to participants), mere exposure had a significant impact on attitudes. The implications of this finding were considerable and wide-ranging. It suggested that familiarity does not, as the old adage says, breed contempt, nor dose absence make the heart grow fonder. On the contrary – it appears that, quite simply, the more we see something, the more we like it.

There have been many replications of the mere exposure effect, and recent meta-analyses have confirmed that it is a very robust phenomenon. Some interesting studies subsequent to Zajonc’s include one by Mita, Dermer, and Knight (1977). In their experiment, participants were shown two photographs of themselves (taken prior to the experiment). One was

a normal photograph, but the other was the mirror image of this original image. In other words the first image was analogous to the perspective other people normally have of us (like we normally see in a photograph of ourselves) while the second was the perspective we are used to seeing (our mirror image, which we see every day). The prints were taken so that they would be effectively (at least on a conscious level) indistinguishable from each other. Participants were then asked to rate which of two prints they liked better. Mita et al. found that participants had a significant tendency to favor the mirror image print over the normal photo print (see Figure 3.2).
[image: image11.wmf]
The findings observed by Mita et al. (1977) can be explained by the mere exposure effect. We prefer the mirror print because this is the view of ourselves we most often see. Supporting this idea, when friends of the original participants rated the same prints, they preferred the ‘actual’ photo view. In both cases, preference was higher for the perspective that was most commonly experienced by the person rating the photo. In other words, mere

Exposure to one view compared to another had a significant impact on likeability ratings. Mite et al.’s findings may finally help us to explain why we never like photos of ourselves! There have been over 200 investigations of this ‘mere exposure’ effect, and reviews of the literature suggest that it is a highly pervasive and robust phenomenon (Bornstein, 1989). The effect is not limited to visual stimuli (as used in Zajonc’s original demonstration),

but has also been observed with auditory (Hein Gartner & Hall, 1974) and even food stimuli (Crandall, 1970), and it has been applied to varied domains (e.g. to advertising, Sawyer, 1981; to food preference, Pilsner, 1982; and even liking for rock-and-roll music, see Text Box 3.1). In sum, the mere exposure effect appears to be an important way in which attitudes can form.
Associative Learning

There are two ways in which we can learn by association, either implicitly through classical conditioning, or explicitly through operant conditioning. Classical conditioning refers to a learning process that occurs when a neutral stimulus is paired with a stimulus that naturally evokes an emotional response (i.e. learning through implicit association; Pavlov, 1906). Consequently, the previously neutral stimulus, after enough pairings with the positive or negative object, will acquire a positivity or negativity of its own. The question is, does this effect occur with social groups? 

In a classic study, Staats and Staats (1958) found just this. They paired the national social category label ‘Dutch’ with negative words and the national category label ‘Swedish’ with positive words; or they paired the ‘Swedish’ with negative words and ‘Dutch’ with positive words. They found that in the former case, the subsequent evaluation of Dutch people was more negative than the evaluation of Swedish people. However, when Dutch was paired with positive traits and Swedish with negative then the opposite occurred – the evaluation of Dutch was more positive. In other words, it appeared that the repeated association of Dutch with positive led to a more positive evaluation of this group – a case of associative learning. This is a different effect from that observed in Zajonc’s mere exposure study described above because it was not simply that exposure led to positive feelings about the attitude object: pairing with a positive or negative stimulus was required, and the nature of the pairing determined the subsequent attitude (i.e. the attitude could also become more negative when the category was paired with negative words). Also important to note was that the magnitude of the conditioned effect was not great (that is, the impact of pairing positive

or negative words was quite small: attitudes only changed slightly in the direction of the paired stimulus). This suggests that while associative learning may represent one way in which our attitudes can form, it cannot be the whole answer. Interestingly, a stronger effect is found when aversive stimuli are paired with nonsense words (Cacioppo, Marshall-Goodell, Tassinary, & Petty, 1992), rather than familiar words like nationality labels. This suggests that associative learning may be a more powerful determinant of attitude formation when little knowledge is available about the attitude

object (i.e. people are unfamiliar and have no preconceived attitudes towards nonsense words, but they presumably have some existing opinions about different national groups). This seems to make a lot of sense – if our mind is a ‘blank slate’ with respect to any particular issue, then we are going to be more influenced by exposure to attitude-relevant information. This could be one of the reasons why racial prejudice develops – there is a lack of knowledge about other groups because of low inter-racial contact, therefore

encountering people expressing prejudiced views (i.e. using negative  adjectives to describe the group) might lead to conditioned associations (see sections on implicit prejudice in Chapter 6). We will see how knowledge is also an important factor later on with respect to other processes associated with attitude formation. The second way in which people can learn by association is operant conditioning. This is where behavior is strengthened following rewards and weakened following punishments (Skinner, 1938; Thorndike, 1911). It is different from classical conditioning in that the

former occurs implicitly – no action is required on behalf of the participant for associations to form. In contrast operant conditioning is behavioral in nature: participants must carry out some action that is either rewarded or punished. For example, when learning a new skill, such as a sporting activity, we may be more likely to continue with it if our early attempts are met with praise, rather than negative reinforcements such as laughter and

ridicule.
Self-Perception

The idea behind self-perception theory (Bem, 1965) is that we form attitudes not due to exposure or associative learning, but from observations of our own behavior. According to Bem, attitudes are formed from observing our own behaviors (e.g. the opinions we openly express on particular issues) and then attributing them to either internal or external causes, with internal attributions (inference that the behavior is indicative of an attitude) more

likely when the behavior was freely chosen. Importantly, inference of one’s attitudes from behavior is more likely to occur when someone has little or no existing knowledge about the issue at hand, or does not hold a strong prior

attitude towards it (this is similarly the case with mere exposure and classical conditioning). A neat study that illustrated exactly the conditions under which behavior will be used to infer attitudes was carried out by Chaiken and Baldwin (1981). In this study participants were first pre-screened to assess their attitude towards pro-environment practices – whether the attitudes possessed by each participant were either strong and coherent or weak and inconsistent. This was to test the idea that self-perception of one’s attitudes from behaviors would only occur

when people had little prior knowledge or opinions on the subject at hand. Participants were then allocated to one of two conditions. By asking questions relating to pro- or ant environmental behaviors in specific ways, the experimenters were able to elicit answers from the participants that either emphasized the pro-environmental practices they engaged in (e.g., recycling) or the anti-environmental practices they engaged in (e.g. driving a car). After this, participants were asked to indicate their own attitude towards environmental practices. Chaiken and Baldwin’s findings can be seen in Figure 3.3. As you can see, consistent with self-perception theory participants who were induced into reporting behaviors they carried out that were pro-environmental in nature were more likely to subsequently rate themselves as having pro-environmental attitudes, while participants who were induced into reporting behaviors they carried out that were

Anti-environmental in nature were more likely to subsequently rate themselves as having anti-environmental attitudes … but only when they had a weak prior attitude. When participants were identified from the pre-screening as having strong pro- or anti environmental attitudes the experimental manipulation had no effect on their final reported attitude.
Functional Approach
The three ways in which attitudes can form discussed so far – exposure, learning and selfperception – all operate apparently outside of people’s awareness. Typically people are not aware of mere exposure effects (indeed, these effects are stronger when people do not realise they have seen something many times; Bornstein, Leone, & Galley, 1987), nor conditioning, nor the fact that their behaviors can sometimes influence their attitudes. All of these theories argue that attitude formation is a passive process. In other words, it does not require any introspection, or conscious consideration of issues. Instead, attitudes are formed via observation or association. However, it seems self-evident that not all attitudes are formed outside of our awareness – sometimes we engage in deliberate thought about

an issue with the aim of forming an opinion. This last way in which attitudes can form is psychologically the most complex, and we can draw the distinction here between naïve scientist and cognitive miser approaches (see Chapter 2). The previous three ways in which attitudes can form might be those that apply to the cognitive miser; but the naïve scientist thinks deliberately about things, processes information carefully, weighs it all up, and comes to a judgment. This is the type of process that goes on when attitudes are formed for functional reasons (see Figure 3.5).

According to the functional approach attitudes are sometimes formed based on the degree to which they satisfy different psychological needs, so this is an active rather than passive attitude theory. There are four basic psychological needs that adopting different attitudes can address: utilitarian, knowledge, ego-defensive and value-expression (Katz, 1960; Smith, 1956).
Utilitarian function

Attitudes are sometimes formed because they help us to gain approval from others. This function creates what can be referred to as instrumental attitudes. These attitudes help us get along and make our lives better. For example, it makes sense for us to develop a positive attitude towards our parents because in childhood we are completely dependent upon them. One can also make a link here with work on conformity where it is

in our interests sometimes to go along with a majority, even though we may disagree with them; our public attitude may be different from our privately held attitude but this might serve to prevent us from being ridiculed and excluded from a group to which we belong (especially if we value that group membership.
Knowledge function

Holding particular attitudes can also help us to organize and predict our social worlds, providing a sense of meaning and coherence to our lives. This idea is very similar to that expressed in Chapter 2 (Heider, 1958). Attitudes can be thought of as cognitive schemes. Stereotypes, for instance, can be thought of as attitudes that define our expectations about different social groups. These types of attitudes are simplifying

Mechanisms (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) that help us to prescribe meaning and structure to our worlds (Turner et al., 1987).

Ego-defensive function

Attitudes formed to satisfy ego-defensive psychological needs help people protect themselves from acknowledging threatening self-truths, enabling them to maintain a positive view of themselves. For instance, we may develop an unfavorable attitude towards a co-worker who is enjoying more success than us. Such an attitude serves to protect us from acknowledging

a potentially damaging social comparison; as 1980s indie-saviours The Smiths front-man Morrissey proclaimed, ‘We hate it when our friends become successful!’.

Value-expressive function

Finally, sometimes we may develop an attitude that expresses values that are important to us. For example, we may develop a taste for coffee that we know to have been grown under 

conditions that ensure fair treatment of Third World workers. We might therefore come to like the taste of this coffee due, in part, to the fact that liking it helps us to express more general beliefs and values that we hold.
ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOR

One classic study sparked a debate over the nature of the relationship between attitudes and behavior. In 1934 sociologist Richard LaPierre traveled round the United States with a Chinese couple for three months. His aim was to examine intergroup attitudes, and to see whether those attitudes would predict behavior. Intuitively, we should indeed expect this to be the case – of course people’s attitudes should determine how they behave. If someone doesn’t like coffee, for example, then why on earth would they drink it? LaPierre’s findings, however, showed us thatwhat seems intuitively to make sense does not always apply to human social perception. LaPierre was specifically interested in racial prejudice. In the US in the 1930s there was widespread prejudice again Asians, and LaPierre wanted to understand the nature of this negative attitude and whether it predicted discrimination (see Chapter 6 for a discussion specifically relating to prejudiced attitudes and discriminatory behavior). In the first phase of the study LaPierre travelled around the US visiting restaurants and hotels to see how many would refuse to serve the Chinese couple (such blatant discrimination would not be unusual around this time). Only 1 out of 250 hotels and restaurants refused to serve the Chinese couple – apparently showing low levels of discrimination (the negative behavior supposedly associated with prejudiced

attitudes). This pattern of data, however, was inconsistent with widespread and frequent reports of racial prejudice that were apparent around this time. To assess these attitudes objectively, after the trip LaPierre sent a letter asking the same restaurant and hotel managers whether they would serve a Chinese couple in their establishment. Of the 128 replies 90 percent said they would refuse to serve Chinese people. It was therefore quite apparent from LaPierre’s findings that, contrary to common intuition, attitudes did not predict behavior at all.
Determinants of the Attitude-Behavior Relationship

Is it the case that our attitudes bear no relation at all to our behavior? This would perhaps be a little strange. Well, subsequent research has identified several reasons why LaPierre observed a discrepancy between expressed attitudes and observed behavior. We discuss

each of these factors below. 

Specificity

In order for attitudes to predict behavior the two have to refer to the same level of specificity (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In LaPierre’s study the behavior that was assessed was  specific (i.e. would you serve this Chinese couple), but the attitude subsequently assessed was broader (i.e. would you serve Chinese people in general). It might therefore not be surprising that such general attitudes are not linked to specific behaviors. Think about your

attitude towards psychology: if you feel like you are good at psychology in general, does this mean you would predict a high mark in all of your psychology exams (e.g. social psychology, neurophysiology, vision)? It is more likely that you’re better at some specific topic within psychology than others – for instance, you may be better at social psychology than visual perception, while still having a general opinion that you’re good at psychology. Your general attitude concerning your ability at psychology would therefore not necessarily predict your performance in a specific aspect of psychology, such as visual perception. We’ll return to this issue later in the book when we discuss prejudice, and how people can develop positive attitudes towards a specific member of a racial group, but this does

not necessarily lead to more general attitudes towards all members of that racial group (see Chapter 6). For now, however, it is just important to note that in order to observe a relationship between attitudes and behavior, then they both need to be assessed at the same level of specificity.

Time

Quite simply, the longer the time between attitude measurement and the measurement of behavior, the more likely it is that the attitude will change, and so the two will become mismatched. A study by Fishbein and Coombs (1974) is illustrative: they observed that the correlation between attitudes and voting behavior was stronger one week before voting in an election compared to one month before voting.

Self-Awareness

People can experience different kinds of self-awareness prior to carrying out a behavior, and this can impact on the strength of the relationship between attitudes and behavior (Echabe & Garate, 1994). Essentially, people who are privately self-aware behave in line with their own attitude whereas people who are publicly self-aware behave in line with the attitude they perceive the majority of other people to hold, especially when there is an audience physically present (see Chapter 1 for an in-depth discussion of self-awareness). You may, for example, privately hold the belief that people should not litter in public places. When you are on your own (and you are more privately self-aware) you might then act in line with this private attitude, making sure you make use of litter bins and do not throw litter on the ground. In other words, your private attitude will predict your behavior.

You may, however, act differently when you are with a group of friends, especially if the norm of the group is that it is not cool to conform to societal norms, like ensuring you don’t litter. Here, then, due to conformity pressure you might be more publicly self-aware and act in line with a public attitude (i.e. the group norm) and throw litter on the streets, counter to your private attitude. Later in this book we will see how people sometimes conform to the view of the majority of people present, even thought they might not

privately agree with this view (see Chapter 5). But for now it is sufficient to know that attitude-behavior consistency is dependent upon social context: whether your private or public attitudes are more accessible.

Attitude Accessibility

Private or public self-awareness can be thought of as the extent to which either private or public attitudes are more or less accessible, a concept on social cognition. If you recall, people’s judgments and behaviors are influenced by the availability heuristic. According to this heuristic, the easier it is for something to come to mind, the more likely it is that it will affect our behavior (Fazio, 1995). This idea is closely linked to the concept of automatic behavior that we discussed in Chapter 2. As we saw, priming with a specific type of attitude – a stereotype – can exert a significant impact on people’s behavior (for instance, people walk slower down a corridor when they have been primed with a stereotype of the elderly; Bargh et al., 1996). The accessibility of attitudes can be measured using response times to answering questions relating to the attitude object: the speed of these responses predicts later behavior (see Fazio and Williams, 1986,

for an illustration again with respect to voting behavior).

Attitude Strength

Related to the concept of attitude accessibility is attitude strength. As you might expect,, the stronger one’s attitudes are, the more likely they are to have an influence on behavior. While one might expect strong attitudes to be also accessible (they will be the attitudes people more frequently bring to mind), this is not necessarily the case. Attitudes can be held either with strong conviction or be weakly held, irrespective of whether they can be

brought easily to mind (that is to say, while related, attitude accessibility and attitude strength are independent concepts). For instance, a case on the news may suddenly bring issues of euthanasia to the fore, sparking public debates not only in the media but between groups of friends. Attitudes related to this issue have therefore become contextually accessible, but people can still vary in the extent to which they either have strong opinions on the subject or have little interest or particular opinion one way or another. Three things can affect attitude strength and attitude-behavior consistency: information,

personal involvement and direct experience with the attitude object. Possessing more information about an attitude object leads to greater attitude strength and behavioral consistency (Chaiken et al., 1995). The more personally involved someone is with a particular issue, the more likely it will be that they will act in line with their attitudes (Lieberman & Chaiken,

1996). Finally, people who have formed attitudes via direct experience are more likely to have a stronger attitude and show greater consistency with behavior. Above we have discussed five factors that can all determine when and whether attitudes will predict behavior. However, as well as these factors that specifically affect whether attitudes affect behavior, it is important to acknowledge that there are other determinants of

behavior, and that to fully understand when and why we behave in certain ways we need

to look at how attitudes affect behavior in conjunction with these other factors. We turn next to an integrative model for predicting behavior that does just this.
The Theory of Planned Behavior

Ajzen (1989; see also Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974) addressed the issue of whether, when, and how attitudes, in conjunction with several other key determinants, predict behavior. The theory of planned behavior was developed to account for the processes by which people consciously decide to engage in specific actions. It states that behavioral intentions are the most proximal determinant of behavior, and that three factors converge to predict behavioral intentions (see Figure 3.7). The first factor is attitudes. Attitudes are determined by one’s beliefs about the consequences of performing the behavior and one’s evaluation of the possible consequences of performing the behavior. The second factor is subjective norms. Subjective norms are determined by the perceived expectations of significant others and one’s motivation to conform

to these expectations. The third factor is perceived control which is determined by one’s perception of how easy or difficult it is to perform the behavior. According to the model these three factors combine in an interactive (not additive) way to determine behavioral intention, which in turn determines behavior (although perceived behavioral control

can also directly influence behavior). We need behavioral intention in the model because an important underlying component of the theory is that neither attitudes nor norms can on their own determine behavior. It is the interaction of these factors with perceived control that predicts attitudes. Any link between these three factors and actual behavior would imply that the particular antecedent could exert some effect on behavior independent of

the other factors, but this isn’t the case. This is why both attitudes and norms only feed into behavioral intention, and only via this concept that takes account of the interaction between all three antecedents can we predict actual behavior. Perceived control is the only factor that can feed directly into actual behavior because although knowing how possible it is for you to perform a behavior or not affects intention, it could ultimately reduce the

likelihood of actually performing a behavior, even if intention is strong.

To illustrate, imagine someone who wants to try to quit smoking. The attitude may be positive (“I want to stop smoking”); the subjective norms may also be positive (“my family wants me to stop smoking”), but perceived control may be low (“I’m addicted and don’t know whether I can stop”). All three factors feed into behavioral intention, even perceived control, because the extent to which the person feels they can overcome their addiction and

withdrawal effects will determine their intention to carry out the behavior (i.e. trying to quit). However, while there may be strong intention, ultimately the behavior may not be carried out because when the person comes to try to engage the behavior (stop smoking) they may find it too difficult because of low behavioral control (withdrawal effects) which feed directly into actual behavior. The effect of the three factors is not additive, because if one of the three components is strongly anti- the behavior (e.g. behavioral control:

“I’m addicted”), intention will be low and the behavior will not be carried out. For a study showing how group norms (see also Chapters 1 and 6) rather than subjective norms predict behavioral intentions.




MEASUREMENT OF ATTITUDE
Perhaps the most straightforward way of finding out about someone’s attitudes would be to ask them. However, attitudes are related to self-image and social acceptance (i.e. attitude functions). In order to preserve a positive self-image, people’s responses may be affected by social desirability. They may not well tell about their true attitudes, but answer in a way that they feel socially acceptable. Given this problem, various methods of measuring attitudes have been developed. However, all of them have limitations. In particular the different measures focus on different components of attitudes – cognitive, affective and behavioural – and as we know, these components do not necessarily coincide. 
Attitude measurement can be divided into two basic categories 
· Direct Measurement (likert scale and semanitc differential)
· Indirect Measurement (projective techniques)
Semantic Differential 



The semantic differential technique of Osgood et al. (1957) asks a person to rate an issue or topic on a standard set of bipolar adjectives (i.e. with opposite meanings), each representing a seven point scale. 

To prepare a semantic differential scale, you must first think of a number of words with opposite meanings that are applicable to describing the subject of the test. 

For example, participants are given a word, for example 'car', and presented with a variety of adjectives to describe it. Respondents tick to indicate how they feel about what is being measured.

In the picture (left), you can find Osgood's map of people's ratings for the word 'polite'. The image shows ten of the scales used by Osgood. The image maps the average responses of two groups of 20 people to the word 'polite'.

The semantic differential technique reveals information on three basic dimensions of attitudes: evaluation, potency (i.e. strength) and activity. 

• Evaluation is concerned with whether a person thinks positively or negatively about the attitude topic (e.g. dirty – clean, and ugly - beautiful).

• Potency is concerned with how powerful the topic is for the person (e.g. cruel – kind, and strong - week).

• Activity is concerned with whether the topic is seen as active or passive (e.g. active – passive).

Using this information we can see if a persons feeling (evaluation) towards an object is consistent with their behaviour. For example, a place might like the taste of chocolate (evaluative) but not eat it often (activity). The evaluation dimension has been most used by social psychologists as a measure of a person’s attitude, because this dimension reflects the affective aspect of an attitude. 



Evaluation of Direct Methods

An attitude scale is designed to provide a valid, or accurate, measure of an individual’s social attitude. However, as anyone who has every “faked” an attitude scales knows there are shortcomings in these self report scales of attitudes. There are various problems that affect the validity of attitude scales. However, the most common problem is that of social desirability.

Socially desirability refers to the tendency for people to give “socially desirable” to the questionnaire items. People are often motivated to give replies that make them appear “well adjusted”, unprejudiced, open minded and democratic. Self report scales that measure attitudes towards race, religion, sex etc. are heavily affected by socially desirability bias. Respondents who harbour a negative attitude towards a particular group may not wish be admit to the experimenter (or to themselves) that they have these feelings. Consequently, responses on attitude scales are not always 100% valid.



Projective Techniques

To avoid the problem of social desirability, various indirect measures of attitudes have been used. Either people are unaware of what is being measured (which has ethical problems) or they are unable consciously to affect what is being measured. 

Indirect methods typically involve the use of a projective test. A projective test is involves presenting a person with an ambiguous (i.e. unclear) or incomplete stimulus (e.g. picture or words). The stimulus requires interpretation from the person. Therefore, the person’s attitude is inferred from their interpretation of the ambiguous or incomplete stimulus.

The assumption about these measures of attitudes it that the person will “project” his or her views, opinions or attitudes into the ambiguous situation, thus revealing the attitudes the person holds. However, indirect methods only provide general information and do not offer a precise measurement of attitude strength since it is qualitative rather than quantitative. This method of attitude measurement is not objective or scientific which is a big criticism.

Examples of projective techniques include:

• Rorschach Inkblot Test

• Thematic Apperception Test (or TAT)

• Draw a Person Task
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Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) 

Here a person is presented with an ambiguous picture which they have to interpret. The TAT taps into a person’s unconscious mind to reveal the repressed aspects of their personality. 

Although the picture, illustration, drawing or cartoon that is used must be interesting enough to encourage discussion, it should be vague enough not to immediately give away what the project is about.

TAT can be used in a variety of ways, from eliciting qualities associated with different products to perceptions about the kind of people that might use certain products or services.

The person must look at the picture(s) and tell a story. For example:

o What has led up to the event shown
o What is happening at the moment
o What the characters are thinking and feeling, and
o What the outcome of the story was



Draw a Person Test

Figure drawings are projective diagnostic techniques in which an individual is instructed to draw a person, an object, or a situation so that cognitive, interpersonal, or psychological functioning can be assessed. The test can be used to evaluate children and adolescents for a variety of purposes (e.g. self-image, family relationships, cognitive ability and personality).

A projective test is one in which a test taker responds to or provides ambiguous, abstract, or unstructured stimuli, often in the form of pictures or drawings. While other projective tests, such as the Rorschach Technique and Thematic Apperception Test, ask the test taker to interpret existing pictures, figure drawing tests require the test taker to create the pictures themselves. In most cases, figure drawing tests are given to children. This is because it is a simple, manageable task that children can relate to and enjoy.

Some figure drawing tests are primarily measures of cognitive abilities or cognitive development. In these tests, there is a consideration of how well a child draws and the content of a child's drawing. In some tests, the child's self-image is considered through the use of the drawings. In other figure drawing tests, interpersonal relationships are assessed by having the child draw a family or some other situation in which more than one person is present. Some tests are used for the evaluation of child abuse. Other tests involve personality interpretation through drawings of objects, such as a tree or a house, as well as people. Finally, some figure drawing tests are used as part of the diagnostic procedure for specific types of psychological or neuropsychological impairment, such as central nervous system dysfunction or mental retardation.

Despite the flexibility in administration and interpretation of figure drawings, these tests require skilled and trained administrators familiar with both the theory behind the tests and the structure of the tests themselves. Interpretations should be made with caution and the limitations of projective tests should be considered. It is generally a good idea to use projective tests as part of an overall test battery. There is little professional support for the use of figure drawing, so the examples that follow should be interpreted with caution.
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The House-Tree-Person (HTP) test, created by Buck in 1948, provides a measure of a self-perception and attitudes by requiring the test taker to draw a house, a tree, and a person. 


The picture of the house is supposed to conjure the child's feelings toward his or her family.  The picture of the tree is supposed to elicit feelings of strength or weakness. 

The picture of the person, as with other figure drawing tests, elicits information regarding the child's self-concept. 

The HTP, though mostly given to children and adolescents, is appropriate for anyone over the age of three.



Evaluation of Indirect Methods

The major criticism of indirect methods is their lack of objectivity. Such methods are unscientific and do not objectively measure attitudes in the same way as a Liker scale. There is also the ethical problem of deception as often the person does not know that their attitude is actually being studied when using indirect methods. The advantages of such indirect techniques of attitude measurement are that they are less likely to produce socially desirable responses, the person is unlikely to guess what is being measured and behavior should be natural and reliable.





Theories of Attitude
Social Cognitive Theory 

According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2002), humans are endowed with the capacity to learn from observation. Through observation, individuals can internalize cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses to situations that they do not experience directly. Once learned, individuals can emulate these responses in similar situations (Bandura, 2002). Vicarious experiences can be gained both in one's direct environment and through models observed in the media (Bandura, 2002). This contention has implications for portrayals of intergroup interactions on television. That is, audience members can learn positive intergroup behaviors from observing televised portrayals of characters engaging in positive intergroup contact. 

Beyond learning positive behaviors, individuals can also learn positive attitudes concerning intergroup contact and outgroups via abstract modeling, the process by which individuals adopt rules learned through vicarious experience and apply them to different contexts (Bandura, 2002). Through observing media models, people can extract rules governing judgments and behaviors in the observed context, and apply those rules to guide behavior in different situations (Bandura, 1986). These rules also influence people's attitudes and their probability of expressing a particular attitude in a given context (Eyal & Rubin, 2003). When exposed to TV images of positive intergroup contact, for example, viewers may extract a rule that such interaction is open and friendly. They may then extrapolate this rule and use it to guide their behaviors and judgments in future situations where the rule might be applicable (i.e., other intergroup interactions).
Fazio's Attitude Accessibility Theory 

Fazio's (1986) model of the process by which attitudes guide behavior is currently receiving a fair amount of attention in the social psychological literature. Fazio defines attitude as a learned association between a concept and an evaluation. Like any construct based on associative learning, attitude strength varies. Fazio indexes strength using a reaction time paradigm. The more rapidly an attitude can be expressed, the greater its strength. The stronger the attitude the more accessible it is. 

To guide behavior, attitudes must be accessible. Attitudes that are highly accessible from memory are much more likely to guide behavior than less accessible attitudes. Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell and Kardes (1986) have demonstrated that accessible attitudes are activated spontaneously upon presentation of the attitude issue. Their emphasis on the automatic activation of attitudes differs markedly from Fishbein's view that attitudes result from a controlled effortful process of attribute consideration and evaluation. 

Fazio and his colleagues have shown that correlations between attitudes and behavior are much higher among people with highly accessible attitudes. In one study (Fazio and Williams, 1986), accessibility was assessed by how quickly respondents rated the 1984 candidates for U.S. President. Four months later on the day after the elections, the respondents were asked if they had voted and for whom. Among voters with highly accessible attitudes, 80 percent of the variance in voting behavior was explained by attitudes; among voters with less accessible attitudes, only 44 percent of the voting behavior was accounted for by attitudes. Fazio and Williams believe the greater consistency of the highly accessible group is a function of greater attitudinal stability. Highly accessible attitudes are linked to selective processing of information and even selective attention (Fazio, 1989; Roskos-Ewoldson & Fazio, 1992). To the extent that accessible attitudes are accessed each time an individual encounters the relevant concept, the attitude protects its holder against counter-attitudinal information and potential attitude/behavior inconsistency. 

Accessibility is weakly related (0.30) to attitudinal polarity. Extreme attitudes do have a tendency to be more accessible. Accessibility, measured by reaction time to an attitudinal query, is a function of: number of previous expressions of the attitude; opportunities for review or rehearsal of the beliefs and behaviors associated with the attitude; direct experience with the attitude object; and anticipation of future interaction with the attitude object. Highly accessible attitudes are more difficult to change (Wu and Shaffer, 1987).





Attitude change

Breckler and Wiggins (1992) define attitudes as “mental and neural representations, organized through experience, exerting a directive or dynamic influence on behavior” (p. 409). Attitudes and attitude objects are functions of cognitive, affective and conative components. Attitudes are part of the brain’s associative networks, the spider-like structures residing in long term memory (Higgins, 1986) that consist of affective and cognitive nodes linked through associative pathways (Anderson, 1983; Fazio, 1986). These nodes contain affective, cognitive, and behavioral components (Eagly & Chaiken, 1995). ........

Anderson (1983) suggests that the inter-structural composition of an associative network can be altered by the activation of a single node. Thus, by activating an affective or emotion node, attitude change may be possible, though affective and cognitive components tend to be intertwined. In primarily affective networks, it is more difficult to produce cognitive counterarguments in the resistance to persuasion and attitude change (Eagly & Chaiken, 1995).

Processing Models of Attitude Change
Many dual process models are used to explain the affective (emotion) and cognitive processing and interpretations of messages. These include the elaboration likelihood model, the heuristic-systematic model, and the extended parallel process model (see fear appeals).

In the Elaboration Likelihood Model, or ELM, (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986), cognitive processing is the central route and affective/emotion processing is often associated with the peripheral route. The central route pertains to an elaborate cognitive processing of information while the peripheral route relies on cues or feelings. The ELM suggests that true attitude change only happens through the central processing route that incorporates both cognitive and affective components as opposed to the more heuristics-based peripheral route. This suggests that motivation through emotion alone will not result in an attitude change.

In the Heuristic-Systematic Model, or HSM, (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989) information is either processed in a high-involvement and high-effort systematic way, or information is processed through shortcuts known as heuristics. Emotions (affect heuristics, feelings and gut-feeling reactions are often used as shortcuts.

The Extended Parallel Process Model, or EPPM, includes both thinking and feeling in conjunction with threat and fear appeals (Witte, 1992). EPPM suggests that persuasive fear appeals work best when people have high involvement and high efficacy. In other words, fear appeals are most effective when an individual cares about the issue or situation, and that individual possesses and perceives that they possess the agency to deal with that issue or situation.

 Affect and Attitude Change
Emotion plays a major role in persuasion, social influence, and attitude change. Much of attitude research emphasized the importance of affective or emotion components (Breckler & Wiggins, 1992). Emotion works hand-in-hand with the cognitive process, or the way we think, about an issue or situation. Emotional appeals are commonly found in advertising, health campaigns and political messages. Recent examples include no-smoking health campaigns (see tobacco advertising) and political campaign advertising emphasizing the fear of terrorism.

Affective forecasting, otherwise known as intuition or the prediction of emotion, also impacts attitude change. Research suggests that predicting emotions is an important component of decision making, in addition to the cognitive processes (Loewenstein, 2007). How we feel about an outcome may override purely cognitive rationales.

In terms of research methodology, the challenge for researchers is measuring emotion and subsequent impacts on attitude. Since we cannot see into the brain, various models and measurement tools have been constructed to obtain emotion and attitude information. Measures may include the use of physiological cues like facial expressions, vocal changes, and other body rate measures (Breckler & Wiggins, 1992). For instance, fear is associated with raised eyebrows, increased heart rate and increase body tension (Dillard, 1994). Other methods include concept or network mapping, and using primes or word cues (Shavelson & Stanton, 1975).
Components of Emotion Appeals
Any discrete emotion can be used in a persuasive appeal; this may include jealously, disgust, indignation, fear, and anger. Fear is one of the most studied emotional appeals in communication and social influence research. Dillard (1994) suggests that “fear appeals have been thought of as messages that attempt to achieve opinion change by establishing the negative consequences of failing to agree with the advocated position” (p. 295). The EPPM (above) looks at the effectiveness of using fear and threat to change attitudes.

Important consequences of fear appeals and other emotion appeals include the possibility of reactance (Brehm & Brehm, 1981) which may lead to either message rejections or source rejection and the absence of attitude change. As the EPPM suggests, there is an optimal emotion level in motivating attitude change. If there is not enough motivation, an attitude will not change; if the emotional appeal is overdone, the motivation can be paralyzed thereby preventing attitude change.

Emotions perceived as negative or containing threat are often studied more than perceived positive emotions like humor. Though the inner-workings of humor are not agreed upon, humor appeals may work by creating incongruities in the mind (Maase, Fink & Kaplowitz, 1984). Recent research has looked at the impact of humor on the processing of political messages (Nabi, Moyer-Guse, & Byrne, 2007). While evidence is inconclusive, there appears to be potential for targeted attitude change is receivers with low political message involvement.

Factors Impacting Attitude Change
Important factors that influence the impact emotion appeals include self efficacy, attitude accessibility, issue involvement, and message/source features. Self efficacy is a perception of one’s own human agency; in other words, it is the perception of our own ability to deal with a situation (Bandura, 1992). It is an important variable in emotion appeal messages because it dictates a person’s ability to deal with both the emotion and the situation. For example, if a person is not self-efficacious about their ability to impact the global environment, they are not likely to change their attitude or behavior about global warming.

Dillard (1994) suggests that message features such as source non-verbal communication, message content, and receiver differences can impact the emotion impact of fear appeals. The characteristics of a message are important because one message can elicit different levels of emotion for different people. Thus, in terms of emotion appeals messages, one size does not fit all.

Attitude accessibility refers to the activation of an attitude from memory (Fazio, 1986); in other words, how readily available is an attitude about an object, issue, or situation. Issue involvement (Zaichkowsky, 1985) is the relevance and salience of an issue or situation to an individual. Issue involvement has been correlated with both attitude access and attitude strength. Past studies conclude accessible attitudes are more resistant to change (Fazio & Williams, 1986).

 Processing Models
Some research on emotion and attitude change focuses on the way people process messages. Many dual process models are used to explain the affective (emotion) and cognitive processing and interpretations of messages. These include the elaboration likelihood model, the heuristic-systematic model, and the extended parallel process model.

In the Elaboration Likelihood Model, or ELM, (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986), cognitive processing is the central route and affective/emotion processing is often associated with the peripheral route. The central route pertains to an elaborate cognitive processing of information while the peripheral route relies on cues or feelings. The ELM suggests that true attitude change only happens through the central processing route that incorporates both cognitive and affective components as opposed to the more heuristics-based peripheral route. This suggests that motivation through emotion alone will not result in an attitude change.

In the Heuristic-Systematic Model, or HSM, (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989) information is either processed in a high-involvement and high-effort systematic way, or information is processed through shortcuts known as heuristics. Emotions, feelings and gut-feeling reactions are often used as shortcuts.

The Extended Parallel Process Model, or EPPM, includes both thinking and feeling in conjunction with threat and fear appeals (Witte, 1992). EPPM suggests that persuasive fear appeals work best when people have high involvement and high efficacy. In other words, fear appeals are most effective when an individual cares about the issue or situation, and that individual possesses and perceives that they possess the agency to deal with that issue or situation.
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