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MULTIPLE PROCESSES BY WHICH
ATTITUDES GUIDE BEHAVIOR:
THE MODE MODEL AS AN
INTEGRATIVE FRAMEWORK

Russell H. Fazio

L. Introduction

Although the concept of attitude has been a central one in the field of social
psychology for decades (Allport, 1935), it is not unti relatively recently in this
long history that much systematic work has been conducted on the cé)maspon-
dence between expressed attitndes and subsequent behavior. Researchers appear
to have been more concerned with issues regarding attitude formation and change
and, for the most part, appear to have presumed that attitudes guide later bé_l_la\(—
ior. However, beginning in the late 1960s and runnirg to the present time, a
considerable amount of empirical work has addressed the issue of aftitude—
behavior consistency (see the Annual Review chapters by Chaiken & Stangor,
1987; Cialdini, Petty, & Cacioppo, 198F; Cooper & Croyle, 1984; Eagly &
Himmelfarb, 1978). .

Despite this increased attention over the last two decades, there exists a very
fundamental question regarding the attitude—behavior relation that has net been
subjected to much theoretical or empirical inguiry. The question concerns an
issue of process: How do aititudes guide behavior? By what conceivably multiple
processes do individuals® attitudes have impact on their behavior? The present
article describes two very different basic processes that link attitudes and behav-
ior, along with variants that amount to a mixture of the essentials of each
process. Conditions that promote one process or the other also are discussed.

TI. Current State of the Literature

Before presenting the two contrasting models of the attitude-to-behavior pro-
cess, it is useful to consider the state of the present literature on -aftitude—
=
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behavior consistency. Historically, the field shifted from virtval neglect of the
issue of attitude—behavior correspondence 1o the more recent intense scrutiny of
the issue. With the exception of a few early skeptics {e.g., Corey, 1937; LaPiere,
1934), the question of whether attitudes were predictive of subsequent behavior
was largely ignored. Wicker's (1969) widely cited and extremely pes.simisti.c
review of the available literature called attention to the lack of supporting evi-
dence, sparking interest and research. Later developments bave made. it clear that
Wicker's conclusion regarding the lack of attitnde—behavior consistency was
overstated. Indeed, more recent reviews have portrayed the issue far more op-
timistically (Fazio & Zanna, 1981; Schuman & Johnson, 1976). The optimism
stems, in part, from occasional observations of fairly iripressive attitude—behav-
jor correlations (e.g., Goodmonson & Glaudin, 1971; Kelley & Mirer, 1974;
Seligman er al., 1979). Thus, it appears that attitude~behavior relations can
range from zero to the very strong. Zanna and Fazio {1982) have referred to
research that has asked ‘‘Is there an attitude-behavior relation?” as the first
generation of work concerning attitude—behavior consistency. Fhe answer to this
“ig”* question appears to be a resounding *‘sometimes.”’

Given the range of outcomes observed across various Investigations, re-
searchers began to ask what Zanna and Fazio (1982) characterized as ‘‘when”’
questions. That is, when or under what conditions are attitudes predictive of
behavior? In its most general fotm, the issue that this generation of research
focused on was, *“Under what conditions do what kinds of attitudes held by what
kinds of individuals predict what kinds of behavior?”” (Fazio & Zanna, 1981, p.
165). As indicated by the question, researchers began to search for situational
factors, personality vartables, and classes of attitudes and behaviors that might
mederate the attitude—behavior relations. )

These efforts to identify moderating variables have been remarkably suc-
cessful in that the literature now provides documentation for a lengthy list of such
moderators. With respect 1o situational variables, normative constraints or in-
ducements have been shown to affect the attitude—behavior relation (e.g., Ajzen
& Fishbein, 1973; Schofield, 1975; Wamer & DeFleur, 1969), as docs the
degree to which individuals hold a vested inferest in the behavioral issue (Siva-
cek & Crapo, 1982). Situational cues that suggest that one’s attitude is relevant
to a behavioral decision also have been found to enhence the attitude—behavior
relation (Borgida & Campbell, 1982; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). Various
personality factors are also known to moderate the relation. For example, self-
monitoring (Snyder & Swamm, 1976; Zanna, Olson, & Fazio, 1980), seif-con-
sciousness (e.g., Scheier, Buss, & Buss, 1978), and level of moral reasoning
(Rholes & Bailey, 1983) have each been found to relate to attitude—behavior
consistency.

Tust as some kinds of people are more apt to display consistency, some kinds

of attitndes seem more likely to promote attitude--behavior consistency. Various
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attitudinal qualities, including the manner of attitude formaticn (Fazio & Zanna,
1981), the consistency between affective and cognitive components of attitudes
(Norman, 1975}, the temporal stability of the attitude (Schwartz, 1978), the
confiderce with which the attitude is held (Sample & Warland, 1973; Fazio &
Zanna, 1978a, 1978b), and how clearly defined the attitude is, as measured by
the width of the latitude of rejection (Fazio & Zanna, 1978b}), have been found to
moderate the attitude—behavior relation.

In addition to the variables mentioned above, it has been demonstrated that the
prediction of behavior from attitude is improved by the assessment of attitudes
and behaviors of equivalent levels of specificity (Ajzen, 1982; Ajzen & Fishbein,
1977; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974). Essentially, specific behaviors are best predicted
by a similarly specific attitude measure. General patterns of behavior or multiple
behaviors are best predicted by a general attitude.

One conclusion is quite clear from even this brief summary of the present
literature. There can be no doubt that attitudes do sometimes relate to subsequent
behavior and that the figld has achieved some wnderstanding of just when that
sometimes is. However, there are two additional, related observations that can be
made. First, it is evident that the **when™” approach has been primarily empirical
in nature. What we have at this point in time is a fairly lengthy catalog of
variables known to moderate the attitude—bebavior relation. As commentators on
this literature have noted, there has been a marked lack of theory (Cooper &
Croyle, 1984). Second, there is the point alteded to earlier about the prodesses
linking attitudes to behavior. Despite the resurgence of research on the attithide—
behavior relation and despite the now voluminous literature, little attention has
been paid to the very fundamental issue of how attitudes guide behavior.
Throughout the literatere, mention is made of attitudes guiding or influencing
behavior with little or no accompanying explanation of how this might occur. It
is this concern that Zanna and Fazio (1982} forecasted as the central issue of a
third generation of research on attitude—behavior consistency.! '

1Qbviously, this categorization of the attitude-behavior literature into three generations of re-
search was intended as a rough heuristic by which the literature could be organized and considered. h
is not always the case that a single endeavor can be peatly characterized as fitting purely into one
generation or another—-the single best cxample being the work of Ajzen and Fishbein (1980). Initial
efforts (e.g., Fishbein, 1967) appear to have been aimed primarily at indicating that attitudes (or at
Jeast, attitudes toward the act) can be predictive of behavior. Indeed, with the focus of attention
baving been on the value of the construet of attitede toward a specific act (e.g., Abelson, 1982;
Schuman and Johnsen, 1976), such attempted resclution of the *'is™ question appears to have been
the primary nature of the work™s tmpact on the fiekl. However, given the model’s posielate that any
impact of attitudes on a behavioral decision can be overpowered by the influence of normative
cencerns, the work might just as well be characterized as falling within the *‘when” generation.
Finally, as the work evelved into the theory of reasoned action {Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980), &
provided specification of ene conceivable process by which attitudes guide behavier and, hence, can
be considered within the **how”” generation. The theory Is discassed in this manner at a later point in
e present article,
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These two points are not unrelated in the sense that models of the attitude—~
behavior process can provide the needed theoretical perspective. Such mod‘els
have the potential to provide a conceptual integration of the host of moderating
variables, in addition to suggesting how and why these various factors moderate
the attitude—behavior relation. .

In what follows, two types of models of the attitude—behavior process are
discussed. The basic difference between the two types centers on the extent to
which deciding on a particular course of action involves conscious deliberation
about or a spontanecus reaction to one’s perception of the immediate siluatim_‘n.
An individual may analyze the costs and benefits of a particular behavior and, in
so doing, deliberately reflect on the attitudes relevant to the behavioral decision:
These attitudes may serve as one of possibly many dimensions that are consid-
ered in arriving at a behavior plan, which may then be enacted. Alternatively,
attitudes may guide an individual's behavior in a more sponianeous manner,,
without the individual having actively considered the relevant attitudes and with-
out the individual's necessary awareness of the influence of the attitude. Instead,
the attitude may influence how the person interprets the event that is oceurring
and, in that way, affect the person’s behavior. In either case, atfitudes are
impacting or behavior, but the process by which they are doing so differs
markedly. The spontaneous processing alternative will be developed first and
then contrasted to the deliberative process.

III. A Spontaneous Processing Model of the .
Attitude—~Behavior Relation

The class of models based upon spontaneous processing must begin with the
presumption that not all social behavior is deliberative or reasoned. Instead, the
behavior is more spontaneous in nature. Many daily social behaviors appear to be
of this sort (cf. Langer, 1978). For people to do otherwise, that is, for people to
rely constantly on reflective reasoning pracesses in order to decide how _to
behave, wontd be enormousty dysfunctional for daily living. The ease with
which we all engage in normal social discourse in itself suggests that much of our
behavior is spontaneous rather than the planned outcome of some reflective
process. ]

How might such spontaneous behaviors be influenced by one’s attitude toward
the object in question? To the extent that individuals engage in any construa? or
interpretation of the attitude object and the situation in which the attitude object
is encountered, there exists the possibility of attitudes guiding behavior toward
the object. By influencing such perceptions, attitudes may have an impact or the
eventual behavior. Purthermore, such influence may occur éven though the
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individual does not actively retrieve the attitude from mermory and reflect upon it
in any way.

This netion forms the crux of a model of the attitnde—behavior process that has
been proposed recently by Fazio and colleagues (Fazio, 1986; Fazio, Powell, &
Herr, 1983). The model is presented in a detailed fashion elsewhere (Fazio,
1986) and will only be summarized here. The model postulates that an indi-
vidual’s social behavior is Jargely a function of the individual’s perceptions in the
immediate sitwation in which the attitude object is encountered. Given that the
situations are iypically at least somewhat ambiguous and that social stimuli
frequéntly have multiple meanings, some degres of interpretation on the part of
the individual is required. Such definition of the event that is occurring is pre-
sumed to determine the direction and nature of the individual’s behavior in the
immediate situation.

Latane and Darley’s (1970) analysis of bystander intervention in emergency
situations provides an excellent illustration of the importance of perceptions of
the event that is occurring. Definition of the event as an emergency is viewed as a
critical step if the individual its to intervene. For example, failing to define
smokelike vapors as an indicant of fire greatly decreased the likelihood that a
subject would report the event to the experimenter. Likewise, failing to define a
persor’s moans following a crash as cries of anguish from a real victim decreased
the likeliheod that bystanders would intervens.

Definitions of the event obviously can be influenced by cues within the sitna-
tion itself. Again using the bystander intervention work as an examplé, the
emotional stoicism of other witnesses to the event can have a profound influence
on the likelihood that a given individual defines the event as an emergency. If the
others available for comparison purposes are not displaying any discernible
rezction to a loud crash or to smokelike vapors, then the likelihood that the
individual will view the event as an emergency is reduced. .

However, the cues that are used to interpret an event also can stem from the
activation of relevant constructs from memory. Beginning with the ‘‘new look™
movement {e.g., Bruner, 1957), which so heavily emphasized the constructive
nature of perception, psychology has zecognized that such perceptions are depen-
dent upon the knowledge structures, affects, values, and expectations that the
individual holds. Advances in the area of social cognition make it evident that
such memerial constructs can have an influence through a passive, automatic
process. That is, the individual need not consciously reflect upon the construct
and its applicability to current information for the construct to affect interpreta-
tions. Instead, the recent activation, or priming, of a construct from memory is
sufficient for that construct to influence interpretations in a later situation (e.g.,
Fazio e al., 1983; Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977; Srull & Wyer, 1979).
Indeed, such priming can even be subliminal in rature. For example, subjects in
an experiment corducted by Bargh and Pietromenaco (1982) unknowingly were
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exposed to words semantically related or unrelated to hostility during the course
of a **vigilance task.” The words were presented in a manner that was shown to
preclude conscious recognition of the words. Sabjects who had been exposed toa
large proportion of hostility-related words were subsequently more lkely o
interpret the ambiguous behaviors of a hypothetical target person as hostile.
Thus, hostility-related constructs were primed despite subjects’ lack of aware-
ness, and the heightened accessibility of the hostility construct affected subjects’
interpretations.

One class of structures that are stored in memory and that might be relevant to

construal of the event is the individual aF's imawiedge regarding whiat behaviors are

o _are not normatively appropriate in a given ven situation. Indeed, as suggested

earlier when the catalog of variables known to moderate the attitade—behavior
relation was reviewed, norms have been found to exert such a moderating influ-
ence (e.g., Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973; Schofield, 1975; Warner & Defleur, 1969).
Thus, normative information may be activated from memory and may affect

one’s definition of the event-—Fo the extent that normative-guidelines-are-counter

to the individual’s attitude, the definition of the event may not be attitudinally
——— "—_———_

congiuent.

According to the model, whether the irdividual’s definition of the event is
attitudinally congruent determines the lkelihood that the individuai wiil display
attitude—behavior consistency. That is, given that one's definition of the event
determines behavior, the question of attitudes guiding behavior centers on the
extent to which attitudes influence the definition of the event. The individual's
attitude is also a construct that can guide perceptions. In particular, the attitude
can affect perceptions of the attitade object ir the immediate situation in which it
is encountered.

The suggestion that attitudes guide perceptions is by no means novel. Allport
(1935) argued that “‘attitudes determine for each individual what he wilt see and
hear. . . . They draw lines about and segregate an otherwise chaotic environ-
ment; they are our methods for finding our way about in an ambiguous universe’
(p- 806). Indeed, attitude theorists have long considered one of the major func-
tions served by attitudes to be that of organizing and structuring a rather chaotic
universe of objects (Katz, 1960; Smith, Bruner, & White, 1956). In the words of
Smith et al. (1956), an attitude provides “‘a ready aid for ‘sizing up’ objects and
events in the environment™ (p. 41). :

Consistent with these notions, a rich and varied literature exists documenting
that attitudes influence perceptions of the attitede object. Just to give a few
examples, attitudes have been found to relate to what is perceived in an ambigu-
ous scene (e.g., Hastorf & Cantril, 1954; Proshansky, 1943; Seeleman, 1940), to
affect individeal’s causal interpretation of a target person’s behavior (e.g., Reg-
an, Straus, & Fazio, 1974), and to affect individuals’ evaluations of attitudinally
relevant empirical evidence (e.g., Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979). In each of these
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cases, individuals with differing_attitudes toward the target person, object, or

Jissue have been shown to arrive at different perceptions and judgments of the
very same stimulus information.

"Thils, when one encounters an attitude object, one’s attitude can guide percep-
tions of the object in the immediate situation. These immediate perceptions,
congruent as they are with one’s attitude, can then prompt attitudinally censistent
behavior. According to the model, it is through their mediating impact on per-
ceptions that attitudes guide behavior in a spontaneous fashion. That is, the
individual need not consciously reflect upon feelings toward the attitude object
for an attitudinally biased perception of the attitude -object in the immediate
sifuation to occur. Yet, such differential perceptions on the part of individuals
with differing attitudes can lead them to respond very differently toward the
attitude object,

According to the spontaneous processing model, whether such differential
perceptions occur depends on whether the individuals’ attitudes are activated
from memory. In many instances, the entire attitude—behavior process described
thus far simply may not be initiated. Although the model does not postulate that
it is necessary for individuals to reflect upon their attitudes toward the object in
question for selective perception to occur, it is necessary that individuals’ evalua-
tions of the attitude object be activated from memory when they encouriter the
attitude object. Unless the attimde is activated from memory, it cannot produce
Smrw_‘bjea in the immediate sttuation, In_dg._d.._an.mdl
vidual may never view the object in évaluative terms, Thus, the key to the model
d From._memory when the

is attitude accessibility. The attitude must be ac
individual observes the attitude object if the attitude. is. to. in_any. sense. guide
subsequent hehavior——

A. A MODEL OF ATFITUDES AND THEIR
ACCESSIBILITY FROM MEMORY

According to the madel, the likelihood of activation of the attitude upon mere
observation of the attitude object depends on the chronic accessibility of the
attitude. An attitude is viewed as an association in memory between a2 given
object and one’s evaluation of that object. This definition implies that the
strength of an aititede, like any construct based on associative learning, can vary.
That is, the strength of the association between the object and the evaluation can
vary. It is this associative strength that is postulated to determine the chronic
accessibility of the attitude and, hence, the likelihood that the attitude will be
activated automatically when the individual encounters the attitade object. Only
if it is strongly associated with the object is it likely that the evaluation will be
activated spontaneously upon observation of the attitude object.




82 RUSSELL H. FAZIO

Empirical tests of this view of attitudes as objcct-eva.luation associations hav_e
yielded confirming results. Subjects who had been induced to express their
amitudes repeatedly, which should have the consequence of strengthel-';mg the
abject-evaluation association, have been found~ to be capa‘ble of responding relz;.
tively quickly to direct inquiries about their attitudes (Fazio, Chen, Mcponel,
Sherman, 1982; Powell & Fazio, 1984). For example, Powell and Fazio _{1984)
manipulated the nember of times that an attitude was expressed by. varying the
number of semantic differential items that appeared refevant to a given _am_tude
issue. In this way, subjects expressed their attitudes zero, one, three, or six times
toward a given attitude object. In a subsequent task, subjcct.s were presented with
each attitude issue and instructed to make a good-bad judgment about each
object as quickly as possible. Response latency was found 1o relate to Lhn’T numl:;:r
of previous attitadinal expressions. The greater the fnumber of expressions, : 13
faster the latency of Tesponse to the attitudinal inquiry. )

Further evidence regarding the relevance. of the strength . of r.hg object-
evaluation association to the chronic accessibility of the a_ttitudc is provided by a
tecent series of experiments concermning automatic activation (Fazio, Sanbc»_nmat-
su, Powell, & Kardes, 1986). These experiments cx?.mined. thfe ].1ypothes1s that
the mere presentation of an attitude object toward wh1cl? an individual ppsses::es
a strong evaluative association would automatically activate the eval}:anon. b}l-
tomatic processes are effortless and are initiated spontanf_:gusly and inescapably
when the individual encounters appropriate stimulus conditions (see Sch_nelder &
Shiffrin, £977; Shiffrin & Schoeider, 1977). Indeed, Shiffrin'anq Dumais (1981)
characterize as automatic any process that leads to the. acu'vauon of some re-
sponse *‘whenever a given set of external initiating sn{null arc ,p,resented, r;:—
gardless of a subject’s attempt to ignore or bypass the d1straFilon (p_. 117). In
contrast controlled processes are effortful, requiring the active attention of the
- vidual. .
mqfl‘;:j:xperiments employed a priming procedure. On each tri:al, the prime that
was presented was the name of an attitude objec_t. Its Pres.entauon was fol'lowei
by the display of a positive or a negative eva_luapvc adjective. The Slllb_]E.!Ct s tas
was to press a key as quickly as possible to md]c?tc whfether the adjective had a
positive or a negative connotation. The latency with which these Tesponses were
made was facilitated on trials that involved evaluativeiy_ congruent primes {at-

titude objects) and targets, provided that the attitude (_}b]ecl p?ssessed a strong
evaluative association for the subject. For example, if a Subjec!: had aiftmng
negative association to the object “cockmach,.” t.hen preseniation qf co‘ck-
roach’® as the prime facilitated the subject’s indication that an evaluative adjec”
tive such as disgusting had a negative connotation. )

Such facilitation was observed only in the case of attitudes characterized b_y
strong object-evaluation associations. In some Of. the em';peri.ments, preexperi-
mentally strong and weak associations were identified via a measurement pro-
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cedure. The measurement involved latency of response to a direct attitudinal
inquiry—the same measure that had been shown in the research described earlier
to reflect the strength of the object-evaluation association. Attitude objects for
which the subject was able to respond relatively rapidly when faced with an
attitudinal inquiry had served as the strong primes and those for which the subject
respanded relatively slowly served as the weak primes. In an additional experi-
ment, strength of the object-evaliation association was manipulated rather than
measured. Attitude objects for which subjects had been induced to express their
attitudes repeatedly produced facilitation when the objects later served as primes
in the adjective connotation task.

These findings provide corroboration for the hypothesis that the likelihood of
automatic activation of an attitude upon mere observation of the attitude object
depends on the strength of the object-evaluation association in memory. The
existence of facilitation suggests that the subject’s attitude toward the object was
activated automatically upon its mere presentation as the prime. Such a conelu-
sion regarding automatisma appears justifiable for two reasons. The first argument
concermns the nature of the adjective connotation task. Subjects were merely
exposed to the attitude object and were not asked to consider their attitudes
toward the object. Nor was it to the subjects’ advantage to do so, for the sabjects’
major task was simply to respond to the target adjective. Nevertheless, despite
this irrelevance of attitudes lo the immediate task concerns, exposure to objects
for which subjects possessed strong affective associations appears to have
prompted activation of the associated evaluation. Thus, the very nature of ‘the
task leads to the suggestion that the facilitation observed in the case of strong
primes was a result of automatic rather than of controlled processing.

A second basis for this conclusion stems from the fact that facilitation was
observed only under conditions that involved a relatively short interval between
onset of the attitude object presented as the prime and onset of the target adjec-
tive, a timing differential commonly referred to as the stimulus onset asynchrony
(S0A). Under conditions invelving a longer stimulus onset asynchrony, no
facilitation was found, Yet, if the results had been due to a controlled, effortful
process, one would have expected that allotting the subjects more time to ac-
tively retrieve their attitndes would have produced greater facilitation. Instead,
the findings imply that in the case of strong object-cvaluation associations the
attitude was activated automatically upon presentation of the prime. The level of
activation of the associated evalvation was apparently sufficient to facilitate
responding to an evaluatively congruent target adjective if the adjective was
presented very soon theseafter (SOA = 300 msec). However, this fevel of
activation apparently dissipated quickly (or was actively suppressed) due to the

presumed isrelevance of the subject’s attitudes to the major task of identifying the
connotation of the target adjective. As a result, presentation of the target adjec-
tive 1000 msec after presentation of the attitude object appears to have been too
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Fig. I. A schematic diagram of Fazio™s (1986} model of the attitude—behavior process.

Norms we———

late for the prime to facilitate response to adjectives of congruent valence. Thus,
the results of these experiments indicate that attitudes can be activated from
memory automatically and that the strength of the object-evaluation association
determines the likelihood of such automatic activation (see Fazio, 1989, for a
brief review of additional experiments corroborating this hypothesis).

It is activation of the attitade wpon mere observation of the attitude object that
forms the crux of the attitude—behavior process based upon automatism. Figure'1
presents a schematic summary of the spontaneous processing model that has been
discussed. In essence, the model proposes that a number of steps must occur for
behavior toward an object to be influenced in an automatic fashion by one's
attitude. First and foremost,.the-attitude-must-be-activated when. the lnd_ljl_dl.lil
encounters the attitudg object. Such activation is to be expected anly if the ob}ect
and f cvﬁua on are strongly.associated.in-memory. Once activated, U

- will 3efve as *hyough witich fhe” zﬁt‘tudﬁ)tfja:Wﬂlﬁc—persemd,__ﬂ
pos;twe attitude that has-been-activated 1§ likely to lead the individual 16 Tigtice,
attend to, ,and  process pnmarﬂy the positive: quaht:es that:.he ub;cct is exhibiting

e will direct attention to

negatlv 1es of the o _;ect Thusl selectwe perccpnon produces perceptions
of the object in the immediate situation. that are-consistent with the attitude.
wmcwwcmmmwf the individual's defim- ~

-lion of the event Normative guidelines may affect the ot the individual’s definition of

1the situation.and;-if-counter tor o theattitude, —mwmw]un,a_gﬁnmon of the event
that is not attitudinally congruent. In.situations-where norms. do-not dictate_the
definition o]ﬁl_ﬁé"e.vent, ‘however, the definition-will be-attitudinally congruent if

attitude activation and selective perception have occurred. It-is this definition_of
the” event thal JeEn irection-amdatire " of e Hehiavior Approach
behaviors are prompted by a definition of the event that consists p manly: of
positive perceptions of the attitude objectin the immediate situation. Bikewnse,
aveoidance behaviors follow from a negative definition of the event.

This entire sequence need not involve any deliberate reflection or reasoning.
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Instead, behavior simply follows from a definition of the event that has been
biased by the automatically activated attitude. Neither the activation of the at-
titude from memery nor the selective perception component require conscious
effort, intent, or contrel on the part of the individual. Indeed, it is within an
entirely antomatic sequence that attitude activation and, selective processing take

o0 4 Necessary 1 roie if the attitude is to exert ggxmflupjlcnomﬁe-behamor.Such
an automatic process will operate only to the extent that a strong evaluative
agsociationhas beel ETEBlS R toward the attitude. ob_]ec I the_relevant asso-
clanon is too weak to be-activated, then-behavior will foltow from a definition of
jummhammmmudmaw _based. Instead, the bebavior may be determined
by whatever features of the situation and the attitude object are sufficiently

salient to influence immediate percepfions.
Sahent to intu

B. THE MODERATING ROLE
OF ATTITUDE ACCESSIBILITY

Some evidence supportive of the mode] already has been described. Addi-
tional confirming research merits a brief summary. Consistent with the model’s
assertion regarding attitudes that involve a strong object-evaluation association,
both experimental and correlational work have provided support for the model’s
propositions that attitude accessibility serves as a moderator of the relation be-
tween attitudes and subsequent perceptions of the attitude object and of the
relation between attitudes and subsequent behavior toward the object.

1. Perceptions of the Attitude Object

During the summer preceding the 1984 presidential election, Fazio and
Williams (1986) measured attitudes toward Reagan and the accessibility of those
attitudes, as indicated by latency of response to the attitudinal inquiry, within a
large sample of townspeople. Judgments of the performance of the candidates
during the televised debates held later in the fali served as the measurs of
subseguent perceptions. Just as postulated by the model, correlations between
attitudes and perceptions were higher among those individuals who were able to
respond relatively quickly to the attitudinal inquiry (the high-accessibility group)
than among those who responded relatively slowly (the low-accessibility group).

A similar finding was observed by Houston and Fazio {1989) in a study
involving judgments of research evidence concerning the efficacy of capital
punishment. This investigation was modeled after the work by Lord e ef. (1979)
that was mentioned earlier. Their research indicated that people's attitudes to-
ward the death penalty were predictive of their judgments regarding the quality
of two ostensible empirical investigations—one of which purported to support
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the deterrent efficacy of capital punishment and the other of which did not,
Individuals with attitedes favorable to the death penalty viewed the pro—capital
punishment study as better conducted and more convincing (and the anti— capita}
punishment study as poorer conducted and less convincing) than did individuals
with negative attitudes. Houston and Fazio (1989) found this effect to be moder-
ated by the accessibility of subject’s attitudes toward the death penalty. The
relation between attitudes and judgments of the studies was stronger among
individuals whose Iatencies of response to an attitudinal inquiry regarding the
death penalty were indicative of a relatively accessible attitude than it was among
individuals whose attitudes were less accessible.

A second investigation (Houston & Fazio, 1989, Experiment 2) experimen-
tally manipulated attitude accessibility as opposed to measuring the preexisting
accessibility of the attitude. The associative strength between ‘“death penaity™
and the subject's evaluation of this issue was enhanced by inducing some of the
subjects to express their attitudes repeatedly. As indicated earlier, past research
employing this manipulation {e.g., Fazio er al., 1986; Powell & Fazio, 1984) has
shown it to be an effective means of enhancing the accessibility of attitudes.
Once again, evidence was obtained that attitude accessibility determined the
extent to which the attitude colored judgment of the information. Those subjects
who earlier had expressed their attitodes repeatedly judged the empirical evi-
dence in a manner that was more congruent with their attitudes than did those
subjects who had expressed their attitudes only a single time. Thus, regardless of

whether attitude accessibility was measured or manipulated, the findings indi- .

cated that the degree to which an attitude is capable of being activated automati-
cally from memory upon mention of the attitude issue determines the extent to
which that attitude biases one’s interpretation of the available information.

2. Behavior toward the Attitude Object

The postulated role of attitude accessibility as a moderator of the attitude—
hehavior relation alse has received support in both correlational and experimen-
1al stodies. Experimental work has indicated that the strength of the abject-
evaluation association acts as a determinant of the degree to which attitudes
guide later behavior (Fazio er al., 1982, Experiment 4). The experiment con-
cemned attitudes and behavior toward a set of intellectual puzzles. Subjects for
whom the cbject-evaluation associations were strengthened through inducement
to note and express their attitudes toward the puzzles repeatedly displayed greater
attitude—behavior consistency subsequently than did subjects who expressed
their attitudes only a single time. ’

The Fazio and Williams (1986) investigation of the 1984 presidential election
also examined attitude—behavior consistency. Immediately following election
day, and over 3 months after participating in the fnitial survey in which attitndes
toward Reagan and the accessibility of those attitudes had been assessed, the
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patticipants were telephoned and asked to reveal how they had voted. Attitudes
were much more predictive of voting behavior among those individuals who had
responded refatively quickly to the attitodinal inquiry concerning Reagan. In-
deed, within the high-accessibility group, attitudes toward Reagan accounted for
neasly 80% of the variance in voting behavior, compared to 44% within the low-
accessibility group.

A recent study by Fazw, Powell, and Williams (in press) indicates that this
moderating role of attitude accessibility is evident in situations involving actual
behavior, as opposed to a self-report of behavior as in the voting study. The
study involved attitudes and behavior toward a set of 10 products (e.g., Sun-
Maid raisins, Dentyne gum, and Mounds candy bar). In the preliminary phase of
the experiment, subjects responded to the names of a large number of products,
including the 10 target items, by pressing either a "'like’* or a *'dislike’” button.
The latency of the responses was recorded and served as the basis for indexing
the accessibility of subjects” attitudes toward cach of the 10 products. Following
this task, subjects rated the extent of their liking atong a typical 7-point scale,
which constituted the attitude measure. In order to obtain behavioral data, sub-
jects were shown a table on which the 10 target products had been arranged and
were informed that they could select 5 products as reimbursement fnr having
parnmpated in the experiment.

The major concern was the extent to which the subjects’ sclectlons were
related to their attitudes” For each product, subjects were classified into high,
moderate, and Jow attitude-accessibility groups, and the correlation between
attiludes and having selected the product or not was examined within each group.
Averaged across the 10 products, the correlations displayed a significant linear
trend as a function of the level of attitede accessibility. The more accessible a
subject’s attitade toward a given product was, the more Jikely it was that product
selection behavior was consistent with that aftitude.

The spontaneous processing model of the attitude—behavior refation (Fazio, .
1986) views behavior as a function of the individual’s perceptions of the attitude
object in the immediate sitnation. These immediate perceptions may or may not -
be congruent with the individual’s attitude. If the attitude is highly accessible,
then it is likely to be activated automatically from memory upon cbservation of
the attitude object and is likely to result in immediate perceptions that are at-
titudinally congruent. In contrast, if the attitude is not activated from memory,
immediate perceptions are more likely to be based upon momentarily salient
features of the attitude object. Because these features may not be representative
of the object, the immediate perceptions are less likely to be congruent with the
attitude.

The influence of a momentarily salient dimension was apparent in the product
selection study. The 0 products had been amranged in two rows of 5. Appar-
ently, the products positioned in the front row were more salient than those in the
back row, for row status influenced product selection behavior, especially among
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individuals whose attitudes toward a given product were relatively low in ac-
cessibility. Among the front row products, the lower the accesstbility of subjects’
attitudes, the more likely they were to select the product. For products in the
back row, the lower the accessibility of subjects’ attitudes, the less likely they
were to choose the product. Thus, the lower the attitude accessibility, the more
selection behavior was governed by row status. Products afforded relative sali-
ence by virtue of their position in the front row were more likely to be selecied
and those positioned in the ‘‘background™ were less likely to be selected.

This finding illustrates the importance of the immediate perceptions of the
attitude object. Apparently, individuals with accessible attitudes had immediate
perceptions of a given produet that were heavily influenced by their attitudes
and, hence, tended to behave consistently with those attitudes. In contrast, the
immediate perceptions of people with less accessible attitudes appear to have
been less attitudinally congruent becanse these perceptions tended to be governed
by the momentarily salient dimension of row position.

Together, the various investigations that have been summearized (see Fazio,
1989, for a fuller review of such work) indicate the importance of the attitude
activation component of the model. Both the degree to which selective process~
ing of subsequently presented information about the attitude object occirs and

the degree 1o which attitude—behavior consistency occurs depend on the ac-’

cessibility of the attitude from memory, just as suggested by the model.. Activa-
tion of the attitode from memory injtiates the spontaneous attitude-to-behavior
process. Without such activation, behavior follows from perceptions of the ob-
ject in the immediate situation that are relatively less likely to be congruent with
the attitude.,

This spontaneous attitude-to-behavior process is enormously functionai for
daily life. Attitudes that invelve strong object-evaluation associations serve the
object-appraisal function described eatlier very well. They provide the individual
with a *‘ready aid’’ for interaction. Because they guide behavior in an automatic
manner, they free the individual from having to engage in deliberate, reasoned
analyses. Yet, there certainly are instances in which individuals do reflect and
deliberate. It is to such a deliberate attitade—behavior process that the discussion
now turms.

1V. A Deliberative Processing Model of the
Attitude—Behavior Relation

Beyond question, some social behavior is planned and deliberate. Indeed, we
sometimes decide how we intend to behave and then follow through on that
intention when we enter the situation. Deliberative processing 1§ characterized by

j
;
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considerable cognitive work. It involves the scrutiny of available information
and an analysis of positive and negative features, of costs and benefits. The
specific attributes of the attitude object and the potential consequences of engag-
ing in a particular course of action may be considered and weighed. Such reflec-
tion forms the basis for deciding upon a behavioral intention and, ultimately,
behavior.

Unquestionably, the most familiar model of this sort is the Ajzen and Fishbein
(1980) theory of reasoned action. Because this model is so well known and so
well specified, the present discassion will focus on it as an excellent illustration
of deliberative processing. However, it should be kept in mind that any specific
model that involves individuals engaging in an effortful analysis of attributes
could be considered within the class of deliberative processing models of the
attitude—behavior relation. The Ajzen and Fishbein model is clearly based upon
deliberative processing.

Generally sperking, the theory is based on the assumption that human beings are usually
quite rational and make systematic use of the information available to them. We deo not
subscribe o the view that human social behavior is contralied by unconscicus motives or
overpowering desires, nor do we believe that it can be characterized as capricious or
thoughtless. We argue that people consider the implications of their actions before they
decide to engage or not engage in a given behavior. For this reason we refer to our
approach as **a theory of reasoned action™. . . . We make the assumption that most
actions of social relevance are under volitional control and, consistent with this assumg-
tion, our theory views a person's infension 10 perform (or to not perform) & behavior as the -
immediate determinant of the action. {Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, p. 5)

Figure 2 presents a schematic diagram of the mode] proposed by Ajzen and
Fishbein. Behavior stems from the behavioral intention, which is itself the conse-
quence of the individual considening and weighing his or her attitude toward the
behavior and subjective norms. This latter term refers to the person’s beliefs That
significant others think that he or she should or should not perform the behavior
and the person’s motivation to comply with these specific referents. It is impor-

tant to noge that within this model the attitude under consideration is not a Jgene.ﬁ
attitude toward _mcl_m_qussuom(e £, Reagan) but an attitude tom

" performing the e specific behavior in question (e. g voting for Reagan). “Accord”

ing to the model, attitude foward the behavior is itself a function of the person’s
beliefs concerning the cutcomes that are likely to result from performing the
behavior and the person’s evaluations of those outcomes. Clearly, the theory of

reasoned action_involves deliberative progessing, Individuals are assumed jo
sy_s_t_em_aggally_wugh_the_amlabla_mfnmanom including the likely conse-

quences of their engaging in the behavior under consideration. and the expecta-
tions held by others.
is same focus upon deliberative action is apparent in Ajzen’s (1985, 1987)
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The person's (1} beliels that

tha behavior leads to certain Atlitude toward N
oulcomes and (2) evalu- [ the behavior N ‘\
ations of these outcomes - -

Intention |[— Behavior

The parson’s beliels that
specilic individuals or

groups think he or she _n
should or should not periorm [—p Subjective
the behavier and his or har farm

molivation 1o comply wilh
the specific relerents

Fig. 2. A schematic diagram of Ajzen and Fishbein's (1980) theory of reasoned action.

recent extension of the theory. This extension, termed the theory of planned
. behavior, postulates that individoals also consider beliefs conceming their pos-
sessing (or Jacking) the requisite resources and opportunities necessary to accom-
plish the behavior. Thus,_in formulating a behavioral intention, people examine
their perceived control over fhic Behavior im question, in_addition o eyaluanng
the likely outcomes of the action (atﬁnid&mman@Mand considering
the_cxpectations of ofhers (subjective norms).

"Certainly for any behavior that has not béen performed before {and within the
Ajzen and Fishbein model this would be virtnally any behavior because the
behavior always has specific reference to a given context and time), individuals
need to “‘compute” their attitedes toward the behavior. By evaluating the like-
lihood of the behavior producing various consequences and the desirability of
these potential consequences, individuals can arrive at their attitudes toward a
specific act in a very deliberate and reasoned manner. These attitades and infor-
mation regarding perceived normative pressures are then considered and weight-
ed in order to construct the behavioral intention, which then determines the

behavior. The i rtant point is that thi i e. Reflection
and deliberation are required. :

The Ajzen and Fishbein model has been subject to some serious criticism at
. both the conceptual and methodologieal levels. Concerns have been raised about
the value of considering specific attitudes toward the behavior as a remedy for
the sometimes poor correspondence between attitudes toward the object and
subsequent behavior {Abelson, 1982); about whether additional variables might
improve the prediction of behavior beyond what is accomplished via the at-
titedinal and normative components (e.g., Bentler & Speckart, 1979; Sherman et
al., 1982; Songer-Nocks, 1976); and about whether the assessment, in and of
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itself, of behavioral intention might enhance the likelihood of consistent behavior
(Sherman, 1980). Nevertheless, there is little question that the model’s at-
titudinal znd normative components generally provide an excellent prediction of
behavior. Indeed, investigations conduected by Ajzen and Fishbein and by others
have applied the model suceessfully to a wide variety of domains (see Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980, for a review), Furthermore, there is little doubt that we some-
times do reason about and plan our actions in the manner suggested by Ajzen and
Fishbein.

Y. An Integrative Model: Conditions That
Promote Each Process

It would appear that attitndes can influence individuals’ subsequent behavior
through either the spontancous or the deliberative processes described above.
The critical distinction between the two models centers on the extent to which the
behavioral decision involves effortful reasoning as opposed to spontancous flow-
ing from individuals” definitions of the event that is occurring. The deliberative
process can be viewed as relatively “*data driven’’; it involves consideration of
the specific attributes of the attitude object and of the potential consequences of
engaging in a particular behavior. In contrast, focusing as it does on the attitude
toward the object and on the activation of this attitude from memory, the pon-
taneous process can be viewed as *‘theory driven.”’ The obvious guestion that
arises concerns the conditions under which a spontaneous attitude—bchavior
process versus a deliberative one might operate.

A. MOTIVATION AND OPPORTUNITY

Given the effortful reflection that is required by the deliberative processing
alternative, it would appear that some motivating force is necessary to induce

Jimportance of the_hehavioral decision._Highly.consequential beh&EvViors may
prompt a carefully reasoned analysis. Sherman and Fazio (1983) provide cxam™
ples of deciding what college to attend and what job to pursue as the sort of
consequential decisions that may lead individuals to form and consider carefully
attitudes toward the behavior in question and to integrate those attitudes with
relevant normative beliefs.

A fruitful way of conceptualizing the sort of sitwations that may foster the
deliberative attitude—behavior process is provided by Kruglanski's theory of lay
epistemology (Kruglanski, in press; Kruglanski & Freund, 1983). Kruglanski
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attempts to delineate the general processes and motivating -variables relevant to
the acquisition of knowledge. In so doing, he disqusscW_Me
motivation to ayoid reaching an invalid conclusion—motivation that stems from
the perceived costliness of a judgmental mistake. T

heory suggests that ahigh
o ot TnEldity. a5 kruglanski terms this motivating varable, facilitates
i i ing- Consistent with this rea-
soning, Kruglanski and Freund (1983} found that the strength of a number of
judgmental biases was reduced in a sitnation in which subjects were led to view
judgmental mistakes as costly to themselves. In three experiments, high fear of
invalidity was found to lessen (1) primacy effects in impression formation, (2}
the extent of reliance upon ethnic stereotypes, and (3) the extent of influence of
an initial numerical anchor in a task involving judgments of probability. In each
case, the enhanced fear of invalidity appears to have led subjects to consider
more carefully all the information that was available relevant to the judgment that
they were required to make rather than rely on some convenient, less effortful
shortcut or heuristic. '

In the present context, it is such fear of invalidity that likely motivates indi-
viduals to undergo the effortful reflection and reasoning involved in a deliber-
ative attitude—behavior process. Without such inducement, individuals have lit-
tle reason to undertake a deliberative analysis. They perceive little potential cost
to permitting behavior to flow spontancously from however one has interpreted
the event. Instead of considering and weighing the potential consequences of the
behavior, individuals can allow themselves the effortless Juxury of being *‘theo-,

ry driven.” That is, any attitudinal evaluation that has been activated from

memory can gaide individuals’ definitions of the event and, ultimately, be-

havior. .

Of coumww@f
itsel sufficient. The opportunity to do_So also must exist. Situations that require
one to make a behavioral response quickly can deny one the opportunity to
undertake the sort of reflection and reasoning that may be desired. In such cases,
individuals may have no alternative to the theory-driven mode characterized by
the spontaneous processing model.

The present concéptualization is termed the MODE model of the attitude—
behavior relation, referring to both its emphasis on different processing mades

" for linking attitudes to behavior and its depiction of motivation and opportunity
as determinants of which processing mode is likely to operate in any given
situatien. )

Obviously, the MODE model is not the first conceptual framework to consider
the importance of motivation and opportanity. Kruglanski’s general theary of lay
epistemology already has been discussed as an instance in which such constructs
have proved usefut in distinguishing relatively data-driven processes from rela-
tively theory-driven processes. Within the aftitude literature itself, an obvious

consider 7§ théir afitudes. toward the_hehavior. in question.
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parallel exists between the present efforts and the work of both Chaiken (1980)
and Petty and Cacioppo (1986) regarding modes of processing persuasive com-
munications. These theorists have distinguished (1) an effortful, deliberative
analysis of the quality of the persuasive arguments, which has been termed
central processing by Petty and Cacioppo and systematic processing by Chaiken,
from (2) a relatively easier inference from the cues (e.g., credibility of the
source) associated with the persuasive communication, which is referred to as
peripheral and heuristic processing by Petty and Cacioppo and by Chaiken,
respectively. Only when message recipients are motivated by the personal rele-
vance of the issue at hand do they show evidence of having expended the effort
of carefully considering the quality of the presented arguments. Without such
motivation, individuals rely upon various cues concerning the source (e.g.,
source expertise) or the message structure (*‘length is strength’”), as opposed to
the quality of the arguments per se, when expressing their opinions. These
models of persuasion have been very successful in accounting for a variety of
findings concerning the mechanisms underlying persuasion. This success makes
one optimistic about the utility of identifying motivation and opportunity as
determinants of the mode by which attitudes guide behavior.

The MODE model provides a means of conceptually integrating the fautomatic
processing impact of attitude upon behavior that is inherent to the model pro-
posed by Fazio (1986} and the deliberative processing impact of attitude upen
behavior that is central to Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) theory of reasoned a"ggion.

The present conceptualization would suggest that people reason and deliberate
about their future acti@s__i_n situations that are characterized by a fear.of inva: =
[{Qiiy I ariiving ai 2 behavioral intention,.one of the.dimensions-that_they
wsider 15 ese attitudes are
coemputed.on.the hasis of an examination of the desirability. of the likely conse-

guences of the action. Thus, through direct reflection, attitudes. can exert some.

inflnénce on later behavior, The MODE model suggests that the central feature:

of such a deliberative process—retrieving and constructing attitudes toward the
behavior and deciding upon 2 behavior intention—occur only when both the
motivation and the opportunity to deliberate exist. Because the perceived cost-
liness of the potential behavior motivates the individual to exert cognitive effort,
the degree 1o which the individual's attitude toward the object is capable of
automatic activation from memory becomes imrelevant to the behavior decision
process.

However, in situations that are not characterized by this fear of invalidity, or
that are so characterized but do not permit the opportunity for deliberation, any
effect of attitede on behavior will operate only through the spontaneous process-
ing mode. Individuals will not be sufficiently motivated to deliberate and con-
struct an attitude toward the behavior. Instead, as indicated earlier, the role of
attitudes within such a process depends on the extent to which a strong evaluative
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association has been established toward the attitude object. Only then will en-
countering the attitnde object automaticatly activate the evaluation from memo-
ry. The activated attitude can then color individuals’ immediate perceptions and,
as a result, influence their behavior toward the attitude object. If the relevant
attitudinal association is too weak to be activated, then behavior will follow from
a definition of the event that is not attitudinally based. Whatever features of the
attitude object and the situation happen to attract individuals’ attention at that
particular moment in time will serve as the basis for immediate perceptions and
behavior.

B. SOME SUPPORTING EVIDENCE

Although not intended as a test of the model, recent research findings by
Zanna and colleagues (Bechtold, Naccarato, & Zanna, 1986; Jamieson and Zan-
na, 1985, 1989) are consistent with the MODE model. For example, Jamieson
and Zanna (1983, 1989) conducted two experiments involving simulated court
cases. Aftitudes toward affinmative action and verdicts in a simulated sex-
discrimination suit served as the focus in one experiment, and attitudes toward
capital punishment and verdicts in a simulated trial served as the focus in a
second experiment. Through instructions, the experimenters emphasized to all
subjects that such trial situations require their careful consideration of all the
available evidence and that they were to deliver fair and objective decisions and
remain as fair and impartial as possible. Thus, all subjects were presumably
motivated to process information in a deliberative fashion. However, some sub-
jects were given greater opportunity to do so than were other subjects. Some
subjects were under time pressure to read the case material and reach a decision;
others were free to study the material at their own pace. Substantially higher
correlations between attitudes and judgmental behaviors were observed in both
experiments when subjects were undes time pressure than when they were not.
Thus, even in simulated trial situations, in which deliberative reasoning is ex-
pected and in which one is not supposed to be influenced by attitudes, 2 relation
was observed between attitudes and judgments when individuals’ opportunity to
engage in reflection was restricted.

Furthermore, this attitude—behavior correspondence when under time pressure
was observed onty among individuals who were claSSJﬁed as low on Snyder’s
self- momtonng scale. High self-monitoring indjv attimde—

Iess_of the presence orabsence of time pressure.

Other research indicates that Fow self-monitoring individuals possess attitudes
that are generally more accessible from memory than do high self-monitors
{Kardes, Sanbonmatsu, Voss, & Fazio, 1986; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982).
Thus, the findings can be interpreted as indicating the critical moderating role of
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attitude accessibility in situations in which individuals do not have the oppor-
tunity to reason carefully about the data that are available.

A direct test of the MODE model is provided by recent research by Sanbon-
matsu and Fazio (1988). This research concemned the degree to which indi-
viduals® decisions would be based on their attitudes toward two alternatives {the
theory-driven strategy) versus a careful consideration of the specific attributes
that had earlier been ascribed to the two alternatives (the data-driven strategy).
The experimental stimuli were carefully constructed in such a manner that
theory-driven, or attitude-based, decision making would lead to the selection of
one of the alternatives, and the data-iriven, or attribute-based, strategy would
lead to the selection of the other alternative. More specifically, while under
instructions to form general evaluations of each of two stores, subjects were
exposed to a series of statements (presented in a mixed order) describing a
variety of departments (e.g., clothing, jewelry) of each of two fictitious depart-
ment stores. One such store, Smith’s, was described in generally favorable
terms; iwo-thirds of the statements mentioned desirable attributes. The other
store, Brown’s, was described in predominantly unfavorable terms; two thirds of
the statements concerned undesirable attributes. Thus, overall evaluations would
lead one to favor Smith’s over Brown’s. Indeed, when asked to indigate their

.assessment of each store immediately after the presentation of the stirhuli, sub-

jects expressed a more positive attitede toward Smith’s than they did toward
Brown’s.

However, the specific attributes ascribed to the camers departments of the two
stores were designed to reverse the direction of this general preference. Brown’s,
the generally less favorable store, had the better camera department. The two
statements describing Brown’s camera department were both positive, whereas
the two describing Smith’s camera department were both unfavorable. The aim
undexlying the portrayal of the two stores was to create a situation in which
subjects had constructed general aititudes toward each store, in addition to hav-
ing the specific attributes of each store in memory.

At a later point in the experiment, the subjects were asked to imagine that they
needed to buy a camera and to consider at which store they would do so. Choice
of Brown’s (the store with the better camera department) would be indicative of
deliberative processing; such subjects would have undertaken the effort to re-
trieve from memory the specific attributes concerning the camera departments
and would have used that information to construct an attitude and a behavioral
intention concerming the specific behavior of buying a camera at Brown’s versus
Smith’s. On the other hand, choice of Smith’s (the generally superior store with
the inferior camera department) would be indicative of a relatively effortless
strategy involving simple consideration of the previously formed attitudes wward
each store.

The critical concern was with how choice of decision strategy would be
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affected by the variables postulated to be important by the MODE Model—
motivation and opportunity. Prior to the introduction of the camera-buying sce-
nario, both time pressure and fear of invalidity were manipulated. Subjects in the
no time-pressure condition were specifically instructed to take their time in
answering the question that was to follow. Subjects in the time-pressuse condi-
tion were warned that they would have only 15 seconds in which to reach a
decision about the question that was to follow. Fear of invalidity was manipu-
lated in a manner similar to that employed by Kruglanski and Freund {1983). In
the high fear of invalidity condition, the subjects were informed that their deci-
sion would be compared to the decisions reached by the other subjects in the
group and that they would later have to explain their decision to the other
subjects and the experimenter. This information was absent for subjects in the
low fear-of-invalidity conditicn.

The MODE model predicts that both motivation (high fear of invalidity) and
opportunity {no time pressure) are prerequisites for deliberative, attribute-based
processing. Only then would subjects have the time and desire to retrieve specific
bits of information from memory and realize that Brown’s, although it might be
generally inferior, was the better store at which to shop for a camera. This is
precisely what the data revealed. Subjects in this one cell of the design displayed
a significantly greater preference for buying a camera at Brown’s than did sub-
jects in any of the other three conditions. )

Thus, the findings corroborate the hypotheses of the MODE mode] with re-
spect to motivation and opportunity. Both appear to be necessary conditions for a
deliberative, reasoned process to operate. To cast the findings in the language of
the Ajzen and Fishbein theory of reasoned action, only subjects who had suffi-
cient motivation and opportunity displayed evidence of having constructed an
attitude toward the specific act of buying a camera at each store on the basis of
their knowledge regarding the attributes of each store's camera department. In
contrast, all the other subjects were guided by their general attitndes toward each
store. Much additional research concerning the roles of fear of invalidity and the
opporiunity to engage in deliberation obviously needs to be conducted. Never-
theless, it appears that these notions may be useful in providing a comprehensive
model of the multiple processes by which attimdes cap guide behavior.

V1. Mixed Models of the Attitude—Behavior Process

Up to this point, it has been presumed that attitudes guide behavior through a
mechanism that can be viewed as involving either essentially spontaneous or
essentially deliberative processes. In some ways, this characterization is too
simplistic. Although it is possible to consider a purely spontaneous or a purely
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deliberative sequence, it also is conceivable that components within each basic
process are themselves the result of automatic or controlled processing. As
Shiffrin (1988) has emphasized, the components of any molar action sequence,
for example, a backhand down the line in a tennis match, may involve both
automatic and controlled processing. The conscious decision about which stroke
to atternpt may be the result of a controlled process, whereas the actual stroking
of the ball may be automatic,

in the present context, an overall attitude-to-behavior process that is essen-
tially deliberative in pature may stiil involve some componenis that are auto-
matized. Likewise, the essentially spontaneous process that has been described
may itself sometimes involve some components that are controlled. (See Sher-
man, 1987, for a similar discussion of automatic and controlled components
within various processes of persuasion.) It is to such ‘‘mixed models’™ that we
now turn our attention. The potential for automatic subprocesses within the
detiberative attitude—behavior process will be discussed first. Then, the discus-
sion will focus on the spontaneous attitude~bebavior process and the possible
role of controlled components considered.

A. AUTOMATIC COMPONENTS WITHIN A
DELIBERATIVE PROCESS

According to Ajzen and Fishbein’s theory of reasoned action, individuals
construct an attitude foward the behavior in question and consider this attitode,
along with normative beliefs, in order to arrive at a behavioral intention. This

intention serves as the basis for later behavior. It was argued garlier that attitude
1 1o tod 1 hil individ

toward the behavior typi :
attempts toform-a-behavioralintention-beeanse-the-attitude-refers-to—a-speeific

cma@m&ﬂmwm%

~similarity of cumrent and pact behavieraksituations. As Ajzen and FishbeTn them-
selves have pointed out (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, chap. 16), an individual may
not need to systematically reevaluate beliefs about the behavior. As result of
having formed an attitude toward a given behavior in the past, the individual may
have a strong evaluative association to the specific.behavior available in memo-
ry. If this association is sufficientty strong and if the new behavioral situation
differs little from the earlier one, the individual's previously formed attitude
toward the behavior may be activated automatically from memory. For example,
a person who meets another individual for lunch on a monthly basis may have
formed an attitude toward this behavior that is capable of being activated from
memeory automatically when the next luncheon invitation is extended. This pre-
viously developed attitude may then be considered ini conjunction with any
relevant normative guidelines in order to reach a behavioral decision.
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Even in situations for which ae previonsly formed attitude toward a behavior
_exists, automatic processes mam some relevance. As mentioned earlier,

formation of the attitude toward the behavior is presumed to involve considera- .

tion of the likely consequences of performing the behavior and evaluation of
these consequences. According 1o the Ajzen and Fishbein formulation, attitude
formation can be represented as the summation of salient heliefs abeut-the
behavior in question weighted by the evaluation associated with each belief (cf.
Anderson & Fishbein, 1965; Fishbein, 1963). There are at least two general
ways in which zutomatic processes might be involved in such attitade formation.
First, the chronic accessibility of the beliefs themselves may vary; some may be
so strongly associated with the attitude object that they are activated automatical-
ly. For example, an indigidual may strongly associate Ronaid Reagan with

strengthening national defense, sufficiently so that when the attitude toward

voting for Reagan is being developed, beliefs about national defense are acti-
vated automatically. Similarly, once the belief about a likely outcome of the
behavior has been activated, the accessibility of the evaluation of that outcome
comes into p[ay In.gome cases, the outcome jtself may be so strongly associated
ogncgalwe evaluation thatthe-evaibatien-is-activated automatical-

lx__Thus in forming an attitde toward the behavior in question, the chronic
accessibility of beliefs about the behavior and the chronic accessibility of evalua-
tions of those beliefs are relevant.

A second manner in which automatic processes may operate in the formation
of an attilude toward the behavior sterns from the potential influence of attitude

toward the object in question. The more accessible this attitade is from memory, -

that is, the stronger the object-evaluation association, the more likely it is that the
astitnde toward the object will influence not only the sort of outcomes that one
imagines accrue from performance of the behavior but alse the valence with
which those outcomes are regarded. If the attitude toward the object is activated
antomatically from memory, it may serve as a retrieval cue that enhances the
likelihood that the individeal will retrieve and consider a belief that is eval-
uatively congruent with the attitude. For example, having a negative attitude
toward Reagan may increase the likelihood that one retrieves and considers

* specific beliefs about the prebable outcomes of voting for Reagan that also are

viewed negatively. Recent research by Ross and his colleagues (Conway &
Ross, 1984; Lydon, Zanna, & Ross, 1988; Ross, McFarland, Conway, & Zanna,
1983; Ross, McFarland, & Fletcher, 1981) clearly indicates that such selective
retrieval as a Tunction of attitudes is ]ikely.‘ Furthermore, such selective retrieval
would appear all‘the more likely in the case of attitedes toward an object that are

capable of automatic activation when individuals are considering how they feel’

about engaging in a specific behavior soward the object. Thus, through either of
the mechanisms that have been mentioned, what is considered while constructing
an attitude toward the behavior may be influenced by antomatic processes.
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An additional linkage of automatic-prosesses-to-a-deliberative,-reasorred be-
hav1oral decision centers on the stablhty of the attitude toward the object over
_t_lEiE: The more accessible from memory attitudes are, the more likely they are to
be resistant to change in the face of contradictory information (Houston & Fazio,
1989; Wood, 1982). Because such attitudes are activated automatically from
memory upon mention of the attitude object, they tend to bias individuals’
interpretations of information to which they are exposed. Consequently, when an
individual faces the need to make a decision about behavioral intention, it is
likely that the attitude to be considered is equivalent to one that the individual
held at an earlier point in time,

This interrelation between automatic and controlled processes is evident in the
investigation of the 1984 presidential election that was described earlier (Fazio &
Williams, 1986). Recall that the accessibility of attitudes toward Reagan was
found to moderate both the extent to which judgments of performances in the
debates and the extent to which actual voting were consistent with those at-
titudes. Attitudes and their accessibility from memory were measured nearly 4
months prior to the election. Yet, among those with highly accessible attitudes,
substantially more selective perception of debate performance was apparent and
substantially more consistency between attitudes and voting behavior' was appar-
ent than among those respondents whose attitudes were less accessible.

Voting behavior is most likely the result of a deliberative process in which
individuals reflect and arrive at a behavioral intention prier to entering the voting
booth. Yet, the moderating effect of attitude accessibility implies that aufomatic
processes are relevant to such decisions. The more accessible the attitude is from
memory, the more likely it is that the attitude will be activated antomatically
upon observation or mention of the attitade object. Once activated, the attitude
affects the individual’s processing of the information. The findings indicate that
such differential selective processing on the part of individuals whose attitudes
were high or low in accessibility was apparent for perceptions of debate perfor:
mance. Presumably, the same occurred with respect to other information about
the candidates that became available during the course of the campaign. Greater
selective processing on the part of those individueals with relatively accessible
attitudes is likely to have meant that their final voting decisions were affected by
attitudinal positions more equivalent to the ones that they held months earlier
than was the case for individuals with less accessible attitudes. Just as implied by
this reasoning, the data from this stady indicated the existence of an association
between attitede—perception congruency and attitude—behavior correspondence.
That is, individuals whose perceptions of the debates were not congruent with
their initial attitudes were also less likely to vote in a manner that was consistent
with those attitudes, presurnably because those attitudes were more subject to
modification during the course of the campaign.

The mechanism described above, then, constitutes a further manner in which
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the likelihood of automatic activation of an attitude is relevant to behavioral
decisions that are not themselves the immediate outcome of spomtaneous pro-
cesses but instead stem from conscious and deliberative reasoning. Which specif-
ic information and evaluations are considered at the time that the behavioral
intention i formed may depend on the accessibility of the original atitude.
This discussion has focused upon the relevance of automatic processing to the
attitudinal component of the Ajzen and Fishbein model because attitudes are the
central focus of this article. Nonetheless, it should be noted that aptomatispr-aiso
MMWM&LACCW&Q to the theory of rea-
soned action, individuals consider their beliefs about what significant others
think they should do, in addition to their own attiades toward the behavior in
question, when forming a behavioral intention. What significant others are con-
sidered? There : are_many-potentiatly-relevantyeference groups of individuabs-
including parents. sp iends, col . Which_particular

" Bi00p of Broups are considered may itself depend on accessibility from memory.

Indeed, recent research by Baldwin and Holmes (1987) indicates that subjects’
reactions to a passage describing sexual permissiveness can be influenced by the
relative accessibility of different reference groups. In an ostensibly separate
experiment prior {o exposure 1o the passage, subjects had been asked to visualize
two campus friends or two older members of their family. Subjects for whom the
more liberal reference group of campus friends had been primed later reacted
more positively to the passage than subjects for whom the more conservative
famnily reference group had been primed.

In sum, then, the grist for a deliberative processing mill may stem from
automatic procésses. Whether the grist concerns attitudinal or normative dimen-
sions, the specific information that is to be considered may be determined in part
by its accessibility in memory. Furthermore, if previously analyzed and refined
summary information is available in memory, such as an attitude toward the
specific behavior in question, this information may be considered, rather than the
raw material from which the summary was constructed.

B. CONTROLLED COMPONENTS WITHIN A
SPONTANEOUS PROCESS

Tust as deliberate, planned behaviors sometimes may involve a process that
includes automatic components, spontaneous behzvior that typically follows
from an automatic attitnde activation occasionally may involve a controlled
component. The spontaneous attiude—behavior process that has been discussed
centers on the likelihood of automatic activation of the attitude from memory
when the individual encounters the attitude object. Essentially, the focus had
been on the chronic accessibility of attitudes from memory. Yet, the activation of
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an attitude also may be induced in an acute manner. A contextual cue may define
attitudes as relevant to the immediate situation. For example, in a recent experi-
ment, Snyder and Kendzierski (1982) exposed individuals with favorable at-
titudes toward psychological research to a sign posted on a wall of a waiting
room that requested volunteers to participate in a paricular experiment. The
subject overheard two confederates discuss the request. When one indicated that
he was trying to decide whether to volunteer, the other replied in a way that
either promoted attitude activation or did not. In the experimental condition, the
reply defined the situation as attitudinally relevant. The confederate said that the
decision is *‘really a guestion of how worthwhile you think experiments are.” In
the control condition, the second confederate’s reply was ‘‘beats me-—it’s up to
you."” Although all the subjects felt positive about psychological research, sig-
nificantly more voluateered in the experimental condition than in the control
condition. Apparently, the confederate’s cue was sufficient to prompt subjects to
consider their own attitudes toward volunteering.

The implication of this and similar research findings (Borgida & Campbell,
1982} is that situations sometimes provide cues that prompt individuals to access
their attitudes from memory and thus momentarily affect the acute accessibility
of the attitude. Such activation as a result of a cue may occur regatdless of
whether the individual’s attitude is one that involves a strong object-evaluation
association. Yet, once it is activated, the attitude may color individuals™ defini-
tions of the event and affect their subsequent behavior in a fairly automatic
manner. Thus, the automatic attitude-to-behavior sequence that has beenpro-
posed may be initiated by a controlled activation of the relevant attitude in a
situation that provides a cue regarding such attitude relevance.

Yet another manner in whi tralled subprocess may be relevant to the
spontam Equence concems cases in which the individual does not possess an
afEEEiive tinkape 10 (HE Spacitic object that.is encountered: Some relevant affect
may be activated following some preliminary cognitive work on the part of the
individual. The necessary cognitive work consists of identifying the object as a
member of some category for which an evaluative association does exist. The
process of categorization has received considerable empirical and theoretical
attention {e.g., Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Smith & Medin, I981). Generalty
speaking, the degree to which the features of the specific object match the
features of the category seems to determine whether the object will be cate-
gorized as an instance of the category. This process of categorization may itself
be accomplished in either an automatic or a controtled fashion. Such categoriza-
tion may precede the various steps involved in the spontanecus attitude-to-
behavior sequence.

This sort of two-stage processing—one involving categorization and the other
involving both the activation of the evaluation associated with the category and
the consequences of such activation for subsequent processing—is most applica-
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ble to cases in which the individual holds a general attitude toward a category of
objects, but no attitude toward the novel, specific object. For example, in consid-
ering the roles of general and specific attitudes, Lord, Lepper, and Mackie
(1984) suggested that general attitudes will promote consistent behavior only to
the exient that the specific instance matches the prototype of the general attitude
object. These researchers examined the consistency between subjects’ attitedes
toward a typical member of a given Princeton University eating club and the
extent to which the subjects would like to work with a specific member of the
club on a joint task. Greater consistency was observed when this ostensible club
member was described in a way that embodied subjects” prototypes of members
of the eating club than when the target was described as possessing charac-
teristics that were atypical. Thus, categorization of the target individual as a
typical club member and application of the evaluation associated with the club
were more likely in the former than in the latter case.

Such categorization may proceed in an automatic fashion, That is, exposure to
a number of prototypical features may astomatically activate the relevant catego-
1y. Altemnatively, the individual may consciously and actively attempt to identify
the object as an instance of a particular class in a controfled fashion. Given
successful categorization, the evaluation associated with the category may then
be activated from memory (Fiske, 1982; Fiske & Pavelchak, 1986; see Fiske &
Neuberg, in this volume} and the spontaneous attitude-to-behavior sequence then
may proceed.

Once again, the foecus has been upon the step of the process invelving attitude.
However, as with the discussion of the theory of reasoned action, it should be
kept in mind that other steps in the spontaneous attitude-to-behavior sequence
alse may involve controlled components. A particularly striking instance con-
cerns a situation in which the activation of knowledge regarding normative
requirements induces an individual to define the event as one in which he or she
needs to control and monitor carefully impulsive behavior. We have all experi-
enced situations in which we feel the need to *‘bite cur tongue.”” Such active
conirol over the behavioral responses that one emits seems particularly likely
when normative constraints intervene and prevent one from behaving in accor-
dance with perceptions of the attitude object in the immediate sitwation.

VII. Conclusions

This discussion of *‘mixed models™ illustrates the complexity of the rele of
spontancous and deliberative processing in attempts to understand the manner in
which attitudes influence behavior. Multiple processes clearly exist. Neverthe-
less, these processes can be divided roughly into two basic classes. A spon-

i
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faneous sequence centers on individuals’ spontancous behavior as it flows from
their constructions of the event that is occurring and links attitudes to behavior
via the influence that attitudes can have on individuals' definitions of the event.
Such a process appears to be quite common in individvals' daily lives and
epables smooth, relatively efforttess functioning. In contrast, the deliberative
sequence is effortfil and motivated; it requires reflection and the active retrieval
or construction and consideration of attitudes. As a result, relative to the spon-
taneous process, this mechanism occurs less frequently. When it does occur, it
stems from the individual’s motivation and opportunity to reach an appropriate
behavioral intention in a highly consequential action setting.

In cencluding, it is useful to return to the earlier summary of the current state
of the literature on attitede—behavior consistency. Recall that empirical efforts
have produced a rather lengthy catalog of variables known to determine attitade—
behavior consistency with little in the way of theoretical development to explain
how attitudes guide behavior or why the identified variables moderate attitude—
behavior consistency. The present attempt to delineate possible attitude—
behavior processes may provide a theoretical integration of this catalog and
suggest why these moderators have their effect.

The potential role of various personality variables is evident in both the spon-
taneous and the deliberative processing modes. The personality variables that are
known to moderate the attitude—behavidr relation may do so because they identi-
fy individuals who are not particularly sensitive to normative concerns. Within a

,M%Wmm the expectations of others
more heavily than do ofher types of individuals. Recent research suggests that
hiis possibility Ty operate with Tespect 10 the persorality construct of self-
monitonng. Low self-monitors display less-sensitiviiy to subjeciivenormative
exﬁéctations_th'a.n do high self-monitors.(Ajzen, Timko, & White, 1982), Within

a spontaneous mode, some kinds of individuals may be - more likely than others to

Have piifdelines regarding-normative beh: Avior in agiven-situation-activated from
_memory, Jamieson and Zaana {19%9) have suggested that the accessibility of ~
norms may be less for low self-monitors than for high self-monitors. Finally,
within a spontaneous process, personality moderators also may exert an influ-
ence because they serve to identify people who tend to form attitudes involving
strong object-evaluation asscciations. Again, recent research confirms this no-

tion with respect to the self-monitoring construct; Jow self-monitors generally

hold sttitirdés thai afe more -accessible from memory (Kardes ef al., 1986).
_Ina similar manner, situational variables that are kitbwn to moderate attitude~
enssed. Obviously, norms are involved in the attitade—behavior process. Like-
wise, the importance of sitzational cues that rmply that one’s attitude is relevant
1o a behaviorat decision has been discussed. Finally, Sivacek and Crano’s (1982)
finding that individuals who hold a vested interest in the behavioral issue are
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more likely than low-interest individuals to behave consistently with those at-
titudes is explicable by both the automatic and the controlled mechanisms. Such
individuals would appear to be far more likely to develop a highly accessible
attitude that is capable of automatic activation. Furthermore, the vested interest

may provide the motivation necessary for individuals to reflect on the imphca-"—~

tions of their attitudes in a deliberative fashion. .

The various attitudinal qualities that have been identified as moderators of the
attitude—behavior relation alse can be considered within the centext of spon-
taneous and deliberative processing. Fazio (1986) has suggested that these at-
titwdinal qualities may exert their impact within a spontaneous process because
they relate to the strength of the object-evaluation association and hence to
attitude accessibility. Thus far, research has supported this conjecture for one
such attitude quality, the manner of attitude formation. Attitudes based on direct
behavioral experience with the aititude object are both more accessible from
memory (Fazio et al., 1982) and more predictive of later behavior (Fazio &
Zanna, 1981) than are attitudes formed through indirect, nonbehavioral experi-
ence with the attitude object. .

In discussions of the theory of reasoned action, Ajzen and Fishbein (1980}
have speculated that the various attitudinal qualities that moderate the attitade—
behavior relation may do so because they affect the, stability of attitudes and
intentions over time. To the extent that attitudes fluctuate over time; the deliber-
ative analysis underlying the actual behavior may not coincide with the informa-
tion collected at the time of attitadinal assessment. Recall that this-appeared to be
the case with the role of attitude accessibility in the Fazio and Williams (1986)
investigation of voting behavior. ’

The importance of assessing attitudes and behavior at equivalent levels of
specificity also can be considered in terms of the general notions that have been
discussed. More specifically, such assessments can be considered in terms of the
information that is either actively retrieved or automaticallty activated from mem-
ory. Regardless of whether the behavioral decision is arrived at spontaneously or
deliberatively, an attitude measure that is as specific as the behavioral action in
question increases the likelihood that an individual will consider the same at-
titudinal information when the attitude measure is completed as when the behav-
ioral opportunity is encountered (Borgida, Swann, & Campbell, 1977). Attitude
and behavior measures that are not equivalent may lead to the activation and
consideration of different information from memory and hence to less apparent
attitude—behavior consistency.

Such is the value of considering the issue of process within the attitude—
behaviar relation. To the extent that an understanding of the processes by which
attitudes guide behavior can be achieved, it becomes much easier to understand
why attitudes affect behavior only sometimes and to identify when that might be.
Hopefully, the present attempt to compare and contrast a spontaneous and a
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deliberative attitude—behavior process and the atternpt to integrate the twa into
the more comprehensive MODE model car serve as a first step toward under-
standing the multiple processes by which attitudes influence behavior.
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