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A model of judgment maintenance and change is proposed that specifies

. the various processes that take place at the time of making a judgment on the
 basis of memory-based and online information. This model proposes that
L attitude maintenance and change depend on three processes: recalling a prior
 attitude, recalling or receiving other attitude-related information, and
b comparing the prior attitude with attitude-related information. Unlike prior

models, the activation/comparison model assumes that all three processes

i can elicit attitude change and maintenance under different conditions. For
 instance, the mere activation of attitude-related information that is consis-

 tent with a prior attitude will favor stability, whereas activation accompa-
 nied with comparison with a prior attitude will result in polarization of the

| prior attitude. Furthermore, even when prior attitude accessibility will

 elicit attitude maintenance in the absence of comparative processes,
prior attitude accessibility can accelerate comparison and therefore change
f when comparative cues are present. Finally, people who are motivated to
j compare their prior attitudes with new information should by necessity first
Lactivate their prior attitude before comparison can take place. Consequently,
Lattitude comparison cues may induce attitude survival if subsequent
processing stops at the point of attitude activation and does not proceed to
the stage of attitude comparison. Comparative principles are identified and
the implications of this model are discussed in relation to prior theorizing on
ichange in attitudes and nonevaluative judgments.
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1. Introduction

Social psychologists’ current understanding of attitude change and
maintenance faces two primary problems. One problem is fragmentation
of the literature. Several bodies of research and theory identify mechanisms
or thought processes that have different implications for the change and
maintenance of attitudes over time. These mechanisms involve recalligfg
a prior attitude about an object, considering online attitude-related infor-
mation, and evaluating the prior attitude in light of the attitude-related
information. However, past research has typically considered these processes
at a molecular level, taking into account only one process at a time (for an
exception, see Festinger, 1957; Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959). To our knowl-
edge, no prior model of attitude change has attempted to explicate the
complex consequences of these rather basic mechanisms for attitude change
and survival.

The fragmentation of the attitude change literature contributes to a sec-
ond problem. The predictions that can be made from isolated mechanisms
are not the same as those that an integrative view allows. Our model
emphasizes that understanding and predicting attitude change requires ex-
amination of three processes: (1) activating the prior attitude (retrieving it
from memory), (2) activating information related to the prior attitude
(which can be from memory or external), and (3) comparing the prior
attitude with the related information (Fig. 1).! None of the processes in
Fig. 1 is inevitable, and each process can have, different implications for

attitude change and maintenance. On one hand;the sole activation of either
attitude-consistent information or the prior attitude itself will lead to atti-
tude maintenance. On the other hand, online reconstruction of an attitude
based on the sole activation of attitude-inconsistent information, as well as
comparison of the prior attitude with attitude-consistent or inconsistent
information, should generally produce attitude change. Nevertheless, these
two processes do not always occur independently of each other, and better
understanding of attitude change emerges from a joint consideration of the

IWe define attitudes as evaluative judgments that are typically generated covertly, and may or
may not be expressed to others. Both current and prior attitudes in this case represent the
judgment component of attitudes, which is distinct from the representation of this judgment in
memory or the representations of attitude-related information in memory (for treatments of the
nature of attitude representations in memory, s¢& Bassili & Brown, in press; Fazio, 1986; Wyer
& Srull, 1989). We conceptualize change as a difference between a present attitude judgrent
about a topic and an attitudinal judgment about the same topic generated at an earlier time,
even when this change results from seemingly fluid and temporary contextual factors (see e.g

Schwarz & Bohner, 2001; Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988).
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is a Panamanian company, let alone an evalu?.tion of the se:x_'vxctlal prov;?ee;it bo);
ﬁl?s airline. However, if attitude activatior;1 is coni}de:iiiglt; tp fi :ro ptext of
iv it i ee how activati '
Comparat:;’et p:t:ietfgz,cﬁaig:? sr};tltlzrsthan attitude maintenance. For in-
e a. I?lan who clearly remembers having a prior favora}ble evalua;xon
St?néggx oairl'mes and is politely greeted by a C}OPA flight a_tt;g r;:i
) ess the validity of her prior attitude in rejlatmn to t.he new u}d.t .
tion foom ative validation process). In doing this, the subjective validi y od
1;:1171 If:ioor:lg'?tfltude and the new information ma;; igcreg; dli.e 'g tél:u}l)lerclegx;;)
osnition and prior knowledge yer , 1989),
%Zrbzzvsgn(segga:z%&l Clore, 1983), or the sheer convemex:izdofhzflsgsxig-
iven attitude (Festinger, 1964). Furt'hfarm.ore, whe'n comp 9 b, het por
tive pri ttitude and the new, also positive information should be .t dy
'SZECI;;?;; and combine to increase the positivity of the prior attitude
(Cormb(')rat'lon).following subjective confirmation of an ea.trlier conclusion,
Pdanzaﬁonld 1ot occur when people form a current attitude on the sPot,
POWC‘_/CI, Y lelt attitude. For instance, the woman in our example may fallllto
lgn(?rmgha pearlier favorable attitude toward COPA airlines at the time when
e o pree d by the polite flight attendant. In this case, fal_lure to retrieve
o 'greetit'tusclle should prevent the comparative validation process we
" p'm)(ri a1 ;din to the online formation of a current a.tmude that is
deSCl’lllbe , iiive t(% the prior one. In conclusion, attitud.e surV}va} may oc‘ﬁn—
?qu: zellzlczisvely incidental way even if the _prior atptude is 1nacc(;)erissl : }?é
1pnrovided people consider attitude-relevant ultﬁgrmatwn that supp
prﬁit??;g:ﬁémtenance may also emerge from failed attempts to co‘r:lf:riz
i;formation with a prior attitude. In our example, the lv:omz;x(lmsumer
ol 1 ted by the flight attendant may be asked to complete a -
.y grefill'n out the survey, she may try to recall an evaluat.lon o be
rline - lhgdeveloped years ago and to integrate that attn:u'de wi y
o ne th'ai’osrn‘iation she gathered. However, she might becpme ci_lstx("lac;:1 !
?tiet}?: vr:ﬁlclildle of completing the survey ;nd d;:lfgutltri?l ;?fogzlo; z:itz’t; ; sn e
a comparison. With such mte .
r;ecr?ol:r(:x t: clz)zg);gon willpincrease sta'bility instead‘ of chafltlegg.are - essary
bility and motivation to think about an issue O Fuifippreats
toBee(;?::;laihe processes in Fig. 1, our mode! has 1mphca§10nsu;)él et
of ?hese variables on attitude change. We argue that ;Ei'g;r gut e e
likely to survive when people activate th?. prior attitu Dt e con
ively inconsistent information for e1the'r comparison line o
C\’alua_.tlve }:fherefore people must have sufficient ability a.nd ¥not1va o
il:art:g\l/?;e prior atti;ude, but not enough ability and motivation to pro
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relevant but inconsistent material.?> Consider the influence of ability and
motivation to think about an issue when the attitude-relevant information
has the same evaluative implications as the prior attitude. Whereas compar-
ison of a prior attitude with attitude-consistent information should lead to
change (polarization), either recycling the old accessible attitude or forming
an attitude on the go should lead to attitude survival. Thus, lower
and moderate levels of processing ability and motivation should promote
attitude survival more than high levels of these variables.

This chapter is organized in three sections. The next section (Section II)
defines basic concepts pertinent to the model. The predictions described in
Section III include an extended presentation of the potential forms of
attitude change (e.g., polarization of prior attitudes, boomerang: types of
effects, and compromise between the prior attitude and the attitude-related
information) based on the evaluative category or implication (good vs. bad)
of the judgment and the relevant information, as»well as the processing
stages that develop (Part A of Section III). The chapter then reviews the
influences of attitude activation and comparison (Part B of Section III) and
the predicted effects of general processing ability and motivation on attitude

change (Part C.of Section III). In Section IV, we contrast the predictions of

our model with prior models of attitudes, including algebraic models, such

 a§ information-integration theory (Anderson, 1974), Sherif and Hovland’s

(1961) social judgment theory, and more recent models of communication
and persuasion.

i

I1. Attitude Change and Survival: Preliminary Definitions

People form attitudes when they link an object to an evaluative category
in the process of evaluating the object (good vs. bad, positive vs. negative;

| see Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, 2001; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fazio, 1986; Wyer

& Srull, 1989; Zanna & Rempel, 1988). The attitude object can be a concrete

' target, a behavior, an abstract entity, a person, or an event (e.g., Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1974). For example, individuals form evaluations of social groups

2prior research has shown that people’s ability and motivation to think about an object can
induce different inferences about the validity of a given type of information (Chaiken, 1980;

Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). For instance, people use their mood as information when they think

out their mood to a moderate extent (Albarracin & Kumkale, 2003) but not when ability and
imotivation are either high or low. Moreover, individuals may correct for the influence of mood
bvhen they have high ability and motivation, resulting in reverse effects of mood on judgment

fsee Ottati & Isbell, 1996). These effects are orthogonal to the effects of concern in this chapter,

they affect the actual validity of the prior attitude and the attitude-related information but

jot the processes that guide attitude change and maintenance.
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) . Fishbei
rejudice), their own behaviors (attitude toward the;;llla\slgfl',iljgudil:;
E;'i'z I::nJ 1975) ’their personal attributes (attltuc_les towar : = i’ndividuals
1f: stte:am) aI;d other people (person iI_flpf35310ﬂS)- Mofretofor;nation. For
i‘fm: theSe’atﬁtudes on the basis of d1ﬁ'ere§$ typezso (;)1_ {21 e . 2002
. nd Chaiken (1993; see alsp jzen, ; e
mStanc&e’VI\?:ggg; 1999) maintain that attitudes can be ll)ase,ci1 :;t;oila 1;:_.
zt?tttetc}:]tive and beliavioral informa?icl)(n.' Aﬁizf;c;g ZV:/(; 1‘;‘; lfxswgative e
i : ing poses health risks 18 ; i
lieves ;clha:niriﬁllzn(%ﬁhbein & Ajzen, 1975). People who exp;a.?eg;:za Il)lcé_sid;:
towacrl msa favorably evaluate their lives or conclude that ; pSo 111 vt]carz pp.
liﬁrstl?esil'ab}l’e (Clore & Parrott, 1?94; Islt;ell 8:1\9?\?;6?917929. ]’3e ;al 5 McConnell,,
. Moreover, according to Bem , ; D - itndes
113{3/’?)’) 11231?3/1(111:18 often consider their past behavior and 191:,: atlltlggl ge 1a -
from ,that bebavior, particularly thlen ﬁ:ey '1321;:; ﬁsz?ggaiken & Baldwin,
. ine considered (for relevant evl ) S¢ _ "
o fbjﬁtﬁgﬁlghcaffecﬁve and behavioral information _oftent grlzefr }vlvea;yare
1?‘? t&des attitudes are neither affective nor behav1ora11 1{19;1;)11 : .
] lluatic;ns (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Zanna & Rempg ; . tions. Atti-
ev?[‘h attitude dimensions are relevant to the model's P e atom
tud srz:e first characterized by their evaluative categordy or g:g . Bargh
oo i i bijects as good of B E )
i le’s classifications of obj . oo
m;lngkfrom(?:‘?;der, & Pratto, 1992). Moreover, atutudlesa t;':el"ycair;gory
o ef;, or the polarity of the value assigned to the zva Itll s
extremi yne 1959). For example, an individual may modera eil eiudicnd
((;Ttﬁi:’: ?orr;xer President Clinton or may be yveak‘ly or extr;r:; (311 ‘51 T
ish + a societal group. Finally, people’s att1'fud§s are asts)o1 o et
ag?nc::grees of confidence or subjective certamty (see Ani;:dse(:'t, (hat Eilinton
= be very co
. la, 2002). A woman may beé Vety =0 it of
Brml’gfo:lr ;rrg;?dent but decrease confidence this attitude as a res
was a ) 4 .
new information (e derodg at'e; Cihg;l?g Sa::ll?:ie;nges in the evaluations of an
i is concerned with sta { t one
b’.rhlts csh tailrI:: rp:sses. Attitude change denotes a transfc?rrnatls?azfd a;rlgeiltsr N
ijtife zforementioned attitude dimensions over tvs}o ctl'ffercear;egory o mplica.
° e D i in evaluative :

i ints. Some attitudes change in _ ol
df:ﬁn;(grtilrr::a%zle individuals who initially favor a.pres1d.¢:1nt rtn'cX tlztitizzcalso
{wfno.rmation that’leads them to disapprove of this prest enle. A epative
112 e in extremity and confidence. For exam?le, peop o ter making
§ tf' :lfdes toward smoking may disapprove of smoking even m
atti

Tt 1s 11 Ilpo[ tant to no te that pr (8] [)el' ties Such as extr emlty and Conﬁdence are Often ter med
attltude streng th. We bChe ve that concep luahzmg attltude Chaﬂge qulm‘es undel'st,andlng

change in all of these dimensions.
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new friends who also disapprove of smoking (attitude polarization following
corroboration). As an example of change in confidence, people may become
more confident in their stereotypes about a minority group if training
designed to decrease stereotypes backfires (boomerang type of effect).
In contrast to attitude change, attitude survival (also denoted maintenance
and persistence) denotes continuity in the three dimensions of evaluative
tategory, extremity, and confidence. For example, people can automatically
access their prior evaluations of political parties and maintain the same exact
attitudes over many years (e.g., Fazio, 1990; Fazio, Powell, & Herr, 1983).
Attitudes also survive when individuals form an attitude that is identical to a
prior one on the basis of relevant information that is available online, even
when they did not retrieve their prior attitude from permanent memory. As
described by Bem (1965; see also Albarracin & Wyer, 2000), people may
repeatedly infer an attitude on the basis of their past behavior that happens
to be salient at the time (for a review of conditions that facilitate self-
perception, see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). When this behavior is the same
over time, the attitude individuals generate is also likely to be stable (for
discussions of how chronic accessibility of information can lead to attitudes
that are identical to attitudes people formed at an earlier time, see Schwarz &

. Bohner, 2001; Wilson & Hodges, 1992). We will discuss these different

I phenomena and their facilitating conditions in the context of empirical
evidence relevant to our model.

Although attitude extremity and confidence are distinct attitude dimen-
sions, they often go hand in hand. Consider the case in which people recall a

t general, dichotomous categorization of an object as good or bad. For

instance, people may recall that they previously thought that a war against

¢ Iraq was a bad idea. Those who become more or less confident in their
| category assignment should express a more or less extreme judgment,
| provided that there are enough verbal labels in the context of a broader
i judgmental scale (e.g., “very” or “slightly” bad). In the example, people who
| beCome more confident that the Iraq war is a bad idea are likely to describe
I the war as “very bad,” whereas people who hesitate with respect to their
prior judgment may characterize it as “‘slightly bad.” However, very differ-
f ent effects might emerge for changes in confidence and extremity when
b people start with a more specific judgment, such as “very” bad on a semantic
¢ differential scale. Under those conditions, becoming more confident in one’s

judgment could imply reendorsing “very bad’” as one’s judgment rather than
 changing the extremity of oné’s attitude.

In addition to ceiling effects, implicit theories about change may further

Lcomplicate the situation. If a person’s initial attitude changes in valence,
Lconfidence may increase or decrease depending on the circumstances being
considered. For example, a person who is initially against the Iraq war may
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1
es of the war, leading that person to \

receive information about the advantag
tion. If the person focuses on his or i

manifest a neutral or even positive posi

her having changed the earlier attitude in light of more comprehensive i
information, his or her attitude confidence should increase as extremity ‘ BQ
Jecreases. In contrast, if the person focuses on his or her having changed [ $izn i
the prior attitude, he or she may conclude that attitudes in this domain ’ gg Eg
are short-lived and decrease his or her confidence in them. In sum, the model i 2% g & gV spmme jueimy
discussed in this chapter predicts changes in extremity and confidence in ' 5 fg 5

85 PV SPamE juszmo)

but it makes no assumptions about confi- ﬁ\

the case of attitude polarization,
between the prior attitude and the

dence in the case of a compromise
attitude-related information.

1L Activation/Comparison Model

The activation/comparison model stipulates that attitude maintenance i
ttitude activation, (2) activation of '

and change are a function of (1) prior a
and (3) comparison between :‘

information related to the prior attitude,
the prior attitude and the attitude-related information. According to this
activation/comparison model, none of these three components is inevitable. ‘ ’

People may activate their prior attitude without activating related informa-

tion. For example, a man planning to vote in an upcoming political election

may recall his prior favorable attitude toward the candidate without recall- ;
ing specific information about the candidate of attending to media por- ‘
trayals of the candidate. Moreover, concurrent activation of a prior
attitude and information related to that attitude does not guarantee com- ‘
parison between these two components. The man might read a newspaper ‘
article describing the behavior of the candidate without considering how the ‘
on in the article fit with his attitude toward the ‘

‘What are the
attitude-related
information?
or invalid (I)?

implications of the

attitude and the
. attitude-related
information valid (V)

Yes
orV, I

Current attitude B

i What are the
implications of the

Does person
compare the
information?
No
Current attitude A

attitude-related
information?

Yes
—

31 f processe: activatio [¢} 10).( amonds
Inﬂue ce O CESSES Of
1 ion and comparison on attltudmal outcomes. Boxes lndlcate Processes and di d:

declslon poumts. A and B r p ate, bad \/ g . y

indicate t: epresent dlﬂel ent llnpllcatl()lls or ¢ gories (e.g., ersus good 1% aﬂdl denote subjectively valid
ation, respectl Cly. AA and BB r epri esent attitudes of the same A4 and Be al?.latl n with d

and invalid informat: \' tt [+ c V. on with increase Conﬁdence,

implications of the informati

candidate. We describe the nature and predicted effects of attitude activation 3
and information comparison on attitude change and maintenance below. , \ T > o
Figure 2 shows the outcomes of these processes on change and survival, and 4 2938 o g g o 2
Table I summarizes the model postulates. 1 BEgE ~ gicd s %
| g92s |, ‘ 1 g
i s AgsE g

A. PROPOSED PROCESSES : ‘ 2 S

| 8 g« % 3

1. Activation of Prior Attitude 1 a 285y 2 _ S

o 23 63 N 2

if they retrieve an association between an \ g% % o g

5

5

People activate a prior attitude
object and a category that they
1986). For instance, a person may

previously stored in memory (see Fazio,
recall that a person is “good” or “bad,”
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TABLE I
POSTULATES ABOUT THE PROCESSES AND CoNDITIONS UNDERLYING
ATTITUDE SURVIVAL AND CHANGE

Number Postulate/principle

of Attitude and Attitude-Related Information on
Attitude Survival and Change

When comparison processes do not
lead to attitude survival.

Postulate 2 Entirely online reconstruction. When people do not activate a prior attitude
but they activate attitude-related information, they are likely to form a
new attitude on the basis of the attitude-related information. In this situation,
the prior attitude survives when the attitude-related information is consistent
with the prior attitude, but changes when the attitude-related information
is inconsistent with the prior attitude.

ts of Comparison on Attitude Survival and Change

of comparison. People increase the confidence and

ectively valid prior attitudes when the evaluative

de-related information corroborate
they maintain the confidence or

the prior attitudes and the

ly consistent but only

Independent Effects

Postulate 1 Attitude activation without comparison.
occur, attitude activation alone can

Principles and Effec

Principle 1 Corroboration principle
extremity of their subj
implications of subjectively valid attitu
their prior attitudes. Correspondingly,
extremity of their prior attitudes when
attitude-related information are both evaluative
one is valid.

Principle 2 Defensive-confidence principle of comparison. People increase the confidence

and extremity of a given evaluation (prior attitude or evaluative implication
of attitude-related information) when they perceive that evaluation as valid

but invalidate the other, incongruent evaluation. In contrast, comparing

a prior attitude with inconsistent but valﬁl attitude-related information
results in a compromise between the prior attitude and the attitude-related

information.

Postulate 3 General effects of comparison. Comparative processes will generally induce

attitude change. Thus, ability (e.g., use of comparative formats for presenting
the information) and motivation (e.g., use of comparison instructions)
to compare are likely to result in attitude change.
Reciprocal Influences of Attitude Activation and Comparison on Each Other and
Their Effects on Attitude Survival and Change
Postulate 4  Effects of prior attitude activation in the presence of comparative motivation.

Although prior attitude activation (e.g., accessibility) will increase survival

in the absence of comparative motivation (Postulate 1), attitude activation
f such motivation.

may accelerate change in the presence o
Postulate 5 Effects of comparative motivation in the absence of attitude activation.
Comparative motivation in the absence of attitude activation will
facilitate attitude activation and stability but may be insufficient to
produce comparison and the corresponding attitude change.

continues
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TABLE I continued

Numbe;
T Postulate/principle

Eﬁbcts of Cra y val and &
Gen ral PIOCCSSlng Ablllt and Motlvatlon on Attltude Sur VI Chan
B

Postulate 6 ili otivati
Eﬁ;;:’s %:bzhty ‘an‘cii motivation in the presence of attitude-inconsistent i 1fc
X en attitude- relevant information its wi e, D
c X . i
and low levels of ability and motivation to :,l;i'lgf:bvgtilti g isse s 8
and. in) ut the issue shoul
ce more change than moderate levels of general ability and motivaiio
n.

Postulate 7 Eﬁ"‘;’cli.; lrl)j; t:f"ilig and motivation in the presence of attitude-consistent informati
w moti:, ;i :I-lrct:le:f:jx;tk mformatlon' corroborates a prior attitude, high a‘:)ill‘;: .
and mott 0 about the issue should induce more change tha; Y
moderate and low levels of general ability and motivation. i

i?m ea‘;:f;ctlisve’fiesfl':)iblti : c;‘r:cueg;i::lrabclle,’l’ or an object is “attractive” or
. underlying categorization,
g%ﬁ,}jgwigl\ggrkvx"nan & Gentner, 2000; Medin & Coley, 1998; Snf;l };gzlg'tol’
o ,C 2 Oécur);er; 1973.; Wyer & Srull, 1989). Attitude retrieva’ll fron;
ratns oot utomatically or follow the application of effortful recall
P .mglﬁ & Ostron_m, 1981).* For example, teachers have less
oy do retriev;gl;gt 1t1 e;arlre‘e,\:lilllﬁ.it;zl;s (;f a student.currently in their class than
(focr: a disc;u.,ssion .of goal-directed rec(:)ali sszl::dle(rgrgtﬂ;%g(‘;)l oo four years ago
tantogfe;igfuz\;ldenge indicates that. activation of prior attitudes is impor-
ot or attitud xéaalntenanf:e, specifically from studies on the attitude-
behavior relati ;1 ;rong gttxtude- bf:havior correlations can be interpreted
s manifests w'ﬁ' of survival of a.ttltudes over time. For instance, Fazio
powe (,& ) r; Sxairéz 6(1989; Fazio, Chen, McDonel, & Shermar,l, 19823
e X " ). showed that the probability that people will use ;
D ensioiiy of tahs a basis for th.elr future behavior is a function of the
Access pilly of I efattétude. In this research, participants first reported their
atutudes toward iloloF' products and thfen were allowed to take products
horhe. As shown In. ig. 3, the correlation between participants’ attitudes
and sher later s t;c ton of products was pigher when attitudes were initially
s oo ol an when t'hf:y were initially less accessible. That is, atti-
oo e :.O ;mct)ral deC.IS.IOIlS to a greater extent when at the tix,ne of
o thp ucts, participants could quickly recall the attitudes the
at the beginning of the experiment than when they could not ’

“Although the model we i
propose can be applied to online initial attitudes, this chapter

. s .
| concentrates on initial attitudes that people retrieve from permanent memo:
ry.
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Attitude-behavior correlation

Not accessible

Highly accessible Moderately

accessible

Fig. 3. Influence of attitude accessibility on the attitude-behavior relation. Numbers are
correlations. Data are from Fazio, Powell, and Williams (1989).

X 2 6* " , ]
0 Attitude behavior r

0.89™" Attitude

accessibility

No. of attitude
expressions

Fig. 4. Path anai&sis from Glasman and Albarracin’s (2003) mcta-ar.lalysis._ The anal}(llsils
is basc;d on the within-study correlations among each of the three variables in the model.
»x+p <0.01.

The positive effects of attitude accessibilitcy on tpe attitude-beh.avxc;r. ass?-
ciation were recently confirmed on a meta-analysis of the behavioral 1mpli-
cations of newly formed attitudes. In this wor,l,g, Glasmap and Alban:am;l
(2003) first obtained correlations among numt\)\e.r of attitude exprelssif)n;
measures of attitude latency, and attltude-beh.amor (Pearson‘)a corre z}r ;]on
across the different conditions within each aYaﬂable research report. te:?
within-study correlations were then summanz.efi'to represent the .exFen A ;
which repeating an attitude increases its accessibility and therefore its unlp :
on behavior. Figure 4 displays a summary of the relevgnt path analysis,
which was entirely supportive of Fazio’s (1989) hypothesis. As can bel*,l seen,
the effect of repeatedly expressing an attitude on the attlt'ude-be_ ﬁv;;)lr
relation was mediated by a facilitating effect of the speed with which the

i was reported. ‘
attjltltcilztde ‘actigation without comparison (Postulate 1). Whep compaqsoil
processes do not occur, attitude activation alone can lead to attitude survival.

2 Activation of Attitude-Related Information

People may effortfully or effortlessly access attitude—cor_lsistent or -1pcc<>1n-
sistent memories about the object, or they might c<_)ns1(?er. the at.tmi' er-l
consistent or -inconsistent implications of external stimuli (i.e., activatio
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of attitude-related information). For example, during election time, people
who recall their prior attitudes toward political candidates may also
recall prior knowledge about the candidates (internal attitude-related infor-
mation) and analyze political propaganda available in their environment
(external attitude-related information). People may also consider feelings of
familiarity (Krosnick, Betz, Jussim, & Lynn, 1992), the mood they experi-
ence at the time (Schwarz & Clore, 1983; see also Adaval, 2001; DeSteno,
Petty, Wegener, & Rucker, 2000; Forgas, 1995; Forgas & Bower, 1987; Isbell
& Wyer, 1999; Ottati & Isbell, 1996), the credibility or attractiveness of the
communication source (Chaiken, 1979; Hovland & Weiss, 1951), their past
behavioral decisions (see e.g., Albarracin & Wyer, 2000; Janis & King, 1954,
Triandis, 1994), or the threat posed by attitude-inconsistent information
(Festinger, 1957; for a proposal of modes of resolution of belief conflict,
see Abelson, 1959).

Importantly, people who do not recall a prior attitude about an object
can presumably construct responses online provided that they activate
attitude-related information (Schwarz & Bohner, 2001; see also Bem, 1965;
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff, & Ruderman, 1978). When
individuals base their current attitude about an object on information that
is different from the information on which they based their prior attitude, the
attitude is likely to change. In contrast, people may maintain a prior attitude
on the basis of online information even when they do not retrieve that

attitude from memory, as long as the online information has identical
implications as the prior attitude.

Entirely online reconstruction (Postulate 2). When people do not activate a
prior attitude but they activate attitude-related information, they are likely
to form a new attitude on the basis of the attitude-related information.
In this situation, the prior attitude survives when the attitude-related infor-
mation is consistent with the prior attitude, but changes when the attitude-
related information is inconsistent with the prior attitude.

Although the possibility of online reconstruction leading to attitude
formation and change has been hypothesized previously (Bem, 1965;

' Schwarz & Bohner, 2001; Sengupta, Goodstein, & Bonninger, 1997; Wyer
L & Albarracin, in press; Wyer & Srull, 1989), conclusive data became avail-
| able only recently. In three experiments, Wallace and Albarracin (2003)
| induced undergraduate participants to form an initial attitude toward a
L proposal to institute comprehensive exams. Participants always received
L uniformly pro-exam information before they reported their initial exam
. attitude. Later, after reporting their initial attitude, participants received
b additional information about comprehensive exams before reporting their
| attitude toward the exams for a second time. The data relevant to this
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analysis come from participants whose prior attitudes were difficult to
access. We used individual differences in need to evaluate (Jarvis & Petty,
1996), which in an independent sample correlated negatively with attitude
response latencies (lower need to evaluate = slower attitude responses), to
estimate prior attitude accessibility (low need to evaluate = low attitude
accessibility). In Experiments 1 and 2, the second set of information was
pro-exam (consistent with the first set of information), whereas the second
set of information in Experiment 3 was anti-exam (inconsistent with the first
set of information). We expected that participants who were not induced to
compare the second set of information with their initial attitude would recall
and recycle their initial attitude when reporting their attitude again if their
initial attitude was accessible (i.e., if they had high need to evaluate), but
would form an online attitude based on the second information set if their
initial attitude was not accessible (i.e., if they had low need to evaluate). In
Experiments 1 and 2, when the second information set was consistent with
the first information set, both online and memory-based outcome judgments
were expected to yield the same outcome of attitude maintenance. In Exper-
iment 3, because the second information set was inconsistent with the first
information set, online judgments were expected to yield attitude change in
the direction of the new information, whereas memory based judgments
were expected to reflect attitude maintenance.

Scores representing attitude change from the first to the second attitude
measures in Experiments 1, 2, and 3 appear in Fig. 5. As predicted, whenever
need to evaluate was high, participants’ attitudes survived regardless of the
valence of the second set of information they.received. Also as predicted,
attitudes that presumably were difficult to recall survived when the second
set of information was consistent with the first (second bar in panels 4 and
B) but changed when this set conflicted with them (second bar of panel C).

A Attitude-consistent B Attitude-consistent C  Attitude-inconsistent

information information information
(Experiment 1) (Experiment 2) (Experiment 3)
OL 0 I_—
-0.5 0.5 -0.5
-1 . -1 . R
HNE LNE HNE LNE HNE LNE

Fig. 5. Attitude change as a function of need to evaluate and consistency of the attitude-
related information with the prior attitude. Data calculated from Wallace and Albarracacin
(2003; Experiments 1 and 3; no activation/no comparison conditions).
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These findings thus indicate that retrieving the prior attitude or constructing
it online for the second time led to the same result when the new information
confirmed the old (panels 4 and B). However, difficult to access prior
attitudes changed (become more negative) when the second information
set contradicted the first (panel C).

Wallace and Albarracin’s (2003) Experiment 3 is particularly helpful in
clarifying the moderating role of attitude accessibility in attitude survival
and change. In addition to measuring need to evaluate, this study also
assessed initial attitude accessibility more directly by measuring initial
attitude response latencies (speedy attitude judgments were interpreted
as an indicator of subsequent accessibility). Furthermore, Experiment 3
manipulated prior attitude accessibility by reminding half of participants
of their initial attitude judgment (i.e., simply flashing their earlier numerical
response to an attitude item) before they read the second information set.
We expected that participants with low attitude accessibility would show
negative attitude change as a result of forming attitudes online based on
the second (negative) information set, whereas those who spontaneously
activated or were induced to activate their prior attitudes would maintain
their initial attitude. Figure 6 represents conditions in which the researchers
did and did not remind participants of the initial attitudes, as well as
the likelihood of spontaneously retrieving the prior attitude (high accessibi-
lity = low response latency). As the figure clearly shows, the attitude

0.4

0.2

0

0.2

-04

0.6

-0.8

-1

High accessibility
M No attitude reminder
B Attitude reminder

Low accessibility

Fig. 6. Attitude change as a function of accessibility of prior attitudes and presence

“ or absence of an attitude reminder. Data calculated from Wallace and Albarracacin (2003;
. Experiment 3; no comparison conditions).
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reminder reestablished attitude stability when the prior attitudes were not
spontaneously accessible (fourth versus third bars). When attitudes were
highly accessible initially, however, the reminder had no effect (second
versus first bars).

3. Comparative Validation of Prior Attitudes and
Attitude-Related Information

People validate their attitudes by applying “if-then” types of rules
(Kruglanski, Thomson, & Spiegel, 1999; Smith, 1994; Thomson, Kruglanksi,
& Spiegel, 2000; Wyer & Srull, 1989), in which the premise consists of a
validation criterion and the conclusion asserts the validity or invalidity of
the evaluation under consideration. We refer to validity in a broad sense,
including both logical and factual validity (logical and referential criteria), as
well as the functionality or convenience of accepting a given conclusion
(pragmatic criterion). If people conclude that a valid criterion supports
their prior attitude or the implication of the attitude-related information,
they are likely to judge that this particular evaluation is valid (McGuire,
1960; Wyer, 1974). Consider individuals who encounter a communicator
who has the explicit intent of changing their attitudes. These individuals are
likely to establish the validity of their activated prior attitude and that of
the advocacy with reference to their chronic goals of preserving personal
freedom and self-esteem (Baumeister, 1997; Brown, 1993; Kunda, 1987,
1990). If the recipients have attitudes that conflict with the message advoca-
cy, these recipients are likely to perceive the cox;jiterattitudinal message as a
threat to their freedom and may in turn respond with reactance (Brehm,
1966). Consequently, they are likely to conclude that their prior attitudes
are more valid than the attitude-related information.’ Correspondingly, if
people conclude that invalid criteria support their prior attitudes or the
implications of the attitude-related information, they are likely to conclude
that the evaluation is invalid. For instance, recipients of a persuasive mes-
sage can judge the validity of the information they examine by applying
cognitive heuristics (Chaiken, 1980; Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Kahneman,
Slovic, & Tversky, 1982). Recipients who believe that expert sources are
more frequently correct than nonexperts should be less persuaded when the
source of the message lacks expertise than when it does not (Chaiken, 1980;
see also, Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; Raven, 1965). Experiencing nega-
tive affect also can prompt the rejection of a persuasive communication (e.g.,

50ur model does not exclude “hot” processes, but instead assumes that minimizing negative
affect is an important criterion for judgment.
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Albarracin & Kumkale, 2003). Regardless of the subjective criterion used in
validation, people’s validation of information permits them to associate
attitudes with an assessment of confidence (see Haddock, Rothman, &
Schwarz, 1996; Haddock, Rothman, Reber, & Schwarz, 1999; Kruglanski,
1989; Nelson, Kruglanski, & Jost, 1998).

Of particular interest, people who consider their prior attitudes in
fight of other information must weigh their prior attitude and the attitude-
related information (see Anderson, 1974, 1981). These weights imply
that individuals decide whether their prior attitudes and the attitude-related
information are each subjectively valid or invalid. Sometimes individuals
who activate a current attitude may validate their prior attitudes and atti-
tude-related information in an effortless fashion when activation occurs.
For example, individuals may assess the validity of information in an
automatic way and validate all information by default before they proceed
to question it more carefully (Gilbert, 1991; for a theory that accounts
for these findings, see Wyer & Radvansky, 1999). At other times people
may effortfully validate information on the basis of multiple criteria
or on the basis of criteria that are relatively demanding of cognitive re-
sources. For instance, whereas a default imputation of validity to a
written statement may be performed automatically (Gilbert, 1991), deciding
whether a persuasive message conflicts with one’s prior knowledge about
the topic is a more cognitively demanding task (e.g., Petty & Cacioppo,
1986). Independent of the efficiency of validation processes, we use the
term comparative validation to refer to the joint, relative assessment of the
validity of attitude-related information and prior attitudes. Two principles
are proposed as driving the outcomes of comparative validation (see Fig. 2
and Table II), one concerning corroboration and the other defensive

i confidence.

a. Corroboration Principle. Consider the situation in which people
cofnpare a prior attitude with attitude-related information of identical

L evaluative implications. In our model, the corroboration principle implies
i that the corroboration between the prior attitude and the attitude-related
L information should increase confidence in the validity of both elements
. (Treadwell & Nelson, 1996) and may increase the extremity of the prior
| attitude. This principle also implies that attitude-consistent but subjectively
{ invalid information should not produce this confirmation or the resulting
i polarization.

Corroboration principle of comparison. People increase the confidence and
extremity of their subjectively-valid prior attitudes when the evaluative
implications of subjectively valid attitude-related information corroborate
their prior attitudes. Correspondingly, they maintain the confidence
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TABLE II
PREDICTIONS ABOUT ATTITUDE-CHANGE OUTCOMES FROM DIFFERENT MODELS

Consistency of prior attitude
Model and validity of the and attitude-related information
prior attitude and the

attitude-related information

Evaluatively consistent Evaluatively inconsistent

Activation/comparison model

Both valid A4 AB

Only one valid A AA/BB
Additive integration model

Both valid AA AB

Only one valid A A/B
Averaging integration model

Both valid A AB

Only one valid A A/B
Social judgment theory

Both valid A/AA AB/BB/AA

Only one valid A/AA AB/BB/AA

A and B represent different implications or categories (e.g., bad versus good). A4 ar.ld BB
represent attitudes of the same A and B evaluation with increased confidence, extremity, or
both.

v
and extremity of their prior attitudes when thg prior attitudes and the
attitude-related information are both evaluatively consistent but only one
is valid.

i Increase in confidence and extremity of the activated prior attitude. People
who receive information that supports their earlier attitude are likely to
become more confident and extreme in their position, provided that they
perceive the two elements as valid (Treadwell & Nelson, 1996)‘. For exarpple,
one’s prior attitude toward a political candidate may agree with the‘ attitude
of one’s close friends. As a result of this attitude-confirming comparison, one
may view one’s attitude as “+wice as valid” and increase its extremity and
confidence. .

Several studies support the polarization effects of corroboratxgn. For
example, female participants who evaluate pictures of male models increase
the confidence and extremity of their evaluations of the models when their
ratings are corroborated by other raters (Baron, Hoppe, Kao, & Brunsman,
1996). Further, corroborating evidence appears to derive not only from
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external sources but also from internal ones that become active when people
spontaneously think about an issue. Tesser (1978) argued that merely think-
ing about an issue results in attitude polarization because people normally
produce ideas that are consistent with their prior attitudes. Moreover,
people who are more knowledgeable about an issue appear to produce more
thoughts in line with their attitudes than people who have little knowledge
about the issue. Consistent with this possibility, Tesser and Leone (1977)
found that when men and women reflected about football plays and
women’s fashion, polarization was greater when men thought about football
and women thought about fashion than in the other two conditions. Pre-
sumably, polarization occurs because people have knowledge that is consis-
terit with their prior attitudes, and this knowledge serves to increase the
subjective validity of the attitude.

There is also considerable research on the factors that may prevent corro-
borating evidence from increasing the confidence and extremity of an earlier
attitude. For instance, belief confidence increases when one receives infor-
mation from a source that is dissimilar from (rather than similar to) oneself
(Goethals & Nelson, 1973). Similarly, receiving new information about a
person’s traits changes attitudes to a greater extent when the new traits do
not imply traits that were considered beforehand (Kaplan, 1971; for a more
precise treatment of novelty, see Wyer, 1970). However, individuals do not
change their attitudes when the later information is redundant with the prior
information. To this extent, information that is highly redundant with the
bases for the prior attitude may not be compared with that attitude beyond
establishing the redundancy. After all, engaging in comparative validation
implies having distinct pieces of information to compare.

Wallace and Albarracin (2003) provided important evidence that compar-
ative processes are essential to induce polarization of prior attitudes. In
Experiments 1 and 2 of their series, participants received a first persuasive
message advocating comprehensive exams, followed by another that

| contained new arguments but also supported comprehensive exams. Atti-
t tudes were measured after the presentation of each message. In Experiment

1, activation and comparison were elicited by presenting the first message
that served as a basis for the first attitude at the time of presenting the second
message. In Experiment 2, the comparison manipulation entailed explicit
instructions to compare the implications of the second message with parti-

| cipants® attitudes based on the first message. The data from each experiment

appear in Fig. 7. As the figure shows, attitudes polarized when participants

I were induced to compare the new message with their earlier attitude but
| showed greater stability when no comparison induction was in place. Atti-
i tude confidence followed the pattern of attitude extremity, suggesting that
L these two factors are similarly influenced by corroboration.
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A Experiment 1 B Experiment 2

0.5

0.7

0.4+ 0.6

0.3 0.5

0.1 0.3
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0.2

-0.1 0.1
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—0.11 - T - |
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Fig. 7. Attitude polarization as a function of comparison manipulation. Data calculated
from Wallace and Albarracin (2003; Experiments 1 and 2). In Experiment 1, the Y axis represe.nts
change. Due to the use of different attitude scales in Experiment 2, the Y axis represents Time

2 attitudes adjusted for Time 1 attitudes.

ii. Survival of prior attitude. The corroboration principle predicts no
polarization when either (but not both) the prior attitude or the attitude-
related information is valid and the implications of the information are
consistent (see Fig. 2 and Table II). Students who consider their writing
abilities strong may receive compliments on their writing from a fellow
student who is particularly weak at writing. In this situation, students may
discount their peer’s feedback as invalid and fomj an attitude that is no more
(or less) confident than their activated prior attitude. Similarly, one may
recall that one was once a Democrat without recalling the reasons for that
affiliation. Unable to find arguments in support of this prior attitude, one
may conclude that one’s earlier favorable attitude toward the Democratic
party was invalid. Nevertheless, if one has recently learned that De?mocrats
support beneficial social policies, one may use this attitude-related informa-
tion as a basis for a current attitude that is identical to the prior one, even
though one has discounted the prior attitude. Both of these examples suggest
that in the course of analyzing the activated prior attitude along with other,
attitude-confirming information, people may conclude that one of the two
clements is invalid. Under these conditions, the category, confidence, and
extremity of the current attitude and the initial attitude should be the same.
b. Defensive Confidence Principle. The other validation principle applies

to situations in which people compare a prior attitude and evaluatively
inconsistent attitude-related information. In this case, people are likely to
hold more confident and even extreme attitudes after counterarguing valid
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information of conflicting implications than before they consider any
attitude-related information (Albarracin & Mitchell, in press; McGuire,
1964; McGuire & Papageorgis, 1961; Tormala & Petty, 2002). Our model’s
defensive confidence principle asserts that when people consider the validity of
two conflicting pieces of information, they establish the validity of each piece
on the basis of perceived defensive success. Thus, people may more strongly
endorse evaluations they have successfully defended from challenge than
evaluations that did not undergo such defense. The associated polarization
in- either the prior attitude or the implications of the attitude-related in-
formation, however, should not occur when the prior attitudes and the
attitude-related information are both subjectively valid. Instead, these situa-
tions should stimulate a compromise between the prior attitude and the
attitude-related information.

Defensive-confidence principle of comparison. People increase the confidence
and extremity of a given evaluation (prior attitude or evaluative implication
of attitude-related information) when they perceive that evaluation as valid
but invalidate the other, incongruent evaluation. In contrast, comparing a
prior attitude with inconsistent but valid attitude-related information re-
sults in a compromise between the prior attitude and the attitude-related
information.

i. Polarization of confidence in and extremity of the activated prior

f artitude. People are likely to increase their confidence in their,prior attitude
t when they consider the prior 4 attitude valid and the B attitude-related
L information invalid. That is, people who trust their prior attitude after
L (and despite) having confronted attitude-conflicting information may en-
| dorse their prior position more strongly than before exposure to that infor-

mation. In this situation, the presence of the conflicting attitude-related

. information elicits a “boomerang” effect, leading to greater confidence or
E extremity of A (i.e., attitude 44) after the invalidation of B than before
| cqnsideration of B (see Albarracin, Cohen, & Kumkale, 2003; McGuire,
b 1964; Sherif & Hovland, 1961; Tormala & Petty, 2002).

One example of this form of change comes from McGuire and Papageorgis’s

E (1961; McGuire, 1964) research on beliefs that are deeply held but weakly
] su’pported (i.e., “truism;” e.g., brushing one’s teeth frequently is beneficial).
| In, this research, participants received a communication that contained argu-
b ments attacking a truism after having defended the truism from a mild

attack or after receiving no such communication. Findings indicated that

| participants who received an attack after being immunized by the earlier
k although mild attack were better able to maintain their belief in the truism
| than people who were not previously inoculated. One interpretation of
 this finding is that realizing that one’s prior attitude has survived attack
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strengthens one’s confidence in that attitude (McGuire, 1964; Tormala &
Petty, 2002).°

Recent research by Tormala and Petty (2002) is also relevant to
the defensive-confidence principle. In one of their studies, participants in
experimental conditions were asked to resist messages that were described as
strong or weak. (Participants in control conditions received no information
about the strength of the communication.) Findings indicated that partici-
pants had equally extreme attitudes regardless of the supposed strength of
the message they resisted. However, participants were more certain about
their attitudes after resisting an ostensibly strong message than after both
resisting an ostensibly weak message and after resisting arguments of unde-
termined normative strength. Tormala and Petty concluded that people
interpret their personal success in protecting their attitudes from a strong
attack as evidence of the correctness of their attitude (thus increasing
attitude certainty).

ii. Increase in confidence in and extremity of the current attitude beyond the
attitude-related information. When people compare their activated prior
attitudes with conflicting, attitude-related information and judge the atti-
tude-related information as the only valid element, their current attitudes
will be in line with the attitude-related information. Moreover, individuals in
these situations are likely to form more confident and extreme attitudes than
their attitudes would have been if they had based them solely on the attitude-
related information (see defensive confidence principle). This form of polar-
ization is hypothesized to occur when people compare their prior attitude
with attitude-related information and conclude that only the attitude-related

¥
~

60ur model assumes that people may polarize their prior attitudes either by receiving valid
supporting information or by refuting inconsistent information. However, McGuire and
Papageorgis (1961) demonstrated that receiving refutational defenses increases resistance to
future persuasion to a greater extent than simply receiving information that supports one’s
attitude, although receiving supportive arguments is better than receiving no arguments at all.
In the context of our model, it may be that people engage in more comparison when the
information they receive disagrees with their attitudes, and so polarization may in fact be more
frequent when the attitude-related information is inconsistent with the prior attitude. However,
given the same degree of comparison, our model predicts polarization regardless of the direction
of the information. Unfortunately, McGuire’s (1964) research did not clarify the processes that
induce resistance following the reception of attitude refutation. Most likely, as he argued,
participants in his research became more confident in their defensive abilities when they gained
practice refuting counterarguments, thus being able to counterargue more effortfully the next
time their attitudes come under attack. Alternatively, practice with refutation may increase the
salience of potential criteria (¢.8., formal principles) for the invalidity of a message. Oncé
accessible, these criteria may well guide the estimation of (in) validity of any incoming message
(for a treatment of the importance of accessible concepts, see Higgins, 1996; Srull &
Wyer, 1979).
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%nfqrmatlon is valid. Presumably, people who invalidate their prior attitud
in light qf valid attitude-related information are likely to perceive thalt lihe
information was strong enough to defeat the prior attitude, a conclusion thae
may strc.:ngthen the confidence and extremity of the curre;lt attitude t
Cpnsxder th.e case of incoming freshmen who are prejudiced 'a ai
Afrlcj,an Am.erlcans but learn that the group to which they aspire to bgelmSt
desplses racism. In those situations, students may judge both pieces of inf?ng
mation vis-a-vis their current goal to be accepted by the ingroup. Consequezrt-
ly, 'they may judge the ingroup’s opinion to be valid and the prior attitude t )
be invalid. In comparing their assessments of each element, however studento
may .conclude that the ingroup opinion ought to be pa;ticularly ,sound ts
convince them despite their prior attitudes. As a result, they may endorse .
epalitarian position that is more confident and extrer’ne (BB) than the oaIl
prOdI.J.C?d by contact with the aspiration group in the absence of rine
conflicting attitudes (for a related analysis, see Aronson & Mills 1959)p .
Recent evidence is also illustrative of this outcome. Rucker’ and I;ett
(2004) present.ed participants with a strong ad promoting a pharmaceutica}i
product and instructed some of these participants either to list negativ
thougpts (for an introduction to the technique to induce biased th01g1ghtse
see Killeya & Johnson, 1998) or to simply list their thoughts about the’
message. Presumably, participants who listed only negative thoughts at
tempted to r.esist the communication to a greater extent than those wh_
were free to list positive, negative, and neutral thoughts. Findings indicateg
that participants were persuaded regardless of what thoughts they listed
probably because the ad was difficult to refute. However, participants whé
attempted to resist the message (and failed) were more ’conﬁdent in their
favora}ble attitude toward the product than those who did not make an effort
to resist persuasion. Although the researchers examined attitude formation
Father .than (}hange, these data suggest that failure to invalidate attitude-
%nconsmt?nt information often reassures individuals of the validity of the
ﬁfﬁinsﬁ;c;?n.dTo this e;tent, one may become more convinced of a counter-
advocacy tha i i iti
ot being considezed, n one would be if one had no prior position on the
iii, Comprom.ise between prior attitude and attitude-related information
People who activate both a subjectively valid prior attitude and subjectivel);

' ;ahd attitude-related %nformation with conflicting implications are likely to
L develop a current attitude that falls somewhere between a position based

solely on the activated prior attitude and one based solely on the attitude-

i rclated mfgrmation (see Fig. 2). In these situations, people should present a
£ current attxtu.de that is less extreme than at least one of the two elements. (As
1 we have pltewously explained, this reduction in extremity may or may nc'>t be
: accompanied by a change in evaluative implications or confidence.)
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Change from a prior attitude to a position that lies betwee.n tt}e prior
attitude and the implications of other information about the object is prob-
ably the most frequent and straightforward outcome of att.empts to pe.rsuade
an audience. Demonstrating the outcome, however, requires estm}atmg the
effect of a given set of information when people have a prior attl.tude that
conflicts with that information and comparing this effect with the 1r.npact of
the same information when people had no prior attitude on the topic. As an
illustration, consider the influence of the persqasive arguments and the
credibility of the source contained in communications usc?d to test the sleeper
effect (for a meta-analysis, see Kumkale '& Albar'racm, 2004). A meta-
analysis of the influence of each type of mformatl_on was conducted for
studies in which the audience possessed prior qttltudes. gnd for studies
using novel, experimental issues. If commu_nicatlon rec1p1t?nts .fre('luently
reach a compromise between their prior attitudes and the implications of
the information contained in the communication, the effect of the argu_m;nts
and the source should be weaker when participants have a (conflicting)
prior attitude than when they do not. The c?ffect of. the argmpents was
estimated by subtracting attitudes when p.artic1pants did not receive a mes-
sage from attitudes after participants recelvec_l the message; the effect of the
source credibility was estimated by subtracting attitudes _when the source
lacked credibility from attitudes when the source was f:r.edlble. As shown. in
Fig. 8, both of these effects were stronger when participants I}gd no prior
attitudes on the topic, implying that (as few would doubt) participants with

® M Message arguments
¥ et
" B Source credibility

Attitude change

Prior attitude opposite to
message

No’prior attitudes

Fig. 8. The influence,of the message arguments and the. credibility of the source u:) a m:ta—
analysis on the sleeper effect. Message effects are mean weighted ds, calculated by subtrac u(lig
attitudes in control conditions from attitudes immediately after ?he message was presenteh‘
Source effects are mean weighted ds, calculated by subtracting attitudes immediately afttzir. ];1 e
message when the source was not credible from the same measure when the source was credible.
Data reanalyzed from Kumkale and Albarracin’s (2004) data.
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prior attitudes combined them with the new information and reached an
intermediate position in that fashion.

iv. Corollary of comparison influences on attitude change. Activating
attitude-related information is likely to stimulate attitude change when
people engage in comparative validation processes. As shown in Table II,
of the four different outcomes of comparison predicted by the activation/
comparison model, one entails changes in the valence and/or extremity of
prior attitudes (compromise, which may involve attenuation or polarization
relative to the extremity of the prior attitude), one entails changes in the
valence and extremity of prior attitudes (polarization beyond the sole im-
plications of attitude-related information), and one involves modifications in
extremity without changes in valence (polarization beyond the extremity
prior attitudes). Thus, comparing activated attitude-related information
with one’s prior attitudes leads to a hypothetical .75 probability of change

t based on the application of the corroboration and defensive confidence
i principles (assuming that each of these four outcomes is equally likely).

Comparison only results in attitude survival when neither the corroboration

l nor the defensive confidence principles are applicable. That is, comparison

leads to maintenance of prior attitudes when the attitude-related informa-

L tion is of the same valence as the prior attitude but its low subjective validity
j prevents it from corroborating a prior attitude, or when the prior attitude

t is currently judged invalid, thus failing to corroborate subjectively valid
L attitude-related information.

General effects of comparison (Postulate 3). Comparative processes will
generally induce attitude change. Thus, ability (e.g., use of comparative
. formats for presenting the information) and motivation (e.g., use of
comparison instructions) to compare are likely to result in attitude change.

Evidence about the effects of attitude comparison comes from findings

| that the reception of comparable information across different time points
b elicits attitude change in response to information that counters a prior

attitude. Consistent with this possibility, Fabrigar and Petty (1999; Experi-

i ment 1) found that participants who initially formed an attitude toward a
E beverage on the basis of its taste (affective attitude basis) were more likely to
¥ change this attitude when they later smelled the product (affective persua-
 sion) than when they later read information about the effects of temperature
E on beverage taste (cognitive persuasion). Similarly, participants who initially
f read that the product yielded a desirable taste (cognitive attitude basis)
- changed their attitudes to a greater extent when they read about the effects
t of temperature on taste than when they smelled the product. Figure 9
 presents the mean postexperiment attitudes (which represent change in line
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Post-persuasion attitude
'

Match Mismatch

Fig. 9. Influence of match of attitude and persuasion basis (match: both affective or both
cognitive; mismatch: one cognitive, the other affective) on attitude change. Data calculated from
Fabrigar and Petty (1999).

with the second message assuming similar attitudes at baseline) when the
attitude basis and the persuasion strategy matched and mismatched. These
results suggest that a criterion that can be applied to validate the prior
attitude and the attitude-related information can increase ability to compare
the two elements and consequently, attitude change.

Consistent with the idea that information comparability increases at-
titude change, people appear to change their prior attitudes to a greater
extent when they confront information that is 4t the same level of abstrac-
tion as the information that served as a basis for that judgment. Pham and
Muthukrishnan (2002; Experiment 1) presented participants with an initial
specific persuasive message and then with a second, general or specific
countermessage that challenged the claims of the first one. The mean amount
of change in line with the second message (attitudes at Time 2 subtracted
from attitudes at Time 1) as a function of match versus mismatch in the two
messages appears in Fig. 10. Their findings suggest that participants changed
their attitudes to a greater extent when they received the specific challenge,
which matched the initial ad, relative to when they received the general
challenge, which did not match the first ad.

The research by Pham and Muthukrishnan (2002) presents a case in which
people compare their prior attitude with attitude-related information and
realize that the same validation criterion applies to both elements (bottom-up
comparison). Other times, however, people may have a standard of compari-
son in mind and search for information to which the standard applies (top-
down comparison). Arguably, because activating the standard at the outset
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Fig. 10. Influence of match of initial and later persuasion (mratch: both specific; mismatch:

mnr Sp t abs ) n at ude Chall e. Data calculated from Pha d
ial was e(:]li() but later was bstract) on attit
( ) el f m an:

%ntcil:eases. the probability of acjcivating prior attitudes and attitude-related

gz lt\)/fm'fmon that are both associated with the standard (alignable; Markman

edin, 1'995), top-down comparison of conflicting elements should lead to

%r;leater attitude changf: than analyzing information in a bottom-up fashion

us, pec?ple WI'IO t.hmk _about their prior attitudes in ways that induce

;:.cl)(rripatrau;/le validation with attitude-related information should be more
ikely to change their prior attitudes than pe i

s people who use noncomparative

Evidence that top-down compari i i
: : parison can increase attitude change
was provided by Muthukrishnan, Pham, and Mungal€’s (1999; see alfo

’ l\'éuthukrishnan, Phan‘l, & Mungalé, 2001) research on the effect of two
e ads presented sequentially. The first ad promoted a product from a target

brand; the second ad either highlighted the superiority of a competitor

L brand relative to the target brand (comparative format) or simply pre-
A sented arguments in support of the competitor brand (noncomparative
v fom}at). The results from this experiment indicated that participants who
‘ received the second ad in the comparative format became more negativ

', toward the t?rget brand than those who received the counter adg in z
| noncomparative format. The researchers provided additional evidence that
| the comparative format induced greater processing of the second ad. The

‘_‘ Qresented another group of participants with comparative and noncorﬁ arasf
 tive ads that contained either five or two arguments against a tle)lr et
] bran_d_, after having presented a first ad promoting the target brand Overgll

: participants’ attitudes toward the target became more negative \.Vhen thé
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comparative ad presented more arguments than when it did not. However,
the number of arguments contained in the second ad did not influence
attitudes toward the target brand when the second ad promoted the
competitor brand using the noncomparative format. Essentially, compara-
tive formats stimulated greater consideration of the available information
(comparison) and consequently more attitude change than formats that
prevented attitude comparison. .
An even more direct manipulation of comparative validation on attitude
change in line with information that challenges prior attitudes was implet-
mented by Wallace and Albarracin (2003). In their third experiment,. parti-
cipants received two persuasive arguments advocating the institution of
comprehensive exams at the university and reported their attitudes for the
first time. Following a filler task, participants received two new arguments
that were antagonistic toward comprehensive exams. Some of the partici-
pants were instructed to compare the new arguments with their a‘ttituc?es
toward the issue formed on the basis of the first message (comparison m-
duction); other participants did not receive this instruction (no comparison
induction). The findings when participants’ initial attitudes were highly
accessible confirmed our predictions (Fig. 11). That is, participants who
received comparison instructions changed their prior attitudes, becoming
more negative toward the policy than they were immediately after the ﬁrst
message. In contrast, participants who received no comparison instructions
showed no significant attitude change. Furthermore, whereas attitude confi-
dence and extremity covaried when attitude change followed corroboration,
in Experiment 3 attitude confidence did not change as a function of the
comparison manipulation. EL

“

B Comparison instructions
B No comparison instructions

Amount of attitude change

Fig. 11. Effects of attitude reminder and comparison instructions on attitude change f?r
participants with easy to access prior attitudes. Data calculated from Wallace and Albarracin
(2003; Experiment 3). -
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B. RECIPROCAL INFLUENCES ON ATTITUDE ACTIVATION
AND COMPARATIVE MOTIVATION: EFFECTS ON
ATTITUDE SURVIVAL AND CHANGE

Other models have assumed that people maintain their prior attitudes
when they activate these attitudes with relative ease (Fazio, 1989). More-
over, it has been assumed that people change their attitudes when the nature
of the information facilitates comparison with a prior attitude (for an
example of suggestive findings, see Pham & Muthukrishnan, 2002). Our
model, however, establishes the boundary conditions for these predictions,
highlighting situations under which attitude activation and comparison
inducements each increase attitude change and survival.

1. When Attitude Activation Can Induce Attitude Change

Like Fazio (1989; see also Fazio, Ledbetter, & Towles-Schwen, 2000), our
model highlights that activating prior attitudes frequently perpetuates these
attitudes. However, because attitude activation is a prerequisite for attitude
comparison, the attitude activation should mostly facilitate attitude mainte-
nance (i.e., no attenuation or polarization) when no comparison motivation
exists. Clearly, attitude activation ought to increase survival when there is

i no other information with which the attitude could be compared. In addi-
tion, attitude activation should increase survival when there is other infor-
L mation in memory or in the environment but people are unlikely to
L spontaneously compare that information with the prior attitude. In contrast,
i when people are motivated to compare their prior attitudes with attitude-
b related information, increases in attitude activation will only accelerate
¢ comparison, thus increasing attitude change.

Effects of prior attitude activation in the presence of comparative motivation
(Postulate 4). Although prior attitude activation (e.g., accessibility) will
increase survival in the absence of comparative motivation (Postulate 1),
attitude activation may accelerate change in the presence of such motivation.

Two experiments by Wallace and Albarracin (2003) support the nonintui-

L tive conclusion that greater prior attitude activation can facilitate compari-
' son and, consequently, attitude change. The researchers first presented
| participants with a message advocating the institution of comprehensive
E exams. Participants then reported their attitude for the first time. After a
E delay, they received a second message that either supported (Experiment 2)
 or gpposed the exams (Experiment 3). Before reading the message, half of
L the participants were instructed to compare their reactions to the second
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message, whereas the other half received no such instructions. Orthogonal
to the comparison manipulation, half of the participants received a reminder
of the attitudes they reported previously, whereas the other half did not. If
prior attitude activation accelerates change in the presence of cues leading to
comparative validation (comparison conditions) of those prior attitudes,
then the reminder manipulation should increase change relative to lack of
a reminder when participants’ prior attitudes are not initially easy to access
(participants with low accessible prior attitudes).

The data reported by Wallace and Albarracin (2003) are consistent with
these predictions. Figure 12 shows the results of Experiment 2, in which easy
and difficult to access prior attitudes were inferred from self-reported need to
evaluate. Figure 13 shows the results of Experiment 3, in which attitude
accessibility was inferred from prior attitude latencies (Fig. 13). As shown in
these figures, participants with accessible prior attitudes (i.e., those with high
need to evaluate or low prior attitude response latencies) changed their prior
attitudes when they received the comparison instructions regardless of
whether they also received the attitude reminder. In contrast, when partici-
pants had relatively inaccessible attitudes, the attitude reminder facilitated
attitude change when participants were also instructed to compare their

A High need to evaluate
1.5
)
g 1
3
g 03 | ou——
B .
£ o
<
-0.5
M Comparison induction with attitude reminder
[ Comparison induction without attitude reminder
B8 No comparison induction or attitude reminder
B Low need to evaluate
12
o 1
g 038
g 06
9 045
B 02
g 0 = . !
< 02
0.4 i

Fig. 12. Effects of level of need to evaluate, attitude reminder, and comparison instructions
on attitude change. Data were calculated from Wallace and Albarracin (2003; Experiment 2).
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s 5 08
g’ -1

Fig. 13. Effects of spontaneous prior attitude accessibility, attitude reminder, and compari-

{ son instructions on attitude change. i
o ertonont 3. ange. Data calculated from Wallace and Albarracin (2003;

j prior attitudes with the new message. In Experiment 2, the actual change
t observed consisted of prior attitude polarization because the old and negw
L messages were consistent. In Experiment 3, attitudes change was negative
because the implications of the new message conflicted with those of the old

L pro-exam message. Like those of Fazio (1989), these findings show tha;

highly accessible attitudes impede the online formation of new inconsistent

:att%tudes. Nevertheless, when people are motivated to compare their prior
attl_tudes with new information, the findings of Wallace and Albarracin
1(2003) confirm our prediction that having a highly accessible prior attitude
can serve to promote attitude change.

2. When Comparative Motivation Can Induce Attitude Survival

. We have.reviewed research showing that inductions to compare prior
; tgltudes_ with other information (e.g., persuasive message) increase the
robab111ty of change when prior attitudes are accessible. However, in
ontrast to prior hypotheses that comparability increases attitude cha’n e
e.g., Fabrigar & Petty, 1999; Muthukrishnan, Pham, & Mungalé, 1999; sie
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also Muthukrishnan, Pham, & Mungalé, 200?), the .moslel 1n'F1g..1 also
implies that attempts to engage in comparative Yahdatlor% will tngg;,r a
retrieval of the prior attitude to make the comparison po§31b1e. Thedre o'rtel;
it seems plausible that being motivated to compare a priot attitu g wl;

other information could initiate the process of .recrultlng a prior attitu e,l 1;';
the process could nevertheless stop at the point of the attltud.e retrieval. 1
such an interruption occurred, comparison would lead to attitude surviva

rather than change.

Effects of comparative motivation in .the absence of atn.tuc(Iie actt.zv:ttitgg
( Postulate 5). Comparative motivation in tl}f; absence of attitude ?}(i: 1v tion
will facilitate attitude activation and sta}blhty 'but may be insufficien
produce comparison and the corresponding attitude change.

As shown in Fig. 1, people need to activate an attitude .to compare this
attitude with other information. Suppose thgt people are induced to com-
pare a new persuasive message with their prior attitude bu? had not‘ prtetw-
ously retrieved that attitude. In this situation, the comparison n?o’uvaf 1tc}>ln
elicited by the experimental induction s‘hould promote the actlvatltfm ct)‘t de
prior attitude, a process that necessarily p.recgdes the process ofﬁa'f 1 ltlte
comparison. However, the comparisox} mqtlvatlon may only be sud mten of
inspire the first step of attitude activation, but not tpe secon ds etp ﬂ(;
comparative validation. In this case, people shpuld simply readopt the
attitude they were encouraged to reca}ll. In sum, if the two-stage process 1s
interrupted after the attitude-activgthn stage bu.t before 'Ehe coyrtllpar:kslon
stage, the comparison motivation will increase ggtltud,e surylval rather than
change. Because having to activate am{ compare one's attltl}deg 1s presu@;
ably more effortful and time consuming thap sun;}ly gctlvatzingbz‘tr}()ru;o
attitude, people may quit halfway unless their motivation and abiiity
ery strong. . .
COI%I:: Zi?clr:n‘ée gresentid in Fig. 13 (Wallace & Albarracin, 2903) 1s consi-
tent with the possibility that comparison induct19n§ may so¥net1mes‘ prov;) e
activation and survival of a prior attitude. Partlclpapts with {elatlvely ov(\;
prior attitude accessibility who did not receive: an attltude' germnder sho.we
high negative attitude change when they dl_d not receive a comé)ar‘ls%ti~
inducement, suggesting that they formed attltqcl:es onhng on the basis
the second message alone. However, when participants V\(lth hard to access
prior attitudes received the comparison induf:ement, thf:n‘ subsequent atﬁ-
tudes were relatively similar to their initial gttltudes,. wh}ch suggests that t :
comparison inducement may have led to attitude activation but the segugrt{cr
of information processing stopped short of the comparison stage needed 10

attitude change.
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If a given comparison inducement is sufficient to provoke the activation of
the prior attitude but falls short of inducing actual comparison, an even
stronger comparison inducement might achieve both. Relevant to this pre-
diction are data on attitude change among participants who previously
received information that a product was either positive or negative
(Muthukrishnan, 2003). After reporting their attitude for the first time,
participants received an ad that challenged the consumer information they
received previously. The ad was presented in either a comparative or a
noncomparative format and contained information that concerned either
the same or different dimensions as the first information set. Thus, these four
combinations of format and dimension alignability provide three levels of
comparison induction, namely (1) high (both comparative format and same

E  dimensions), (2) moderate (cither comparative format or same dimensions),
. and (3) low (neither comparative format or same dimensions). One would

expect that if prior attitudes are difficult to access, the moderate comparison

i induction might be sufficient to instill attitude activation but not compari-
| son, leading to maintenance of the recalled attitude. In contrast, the highest
. comparison induction might successfully promote attitude comparison as
. well as activation when initial attitudes are difficult to recall.

To examine Muthukrishnan (2003) data in light of our predictions, one

i must rely on their finding that negative initial attitudes were more difficult to
| access than positive initial attitudes. Given this difference in attitude acces-
. sibility, the moderate level of comparison induction may only increase
b activation and maintenance of initially negative attitudes, but elicit compar-
. ison and change of positive (and spontaneously active) prior attitudes.
However, a stronger inducement may be successful at producing comparison
I and therefore change regardless of the accessibility of prior attitudes. As can

be seen from Fig. 14, these predictions received support. On the one hand,

i when prior attitudes were easier to access, participants were able to recall
E and maintain them more when the comparison induction was low than when
it was moderate or high. Moreover, participants with easier to access prior
i attitudes changed these attitudes more when the comparison inducement
E was either moderate or high, presumably because having an attitude “close
| to the surface’ increased their likelihood of comparing these attitudes with
t tlfe new information when motivated to do so. On the other hand, partici-

pants with difficult to access attitudes changed their attitudes the.most when

i the comparison induction was either low or high. When the induction was
L weak, participants were probably forced to form an attitude online, manag-
| ing to do so on the basis of information that contradicted their prior
: attitudes. When the induction was moderate, participants were more likely
to recall a prior attitude, but the induction was not always strong enough
ft0 promote comparison. As expected, however, the strongest induction
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Fig. 14. Effects of different levels of comparison inductions asa function of tl;e splon;azrelzu;
accesii'bili'ty of the prior attitude. Data calculated from Muthuknshnan. (21003). anels
include participants with positive and negative initial attitudes, respectively.

succeeded at inducing both activation and comﬁéri@n a.nd the.refore elicited
greater attitude change than the moderate comparison induction.

3. Summary

Different studies address the possibili.ty that people maintain thglrtprx;l;r
attitudes when they activate these attitudes (Postulate 1). F§1r mtii?ude;
Fazio, Powell, and Williams (1989) demonstra_.ted that accesm1 e aau udss
are more predictive of future behavior than a.ttltudes. that people retc;n -
Jess ease. Our model complements these prior ﬁndu}gs in suggest Sg et
accessibility can facilitate change when the right conditions z;:e ;nen. ex}:emal
cally, attitudes that people alt)ccgsls spox;tartlleou'selyitc:rra;ss ;1 or:::: t (()) Ca:) L ison
reminder increase the probability of change e L o
inductions, presumably because the accessibility of the prxotrha ude acoe”
erates comparative processes (Postulate 4). In coptrast, e p o o

i s when prior attitudes are not easily accesm.ble acilita
Z?:ir;gzzagzgvi‘iieon and It)herefore maintenance but can be insufficient to
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achieve comparison and therefore change (Postulate 5). In achieving this
understanding, our model provides new insights concerning the use of
comparative persuasion formats, which previously were assumed to always

increase attitude change (Muthukrishnan, Pham, & Mungalé, 1999, 2001;
Pham & Muthukrishnan, 2002).

C. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE INFLUENCE OF GENERAL
ABILITY AND MOTIVATION ON ATTITUDE
CHANGE AND MAINTENANCE

Two conceptualizations of attitudes have addressed the influence of pro-
cessing ability and motivation to think about an issue on attitude change.

i McGuire (1968) and Wyer (1974) proposed that a (counterattitudinal) com-

munication has an impact when recipients of a persuasive message receive

. but do not counterargue the message. Consequently, situational or personal
i variables (e.g., intelligence, concentration) that simultaneously increase
| reception and counterarguing should elicit most message impact when they

are moderate than when they are either high or low.
Another model that has dealt with the impact of processing ability and

L motivation is the elaboration likelihood model. Incorporating Craik
¢ and Lockhart’s (1973) views on memory, Petty and Cacioppo (1986)
§ assumed that attitudes formed on the basis of a thorough analysis of infor-
| mation are easier to recall than attitudes based on the use of simple cues to
| persuasion. Arguably then, attitudes that are more accessible in memory
i should last longer than less accessible attitudes (Fazio, 1989). Furthermore,
t because careful analysis of information is only possible when individuals are
| highly motivated and able to think about the information, Petty and

E Cacioppo predicted that increases in general ability and motivation should
. stimulate attitude maintenance.

One difference between our model and the models of McGuire (1968) and
Petty and Cacioppo (1986) is our consideration of both attitude comparison

| and activation. McGuire’s (1964) model implicitly assumes that prior atti-
E tudes are readily available for counterarguing the communication, a premise
f that is not always true. Similarly, Petty and Cacioppo (1986) presumed that
| casily accessible attitudes produce attitude stability without taking into
b account the influence of attitude accessibility on comparison processes and
 the associated attitude change. However, when both attitude activation
t and comparison are considered, the predictions about the role of general
 ability and motivation differ from the earlier conceptualizations. We de-
 scribe these predictions below, in relation to the processing of information
 that either supports or contradicts prior attitudes.
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1. Evidence About the Effects of General Processing
Ability and Motivation on Change in Response 1o
Attitude-Inconsistent Information

The evidence reviewed in the previous section has important implications
for predictions of attitude survival and change when the attitude-related
information contradicts prior attitudes. One such critical situation occurs
when an external persuasive message attacks a previously held dttitude,
which has been examined under the general level of attitude resistance (see
Zanna, 1993). Our model suggests that in this case, attitude survival should
be most likely when ability and motivation to think about the issue are
sufficiently high to induce attitude activation but insufficiently high to induce
attitude comparison. We propose that people are most likely to maintain
their attitudes when they have moderate ability and motivation to think
about the issues at hand, but they are most likely to change their attitudes
when they have either low or high ability or motivation to think about

a topic.

Effects of general ability and motivation in the presence of attitude-inconsistent
information ( Postulate 6). When attitude-relevant information conflicts
with a prior attitude, high and low levels of ability and motivation to think
about the issue should induce more change than moderate levels of general
ability and motivation.

Important evidence in support of Postulate 6 comes from Gilbert and
Hixon’s (1991) research on stereotypical judgments. According to these
researchers, individuals require ability to bSth activate a stereotype and to
not apply it in a given situation. If this prediction is plausible, distracting
people from activating a stereotype in relation to a person and distracting
people from applying the stereotype for judgment should both decrease
the probability that individuals will generate stereotypic responses. To make
their case, Gilbert and Hixon (1991; Experiment 2) presented participants
with a videotape in which the experimenter flashed cards with words
for participants to complete. The experimenter was Asian- or European-
American, and some of the words could be completed in ways consistent or
inconsistent with the Asian-American stereotype (€.8.,S_Y = SHY or SPY).
Some participants were instructed to recall digits while they saw the video-
tape of the experimenter flashing cards (busy during activation phase),
whereas others were not (not busy during activation phase). In addition,
after viewing the video, participants heard an audio recording ostensibly
containing the experimenter’s description of daily life events she experienced
and were instructed to form an impression of the experimenter. Half of the
participants used a hand clicker to count the number of times the letter T

2
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Always busy Busy at activation  Busy at application Never busy

Fig. 15. Influence of earl iti
. y and late cognit i i
and Linon (1991: Bxperimens 2. gnitive busyness on stereotyping. Data from Gilbert

zifﬁfrzd olril th<? screen during the presentation of the audio recording (busy
qur vgisulgﬁ) t;:lasllt(lo;1 gh;:;);lth;: otliler half of the participants did not perform
i aoplioation phasel)). y looked at a black computer screen (not busy
};l"hg results from Gilbert and Hixon’s (1991) Experiment 2 appear in Fig. 15
:\iro 1110 ( Bresents degree of s.tereotypic judgments for each experimental co;ldi:
to .exp :ﬁlr:i:ncii :tﬁra‘?tsisiggt;/;sc czlc.ulated py sullatracting perceptions that
: : ic Asian traits when the experimenter
gzica31§n from perceptions that the experimenter had stg'eotypic As‘;I:rsl
ul‘si when the experlmepter was Asian.) As shown, only participants who
fi?n (;\oncen'frate at the time of activating the stereotype but were busy at the
g er gssif)plygnlgl the stefeotype used the Asian stereotype as a basis for their
' dp n of the experimenter. In contrast, participants who were distract-
ed at the time of stereotype activation did not stereotype the experiment
pfesumab.ly l?ecause the distraction manipulation prevented therr)n fro(:lxl1 ﬁi
x‘Flally gctlvatlng the stereotype. Participants who were not distracted at an
tlm.e did not stereotype the experimenter either, presumably because th ;
?:lttll:fgltlet:gi tgf' stereoty;z:—: gut were careful to use individualized informatioily
this researc id not measure judgment change, it impli :
;}:{ ;?;g;}:le _]udglglment occasions, People should be mostglikely topref; gria;.
pas s ype when the':y are sufﬁgently able to activate the stereotype but
able to compare it with other information, such as target-individuati
material or goals to make egalitarian social judgments. e
r;c?s:flrch on persuasion also provides support for the nonmonotonic
prediction of change in response to attitude-inconsistent information.
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Albarracin (2002) provided participants with either a persuasive message or
behavior feedback. Some participants received a strong persuasive message
that advocated the institution of comprehensive exams at the university.
A different group of participants received feedback that outside of aware-
ness, they had supported the institution of comprehensive exams at the
university. All participants reported their attitudes immediately after receiv-
ing the information (immediate follow-up) and then a week later (delayed
follow-up), thus allowing for an estimation of change over time. They also
reported the degree to which the comprehensive exams were relevant to
them personally, a measure used as an indicant of motivation to think about
comprehensive exams. In addition, some participants were asked questions
that contradicted the messages, allowing for analysis of change when
attitude-inconsistent information is available.

It is first important to examine whether the relevance of the information
influenced the initial scrutiny of the information as reflected in attitudes
measured immediately after receiving the information. Findings indicated
that immediately after receiving the message, participants were more
favorable toward the policy when they received information in support of
the policy than when they received information attacking the policy
(Mg = 2.06). Moreover, consistent with Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986)
predictions, the difference in the impact of the information direction was signifi-
cantly greater when the topic was more rather than less relevant to participants
(Mgg = —0.73,291, and 3.99 for low, moderate, and high relevance, respec-
tively). That is, participants were more likely to form initial attitudes on the
basis of the information they received when the issite was more relevant (higher
motivation) rather than less relevant (lower motivation). In other words, the
relation between relevance and attitude formation was linear.

In contrast to models that are interested in the role of ability and motiva-
tion at the time people first receive a persuasive communication, our model
has implications for the role of these factors at later points of time.” Specifi-
cally, Postulate 6 suggests that after individuals form and store an initial
attitude, they are more likely to maintain this attitude when they are moder-
ately able or motivated to think about the issue than when their ability and
motivation are very high or very low. This hypothesis implies that change
(not first-time formation) in participants’ attitudes from the immediate t0

7Clearly, the level of ability and motivation at the time of first forming an attitude toward
an object may not be the same as the level of ability and motivation at the time of reevaluating
the object. Thus, temporary distractions at the time of forming an attitude may not be present
Jater, when one reconsiders the object. However, the chronic personal relevance of an issue or
the need for cognition of an individual (see Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) may be relatively stable
over time, and so research on the influence of these factors on initial attitude formation‘can
illuminate processes that occur at the time of reevaluating the object.
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TABLE III
ATTITUDE CHANGE IN RESPONSE TO ATTITUDE CONSISTENT AND INCONSISTENT
ATTITUDE AS A FUNCTION OF MOTIVATION AND ABILITY
Motivation or ability level
M
easure Low Moderate High
Attitude inconsistent —~0.92%* 0.43° 2.03%*
Attitude consistent -0.75 —-0.21% 1'15b *

™ The.evidence on aFtitude:-consistent information comes from a study by Albarracin (2002)
o l(: ev1d'ence on attltl.lde-.mconsistent information comes from a study by Wallace an(i
arracin (2003). Motivation and ability were trichotomized to achieve approximately equal

number of participants in each level. Differen i
um . . t alphabet letter superscripts indicat isti
significant differences across change scores within each study. ’ ° stistially

*Change significantly different from a zero standard.

. the delayed follow—up should be greater when the issue is low or high in
relevance (high vs. low motivation) than when the issue is moderatel
. relevant (moderate motivation). The first row of Table III presents chan Z
E scores frorp participants’ attitudes at the immediate and delayed follow—ugs
L as a function of reported motivation to think about the issue. As shown. pa
nonmonotonic relation existed between motivation to think about the to : ic
- and the change in participants’ attitudes toward that topic. That is partiI::i-
| pants were more likely to maintain their initial postmessage attitucies when
 they were moderately motivated to think about comprehensive exams than
} when their motivation was either high or low (Postulate 6).

2. Effects of Processing Ability and Motivation on Change in
Response to Attitude-Consistent Information

X Cf)ns1de}r what happens when attitude-relevant information corroborates
| a prior attitude. When this occurs, lower levels of ability and motivation to
: Fhlrl-k e'lbout an issue should induce an online construction of an attitude that
18 51‘mll§r to the prior attitude. Moderate levels of processing ability and
| motivation should also facilitate attitude maintenance because these myoder-
ate 1eve1§ are likely to induce the activation and use of the prior attitude
w1'q%out inducing comparative validation. The effects of low and moderate
f ability and motivation to think about an issue, however, should differ from
] the effects 'a'ssociated with high levels of these variables’. Presumably, high
general ability and motivation should increase comparison-based at’titude
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polarization when the attitude-relevant information corroborates the prior
attitude.

Effects of ability and motivation in the presence of attitude-consistent
information (Postulate 7). When attitude-relevant information corrobo-
rates a prior attitude, high ability and motivation to think about the issue
should induce more change than both moderate and low levels of general

ability and motivation.

We examined the viability of the predicted step-shaped effect of motiva-
tion to think about an issue when new consistent information is contained in
a persuasive communication. For this purpose, we reanalyzed Wallace and
Albarracin’s (2003) control conditions of Experiment 1 using the level of the
topic personal relevance and the reported processing effort as a predictor.
The analysis involved averaging participants’ reports that the message was
personally relevant and that they thought about it (processing ability and
motivation), and calculating difference scores to represent change from the
pretest to the posttest. As shown in the second row of Table III, attitudes
were more stable when participants had low and moderate processing ability
and motivation, but changed in line with the second message (polarization
of initially positive attitudes) in conditions of high processing ability and

motivation.8

3. Summary

Postulate 6 states that when other things are eqial, attitude change should
be greatest when people have information that questions their prior attitudes
and possess either low or high ability and motivation to think about an issue.
Correspondingly, attitude change in these situations should be smallest when
individuals have moderate ability and motivation to think about the issue.
Research by Gilbert and Hixon (1991; but see Devine, 1989) is consistent
with this possibility. Their work specifically suggests that people are most
likely to perpetuate stereotypes when distraction prevents them from ignor-
ing (not applying) the stereotype but does not prevent them from initially
activating the stereotype. In contrast, people use information other than
stereotypes from memory when distraction disrupts both stereotype activa-
tion and application and when distraction disrupts neither process. Similar

conclusions can be drawn from data reported by Albarracin (2002), which
showed that reported processing motivation has a nonmonotonic influence

$These analyses could not be conducted in Experiment 2 of the series because the pretests and
posttests were on different scales, nor could they then be conducted in Experiment 3 due to the
low number of subjects in the condition without attitude reminder and comparison instructions.
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on ‘attltude change over time when attitude-inconsistent information i
avgllab}e. In this research, recipients of information were more likeln tls
maintain the attitudes they formed initially when the issue was moder:ftelo
rglevant to them.than when it was either highly relevant or highly irrc::levanty
Prgsumably, recx‘pients of moderately relevant information activated thei£
gttltudes_ but did not compare them with other, attitude-inconsistent
1nfc_>rmat10n. In 'contrast, recipients of irrelevant material formed attitude
onl‘lne (they neither activated nor compared their initial attitudes wit]i
:Zttlizciz dretz}lltgd infgrmation), and recipients of highly relevant information
eir
B vcssos, attitudes but changed them as a result of comparison
Finally, the predictions from our model are supported by data fro
Wallape and Albarracin’s (2003) research. The control data from the ﬁrIsri
experlmfent .of that series showed that when people possess attitude-
cpnﬁrmmg 1.nformation, low and moderate processing ability and motiva-
tion resu}t in attitude maintenance. That is, people can reconstruct the
prior attitude on the basis of the new consistent information or simpl
retrieve and use their past judgment. Change, however, appears to ocgu};'
vs{hen _people have high ability and motivation to considel’r the issue. In these
situations, cpmparing a prior positive attitude with equally Valid.but new
positive attitude increases corroboration and polarization beyond th
extremity of the prior attitude. wyone e

IV. Conclusion

The proposed model is the first to generate predictions concerning how

L the ‘actlvation of prior attitudes, the activation of attitude-related infor-
mgtlon, and t.he comparison of the attitude with the other information
,‘ Jomtl‘yl determine the change and maintenance of prior attitudes, and how
’ cond1t1qn§ that influence these processes jointly determine attitud’e survival

‘ Ifl providing this understanding, the model has benefited from a lar é
dgmount of past and contemporary work on attitude change. For instan(‘i

E tHe favorable effects of attitude accessibility on attitude maintenance Wen;

ptoposed and verified by Fazio (1989). Moreover, Schwarz and Bohner

‘ (2001), Wilson gnd Hodges (1992), and Wyer and Srull (1989) called atten-
j tion to how online constructions can lead to attitude stability, a phenome-
j n}i)n that our model also considers. Despite the important contributions of
- these researchers, none of them specified how activating a prior attitude can

lead to change or how motivation to compare a prior attitude with other

¢ information can lead to attitude stability. Nor can prior models predict the
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different forms of attitude change we propose, or the hypothesized shape of
the function when one attempts to predict attitude change from indicants
of ability and motivation to think about an issue.

Because the activation of alternative information can result from retrieval
of material from memory and reception of external information, our model’s
predictions apply equally to persistence of judgments in light of internal
information and survival of these judgments in light of external pressures
(i.e., persistence and resistance, see Petty & Krosnick, 1995). This aspect of
our model is important because as Zanna (1993) nicely characterized it, most
research on persuasion represents attempts to convince message recipients of
rather trivial issues as opposed to producing change, with respect to hard to
change attitudes, about real issues. As our model suggests, a prior attitude
about an issue can dramatically alter the impact of a persuasive message
depending on whether or not recipients can recall that attitude and whether

that activation promotes attitude change or resistance to persuasion.

A. INTEGRATION OF MEMORY-BASED AND
CONSTRUAL PROCESSES

According to Schwarz and Bohner (2001), individuals generally form
attitudes online solely on the basis of information that is available at the
time, without retrieving an attitude from permanent memory. For example,
individuals may use the affective reactions they momentarily experience to
determine their responses to objects they encounter without bothering to
recall a prior attitude about these objects (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), or they
may consider the anchors of a scale in a survey to establish the prior
frequency of a given behavior they have performed instead of recalling their
past behavior (Schwarz, 1994). Like Schwarz and Bohner’s formulation, our
model implies that online information is critical and often leads to attitude
survival over time.

Unlike Schwarz and Bohner’s (2001) views, however, our conceptualiza-
tion allows for predictions of the conditions in which people form attitudes
on the basis of both online and memory-based information. For instance,
our conceptualization predicts that people will construct and reconstruct
their attitudes online when their ability or motivation to think about the
information is either very low or very high. In contrast, people may retrieve
and use a prior attitude when they have moderate ability and motivation to
recall their prior attitude but not enough to compare that attitude with
attitude-related information. Explicating the conditions for online attitude
formation and for retrieval of a prior attitude appears fundamental for

understanding attitude change.
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Fl.lrt.hem.lore, our model makes predictions that may permit researchers
to.dlstmgulsh memory-based and online attitudes in some conditions. All
things eql}al, when people form a new attitude based on online informaiion
they‘are hk.ely to have a current attitude that is as confident and extreme a;
a prior attltude. they simply retrieve (Postulate 2). However, when people
form a new attitude based on online information and on a’prior attitlfde
(comparison process), they may develop an attitude that is less or more
con'ﬁdent' and extreme than if they had only retrieved their prior attitude
or if their attitude was formed entirely online (i.e., Principles 1 and 2;
see Table II). For example, individuals may conclude that their prior belie%
in the bepeﬁts of tax paying is even stronger when they learn new, subjec-
tively valid {nformation indicating that taxes fund desirable social p,rogrims
(co;rob.oratlo'n principle). They may also find taxes more desirable if the
maintain their point of view despite new evidence of government misSZ
management of tax dollars (defensive-confidence principle). In contrast to
thgse outcomes, people who manifest identical attitudes at different time
p_omts. may be construing attitudes online on the basis of chronically acces-
51b1.e 1nforrgation, as Schwarz and Bohner (2001) proposed. These com-
peting predictions about the extremity and confidence of i)artly online/
p:\tr.tlyd memory-based attitudes versus purely memory-based or online
?h elt;:l tisr er.nay help to resolve the memory-based versus construal debate in

Fm'ally,' whether or not using a prior attitudinal response implies con-
struction is probably a matter of semantics (Wyer & Albarracin, in press)
Aull goal-directed judgments imply the selection of an information,al basis as.
well as a response generation: In this sense, all judgments are “reconstruc-

5 2
tions.” However, the key problem appears to be whether individuals ever use

prior relevant judgments from memory, or whether they ignore those judg-

. ments and instead construct new ones on the basis of more specific informa-

tion about the object that is available at the time. Our research in no way

i unphes. that people do not use their prior attitude to construct the new
- attitudinal Tesponse. Nevertheless, it identifies the conditions in which the
} use of a prior attitude versus other information is more likely.

=: B. DIFFERENCES FROM POSSIBLE PREDICTIONS ABOUT

FORMS OF CHANGE IN OTHER MODELS O
ATTITUDE CHANGE r

, . . .
To summarize, two principles may underlie comparative processes, pro-

A dAucn;g outcomes tha@ no other prior model can simultaneously predict.
, relative consideration of these predictions is possible from Table II
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organized according to hypotheses derived from the 'acti\./ation/c.ompirlson
model, the additive and averaging models of information-integration theory,
and social judgment theory. . ' _ _

AccordirJlg to Anderson’s information-integration theory., if a person re
ceives  items of information, the response (R) to the set of items (s,i...n)is
given by:

R = WoSo + W1s1 + Was2 + .-« + WpSy 1y

where w; are the weights and s; are the scale vglues of each item.d Beciusi
Anderson (1959, 1974) has argued that averaging rathf:r th;rll ad mif telje
ay i i bine information, the sum
represents the way in which people combII . :
wé)ights is typically set to 1. However, Fl‘shbem and ‘Ajzen (197fS) htave
argued that an additive model is more plausible. The main source of con ro;
versy between the additive and averaging models is their ability to atczcogn
for the set size effect. Whereas additive models naturally account cc)ir 1{:—
creases in extremity as new elements of the same value are incorporated, tf e
averaging model needs to assume an initial moderate attitude to account tor
the set-size effect (Anderson, 1981). . -
Regardless of whether Anderson’s (1974) model involves afldlt}vihort
averaging combination rules, his model differs from our forrpula‘uon in a)
Anderson’s functional measurement assumes (Eonstant wexgl}ts (.c, ztt ;zle
regardless of the values being combined. This hnea%‘ assumé)tlo;l dlst ;gf the
i i t the implications and vaiadi
case in our model, which suggests tha : ~and e
indivi i i i tually drive the validation of eac
individual pieces of information mu he ch ele-
i ive-confidence principles). Both versions
ment (corroboration and defensive-con ring e
i ion-i i ke predictions that present di
information-integration theory thus ma ctions o
i table, the additive model can predic
ences from our model. As shown in the Ak ( ‘
polarization through corroboration, COmMpromise between the prﬁ)r a;t&?i:
and the attitude-related information, and surv1va1: I};Itovst/;vc:r, :) :idapr el dlict
i date in weights that w
model does not predict the necessary upcat . . ot
izati i ttitude-related information via
olarization beyond the extremity of the a . :
gefensive-conﬁdence principle. Similarly, the gveragmg_model effectl(:/sz;
accommodates attitude compromise and surYlval, l?ut it cannpt a(;f‘mde
for any case of polarization beyond the extremity of either the prior att1
or the attitude-related information. . .
Social judgment theory undoubtedly comes to mind when onedthl?tl'(tsu (cl)i
comparative processes, because it was proposed to Slilnd;rs;iré I"cIlo \l,land
tion. However, Sherl
change as opposed to mere formatiol f | Ho
(1965) only took into account perceptions of the eyalu'fltxve @rec(l:tlonn;)i
information, under the premise that people mapdth'eni: prlol; . attltl(ls It::ric; o
i i itude-related information
the perceived extremity of the attitu : :
Hovlind, 1961; but see Eiser, 1973; Eiser & Mower White, 1974; for an
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excellent review, see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). When the position of the
communication is close to the recipients’ attitude, people “assimilate” their
own attitude to the advocacy and thus become closer to the position
advocated in the communication. In contrast, when the communication is
subjectively distant from their attitudes, a “contrast” effect or perception
exists that one’s attitude is more discrepant from the communication than
it actually is.

Because social judgment theory does not specify the role of the perceived
validity of either one’s prior attitude or of attitude-relevant information, the
predictions for evaluatively consistent and inconsistent cases should be the
same regardless of whether both elements are valid. Generally, more assimi-
lation, leading to greater survival, should be observed when the information is
evaluatively consistent with and similarly extreme to the prior attitude. Simi-
larly, attenuation or polarization could be observed when the attitude-related
information and the prior attitude are perceived as consistent yet the attitude-
related information is perceived as less or more extreme than the prior
attitude. In contrast, when the attitude-related information is evaluatively
inconsistent with the prior attitude, boomerang or compromise types .of
effects emerge depending on the perceived distance between the two positions.
In the context of our model, these perceptual effects undoubtedly could
occur over and above the comparative validation outcomes we propose.
However, it is also clear that the predictions of the activation/comparison

model are unique with respect to the comparative outcomes it postulates.’

C. RECIPROCAL INFLUENCES OF ATTITUDE
ACTIVATION AND COMPARISON

Our model incorporates Fazio’s (1989) hypothesis that highly accessible
attitudes are activated by the mere presence of the attitude object.'® The
more times people evaluate an object, the faster they can make decisions

“Models based on Bayes’ theorem are also relevant to the analysis of the way in which people
validate information. According to these models and our model, judgments are updated in a
relatively fluid fashion as people encounter new information that is relevant to those judgments.
However, applications of prior probabilistic models are silent to the processes that might elicit
attitude change under different conditions, or the mechanisms that elicit attitude activation and
comparison.

10Bargh, Chaiken, Govender, and Pratto (1993; see also Bargh, Chaiken, Raymond, &
Hymes, 1996; Chen & Bargh, 1999) stated that any attitude, regardless of its strength and
accessibility, is automatically activated in the presence of the attitude object. However, it is

presently unclear whether the data that led to this conclusion reflected attitude activation or the
mere activation of a good-bad concept (see Wyer, 2003).
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about the favorableness of the object, and the more automatic the decision
becomes. Therefore, highly accessible prior attitudes should guide final
attitudes by reducing the need to consider alternative information (see Fazio,
Ledbetter, & Towles-Schwen, 2000). However, our model further specifies
the applicability of this hypothesis by pointing to situations in which highly

accessible attitudes facilitate change.

The facilitating effects of attitude accessibility on attitude change emerge -

from considering that in order to compare a prior attitude with attitude-
related information, an individual should first retrieve that prior attitude
from memory. As a result, when activating the prior attitude is easy (prior
attitudes are highly accessible), people should reach the comparative valida-
tion stage more rapidly than they do when they struggle to recall their prior
attitudes (see Figs. 12 and 13). Consistent with this prediction, participants
who could spontaneously activate their prior attitudes changed their prior
attitudes when they received comparison instructions regardless of whether
they also received an attitude reminder. However, when prior attitude
accessibility was low and participants received comparison instructions,
the attitude reminder increased attitude change, whereas its absence resulted
in attitude maintenance.

Important evidence about the role of attitude comparison in attitude
change comes from findings that the reception of comparable information
across different time points elicits attitude change (Muthukrishnan, Pham, &
Mungalé, 1999, 2001; Pham & Muthukrishnan, 2002). What makes our
proposal unique, however, is that in addition to predicting effects of com-

parison on attitude change, it highlights the need for consider both activation

and comparison to understand attitude change. T& this extent, it is incorrect
to assume that only comparison triggers change, when, in fact, no compari-
son without activation can also trigger change. Wallace and Albarracin
(2003; Experiment 3) documented that when people do not activate their
prior attitudes, they are likely to use whatever information is available at the
time. Consequently, they change as much if not more than individuals who
both activate and compare their prior attitudes if the available information
is not consistent with their prior attitude.

Our model also specifies situations in which comparative motivation can
facilitate the activation and maintenance of prior attitudes without trigger-
ing comparison. When prior attitudes are not easy to recall, having the goal
of comparing the prior attitude with the new information will first elicit the
recall of the prior attitude. In the process, however, people may decide to
simply use that prior attitude and give up on their attempts to compare
it with other information. As shown in Fig. 13, when prior attitudes are
low in accessibility, either the comparison instructions or the attitude

reminder produces attitude survival. Apparently, very strong comparison
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. . . .

D. THE INFLUENCES OF PROCE
SSIN
AND MOTIVATION © ABILITY

Vari .
ualsa;%lzz ::(i)gfésncl)lf f.ersu.asmn have noted that the extent to which individ
. ation in an elaborative fashion has im implica-
' portant implica-
gc;réiso ;gxc*) 2111;8 é))utcodmé:l ol£ persuasion. Several decades ago Pettyp ::d
. an aiken (1980) proposed that :
cient ability or motivation to elaborati i PCOPlemehO e
oratively think about a icati
much more discriminatin i o6 persuaded only
g of argument quality and b
when they receive stron e Tack ability o
n th g arguments. In contrast, people who 1 ili
motivation often use peripheral cu i for thel attitu oo
‘ es as a basis for their attitud
influenced by heuristics if thes isti ‘e time (Chaiken,
¢ heuristics are accessibl i i
1980) Thes: findin ssible at the time (Chaiken
. Th gs have relevance for our model, b i ’
definition of elaborative i e oo ol o oot
fir processes and with respect to the rol i
bor: ( e of
ability and motivation to think about an issue in attitude changeprocessmg

18
f

rec]zrelipége t'tiie vil.uable ;:ontributions of prior models of persuasion, more
nsiderations of processing in persuasion h ighli ’
more detailed understandin ooty
g of what takes place i
(Albarracin, 2002). For insta. i i 1) domonstted
. nce, Albarracin and W'
(4 , yer (2001).demonstrat
m:sts ;Vhexihpeople can conce;ntrate at the time they receive a persuasii(ei:
mess: (;g:s, onei/hﬁrstbfolp? b\%l}(:fs about the arguments and later base their
ose beliefs. When people are distracted, h
attitudes on the basis of irrel i B o ernce o
. evant affective reacti h i
the time and later rationali i i beliafs that arc
alize those attitudes by re i i
: : : ting beliefs that
consistent with those attitudes. Further, A Tacin and 2003)
. Ibarracin and K
demonstrated that a dorat) o e otutacton
global consideration of elaboration is i i
¢ : aboration is insuffic
ﬂcialinlclzsoi:rlegr :I&e iﬁ'ect.s ?f affect as information in persuasion. They propol::(:
ect as information entails identifyi :
e whather th : ifying the source of affect and
at affect is relevant to the j
oot when : . o the judgment to be made.
s , people experience irrelevant affect i
. t the time th
receive a message, moderate increases i ili ot ’ hink
: , es in ability and motivati i
about their affect increase th o eatae.they
the e use of affect as inf i
a . . : ormation because th
ow individuals to pay attention to their affective reactions (identiﬁcatigl};
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stage) but prevent them from realizing that the affect is irrelevant (dis-
counting stage). However, increases in ability and motivation beyond
that point reduce the influence of affect altogether because they disrupt
affect identification as well as discounting. These findings suggest that
elaboration is a useful broad label for a variety of cognitive activities, but
that understanding these activities is indispensable to accurately predict
persuasion outcomes. .
The present model has similar implications for the study of the effects of
elaboration on attitude change and maintenance. Activation and compari-
son are both forms of elaboration, just as is the case with affect identification
and discounting. However, these distinct forms of elaboration predict very
different outcomes. As shown in Fig. 13, activation with comparison, as well
as lack of activation and comparison, can induce more attitude change than
activation alone, an effect that mere depth of processing cannot explain.
Moreover, elaboration should induce greater attitude change to the extent
that it induces comparison, but should induce greater stability when the
elaboration consists of activating a prior attitude. Consequently, the consid-
eration of the specific processes involved in elaborative processing, as well as
ability and motivation to perform each specific process, should provide
greater predictive power than merely accounting for elaboration.

Consider also the possibility that attitude activation and comparison can
be orthogonal to general ability and motivation, which are often used as
indexes of elaboration. One may be able to induce activation and compari-
son even under conditions of relatively low ability and motivation. In such
situations, comparative processing might be relgtively peripheral and have
an effect only when easier to process information is alignable. For instance,
one may introduce a highly credible source the first time and a noncredible
communicator the second time. Just as was the case with the presentation of
persuasive arguments, comparison instructions along with either high prior
attitude accessibility or an attitude reminder should induce change after the
second message: The ‘only difference would be that change in this case might
be initiated by the comparative application of a heuristic such as “‘experts

know better”” (Chaiken, 1980).

2. Hypothetical Roles of Ability and Motivation to Think About an Issue

The activation/comparison model also specifies the levels of general pro-
cessing ability and motivation under which people are most likely to trans-
form or maintain their prior attitudes. When disconfirming information
is activated, people with moderate ability and motivation to think about
the issue should be more likely to maintain their prior attitudes than people
with either high or low ability and motivation. When attitude-confirming
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gllfi'gf(maglon is act.ivated, however, people with low and moderate ability to
about th; issue should both maintain prior attitudes beeaus }1,1
recor;strqct tl}elr att1tu4es online or use the prior judgmént In co:itt oy
Eft?gl s e\;llttl(l) h;gh pr(t)cessmg ability and motivation should change their;:if;;
greater extent. In brief, our model predi i :
function for attitude-inconsi inf on a0 8 sty fam U
. - stent inf i
attitude-consistent material. ormation and a step function for
Ta’giesicilprf_dwtlons', which are supported by the findings presented in’
elaboratié s ;gkhtlli'1 dlftl'er from those made by Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986)
: n likelihood model. According to their model i
munication can stimulate recipients to issuc-relovant. thouht
: . enerate 1ssue-relevant th
and to change attitudes in line wi . oy
th these thoughts (cent i
Howerer, wiog oo thoug central processing).
\ ple do not have the ability and ivati i
about the issues discussed in th ) S aso suee ook
¢ message, they may still
number of arguments, their i e
: ) past behavior, or the affect th i
the time) that can hel fecisi thout having to think
p them to make a decision without havi i
about the issues at hand with an i rocsting, oos Dot s
. y depth (peripheral processing:
Cacioppo, 1986). Pett i hesiond toat comtet
, . y and Cacioppo further hypothesized
processed attitudes are likely to be mor i " sesistan oy
: ¢ lasting and resistant to chan
ger:rolgllllerga;ll}é fo.rlr(neéiogges (see also Craik & Lockhart, 1972: for revie%ssthszg
raik, ; Petty, Haugtvedt, & Smith, 1995’ insta
people who are high in need for cogniti ’ ’ o danee,
‘ ‘ gauition or care about the issues di
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(b meople waon ol . their messagc?-ba.sed attitudes more
han e ow chronic ability and motivation to think about
resgg(r:ltsiitzr:tt. twhth the: predictions of the elaboration likelihood model ;vith
titude maintenance, Petty, Haugtvedt, H k i
(1995) found that the initial impac rength of e ser
) : mpact of the strength of th
contained in a persuasive communicatio i artipants
: _ n persisted more when participant
(r:zcl:;allrz;ﬁ a h_1ghly relevant message than when they received arP; irrelgv;lni
com Ourlcatl(iqn._ These ﬁndxpgs may, at first sight, appear inconsistent
i ¢ un11>erses ictions anfd 1flindmgs. However, nonlinear effects can go unde
‘ one carefully examines the pattern of ob i ‘
specific predictions of nonlinear effe it ls possible that s
ic p cts. Therefore, it is ibl
combination of low and modera : vmos (tathe
te levels of personal rel
than low levels) could have dri ol persistonce. ot
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by Petty ot o1, C1o9ar b b persistence observed
. t i
b ) at study. Future research should elucidate these
dngﬁ;tgrreg,mo?s e(lilsg differ from a model proposed by McGuire (1960)
rmalized by Wyer (1974). According to McGui '
probability that a communication will i s revipionts is, e
. ; i influence its recipients is a multiplica-
tive function of (1) the likelihood of receiving and comprehendirirg)h:l?e
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message and (2) the cognitive elaboration that fo'llow.s reoept'xonlalr)ld c?ir(r)xr-l
rehension. If the communication is counterattm.ldmal, this ela ordzt3 jon

Is)hould pre;iominantly involve counterarguing, which allows the mo

be stated as:

P(I) = P(R)[1 — P(CA)] (2)

where P(I) is the probability that the communication has an influence, P(R) -

i i and
is the probability of the message being recengdt'anil c:;ﬁgzlrl:?gc:;i,g nd
i ili ipients effectively
is the probability of the recipients ¢
f:)cEmCAm)unicatiorf (Wyer, 1974). Because reception and 9our§cerarlgurrlr(11e§: ;ifrfét
isti i f the message, situational a -
onistic effects on the influence of U ‘ divid-
iiﬁigifferences that promote both reception and counterarguing (et. ﬁa, rir::’c;}eln
gence) should foster greater persuasion when they are moderate
are either high or low. . .
theg,like our model, the model shared by Mc?Gulre (1968) and Wyf?r gﬁ?;tz
implies that processing ability and motivation have nopmon((l)tlc)nlc flocts
onpattitude stability. The difference is that whe;e%s tlt%elrt n’;c;l eediss\::i%pancy
dicts an inverted-U eliecl. :
U-shaped effect, our model pre : : e e
differences in focus. Wher :
en the two models stems from . ' i
1l;;t(‘lws&’yer’s predictions imply that prior attltudes'and knovs.lledfe areess\;gﬁ-
able for counterargument, our model focuses on differences in the accl:cw o
ity and activation of these prior attitudes. ghus, I\./Ic?uirgi ga}?ly ) Cc); -
. . . aC i
icti be viable when prior attitudes are 11 3
e nd i i i bility and motivation can only alter
le, and differences in processing ability : ly ater
Zt:ention to the communication and count.erargul‘l‘}g. However, an ;?t\i/gdes
U should better represent the pattern of attltuc_ic? change wh'en pmort s
vary in accessibility, allowing variations in ability and motivation

attitude activation.

E. IMPLICATIONS FOR RELATED TOPICS IN
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

1. Generalizability to Nonevaluative Judgments

Because the problem of judgment chag%;: I}llas bgen_ ;;;istrgrgzragc})r:l::lsig
i f attitudes, our chapter applied the princip ur 1
ltlllls I:lii:;l(;f evaluative judgments. However,_the proposed pr1nc1p1:t:3 l?éic;
readily apply to probabilistic judgments. For ms.tanie,bpezglz ?txla;)}r’ oo

i i lazy simply bec :
that members of certain social groups are 1 : e
tail movements from
up. As a result, stereotype ch?mges en .

?I)l;? f?Itlegf::itepgory implies the trait to beliefs that the category does not imply
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the trait. Other than the differences in the type of category used in evaluative
and probabilistic judgments, the structure of these two types of judgments
is isomorphic (see Wyer, 1974; Wyer & Albarracin, in press). Therefore,
activating prior probabilistic judgments and comparing them with belief-
relevant information should have the same consequences we outlined in
relation to attitude change (see Table I). Future research on beliefs may

uncover evidence about the applicability of the model postulates to such
probabilistic social judgments.

2. Implications for the Role of Attitude Confidence

In discussing our model, we considered changes in attitude extremity and
confidence that evolve over time. We argued that attitude change can be
reflected in changes in the extremity of a prior attitude, its certainty, or both.
Attitudes that become more or less polarized should change in both extrem-
ity and confidence, whereas attitudes that change in line with attitude-
inconsistent information should not necessarily change in confidence. In
describing prior research in support of our model, we discussed Wallace
and Albarracin’s (2003) finding that attitudes that become more extreme
following corroboration by consistent information are also reported as
more certain attitudes. However, people who compare a prior attitude with
new, inconsistent information often reach a compromise between the two
positions without altering their initial attitude confidence.

The possibility that attitude confidence and extremity are inextricably
linked was first raised by Wyer (1973). He assumed that evaluative category
ratings are subjective expected values of the distribution of beliefs that an
object belongs to various evaluative categories (e.g., good, very good, bad).
Furthermore, attitude certainty is a reflection of the dispersion of this
distribution, with greater variance resulting in less confidence. One aspect
on which Wyer (1973) did not elaborate is what happens to attitude confi-
dence when new information elements are acquired. If the variance of a
distribution is the sum of the squared deviations of each observation from
the mean divided by the number () of observations, then confidence should

be an inverse function of the deviations from the mean and a direct function
of N. Because adding new consistent elements guarantees an increase in
N without increases in the deviation from the mean, the acquisition of new
information should lead to concomitant increases in attitude confidence.
However, the relation between the incorporating inconsistent elements can-
not be specified unless one knows the exact number of elements being
included and the exact deviation of these elements with respect to the mean
of the distribution. If the N and the sum of squared deviations increase

i e
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similarly as new elements are added, the inclusion of new inconsistent
elements should not produce changes in confidence. These exact predictions
were supported by Wallace and Albarracin (2003).

Even when Wyer’s (1973) model can effectively account for the relation
between attitude extremity and confidence, people may sometimes be more
willing to express changes in confidence rather than changes in extremity.

Motives to achieve consistency and to avoid the appearance that one lacks

gerious opinions often promote attempts to side with the judgment one
reported previously (Festinger, 1957). However, manifesting changes in
certainty may strike a balance between a motive to be truthful and a motive
to preserve a self-image, suggesting that confidence changes may be easier to
detect than extremity changes (for an example of change in confidence
without change in extremity, see Tormala & Petty, 2002). These motives
may be further complicated by ceiling effects that are often present in
attitude research (see Cook & Campbell, 1979).

Further attempts to elucidate whether attitude change is reflected in
extremity and confidence should be priented by the theoretical significance
of these distinctions instead of the presence or absence of effects on either
or both confidence and extremity. For instance, Fazio and Zanna (1978a,b)
reported that confident attitudes last longer, evidence that is sometimes
taken as incontrovertible proof that attitude confidence is key for under-
standing attitude change. However, reasoning suggests that greater confi-
dence should elicit stability not because of confidence itself, but because
of differences in the knowledge associated with the attitude. People are
generally more confident when the available infofination about the object
adequately aligns with prior attitudes. Because the consistency of the
attitude-related information and the prior attitude is undoubtedly responsi-
ble for attitude stability (see Figure 5), attitude confidence is a convenient
proxy for understanding the true processes underlying stability.

Similarly, attitude confidence is presumed to play an important role in
resistance to persuasion. However, the actual evidence in support of this
supposition is rather tenuous. For instance, McGuire (1964) showed that
merely increasing confidence in one’s attitude by providing attitude-support-
ing evidence is less effective than immunizing individuals to potential threats
to their attitudes. But even confidence that one can effectively counterargue
challenges to one’s attitudes can have ironic effects, leading people to con-
front material that ultimately defeats one’s attitudes (Albarracin & Mitchell,
in press). To this extent, focusing on individual differences, including atti-
tude confidence, is unlikely to promote a clear understanding of attitude
change without an effective explication of the cognitive and motivational
processes at stake.
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F. APPLIED AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

onlﬁl lc;:;lll:axtlcl)lgtrations }i)f t:he activation/comparison model, we relied largely
research that allows for precise controls of ,
occur. However, the implication E e olicaticns o the ol
, s of our model for applications i

. ns in the

glcz)rslél ?pr{:;ilrll}t] a(lippatxrel?t. For example, HIV prevention programs suc}rle:;
ed at the time people obtain an HIV i

: A test often in
r;e:ag;% :)I;at directly counter the client’s beliefs (for a review, see Albar‘r/;l:\ils
beca{;se " Bﬁeizrsoi).(atmc}l)leil becawluse many people refuse to use condoms

iated physical discomfort, campai ““erotici
beca : , paigns try to “eroticize”
con O;I(I)% Ot)o ]I‘I}lf‘lke them appeahng to reluctant audiences (see Albarracin
With. ,the calr.npalijglslt’rategy ;:an certainly trigger comparison of the prior belief
s counterargument, resulting in the
persuaders expect. However, when 'h pri i ot biskly acomer
' . s such prior beliefs i i

per . are not highly accessi-
ble g; t?sgiril:;y, tcllle atjtempt to induce the comparison may %)1;11}; triggsér

and maintenance of the earlier belief, i
effectiveness of the campai i o o] suseate e

iv paign. In this context, our model
! : s suggests th.

practitioners must establish whether their campaigns will elicitgzglctivati:ri

of a prior attitude with or wi :
; without com
effectiveness for their programs. parison before they can ensure

G. OTHER REMARKS

1. Consideration of Attitude Dissolution Processes

m;ij;t;:l ;rl:; point, ourldiscussion has implied that attitude change and
processes always result in an outco i
another. However, attitudes i i e e altoasthor. Todmid:
, sometimes simply dissolve alt ivi
uals should use their prior atti i e tion o 1
. itudes and attitude-rel i i
s o Tudemont ' e-related information as a
provided that at least one of th i i
basis for Juc ; : e two elements is valid, b
infg;xnizsmdl.lals c.:onsxder both the prior attitude and the attitude-relat::l;
i ormn a;(:lly sl.nvahd,C they should generate no current judgment (for a
is, see Converse, 1964, 1970). In th iti i
: , \ . In the case of political attitud
f:zac’i)lia;grif;e;rone maty rfemeﬁber that one was a Democrat but be unable etsc;
guments for this affiliation. If one lat i
fecall solid arguments for th I ater receives a Democratic
ther the new informati i
e e coon , neither au ation nor the earlier atti-
gh subjective validity to inf i
B ol 1dity o inform a current attitude.
nder those conditions, people are likely to delay judgment until th:y

- gather further information about the object they need to evaluate (e.g

Chaiken, 1980). This situation should yield an outcome that we term attitude

t dissolution.
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Conflicting information is also likely to lead to attitude dissolution when
people conclude that neither their prior attitude nor the attitude-related
information they activated is valid. In such a circumstance, individuals
may delay judgment indefinitely until they can overcome their indecision N
through the consideration of further information. For instance, politicians [
and citizens often strive to reduce prejudice and stereotypes toward minority ‘
groups. They may attempt to improve the social climate for ethnic minorities - ‘
by increasing social acceptance and positive intergroup attitudes. One may |
wish to change stereotypes that African-Americans are lazy and unintelli- !\!

|
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information valid (¥)

gent or that Asian-Americans are hard-working and intelligent. The ideal
change, however, is different for prejudice and stereotypes. Reducing pre-
judice implies decreasing negative evaluations, whereas reducing stereotyp-
ing implies suspending judgment about the characteristics of stereotyped
group members and concluding that no two members of the group are alike.
In this regard, our model highlights that people are likely to dissolve a prior
stereotype when they compare their prior stereotypes with alternative infor- |
mation and conclude that both are invalid. For example, individuals may '
conclude that they cannot make a general inference about the traits of a \
target group after they analyze conflicting stereotypes about that group that I
are prevalent across different cultures. |
Our model can seamlessly accommodate attitude dissolution processes ]
without altering our predictions about the effects of activation, comparison, \
ability, and motivation (Fig. 16). For the sake of simplicity and because '
attitude dissolution has received virtually no attention in the past, we chose [
not to review dissolution outcomes in detail in this«<hapter. The lack of past i ‘(

‘\

. . .

, including attitude dissolution. Boxes indicate
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compare the
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research on attitude dissolution is not surprising, because researchers
currently lack the methodologies to adequately assess a person’s lack of
attitude. For instance, the use of “don’t know” responses has often been ¥
criticized as generating conditions for survey recipients to “satisfice” rather ;
than provide what researchers consider meaningful responses (Krosnick, '
2002; Schuman & Presser, 1981). In any case, the adequacy of using these )‘
types of options or of asking participants whether they bave an opinion
seems essential to better elucidate attitude-relevant processes. As the stereo- ’
typing example suggests, interventions to get recipients to suspend judgments

about social groups and adequate measures of these particular changes may )‘
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Fig. 16. Influence of processes of activation and co
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be essential in combating subtle and overt intergroup conflict.
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.
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2. Biases in Activation and Comparison

The elaboration likelihood model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) and
the heuristic systematic model (Chaiken, 1980) both assume that people
process information in either objective or biased ways. For example,

Yes
Does person
increased confidence, extremity, or both.
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objective processing entails being persuaded by strong factual information
contained in a communication but remaining unconvinced by weak argu-
ments. Alternatively, people may interpret the arguments contained in
a communication as less supportive of a given point of view when they
are in a bad mood than when they feel happy, a phenomenon that reflects
an affective bias. In our model, validation is an entirely subjective process.
The selection of an affective heuristic (a formal criterion) leads to a bias of*
affect, whereas the use of referential criteria can lead to more objective
assessments if and only if the referents from prior knowledge are objectively
correct.

3. Limitations

For some time, the literature on attitude change has lacked a comprehen-
sive interpretation of the mechanisms underlying judgment survival and
change. The model we presented is an attempt to fill this gap. Nevertheless,
important areas of our knowledge on attitude change remain outside the
model. One such area was highlighted by Wilson, Lindsey, and Schooler
(2000), who argued that an attitude that changes does not perish. In fact,
when people change a prior attitude, the prior attitude can persist at the
implicit level and reemerge under some conditions. Because out model does
not concern storage processes, readers should consult Wilson et al.’s work
for a treatment of how different attitudes can coexist in memory (but see
Fazio & Olson, 2003).

In presenting our conceptualization of attitude-gixrvival, we considered the
possibility that people can activate up to two cognitive elements (.e., the
prior attitude and attitude-relevant information) at a time. Withouta doubt,
however, individuals spend their lives in environments with large amounts of
information. As a result, they must often make decisions after considering
multiple elements that have the potential to guide their future attitudes. The
presence of multiple prior attitudes or multiple pieces of attitude-relevant
information should have important implications for the processes we postu-
late. For instance, if one retrieves multiple pieces of information, comparing
each piece with each other may not be cost effective. In this situation, people
may arbitrarily select whatever piece is most salient at the time and operate
as if they had a single piece of available information. Alternatively, the
prospect of performing so many comparisons may be sO daunting that
people may reendorse a prior attitude they happen to recall, or parcel the
information out in more or less simplified ways. Future research should
address the processes elicited by information of greater complexity than we

examined.
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4. Closing Comment

. a;ﬁz‘,is;c]giiflidh?e mveztlgated the predictors and consequences of atti

change. As a result of these studi .

tude survival and o ies, researchers now have a

g of parts of the many different
the evolution of attitude i e S
: s over time. Unfortunately, the existi i

change literature has lacked c i L gt which
. omprehensive, theoretical int i i

is not surprising considerin i fes i i et inte

: g the difficulties inherent in achievi i

gration. In view of this situation i e heorotion
, enhanced integrati i

development in attitude i e ven the Imoortant

‘ research is a worthwhile goal gi i
societal consequences of attitude i e taratin ol
survival and change. Our int i
makes new predictions that hav i e e et
e the potential to guide the d
! : ; evelopment of
programs to improve judgments and behaviors that are impoftant for
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