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PREFACE

In our researchon the social implications of technical
developmentwe have found the conceptionof 'attitude' a use-
ful tool with which to investigatethe nature of public pre-
ferences. However, by borrowing this concept from social
psychology, we have also had to familiarise ourselveswith
theoretical and methodological issuessurrounding 'attitude
theory' in a wider sense. For the social scientistsamongst
us this is relatively familiar ground but the physical
scientistsand engineershave had more difficulty in placing
the relatively simple model we have adoptedwithin its broader
context of attitude theory, and in acquaintingthemselveswith
some of the problems inherent in social research. This paper
was written as introductory material to help our colleagues
assimilatethe attitude approachand thus promote useful inter-
disciplinary interactions.



ABSTRACT

This introduction to attitude theory exploreswhy 'atti-
tude' remains such a central issue in social psychology, and
questionsthe assumptionthat attitude has a simple causal
relation with behaviour. Models which relate attitude to
behaviour and the considerablemethodologicaldifficulties
involved in empirical work on this topic are discussed. The
paper also describesthe relations betweenattitudesand under-
lying belief systemsboth in terms of deterministicmodels and
general principles of cognitive organisationand attitude
change.
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INTRODUCTION

The Basic Questions

The study of attitudeshas been of central concern to
social psychology since its earliestdays. 'Attitude Theory'
is reviewed at length inevery textbook on social psychology
and investigationsare carried out under the umbrella of
'attitude research'throughout the social sciences. The treat-
ment of attitude theory and researchin the narrower area of
what we might call academic social psychology can claim to be
a bit more rigorous, in the senseof defining its terms and
setting up controlled experiments,but the assumptionsthat
lie underneaththe study of attitudesand the questionsthat
we are asking and hoping to solve when we examine people's
attitudesare the same across the board. In this paper I
believe that it would be inappropriateto try and go into the
details of specific attitude theoriesand the mass of experi-
ments which support or contradict these different schools of
thought. Instead I want to take as my general theme three
basic questions: (1) what have we been trying to find out by
studying 'attitudes'?(2) why have we spent so much time and
energy on this concept 'attitude' somewhat to the exclusion of
related ideas?and (3) can we perhapsremedy this by shifting
attention a little more toward what underlies 'attitude', that
is, 'toward what people believe (their cognitions)? This is an
unorthodox way of approachingan introduction to attitude
theory but I hope that by asking such fundamentalquestions
attitude theory can be describedin a simple, narrative way:
and, further, that attitudescan be related to other psycho-
logical variableswithout losing the 'wood', which for me is
the study of the social behaviourof socialisedhumans,
amongst the 'trees' of terminologiesand experimental ､ ｡ ｴ ｡ ｾ

Let us begin with the following question: What is it
that social psychologistswere trying to explain or predict or
even describe, when they took the term 'attitude' (stance to-
ward) out of general usage and gave it a special role as a
central concept in the study of social behaviour? The term
attitude was not applied to some observableevent: an attitude
cannot be observed. It began as a hypothetical construct,
which following the developmentof satisfactorymeasurement
becamean intervening, latent variable, that is, part of an
imagined model which servesan explanatorypurpose in a sequence
betweena causeand an effect. This particular 'model' was
invoked to help understandand explain observedpatternsor
regularities in social behaviour, in an analogousway to the
use of 'habit' by the iearning theorist to explain observed
patterningof behaviour in a more general sense. It is im-
portant to realise that in a great many respectsthe 'habits'
of the stimulus-responseschool (the behaviourists) and the
ｾ ｴ ｴ ｩ ｴ ｵ ､ ･ ｳ Ｇ ｯ ｦ the cognitive-perceptualpsychologistand social
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psychologistare very similar ideas. Both are intended to re-
present 'residuesof experience'which in turn act as dis-
positions to respondconsistentlyto some object or class of
objects. Combining these two terms we have the idea of
attitude-as-an-acquired-behavioural-disposition.In this sense
attitude was thought to be a precursorof observablebehaviour
and be capableof explaining and predicting that behaviour.

The Ecology of Attitude Research

Behaviourists, the majority of whom work with animals and
experimentaltechniques,can control and design 'experience'
for their animals and observe regularities in behaviour, but
they cannot question them about perceptualexperienceor in-
tended action. The behaviouristtherefore tends to concentrate
on the 'behaviour' end of the sequenceand attribute regular-
ities of behaviour to experiences,which in turn the experi-
menterscan define through learning processesand the formation
of habits. Cognitive and social psychologists,on the other
hand, the majority (but not all) of whom work with articulate
humans, try to explain or predict the behaviourof socialised
individuals. Such behaviour is often social (that is inter-
actions between individuals) and is usually behaviourwith
respectto a socially relevantobject or group of people.
Clearly the 'ecology' of this task is quite different. Usually
the social psychologistshave relatively little information
about the history of the individuals' experiencewhether in
generalor specifically with respectto the object (the
attitude object) in question; and frequently·observationof
the behavioursis difficult (i.e., very complex, expensive
to study, hypotheticalor 'yet to happen'). But the human
subject can be questionedand this is the crux of the differ-
ence in emphasisin the two approaches. Social psychologists
can interview or give questionnairesto their subjects, can
find out what they think or believe about the topic in question,
ask them factual questionsabout their experience,their past
behaviourand intendedbehaviour in the future. Using this
'cognitive' material the psychologisttries to build up the
individualqs own picture or point of view of a topic in terms
of the individual's own beliefs and feelings, and the relation-
ships he perceivesbetween the attitude object and other
significant aspectsof his world. In this way the psychologist
tries to make some assessmentof attitude toward the object;
but even when he has some measurewhich he calls attitude, can
behaviourbe predicted, and can it be even partially explained?
In the vast majority of casesthe answer to this is an un-
equivocal 'no'; in other casesit is 'irrelevant', becausethe
researchwas not using 'attitude' to predict or explain be-
haviour but studying beliefs and opinions for their own sake
and with no necessaryimplication for overt action.
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Much of the attitude researchthat appearsin journals
outside academicsocial psychology is of this latter kind. It
may be concernedwith areasof social scienceas far removed
from each other as market research,politics, clinical psychol-
ogy or anthropologyand while, if carefully carriedout, can
supply a great deal of factual material, the interpretationof
much of this 'opinion' data has little to do with 'attitude'
or the prediction of behaviour.

In general the conceptof 'attitude' has been overworked
and misused and has really explainedvery little in terms of
general laws of social behaviour. Even within more rigorous
experimentalwork 'attitude' has become reified as an end in
itself rather than a means to understandingthe relation
betweenthe social experienceof the individual, the intentions
he forms and the social actions he carries out. Where
'processes'such as attitude change are concernedthis concen-
tration on attitude per se can be justif.ied, and I briefly
discussattitude change in the third section below, but first
and foremost the questionof attitude as a means to under-
standingconsistenciesin behaviourmust be explored. There
is a natural progressionfrom this 'behavioural' end of the
processto the secondtopic of the paper which is an examina-
tion of the relation betweenattitude and inputs from the
environment, that is, the means by which the history of experi-
encesof the individual, his beliefs about the world, are
organisedand translatedinto attitudes.

ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOUR

Attitude Measurement

I have managedso far to avoid any serious attempt to
define attitude beyond 'residueof experience'and 'acquired
behaviouraldisposition'. Neither of these is really a defi-
nition of attitude as it is used now. The most common defi-
nition is the 'three component' version according to which
attitude is composedof affective (feeling), cognitive (belief)
and behaviouralcomponents. This tripartite definition has
justified measurementof attitude using questionnairesbased
simply on a collection of statementswhich appearto tap one
or more of these three components. For example, questions
directly about feelings, or items which are so emotionally
loaded as to enable the researcherto infer 'feelings' from
respondents'agreementor disagreement. The so-called
cognitive componenthas usually been tappedby questionnaire
items (belief statements)that lack any obvious emotional
content, and the behaviouraldisposition componentby ques-
tions about previous andintendedbehaviouror agreement/dis-
agreementwith more general statementsabout behaviourwith
regard to the attitude object.
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Most 'attitude' questionnairesare little more than a
cluster of questionswhich don't hang together, which is an-
other way of saying that when the scoresare added up or
averagedthey do not really mean a great deal since different
questionsare tapping different things. There are, however,
severalwell established'paperand pencil' techniquesfor
measuringattitudes, and a few physiological ones which have
not been well documented. Three of the most commonly quoted
attitude measurementinstrumentsare worth examining here for
the light they shed on the conceptof 'attitude'. First,
there is a scaling techniquebasedon the early work of
Thurstone (Thurstone, 1931), who was one of the original
attitude theoristsand very much involved in questionsof
measurement. The constructionof a Thurstonescale involves
collecting or inventing a large pool of statements(or belief
items) about the attitude object and asking a panel of judges
to sort the statementsinto eleven categories. The basis of
this sorting is what the judges feel to be the degreeof
favourablenesstoward the attitude object implied by each
item. By calculating the 'average'placementfor each item
on the II-point scale (representedby the 11 categories) its
average, implied favourability for the attitude object
(average for that particular sample of judges) can be repre-
sentedby a scale value. When the questionnaireis admin-
istered to subjects they are asked to agree (score 1) or
disagree (score 0) with each statement. By multiplying the
scale value of each item by either one or by zero (in which
caseof course it drops out) an averagescore can be calculated
for each subjectwhich is, in effect, a measureof his favoura-
bility toward the attitude object. Thurstone in fact defined
attitude in just these terms: "the degreeof favourableness
expressedtoward the attitude 'object'''. Thurstonealso
statedthat the overall favourablenesswhich someonemight
feel toward an attitude object would give an indication of the
'affective tone' of a range of behavioursperformedwith
respect to that object, but would not necessarilypredict
specific actions.

The secondattitude measurementtechnique, Likert scaling,
(Likert, 1932) is basedon a different procedurebut also
measuresaffect, i.e., the favourableness/unfavourablenessof
the object in question. Likert, however, puts more weight on
the 'agreeing/disagreeing'responseof the subject, that is,
the subject'sstrengthof belief. Here again the starting
point is a pool of items, but in this case the psychologist
himself (by some processof common senseperhaps,or from his
own experience)assignsto each item a value +1 or -1 to re-
presentimplied favourablenessor unfavourablenesstoward the
attitude object. The subjectswhose attitude is being .
measuredare then asked to indicate the extent to which they
agree or disagreewith the statementon a S-point scale.
These scoresare multiplied by either +1 or -1 (as previously
assignedto each item) and the total favourability score is
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simply the sum acrossall items. Once again the figure at the
bottom of the page is an indication of affect or like/dislike
felt toward the object.

The semanticdifferential technique (Osgood, Suci and
Tannenbaum,1957) is rather different from the two scalesdes-
cribed above but again measuresthe affective componentof
attitude. The method by which the attitude is measuredis
fairly easy to describe. The attitude object is printed
above a seriesof seven-pointscalesand the ends of each
scale are labelled with adjective-pairsof opposite meaning
such as good/bador pleasant/unpleasant.The seven points on
the scale representgradationsfrom one adjective extreme (e.
g., extremely good) to the other (extremely bad). The subject
is asked to 'rate' the attitude object by placing a mark on
one of the seven points of each scale. What is more complex
is the theory underlying this technique. This is the work of
Osgood, an influential social psychologist,who has worked on
attitudes,meaning and attitude change. Osgood was concerned,
initially, with how people understandthe meaning of concepts.
He used the method just describedto obtain ratings of many
conceptsin terms of a large number of adjective pairs, using
a great many individuals from different cultures. He then
used a mathematicalprocedurebasedon correlationsbetween
scoresobtained for items (factor analysis) to identify the
underlying dimensionswhich could account for observedpatterns
of intercorrelations. He repeatedlyfound that the same set of
dimensionsemergedand called them the 'dimensionsof meaning'.
They could be identified by examining the 'type' of adjective-
pair associatedwith the dimension. Osgood also found that
roughly the same patternof relative importanceamongst these
dimensionswas obtained for a given concepteven when the
respondentscame from different cultures. The three most·
pervasivefactors are 'evaluation', 'potency' and 'activity';
and of those the evaluative dimension regularly emergesas the
most important. In other words, usually a large part of the
meaning that any idea or concepthas for us is a feeling
reaction of goodness/badness- an evaluation. Osgood equates
this with attitude. This evaluative dimensionof meaning (i.
e., attitude) is basedon adjective pairs such as like/dislike;
good/bad; wise/foolish; ugly/beautiful; pleasant/unpleasant.
Clearly, there are close links between this measureof attitude
and the overall feelings of goodness/badnesstapped by
Thurstone and Likert scales.

All of these scaling methods dependon some assumptions
about what lies underneathattitude. For Osgood (as for just
about everyoneelse) attitudesare learned, but he specifies
in some detail how attitude or the evaluative aspectof
meaning is attachedto conceptsas they are learned. The point
I want to make is that the associationof 'feeling' or attitude
is construedas an automaticpart of concept learning. As we
build up beliefs and higher-orderconceptionsabout the world



-6-

the 'feeling tone' or attitude is developedsimultaneously.
It derives from the feelings associatedwith the beliefs we
are fitting together, and these in turn are basedon our actual
encounterswith good or bad outcomes (reinforcementsin
behaviouristlanguage) in our experienceof the world. These
experiencescan be direct or learned through the mediation of
languageand other people'sexperience. When measuring
attitude most of the beliefs that are used (the questionnaire
items) are of the kind which link the attitude object, for
example 'bus travel'.with some attribute such as 'convenient'
(which implies favourability) or 'slow' (which implies un-
favourability). But some beliefs are statementsof intention,
for example 'I am going to make use of the bus service every
day next week'. Clearly this statementcan also be inter-
preted as indicating favourability toward bus travel, and a
subject can be asked to indicate the truth, for him, of the
intention statement. Here the intentional aspectof be-
havioural disposition is being used to measureattitude, but it
is important to note that it is still the 'favourableness'
which is being tapped. Although there was a movement away
from Thurstone'ssimple definition of attitude as overall
favourability (affect) toward the complex combinationof
affect, belief, and behaviourwhich I have already mentioned,
which implies measurementof all of these aspectsin order to
characteriseattitude, measurementhas always in fact centred
on the affective component. At presentthere is a tendency
to return to a definition of attitude simply as overall affect
or feeling toward some object; and this affect will, in turn,
depend on the beliefs held about the object.

The Measurementof Behaviour

If we are to try and relate attitudes to behaviour, pri-
marily with the purposeof explaining and predicting the latter,
then there is not much point in refining techniquesof attitude
measurementwithout paying equivalentattention to a definition
of the 'behaviour' we are interestedin and how it too might be
measured. This problem can be best appreciatedwith an example
which is typical of the sort of study carried out in this area,
namely the relation betweenattitude toward religion and
'religious behaviour'. Let us assumethat the attitude has
been adequatelymeasuredas overall favourability toward religion,
now what constitutesthe behaviour that one might expect to
explain or predict? First, are we going to ask the respondent
a questionor a seriesof questionsabout his intention in
religious matters, or about his actual performanceof 'religious'
behavioursin the past, or are we going to physically observe
him as he goes to church or takes part in religious discussions,
etc.? Second, are we going to try and predict some particular
behaviour (where the level of specificity is quite different
from the generalityof the attitude) such as attendinga
particular church service on a particular day (single act) or
the frequencywith which he attendsa particular service
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(repeatedobservation). Or are we going to try and make some
statementabout his future religious behaviour in the senseof
a 'patternof different behaviourswhich somehow hang togeth-
er', for example, frequency of attendingchurch, and arranging
religious instruction for his children, and donationsof money
to his church, and the number of religious books he has in his
house, and so on-Tmultiple acts).

The problem with such a multiple-act criterion is that
not only do we have to measuremany different aspectsof reli-
gious behaviourbut that we also have to find some logical way
of combining the scores for each aspect. We might well find
ourselvesin effect adding 'orangesand apples',ourunits would
not correspondand the different behavioursmay well not hang
together in any way. It is possible, however, to subject a
number of such behavioursto proceduresthat are the same as
those used to constructan attitude scale from belief state-
ments, and the final result is in effect an attitude scale
basedon behavioursinsteadof beliefs. Notice that here we
have turned the problem around on itself. We have now made a
scale to measure (or predict) a general attitude from a large
number of behaviours. Further, the implication of 'having a
scale' is that there is a clear relation betweena general
attitude and behaviour, but behaviour in this one sense- a
coherentpattern basedon many different aspectsof behaviour.
But the initial problem was phrasedin 'the other direction'.
Now when two measuresrelate in some simple way (that is corre-
late) one can, in theory, make predictions in either direction;
but in practical instancesthis reversabilitydoes not always
solve a given problem. If we want to know about the religious
behaviourof some group, then clearly the effort we have put
into constructinga 'multiple act criterion' or a behavioural
scale of attitude for that group will tell us a great deal .
about that behaviourwithout any need to measurethe attitude
as well; if on the other hand we just measurethe attitude to-
ward religion for this group of people and try to read off what
it means by using a religious behaviour scale that had already
been constructedon other individuals we still have (as well as
the questionof whether the two groups are equivalent) the
problem of exactly which behaviourswill be likely to occur from
among the whole se't - since the demonstratedrelationship from
which we are trying to make our prediction is betweena general
attitude and a total score acrossa large number of specific
behavioural items.

The Relation Between Attitude and Behaviour

Quite recently there has been a long-neglectedreassessment
of the nature of the relationshipbetweenattitude and behaviour
and several reviews of just how successful,or in this case un-
successful,the researchin laboratory experimentsor 'real life'
has been in demonstratingthe prediction of behaviour from atti-
tudes (see for example Wicker, 1969; and severalother papers
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reprinted in Thomas, 1971}. For example, beginning with. the
study that is always quoted, that of LaPierre as long ago as
1934 (LaPierre, 1934) we find that he failed to predict the
acceptanceof Chinesepatronsby hotels and restaurantsfrom
attitudes (or rather, what he called attitudes) to Chinese
people. In anotherexample, this time a typical laboratory
experiment, De Fleur and westie (1958) asked subjectswho were
either high or low in prejudice (negative attitude) toward
Negroes to indicate their willingness to pose for a photograph
with a Negro personof the opposite sex. They were then shown
a graded seriesof seven 'photographicreleasestatements'.
These differed in the amount of publicity that could be given
to the photograph. Subjectswere allowed to sign as many (or
as few) of these as they wished and this was taken as an indi-
cation of behaviour. In this case a low, but statistically
significant relationshipwas found. Variations on this exper-
iment have been carried out several times, usually with no
significant relationshipdemonstratedbetween the attitude and
the behaviour. In more applied research·there has been only a
very small degreeof successin predicting behaviourssuch as
absenteeismfrom work, work performance,or dropping out of
training programmesfrom measuresof attitudes to job or train-
ing programmes.

The reassessmentof this work has suggestedseveral reasons
for the poor results, and theseexplanationsfall into two main
groups. On the one hand, there are what are essentiallyprob-
lems of measurement;and on the other, problems which relate
to the basic theoreticalassumptionthat attitudesand behaviour
are indeed related. First, the questionof inappropriatemeas-
ures: The reviews of researchin this area show quite clearly
that in many casesthe so-calledattitude measurewas in fact
not a measureof affect in the senseused here, indeed it has
ranged from measuresof personalityto measuresof intentions
(for example, LaPierre'sstudy assessedattitude by asking _
'would you acceptmembers of the Chinese race in your establish-
ment?'). The behaviourmeasuresalso varied considerably. Some
were intentions rather than actual behaviour (e.g., the photo-
graph releaseexperiment) and the remainderwere usually either
single act criteria (e.g., LaPierre) or repeated observations,
for example, Newton & Newton (1950) examined the relationship
betweenattitude to breast feeding (actually an intention was
measuredhere too) and observedbehaviour in the senseof the
amount of breastmilk receivedby the baby over six feeds. As
might be expectedfrom the earlier discussionof attitude and
behaviourmeasurement,the more successfulstudieswere those
which measuredattitude as overall affect to the object and
predictedbehaviour using a multiple behaviourcriterion-.--

There are, however, other methodologicalproblems which
have not been mentioned so far and which shade into theoretical
questions. The choice both of the object of the attitude and
the object of the behaviour can vary considerablyalong a
dimension of generality/specificity,e.g., attitudeexpressed
to a minority group in generalor to a particular sub-group;
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and similarly, behaviourscan be with respectto the group as
a whole or (and this is more likely in practice) to specific
membersof the group. As one might expect, correspondencebe-
tween the levels of specificity of the attitude and behaviour
tend to improve demonstrationsof a relationship.

Similar questionsof correspondencebring us to a more
fundamentalquestionof whether we should be using general
attitude objects while trying to predict behaviourswhich are
usually carried out with respectto some fairly specific ob-
ject and certainly carried out (inevitably) in particular cir-
cumstanceswhich must contribute to the specificity of meaning
of the behaviour. Following this line of argument, Fishbein
has suggested(1967) that it is more appropriateto predict
(and try to understand)particular behavioursby measuring,
not the attitude to the object of that behaviour, but instead
the attitude to the behaviour itself, that is feelings of fa-
vourability toward the actual performanceof the behaviour in
question, usually carefully defined in terms of the situation
in which it will occur. For example, he suggeststhat it is
more appropriateto predict the 'use of public transport for
the journey to work in the next month' from the attitude to-
ward 'use of public transport for the journey to work in the
next month' than from attitude toward 'public transport'.

This important insight has considerablyimproved behaviour-
al prediction in many experimentaland 'field' situations rang-
ing from 'gaming techniques' in a social psychology laboratory
to consumerchoices of toothpastebrands, voting behaviour in
USA and Great Britain and the off-peak use of suburbanbus
services.

Further, and this is crucial for the developmentof my
argument in the rest of this paper, the shift to attitude-to-
ward-the-behaviouralso means a shift in the sort of cognitions
(perceptionsand beliefs) which underlie the attitude and there-
fore which influence the behaviour. Insteadof considering
attitude as dependenton general attribute beliefs, as in the
case of attitude-toward-an-object(for example, 'CandidateX is
a Liberal'; 'CandidateX is in favour of spendingmore money on
the National Health Service') we now are concernedessentially
with outcome beliefs. These are beliefs about the expectedor
likely (and note that this use of expectationor likelihood is
an indication of the strengthof the belief) consequencesof
performing the particular behaviour in the situation specified.
To extend the example above, if voting behaviour was being pre-
dicted from attitude to C.andidateX (that is, attitude
to an object), beliefs like those above might be examined.
According to the view taken here, however, it is more appropri-
ate to predict voting from attitude toward the act of 'voting
for CandidateX' and here the beliefs might well be quite
different and imply a different overall direction of favoura-
bility which in turn might imply the oppositevoting behaviour.
For example, someonewith the attribute beliefs describedabove



-10-

and who is a Liberal and thinks that spendingmoney on the
National Health Service is 'good' might be expectedto have a
favourable attitude toward CadidateX. But, if his outcome
beliefs about voting for CandidateX are 'voting for Candidate
X will mean throwing away my vote since the Liberal Candidate
has no chance in this constituency';or 'voting for Candidate
X will increasethe chance of the Labour candidatewinning
whereas I would rather see the Conservativewin (given that
the Liberal cannot)" then one might reasonablyexpect him to
have a negative attitude to voting for CandidateX and to vote
for someoneelse.

The topic of underlying beliefs is treatedmore fully in
the third section below; but to complete my discussionof atti-
tude and behaviour I must first return to the other source of
difficulty in predicting behaviour from attitude. This is less
concernedwith how and what is measuredand more with the theory
underlying the relation betweenattitudesand behaviour. I want
to examine this in the more generalcontext of the precursors
of overt behaviour and the formation of intentions.

The Formation of Intentions

Up to this point I have treatedintentions simply as either
private beliefs about a projectedcourseof action or a public
statementof this intent. Assuming for the moment that the in-
tention is formed and/or statedclose in time to the behaviour
and that no unexpectedevents intervene to prevent the reali-
sation of the intention, then it follows that, insofar as atti-
tudes are consideredas determiningbehaviour, attitudescan
also be treatedas determinantsof intention. However, the
previous sectionhas shown that it has proved very difficult
to establisha simple relationshipbetweenattitude and be-
haviour. This is in part due to measurementproblems, but
several social psychologistsare now beginning to take account
of 'other variables' which either influence attitudesor act in-
dependentlyof attitudes to bring about the observedincon-
sistenciesbetweenattitude and the behaviour.

The approachdescribedabove which has had most successin
predicting behaviour from attitude-toward-the-behaviour-speci-
fied statesthat a second factor is also involved. This second
factor dependson the individual's beliefs about the expectations
of other people who are important to him (significant referents).
These often (but not always) influence the formation of an inten-
tion over and above the effect of the attitude; and by measuring
those so-called 'normative beliefs' and including them alongside
attitude-to-the-behavioura better prediction and a better under-
standingof intention (and behaviour, providing no unexpected
events intervene) can be achieved. This theory also suggests
that the relative influence of the attitudinal and normative
factors will vary with the sort of behaviour involved. For ex-
ample, it has been shown that the choice of toothpastebrand is,
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to a large extent, under the influence of normative pressure
from the expert in question, that is, the dentist, whereas it
has recently been shown that voting behaviour in Great Britain
is barely influenced at all by the expectationsof important
social referents. Here, then,we have a clear example of a
theoreticalposition supportedby empirical evidence that in-
tentions (and behaviour) do not necessarilyhave a simple one
to one relation with attitude alone.

Other theoristswho have continued to use the traditional
'attitude-to-the-object'measurehave also consideredthe effects
of additional variables on behaviour. These are often discussed
when experimentalprediction from attitude alone has failed and
so far there has been little systematicresearchon these 'other
variables'. Rokeach and Kliejunas (1972) used, in addition
to ｡ ｴ ｴ ｩ ｴ ｵ ､ ･ Ｍ ｴ ｯ Ｍ ｴ ｨ ･ Ｍ ｯ ｢ ｪ ｾ ｣ ｴ Ｌ attitude-to-the-situation,as a
partial cover for several 'other variables'. Here the behaviour
studiedwas students'self-reportof missing lectures (other
than for reasonsof health, bad weather, etc.). Attitude-to-
the-object referred to the 'liking for the teacher' and attitude-
to-the-situationto 'importanceof attending the lecture'. In
this case the behaviourwas found to be only related to the
'other variable', that is, the 'attitude-to-the-situation',and
not to the liking for the teacher. In the light of the earlier
discussionsof inappropriatemeasuresthis finding is not unex-
pected. More recently a study of donating bone marrow in hypo-
thetical situationshas indicated that 'personalnorms' or
'moral obligations' may well have some influence on the forma-
tion of intention, independentof attitude and more general
norms.

The model of intention formation put forward by Fishbein is
quite clear that intentions dependonly on attitude-to-the-be-
haviour (based in turn on outcome beliefs) and a general social
norm (which can be split up into more specific normative beliefs
referring to different referentsor sourcesof pressure) and
that all other variablesmust act through one or other (or both)
of theseprimary determinants. For example, some unusual as-
pect of the situation might have its effects through beliefs
about the outcomes ｾ ｩ ｶ ･ ｮ that circumstance and hence act
through the attitud1nal variable. Similarly, a sociological
variable such as social class or a more personal factor such as
age might have its influence through the normative variable via
the choice of referentwhose pressurewas being complied with;
or via the exact nature of the normative belief, for example
a given behaviourmay be perceived, through the expectationsof
the referent, as appropriateonly to a particular age group.
There is much empirical evidence to support this model (e.g.,
Fishbein and Coombs, 1974: Fishbein, Thomas and Jaccard,1976)
but the formation of intentions may well be dependenton other
factors that are reflected in these two variables, but which
would improve our understandingif we examined them separately.
While this is not the place for speculationit seems to me that
the role of pressurefrom others is far more complicatedthan
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would appear from this model; and also ｾ ｡ t .:j,J: is largely
becausethe model has been used to examine fairly simple be-
haviour in well defined contextswhere little or no conflict
is experiencedin the formation of the intention that a high
level of successhas been achievedwith just attitude and simple
normative beliefs. Further, the expectations of important
others will act as a mirror and for example, will reflect the
physical possibilitiesor impossibilities inherent in a situ-
ation. The questionof general physical constraintsand other
external criteria on behaviour and the role of volition (the
extent to which the individual can choosewhich behaviour to
perform) may well turn out to contribute to the formation of
intention and the performanceof purposive behaviour.

Two final points are relevant here and link this section
to the remainderof the paper. First, so far my discussionof:
attitude theory has been in deterministic language, as though
the individual behavesautomatically in a way which is 'con-
trolled' by the 'residuesof his experience'and perhapsthe
additional effect of social pressuresfrom important others.
But if we move toward a conceptionof man forming intentions
which representplans of purposive, goal-seekingbehaviour,
then our approachto the role of attitudesand other factors in
the formation of intentions must be somewhatdifferent. We
must visualise the individual processinginformation, defining
situationsand making choices and decisions in terms of some
ultimate goal; and it is this view of intention formation which
becomesmore salient as the complexity of the beliefs and cog-
nitive structuresof individuals are explored. Second, 'atti-
tude', whether toward an object or a behaviour, is essentially
the overall feeling associatedwith some object/behaviour
becauseof the beliefs held about that object/behaviourat ｾ ｨ ｡ ｴ

moment. Clearly attitude objects will differ enormously in
the complexity and the stability of the beliefs on which they
are based,but attitude is still a sort of evaluativeor affec-
tive summary of the cognitive structureassociatedwith the
attitude object. The use of this 'summary', particularly in
restrictedcircumstancessuch as an attitude toward a very.
specific behaviour, can be rather uninterestingand contribute
little toward understandingsocial behaviour. By using this
summary a great deal of information is frequently lost. In
the following section- I want to redeemthe earlier simplifica-
tion of 'residuesof experience'and the emphasison the out-
put side of the equationand look insteadat the cognitive
(input) side of attitude theory.
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BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES

The RelationshipBetween Belief and Attitude

As the individual developshe learns of the relationships
betweenobjects in his environmentand builds up a version of
the 'outside' world which, insofar as it is basedon clear per-
ceptual inputs and direct experience,will largely be veridi-
cal (true to life) becauseit is basedon rational processing
of information. It may, however, be constrainedby physical or
social factors which limit his learning experience. He will
also receive information directly from other people and will
further develop his cognitive structureby inferential processes
basedon the beliefs he has accumulated. He thus builds up be-
lief systemswhich enable him to 'go beyond the information
given' in a particular situation and make predictions about
objects, events and relationshipswhich he cannot directly per-
ceive.

The simplest way of treating this topic is to assumethat,
through learning processes,we build up a vast number of be-
liefs which relate objects in propositionalform (e.g., the
cat is white), and that the strengthof such a belief is related
to the strengthof the learning process. We can treat this
strengthof belief as a probability of the two objectsbeing
related in the statedway and assign to it a value between 0
and 1, for example, a probability of .90 that 'the cat is white'
might be an accuratemeasurementof a perceptionof an extremely
dirty white cat. Continuing with this simple example, as more
information is receivedeither by observation,or verbally from
the owner of the cat, or by inference using our previous ex-
perienceof the range of colours associatedwith cats, this. be-
lief may well become strongerand reach virtual certainty. In
this example, the attribute 'white' does not carry a great deal
of affect (feeling) but we can consider further beliefs about
the cat amongstwhich might be 'the cat is angry' and the 'cat
is vicious'. These are conceptswhich we have probably learned
in the past in associationwith unpleasantexperiencesand thus
carry negativeaffect (a negative attitudel. The general model
I am describinghere suggeststhat the negative feeling associ-
ated with such concepts will become associatedwith this 'cat'
to the extent that we believe that it is indeed angry and vicious.
Where the belief is weak, a small amount of negative affect will
be associatedwith the cat, and where the belief is strong then
this will 'weight' (a mUltiplicative relationship) the amount
of negative affect that is associatedwith the cat. It is in
this way (although the exact mathematicalrelations are not
clear) overall affect or attitude toward concepts is built up.
Attitude toward the cat will dependon the beliefs held about
the cat; each belief will associatethe cat with an attribute
or other conceptwhich implies some degreeof evaluation (this
can be neutral) and this evaluationwill accrue to the attitude
object (the cat) in proportion to the strengthof the belief.
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As learning proceedsa great many beliefs are formed about
a great many objects and it seems likely that only some of
these (frequently, but not always, those which are most
strongly held), will be available at a given moment as descrip-
tions of an event or attributesof an object. In other words,
we can only processa limited amount of information at a given
time and the beliefs about an object which we are attendingto
at that time are called the salient beliefs (probably not more
than 8 or 9 items and frequently less). In the model described
here these are treatedas determinantsof the attitude. The
affect associatedwith these determinantbeliefs is summed over
the set of salient beliefs to give an indication of overall
attitude.

This type of model, although with different terminology
and different mathematicalfunctions, underlies much attitude
theory. The version used here is that associatedprimarily
with Fishbein, whose behaviourprediction model was described
earlier, but very similar models have been put forward by other
social psychologists,perhapsmost notably by Rosenberg (1956).

Atti tude Change

Since attitudesdependon beliefs and beliefs are 1earned!/,
we assume that attitudesare learnedand are the product of an
interactionwith our environment (including other people) and
inference processeswhich, to a large degree, are also dependent
on the information we have previously obtained. It follows that
systematicdifferencesin physical and social environmentsand
experienceare likely to lead (via differing views of the world
to a greateror lesserextent) to different attitudes. .And"
insofar as attitudes (and other beliefs, such as those about
social pressure) underlie intentions and behaviour, groups of
people with different socialisationexperienceswill tend to
have different behaviour patterns. Further, given the general
assumptionabout the relation betweenattitude and behaviour,
new experiencesand new informationare likely to have some
effect on chanqing thesebehaviour patterns. A great deal of
social psychology has been concernedwith this aspectof compa-
rative attitude researchand with attitude change. However,
all too frequently the content of the different belief systems
has taken secondplace to the study of the attitude (the affect-
ive summary) itself, and the extensionof such studies into
observedbehaviour change are rare and usually unsuccessful.
Typical experimentsin attitude changemeasureattitude (that
is, agreementwith a set of belief statements),then expose the
subjectsto information in the form of a persuasivecommunication,
and then re-measurethe attitude. There are virtually no in-

!/There is little evidence that attitudescan be formed
by direct conditioning, most experimentsof this kind have in-
volved awareness,that is, the involvement of some beliefs,
during the conditioning process.
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stances (see Thomas and Tuck, 1975) of the monitoring of spe-
cific beliefs during attempts to change attitude. A change in
attitude could be due to changesin those beliefs which have
been shown to underlie the initial attitude and which may be
strengthenedor weakenedby the comnlunication. It could also
be due to new items of information containedin the communica-
tion entering a revised salient set of beliefs, perhapsdis-
placing an earlier belief directly and/or changing the affect
associatedwith an earlier belief.

The more traditional area of attitude change researchcan
be roughly separatedinto two approaches,the very influential
Yale studieson persuasionand communication (see for example
Hovland, Janis and Kelley, 1953), and more theoretical studies
on attitude changewhich reflect models of bel±ef and attitude
organisation. This secondapproachis discussedlater, in the
section on 'Principlesof Organisationand Change'.

The Yale programmewas centredon examinationof which
situational and personality factors would increaseor decrease
the effect of communicationsdesignedto change attitudesand
opinions (statedbeliefs). In other words, how to maximise
the persuasiveprocess. To do this the group studied the effect
on attitudesof different communicators (that is, apparent
sourcesof the message)with different levels of expertise,
status, trustworthiness,etc. The messageswere also varied,
some presentedonly one side of an argumentand others both
sides; some set out to evoke emotional responsesand some pre-
sentedrational arguments. The audiencestoo were systemati-
cally studied and changesin attitudes and opinions were rela-
ted to personalitymeasures,self-esteem,cognitive complexity
and many other traits.

The model of persuasionunderlying this programme is very
much basedon the attentionpaid to the messageand the learn-
ing of its content, followed by a secondprocessof acceptance
(or non-acceptance)of what has been learned. Only when accept-
ance occurs can belief change follow. However, with this two-
phaseprocesssome of the experimentalvariables can end up
having no appreciableeffect overall becausethey differentially
affect each phase. Since the Yale work, McGuire (1969) has pur-
sued this as an explanationfor many of the inconsistenciesin
the results of this programme and later similar work. For
example, he has suggestedthat receptionof a message(attention
and comprehension)will be greaterfor high intelligence sub-
jects but that acceptanceof (or yielding to) the messagewill be
less. He therefore concludesthat, although both receptionand
yielding have linear relationshipswith intelligence, a combi-
nation of the two producesa non-lineareffect such that sub-
jects of both low and high intelligencewill show less opinion
change than those of intermediateintelligence.
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The clearestoutcome of the Yale programmeand more recent
work in the same tradition is that the original questionsof
who (communicator), what (messages),to whom (audience) have
producedcomplex resultswhich at best can be partially un-
ravelled by looking at interactionsbetweeneffects rather than
simple straightforwardeffects, and which at worst are just in-
consistent. And this muddled picture applies equally to later
work in the Yale tradition which has tried to follow the effect
of different messages,notably frightening versus non-frighten-
ing communications,on changingactual behaviour in areassuch
as dental care, anti-tetanusprotection by innoculation, and
giving up smoking. Obviously changing attitudesand behaviour
in these sorts of areasis socially important, but the experi-
ment failed to answer questionsabout how best to effect change.
In some caseshigh-fear messageshad least effect and this was
attributed to arousing too much anxiety for the messageto be
remembered; in other cases,especiallywhen a clear-cut course
of action to avoid the frightening consequenceswas also pro-
vided (for example, information on exactly how to get anti-
tetanusinjections and thus avoid the consequences),thenthe high-
fear messagehad most effect.

This last finding ties in with the approachto attitudes,
intentions and behaviourdescribedearlier, that is, when the
messageis directed at beliefs about the behaviour, as in the
anti-tetanusexperiment, then more behaviour change should
occur. Only if a smoker can be persuadedthat cutting down or
giving up smoking will actually reduce his chanceof lung cancer
will he change is behaviour. If he just is told that smoking
and lung cancerare related, with no indication that giving up
smoking will have any good effect, then he will be much less
likely to give up smoking. This has been demonstratedin an,
experimentalstudy. If we want to changebehaviour then the
messageshould be aimed at first changing intention, which in
turn requires a change in the beliefs about the outcomesof
that behaviour (or perhaps.in the normative beliefs if these
have already been demonstratedas an important influence on the
behaviour). So far very little work has been done,usingthis
approach. There is, however, one study which changedthe in-
tention and the behaviourof alcoholics with regard to signing-
up for a programmeof treatment (McArdle, 1972). The persua-
sive messageswere of two kindS, the first aimed at changing
beliefs about the outcomesof signing up (good outcomes) or not
signing up (bad outcomes); the secondkind was in keepingwith
the earlier experimentson 'fear appeal' emphasisingthe bad
effects of continued drinking. This fear messagehad least
effect on changingboth the attitude to signing-up for treat-
ment and actual behaviour. The most effective messagefor
changing attitude and behaviourwas the one which linked 'not
signing up' with bad consequences. Notice that, in the terms
of the Yale tradition, this messagealso producedmost anxiety
and least recall of the message,but showed a belief change
(comparedwith control subjectswho receivedno messageat all)
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in the direction of the message,whereas the fear messagedid
not show a belief change.

Continuing with this theme of attention to the beliefs
underlying attitude and their effect on behaviour, a rather
different approachto changing a behaviour such as smoking is
the techniquewhere'thesubjectsactively participateeither
by taking part in lectures, by giving speechessupporting 'the
other side' (counter-attitudinal)or by role-play, for example
taking the part of a heavy smoker who has just been told that
he has lung cancer. One explanationof the relative successof
participation in changingbehaviour is that it forces the sub-
ject to re-think the topic and bring into mind beliefs which
were previously non-salient; it also forms new beliefs by
direct experienceof a novel situation. It is likely that the
more involved the subject becomes in the role-play (either
emotionally or in the senseof actually taking part rather
than observing someoneelse acting), the more belief change
and hence behaviour changewill occur.

Similar explanationscan be applied to 'counter-attitudinal'
behaviour, which is debatingon the side which you do not sup-
port, or consentingto carry out some behaviour that you do not
agree with, either for payment, or to pleasesomeone,or because
you have been 'forced to' (see Festingerand Carlsmith, 1959).
But there are other explanationsof the changesin attitude
(and beliefs and sometimesbehaviour) which occur in such situ-
ations. One of these is that the subject 'observes'himself
doing or saying something that he disagreeswith and, in effect,
says "If I am doing this, and there is no other good reason for
me doing it, then I supposeI must believe in it or like it"
and changeshis attitude accordingly. But this 'self-attrib-
ution' will depend very much on the 'other good reasons'. "If
he was forced againsthis will to produce counter-attitudinal
behaviour then he has sufficient reason for having done it and
need not think it due to some personaldisposition. In such
instances,in theory, he will not change his attitude. If, on
the other hand, he cannot think of a good enough external
reasonhe may conclude that it does in fact reflect his own
opinion and thus changehis self-attribution and overtly state
an attitude or belief which reflects a change.

This 'self-attribution' explanationwas put forward by Bern
(1967) in opposition to Festinger'sinfluential theory of cog-
nitive dissonance(Festinger, 1957). According to cognitive
dissonancetheory, changes (if any) in attitudesor opinions
which follow 'counter-attitudinal'statementsor behaviourare
due to an experienceof pressuretoward consistency. If we
believe one thing and do or say somethingdifferent, according
to Festinger,we experiencean uncomfortablestateof cognitive
dissonanceand try to remedy this by making a change; and if we
have already said or done somethingovertly that is dissonant
with our initial belief or attitude, then the easiestway to
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reduce dissonanceis to bring this cognitive element into line
by changing it. The idea of cognitive dissonanceor rather the
idea of maintaining cognitive consonancehas been consideredan
important principle of the organisationof cognitions, attitudes
and behaviour and has produceda great many experimentalstudies.
Although the details of these and the criticisms they have been
subjectedto are beyond the scope of this paper, cognitive dis-
sonancetheory is briefly discussedbelow as one of the con-
sistencytheoriesof cognitive organisation.

Belief and Attitude Systens: Principles of
Organisationand Change

I have very briefly outlined, in an earlier section, a
model according to which information about the world and about
transactionswith it can be representedin propositional form
and subsetsof these propositionsaggregatedinto more complex
conceptswhose substantivecontent (the actual belief) can be
summarisedby an overall evaluation (attitude). This sort of
model is compatible with both stimulus-responseand cognitive
views of psychology, but frequently is dismissedas being too
simple to account for the complexitiesof human belief systems
and behaviour. I want to make just two points on this subject:
First, information processingin propositional form can be
extremely complex by virtue of the large numbers of such units
which the human brain can deal with, certainly over time. The
capacityof the brain is almost always underestimated. Second,
the real value of this 'oatmeal' view rests not only on the
complexity that can arise from sheer numbers but also on the
structures\vhich can thereafterbe imposed on that 'oatmeal'
and the processesto which these structurescan be subjected.
This is obviously an extremely difficult subject and one we do
not know a great deal about, but certain principles of cognitive
organisationhave and are being studied and I want to introduce
some of these here. I shall first deal with generalprinciples
of cognitive organisation,and then the more formalised systems
are explored. .

As beliefs are learned the selectionof information from
the environment (including the social environment) is influenced
by the conceptsalready formed; this is called 'prior entry'
effect. We tend to pay more attention to topics which are of
interest to us and about which we already have some knowledge
or perhapssome anxiety. We tend, to some degree, to select
information which hangs togetherand we build up interrelated
beliefs and value systemsinto a 'view of the world' which, at
the most general level, we call ideologies. These may reflect
prior dispositionsor even personality traits. This sort of
view of cognitive organisationhas been called a 'functional
approachto attitudes'. It does not exclude more objective and
rational processesbut allows for considerableindividual vari-
ation in the extent to which personalityand motivation affect
our belief systems. But more recently the emphasishas shifted.
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There is now considerableevidenceaccumulatingthat the inte-
gration of information (beliefs or propositions) and the pro-
cessesby which we use beliefs to infer or predict other be-
liefs can be fairly well mirrored by mathematicalmodels of
information processing,analysesin terms of conditional pro-
babilities and formal logic for which mathematicalfunctions
already exist. These models do not provide an exact fit, an
obvious example is that logic is apparently influenced by "wish-
ful thinking' to some variable extent, but if we think of be-
liefs in this way and measurethem as probabilities attached
to propositions (i.e., the likelihood that A is a B), then we
have at our disposal a means for considerablyenlargingour
understandingof belief systems.

The assumptionwhich underlies the possibility of mathe-
matical analysisof belief systemsis that, to the best of our
abilities, we processinformation in rational ｷ ｡ ｹ ｳ ｾ ｬ ･ ｡ ｲ ｮ ｩ ｮ ｧ the
probabilitiesof interrelationsbetweenconceptsand making
logical inferences. For example, when faced with a decision
we make a probabilistic estimateof the outcomesof each alter-
native. A further example refers to the attitude scalesdes-
cribed earlier. When faced with a questionnairemade up of a
list of belief statements(for example about attributesof a
political party) some will be beliefs we already hold and can
easily be rated for agreement/disagreement on the basis of what
we actually know. But when faced with an item that is new, then
a decision to expressagreementor. disagreementwill involve a
considerationof other beliefs already held about that political
party and inferencewill be basedperhapson an 'implicit theo-
ry' about the kind of attributesthat probably 'go together' in
the political area. This responsewill reflect 'probabilistic'
(rational) consistency. But if faced with an item about which

we know absolutelynothing, then we have no alternate (other
than a random responseor no response)but to make use of a
different principle of organisation,namely evaluative con-
sistency. In other words, we will rate the item in terms of
(or basedon) our existing feelings about the political party.
If we like the party (positive attitude) and the item indicates
somethinggood then we will tend to expressagreement.

The idea of consistencyhas been extremely important in
social psychology and several theories, notably Heider's
'Balance Theory' (Heider, 1958), Abelson and Rosenberg's
'Affective-Cognitive ConsistencyTheory' (Abelson and Rosen-
berg, 1958), and Festinger's'Cognitive DissonanceTheory' are
basedon some notion of internal consistencyamongstbeliefs
and attitudesand amongst higher order 'subsets'of cognitions.
Consistencyis a difficult concept to define. Previously I have
talked about beliefs 'going together' and in very simple language
this does get close to the notion of consistency. Consistency
can be thought of as a condition in which one is able to make
some prediction or inference (possible involving several steps)
from one or more of the elements (beliefs, attitudes,etc.)
concerningother elementsin the system, or about the structure
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of the systemitself. Probabilistic consistencyallows one to
predict relationshipson the basis of learnedprobabilitiesof
association; logical consistencyenablesone to predict on the
basis of a set of formal rules; evaluativeconsistencysuggests
inferencesbasedsimply on 'good things going together' or
being associatedwith other good things, bad things being some-
how associatedwith other bad things, and good and bad things
being disassociated. ---

I cannot possibly do justice to the complexitiesof con-
sistencytheories, but very briefly, Heider's main thesis can
be illustrated by the following example. If I see that Mary
(whom I like) likes Jane (whom I don't know) then I will like
Jane. This is balancedtriad; there is Mary and Jane and my-
self and three positive links. The unit betweenMary and Jane
could have been some other form of association,such as 'similar
to'. And we need not always be concernedwith people only,
thus 'I like Mary; Mary made a dress; I like the dress' is also
a balancedtriad. An unbalancedstatewould occur if, in this
example, I did not like the dress. A balancedstate is one
where the relations among the entities fit togetherharmoniously
and in this case there is no 'force toward change'; but when
relations among entities (which can be translatedinto 'beliefs
and attitudes') are not balancedthen there is pressureto
change. This is where consistencyas a principle of cognitive
organisationhas implications for attitude change. If some new
event (expressedas a belief or as a feeling) does not fit in a
balancedway with existing beliefs and attitudesthen according
to several theorists, belief or attitude changewill occur.
Osgood has formalised this idea of 'imbalance leads to change'
in a semi-quantitativeway to predict the extent of attitude
change that might be expectedin given circumstances. The
affective-cognitiveconsistencymodel of Rosenbergand Abelson
is similar to balancetheory but more developed. They have
formulated the balanceprinciple in a set of rules; not formal
logical but what they call 'psycho-logic', and by applying
these to relations betweencognitions they claim it is possible
to read-off predictionsabout what sort of cognitive changewill
occur.

Experimentshave been carried out on all these versionsof
consistencytheory and there is plenty of evidence that changes
in attitudesand beliefs often do occur when imbalance is
created; but it is difficult to say in advancewhich sort of
changewill occur and in which cognitive element. Also it is
plain that frequently, if not usually, we all exist relatively
happily with many imbalancedbelief systems. It is difficult
to conceive of an universal automatic pressure(homeostastis)
toward cognitive balancewhich can only be avoided by 'not
thinking' about the inconsistency.
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The final consistencytheory I want to mention is the one
which has probably stimulatedmore researchthan any other single
theory in social psychology: Festinger'scognitive dissonance
theory statesthat "two (cognitive) elementsare in a disso-
nant relation if, consideringthese two alone, the obverseof
one elementwould follow from the other"; for example, if I
believe that smoking causescancerand I know that I smoke,
then these two elements,which are dissonant, lead to an un-
pleasantor tension producing experienceof cognitive disso-
nance. Festingeris more explicit than the other consistency
theorists that dissonancewill be greaterwhen there are more
dissonantelementsand that, up to a point, dissonance will
be tolerated. Only when dissonanceexceedssome thresholdwill
a change occur, such as giving up smoking or changing to a low-
tar brand. Dissonancetheory is supposedto be relevant to
many situations. The 'counter-attitudinal'example has been
describedalready; another illustration is decision-making
where a choice has to be made between two desiredalternatives.
This producesthe dissonantcognitions:'I want X, (but) I have
chosenY.'. The theory suggeststhat this dissonancecan be
reducedby either decreasing the evaluationof X, the not-
chosenalternative, or increasingthe evaluationof Y, the
chosenone.

Dissonancetheory has receiveda lot of experimentalsup-
port but the complexities of more recent experimentsmake it
difficult to interpret the many inconclusive results. While
dissonancetheory is similar to the other consistencymodels it
should be noted that the cognitive elementscan be confined en-
tirely to beliefs, even though these are frequently beliefs-
about-attitudes(I know I like smoking) or beliefs-about-be-
having (I know I smoke). This suggeststhat Festinger's､ ･ ｾ
finition which centreson "the obverseof one element would
follow from the other" (and no-one has really decidedwhat
obversemeans), could well be compatiblewith 'probabilistic'
and/or logical consistency. In other words, obversemight
refer to "on the basis of any past experienceunlikely to
follow from ••. "; or "in terms of strict logic unlikely to
follow from". It seems then that dissonancetheory 'may well
turn out to be less a product of evaluativeconsistencythan
are other consistencymodels. This is in keeping with Bern's
suggestionthat cognitive changeswhich occur in so-called
dissonanceexperimentscan be explainedby a self-attribution
processbasedon beliefs and realistic self-observation. This
explanationagain emphasisesthe importanceof information, in-
herent in all situations, and which can be rationally processed
in propositional (or 'belief') form.

CONCLUSIONS

Any attempt to confine the whole topic of attitude theory,
even at the level of an overview, to one relatively short paper
means selectionand omission and inevitable bias. But I hope
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that I have at least made my bias explicit and that the (mild)
elementsof controversyintroducedhere will provide 'coat
hangers'on which to hang the vast literature on attitude theo-
ry. To recapitulate, I began by asking two fundamentalquestions:
What have social psychologistsbeen trying to find out when
studying attitudes?and why has so much time and energy been
given to the study of attitudes somewhatat the expenseof be-
liefs? I hope that the narrative approachI have adoptedhas
neverthelessallowed the answers to these questionsto emerge.
Attitude theory was first conceived in the hope of explaining
behaviourbut met with little or no success.Meanwhile the
'attitude' concept itself becamethe topic of researchpro-
ducing studiesof differential attitudesacrossgroups, and a
great deal of work on the processof attitude change. 'Atti-
tude' as the focus of attention is partly a misnomer because
frequently it was beliefs that were under investigationbut in
a non-theoretical 'loose' way, due largely to no real attempt
at definition of belief, and poor belief measurement.

From the perspectiveof the presentclimate in social
psychology, I believe it is evident that social and other applied
psychologistshave put misplacedemphasison 'attitude'. 'Atti-
tude' has been used inappropriatelyand/or measuredwrongly and
used to attempt to predict behaviours to which it hardly relates.
But those psychologistswho have tried to use attitude within a
strict theoretical framework and attemptedto arrive at general
statementsabout behaviourhave found that the only way that
this can be achievedwith any real degreeof successis by speci-
fying the conditions for behaviouralpredictionsso tightly that
the generalityof the law is lost. Attitude itself becomes
reified as the initial causeof the behaviour, rather than a
mediation of important social inputs, that is, the socially
influenced cognitive and perceptualexperiencesof the individual.

Originally (when the then current movement in psychology was
rigorous behaviourismand avoidanceof mentalistic conceptssuch
as instinct, intentions, and introspection) social psychologists
began the task of describingand explaining social behaviour
from general laws in a way directly correspondingto general laws
in the natural and physical sciences. It seems to me that it is
now time to reassessthe role of 'attitude' in the understanding
of social behaviour. To do this we need a different approach
to explanation, one which considersthe human subject not as
'behaving' in a way analogousto a laboratory rat but as capable
of forming purposive plans of action (social action in most
cases). Although his 'residuesof experience'can to some ex-
tent be measuredas 'attitude', and although his intentions are
to some degree dependenton these attitudes, direct and per-
ceptual experiences and the resulting cognitive systemsneed to
be studied in their own right as reflections of the social en-
vironment of the individual and the society in which he lives;
these are 'fine grain'residuesof experiencefor which attitude
can be no more than an affective summary.
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It is at this point that I return to beliefs. I have
given some indication throughout this paper of the role and
importanceof beliefs, the sorts of ways in which belief sys-
tems can be modelled and thesemodels be examinedempirically.
More attentioncan be paid to variations in beliefs, rather
than losing this information by summarisingit into 'attitude'.
Retention and study of such local complexity in its own right
will almost certainly require new methodologies. This dis-
aggregateapproachsuggestsa move toward induction from the
beliefs and intentions of individuals to those of groups; and
the aggregationcriteria chosen, and the equivalencesimposed
on the beliefs will themselvesbe crucial variables in ex-
planationsof social processesand social behaviour.
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