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Some attitudes are durable and impactful, whereas others are weak and

inconsequential. Over the last few decades, researchers have identified

roughly a dozen attributes of attitudes that diVerentiate the strong from

the weak. However, considerable controversy remains regarding the rela-

tions among these attributes. Some scholars have suggested that the various

strength‐related attributes reflect a small number of latent constructs, where-

as others have suggested that each is a distinct construct in its own right. We

review this ongoing controversy, and we then review a diverse set of recent

studies that provide new evidence in support of the latter perspective. We

consider the implications of our findings for the conceptualization of atti-

tude strength and for the methods by which it is studied.
Attitudes determine for each individual what he [or she] will see and hear, what he [or

she] will think and what he [or she] will do .... They draw lines about, and segregate,

an otherwise chaotic environment; they are our methods for finding our way about in

an ambiguous universe.

—Gordon W. Allport, 1935, p. 806
I. Introduction
It has been nearly 70 years since Gordon Allport famously declared the

attitude ‘‘the most distinctive and indispensable concept in contemporary
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American social psychology’’ (Allport, 1935, p. 798). In the decades since

this bold claim, a large literature has accumulated generally reinforcing the

notion that attitudes often do, as Allport (1935) suggested, profoundly

influence perception, cognition, and behavior. Equally clear from this litera-

ture, however, is that attitudes do not always do so. That is, although some

attitudes exert a powerful impact on thinking and on behavior, others are

largely inconsequential. Similarly, whereas some attitudes are tremendously

durable, resisting change in the face of a persuasive appeal and remaining

stable over long spans of time, others are highly malleable and fluctuate

greatly over time.

The term ‘‘attitude strength’’ is often used to capture this distinction,

and researchers have identified roughly a dozen attributes of attitudes that

are associated with their strength (Petty & Krosnick, 1995). These

strength‐related attitude attributes include attitude importance, knowledge,

elaboration, certainty, ambivalence, accessibility, intensity, extremity,

structural consistency, and others. A large literature now exists document-

ing the relations of these attitude attributes with the four defining features

of strong attitudes (i.e., resistance to change, stability over time, and a

powerful impact on thought and behavior; Krosnick & Petty, 1995). For

example, attitudes to which people attach more personal importance are

better predictors of behavior (Budd, 1986; Parker, Perry, & Gillespie, 1974;

Rokeach & Kliejunas, 1972), more resistant to change (Fine, 1957; Gorn,

1975; Zuwerink & Devine, 1996), and more powerfully influence liking

of other people (Byrne, London, & GriYtt, 1968; Clore & Baldridge,

1968; Granberg & Holmberg, 1986; Krosnick, 1988b; McGraw, Lodge, &

Stroh, 1990), inferences about others’ personality traits (Judd & Johnson,

1981), and many other cognitive processes. Similar sorts of relations

have been documented between other strength‐related attitude attributes

and the four defining features of strong attitudes (Krosnick & Petty,

1995). But considerably less is known about the relations among the

strength‐related attitude attributes themselves. In fact, a controversy has

emerged in the attitude literature regarding the underlying structure of these

attributes.

In this chapter, we review this controversy and the empirical evidence

and conceptual assumptions that have fueled it. We then draw on a

diverse set of recent studies to shed new light on the conceptual and

practical utility of the competing perspectives. Finally, we consider the

implications of our findings for the conceptualization of attitude strength

and for the methods by which it is studied. We begin by defining each

strength‐related attitude attribute and describing how it is typically

measured.
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II. Defining Strength‐Related Attitude Attributes
A. IMPORTANCE

Attitude importance refers to the amount of psychological significance a

person ascribes to an attitude (Boninger, Krosnick, Berent, & Fabrigar,

1995b). Because this construct is, by definition, a perception of an attitude,

it has typically been measured by asking a person to indicate how personally

important an object is to him or her or the extent to which he or she personally

cares about the object. Reports of the importance of or concern about

the object have been found to be extremely strongly correlated with reports

of the importance of and concern about the attitude (Boninger et al., 1995b).
B. KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge refers to the information about an attitude object that is stored

in memory, ranging in volume from very large to none at all (Wood, 1982;

Wood, Rhodes, & Biek, 1995). Knowledge has often been measured by

asking people to rate their subjective sense of the amount of knowledge they

have about an object. Knowledge has also been measured by asking people

to list everything they know about an object and directly assessing the

quantity of information generated. And knowledge has sometimes been

measured via performance on a factual quiz, on the assumption that people

who have more correct information about an object also have more total

volume of information about the object stored in memory.
C. ACCESSIBILITY

The accessibility of an attitude refers to how easily or quickly it can be

retrieved from memory (Fazio, 1995). The speed of retrieval is presumed to

indicate the strength of the link in memory between the representation of the

object and the evaluation of it. Accessibility has most often been measured by

assessing the length of time it takes a person to report his or her attitude. And

accessibility has sometimes been measured by asking people to subjectively

rate how quickly their attitudes come to mind when they think of the object.
D. CERTAINTY

Attitude certainty refers to the amount of confidence a person attaches to

an attitude. It has usually been measured by asking people how certain
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or how confident they are about their attitudes, or how sure they are

that their attitudes are valid, accurate, or correct (Gross, Holtz, &

Miller, 1995).
E. AMBIVALENCE

Ambivalence refers to the degree to which a person has both favorable

and unfavorable reactions to an object. For example, a person may

recognize both admirable and despicable qualities in a particular

individual, or may see both pros and cons of a proposed policy. Ambiva-

lence, then, is the degree of evaluative conflict in a person’s responses to an

object, with maximum ambivalence occurring when favorable and unfavor-

able responses are both maximally strong (Thompson, Zanna, & GriYn,

1995). Ambivalence has often been measured by asking people to report the

degree to which they subjectively experience feelings of internal conflict.

Ambivalence has also been measured by asking people to separately rate

the extent of their positive and negative evaluations of an object, which can

then be used to calculate ambivalence (Priester & Petty, 1996; Thompson

et al., 1995).
F. STRUCTURAL CONSISTENCY

Closely related to ambivalence are three aspects of structural consistency

involving a person’s overall evaluation of an object, the evaluative implica-

tions of his or her beliefs about the object’s qualities, and the evaluative

valence of his or her emotional reactions to the object. Evaluative‐aVective,
evaluative‐cognitive, and aVective‐cognitive consistency are the terms used

to refer to the three possible manifestations of consistency (Chaiken,

Pomerantz, & Giner‐Sorolla, 1995). Usually, the three elements have been

measured separately and then integrated mathematically to yield quantita-

tive assessments of each type of consistency.
G. EXTREMITY

Attitudes are typically conceptualized as lying on a continuum from

very positive through neutral to very negative. Attitudes that lie

toward either end of this continuum are considered to be extreme (Abelson,

1995). Extremity has usually been derived from reports of attitudes on rating

scales.
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H. ELABORATION

Some attitudes are formed as a result of in‐depth, highly elaborative

thought processes. Others are formed through more superficial, cue‐driven
processes that require relatively little thought (Petty, Haugtvedt, & Smith,

1995). The extent of prior elaboration about an attitude object has been

gauged by asking people how much they have thought about the object

previously.
I. INTENSITY

Attitude intensity is the strength of the emotional reaction provoked by the

attitude object in an individual. It has typically been measured using self‐
reports of the intensity of feelings a person says he or she has about the

object (Cantril, 1944, 1946; StouVer et al., 1950).
III. Underlying Constructs?
When presented in this fashion, these various attributes seem obviously

distinct from one another, with fundamentally diVerent psychological nat-
ures and at least somewhat distinct origins and consequences. Some of these

attributes are inherently subjective perceptions of the attitude‐holder. For
example, attitude importance is a personal judgment of significance—for an

individual to say that an attitude is extremely important is to say that he or

she cares deeply about it and is presumably motivated to protect it, express

it, and be faithful to it in action. Certainty is another subjective judgment,

this time about the subjective sense of the justification for holding a particu-

lar attitude.

Other dimensions reflect the content and structure of representations

stored in long‐term memory. For example, knowledge volume is the stock-

pile of information about an object in memory, which may confer certain

abilities to interpret, store, retrieve, and use information to particular ends.

Accessibility represents the character of the relation between an object’s

representation and its evaluation stored in memory, which regulates the

speed and ease with which the attitude springs to mind upon encountering

the object. Ambivalence and structural consistency refer to the degree of

evaluative harmony among the various components of an attitude that are

stored in memory.
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Extremity is a feature of the attitude itself: where along a bipolar evalua-

tive continuum an attitude falls. And elaboration refers to the nature of the

cognitive work a person has previously devoted to an attitude object.

Thus, it is a description of psychological processes that have evolved in the

past.

When described in these ways, it seems obvious that understanding atti-

tude strength requires an in‐depth understanding of the workings of each of

these various strength‐related attributes. On the other hand, the fact that all

of these attributes relate in similar ways to the defining features of strong

attitudes (e.g., resistance to change, persistence over time) may suggest that

they are surface manifestations of a smaller number of underlying psycho-

logical constructs. If this is the case, understanding attitude strength simply

requires identifying and investigating these more basic constructs. This issue

has sharply divided attitude strength researchers.
A. COMMON‐FACTOR MODELS

Many researchers have assumed, either implicitly or explicitly, that sets of

strength‐related attitude attributes reflect a common underlying latent con-

struct. For example, many early researchers treated measures of the various

attributes as interchangeable. When setting out to gauge attitude ‘‘intensi-

ty,’’ some researchers measured certainty (Brim, 1955; Guttman & Suchman,

1947; Katz, 1944; McDill, 1959; Suchman, 1950), whereas others measured

extremity (McDill, 1959; Tannenbaum, 1956). To measure ‘‘involvement,’’

some researchers assessed importance (Apsler & Sears, 1968; Borgida &

Howard‐Pitney, 1983; Gorn, 1975; Howard‐Pitney, Borgida, & Omoto,

1986), others have assessed knowledge (Stember & Hyman, 1949–1950),

and still others measured elaboration (Bishop, 1990; Petty & Cacioppo,

1979). And whereas attitude ‘‘salience’’ has sometimes been measured by

indices of importance (Hoelter, 1985; Jackson & Marcus, 1975; Lemon,

1968; Powell, 1977; Tedin, 1980), it has also been gauged by measuring

elaboration (Brown, 1974). Treating measures of diVerent strength‐related
attitude attributes as interchangeable is reasonable if one assumes that they

each reflect the same underlying construct.

The notion of conceptual overlap between attributes has sometimes

been advocated more explicitly. Roese and Olson (1994), for example,

argued that people’s internal cues regarding subjective perceptions of their

attitudes (e.g., how important the attitude is to them) may often be weak and

ambiguous. As a result, when people are asked about the personal impor-

tance of an attitude, they may be forced to engage in self‐perception
processes along the lines of those described by Bem (1972). Roese and Olson
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(1994) suggested that one useful cue in such situations may be the speed and

ease with which one’s attitude comes to mind. If an attitude comes to mind

quickly, people may infer that it must be important to them, whereas if an

attitude comes to mind slowly, people may infer that it must not be very

important to them. Haddock and his colleagues (Haddock, Rothman, &

Schwarz, 1996; Haddock, Rothman, Reber, & Schwarz, 1999) and Bassili

(1996a) have made similar arguments, suggesting that reports of many

strength‐related attitude attributes (e.g., importance, certainty, intensity)

are all derived from a common set of cues, such as the experienced ease with

which people are able to retrieve attitude‐supportive information from

memory.
1. Evidence

The most pervasive type of empirical evidence presented to advance the

notion of overlap among strength‐related attributes has been factor analysis.

In a number of studies, exploratory factor analyses or principal components

analyses have been conducted in order to identify the factor structure

underlying various strength‐related attitude attributes (Abelson, 1988; Bass

& Rosen, 1969; Bassili, 1996a; Erber, Hodges, & Wilson, 1995; Kokkinaki,

1998; Lastovicka & Gardner, 1979; Pomerantz, Chaiken, & Tordesillas,

1995; Prislin, 1996). Although these studies (listed down the left side of

Table I) each included somewhat diVerent sets of strength‐related attributes,

most included measures of attitude importance, knowledge, accessibility,

certainty, extremity, and elaboration. And in each of these studies, two or

three latent factors emerged. Table I indicates upon which latent factor

(labeled 1, 2, or 3) each attribute was found to load.

Although attitudes toward disparate objects were examined in a variety of

diVerent participant populations and at diVerent times spanning nearly three

decades, some striking consistencies emerged: some pairs of attributes con-

sistently loaded on the same factor, whereas other pairs tended to load on

diVerent factors. For example, in every one of the 18 analyses that included

importance and elaboration, these attributes loaded on the same latent

factor (the first factor). And in 74% of the 19 analyses involving both

importance and knowledge, these two attributes loaded on the same factor

(again, the first factor). Likewise, knowledge and elaboration loaded on the

same factor in nearly 70% of the analyses that included them both. Just

as strikingly, importance and accessibility did not load on the same factor in

a single 1 of the 11 instances in which they were included in the same

analysis. Similarly, knowledge and extremity loaded on the same factor in

only 2 of 17 analyses. Finally, importance and extremity loaded together

in only 2 of 21 analyses. Thus, the cluster of importance, elaboration, and



TABLE I

COMPARISON OF RESULTS FROM EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSES

Study Issue

Researchers’ name

for factor

Strength‐related attitude attributes

Importance Knowledge Elaboration Certainty Extremity Accessibility

Prislin (1996) AYrmative

action

Generalized attitude

strength

1 1 1 1

Extremity 2

Ease of attitude

expression

3

Prislin (1996) Abortion Generalized attitude

strength

1 1 1 1

Extremity 2 2

Ease of attitude

expression

3

Prislin (1996) Euthanasia Generalized attitude

strength

1 1 1 1

Extremity 2

Ease of attitude

expression

3

Bassili (1996a) Hiring quotas Meta‐attitudinal 1 1 1 1

Operative 2 2

Bassili (1996a) Pornography Meta‐attitudinal 1 1 1 1

Operative 2 2

Bassili (1996a) Hate speech Meta‐attitudinal 1 1 1 1

Operative 2 2 2

Erber et al.

(1995)

Ronald Reagan Conviction 1 1 1 1

Factor 2 2 2

Pomerantz

et al. (1995)

Capital

punishment

Embeddedness 1 1

Commitment 2 2 2



Pomerantz

et al. (1995)

Abortion Embeddedness 1 1

Commitment 2 2 2

Pomerantz

et al. (1995)

Environment Embeddedness 1 1

Commitment 2 2 2

Pomerantz

et al. (1995)

Gay men Embeddedness 1 1

Commitment 2 2

Pomerantz

et al. (1995)

Election forecasts Embeddedness 1 1

Commitment 2 2

Kokkinaki

(1998)

European

Monetary

Union

Embeddedness 1 1

Conviction 2 2 2

Internal consistency 3

Krosnick et al.

(1993)

Abortion

(Study 1)

Factor 1 1 1 1

Factor 2 2 2

Krosnick et al.

(1993)

Death penalty Factor 1 1 1 1

Factor 2 2 2

Krosnick et al.

(1993)

Defense spending Factor 1 1 1

Factor 2 2 2

Factor 3 3 3

Krosnick et al.

(1993)

Abortion

(Study 3)

Factor 1 1 1

Factor 2 2 2 2

Factor 3 3

Abelson

(1988)

South Africa,

nuclear power,

God, abortion,

welfare,

strategic

defense

initiative,

Nicaragua,

AIDS

Ego preoccupation 1 1

Cognitive

elaboration

2

Emotional

commitment

3

Continues



TABLE I Continued

Study Issue

Researchers’ name

for factor

Strength‐related attitude attributes

Importance Knowledge Elaboration Certainty Extremity Accessibility

Lastovicka &

Gardner

(1979)

Consumer

products

Importance 1

Familiarity 2

Bass & Rosen

(1969)

Study 1—George

Romney

Involvement 1 1

Confidence 2 2

Bass & Rosen

(1969)

Study 2—

Academics

Involvement 1 1

Confidence 2 2

Bass & Rosen

(1969)

Study 2—

Quarter system

Involvement 1 1

Confidence 2 2

Bass & Rosen

(1969)

Study 2—Farm

subsidies

Involvement/

confidence

1 1 1 1

Bass & Rosen

(1969)

Study 2—George

Romney

Involvement 1 1

Confidence 2 2

Note: Cell entries of ‘‘1’’ indicate that an attitude attribute loaded on the first factor, ‘‘2’’ indicates that an attitude attribute loaded on the second

factor, and ‘‘3’’ indicates that the attribute loaded on the third factor.
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know ledge seems distinct from access ibility and extre mity when v iewed

throu gh this lens. 1

Based upon these sorts of fact or analys es, many investiga tors have aver-

aged toget her measur es of mult iple strength ‐ related attribu tes to creat e
co mposite indice s of attitude strength, which ha ve then been used to invest i-

gate attitude propert ies and proce sses ( Bassili, 1996a; Bassili & Roy, 1998 ;

Eag ly et al., 2000; Had dock et al., 199 9; Lavine, Hu V, Wagner, & Sweene y,

1998 ; Pomeran tz et al., 1995; Prislin, 1996 ). For exampl e, compo sites call ed

‘‘atti tude stre ngth’’ have been creat ed by averaging measure s of importance,

certa inty, and intens ity (Had dock et al., 1996, 19 99 ), measure s of importance,

certa inty, knowl edge (and other measures; Eagly et al., 2000; Theodo rakis,

1994 ), measure s of extremit y, certa inty, and access ibility ( Bassili & Roy,

1998 ), measur es of impor tance and certa inty (and other measures; Ho lland,

Ver planken, & van Knippenb erg, 2002 ), or measur es of impor tance,

know ledge, certainty , and elabora tion (and other measur es; Bassili, 1996a;

Pr islin, 1996 ).

Pom erantz et al. (1995) average d impor tance and know ledge (and other

measur es) into a composi te called ‘‘embed dedness, ’’ and they average d

extre mity and certa inty (and oth er measur es) to creat e a composi te call ed

‘‘com mitment .’’ Ho dson, Maio, an d Esses (2001) created an index that they

also labeled ‘‘commi tment’’ by averagin g measur es of impor tance, certa inty,

an d personal relevan ce. Kokk inaki (1998) average d measur es of impor tance

an d elabora tion (and oth er measur es) to creat e an index of ‘‘embed dedness, ’’

an d she average d measur es of certainty , knowl edge, ambiv alence, and ex-

trem ity to create an index of ‘‘conv iction.’ ’ Abel son (1988) gauged ‘‘ego ‐
preo ccupati on’’ by av eraging measur es of impor tance, elabora tion, an d

othe r variab les. And severa l scholar s have c reated indice s that they label ed

‘‘in volvem ent’’ by averagin g measur es of impor tance, certa inty, an d elabo-

rati on (and other measur es; Miller, 1965 ), measur es of importance, know l-

ed ge, and elabora tion (and oth er measur es; Verplanken , 1989, 1991 ), or

measur es of impor tance, inter est in infor mation , and attitude ‐ express ive
be haviors (and other measures; Thom pson & Zanna , 1995 ). In each case,

these invest igato rs have then explore d the cogn itive and behavior al conse-

que nces of the composi tes they creat ed.
1 Some inconsistencies across studies also emerged. For example, attitude importance and

certainty loaded on the same factor in some studies ( Erber et al., 1995; Prislin, 1996) but on

di Verent factors in other studies ( Abelson, 1988; Pomerantz et al., 1995; Visser, 1998). And even

within a single investigation, inconsistent results sometimes appeared. For example, Bassili

(1996a) found importance and certainty to load on a common factor for some attitude objects

but to load on di Verent factors for other attitude objects. Similarly, Bass and Rosen (1969)

found importance and certainty to load on a single factor for one attitude object and to load on

diVerent factors for a second object.
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B. A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE

However, this is not the only approach present in the attitude strength

literature. In fact, more common are studies that have examined one

strength‐related attribute at a time, without combining attributes together

into a composite index (Krosnick & Abelson, 1992; Raden, 1985). This

approach can be justified by the obvious conceptual diVerences between

the various strength‐related attitude attributes.

For example, as our earlier review implied, attaching personal importance

to an attitude is quite diVerent from simply possessing a large store of

knowledge about the attitude object. To attach great importance to an

attitude is to care tremendously about it and to be deeply concerned about

it. And this deep concern is consequential—perceiving an attitude to be

personally important leads people to protect it against attack and use it in

processing information, making decisions, and choosing a course of action

(Krosnick & Abelson, 1992). Thus, attitude importance seems to be primar-

ily a motivator: of attitude protection and attitude use. In contrast, knowl-

edge is simply a cache of information stored in memory. As such, knowledge

per se seems less likely to be motivational in and of itself. Rather, its eVects
seem more likely to be ability based in character. DiVerences of this sort in
the psychological nature of the various strength‐related attitude attributes

have led some scholars to question the wisdom of combining them into

composite indices of attitude strength.
1. Evidence

Supporting this view is evidence from a number of confirmatory factor

analyses, which have avoided some of the pitfalls of exploratory factor

analyses (Krosnick, Boninger, Chuang, Berent, & Carnot, 1993, Krosnick,

Jarvis, Strathman, & Petty, 1994; Lavine et al., 1998; Visser, 1998). In

particular, exploratory factor analysis is subject to distortion due to system-

atic measurement error, because people diVer from one another in how they

interpret the meanings of the points on rating scales. When the same scale is

used to measure diVerent constructs, as has often been the case in explorato-

ry factor analytic investigations of attitude strength, these individual diVer-
ences in scale point interpretation will produce an artifactual positive

correlation between the measures of the constructs across participants

(Bentler, 1969; Brady, 1985; Costner, 1969; Green, 1988; Green & Citrin,

1994). This would cause constructs that are perfectly orthogonal to appear

to be positively correlated if they are measured using the same rating scale

coded in the same direction (as was the case in most past studies). Explor-

atory factor analysis and related techniques will (incorrectly) presume that
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this covariation is substantively meaningful; increasing the likelihood that

variables measured with a common rating scale will appear to load on the

same factor.

To overcome this problem, Krosnick et al. (1993) advocated the use of

confirmatory factor analyses that model and correct for systematic measure-

ment error. Following the logic of the multitrait–multimethod approach

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959), they proposed that multiple strength‐related
attitude attributes should be assessed using several diVerent types of rating
scales. The attributes can then be represented as latent variables (gauged by

multiple indicators), and method factors can be included in the model to

account for covariation between the measures that is due to a common

method of measurement (Alwin & Krosnick, 1985; Andrews, 1984; Green

& Citrin, 1994; Green, Goldman, & Salovey, 1993; Jarvis & Petty, 1996).

The use of multiple indicators also permits disattenuation of correlations

between latent constructs to correct for the impact of random measurement

error.

Krosnick et al. (1993) used this approach in three studies to estimate

associations among various strength‐related attributes of people’s attitudes

toward several social and political issues. Although a few pairs of attributes

were quite strongly correlated, most were weakly or not at all correlated.

Krosnick et al. (1993) explicitly tested the possibility that a common under-

lying construct could account for covariation among sets of strength‐related
attributes. Specifically, they tested the goodness‐of‐fit of various structural
equation models positing that pairs, trios, or larger sets of attributes load on

a single underlying factor, each possibility derived from existing theories and

empirical findings. In each case, Krosnick et al. (1993) compared the fit of

the common‐factor model to that of a model representing the relevant

strength‐related attributes as separate (albeit correlated) constructs. Across

three studies, Krosnick et al. (1993) found virtually no evidence that a group

of attributes reflected a common underlying factor. In fact, only two com-

mon‐factor models received consistent support across all tests of them:

self‐reported knowledge and objective measures of people’s actual stores of

knowledge about an object consistently loaded on a single factor, as did

attitude extremity and attitude accessibility. But in most tests (30 of 42 tests,

or 71%), the common‐factor models entailed significant compromises in

goodness‐of‐fit of the model to the observed data.

Lavine et al. (1998) conducted similar analyses and obtained similar

results. Lavine et al.’s confirmatory factor analyses (1998) examined the

underlying structure of six strength‐related attributes: importance, certainty,

intensity, frequency of thought, extremity, and ambivalence. These research-

ers found that a model in which the six attributes were treated as separate

constructs fit the data significantly better than did any model in which
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subsets of attributes were treated as manifestations of a common latent

factor.

Empirical findings of this sort have reinforced the notion among some

attitude strength researchers that the various strength‐related attitude attri-

butes are distinct constructs in their own right rather than reflections of a

smaller number of more general underlying factors. This perspective empha-

sizes the multidimensionality of attitude strength, and it suggests that eVorts
to elucidate the origins and consequences of strength should focus on

developing a fuller understanding of the origins and consequences of each

individual strength‐related attribute.
C. RECONCILING THESE DIVERGENT PERSPECTIVES

As the earlier discussion implies, the attitude strength literature seems to

have come to an impasse. Two bodies of empirical evidence support two

contradictory conceptualizations of attitude strength. Exploratory factor

analyses suggest that there are two or three basic dimensions of attitude

strength and that all of the various strength‐related attitude attributes dis-

cussed in the literature can be reduced to these basic dimensions. According

to this perspective, distinguishing each and every strength‐related attribute is

a trivial exercise in splitting hairs. In contrast, confirmatory factor analyses

suggest that attitude strength is multifaceted and that the strength‐related
attributes cannot be reduced to a smaller set of more general underlying

factors. According to this perspective, combining strength‐related attributes

into composite indices glosses over meaningful conceptual distinctions

among them.

Clearly, the debate over the underlying structure of the strength‐related
attitude attributes is not likely to be resolved through additional eVorts to
factor analyze the correlations among them. Such correlations can be used to

support either of these two perspectives. In fact, even with a single data set,

the decision to conduct exploratory versus confirmatory factor analyses can

yield evidence that appears to unambiguously favor one perspective or the

other (Krosnick et al., 1993; Visser, 1998). Instead, we propose that the

solution may lie in a reformulation of the basic question that attitude

strength researchers have set out to address.

Up to this point, the debate over the relations among strength‐related
attributes has been cast, at least implicitly, in absolute terms—either each

strength‐related attribute is a distinct construct with unique antecedents and

consequences, or sets of attributes are largely redundant, essentially inter-

changeable reflections of the same underlying construct. But the truth al-

most certainly lies somewhere between these extremes. Most pairs of
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strength‐related attitude attributes are likely to be at least partially distinct—

arising from at least some unique antecedents and setting into motion at

least some distinct cognitive and behavioral consequences. But many pairs of

strength‐related attributes may share some common variance as well, arising

from some of the same antecedents and perhaps exerting some of the same

eVects on thought and behavior.

The question, then, is whether there is enough unique variance to justify

distinguishing among the various strength‐related attitude attributes when

building theories of the origins and consequences of attitude strength. If very

little of the variance in each strength‐related attribute is unique and most is

shared with other attributes in a set, those attributes must have largely

redundant antecedents and consequences. In the interest of parsimony,

measures of these attributes could be combined together into an index to

more eYciently explore their workings in relation to other psychological

constructs. But if the amount of unique variance in each attribute is sub-

stantial, this would indicate that the causes of the various attributes are quite

diVerent, and it would raise the possibility that the attributes may also exert

diVerent sorts of cognitive and behavioral eVects.2 And the more diVerent
their origins and consequences, the more misleading the results of an inves-

tigation will be if measures of diVerent attributes are combined into a

composite index of attitude strength.
1. A New Approach

This logic makes clear that an eYcient alternative to factor analysis is direct,

simultaneous exploration of the antecedents and consequences of various

strength‐related attributes. If two attributes appear to be similarly aVected
by many predictor variables and appear to exert similar kinds of eVects on
thinking and action, there is little to be gained by maintaining sharp distinc-

tions between them in empirical investigations of attitude strength—even if

the attributes are far from being perfectly correlated. But if two attributes

have diVerent causes and distinct eVects on thought and behavior, there is

indeed utility in maintaining the distinction between them in theory‐build-
ing—even if the attributes are quite strongly correlated.

More specifically, evidence that one strength‐related attitude attribute is

related to a particular cognitive or behavior outcome whereas another
2 Of course, evidence that two attributes arise from diVerent antecedents would not neces-

sarily imply that they also exert diVerent consequences. Distinct constructs can have overlapping

sets of eVects. But two attributes that reflect a common underlying construct must arise from a

common set of antecedents and exert a common set of consequences.
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attribute is not related to that outcome would clearly challenge the practice

of combining the two attributes into an omnibus index of attitude strength.

Doing so would yield misleading evidence regarding the distinct functioning

of these attributes. Similarly, if one strength‐related attribute is positively

associated with a cognitive or behavioral outcome and another attribute is

negatively associated with that outcome, researchers would be ill‐advised to

combine the two attributes into a composite index. In this case, doing so is

likely to mask entirely these countervailing relations, obscuring the function-

ing of these independent attributes. Finally, evidence that two strength‐
related attributes interact to produce a particular cognitive or behavioral

outcome would also challenge the practice of combining them into an index.

Such an index would yield an incomplete portrait of the relation between the

attributes and the outcome.

In our view, this approach—focusing not strictly on the correlations

among attributes but on the degree of overlap in their antecedents and

consequences—provides a better conceptual match to the basic questions

regarding the structure and function of attitude strength that interest atti-

tude researchers. Identifying sets of attributes that arise from a common set

of antecedents and that set into motion a common set of cognitive and

behavioral consequences would provide an empirically justified conceptual

framework for consolidating disparate lines of research on these individual

attributes. And findings of this sort would facilitate swift progress in the

eYcient investigation of the workings of these clusters of attributes.

Evidence that the various strength‐related attributes instead arise from

distinct causal antecedents and exert diVerent cognitive and behavior eVects
would also clarify the conceptualization of attitude strength and would

facilitate progress in empirical investigations of it. Findings of this sort

would suggest that not all strong attitudes are alike, and that careful atten-

tion to the bases of attitude strength will have useful payoVs for psychologi-
cal theory building. It may be, for example, that some attitudes are strong

because people attach a great deal of importance to them, which has a

particular set of consequences for thinking and action. Other attitudes may

be strong because they are based on a substantial volume of attitude‐relevant
knowledge, which may set into motion a somewhat diVerent set of cognitive
and behavioral consequences. And some attitudes may manifest strength

because of the copresence of two or more strength‐related attributes, with

unique consequences for thinking and action. This multidimensional con-

ceptualization of attitude strength would suggest that composite indices of

attitude strength, comprised of sets of strength‐related attributes, will often

yield misleading evidence and inaccurate characterizations of strength‐
related processes, impeding the development of refined theory in this

domain.
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D. OVERV IEW OF THIS CHAPT ER

In the remai nder of this ch apter, we review a set of studi es that have directly

asses sed the degree of ov erlap in the an tecedent s an d consequ ences of

stre ngth ‐ related a ttribute s, pro viding a broad set of evidence about the
co nceptual and practi cal utility of maint aining distinct ions among them.

To build this chapter , we condu cted a thorough search of the literat ure to

iden tify all studies that hav e directly co mpared the cau ses or e Vects of tw o or
more stren gth ‐relat ed attitude feat ures. We descri be all such studi es in the

secti ons that follow. As will become evident , much of the existing work has

co mpared atti tude impor tance to other attitude features, so our chapter

ne cessarily til ts in this direction. But even with this tilt, the studi es we revie w

seem to provide a broad an d soli d basis for draw ing conclusi ons ab out the

struc ture and function of attitude stren gth.

1. Importan ce and Knowl edge

We begin by describing a program of research exploring the workings of

attitude importance and attitude‐relevant knowledge. Consistent with the fact
that importance and knowledge loaded on the same factor in most exploratory

factor analyses, many investigators have averaged together measures of impor-

tance and knowledge to yield an index when investigating attitude properties

and processes (Bassili, 1996a; Eagly et al., 2000; Pomerantz et al., 1995; Prislin,

1996; Theodorakis, 1994; Verplanken, 1989, 1991). We will review evidence

regarding the degree to which importance and knowledge arise from the same

causal antecedents and exert the same kinds of cognitive and behavioral con-

sequences, as the common‐factor model assumes.

2. Importan ce and Cer tainty

W e then review eviden ce of co nvergences an d diverg ences in the co gnitive

an d beh aviora l consequen ces of attitude impor tance and certa inty. In seven

pa st exp loratory fact or analys es, these attitude attr ibutes load ed on the same

fact or ( Bass & Rosen, 1 969; Bas sili, 1996a ; Pr islin, 199 6 ). And many inves-

tiga tors have average d impor tance a nd certa inty to create co mposite indice s

( Bassil i, 1996a ; Eagly et al., 2000; Haddo ck et al., 1996, 1999; Hodson et al.,

2001 ; Holl and et al., 2002; Miller, 196 5; Prisl in, 1996; Theodor akis, 1994 ).

The evidence we will revie w asses ses the wisdom of this practice.

3. Importan ce and Acce ssibili ty

Next , we revie w a program of research examin ing atti tude impor tance and

attitud e access ibilit y, in light of Roese and Olso n’s (1994) suggest ion that
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pe ople may infer the impor tance of their attitudes by not ing how quickly

an d easil y they come to mind and Krosnick ’s (1989) suggest ion that impor-

tance may be a cause of accessibility. We review the array of available

evidence regarding the antecedents of these attributes, and we review evi-

dence exploring the causal relations between them to gauge their conceptual

and procedural independence.

4. Certainty and Accessibility

We then consider similar evidence regarding attitude certainty and attitude

accessibility. Specifically, we explore the degree to which these two strength‐
related attributes arise from a common set of antecedents, and we assess the

implications of each attribute for attitude‐congruent behavior.

5. Attitude Strength Composites Versus Their Constituents

We then describe a series of studies that explicitly pitted individual strength‐
related attitude attributes against composites of them. These studies

explored the extent to which these attributes (alone or in combination):

(1) predicted two defining features of strong attitudes (resistance to change

and stability), (2) responded similarly to ease of retrieval manipulations, and

(3) regulated responsiveness to question wording and question order eVects
in attitude measurement. In our review of these studies, we will pay particu-

lar attention to the degree to which composite indices may obscure the

workings of individual strength‐related attributes.
IV. Attitude Importance and Knowledge
A. HYPOTHESES

1. Common Antecedents and Consequences?

Until recently, no existing evidence disputed the notion that importance and

knowledge spring from the same causal antecedents and have the same eVects.
But this is because no investigation had directly explored the issue. Consider

first the existing evidence on antecedents. Three primary causes of attitude

importance had been documented in the literature thus far: (1) the belief that

the attitude object impinges on one’s material self‐interest, (2) identification
with reference groups or individuals who attach importance to the attitude

object or whose material interests are linked to the object, and (3) recognition

of a link between the attitude and one’s core values (Boninger, Krosnick, &
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Berent, 1995a). Attitude accessibility, the experienced ease of retrieving atti-

tude‐relevant information from memory, and self‐esteem maintenance

motives have also been posited to regulate attitude importance (Haddock

et al., 1996, 1999; Pelham, 1991; Roese & Olson, 1994). Until recently, no

research had tested whether these factors are causes of knowledge as well.

The primary origins of knowledge documented in the literature thus far

were: (1) direct experience with an attitude object (Fazio & Zanna, 1981) and

(2) exposure and attention to information about the object provided by

other people, through conversations or mass media (McGuire, 1986;

Roberts & Maccoby, 1985). No studies had tested whether importance is

enhanced by direct experience or exposure to information from informants;

it is conceivable that these causal processes do indeed occur.

With regard to the consequences of importance and knowledge, some

overlap has been documented. Quantity of attitude‐relevant knowledge has
been shown to be associated with greater consistency between attitudes and

behavior, greater ability to encode new information about an object, reduced

reliance on peripheral cues in evaluating persuasive messages, more exten-

sive thinking about attitude‐relevant information, greater sensitivity to the

quality of arguments in evaluating a persuasive message, and greater resis-

tance to attitude change (Biek, Wood, & Chaiken, 1996; Davidson, 1995;

Wilson, Dunn, Kraft, & Lisle, 1989; Wood, 1982; Wood & Kallgren,

1988; Wood et al., 1995). In line with three of these findings, importance

has also been shown to be associated with greater attitude–behavior consis-

tency (Budd, 1986; Parker et al., 1974; Rokeach & Kliejunas, 1972), more

extensive thinking about attitude‐relevant information (Berent & Krosnick,

1993; Celsi & Olson, 1988; Howard‐Pitney et al., 1986), and greater resis-

tance to attitude change (Fine, 1957; Gorn, 1975; Zuwerink & Devine, 1996).

Until recently, other documented consequences of knowledge had not

been investigated with regard to importance, raising the possibility that

importance leads to these outcomes as well. And various documented eVects
of importance (e.g., the motivation to acquire information about the attitude

object, Berent & Krosnick, 1993; consistency between attitudes and core

values, Jackman, 1977; Judd & Krosnick, 1989) had not yet been investi-

gated as possible consequences of attitude‐relevant knowledge.
2. Distinct Antecedents and Consequences?

However, when considered less mechanically and more conceptually,

there are clearly reasons to expect that the causes and eVects of importance

and knowledge will be diVerent. Because it reflects the degree of concern,

caring, and significance an individual attaches to an attitude, attitude

importance should serve to motivate people to use the attitude in processing
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information, making decisions, and taking action. Consistent with this

reasoning, attitude importance has been shown to inspire people to seek

out attitude‐relevant information (Berent & Krosnick, 1993; Zaichkowsky,

1985) and to think carefully about that information (Berent, 1990).

Importance also motivates people to use an attitude: more important

attitudes have greater impact on judgments of liking for other people

(Byrne et al., 1968; Clore & Baldridge, 1968; Granberg & Holmberg, 1986;

Krosnick, 1988b; McGraw et al., 1990), on voting behavior in elections

(Krosnick, 1988b; Schuman & Presser, 1981), and on trait inferences (Judd &

Johnson, 1981). And importance has been shown to stimulate attitude‐
expressive behavior (Krosnick & Telhami, 1995; Schuman & Presser,

1981). Thus, importance appears primarily to be a motivator.

In contrast, knowledge is not in and of itself motivational—it is simply a

store of information inmemory. Andmost of its eVects appear to be primarily

ability‐based in character. Knowledge has been shown to enhance recall

(Cooke, Atlas, Lane, & Berger, 1993; Fiske, Lau, & Smith, 1990; McGraw

& Pinney, 1990; Schneider, Gruber, Gold, & Opwis, 1993), improve compre-

hension (Eckhardt, Wood, & Jacobvitz, 1991; Engle, Nations, & Cantor,

1990), increase the speed of judgments (Fiske et al., 1990; Paull & Glencross,

1997), improve cue utilization in decision tasks (Paull & Glencross, 1997),

enable appropriate inferences (Pearson, Hansen, & Gordon, 1979), facilitate

the objective processing of attitude‐relevant information (Biek et al., 1996),

and the learning of new topic‐relevant information (Hansen, 1984; Kyllonen,

Tirre, & Christal, 1991; Willoughby, Waller, Wood, & MacKinnon, 1993),

and enable the generation of eVective counterarguments to a persuasive

appeal (Wood, 1982; Wood et al., 1995). Thus, although knowledge seems

to enable people to perform various relevant cognitive tasks more eVectively,
we see no reason to suppose that it should, in and of itself,motivate people to

engage in any behavior. These characterizations suggest that importance and

knowledge are likely to have distinct eVects on thought and behavior.

Importance and knowledge seem likely to be distinct in terms of their

origins as well. Knowledge often accumulates simply as the result of expo-

sure to information about an object. Simply being exposed to information is

only likely to lead a person to attach importance to an attitude if that

information makes a compelling case for the existence of a link between

the object and a person’s self‐interest, reference groups or individuals, or

values. Thus, knowledge acquisition is unlikely to have a uniform eVect on
importance. On the other hand, information acquisition sometimes occurs

intentionally—people sometimes seek out new knowledge about a particular

object—and people who attach great personal importance to an object are

likely to be motivated to gather information about it. Thus, importance may

be a cause of knowledge accumulation.
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B. EVIDENCE

In a series of studies conducted recently with both undergraduate samples

and a large, nationally representative sample, Visser, Krosnick, and Norris

(2004) compared the causes and consequences of attitude importance and

attitude‐relevant knowledge and found many divergences.
1. Relation Between Importance and Knowledge

Across several studies involving a variety of social and political issues (e.g.,

legalized abortion, global warming, capital punishment), the correlations

between importance and knowledge were positive and moderately strong,

ranging from .26 to .48.
2. Origins of Importance and Knowledge

Consistent with previous research (Boninger et al., 1995a), Visser et al.

(2004) found that self‐interest, the importance of the issue to reference

groups and individuals, and value‐relevance each predicted unique variance

in the importance that people attached to their attitudes toward legalized

abortion. Exposure to news media, on the other hand, was unrelated to the

importance people attached to this issue.

In contrast, news media exposure was a significant (and indeed, the

strongest) predictor of attitude‐relevant knowledge. The importance of the

issue to reference groups and individuals was unrelated to knowledge. Inter-

estingly, self‐interest and value‐relevance did predict a significant amount of

variance in knowledge. Further analyses, however, revealed that the impact

of self‐interest and value‐relevance on knowledge was mediated by attitude

importance. Recognizing that material interests or cherished values are at

stake in this issue led people to attach importance to their attitudes, which in

turn motivated them to seek out relevant information about it and become

more knowledgeable.3
3 Visser et al. (2004) also explored alternative mediational relations. For example, they

assessed the possibility that the impact of self-interest on importance may have been mediated

by knowledge: recognizing that an attitude object impinges on a person’s material interests may

directly inspire him or her to gather information about the object. Having accumulated a great

deal of such information, people may then come to decide that the attitude is important to them,

perhaps in an eVort to rationalize having invested the eVort in information gathering or through

inference processes (e.g., ‘‘If I know this much about an object, then it must be important to

me.’’). Visser et al. (2004) found, however, that knowledge did not mediate the relations between

any of the antecedents and attitude importance.



Fig. 1. Documenting the causes of attitude importance and knowledge.
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These results are encapsulated in the causal model presented in Fig. 1, the

parameters of which Visser et al. (2004) estimated using covariance structure

modeling techniques and which fit the data well. As the coeYcients in Fig. 1

illustrate, self‐interest, the importance of the issue to significant others, and

value‐relevance each led to increased attitude importance, and increases in

attitude importance led to increased knowledge about the issue. Knowledge

increased as a function of media use, but media use had no impact on

attitude importance. These results suggest that importance and knowledge

spring from largely distinct proximal sources.

The trajectories of attitude importance and knowledge over time provide

another source of evidence regarding the overlap in their causes. If these

strength‐related attributes arise from a common set of causal antecedents,

they should rise and fall together over time, reflecting the modulation of

those shared antecedents. But if importance and knowledge arise from

diVerent origins, they may rise and fall independently following the distinct

ebbs and flows of their separate antecedents. To explore this issue, Visser

et al. (2004) took advantage of a unique real‐world opportunity provided by

the White House Conference on Global Climate Change on October 6, 1997,

which drew a great deal of media attention and sparked a vigorous national

debate about global warming. During the subsequent months, hundreds of

stories on this issue appeared on television, in newspapers, on the radio, and

in news magazines. Advertisements paid for by industry organizations and

other advocacy groups further expanded the national discussion.

The impact of this flood of information was explored by conducting

telephone interviews with two nationally representative samples of American
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ad ults. The first sample was inter viewed just before media attention to global

war ming surged , and the second sampl e was interview ed several months

late r, afte r the media had turned their atte ntion elsewhere . The same mea-

sures wer e used in both surveys to assess the impor tance that pe ople at-

tached to the issue of global war ming and the amo unt of knowl edge they

pos sessed ab out this issue , pe rmitting an exami nation of the changes in each

co nstruct ov er time. Betw een the first and second waves of data colle ction,

the importance that people atta ched to the issue increa sed signi ficantl y. But

the diversit y of opinions exp ressed during the nationa l discus sion of global

war ming left peo ple feeling no more knowl edgeable on this issue : knowl edge

remai ned steady be tween the first and seco nd wave s of data collection.

Impo rtance and knowl edge, then, ex hibited di Verent traj ectories ov er time,

reinf orcing the notion that they spring from di Verent origi ns that rise and
fall indep endentl y.

a. Consequence s of Importan ce and Knowledge. Visser et a l. (2004) next

exp lored the degree to which impor tance and knowl edge regulate the impac t

of attitudes on thought and beh avior in the same ways. Specifical ly, these

invest igato rs condu cted a series of studies examin ing the e V ects of
impor tance an d knowl edge on: (1) attitude polarizati on foll owing exposure

to mixed evidence, (2) percept ions of hos tile media bias, (3) selective

infor matio n ga thering, and (4) attitude ‐ express ive be havior.
b. At titude Polari zation. Follow ing proce dures develop ed by Lord , Ross,

an d Leppe r (1979) , and Visser et al. (2004) presented parti cipants with

summ aries of two scientific studi es, one yielding eviden ce of negati ve

psyc hologic al con sequences for women who obtaine d a legal aborti on, and

the other oV ering evidence of positive psychologi cal consequ ences. After

read ing this mixed set of evidence, pa rticipant s answ ered questi ons

measuring their attitudes toward abortion; participants had answered these

same questions several weeks earlier as well, which permitted an assessment

of attitude change. Participants also reported the degree to which they

perceived their attitudes toward abortion to have changed, if at all, as a

result of reading about the studies.

Repl icating Lor d et al. (1979) , Visser et al.’s (2004) participant s percei ved

that the mixed evidence had polarized their attitudes: participants who were

initially favorable toward legalized abortion perceived themselves to have

become more favorable, and participants who were initially unfavorable

toward legalized abortion perceived themselves to have become less favor-

able. And this perceived polarization was regulated by attitude importance:

participants who attached more importance to the issue perceived greater

polarization than did participants who attached less importance to their

attitudes. In contrast, knowledge was unrelated to perceived attitude polari-

zation.
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Also replicati ng previou s findings ( Miller, M cHoskey, Bane, & Do wd,

1993 ), Visser et al. (2004) found that participant s’ pe rception s of their own

attitud e changes wer e complet ely incorr ect. Wh ereas participant s percei ved

their attitudes to have beco me more extre me, the mixed evidence in fact

cau sed attitude moderat ion: people who were initially favora ble tow ard

legal ized abortio n became less so after reading the mixed evidence, an d

pe ople who wer e init ially unfav orable tow ard a bortion be came less so as

wel l. Like pe rceived attitude change, actual attitude ch ange was regulated by

attitud e impor tance, but in a way opposit e to its e Vect on pe rceived polari-
zati on: participant s who attach ed a great deal of impor tance to the issue

exh ibited less attitude chan ge in response to the mixe d evidence than did

pa rticipant s low in attitude importance. Inter esting ly, wher eas impor tance

was ne gatively a ssociated with atti tude ch ange, knowl edge was posit ively

associ ated with chang e: peo ple who wer e more knowl edgeable about abor-

tion exhibi ted more attitud e mod eration in response to the mixe d evidence.

Consi stent wi th some prior research (W ood et al., 1995 ), more knowl edge

may ha ve e quipped peo ple to object ivel y recogni ze the meri ts of the study

that contradi cted their own view s an d to see genuine flaws in the study that

sup ported their views, making them more likely to temper their initial view s.

c. Hostil e Media Bias. Vi sser et al. (2004) asked parti cipant s to evaluat e

the fairness of media coverage of global war ming in an e V ort to explore the
impac t of attitude impor tance and attitude ‐ relev ant knowled ge on the
hos tile media bias, whi ch is the tendency to perceiv e that a balanced

presen tation of infor mation on a co ntroversial issue is biased agains t one’s

own side of the issue ( Vallone, Ross, & Leppe r, 1985 ).

Vallone et al. (1985) suggested that the hosti le media e Vect is driven at
least partl y by knowl edge. They argued that when asses sing the fair ness of

media coverage, people compare their own store of information about an

issue to the information presented by the media. Because people tend to

possess more attitude‐congruent than attitude‐incongruent information,

even a balanced media presentation would appear to have omitted more of

the former than of the latter, producing the perception of a bias against one’s

own side of the issue . And ind eed, Val lone et al. (1985) found that people

with larger stores of knowledge about the issue manifested a stronger hostile

media bias than did people with little knowledge. Consistent with these

findings, Visser et al. (2004) found strong evidence of a hostile media bias

in people’s perceptions of the news coverage of the existence of

global warming that was regulated by knowledge: people who were highly

knowledgeable about global warming perceived a much stronger hostile

media bias than did people who were less knowledgeable about this issue.

Importance, on the other hand, did not regulate the magnitude of the hostile

media bias.
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d. Selective Information Gathering. Visser et al. (2004) next explored the

hypothesis that attitude importance—but not attitude‐relevant knowledge—
motivatespeople to selectively expose themselves to information thatwill permit

them to use the attitude in a subsequent judgment. They told participants that

they would receive information about 12 political candidates, each of whom

they would later evaluate. For each candidate, participants were permitted to

choose three out of six possible issues on which to learn the candidate’s

positions. As expected, people who attached more importance to the issue of

capital punishment requested candidates’ positions on that issue significantly

more often. Similarly, people for whom legalized abortion was more important

requested candidates’ positions on that issue more often. In neither case was

attitude‐relevant knowledge related to information selection. Attaching

importance to an issue apparently motivated participants to seek information

that enabled them to use their attitudes when evaluating candidates, but

possessing knowledge did not.

e. Attitude‐Expressive Behavior. Performing an attitude‐expressive behavior
requires suYcient motivation to do so and suYcient knowledge to plan and

execute appropriate behavioral strategies. Importance and knowledge may

provide such motivation and ability, respectively. To test this idea, Visser

et al. (2004) asked undergraduates whether they had ever performed seven

types of behaviors expressing their attitudes toward legalized abortion (e.g.,

contacting a public oYcial to express their views, wearing a button or t‐shirt
indicating their views). Similar measures were included in a telephone survey

of a representative national sample of American adults, asking about the

issue of global warming. As predicted, importance and knowledge were

positively associated with increase in attitude‐expressive behavior in both

studies. And in both studies, importance and knowledge interacted

significantly: the combination of high importance and high knowledge was

associated with a pronounced surge in attitude‐expressive behavior.
f. Negative AVect. Visser et al. (2004) reasoned that if importancemotivates

people to protect and express their attitudes, they should experience

negative aVect when achieving these goals is blocked by impediments in

the environment. For example, people who attach importance to a

particular political issue should feel upset if the government enacts laws

that are contrary to their position. People who simply possess a great deal

of information about the issue, on the other hand, should be less likely to

experience a negative aVective reaction of this sort. And indeed, Visser et al.

(2004) found that people who attached a great deal of importance to the

issue of legalized abortion reported that they would be very upset if the

government enacted a law that contradicted their position on this issue,

whereas knowledgeable people were no more likely than those with little

knowledge to find this upsetting. Similarly, people who attached importance
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to their abortion attitudes reported that they would find it distressing to learn

that a close friend held a divergent viewpoint on this issue, whereas attitude‐
relevant knowledge was unrelated to this reaction. And attitude importance

(but not knowledge) predicted the intensity of people’s negative aVective
reactions to a compelling counterattitudinal persuasive message that was

diYcult to refute: participants who attached great importance to their

attitudes reported more negative emotions (e.g., anger, frustration, anxiety)

than those who attached less importance to their attitudes.

g. Biased Hypothesis Testing. Visser et al. (2004) next explored the

hypothesis that people who attach importance to their attitudes are

motivated to disconfirm counterattitudinal assertions, whereas people who

simply possess a great deal of attitude‐relevant information have no

particular motivation to do so. To explore this idea, Visser et al. (2004)

used a modified version of the Wason (1966, 1968) selection task.

The Wason task requires participants to test a particular hypothesis using

a limited set of evidence available to them. In the original version of the task,

for example, participants were presented with four cards. They were told

that a letter is printed on the front of each card and a number is printed on

the reverse side of the cards. The cards were arrayed in front of the partici-

pant such that the front of two of the cards were visible (revealing letters)

and the back of the remaining two cards were visible (revealing numbers).

Participants were presented with the assertion, ‘‘If a card has a vowel on one

side, it has an even number on the other side.’’ Their task was to indicate

which card(s) they would need to turn over to determine whether or not the

assertion was true.

Although the task is quite simple, participants do surprisingly poorly—

in most studies, only about 20% of participants perform the task

correctly. The most common errors reflect a confirmatory bias: a tendency

to seek evidence that confirms the hypothesis one has set out to test and to

neglect information that could potentially disconfirm it (Wason & Johnson‐
Laird, 1972). Recent evidence indicates that when participants are intrinsi-

cally motivated to disconfirm the hypothesis they are testing, they perform

significantly better on the Wason selection task (Dawson, Gilovich, &

Regan, 2002).

Visser et al. (2004) constructed a version of the Wason selection task that

required participants to test a counterattitudinal assertion. If attitude im-

portance motivates people to protect and defend cherished attitudes, people

who attach more importance to the target attitude should be more motivated

to disconfirm the assertion, improving their performance on the task.

Possessing a large store of attitude‐relevant knowledge, on the other hand,

should not confer this motivation, suggesting that knowledge will be unre-

lated to task performance.
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And indeed, this is precisely what Visser et al. (2004) found. Participants

who opposed capital punishment were asked to test the hypothesis that all

states that use capital punishment have murder rates that are lower than the

national average. Replicating past investigations, participants did quite

poorly on this task: only about 30% of participants performed the task

correctly, and as in past studies, the errors reflected a confirmatory bias.

Consistent with predictions, however, task performance was significantly

influenced by attitude importance: 53% of participants who considered

capital punishment highly important performed the task correctly, whereas

only 19% of participants who considered capital punishment to be unimpor-

tant did so. Also consistent with predictions, attitude‐relevant knowledge

did not moderate task performance. The proportion of participants who

performed the task correctly was virtually identical among participants low

and high in knowledge: 31% and 32%, respectively.
C. CONCLUSIONS

Across these various studies, importance and knowledge were both related

to various indicators of attitude durability and impactfulness. But these

relations were far from identical. In some cases, importance had an eVect
when knowledge did not. For example, importance was associated with

perceived attitude polarization following exposure to conflicting empirical

evidence, whereas knowledge was not. Importance was also associated with

negative aVective reactions when an attitude was threatened, whereas knowl-

edge was not. In other cases, knowledge appeared to regulate an attitude

eVect when importance did not. For example, more knowledgeable people

perceived greater hostile media bias, whereas importance was not related

to perceived media bias. And there were instances in which the two attributes

related in opposite ways to attitude eVects. For example, more knowledge

about an attitude object was associated with more attitude moderation in the

face of conflicting empirical evidence, whereas attaching more importance to

the attitude was associated with less moderation. And the two attributes

sometimes interacted to produce an eVect: the combination of high impor-

tance and high knowledge was associated with a pronounced surge of

attitude‐expressive behavior.
These attributes also appeared to arise from distinct causal antecedents

and fluctuate independently over time. And whereas importance seems to

instigate the accumulation of attitude‐relevant knowledge, knowledge does

not appear to lead to increased importance. Thus, even though these attri-

butes have consistently loaded on the same factor in exploratory factor

analyses, importance and knowledge seem better described as diVerent
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constructs possessing distinct psychological properties, arising from diVerent
origins, producing disparate outcomes, and apparently operating via diVer-
ent causal processes.
V. Importance and Certainty
In light of the findings that importance and certainty have often loaded on

the same factor in exploratory factor analyses and have frequently been

combined into indices, Visser, Krosnick, and Simmons (2003) explored

whether this is a sensible strategy by comparing the cognitive and behavioral

consequences of attaching importance to an attitude and of holding the

attitude with certainty. We review their findings next.
A. HYPOTHESES

Visser et al. (2003) examined whether importance and certainty regulate the

degree to which Americans used their attitudes on government policy issues

to choose between the candidates who ran for President of the United States

in 1996. If importance motivates people to use an attitude, then greater

importance attached to an issue such as abortion may have motivated

individuals to choose between Bill Clinton and Bob Dole based on their

attitudes toward abortion. That is, people who attached more importance to

the issue of abortion may have been more likely to use the match between

their own stand on the issue and the stands of Bill Clinton and Bob Dole to

decide which of these candidates to support.

Uncertainty may cause people to hesitate before using an attitude, so

lower certainty may have inhibited people from using their preference on a

particular policy issue to choose between the competing Presidential candi-

dates. And an interaction might appear, such that especially powerful impact

of a policy preference on candidate evaluations might occur when both

importance and certainty are high.

Visser et al. (2003) also explored the possibility that a person whose

candidate preference is an expression of many important policy preferences

may be more invested in that candidate preference. And if a person’s

candidate preference is derived from policy preferences that he or she holds

with little confidence, he or she may be only minimally invested in that

candidate preference. Thus, high importance or high certainty regarding

many policy preferences may lead to greater commitment to candidate

preferences and therefore more unhappiness if one’s preferred candidate is
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not elected, more eVorts to persuade others to vote for one’s preferred

candidate, greater intention to vote on election day, higher likelihood of

actually turning out to vote in the election, and greater frequency of other

attitude‐expressive behaviors.
Visser et al. (2003) also explored the possibility that observed diVerences

in the ability of attitude importance and certainty to predict parti-

cular cognitive or behavior outcomes may be due to diVerences in the

reliability with which the two constructs were measured. To do this, they

used covariance structure modeling techniques to eliminate the distorting

impact of random and systematic measurement error when assessing the

relations of importance and certainty to four consequences of attitude

strength.
B. EVIDENCE

Visser et al. (2003) tested the first set of hypotheses using data from 1996

National Election Study conducted by the Center for Political Studies at the

University of Michigan. This survey involved interviews with a large, na-

tionally representative sample of American adults during the weeks immedi-

ately preceding the US Presidential election that year and again during the

weeks following the election.
1. Relation Between Importance and Certainty

Across five political issues (government spending on social services, defense

spending, government assistant to Blacks, legalized abortion, and environ-

mental protection), the correlations between importance and certainty were

positive and moderate in magnitude, ranging from .29 to .35.
2. Impact of Policy Attitudes on Candidate Preferences

Visser et al. (2003) first explored whether importance and certainty regulated

the degree to which people used their attitudes toward a particular issue

when formulating candidate preferences. To do so, they assessed the relative

proximity of participants’ own attitudes on five diVerent political issues and
the attitudes of President Clinton and Senator Dole on those same issues.

They also assessed participants’ relative candidate evaluations, and tested

the notion that relative proximity to the candidates on issues that are

personally important or held with great certainty will have an especially

pronounced impact on relative candidate preferences.
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As expected, the more importance people attached to an issue, the more

impact that issue had on candidate preferences. In addition, attitudes held

with greater certainty had more impact on candidate preferences than those

held with less certainty. These eVects were independent—importance and

certainty each accounted for unique variance in candidate preferences—and

there was no interaction between importance and certainty.
3. Strength of Candidate Preference

Visser et al. (2003) next explored whether candidate preferences based on

attitudes that are more important and/or held with more confidence are

especially impactful. They constructed indices of total attitude importance

and attitude certainty across a set of salient political issues and used these

indices to predict various indicators of people’s commitment to their candi-

date preference. And indeed, they found interesting divergences in the con-

sequences of importance and certainty.

For example, the amount of importance people attached to a set of policy

attitudes was unrelated to the degree to which they found one of their

nonpreferred Presidential candidates acceptable, but people higher in cer-

tainty were significantly less likely to find any nonpreferred candidate ac-

ceptable. In contrast, people who attached a great deal of importance to

their policy attitudes were more likely to try to convince other people how to

vote, whereas people who held their policy attitudes with more certainty

were no more likely to do so. And whereas importance and certainty were

both positively related to preelection intentions to turn out to vote, only

importance predicted whether people actually voted.
4. Distortions due to DiVerential Reliability?

Visser et al. (2003) explored the relative impact of attitude importance and

attitude certainty on four potential consequences of attitude strength: great-

er interest in obtaining information about the attitude object, greater atten-

tion to such information in the media, greater frequency of discussing the

attitude object with friends, and greater eVort to obtain attitude‐relevant
information for use in a subsequent judgment. And because these constructs

had been measured with multiple items on several diVerent types of mea-

surement scales, Visser et al. (2003) were able to estimate these relations after

parsing out the potentially distorting impact of both random and systematic

measurement error. They found that attitude importance was strongly

and significantly related to all four of the consequences, whereas attitude
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certainty was not associated with any of them. They also explored and found

no evidence of an interaction between importance and certainty.

5. Attitude‐Expressive Behavior

Using data from a large, representative sample of US adults, Visser et al.

(2003) also explored the moderating impact of attitude certainty and attitude

importance on attitude‐expressive behavior. They expected that people

would be particularly likely to act in accordance with their attitudes when

those attitudes were especially important to them and they were uncon-

strained by attitude uncertainty. And this is precisely what they found:

attitude importance and attitude certainty interacted to predict whether

people had performed behaviors such as writing a letter to a public oYcial

to express their views or attending a meeting to discuss a particular issue.

They also found that this two‐way interaction was further moderated by

household income when they explored the predictors of attitude‐expressive
financial contributions: among those who had suYcient resources, attitude

importance and certainty interacted to predict giving, but among those who

were under tight financial constraints, no such interaction emerged.
C. CONCLUSIONS

Taken together, these results argue against treating attitude importance and

attitude certainty as reflections of a single underlying construct. Doing so

would have obscured the fact that importance and certainty each predicted

unique variance in the impact of a policy attitude on people’s candidate

preferences and on their turnout intentions. And combining importance and

certainty would have masked their distinct patterns of association with other

outcomes: importance (but not certainty) predicted whether people turned out

to vote on election day, whereas certainty (but not importance) predicted the

degree towhich people found a nonpreferred presidential candidate acceptable.

Finally, combiningmeasures of importance and certainty would have obscured

the interaction between them in predicting attitude‐expressive behaviors. All of

this suggests that there is utility in maintaining the distinction between attitude

importance and attitude certainty in investigations of attitude strength.

Furthermore, these results continue to reinforce the portrait of attitude

importance as a motivator, because it appears to have inspired people to use

their attitudes when evaluating candidates and to express those attitudes

behaviorally. Uncertainty appears to have operated as a restraint, inhibiting

people from using their attitudes to evaluate candidates or to express those
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attitudes behaviorally. And uncertainty appears to have made people more

open to the idea of supporting nonpreferred candidates.
VI. Importance and Accessibility
Four past factor‐analytic studies included measures of both importance and

accessibility, and in every case these two attributes loaded on diVerent
factors. Furthermore, no past study we have uncovered has averaged impor-

tance and accessibility into a single index. Thus, it might appear that these

measures are viewed as representing distinct constructs. But Roese and

Olson (1994) argued that they may indeed amount to the same construct.

We review work on this issue next.
A. HYPOTHESES

Highly accessible attitudes spring to mind spontaneously when an attitude

object is encountered, without intent or cognitive control. Much theorizing

about attitude accessibility has focused on the direct consequences of these

cognitive processes, which unfold automatically and often nonconsciously

(Fazio, 1995). However, a very diVerent literature has also considered acces-

sibility to be consequential, but via perceptions of it in consciousness. For

example, Tversky and Kahneman (1974) described the ‘‘availability heuris-

tic’’ as a tool people use—the amount of diYculty a person has in trying to

retrieve an instance of something from memory is taken to be diagnostic

about the phenomenon being retrieved. Likewise, Schwarz (1998; Schwarz

et al., 1991) has proposed that people use their own experience of the ease or

diYculty of retrieving cognitive elements from memory as a basis for making

inferences and judgments.

In line with this latter perspective, Roese and Olson (1994) proposed that

the experience of attitude accessibility may influence people’s judgments

about the importance of their attitudes. As we described earlier, these

investigators proposed that people’s internal cues regarding the personal

importance of their attitudes are often weak and ambiguous. When asked

to report the importance of an attitude, people cast about for cues on which

to base this judgment. Roese and Olson (1994) suggested that one useful cue

in such situations may be the speed with which one’s attitude comes to mind.

If an attitude comes to mind quickly, people may infer that it must be

important to them, whereas if an attitude comes to mind slowly, people

may infer that it must not be very important to them. In this way, attitude

importance may be an after‐the‐fact reflection of attitude accessibility.
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In contrast, Krosnick (1989) suggested that importance may be a cause of

accessibility. Once a person decides to attach personal significance to an

attitude, he or she is likely to seek out information relevant to it and to think

deeply about that information and its implications for the attitude. As a

result, the attitude is likely to become more accessible over time, springing to

mind quickly and eVortlessly when an individual encounters the object.

Thus, the eVect of importance on accessibility may be mediated by selective

exposure and selective elaboration.
B. EVIDENCE

To test their hypothesis, Roese andOlson (1994)manipulated the accessibility

of attitudes and thenmeasured the importance of those attitudes. Specifically,

these investigators induced people to express some attitudes repeatedly,

while not expressing other attitudes at all. Consistent with previous research

(Fazio, Chen, McDonel, & Sherman, 1982), this manipulation increased the

accessibility of the former attitudes. The manipulation also increased the

degree of personal importance people said they attached to those attitudes.

Roese and Olson (1994) attempted to test the notion that attitude accessi-

bility caused attitude importance reports. These investigators reasoned that

if attitude importance judgments are in fact derived from attitude accessibil-

ity, then accessibility should have mediated the impact of the repeated

expression manipulation on importance reports. That is, repeated expression

should have caused increased accessibility, which in turn caused increased

importance ratings.

Given their study design, testing this hypothesis required computing two

within‐participants partial correlations: one correlation of the manipulation

with importance controlling for accessibility, and another of the manipula-

tion with accessibility controlling for importance. However, Roese and Olson

(1994) instead computed between‐participants partial correlations (Roese,

personal communication, October, 1995), so their results on this point are

not informative with regard to causal impact. Therefore, it is possible that the

observed increase in importance may not have resulted directly from the

increase in accessibility. Rather, it may have resulted from greater thought

about the repeatedly expressed attitudes, perhaps leading people to recognize

genuine and legitimate reasons to consider the issues more important.

Their study design manipulated repeated expression within participants

across a set of issues. For some participants, attitudes on one set of issues

were repeatedly expressed, whereas attitudes on another set of issues were

not. For other participants, the first set of attitudes was not repeatedly

expressed, and the other set of attitudes was. Thus, repeated attitude
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exp ression varied across issues within parti cipants; whi ch issues were repeat-

ed ly expressed varie d betwe en partic ipants. The approp riate statist ical an al-

ysis woul d asses s whet her the wi thin‐ parti cipants variation in repeat ed
exp ression aVected impor tance whi le co ntrolling for access ibility and vice

versa. Impl ement ing such a within ‐ participan ts a nalysis is compu tationall y a

bit tricky, an d Roese and Olson (1994) accident ally carri ed out the analys is

the wrong way. They unintent ionall y average d all of the attitude measur es

for each participant togeth er (thus co mbinin g attitudes that wer e an d were

not repeated ly e xpressed ) an d computed pa rtial correlati ons across parti ci-

pa nts betw een which issue s were repeat edly express ed and the average

impor tance of all a ttitudes and the average access ibilit y of all attitudes .

Roese (perso nal communi cati on, Oct ober, 1995) graci ously acknowl edged

this computa tional error that renders the media tional resul ts Roese an d

Ols on (1994) report ed uninter pretable.

Bizer and Krosni ck (2001) con ducted a set of studies aime d at resol ving this

amb iguity. In their first three studi es, Bizer and Krosni ck (2001) manipul ated

know n anteceden ts of attitude access ibility and attitude importance, and

obs erved the impac t on both attribu tes. If both of these a ttribute s reflect a

co mmon unde rlying co nstruc t, then any manipul ation that influences one

sho uld also influence the oth er. But if the two attribut es represen t distinct

co nstructs, then a cause of one will not necessa rily influe nce the other. Finally,

if both are influenced simulta neously by a manipul ation, then the impac t of

the manipul ation on one attribu te may be media ted by the other. Bizer and

Krosnick (2001) also examined naturally occurring changes in importance

and accessibility via a panel survey to see whether one variable predicted

subsequent changes in the other. Thus, these studies oVered opportunities to

explore the latent structure of these attributes in a novel way.
C. RELATION BETWEEN IMPORTANCE AND ACCESSIBILITY

Acros s Bizer and Krosni ck’s (2001) various studi es , the naturally occurri ng

associations between importance and accessibility were positive, though the

magnitude of these associations was consistently quite small. The correla-

tions ranged from .14 to .18.
D. IMPACT OF REPEATED ATTITUDE EXPRESSION ON

IMPORTANCE AND ACCESSIBILITY

In two studies, participants repeatedly expressed two attitudes and did not

repeatedly express two others. Later, attitude accessibility and attitude im-

portance were assessed. As expected, repeated attitude expression rendered
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pa rticipant s’ attitudes more access ible in both studies. However, repeat ed

exp ression did not increa se impor tance ratings in eithe r experi ment. The

man ipulation had no e V ect on impor tance ratings in Stud y 1, and it tended

to decreas e impor tance rati ngs in Study 2. Becau se importance did not

increa se in either study, there was no need to examine whether accessibil ity

med iated the impact of the manipul ation on impor tance. And the fact that

acce ssibility increa sed withou t a parallel increa se in impor tance demon-

stra tes that the attribut es arise from at least somewh at distinct sources .
E. IMP ACT OF PERSON AL RELE VANCE ON ACCESS IBILITY

AND IMP ORTANC E

Bize r and Krosni ck (2001) next man ipulated participan ts’ self ‐ interest in an
issue and explore d the impac t of this man ipulation on attitude impor tance

an d on attitude access ibility. Par ticipants wer e given the oppor tunity to read

ne ws articles from a ‘‘computer ized bulletin boa rd servi ce.’’ Two articles

discus sed policies that wer e going to be institut ed at their own univers ity,

wher eas tw o other arti cles discus sed policies that had be en rejec ted at a far‐
away univers ity. Thus, two of the polici es wer e related to pa rticipant s’ own

mate rial outcomes and two were not. Parti cipant s were permitt ed to select

whi ch arti cles they wished to read from a lis t of headli nes, and could spend

as much tim e reading and thinki ng about the articles a s they want ed. W hen

they finished one article, parti cipant s could press a key to retur n to the list of

arti cles, at whi ch time they could selec t another a rticle or end the reading

por tion of the experiment. Par ticipants then reported their attitudes toward

the four targe t polici es, and a computer measur ed response laten cies of these

repo rts. Fi nally, participant s c ompleted a paper ‐ and ‐pe ncil questi onnaire
that asses sed their percep tions of the likelihoo d that each of the four policies

woul d be enacted at their university and how impor tant each issue was to

them personal ly.

As expecte d, pol icies that wer e descri bed as personal ly relev ant to

pa rticipant s were indeed percei ved to be more likely to be impl ement ed at

pa rticipant s’ own univers ity than the other polici es. Fur thermo re, attitudes

toward the more relevant policies were more personally important and were

reported more quickly than were attitudes on nonrelevant issues. To identify

the causal processes responsible for the eVect of the relevance manipulation

on importance and accessibility, Bizer and Krosnick (2001) estimated the

parameters of the structural equation model shown in Fig. 2. In light of

findi ngs repo rted by Bonin ger et al. (1995a ), Bizer and Krosnic k (2001)

expected that the personal relevance manipulation would influence

perceptions of the likelihood of the policies being implemented at the
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likelihood of policy implementation, attitude importance, and accessibility.
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participants’ university, which would in turn influence the importance they

attached to each issue.

Bizer and Krosnick (2001) also allowed for the possibility that the manip-

ulation of personal relevance might impact accessibility. Reading a headline

indicating that a story’s topic was personally relevant may have increased

the likelihood that people would choose to read the story. And reading the

story would have increased participants’ exposure to information about the

target policy, which may have caused people to access their attitudes toward

the policy. This would in turn increase the accessibility of those attitudes,

even if some people ultimately concluded that the policy was not likely to be

implemented at their own university or that the issue was not personally

important to them for some other reason. Therefore, a direct influence of the

manipulation on selective exposure was included in the model, and selective

exposure could in turn aVect accessibility.
According to the logic of instrumental variable analysis, this empirical

context also aVords the opportunity to statistically separate the reciprocal

eVects of importance and accessibility on one another (Kenny, 1979). In

particular, Bizer and Krosnick (2001) tested two key hypotheses: that im-

portance might cause accessibility and that accessibility might cause impor-

tance. The former eVect would occur if high importance causes people to

think more about the policy and their attitude toward it, which would in

turn enhance accessibility. The eVect of accessibility on importance could

occur via the self‐perception processes outlined by Roese and Olson (1994).

As the parameter estimates in Fig. 2 indicate, enhancing the personal

relevance of a policy increased perceptions of the likelihood that it would

be implemented at participants’ own university, which increased the amount

of personal importance participants attached to their attitudes toward the

policy. And as expected, enhancing the personal relevance of a policy in a

story headline increased the likelihood that participants would choose to

read about it, which in turn increased accessibility.
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Attit ude impor tance exerted a pos itive e Vect on attitude access ibility, but
the e Vect of access ibilit y on importance was not significan t. Thus , there is no

eviden ce here that people inferred that their attitudes wer e more important

be cause they came to mind more quickly . Inste ad, these da ta are consistent

wi th the notion that impor tance inspired tho ught about the target policies,

an d this addition al thought increa sed the access ibilit y of parti cipants’ atti-

tude s tow ard the policie s.
F. THE CAUSES OF NATU RALLY OCCURR ING CHAN GES

In a fina l study, Bizer an d Krosni ck (2001) an alyzed the da ta from the global

war ming survey descri bed earlier. Duri ng each interview, participant s

repo rted their attitudes tow ard global warming and reported how important

this issue was to them personal ly. Using a techni que de veloped by Bassili

(1996b) , interv iewers marked the lengt h of tim e betwee n the complet ion of

asking the attitude que stion and the beginni ng of parti cipant s’ answers,

whi ch was treated as a measure of attitude access ibility.

The flow of infor mation on global war ming between the tw o inter views

o Vered Ame ricans the oppor tunity to talk, think, and learn abou t the issue.

Duri ng this tim e, people cou ld have been selec tive in their exposure to and

pro cessing of this infor matio n, and we woul d expect pe ople for whom the

issue was more impor tant to atte nd more to this infor mation than people

who initial ly attach ed littl e impor tance to the issue . Thus, high init ial levels

of impor tance may have led to increa ses in the subseque nt access ibility of

glob al warming attitudes .

As the parame ter estimates in Fig. 3 indica te, attitude impor tance evi-

de nced a mod erately high level of stabili ty over time, and access ibilit y

man ifested a somewhat lower but none theless reliab le level of stabi lity.

Fur therm ore, initially higher attitude impor tance predict ed su bsequent

increases in accessibility, consistent with the notion that importance is a

cause of accessibility. Interestingly, initial levels of attitude accessibility did

not predict subsequent changes in importance. Thus, greater initial accessi-

bility was not associated with subsequently increasing importance.
G. CONCLUSIONS

Bize r and Krosnick ’s (2001) first tw o studi es pose a strong ch allenge to the

general claim that people infer attitude importance from attitude accessibili-

ty, presuming that an object must be important to them if their attitude

toward it came to mind quickly. Although repeated attitude expression
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increased attitude accessibility in both studies, it had no impact on attitude

importance in Study 1, and repeated expression tended to decrease impor-

tance in Study 2. In Study 3, increased accessibility did not cause increases in

importance, though the reverse causal process did occur. And in Study 4,

increases in importance led to increases in accessibility over time, whereas

accessibility did not influence subsequent attitude importance. All of this is

inconsistent with the notion that importance and accessibility reflect a single

construct. Furthermore, these studies provide additional evidence that im-

portance is a motivator of information exposure and elaboration.
VII. Accessibility and Certainty
As with attitude importance, some scholars have argued that judgments of the

certainty with which people hold their attitudes are derived from the accessibil-

ity of those attitudes (Bassili, 1996a). The notion is that if an attitude comes to

mind quickly and eVortlessly, people are likely to infer that they must hold the

attitude with great certainty. In contrast, if an attitude requires time and eVort
to call to mind, people may conclude that they are not very certain of their

evaluation of an object or issue. Consistent with this view, attitude accessibility

and attitude certainty have sometimes loaded on the same latent factor in

exploratory factor analyses (Bassili, 1996a; Pomerantz et al., 1995). Berger

(1992) explored this possibility more directly, and we describe her work next.

A. HYPOTHESES

Like Visser et al. (2003), Berger (1992) conceptualized uncertainty as an

inhibitor, rendering individuals reluctant to rely on their attitudes when

faced with the task of forming a judgment or choosing a behavior. Drawing

on past research, Berger (1992) posited that attitude certainty is determined
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at least in part by the volume and pe rceived reliability of attitude ‐ supp ortive
infor matio n store d in memor y. Spec ifically, she suggest ed that when an

attitud e is sup ported by a su Y ciently large base of reliab le infor mation,

pe ople wi ll feel confi dent that their attitude is vali d.

In contras t, Berger (1992) specula ted that exposure to attitud e ‐relev ant
know ledge doe s not, in and of its elf, strengthen the link in memory be tween

an indivi dual’s repres entat ion of an attitude object and his or he r evaluat ion

of the objec t. People can and often do process new infor mation ab out an

obje ct wi thout retrievin g from memory their store d attitude tow ard the

obje ct, leaving attitud e ac cessibility unaV ected by the ne w infor mation. In

pa rticular , she proposed that the frequency with whi ch people a re exposed to

a set of infor mation will determine the likelihood that their attitudes wi ll be

retr ieved. W hen the informat ion is be ing en countered for the first time,

pe ople are less likely to retr ieve their attitud es and inst ead will devote their

co gnitive resourc es to encod ing the informat ion. W hen they ha ve en coun-

tered the infor mation severa l tim es and have therefore ha d ample opportu-

nity to en code it, pe ople are more likely to activate their attitudes tow ard

the object when confront ed by the infor mation. And indeed , Berger and

M itchell (1989) demo nstrated that moderat e increa ses in exposure to atti-

tude ‐relev ant infor matio n do not increa se attitude access ibilit y. Only when

the frequency of exposure to new infor matio n be comes su Y cient ly high that
ne w informat ion is no longer being encoded does additional exposure

en courage the acti vation of the attitude, increa sing attitude accessibil ity.

Thus , Ber ger (1992) predict ed that moderat e increases in exposu re to ne w

infor matio n woul d increa se atti tude certa inty but woul d have no aVect on
attitude accessibility. In contrast, Berger (1992) expected that repeated atti-

tude expression would increase the accessibility of people’s attitudes, and she

did not expect repeated expression to regulate attitude certainty.

Berger (1992) also anticipated distinct consequences of accessibility and

certa inty. Draw ing on Faz io’s (1990) theoret ical an d empir ical work, Berger

(1992) anticipated that attitude accessibility and attitude certainty would

regulate attitude–behavior correspondence in diVerent ways. In particular,

following the tenets of the motivation and opportunity as determinants

(MODE) model (Fazio & Towles‐Schwen, 1999), Berger (1992) predicted

that attitude accessibility would regulate the attitude–behavior relation

when behaviors were spontaneous. That is, attitudes that come to mind

quickly and eVortlessly will guide spontaneous behaviors, whereas attitudes

that are less accessible will have little impact on such behaviors. In contrast,

she predicted that when people have the motivation and ability to thought-

fully contemplate a behavior, certainty (and not accessibility) will regulate

attitude–behavior correspondence. That is, when they are carefully choosing

a behavior, people will be relatively unaVected by the sheer accessibility of
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their attitudes and will instead choose to behave in accordance with those

attitudes that they hold with great certainty.
B. EVIDENCE

Berger (1992) enlisted research participants in the ostensible task of evaluat-

ing a set of five candy bars that were not currently available in their area but

would be coming on the market in the near future. For each candy bar,

participants were shown one print advertisement containing a photograph of

the candy bar as well as product information. Some participants saw each

advertisement one time, and others saw each advertisement three times.

After they had seen the advertisements, participants expressed their attitudes

toward each candy bar. Some participants accessed and expressed their

attitudes toward each candy bar three times, whereas others accessed and

expressed their attitudes toward the candy bars only once. Participants also

rated the certainty with which they held their attitudes toward each candy

bar. Participants next completed a computer task that included measures of

the accessibility of participants’ attitudes toward the five candy bars. After

they had completed this final task and had been paid for their participation,

participants were directed to a large tray containing 10 each of the various

candy bars and, out of the sight of the experimenter, were invited to help

themselves to 7 candy bars as a parting gift.

As expected, participants who repeatedly expressed their attitudes subse-

quently exhibited greater attitude accessibility than those who had expressed

their attitudes only once. Repeated expression had no impact on attitude

certainty, however. Also as expected, repeated exposure to information

about the candy bars increased the certainty with which participants held

their attitudes, but it did not render those attitudes any more accessible.

Furthermore, attitude certainty and attitude accessibility were uncorrelated

in each of the experimental conditions and in the sample as a whole. Finally,

attitude certainty moderated the relation between attitudes and behaviors:

people who held their attitudes with confidence were much more likely to act

in accordance with those attitudes when selecting candy bars, whereas

people who held their attitudes with less confidence exhibited weaker atti-

tude–behavior correspondence. Attitude accessibility was entirely unrelated

to attitude–behavior correspondence.
C. CONCLUSIONS

These findings dovetail with the work of Visser et al. (2003) reinforcing

the notion that uncertainty may operate as an inhibitor, rendering people
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hesitant to use their attitudes as guides to behavior. These findings are also

in harmony with the work of Bizer and Krosnick (2001), suggesting that

subjective judgments regarding strength‐related properties of one’s attitudes

(e.g., importance, certainty) are not simply derivative byproducts of attitude

accessibility. Instead, these results oVer compelling evidence that attitude

certainty and attitude accessibility are distinct psychological constructs with

at least partially unique antecedents and at least some distinct behavioral

consequences.
VIII. Attitude Strength Composites and Their Constituents
Several studies have compared the relations of a cognitive or behavioral

consequence of attitudes with either individual strength‐related attributes or

a composite index of those attributes. If a set of strength‐related attributes

all relate in the same way to specific cognitive or behavioral consequences of

attitudes, little is lost by combining the various attributes into an index. But

evidence that diVerent attributes relate in diVerent ways to a cognitive or

behavioral consequence would suggest that composite indices obscure the

true structure and function of strength‐related attitude attributes. We next

review evidence of this sort.
A. EASE OF RETRIEVAL EFFECTS ON IMPORTANCE,

INTENSITY, AND CERTAINTY

Haddock et al. (1996, 1999) and Wänke, Bless, and Biller (1996) explored the

impact of the ease of information retrieval on reports of attitude importan-

ce, intensity, and certainty. Specifically, these researchers manipulated the

experienced ease of producing attitude‐congruent or attitude‐incongruent
arguments: some respondents were asked to do a diYcult task (to list

seven arguments supportive of or opposed to a particular policy), whereas

others were asked to do an easier version of the same task (list only three

arguments).

Haddock et al. (1996, 1999) and Wänke et al. (1996) expected that the

experienced diYculty of generating arguments would influence respondents’

perceptions of attitude importance, intensity, and certainty. Having found it

very diYcult to generate seven arguments consistent with their own opinion,

people might reason, ‘‘If I had a strong opinion on this issue, I ought to have

an easy time generating facts to back up my opinion. But because it was

tough for me, maybe I don’t feel all that strongly on this issue, maybe I’m
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not ve ry certa in abou t wher e I stand, an d maybe the issue isn’ t very impor -

tant to me.’’ But if pe ople find it easy to generat e three supporti ve argu-

men ts, there would be no reason for self ‐ doubt in these regards . Likew ise,
the e xperien ce of easily gen erating three argu ments ch allenging their own

view points might lead peo ple to doubt the vali dity of their own opinions,

thereby reducing pe rceived confi dence, intens ity, and impor tance. But if

pe ople have di Y culty generat ing seven coun ter‐ attitudi nal argume nts, they

again have no reason for self ‐ doubt.
To test these hypotheses , Haddock et al. (1996, 1999) average d toget her

measur es of certa inty, intens ity, and impor tance to yield a singl e composi te.

Thi s compo site had an alph a reliab ility of .91, which was consis tent with

Had dock et al.’s (1999) finding from an exp loratory fact or analys is that the

three dimens ions loaded on a single facto r. Fur ther, this co mposite measur e

varie d as expecte d accordi ng to the ease of argume nt generat ion. Peopl e who

gen erated three attitude ‐ supp ortive argume nts had higher compo site scores

than pe ople who gen erated seven attitude ‐ sup portive argume nts, wher eas

pe ople who gen erated seven co unteratti tudinal argume nts had higher com-

pos ite scores than people who gen erated only three coun terattitudina l argu-

ments.

How ever, a n interest ing patte rn emerge d in Haddock et al.’ s (1999) study

when the three strength‐related attitude attributes were analyzed separately.

Although the expected eVects appeared significantly for certainty and inten-

sity ratings (Wänke et al., 1996), importance ratings did not manifest the

expected eVect of the argument generation manipulation significantly in

either of the two studies.

One possible explanation for the failure of importance to manifest the

same eVects evident in certainty and intensity is that the latter two dimen-

sions may have been measured more reliably than was the former. However,

in Haddock et al.’s (1996, 1999) studies, each attribute was measured by two

questions, and all six questions employed the same seven‐point ratings scale,
ranging from ‘‘not at all’’ to ‘‘very.’’ Therefore, it seems unlikely that notable

diVerences between the dimensions in measurement reliability were present.

Interestingly, use of the same response scale for all items raises the possibility

that the coeYcient alpha for the composite measure may have been inflated

due to correlated measurement error shared across the six items (Brady,

1985; Green & Citrin, 1994).

This study therefore oVers further reason to draw a distinction among

strength‐related attitude attributes. Certainty and intensity ratings were

identically influenced by the argument generation manipulation, which is

consistent with the claim that they reflect a single underlying construct.

However, the evidence suggesting that importance was not influenced by

the manipulation indicates that it is a distinct construct. Collapsing the
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strength‐related attributes into an index masked an interesting finding—that

importance responded to a manipulation diVerently than did the other

attributes.
B. EFFECTS OF IMPORTANCE, INTENSITY, AND

CERTAINTY ON RESISTANCE TO ATTITUDE CHANGE

AND OF ATTITUDE STABILITY

Another study illustrating the same sort of disparity among constituents in

their consequences was reported by Bassili (1996b). His composite of impor-

tance, knowledge, certainty, intensity, and other variables failed to predict

attitudes’ resistance to change and stability over time in a series of tests. But

when certainty, importance, and intensity were treated as separate and

distinct predictors of resistance to change and persistence over time, all three

variables had statistically significant eVects in the expected direction. That is,

higher importance, intensity, and certainty were associated with more resis-

tance to change and more stability over time, just as other studies had

previously shown for importance and certainty individually (importance:

Fine, 1957; Gorn, 1975; Zuwerink & Devine, 1996; certainty: Marks &

Kamins, 1988; Swann & Ely, 1984; Swann, Pelham, & Chidester, 1988).

Thus, creating a composite again clouded the appearance of eVects that

were apparent when treating the constituents separately.
C. MODERATORS OF RESPONSE EFFECTS IN

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENT

A final set of studies explored whether eVects of the order in which questions

are asked and the wordings of those questions are moderated by strength‐
related attitude features. Many scholars have presumed that such response

eVects are most likely to appear in reports of weak attitudes (Cantril, 1944;

Converse, 1974; Payne, 1951). The basis of this argument is the notion that

question changes may alter people’s perceptions of their attitudes. If people’s

internal psychological cues revealing their attitudes are weak, then those

cues might be easily overwhelmed by aspects of the question encouraging

certain responses.

In one test of this notion, Krosnick and Schuman (1988) analyzed 27

experiments conducted in national surveys. These surveys included question

manipulations known to cause response eVects. Surprisingly, measures of

attitude importance, intensity, and certainty did not reliably predict the

magnitude of the impact of most question wording, format, and order
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man ipulations on respon ses. In a seri es of sim ilar experi ments, Bishop (1990)

foun d evidence supportin g the same conclusi on.

How ever, for one type of response e Vect, moderation did reliab ly appea r.

Thi s respo nse e V ect invo lves oV ering or omit ting a middl e alte rnative (e.g .,

‘‘kee p things as they are now’ ’) betw een two polar oppos ite viewp oints (e.g .,

‘‘m ake divorce laws stricte r than they are now’ ’ and ‘‘mak e divorce laws less

stric t than they are now’’). Krosni ck an d Schu man (1988) an d Bishop (1990)

foun d that people for whom atti tudes wer e highly important or intens e were

relat ively immu ne to whet her the middl e a lternative was o Vered or omitted

in such questio ns. In contrast, peop le whose attitude s wer e low in im-

por tance or intensit y were especi ally likely to be attr acted to the middl e

alte rnative when oVered.
Lav ine et al. (1998) later present ed evidence suggesting that a di Verent

type of response e V ect might be regula ted by stre ngth ‐ related attr ibutes as
wel l. In their study, peop le wer e first asked a series of con text que stions an d a

targe t a ttitude was then measured . The context que stions were designe d to

pro mote either liber al or con servative respon ses to the targe t attitude ques-

tion. Lavine et al. (1998) foun d that interattit udinal embedd edness— a con-

struc t not prev iously invest igated —moder ated the que stion order e V ect.
Peopl e who perceived strong impl icational relations between the targe t atti-

tude , an d attitudes tow ard other social and polit ical atti tudes were less

suscep tible to the context manipu lation than wer e people who percei ved

weake r interatt itudinal links. More strikingl y, an average of severa l

stre ngth ‐ related attitude attribu tes (incl uding impor tance, certa inty, and ex-

trem ity) regula ted the que stion ord er e V ect a s wel l. Lavine et al. (1998, p. 369)
argu ed that this moderat ion appeared becau se their measur e of embedded-

ne ss and aggrega tion of strength ‐ related constr ucts were more ‘‘broad in

ba ndwidth’’ than were the measur es use d by Krosnick and Schuman (1988)

an d Bishop (1990) .

One can view Lavine et al.’s (1998) findi ngs as v alidating the claim that

when an attitude is weak, reports of it are especia lly likel y to be susceptible

to all sorts of response e V ects. But another possibi lity is that Lavine et al.’s
(1998) results are confin ed to the specific response e Vect they examin ed—a

pa rticular type of questi on order manipul ation. Lavine et al.’s (1998) target

attitud es wer e tow ard welfar e an d the right s of peop le accused of commi t-

ting crimes. Before express ing their views on these issue s, participant s first

an swered a seri es of questio ns designe d to bring to mind con siderati ons

that supp orted eithe r liberal or con servative stands on the targe t issue s.

Thes e kind s of que stion order e V ects seem likely to have occurred because

the weights attached to various considerations in deriving the target atti-

tudes were altered by the context questions (Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988;

Tourangeau et al., 1989). That would suggest that this particular type of
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que stion order manipul ation leads to real chan ges, a t least tempor arily, in

pe ople’s evaluat ions of the target attitude obj ect. And attitudes that are

tight ly linked to a set of related attitude s may be invulne rable to this type

of response e Ve ct because peo ple may recogni ze that ch anging such an

attitud e cou ld creat e logical c oherence problem s in their system of relat ed

attitud es. More requ ired movem en t in other cognit ive elem ents should be a

direct inhibitor of attitud e ch ange.

The individu al stre ngth ‐ related a ttribute s that compo sed Lavine et al.’s

(1998) composite included importance, elaboration, certainty, extremity,

ambivalence, and intensity. Each of these attributes has been shown to be

correlated with resistance to attitude change. Thus, as expected, when each

attribute was examined individually, Lavine et al. (1998) found strong and

significant context eVects for both target issues among participants who were

highly ambivalent, low in prior elaboration, low in attitude certainty, low in

attitude extremity, and low in intensity. In contrast, context eVects were

rarely significant for participants high on each of these strength‐related
attributes. Nonetheless, with one exception, the overall interactions between

each strength‐related attribute and the context manipulation were not statis-

tically significant. As we reported above, however, aggregating these six

attributes did yield a significant interaction between attitude strength and

the context manipulation. This may suggest none of these attributes

provided as reliable an assessment of attitudinal embeddedness as the direct

measure that Lavine et al. (1998) developed, and the joint presence of

importance and certainty and prior elaboration and the other constructs

included in the composite also may have provided a better approximation of

embeddedness. This is consistent with the notion that these attributes were

each more indirect measures of the moderating construct at work.

Other question wording and order manipulations may operate through

diVerent processes, and may not be moderated by attitude embeddedness.

For example, some question order eVects seem likely to be driven in large

part by self‐presentational concerns rather than true changes in people’s

attitudes (Schuman & Presser, 1981). People prefer to appear consistent in

their attitudes and beliefs, so responses to initial questions may constrain

subsequent responses as people strive to maintain consistency across a set of

responses. Prior questions can also make salient particular norms to which

people may want to appear to adhere. For example, people are more likely to

say that reporters from communist countries should be permitted to come to

the United States and file reports in their home countries if this question is

directly preceded by a question about whether US reporters should be

permitted to go into communist countries and file reports about that country

back in the United States (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1950; Schuman & Presser,

1981). Apparently, answering the initial question about US reporters
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invo kes a nor m of recipr ocity or even handedn ess, making it unc omfortable

for peop le to say that report ers from c ommuni st coun tries sho uld be treated

di V erently than US report ers. Question order e Vects of this sort seem less

likel y to be moderat ed by interatt itudinal embedded ness.

Simi larly, some questi on wordi ng e Ve cts may be driven not so much by real

ch anges in people’s attitudes , but by ch anges in the percei ved extre mity of the

respo nse option s. For exampl e, peo ple may percei ve ‘‘forbiddi ng’’ a particu-

lar behavior to be more extre me than ‘‘not allowin g’’ that same behavior

( Hippl er & Schwar z, 1986 ). If this type of que stion ‐ wordi ng e Vect is driven by
ch anges in the perceived extre mity of the response option s, it seems unlikel y to

be moderat ed by embedd edness. Inste ad, it may be mo derated by attitude

extre mity or intensit y, wi th people who hold mo derate or less intens e attitudes

more likel y to shy away from endorsi ng the extremely worde d response.

Inter estingly, the respon se e Vects invest igated by Krosni ck a nd Sch uman

(1988) and Bishop (1990) also seem unl ikely to have resul ted from the

momen tary alte ration of the weights attach ed to specific attitud e ‐relev ant
co nsiderations that presum ably yield ed Lavine e t al.’s (1998) questi on‐ order
e V ect ( Krosni ck, 1991 ). Ther efore, interatt itudin al embedded ness may not

ha ve been a relevan t moderat or, but other stre ngth ‐ related attitude attr i-
bute s may have been.

All of this suggest s that di V erent response e Vects may be mo derated by

di V erent attitude attr ibutes, depend ing upon the particular cognit ive mecha-

nism that is responsib le for the respo nse e Vect. So the mere exist ence of a

respo nse e Ve ct does not necessa rily mean that the attitudes be ing measur ed

are weak. And the particular attitude a ttribute that regulates one response

e V ect may not regula te another response e Vect.
Bassil i and Krosni ck (2000) set out to investiga te these possibi lities using a

wi de range of strength ‐ related attribut es an d a range of di Verent sorts of
respo nse e V ects. In Bassili and Krosni ck’s (2000) study , a random sample of

Unive rsity of Toro nto student s was interviewed by teleph one to assess four

types of respon se e Vects. The first was a que stion or der e Vect involv ing
ab ortion items. All responden ts were ask ed whet her a married woman who

doe s not want any more childr en sh ould be permi tted to obtain a legal

ab ortion. Som e respond ents were sim ply asked this que stion, wher eas others

were first asked whether it should be possible to obtain a legal abortion if

there is a strong chance of a serious defect in the baby. Asking the birth

defect question first renders people less likely to support the married

woman’s right to a legal abortion (Schuman & Presser, 1981).

Second, the impact of oVering or omitting a middle alternative was

observed by measuring respondents’ attitudes regarding whether penalties

for marijuana use should be made stricter or less strict. Some respondents

were oVered a middle alternative (i.e., ‘‘keep laws about the same’’) and
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othe rs were not. Peopl e are more likely to select a middl e option when it is

presen ted to them than to volunte er this respo nse when the respo nse option

is not pr esented exp licitly (Sc human & Pr esser, 1981 ).

Third, acq uiesce nce response bias was measur ed by asking respondent s

whet her they agreed or disagr eed with one of two opposit e stat ements about

the prim ary cause of c rime and lawles sness in America: ‘‘ind ividuals’ ’ or

‘‘s ocial con ditions.’’ For respon dents given one of the statement s, blami ng

‘‘in dividua ls’’ for crim e an d lawles sness sho uld have resul ted in selec ting the

‘‘ag ree’’ respon se option. For respond ents g iven the other statement , blam-

ing ‘‘so cial conditio ns’’ should also ha ve resulted in an ‘‘agree’’ response.

Bec ause some people agree with just ab out any statement , regardless of its

co ntent, this design permi tted asses sment of the ex tent of such acquies cence

( Sch uman & Presser , 1981 ).

Finall y, to measur e the e Vects of tone of wordi ng, respondent s wer e asked
whet her antide mocrac y speeches shou ld be either allowe d or forbid den.

Peopl e are less likely to endorse ‘‘forbiddi ng’’ a policy than to say it should

not be allowed ( Schu man & Presser , 1981 ).

For each of the four exp eriments, seven stren gth‐ relat ed attitude attr i-
bute s were asses sed, includi ng impor tance, knowl edge, certa inty, intens ity,

the perceived likelihood that one’s attitude wi ll chan ge over time , extre mity,

an d access ibilit y (via response latencies) . To test Lav ine et al.’ s (1998) claim

ab out bro adband coverage , a meta ‐ attitudi nal aggrega te was computed by

averagi ng the measur es of impor tance, knowl edge, certa inty, intens ity, and

pe rceived likeliho od of ch ange.

No singl e stren gth‐ relat ed propert y regula ted all fou r of the respo nse
e V ects. Inste ad, one or two single attribut es regula ted each e V ect ( Fig. 4).
For exampl e, extre mity regula ted the que stion order e Vect and acquies cence;
certa inty and knowl edge regula ted the middle altern ative e Vect; and intens i-
ty regula ted the ton e of wordi ng e Vect. The meta ‐ attitudin al aggrega te only
pro ved reliab le in mod erating respon se e Vects for two of the four que stions
(que stion orde r an d middl e alternati ve); and in both of these cases, an

indivi dual attitude attribut e e videnced just as mu ch mo deration.

In each case, strong er attitudes man ifested weake r e Vects of questio n
form , wording, or order, but di V erent stre ngth ‐ related attribut es moderat ed

the various response e V ects. Thes e findi ngs chall enge the notion that broad-
ba nd coverage is necessa ry to observe moderat ion by stre ngth ‐ related atti-
tude propert ies. Also, react ion tim e measur es of ac cessibility did not pred ict

the magn itude of any of the respon se e Vects, discon firming Bassili’s (1996a )

implication that operative measures such as this will succeed in specifying

attitude dynamics when meta‐attitudinal measures fail.

Because individual strength‐related attributes predicted particular re-

sponse eVects, and diVerent attributes regulated the various response eVects,
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these results reinforce the gen eral notion that stren gth ‐relat ed attribut es are
be st viewed as dist inct constr ucts. Furtherm ore, the failure of attribut e

aggrega tions to moderat e any bette r ‐than ‐indivi dual consti tuent pro perties
ch allenges Lavine et al.’s (1998) clai m that treat ing mult iple attribut es as

surface manifestations of underlying constructs will improve the validity of

results obtained. Indeed, in the case of the tone‐of‐wording eVect, individual
properties successfully moderated eVects, but combining them with other

properties into an index masked the eVects.
IX. General Discussion
In their chapter in The Handbook of Social Psychology on ‘‘Attitude Struc-

ture and Function,’’ Eagly and Chaiken (1998, p. 291) reviewed the existing

literature on the latent structure of strength‐related attitude properties and

noted that factor analytic studies had suggested a distinction between cogni-

tive dimensions of attitude strength and aVective dimensions. But these

authors noted as well that ‘‘although several findings have . . . suggested
the utility of distinguishing cognitive from aVective aspects of attitude

strength, subsequent work may well yield other useful distinctions beyond,

or within, these two broad dimensions (p. 291).’’ Eagly and Chaiken (1998)

called upon researchers to ‘‘go beyond the question of strength’s dimension-

ality to the question of whether such distinctions matter. If all aspects of

attitude strength produced the very same eVects, the theoretical importance
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of distinguis hing types of stren gth woul d be hollow (p. 291).’’ The current

revie w was done in the spirit of Eagly and Chaiken ’s (1998) recomm enda-

tion, confirming their expectation. We have seen repeatedly that individual

strength‐related attributes have distinct origins and diVerent eVects on

thinking and behavior.

More specifically, we have seen that antecedents of one attribute were

often unrelated to other attributes. For example, perceiving that important

others cared deeply about an issue was associated with greater attitude

importance, but it was unrelated to attitude‐relevant knowledge. Similarly,

in several studies, repeated attitude expression increased attitude accessibili-

ty, but repeated expression did not aVect attitude importance, nor did it

aVect the certainty with which people held their attitudes. In contrast,

repeated exposure to attitude‐relevant information increased attitude cer-

tainty but had no impact on attitude accessibility. And the ease or diYculty

of generating attitude‐relevant arguments influenced attitude certainty and

attitude intensity but was unrelated to attitude importance. In those few

cases where an antecedent was related to two strength‐related attributes,

diVerent mediators were shown to be at work. Finally, pairs of attributes

fluctuated independently over time, reinforcing the notion that they have

distinct antecedents.

Strength‐related attributes also related to cognitive and behavioral out-

comes in distinct ways. In many instances, pairs of attributes exerted

uncoupled eVects. For example, importance was associated with perceived

attitude polarization in response to conflicting empirical evidence, and with

negative aVective reactions when an attitude was threatened, whereas knowl-

edge was unrelated to both of these phenomena. In contrast, knowledge was

positively associated with the hostile media bias, whereas importance was

unrelated to this phenomenon. In addition, importance (but not certainty)

predicted whether people turned out to vote on election day, whereas cer-

tainty (but not importance) predicted the degree to which people found a

nonpreferred presidential candidate acceptable. And attitude certainty regu-

lated the correspondence between attitudes and a deliberative behavior but

attitude accessibility did not.

In other cases, two attributes related in opposite ways to an outcome. For

example, attitude‐relevant knowledge was positively associated with attitude

moderation in the face of conflicting evidence, whereas attitude importance

was negatively associated with moderation. And in still other cases, attri-

butes interacted to predict a cognitive or behavioral outcome. For example,

the combination of high importance and high knowledge was associated

with an especially pronounced surge of attitude‐expressive behavior.
This evidence sharply conflicts with the notion that two or more strength‐

related attributes can be treated as interchangeable manifestations of a more
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gen eral unde rlyin g constr uct. To the co ntrary, the evidence we ha ve

revie wed suggest s that doing so will yield inaccur ate ch aracteriza tions of

stre ngth ‐ related process es, obscu ring meani ngful dist inctions in the opera-

tion of the various strength ‐ related attribut es. Instead , the extensive body of
eviden ce that we have reviewed supports a view of strength ‐ related attribut es
as distinct constr ucts in their own right.
A. META ‐ ATT ITUDINA L IND ICES OF ATT ITUDE STRE NGTH

One particu larly popul ar view regardi ng ov erlap among strength ‐ relate d
attributes involves attributes that reflect people’s subjective judgments about

their attitudes , which Basilli (1996a ) dubbe d ‘‘meta ‐ attitudi nal’’ indice s of
attitude strength (e.g., importance, certainty, perceived volume of attitude‐
relevant knowledge stored in memory). Some scholars have suggested that

these attributes are all constructions, built from blurry introspective glances,

simply reflecting the extent to which an attitude seems to its holder to be

mushy or firm (Bassili, 1996a; Haddock et al., 1996, 1999). Regardless of

whether people are asked about the importance they attach to an attitude or

their confidence in holding it or how much relevant information they possess

or how strong their feelings are about the object, says this view, people look

to internal psychological cues for any vague sense of attitudinal crystalliza-

tion and use that sense to derive an answer to whatever question has been

posed. If this is true, then self‐reports of such features are all manifestations

of that vague introspective impression.

The evidence that we have reviewed poses a strong challenge to that view.

Much of this evidence involved explicit comparisons of meta‐attitudinal
measures of importance and certainty, and we saw consistent evidence of

unique antecedents and divergent cognitive and behavioral consequences.

Although there is little doubt that these subjective judgments, like virtually

all others, can sometimes be momentarily influenced by salient contextual

features (Haddock et al., 1996, 1999; Wänke et al., 1996), the results that we

have reviewed indicate that people’s subjective judgments about their atti-

tudes largely reflect psychologically meaningful variability in strength‐
related attitude properties.
B. NEVER CREATE COMPOSITE INDICES?

Does all of this suggest that researchers should never create composite indices

of strength‐related attitude factors by combining measures of diVerent
strength‐related attributes? Not necessarily. Comprehensive comparisons
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have not been conducted for every pair of strength‐related attributes, so it

remains possible that some attributes do in fact arise from largely overlapping

antecedents and set into motion essentially the same consequences via the

same mechanisms. Indeed, commonalities were occasionally observed in the

evidence reviewed here. For example, in two separate studies, manipulating

the ease with which people generated pro‐ and counterattitudinal arguments

aVected attitude certainty and intensity in comparable ways (Haddock et al.,

1999; Wänke et al., 1996). And Visser et al. (2003) found that importance and

certainty were related to some of the same outcomes. Both regulated the

impact of particular issues on people’s candidate preferences, for example,

and both predicted their intentions to turn out to vote on election day. Thus,

continuing the quest for parsimony in this domain may well be sensible and

fruitful.

It seems quite possible that combining sets of strength‐related attributes

may sometimes be a prudent strategy. For example, there are only a limited

number of distinct cognitive processes by which people can resist attitude

change (e.g., generating counterarguments, bolstering one’s original atti-

tude, derogating the source of a persuasive message). Because strength‐
related attributes appear to outnumber distinct processes of resistance, there

is likely to be overlap in the mechanisms by which diVerent strength‐related
attributes lead to resistance. It may therefore be possible to identify clusters

of strength‐related attributes that lead to the same outcome through the

same processes. This approach may yield a taxonomy of strength‐related
attributes based not simply on covariation (the criterion that has been used

in much prior work), but based instead on the impact that they have and on

the mechanisms by which they operate. Thus, our position is not that

researchers can never justify creating composite indices of strength‐related
attributes. But correlations among those attributes do not provide adequate

justification for doing so.

Having said that, it is worth noting that although pair‐wise comparisons of

all strength‐related attributes have not yet been conducted, the existing evi-

dence seems to suggest that overlap in antecedents and consequences of

attributes is the exception rather than the rule. As we have seen, even attri-

butes that are quite strongly correlated and that reliably loaded on the same

factor in exploratory factor analyses nonetheless exhibited very diVerent
eVects on thought and behavior. It seems sensible, therefore, for researchers

to adopt a starting assumption that the various attributes are distinct con-

structs until clear and compelling evidence of their overlap is documented.

Importantly, this also suggests that we should be cautious when interpret-

ing the results of past investigations of strength‐related processes that

involved composite indices. The evidence we have reviewed suggests that

such results may obscure sharp divergences in the consequences of the
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indivi dual a ttribute s from which the c omposi tes were constru cted. And

inde ed, this danger has been de monstrated in some of the investiga tions we

ha ve revie wed.

For e xample, Pomeran tz et al. (1995) combined measur es of impor tance,

know ledge, value ‐ relev ance, and cen trality to the self to yield an index of
attitud e strength and fou nd that this index was not associ ated with attitude

ch ange in the Lord et al. (1979) pa radigm. Visser et al. (2004) replicated this

null resul t when they combined measur es of impor tance and knowl edge into

a single index of attitude stren gth and used it to pred ict attitude ch ange

wi thin the Lord et al. (1979) parad igm. But as we report ed earlier, when

Vi sser et al. (2004) de composed the co mposi te index , they fou nd clear

eviden ce that knowl edge was unrelated to attitude change, wher eas impor -

tance was strong ly related to it. Simi larly, Visser et al. (2003) demon strated

that whereas impor tance increa sed as the result of the nationa l debate on

glob al warming , a composi te index co nstructed from measur es of impor -

tance and certainty registered no change. This set of evidence suggests that

claims about the antecedents or consequences of composite indices of atti-

tude stre ngth should be interprete d with cautio n (B assili, 1996a; Bas sili &

Roy, 1998 ; Eagly et al., 2000; Ho dson et al., 2001; Holland et al., 2002;

Pom erantz et al., 1995; Prislin, 1996; Theodor akis, 1994; Thomp son &

Zanna, 1995; Verplanken, 1989, 1991).
C. FURTHER DISTINCTIONS?

As it is premature to conclude that various pairs or sets of strength‐related
attributes reflect a common underlying factor, it may also be premature to

conclude that the various strength‐related attributes we have examined are

themselves unidimensional constructs. And in fact, some scholars have

challenged this notion.
1. Dimensionality of Attitude Importance

Although generally treated as a unitary construct, attitude importance may

be multidimensional, with multiple functional bases. Attitude importance

that arises from the recognition of a connection between an attitude object

and one’s core values may be distinct in terms of its phenomenology and its

consequences from attitude importance that arises from the perception of a

link between an attitude object and one’s material interests. And both may

be distinct from attitude importance that arises from the perception that

one’s reference groups or individuals view an attitude as important. Each

may inspire discrete motivations: to protect the attitude that expresses one’s
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co re values, to hold the correc t attitude toward the obj ect that impin ges on

one ’s self ‐inter est, and to rema in in step with impor tant others with regard to

the attitudes they deem impor tant.

Joh nson and Eag ly (1989) explore d such a dist inction between value ‐
relev ant involvemen t (defined as the acti vation of attitudes that a re linked

to a person ’s important values) and out come ‐ relevant involve ment, (defi ned

as the activati on of attitudes tow ard issue s or obj ects that are relevan t to a

pe rson’s current ly impor tant goals or outcomes ) in meta ‐a nalysis. They
co ncluded that value relevan ce led to increased resi stance to attitude c hange

(part icula rly when the argume nts wer e strong ), wher eas outcome relev ance

led to more attitude ch ange when a rguments were strong an d less attitude

ch ange when argume nts wer e weak. Thes e resul ts suggest that value rele-

van ce may have led to biased pro cessing of the persuas ive mess ages, whereas

outc ome relev ance inspi red obj ective process ing ( Petty & Cacio ppo, 1986 ).

Ther e are a number of reasons to hesitate before accepti ng the conclusi ons

draw n from this evidence, howeve r. Several potentia lly significa nt con founds

in the design of this invest igation make it di Y cult to know what to make of

these findings. For e xample, almost all of the studies of outco me relev ance

wer e experi menta l and involved direct manipul ations of outcome relev ance,

wher eas the studi es of value relev ance wer e co rrelatio nal ( Petty & Caci oppo,

1990 ). Fur therm ore, most of the value ‐ relevan ce studi es did not actually
include measur es of value relevance —instead, many of these studi es wer e

judg ed by the investiga tors to be value relev ant based on the topic address ed

in the study. Third, unlike the outco me ‐relev ance studi es, a lmost none of the

value ‐ relev ance studies implement ed a n argume nt qua lity man ipulation. In-

stead, participant s in a separat e study rated the strength of the argume nts post

hoc . Thi s makes it di Y cult to know with confid ence what impac t argume nt

quality had, because a post hoc determination of argumentmay be susceptible

to confounding with other aspects of the message such as satirical content,

message discrepancy, and source credibility. Nevertheless, Lampron,

Krosnick, ShaeVer, Petty, and See (2003) implemented an experiment that

measured and manipulated both outcome relevance and value relevance and

foun d results consis tent wi th Jo hnson and Eagly’s (1989) conclusi ons.

Because value relevance and outcome relevance as defined by Johnson and

Eagly (1989) strongly resemble two of the primary causal antecedents of

attitude importance, these results suggest that the route by which one comes

to attach importance to an attitude may influence the psychological nature

of attitude importance. And the nature of the importance one attaches to an

attitude may determine its specific consequences. This raises the possibility

that importance is a multidimensional construct.

However, in an experimental investigation of this issue, Boninger et al.

(1995a) found evidence inconsistent with the multidimensional view of
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attitud e impor tance. They foun d that manipul ations of one of the causal

an tecedent s of impor tance reverbe rated through pa rticipant s’ cogn itive

struc tures , impac ting other an tecedents of impor tance. Spe cifically,

Boni nger et al. (1995a ) found that increa sing the degree to which an attitude

impinged on participants’ material interests also led them to view the

attitude as more closely linked to their core values. This suggests that the

causal antecedents of attitude importance are related to one another and

that changes in one can result in changes in others. This evidence challenges

the notion that the causal underpinnings of attitude importance are discrete

and lead cleanly to distinct ‘‘types’’ of importance. Instead, an attitude that

is outcome relevant may also come to be seen as value relevant as well.

Nevertheless, conclusions on this matter should be drawn with utmost

caution, given the dearth of empirical evidence. Additional research addres-

sing this issue clearly seems warranted. And here, too, we contend that the

critical issue to be explored is not the factor structure of these various types

of attitude importance but rather, whether these types of importance do in

fact arise from distinct causal antecedents and whether they set into motion

diVerent sorts of cognitive and behavioral consequences. To the extent that

they do, diVerentiating among them would clearly seem warranted.
2. DiVerentiating Meta‐Attitudinal from Operative Measures

Bassili (1996a) distinguished meta‐attitudinal from operative measures of

strength‐related attitude features, and he presumed that each dimension is

inherently either meta‐attitudinal or operative. This is certainly true for

dimensions like importance and certainty, which are defined as a person’s

perceptions of his or her attitude. But other dimensions, such as knowledge

volume, accessibility, and ambivalence can be measured either meta‐attitu-
dinally or operatively. That is, we can measure knowledge volume by asking

a person how much he or she knows about an object, or we can ask him or

her to list all such knowledge and count up the pieces, without ever telling

the person we plan to do such counting. Likewise, we can measure response

latency without ever saying we’re doing so, or we can ask a person how

quickly his or her attitude comes to mind. And we can measure the conflict

between the extents of people’s favorable and unfavorable reactions to an

object, or we can ask them how ambivalent they feel toward it.

Krosnick et al. (1993) reported confirmatory factor analysis tests that

indicated meta‐attitudinal, and operative measures of knowledge volume

tapped the same construct. But newer work by Holbrook (2003) showed

that meta‐attitudinal and operative measures of knowledge volume, accessi-

bility, and ambivalence are all associated with distinct cognitive and behav-

ioral consequences that fit sensibly with faithful conceptualizations of these
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measures. For both knowledge volume and ambivalence, the relation be-

tween the meta‐psychological and operative measures of the construct was

moderate in size, but for accessibility, the relation was never significantly

diVerent from zero, suggesting that people may not be aware of or able to

accurately report the accessibility of their own attitudes and that their

perceptions of accessibility come from a diVerent source. Furthermore, the

eVects of the six measures (meta‐attitudinal and operative measures of

knowledge volume, accessibility, and ambivalence) on the false consensus

eVect, hostile media bias, the similarity‐attraction eVect, resistance to

attitude change, and attitude–behavior consistency were never identical,

suggesting that the meta‐attitudinal and operative measures tapped distinct

constructs.

This notion is reinforced by the work of Newby‐Clark and his colleagues

(Newby‐Clark, McGregor, & Zanna, 2002). In several studies, they found

modest correlations between meta‐attitudinal and operative measures of

ambivalence (ranging from .18 to .39). They also found that the magnitude

of this relation was moderated by the simultaneous accessibility of positive

and negative reactions to an issue: when positive and negative reactions both

came to mind quickly and eVortlessly, operative and meta‐attitudinal mea-

sures of ambivalence were quite strongly related, but when one or both

reactions required time and eVort to retrieve, the two constructs were

essentially independent.

All of these findings suggest that it is worthwhile to abandon the notion that

the meta‐attitudinal and operative measures of strength‐related attitude fea-

tures are interchangeable and instead to build separate theories to account for

the causes and consequences of perceived and actual knowledge volume,

perceived and actual accessibility, and perceived and actual ambivalence.
D. ATTITUDE EXTREMITY: A SPECIAL CASE?

Attitude extremity is unique among strength‐related dimensions, because

whereas the other dimensions refer to attributes of or judgments about the

attitude, extremity refers to the attitude itself (where, along a bipolar contin-

uum, the attitude falls). Thus, extremity is the only dimension that is not

independent of the content of the attitude: attitudes that diVer in extremity

are, by definition, diVerent attitudes.
Abelson (1995) has argued that extremity is conceptually rich, conveying:

(1) the intensity of feeling a person experiences with regard to the attitude

object, (2) the degree to which a person holds an unqualified position, (3) the

lengths a person believes his or her group should go in defending its position,

and (4) the lengths to which one would go in defending the position.
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One might therefore wonder whether extremity may subsume some or all of

the other strength‐related dimensions of attitude strength, thus providing a

reasonable index of overall attitude strength. And indeed, some researchers

have presumed this to be the case: attitude extremity has sometimes been

used as an omnibus measure of attitude strength (Edwards & Smith, 1996).

Of course, this line of thinking represents a return to the single‐factor view
of attitude strength, and the evidence we reviewed suggests that no single

dimension can adequately capture the dynamics of attitude strength. More

specifically, a single dimension cannot account for the uncoupled, oppositely

valenced, or interactive eVects that we routinely observed when pairs of

strength‐related attitude attributes were examined simultaneously. Thus,

attitude extremity appears unlikely to subsume any of the pairs of attributes

that we have examined.

Nonetheless, controlling for attitude extremity may well be a sensible

strategy when exploring the causes and consequences of other strength‐
related attributes. This would seem to be especially important when the

strength‐related attribute of interest is known to relate to attitude extremity.

Attitudinal ambivalence, for example, is necessarily negatively correlated

with extremity. When exploring the implications of ambivalence for cogni-

tive and behavioral consequences, then, taking into account the eVect of

attitude extremity would seem to be essential (Thompson et al., 1995).

And in fact, in several of the investigations that we have reviewed, the

original authors did replicate all of their primary analyses with attitude

extremity included as a control variable (Berger, 1992; Holbrook, 2002;

Visser et al., 2003, 2004), and this never meaningfully altered the results.

This provides further evidence that attitude extremity cannot account for the

associations between the various strength‐related attributes and the attitude

eVects that we have reviewed.
E. IMPLICATIONS

Resolving the debate over the underlying structure of strength‐related attri-

butes is not just a matter of ‘‘intellectual aesthetics.’’ That is, our motivation

for the current review is not simply to clear up a technical dispute about how

attitude strength ought to be measured. To the contrary, achieving clarity

regarding the conceptualization of attitude strength is of fundamental im-

portance for both basic and applied attitude research.

1. Conceptual Implications

Assumptions about the underlying structure of strength‐related attitude

attributes set the agenda for research in this domain. If clusters of
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strength‐related attributes are assumed to reflect a small number of more

general constructs, the primary objective within the attitude literature

becomes identifying these general dimensions and exploring their origins

and consequences. This assumption further suggests that there is no need

to continue fine‐grained explorations of individual strength‐related
attributes (Krosnick, 1988a,b; Wood, 1982). Instead, disparate lines

of such research can be consolidated according to the assumed latent

structure.

A multidimensional view of attitude strength charts quite a diVerent
course for attitude researchers in the future. Our primary objective would

be to clarify the workings of each strength‐related attribute, alone and in

combination. We would pay close attention to the bases of attitude strength

and develop refined predictions regarding specific attitude eVects given the

nature of particular strength‐related attitude attributes.

The work reviewed here provides strong support for this latter conceptu-

alization of attitude strength and illustrates the potential value of this

approach. Individual lines of research fill in some details in the psychological

portraits of various strength‐related attributes. For example, attitude impor-

tance appears to be, at its core, a motivation to protect and use one’s

attitude, whereas knowledge appears to reflect a reservoir of ability, facil-

itating behavioral strategizing, critical analysis of new information, and

more. We have also seen some illustrations of what a construct is not. For

example, knowledge seems not to attenuate cognitive biases such as the false

consensus eVect, whereas accessibility seems not to be a regulator of the

magnitude of response eVects in attitude measurement. Lastly, we have seen

evidence regarding the mechanisms by which eVects occur. For example,

self‐interest and value relevance aVect knowledge only by inspiring increased
importance. We hope that cataloging these sorts of findings along with

others will eventually lead to a full and rich account of the origins and

consequences of attitude strength.

Future research on this topic might borrow two of the approaches em-

ployed here and apply them in new contexts. One design is that used by Bizer

and Krosnick (2001): implement an experimental manipulation narrowly

designed to alter just one strength‐related attribute (e.g., importance), and

observe the consequences that follow for that attribute and various others.

Other studies might employ the technique used by Bassili and Krosnick

(2000) and Visser et al. (2003, 2004) whereby multiple dimensions are

measured, and multivariate analysis is used to isolate their independent

and interactive eVects. When many studies employing these and other

approaches document the full range of causes and eVects of various attri-

butes, we will be in a good position to build a general, integrative theory of

attitude strength.
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2. Practical Implica tions

Cl arifying the structure of stre ngth ‐ related attr ibutes also has impor tant

prac tical implicat ions. Consid er just one real ‐ world context in whi ch the
assum ptions we mak e ab out the struc ture of attitude strength are likely to be

trem endou sly impor tant: publ ic healt h. Public health oY cials have increas-
ingly come to recogni ze that many of the leadi ng cau ses of death in the

Unit ed States could be drastical ly reduced if Ame ricans woul d mak e a few

sim ple changes in their beh avior. In fact , an invest igation recent ly publis hed

in the Journal of the American Medical Ass ociation con cluded that approx-

imat ely half of the deaths in the United States can be attribut ed to a small

num ber of prevent able be haviors such as smok ing, inactivi ty, poor diet, and

alcoh ol con sumpt ion (Mo kdad et al., 2004). Becau se of this, public heath

ad vocates have increa singl y turned to the social an d beh avioral scienc es for

insi ght into behavior modificat ion.

In some cases, peo ple alrea dy possess positive attitudes toward healt hy

be haviors and negativ e attitudes toward unhealt hy beh aviors. But these

he alth‐ posit ive attitudes do not always man ifest thems elves in the relev ant

he alth behavior s (Fish er & Fisher, 1992 ). The ch allenge for publ ic healt h

ad vocates , then, involve s stre ngtheni ng such existing attitudes so that they

moti vate and gu ide beha vior and shape the way new infor mation is pro-

cessed, as well as resist chan ge and persi st ov er time. If many stre ngth ‐
relat ed attr ibutes reflect a co mmon unde rlying constr uct, distinguis hing

amo ng them woul d be unnece ssary: interventi ons that brou ght ab out

increa ses in any one attribut e woul d result in increases in the others, so

publ ic healt h ad vocates cou ld focus their e Vorts on the attribut e that can
most easily be modified.

The evidence reviewed here indica tes that increa sing one stren gth ‐relat ed
attr ibute will not ne cessarily increa se others. This impl ies that public healt h

ad vocates should broaden their e Vorts and target man y stren gth ‐relat ed
attributes. Such advocates should be sensitive to diVerences in the ways in

which strength‐related attributes—alone and in combination—lead most

reliably to attitude–behavior correspondence.

The case of AIDS in the United States provides an excellent illustration.

Initially, public health oYcials assumed that if they could educate people

about the disease and how to avoid it, the appropriate behaviors would follow

(Hel weg‐ Larsen & Col lins, 1997). So they launched a mass ive publ ic educa-

tion campaign to increase the amount of knowledge people had about the

disease (Fisher & Fisher, 1992). And it was tremendously successful—surveys

show that virtually all US adults now know what AIDS is, have some sense

of how it is transmitted, and know what steps can be taken to avoid

exposure (DiClemente, Forrest, Mickler, & Principal Site Investigators,
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1990; Rogers, Singer, & Imperio, 1993). Yet such educational campaigns

often yielded virtually no reliable eVects on behavior (Mann, Tarantola, &

Netter, 1992). Knowledge, in and of itself, wasn’t suYcient to instigate

attitude‐congruent behavior.
The research we reviewed suggests solutions to this problem. By recogniz-

ing knowledge as one of many distinct strength‐related attributes, the multi-

dimensional view acknowledges multiple avenues through which the

attitude–behavior link can be strengthened. This view encourages public

health advocates to focus not simply on increasing knowledge levels, but

on increasing other strength‐related attributes as well. And it suggests that

particular combinations of strength‐related attributes may be especially

eVective. In two studies involving diVerent attitude objects and diVerent
subject populations, the combination of possessing a great deal of knowl-

edge about an attitude object and attaching importance to the attitude was

associated with a surge of attitude‐expressive behavior far exceeding the

impact of either attribute alone (Visser et al., 2004). Other strength‐related
attributes may similarly interact to produce stronger attitude–behavior links

than any of the strength‐related attributes produce in isolation.

There are also cases in which promoting healthy behavior requires chang-

ing existing attitudes that are counterproductive to healthy living. The

multidimensional view acknowledges many avenues by which attitudes can

be weakened, thereby facilitating persuasion. By reducing some of the

strength‐related attributes of people’s attitudes, public health advocates

may find subsequent eVorts to induce attitude change more eVective. Fur-
thermore, by understanding the processes by which particular strength‐
related attributes confer resistance to change, promoters of public health

may be better able to tailor persuasive campaigns to be maximally eVective
within their target audience.
F. CONCLUSION

Attitude strength has been a focus of serious empirical interest

among psychologists for decades, yet our understanding of this complex

construct, its constituents, and the causal processes in which it plays a part

is at an early stage. Much work remains to be done to illuminate the nature,

structure, and function of attitude strength. As this research is conducted, it

will do much to enhance the field’s account of how, when, and why

attitudes are the powerfully consequential psychological forces that fascinat-

ed Allport (1935).
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