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356 Chapter 8. Prediction of lichavior

Once the attitude scale constructor has selected his set of opinion statements
he. like the behavioral observer, goes out and observes W hether the individuals in
his sample agree or disagree with his statements. The respondent may be asked to
simply agree or disagree (1€, be forcet make a dichotomous choice), or he

may be asked to indicate the degree of his agreement to respond on a

or seven-place agree~disagree scale). Al this stage, thip the attitude scale con

structor. like the behavioral observer, has before him a set of numbers assumed to

imply something about an individual’s religiosity Unfortunately, it is here that the
similarity between these two types of investigators usually ends, Whereas the
attitude scale constructor will test his assumptions by performing an item analysis,
the behavioral observer will usually just accept his assumptions and decide on some
arbitrary way of combining his numbers to arrive at a behavioral criterion score.”

For example, he may first decide that people who have contributed more than $50

should be given a score of 5, that those who have contributed more than $25 but
tess than $50 should be given a score of 4, and so on If he does this for each of
his continuous variables, he can then simply sum his set of numbers and arrive at
his multiple-act criterion
In contrast. the attitude scale constructor first submits his items to a standard
scaling ptocedure. As noted in Chapter 3, if using a Likert scale he eliminates
those items that fail to discriminate between subjects with favorable and un-
favorable attitudes toward the church, or items that de t correlate with this at-
nse. then. the investigator recognizes that some of the opinion items
jo not serve as good indicants of the particular attitude he is measur
if the behavioral observer were to follow the same procedure
too micht find that some of the behaviors he has observed do not covary W
underlying dimension of religiosity. To put it a bit more bluntl vight find
some of the behaviors he chose to observe ha
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Chapter 8. Prediction of Behavior

vould be possible to continue with these examples. but the point should be
iear: the lower the corresponderce between the intention’s and the behavior's
levels of specific ty, the poorer the prediction wiil be
Given that intention and behavior are measured at the same leve] of specific-
'NE €xpects a high relation between the S¢ variables. In other words, our con-
tual framework sugcosts that a person's performance of some behavior at a
given pomt in time is determined by his intention to perform the behavior at that
point in time

<

Mability of the intention. Clearly a4 person’s intention may change over time. It
follows that a measure of intention taken some time prior to observation of the
behavior may differ from the person's intention at the time that his behavior is
observed. The longer the time interval between measurement of intention and
observation of behavior the greater the probability that . .e individual may obtain
new information or that certain events will ozcur which will change his intention.
Thus the longer the time interval, the lower the correlation between intention and
behavior

Very often, the behavior under consideration can occur only after some se-
quence of previous behaviors has been performed. For example, although a high
school sophomore may intend 10 g0 to college, he will be able to carry out this
ntention only after he has performed other behaviors (graduated from high
school, passed the college entrance exams, etc.). The greater the number of in-
lervening steps, the lower the intention-behavior corrciation will be, Here again,
the problem is primarily one of the stab ity of the intention. rather than of its

relation to behavior per se. The greater the number of intervening steps, the
! the probability that 1l

© ot e completion of (or failure to compicte) any single
‘i new information which may produce a change in the individual's

intention. !
A somewhat similar problem concerns the degree to which carrying out the
s dependent on other peopie or events, The higher the dependenc: , the
a€ intention-behavior co -1ation 1s likely to be, If 4 person’s intention is
n the cxpectation that anc person will oehave in d Certain way, or on
pectation that some event w il oceur, and the €Xpectation is not confirmed,
nformation may . ( ‘0 a change in intention
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Cunclusion 381

thers were told and Given a high degree of corre Sspondence between a person's intention and his
9o

lowing delivery was 1al behavior, one would expect the factors determining intentions also to be

sful (enough

sely related to behavior. In Chapter 7 we discussed a theory for the prediction
urth hospital .

r
ntentions, and we showed that behavioral intentions are predictable from the
ulas were and normative components of the theory. It follows that whenever a
ast-feed). The or relat s observed, the behnvior in question should also
t-feeding behavior )m aititude toward the behavior (A4,) and subjective norm (SN)
Computing a mea- when the two components accurately predict the intention, they
will not predict the behavior if th. intention measured is itself inappropriate for
prediction of the behavior in question. We have already seen that 4, and SN can
predict behavior with a high degree of accuracy. McArdle (1972) did not obtain
4 direct measure of intention but instead measured these two components, The

muitipie correlation of the two c« mponents with behavior was .77

n a significant co
ons supplied more
than did those with
rly, however, milk
POsIUVe intentions,
r their babics Additional evidence for these notions comes from several of the studies dis-
ussed earlier. We have discussed a numoer of studies that found a | igh correla-
n between intention and behavior, axd in the preceding chapter we showed
at many of the same intentions could be predicted with high accuracy from the
attitudinal and normative Components. As would be expected, these studies also
showed that the two components were highly predictive of overt behavior. For

example, in their study using two Prisoner's Dilemma games, Fishbein and Ajzen

th

70) found multiple correlations of 732 and .793 beiween the two compo-

choices in the two games. In fact, owing to the
‘n-behavior correlations, whatever factors were found to have signifi-
ntention Iso found to have the same effects on the corres-
ponding behaviors
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We have argued that th, best predictor of a person's behavior is his intention
perform the behavior, irr.<oective of the nature of the behavioral criterion.
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repeated-observation criteria renresent be havioral
time, multiple-act criteria represent mea-
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K2 Chapter 8. Prediction of Behavior

refer to exactly the same behavior. That is, the person's intention to attend the
7 a.M. Mass at St. Mary's Cathedral this coming Sunday has to be measured.
Similarly, the repeated-observation criterion “number of worship services at St
Mary's Cathedral attended in the course of one year” requires a measure of in-
tention such rs “How many worship services at St. Mary's Cathedral do you intend
end during the coming year?” To predict a multiple-act criterion, it is usually
to obtain an even more general measure of intention. A multiple-act
criterion based, for example, on observation of several religious behaviors at St.
Mary's Cathedral (e.g., number of worship services attended, amount of money
contributed, singing in the church choir, and teaching Sunday school) could be
predicied from the following measure of intention: “I intend/do not intend to
act supportive toward St. Mary's Cathedral.”

Within our conceptual framework, intentions are viewed as the immediate
antecedents of corresponding overt behaviors. The apparent simplicity of this ro-
tion is somewhat deceptive, however. Since it is often impossible or impractical
to measure a person’s intention immediately prior to his performance of the be-
havior, the measure of intention obtained may not be representative of the per-
son's intention at the time of the behavioral observation. Intervening events that
may lead to changes in intentions will therefore also have to be taken into con-
sideration. For example, if a person intends to buy a car three months hence, any
change in his financial position, the price of the car, or the availubility of gasoline
may influence his intention and must therefore be taken into account if accurate
behavioral prediction is to achieved. Barring such changes in intentions,
an appropriate measure of intention will usually allow accurate prediction of

behavior

Understanding a person's behavior, however, requires more than just knowl-

edge
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Toward a Cumulative Body of K nowledge 519

cptualization proposed by Hovland and his associates has a decep-
Since the yielding mediator I$ never directly assessed. it is always
account for any obtained result by making suitable post hoc assump-
mediator. The crucial test of this theory rests on the investigator’s
mstrate the 1sistency and validity of his assumptions concerning
ameter. Ihese problems are seen most clearly in MeGuire's

o-fact

§ viewed as a function of probability of reception

opinion change and reception are measured, it

. ¢quation and obtain a value for yielding. This

edure, however, adds little to our understanding of persuasion unless the

ated valu Istent with psychological theory

bove ¢ ncerning inconsistent results with respect to different

Provides one example in which estimates of the yielding

icompatible with psychological theory Specifically, such

Nt with the assumption that vielding is invariant with respect

ind of dependent variable under consideration. A similar problem exists
0 the effects of various independent variable manipulations. For
nconsistent effects of high- and ow-fear appeals, one

s yielding and at other
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820 Chapter 12. Couclusion

and lines of rescarch in a systematic and consistent fashion. We have scea that
this approach leads to the formulation of hypotheses that are consistent with a
wide array of empirical findings. At the same time, it provides explanations for
the apparently inconsistent findings in different areas of investigation.

Most important, our approach permits the investigator to test his hypotheses

bout theoretical processes directly by obtaining measures of his explanatory con-
structs. Most studies are designed to test a hypothesis about the effects of some
manipulation on a dependent variable. According to our approach, the influence
of the manipulation on the dependent variable is mediated by its effects on certain
beliefs and the direct or indirect relations of these beliefs to the dependent
variable. Hypotheses about the effects of the manipulation on a given set of beliefs
and about the exact nature of the relation between these beliefs and the dependent
variable can be directly tested. This is done by first measuring the beliefs in
question and examining whether the manipulation had the hypothesized effects.
The links intervening between these beliefs and the dependent variable can also
be assessed, allowing a test of the hypothesized relations.

Stated somewhat differently, adoption of our conceptual framework forces
the investigator to make explicit assumptions about the processes intervening be-
tween his manipulation and the dependent variable. Moreover, our conceptual
framework specifies the intervening processes appropriate for a given dependent
variabie. On the basis of this approach, an investigator studying the effects of com-
municator credibility on behavioral change might make the following assump-
tions: (1) Communicator credibility will influence acceptance of the statements
contained in the message. (2) Differential acceptance of source beliefs will pro-
duce different amounts of change in the corresponding proximal beliefs. (3)
Differential changes in proximal beliefs will influegee amount of change in beliefs
about periormance of the behavior. (4) These:ghanges will produce correspond-
Ing changes in attitvde toward the havior. (5) As a result, communicator

credibility will affect intentions to perform the bchavior. (6) The corresponding
behavior will also be affected. Each variable in this sequence can be directly
4

measured, and the hypothesized effects of communicator credibility can be tested

When communicator credibility fails to influence behavioral change. it is possible
e

0N

discover where in this chain of effects the investigator made nappropriate
assumptions. For example, the assumption that changes in beliefs about the
consequences of performing the behavior will lead to change in attitude toward
.that behaviprmay not have been supported in this pp cular study

We-diang -scen that-mamy, of the contradicl@ey anc inconclusive-findings-in
the attitude area appear to be attributable to such i lappropriate assumptions about
the rclaticns between different kinds of variables, One clear example of such a
fallacious assumption is the hypothesis that attitude toward an obiect is related to
specific behaviors with respect to that object. It is.our hope that by distinguishing
between beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors and by specifying the deter-
minants of these variables, our conceptual fremework will contribute to the
development of a cumulative body of knowledge in the attitude area.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: John Milligan
Technassociates 7
FROM: Emile L. Julian$ Kcting Chief
Docketing and Service Branth
SUBJECT: SHOREMAM EXHIBITS

Any documents filed on the ogen record in the >HOREHAM pro-
ceeding and made ¢ part of the official hearing record as an
exhibit 1s considered exempt from the provisions of the United
States Copyright Act, unless it was originally filed under seal
with the court expressly because of copyright concerns.

A1l of the documents sent to T1 for processing fall within the
exempt classification.



