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Board of Overseers
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Dear Colleagues:

Thank you very much for sending me the stimulus memorandum for the Conference
on_Issue Voting, Cognitive Processes, and Rational Choice planned for January,
1978 at Stanford University.

I am intrigued by the issues and questions that Professors Sears and Page.
have raised concerning the cognitive, social, and interpersonal determinants
of voting. Issue voting may provide an ideal testing ground for prohing the
utility of applying contemporary theory and rescarch in social psychology

to the traditional concerns of students of political processes,

Of critical concern to the social psychologist is the relationship between
attitudes and behavior. If theve wero reliable links between an individual's
attitudes and actions, it would be possible to predict future behavior from
nmeasures of relevant present attitudes. Thus, social psychologists have

- long attempted to assess the extont to which the attitudes expressed hy in-

dividuals after contemplating their positions on social issues (such as, for
€xample, in survey research on political attitudes and preferences) actually
are reflected in their actions in relevant l1ife situations (such as, for
example, in voting and other political/elcztoral involvement). Typically,
empirical researchers have attempted to assess the extent of the relation-
ship between verbal measures of attitude and observations of actuaul social
behavior. These endeavors have often met with frustrating outcomes. For,
although the observed relationships between attitude and behavior have -
varied considerably in magnitude, all too many of these correlations have
been of rather modest size. ‘

In contrast, recent theorectical considerations have focused on the processes
by which attitudes are actively translated into action. These conceptual
analyses have stimulated empirical research on the personal and social de-
terminants of the extent to which actions are meaningful reflections of
personal attitudes, and the cxtent to which actions are strategic reactions
to pragmatic considerations and situational pressures. It has been possibie,
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for example, to identify those individuals for whom attitude behavior cor-
respondence is characteristically substantial, those situvations that reliably
promote and fostexr attitude--guided action, and the cognitive and motivational
processes that underly and generate consistency between attitude and behavior,

Some of my own theoretical and empirical attempts to define and chart the
processes that join attitude to behavior aré briefly outlined in the enclosed
memorandum When Believing Means Doing: A Cognitive Social Psychology of
Action. Although neither the theoretical analysis nor the practical impli-
cations have been cast specifically in the context of issue voting, I believe
that there exists considerable potential for meaningfully applying this
viewpoint to the concerns of a conference on issue voting.

I do hope that my suggestions will be of some value to you in planning and
structuring the conference. Although I must confess to considerable ignor-
ance in the domain of political studies, I am definitely interested in the
themes of this conference and any attempts to develop stimulating productive
interchanges between social psychologists and political scientists. There-
fore, I hope that you will keep me informed of your activitics.

877'("1)( Yoursﬁ , 3 | ‘ .

Mark Snyder
Associate Professor

MS:s

Enclosure: " When Believing Means Doing
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‘When Belileving Means Doing:

A Cognitilve Social Psychology of Action

Mark Soyder

Univefsity of Minnesota
Although most theoretiﬁal viewpoints have stressed the links between
" attlitude and behavior, empirical researchers have all tﬁo often>reported weal
and incenslstent relationships bétween verbal measures of‘attitude and ob-
sevvations of soclal behavior (for reviews, see.Fishbein & Ajzen, 1?75;
Kiesler, Collins & Miller, 1969; Wicker, 1989). Just as 1t is the casé that
avowed attitudes are not always reflected in actuél behafior, so too is it
the case that chénges.in attitude are not always traaslated into corresponding
changes in behavior {e.g., Festinger, 1964). One outcome of this empirical
gearch for links between avowed attitudes and actual behavior has been con—
slderable skeptlicism about the existence of close ties between attitudes and

behavior.

Consistency: Some People More Than Others

However, this skepticism may have been premature, Fof recent empirieal
research haslindicated that people differ in the extent torwhich their soéial‘
behavior covariés with measures of relevant attitudes:. some pzople are more
consistent than others (e.g., Norman, 1975; Schwartz, 1973; Snyder & Taunke,
1976). These dlifferences in congrueﬁce between attitude and behévior can
be conceptualized in terms of the social psychological construct of self-
monltoring (Snyder, 1974,in press. According to this formulation, an indivi-—
dual in a social setting actively attempts to construct a pattern of soeial

behavior approprlate to that particular contaxt. Diverse sources of-
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information are available to guide this choice, including (a) cues to situa-
tional or interperxsonal specificatloms of approprilateness and (b) information
asbout immer states, dispositions, and attié&des. |
| Individuals differ in the eﬁtent to which they relylou either source

of informatjon. For those who monltor their behavioral chqices on the basls
of situational infornation (high self-monitoring individuais),.the tmpact of
situational_gnd interpersonal cues to sccial appr&priatenasslis considerableg
they demonstrate considerable éituationwto—situation disc;imiuativenass'in
their soclal behavior (Spyder & Monson, 1975). MHoreover, for these high self-
monitoring Individuals, correspondence between behavior and attitude is often
minimal (Snyder & Tanke, 19f6). By contrast, persons who guide their cholces
on the basis of saiient iuforﬁatian from relevant Ilnner states (low éelf—
monitoring individuals) ave less responsive to situational and intexrpersonal
épecifications of behavioral apfropriatenass (Snyder & Momson, 1975). TFor
these low selfwmonitoring individuals, the covariation between behaviox and

attitude 1s quite substantial (Snyder & Tanke, 1976), Tt is as if low self-

ponitoring individuals live their lives according to the maxim, "believing

means doing."

Conslstency: Some Situaticns More Yhan Others

Similarly, esocial settings and interaction contexts nay differ im the
extent to which they provide salient amnd relevant "attitudinal” and “situa-

tional" guid:s to action. TIn th2 presence of clear and unawbiguous social

or interpevrsonal cues to situational appropriateness, correspondence betwaen

social belavior and these situational factors should be substantial. At the

same time, covariatlon betw2éem attitude and behavior might be minimal. By

" contras:, in situations that stress the relevance of attitudes and disposi- 7

tions as guldes to actions, social behavior ought to be less respounsive
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to situational and interpersonal specifications of behavioral apﬁropriatem
ness. Behavior dn these situvations zhould, howévet, bé well-predicted from
krowledpe of personal charzeteristles, dncluding measﬁres of soclal atrtitudes.
{(For further details of this argument and further specification of the char-

acteristics of “attitudinal” and "situational environmments, see Snyder & Swann;
1976.)

As a first test of this'self—monitoring conceptual fowaulation, we
(Snyder & Swann, 1976) constructed social environments that differed in (a)
the extent to which they contained interpersonal cues to situational aApproO—
priateness of self presentation, and (b) the extent to which relevaat attitudes.
were made "available" to serve as relevant guldes to action. Students parti-
cipated in a judicial decision-making task In which.they prepared written
communications about their judgments of liability in a2 sex discrimination
court cage in anticipation of discussing these verdicts with another individual.
In this basic situation, judgments were generally unfavorasble to the female
plaintiff who had alleged sex discrimlnation in hiring. Moreover, these judg~
ments wére independent oé general attitudes toward affirmative action that
had been mezasured two weeks bafore participation in the judicial decision—
making task (xr = .07).

I# order to provide salient and relevant interpersomal cuas that could
serve as guides to choosing a situationally appropriate verdict, som2 parti-
cipants anticipated discussing their decisions with a partner who disagreed
with thom on the issue of affirmative action. In such ;irCumstances, parii-
cipants adopted a “moderation" stratecpy (cf. Claldini, Levy; Herman &
Evenbeck, 1973) of self-presentation and offered "alddle-of-the-road" judg-

ments, favorable neither to the plaintiff nor to the delendanr. Once again,
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it was not possible to predict the favorazbility of these judgments from
reviously measurad attitudes toward affirmative éction (r = ,06).

In order to increase the salience oflrelevant'attitudes, some particiQ
pants were encouraged to think over, reflect upon, and privately articulzte
their genéral attitudes toward affirmative acfion aund the implicatioﬁs of
their viewpoints before conéidéring the specific court case, This “thought
" manipulation” procedure markedly enhanced the covarlation betyeen favor—
ability of judgments toward the female.plaintiff-and.genefal attitudes toward
affirmative action (r = ,58), Just as it was the case that correspondence
between attitude and beﬁavior was enhanced in a situétion that gave rélevance
to salient attitudes as guides to action, so too was it the casé that corres—
pondence between attitude and behavioxr was also greatest for individuais vho
characteristically regard their behavior as reflections of correspondimg
attitudes (individuals with low scores on the $elf-Monitoring Scale, Snyder,

1974} .

A Cognitive Social Psychology of Action

Why does sdopting a contemplative orientation to choosing a course of
action, as we induced with the "thought" manipulation and which we believe
to be characteristic of low self-momitoring individuals, increase the corres—

pondenée betwean attitude aund behavior? This procedure may have the following

effects, each of which may increase the avajlability and relevaunce of attitudes
as guldes to action:

(i)} To the extent that an individual actor'g attention is normally’
focused on the demauds of ceping with the immediate situation, any procedures
that increase atﬁention to Imner states will also.increase the probability

that such inner states can potentially serve as guides to actilon;
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f1i) To the extent that one ponders and reflects upén oné‘s attitudes,
it ia more likely that one will be aware of any behavlnral‘implications
inherent in one's viewpoluts;

(iii) To the extent that inconsistencies exist between the cognitive,
affactive, and intentioﬁal components of ﬁne‘s attitude, procedures that
increase the salience of these attitudes may also 1@36 to resolutions or
eliminatlions of these structural incomsistencies and therefore place the in-
dividual in a better position to use attitudes as ralevanf aad functional
guldes for bLehavioral choiées (cf. Norman, 1975);

(iv) To the extent that_one cousiders and consalidates one's viewﬁoints,.
one's sense of personal responsibility (cf. Schwartz, 1973) for one's actions

and one's zwareness of self (cf. Wicklund, 1975) as a potential cause of

behavior may be enhanced;

)

To the extent that one i5 encouraged to consider and contemplate
one's attitudes, any processes of avoidiug and veinterpreting ceommitment
(cf. Kiesler, Roth, & Pallak, 1975) will be short—cirvcuited and it will not

be possible to define onz's attitudes as irvralevant to the action cholces at

hand.

These specific effects may be understood in terma of two concepts.

Beliefs will be translated dinte zorresponding bzhavior to the extenht thats:

(1) these beliefs are available iu the form of a well-articulated Ycognitive
structure” containing clear behaviaral implications, and (2} these beliefs
are linked to an "gggigg;ggzggggggf that makes belief a ralevent and -
situationally appropriate gulde to asction aad thzt endows behavior with

implications for beliefs,
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The cognltive structure and availability of the attitude. The

activation or priming (or forwmation) of a cognitive structure is the effect
of ﬁrocesses (i), (1), (d44i) in the above listing. A cognltive structure is
In the same conceptual family as a frame (Minsky, 1975), a §E£iEE {(Abelson,
1976}, and a schema (Bartlett, 1932; Bégrbw & RNorman, 1975; Rumelhart &
Oxtony, 1976; Tesser, 1976), all of which are structufes fér representing
knowledge about objects, events, and actions. Recently attention has been
directed at specifying conceptual structures used.in the organizatioﬁ and

explanation of one's own behaviors. Such self-schemas are defined as "cognitive

generalizations about the self, éerivad from past experilence, that organize and
_ gulde the processing of self-related iﬁfbgm;tiﬁﬁ"éontained in the individualts
social experience" (Markus, 1977). 1In an impressive series of coﬁverging
investigations, Markus (1977) has demonstrated.the ways In whicﬁ such self-
échemas gulde and facilitate thé processing of information about tha.self.
Self-schemas contain éasily retrievable behavioral évidence, provide a basis
for confident self-prediction of behavior on schema~related dimensions, and
make individuals resistaant to counter~schematic information,

The cognitive structures that are proposed to generate consistency
betﬁeen'attitudes and tehavior are geheralizations about oﬁe’s attitudinal -
orientation and the ﬂehavioral implications of these viewpoints fo? q1a§ses of
attitude—relévant situztions, These cognitive structures vary in the extent
to which they are clearly articulated; that is, in the extent to which they
are (a) free of internal contradistions that might pull the individual io
different behavioral directiois, and (b) contain cléar specifications of

‘specific behaviors that are imlied by these general viewpointsy However,
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the availability (activation, salience) of.such cognitive Structﬁres, although
necessary for attitude-guided action, is not sufficiént to guarantee

congruence between attitude and behavior. Fdr, no dguﬁt, one may be well aware
of one's attitudes but still choose (for a varieﬁy of reasons) not to ackt ﬁpoﬁ

these attitudes.

The action structure and relevance of the attitude, Action structures are

"rules of thumb" or operational guidelines that make'béliaf a relevant and
appropriate guide to action and that endow behavior with implicatiéns for
belief. They are specific examplars of the mexim "believing means doing".

As such, they are "scripts" (Abelson, 1976)lthat direct the individual t; turn
to salient and relevant attitudes as guides to action. The concept of "action
structure’ traces its roots at least as far back as Cartwright (1949), who
observed that attitude change will only lead fo sustained behavioral. change
when the individuwal is led to béliEVe that attitude is a relevant and

appropriate guide to action.

Theoretical and Practical Implicetions

The Yecognitive sociai psychology of action" analysis suggests that both
the cognitive structuxre and the action structure muét be present.to generate
consistency between attitude and behavior; Wﬁen a cognitive structure is
activated without being linked to a corresponding action structuré; the
individual's performance on.a variety of cognitive information-processing
tasks will be influenced in the ways that.selfuschemas are known to iufluence
information processing (see Markus, 1977; Tesser, 1976), but covariation
bet&een attitude and behavior may vet be wminimal.  Individuals with an

activated cognitive srructure will be in an excellent position to quickly and
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easlily provide information about their attitudes, éﬁd the behavioral impli-
cations of their attitudes; yet still ﬁot act upon this sélf—knowlnge.
Such individuals may talk as 1f they possessed attltudes, but not act as
if they possessed'those attitudes, When both a cogﬁitive strﬁcture and an
actlon sfructure are activated, the cognitive effects will manifest them—
selves and attitude~behavior covariation will be enhanced.._For such indi*:
viduals, their attitudes will Se reflected not only in thelr words, but
also in their deeds. For, whén both a cognitive étrucﬁure and an action
structure are activated and operational, believing means doing.

Moreover, the "cogunitlve social psychology of action” wviewpoint on the
links between attitudes and behavior has possible implications for designing
successful programs téd change behavior by influenciug attitudes. Atﬁitude
change will only lead to sustained behavieral change when 2ttitude and
Eehavior are linked by ap action structure that makes the attitude a relevant-
and appropriate guide to aétion and that endows.béhavior with attitudinal
implications, Individuals must be persuaded that they possess their new

attitudes orly te the extent that they translate them into relevant actilon.

P

Thug, for exampie, 1z would not he sufficient to pexsuade others to accept
the positive values cf affirmative action poiiéies. Rathér, one would need‘
o coﬁvince people that bpaving such an attitude entéils.engaging in behaviorxs
that implement the policies ard procedures of affirmative action in méaningful

ways. OStated more simply, new attitudes will be translated into new behaviors

only when people are persuaded that "believing means doing".
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