Attitude Research

JAGDISH M SHETH=

Reply to Comments on the Nature and Uses of
Expectancy-Value Models in Consumer

My reply 1o the comments of Cohen, Fishbein, and
Ahtela ix lengthy beranss [ substantially digagres with a
numtber of poines and feel their comments 2o cxirancous
14 micst findines in IME.

Here iz @ serampry of my views:

1. 1 therr gnihusiasm to relate ather thewrie: t Fish-
beins, the apthors have misypdarsiond and misin-
tecpreted Rosenberg amd ehe anteredent fandtimmal
tmeans-cad) schoed of thought based on the concept
of valued states.

- Contrary o assedions macs By Fishbein. 1 don’t
think 1he Fishbein snd Eesenbery models are
squivalent «r even similac i structure. The ill usion
of an eguivilent sTUCLUEE cofties feorm the wei phied-
sum formuola wed by both o ofMain a6 index of
COZMIC v SETUELATE.

3. There is no Bass-TalarrykSheth theory of acitude.
Howessr, o comprehensive heory of acitude-bes
havior relaionship developed by Sheth some dime
Bpw 6 Encwn do all three auihars.

4. It ts imddoed nalve o asent superionty of ene model
vl other maedels whon the studies (1) reflected
diffaceni scttingi fe.g.. I;Lbur.alnr_\' expEriment s,
field surees). (1) involved differemt ismoes (e
Megroes should be allowed in white neighborhood.
sloTy about Mrs. Williams. brands of grocery prods
ucisk and (31 uljlized different statistical and meth-
oxdniogienl procedures (e, shi-squared, simple cor-
Telations, mulliphe corrclations).

[

YOUR VIEW OF ROSENBERG VS MY FIEW
OF ROSENBERG

_ The basic ontzntion af Coher, Fishbein, and Ahtals
is that te operational measures of perceived fnstrumen-
4ality gnd value importances in the Purdue siudy are nor
equivalent er sven cowparable to Rosenbece's theary. Bt

* Tagdish M. Bhch i 2 Profescar of Busingss and Beseacch
Profesac oy the Cniversity of [linois.

ig unfortunate fhat the sethors did nol camry out a study
ti+ prove thelr podnt; mere asserion based on a differem
interpreranion 15 aot enough, Let me describe why 1 still
belizve measues vElized in Purdue data are adequite
moaseres of Rosenberg's perceived instrumenlulity and
valw: impertzoce.

Fortunately, Rosenborg bps repasted his (heory and
findings in saversl places albeit with varying dearees of
clarity [7, &, 9], making it eagies o asgess Whiat he means
By valee importance aod perdeived instrumeotality. |
fiod the following quarcs a clear statement of his Meary;

“When a peron has o celatively s1abke (endemcy (o
rispand 1 A given object with cither pasitive or negu-
tive affeer, such & tendency is aroampgaenisd by @ copni-
tive stowedure made up of belicfs about porentiolitie
of that object for attaiwing or blesking the realizatton
of valuzd staigs, ... Thus strong znd stable positve
affeet doward 2 goveo obpecr shoadd Be assocraied with
Beliefs that it Jeads to 1he altainment of @ namber of
imparent values. while steong negetive alfest should
b s iuted with belicfs that the abjeer 1ends ta Block
the aslainmtent of aa poctant vilies, Similarly. modorae
peviative or negative affect should be associated with
Beliefs ther relxte the witinade chisel ither 4o feas
frapartert calues of, if to important values, then with
lees confidense aboul the r&lulimﬁhip between thess
values wnd the attitude ofject” [ p. 17-8]-

“A simitar study woes eondugted by the author in
which the attitudinal afects of o tarme nombec of seh.
Jeols were measured with zegaed by lwe sspacate social
issucs. Dine mooih Faber these same subjeces ook @ e
al cognitive stristlure” pequireng 1hém to role 3 gravp
of "Walue=™ hoth For the degree of positive or segative
reward each represeneed and alw for the extent to
which exch value was believed to be fosicred ar de-
fraled throuph 1he inluence of each oF the two attitude
objects, n=pactively'” [B. p. 321[.

Tt & hard far me o see feom the above deseriptions
thet = belief qbout the abject attaining or blocking 2
valued slate means the same thing 9 the probabitity or
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improbability that the attitude objeet possesses a valued
state. Similarly, more o legs importance of 3 valued
state does tol seem to mean the ame thing as the evalua-
von of that valued stare, I think Cohen, Fishbein, and
Altelu are misinterpreting Rasenbecp's model to make
it eomparable to Fishbeins model.

Thic misinterpretafion seemw more plausible after
studyving the historital backgrownd of Rosenberp's
theary. As a background oo this theory and citing studies
dating back tr 1942, Rosenberg states; “various oiher
writers have helped te sharpen this sort of spproach by
cmphasising the concept of vafiee and by suggestiog that
the cognitive aspest of 4 pérsen’s attifude may consist
largely of expectations about how hig values are served
thmough the agency of the attitude objoct. During the past
fifteen yeirs vadous empirical studies have appeared in
which the individual's affective disposition toward an ob-
jecr wirs related to his beliefe abou its value-attsini
powers” [2, p. 18], A lock at these studies [3, 12, 13]
¢learly indicated measurement of two aspects of the
“means-end” gppraach, mamely intensity of impomane:
af the valoe {more or iegs imparta ng value) amd the abilin
of the attiude obfaer 10 atan those values. Mowhere i
these earlier studies do T fingd value smpartance equobed
with evaluation of belief or perceived ingtramentaline
aquited with probability of the objecl possessing the
value.

From Fasenbere's descriptions 1 congider the follow-
img a realistic translaticn fai consemer behavior: A cons
sumer has positive or negative preferencs éafect) woward
i brand; this preference (afect) is dcsociated with his
heliefs {cognitive struclane} about howr well of fow ganis-
fagrorily the brand is capable (abpest's powsmtial) of satis-
fying (atraintng) 5 ser of chowe critera valucsh; these
criterie [wilues) are likcly o bo atore or less important
o the cansurce; and s[oong positive preferenes ioward o
brand fslcone positve affeet) will he assoctated with a
high deprer of stisfaction [altsinment} of move im-
porant values, while moderate preference will be s-
suciated with a high degree of siisfaction {sdtainmcnt}
of lesg impactonl vilucs. Based on thig translanen, fet's
lowk at the Purdue data,

Althuugh [ wis oot involved in the Fuedue sudy, I
think its measnre of how satsfactory the brand iz for g
given ateribute 75 a0 adequate representadcn of perceived
instrementafity. Similady, mowe o [sex importance of a
valoe is adequately measursd by asking a respandent o
AT an atitibute on an iotensicy scale, T agee that the
reference tooan ideal brand in Lhis question probably con-
faunds the measurement of value imponiance and i not
Appropriake to that extent. T also think the wording sonid
have been inpeoved to both questioms, These points,
howaver, seem to be mingr cotipared to the assertion
of Cohen, Fishbemn. and Ahiol: that "the measures used
o operaticnalize those two componsnts bear ligle ro-
semblance to Rosenberg's oncepis™

Wi 21l Know thit the wordings of the wo guestiong
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arc nat iderriend 10 Rosenberg’s wordings, But must they
be identical? No psychometrc scaling procedure is fol-
towed by Rosenberg, nor has be developed a psychologi-
cil seale. Indeed, Roscoberg's wordings of perceived in-
stmmentality measure fan 11 isiepory bipolar scale
ranging from “ths condidon is campletely attained™ to
“the condition is completely Blocked™ and walue im-
portande measurc (3 21 category bipolar seale ranging
from “gives me meximom satisfaction™ 0 “gives me
maximuty dissatighaction™) woeuld be impractical god
eonfiging in consumer behavior. Such & hipatasr range
simply does't exist for wellestablished frequently
purchised products, and 1 am not swre it exisis evem for
mi invalved” imsues such as “eproes shomld he al-
Iowed in whits neighborhoods.™ Tq a mail sucvey both
the wording aad the width of scales w1 be problematie,
whereds it can be minimized in personal inervews such
35 Racenberg condocted. 1 have often wondered whether
the mived results from Fosenberg’s studies could have
becm du 1o the wordings of his scales and not ziwply
soms Maw in his theory. In fact, Rosenbers wonders
gbout this; “The present data legves it an OpCh QUESKeH
A8 W whether this is ab arifact of the mersurements or
computations emploved or whethey, on the ofher hand,
“perceived instrumentaling® actuallr conerols more wid-
anee in attitudinal affect than docs “value importance' ™
[7op. 372

FISHBEIN [§ 4 REINCARNATED ROSENBERG:
TRUVE OR FALSE?

Fishbein ha; sggeried in caclier publications that
Rosenberg's medel is the same or very similar to his
ewit, Unfortunately, Fishbeir is lacking in both the em-
pircal evidence and togical deductions in making thiz
assection. Although it ic empling to consider the {wa
models a3 aquivilent because of cammon formela for-
mat, [ believe there ere sarme vilal differences hooween
the ewa madels.

In an excellens paper, Fishbwin [4, p. 259] distin-
guishes six types of beliefs about an abjeci; (11 beliek
ahont the component paris of the object; (2} heliels
about the chiracterictios, qualitics, or attgbuies of the
abpect; (3] beliefs sbowg the ohject's relation with adher
objects or concspls; (4 beliofs about whether the object
will lead to or Block the atsinment of vadous goals ar
“walued stateg™; {3) belicts sbout what should be done
with respect w0 the obfecr; and (61 beliefz abaut what the
ohject should, or shauld mot, ke allowesd to da.

By defigition. Rosenbergs model 33 lnmed to the
Lourth type of beliefs, while Fichbei's model, though
generghizoble wo all belicts, has beco limited to the second
type. This may ned seens & miajor poant 1o some readers,
but there are sewsral substantive implications, Frsi, te
functivoal (meang-cnd) (hearists have aiways insiged
that only (hose belicks related to valued states gre the
velevant determinantg of affective sate towied an object.
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1o Lact, fallowing the feoclionat school of thought, I have
cxamingd attitwde-behavior relationship in consumer be-
havior stating, that o6ty beliefs related to the evalustion
of 3 brand as # goal-objoct oo a set of choice criteria s
relevant in ardwde measurement for explainiog and pre-
digting hrand choles behavioz [10, 1],

Second, the Grst three bypes of Beliels in Fishbeios
classifination are descriptive belicfs and possess oaly (he
denotative meaning, sinee none of them are anchored b
matives, goals, valeed states, or goal-dirested behavior.
On the arher hand, the last three types of belicls arc
gither normative or cvaluative and possess the conmo-
tative meaoing. Ressarchers of psycholinguistics and
coneepl [ontation sgree Hhat comnotative meaning by
definition includes 1he evaluative judgment [1, 3, 6],
Thes, in Osgood’s semantic differential thttry, conne-
tative meantng imple presence of the evaloative diten-
sion in the semantic-differéntial scales. Refer o Howand
and Sheth [3. p. 61-62] for Further discussion of this
poiot.

Thied, the valugs wtilized in maost atbfede pescarch
based on functionul approack are, By defimtion, de-
serbed erther with evaluative adjeetives fe.g good-bad,
zttractive-upattaclive, fiir-unfair, favomable-unlvora-
Blcy or with words which have evaluative dimension in
order to creals valved states. Therefors, they inheremly
passess the cannocative meaning, for example the values
1 Hewenberg's study [7]: () stckaog w a Jiffrewdr tasks;
(b peaple serengly patrictie; {c) baving interesiing work
o () being powd-lookng, having arrecies fage,
bisdy, or clothes; and (e} having sicady income. Similacly,
the wilues in conswmee behavior should Be delioioue
1asting, reasenabie priee, pasd sonroe of protein, or good
huy for moey. rther thah an aitcibute listing such &g
lutts. price, profein source, =fc.

The senplicgiecemn, ther, is that the perceived instrumsn-
trliyy component in Fosenberg’s model contane batk the
components of Fishbein madel {g; and B; scales) and is
hased on beliefs reluted to attaioment of valued states,

To summearize, Fishbein's g com ponents ate squiva-
et 40 Focepherrs perceived  iostrwmeatality  com-
punent. In addidion, the functionzl theory undsdying
Borenberg's model ¢onsiders intensity of importance of
valugs mure or loss importanty. I am curcently engaged
e two Thajor siudies o rest the abave by pathesis.

HAS SHETH FATHERED YET ANOTHER
THEQRY?

There i5 no Buss-Falarryk-Sheth theory of atftude
If the study reported in JMR hes implicity ked some
peaple ta Belicve in its ealsteoce, bet me amseoe you thak
it 1 samply not true. Modesty compels me o deny that T
have fathered vet another Thesry.

With respect (0 the IME study, T wag merely con-
cerned in finding cut whether peygived instrumentality
is 3 mare ar less important deerminant or conmelate of
uttitudical affect in Resénberg's model, This has serious
implications in marketing 2= stated 0 the artcle.

JOURMNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH, NOWEMBER 1

I am equally surprised that the three aurthors do
evel Mentd 3 o peehensive theary of amtiaude-bebo
ior relationship I developed in 1970 [11]. Not coly
they all familiar with the theory, Bat U seier crtic bas
heavily relied 1o his cwn roscarch on my sUBERSton m
that paper that belicfs should nor be summed or aggre.
gated prior eo regressing affoet or behavioral intestion -
on them. The theory prestnted is congidecably differape -
[rom Fishbein's moded, First, it bypasces the nead b
measurd [wo separale components i Fishbein's inods]
to esBmate agtitnde fowand an object Second, it brings
i bear the nfludoce of sivational factors (both anlic-
pated and unanticipated) which fobervens between be-
havioral intention and behavioz, Finally, the theory pro.
vides a moltivarigie model bo develop multkdimensiona]
attitude socords from beliefs bypaesivg the 3 poon as-
sumptions of summing belels and 5 woivarial attitude
seore. 1 wish to be identified wirh this theory only.

CORRELATION COMPARISONS

Cohen, Fishbein, and Ahtokfa consider that 2 greacer
correlation with affect represenes a beter model. This
wiuld be a reasonable yaedstick if varions models were
test=d {2} under the same conditioas, (b for petdy mdich
the e problem aceas, and (&) on the zante or at leas
similar zampling units. The authers cite the Fishbein
meddel a5 penecally producing corcrelations of ahoup 70,
wost of Fishbein's studies were highly tzborsteny-con-
trolled and sinitlated and dealt wich jssues in wiich sub-
jects are either highly invalved or foccibly motivuied by
ingendives, The sample sizes are fypically nog rore than
win 10 thres hundred subjects with greater hemogenaity
among sampling wits which are fimited to college siu-
denes,

In the Calumbia Buyer Eehavior Projecr, we used
Belief scales compatable o Rosenbergs perceived in-
stumentality compeoneng [11]. Below are comelations of
beliefs with affect for three beands of inatant Breakfasr,
The study was a longitudinal study and belicf-affect
mesures were obratoed ar these Goe-periods by tete-
rhone iowerviews.

Corre

Trestaod Jaticr
. - F |
Time Periad Break [R5 EbeTieds $1_r‘{|2i=
Brand welh
Affece
First Telephooe [Rterviow [9):] .75 =12
FIE N 159
FIB T4 S
Saand Telephane lneevicw <IB 2 5T
PIE k-7 M
Fig &7 178
Third Tolepbione DiDaiyjew CIR R i
FIB .78 e
FIR M 352

%hould | conclode from these Gndings that my rrods!

|



REPLY TO COMMENTS O EXPECTANCY-YALUE MUDAS

is superiar to Fishbein's, Rosenberg's, or someone else's
maddel? T think oot Unless we do 2 comparative study
under the zame setting, on the same issoc, 20d on the
same 0T essentially the same subjects it is poi possible to
claim victory [or any moded.

-
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A Reply to the Respeonse to Bass,

Talarzyk, and Sheth

W, WAYNE TALARZYK*

Ar first glance, it might appear that if you Jaid all of

the people dowg research on attiwdes end-to-end, they
would: {a)y never reach & conclusion, and (b} all peint
diffzrent direcfions. Fortunately, this is mot the casc.
There 15 actually 2 considerable amount of agrecment as

Lo

the basics, byt the differences seem to come up in

specific applications of the conceprs.

wi
ke

In 15965 in the forward to A nimde Resgarck [27, Ed-
0 H. Sonnecker, (hen President of the American Mar-
ting Assaciation, stated:
CAttitude ressarth hae bacome 2 vital part of the
rearkating weearch pisture dus to dhe growing realizs-

"W, Wayme Talarzyk i¢ Assotiae Frofeser of Martkefipg,

Collzgs of Adminisimtive Science, The Ohjo Stars Unlversio.

tion among Butinessmen of the decidive role amitudes
pla¥ in the markel place. Exploring man's abstract
felings i agmenld, but doday’s innovarions in this arsa
kave produced mew seientfic techniques to diseover
man’s atritudes, and have developed new areas 1 apply
the findings.”

These words am even more trus today, Thes: past

SCVEN yedrs have evideoced greater interest in atfitudes

by

both researchers and practtioners, advaners in the

study of atitndes, aod ewer-widening applications of
attitedes. The sigmficance snd impomance of atfiudes
ar¢ focused in the role they ptay in rorent models of coo-
surmer Behavior and by the several workshops and con-
ferenees dewoted to their extlustve chudy.

With this a5 a frame of reference, the comments by

Jouraal of Markenng Rpeanth,
Wol. TX {Nowernber 1972), J65-T



