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The three preceding chapters offer important conceptual and method-
ological insights for the study of candidate evaluation. Morcover, they
provide information relevant to social evaluation processes in general,
regardless of the nature of the target being evaluated. In this chaprer, we
shall offer some comments and ideas elicited by these chapters, These
comments emerge from our own perspective as researchers interested in
evaluation processes primarily in the context of consumer advertising
campaigns, Thus, we seek not ro evaluate the chapters in light of the
literature on political psychology or political science, but instead to offer
some integrative observations regarding the relation berween the presenr
tormulations and those used in the study ot consumer judgments, as well
as the study of social judgments more generally.

OVERVIEW OF CHATPTTERS

The chapter by Lau and Redlaw sk approaches the issuc of candidarce eval-
uation trom the perspective ot behavioral decision theories [c.g., Abelson
and Levi, 198¢; Einhorn and Hogarth, 1981; Slovic, Fischhoff, and
Lichtenstein, 1977). These are models thar focus primarily on choice
processes and for which choice decisions are often the central dependent
variables, in contrast, the chapters by Taber, Lodge, and Glathar and
by McGraw approach candidate evaluation primarily trom the perspec-
tive of artitude models such as informarion processing theory {MceGuire,
1968, 1972) that focus on appraisals of individual targets. For these types
of models, absolute judgments are typically the dependent variables of
interest.

Perhaps these approaches all succeed because candidare judgments
can be cffectively conceptualized both as absolute judgments and
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uftimately, in the voting booth, as choice situations. Indeed, we observe
the same research distinetions in other social judgment domains includ-
ing consumer psvchology, where some madels focus on factors thar influ-
ence evaluations of individual brands {e.g.. Fishbein and Apen, 1975
Perey and Cacioppo, 1983) and other models focus on choices hetween
brands (sce Bettman, Johnson, and Payvne, 1991, and Meyer and Kahn,
1991, for reviews),

Law and Redlawsk’s work draws attention to the fact that the infor-
mation enyvironment in which candidate judgments take place is highly
complex. Their research reminds us thar citizens arc busy people with
things to do. Even the most motivated citizens are tunctioning in a mediy
environment that is a blooming, buzzing confusion of MESSALCS, I550¢s,
and candidates.

The fact that Lau and Redlawsk have been able to simulate manv of
the complexitics of the rypical campaign information cnvironment in an
experimental context is a valuable contriburion in itself. Morcover, their
work provides an important demonstration of the impact of this dynamic
environmenr on people’s information processing strategies and, in turn,
on the quality of the decisions they make. Lau and Redlawsks work
highlights the need for more attention to how the informaton environ-
ment drives candidate choice processes.

Taber, Lodge, and Glathar outline a dynamic “constructive” theory of
candidate evaluation in which candidare judgments are continualiy
brought into working memory for updating and revision. The authors
describe their refinement of the Stony Brook model {Lodge, 199135 Lodge,
MeGraw, and Stroh, 1989; Lodge and Stroh, 1992) — a model thar was
already impressively integrative before it was broadencd 1o consider
processes of motivated reasoning. The model that the authors present
provides a unifving framework for conceptualizing ongoing evaluarion
processes, drawing as it does on models of categorization, memaory,
evaluation, and now motivation. Moreover, its focus on specific cogni-
uve underpinnings gives this model the power to make precise predic-
tionts about candidate evaluations,

Finally, McGraw’s program of rescarch draws upon attribution theo-
ries and persuasion models to investigate the effects of political accounts
{politicians’ explanations for their actions) on constituents. McCiraw
provides a cogent conceprualization of accounts as persuasive messages
and analyzes the impact of these accounts using a multistage persuasion
model, intormation processing theory {(McGuire, 1968, 1972},

One of the most useful aspects of this research is thac it distinguishes
between the effects of political accounts on ateributions of respon-
sibility, on perceptions of distinet dimensions of political character, on
satistaction with the accounts (i.e., their persuasivencss), and on global
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evaluations of politicians, In differentiating these effects, MceGraw's work
pravides insight into the processes by which constituents are influenced
by offivials” accounts.

COMMON THEMES

A
didate judgments, some common issues emerge across them. Fiese, all
three chapters address the imporrance of accounting for motivational
miluences on the candidate evaluation process.

As noted carlier, Taber, Lodee, and Glathar broaden the Stony Brook
mode! to address the impact of motivation on politcal cognition. Their

though these chapters deal with substantively ditterent aspects of can-

approach focuses on how motivation affects reasoning at every stage ot
information processing, including information retrieval, interpretation,
and evaluation. Basing their motivational tvpology on the work of
Kunda {1990} and Kruglanski {1980], Taber cr al. examine “accuracy
goals™ and “directional goals™ as potential biases in the receprion and
processing ot political intormation {see alse Chaiken, Liberman, and
Tagly, 198g, and Perry and Cacioppo, 1986, for reviews of how these
poals impact attitude-formation processes). In the model thar "laber et
al. present, the marivated political perceiver acts to forestall a change in
his or her attitudes. The model deseribes the mechamisms by which aceu-
racy goals and directional goals are Tikely to funcnion to preserve prior
palitical beliefs, We shall return 1o this issue larer.

Lau and Redlawsk conceptualize citizens as purposeful and stracepic
i their selecnion of candidate informacion to be processed. Although
they recognize that voters are often exposed to political information in
an uncontrolled and haphazard manner, Lau and Redlawsk focus on
what voters actively choose to learn abour candidares. Ther resubs
suggest that the information-search and decision stracegics thar vorers
pse may depend upon their election decision goals {i.e., selecting a can-
didate 1n a primary campaign versus 10 a general election],

Finally, McGraw considers the motivations driving both politicians
and their constituent audiences in “blame-management™ episodes. In
particular, McGraw recognizes that political accounts serve a social iden-
tity frnction in thar they are designed to obtaln or maintain social
support among important constituencies. Her view ot political accounts
is rounded within the broad scope of strategic activities in which polini-
ctans engage in order o shape constituent opinions.

Another common theme emerping across these chaprers 1s the need to
approach candidate evaluation as a dynanric process. Indeed, a variety
of recent psychological studies suggest that the expression of artitudes
and orher social judgments is quite malleable and casily influenced by
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salient and often temporary internal or external cues {see Martin and
lesser, 19925 Wilson and Hodges, 1992; see also Shavitt and Fazio, 1991,
for evidence regarding the malleability of consumer judgments: but see
Wilson, Lindsey. and Schooler, 1999, for detailed consideration of che
passibility that explicit expressions of attitudes exaggerate the ease with
which people change their habirual implicit artirudes).

As noted earlier, Taber er al. take a constructivist view of candidate
cvaluation. noting that for many citizens “political attitudes appear to
he constructed on the spot from currently active knowledge structures.”
The authors” work focuses on the crucial fact thar candidate evaluations
reported by voters in one context need not be based on the same con-
siderations or information underlving their evaluations in another
context. Their model describes the cognitive mechanisms by which can-
didate evaluarions are bronght into working memory, compared 1o
currently salient information, and, if appropriate, updated.

MeGraw’s research on political accounts focuses on the ongoing
goal-driven relationship between politicians and their consrittents. Her
analysis underscores the fact thar “attribution processes are inherently
dyvnamic, constantly under revision as new information — such as
accounts — becomes available.” McGraw's studies demonstrace thar
citizens are indeed responsive to new information in updating and revis-
ing their perceptions of specific dimensions of a politicians character.

Law and Redlawsk’s work focuses on the ever-changing information
environment otten faced by voters. As the authors point our, most studies
of voter decision making utilize static survey designs thar cannor fully
address the real-world decision processes used by vorers, The dynamic
process-tracing methodology they develop emphasizes the changing
nature of the media information environment and enables continnous
monttoring of evaluative responses to that information.

All of the foregoing chaprers highlight the need for technigues
that capture the dynamic nature of candidate evaluations. The impor-
rance of theory and methods that provide insight inro this ongoing eval-
uation process cannot be overstated. We turn now to some questions
raised in addressing the dynamic, goal-oriented nature of candidare
evaluation.

QUESTIONS TQ CONSIDER

As Taber et al. point our, the notion of attitudes as sratic and enduring
has been the rraditional view in the attitnde literature. In deviating from
chis assumption, a varicty of new questions need to be considered, One
of the key questions is, What are the conditions that will prompr a voler
to recralnate his or her existing attitude?
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Previous vesearch in social psychology has suggested that people some-
thnes retrieve an existing attitude and reapply it (e.qr, Srull, 198y, even
in situations that merit a new judgment (Lingle and Ostrom, 1979,
Other research has suggested that people sometimes compute a new
mdgment of an issue or a candidate even though rhey alrcady possess
1 orelevanr attitude toward it {c.g., Krosnick and Schuman, 1988;
Tourangeau and Rasinski, 19887, ls there any regularity to when cach
strategyv 1s used?

Wt weill be the role of motives i promping the recvaluation of arti-
tdes? Tt is particularly important to consider motivational influences on
these evaluation processes. Because attitudes are formed i the service
of particular goals or functions (see Katz, 1960; Kelman, 19358, 1961;
Smith, Bruncr, and White, 1956}, these goals should also influence the
likelihood that an atticude will be updated or changed when making a
subseguent judgment.

Another important and related issue concerns how  individual
atributes or considerations will be weighed when evaluating {or re-
evaluating) a candidate. Will there be differences in the weights assigned
1o fndividual attributest And will those weights change when recvalia-
it occurs? The weights assigned to candidare artnibures are likely to
vary across attributes and across evaluation occasions. One reason this
mav happen is that the goals or purposes underlying the evaluation may
change from the time an iniaal arntude is tormed unul the opportunity
to reevaluate comes along.

When one turns to the domain of product evaluation, one sees how
easily this can happen. Picture your evaluation of restaurants in your
communiry: When taking a visiting colleague out to dinner, your primary
voal mayv be ro create a positive social impression and have a pleasant
sovial interaction (this 1s refated to the social idenrity goal that McGraw
describes). In this case, your evaluation will be based on such attributes
as a restaurant’s ambience, the quality of its food, and the profession-
alism of its staff.

In contrast, when going out for lunch in the middle of a busy day, vour
goal may be ro obtain a quick meal at the lowest possible cost {in rerms
of time and moncey). In this case, vour evaluation will be based on speed
of service, low price, and adeguacy of the food (i.c., 1s 1t edible?),

As this illustrates, the attributes that enter into an evaluation may vary,
depending on the purpose or goal one has in mind when making that
evaluation. Moreover, the weights assigned to these arrribures may vary
ie.g., the weight assigned 1o food quality would likely be much lower in
the second scenariol, As a result, one’s evaluation of a restaurant would
ikelv be computed quite differently in these two contexts {see Shavitt,
Swan, Lowrey, and Wanke, t1994).
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Similarly, in the political domain, voters” decisions may be driven by
a variety ol motives. Indeed, election campaigns often atcempt o frame
voting decisions in terms of particular goals. A presidential campaign
that suggests that vou “ask yourself, are vou better off now than vou
were four yvears ago?” would likely make salient different goals than a
political campaign that urges vou to “vorte your conscience.”

The goals that are salient in evaluaring a politician may vary across
evaluation oceasions as a function of such campaign slogans, as well as
media reports and other contextual stimuli. Thus, the reevaluation of
one’s candidate tally may be driven by different motives than were prior
evaluations of the candidate, This makes it likely that some considera-
tioms and attribures of the candidare will receive greater or lesser weighe
i a reevaluanon than they did in the inidal arnrude.

A WORKING MODFEL

Kim and Shavitt (1993} outlined a working model of “artitude reuse
versus recomputation” that arttempts to address some ot these issues con-
cerning, reevaluation processes {sce Figure 8,11, 1t shares with several
other processing models the view of individuals as “cognitive misers”
(Tavlor and Fiske, 1981} For thar reason, the model is set up with the
assumption that it s fairly difficult to trigger the generation of a new
atrtitude (recomputation] when an already formed and accessible one
exists. It rakes motivation, ability, and consideration of the basis for the
artirude, as well as a recognized change 1n goal contingencics, in order
for recomputation to occur. The model consists of several stages or deci-
sion pomts that direer the individual away frony the more effortful path
leading to recomputarion and toward the less cttortful path of reusing
an existing atoirude. These stages can be thought of as defenses nor only
against the rask of recomputing the attitude, bur also against changes in
related arrirudes thar may be necessitated by the recomputation.

As nored earlier, the model proposed by Taber et al. also assumes that
attitudes will resist recomputation. Interestingly, however, their model
puts greater emphasis on the ego-detensive morive underlyving this resis-
rance. Perhaps this is a reflection of the different attitudinal domains
ipolitical vs. consumert for which the two models were developed.
Changing onc’s key political beliefs would  likely be more ego-
threatening than changing one’s product evaluations.

Coguitive Fffurt

As wich Taber et al.’s model, Kim and Shavice (1993) highlighe the role
of judgment importance in motivating attitude recomputation: if an
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Figure 8.1, Flowchart for atticude reuse versus recomputation. Source: Kim and
Shavitt, 19935, Reprinted by permission,

already existing attitude has been activared, it would be espeaially likely
to guide once’s subsequent judgment if that judgment 1s not considered
particularly important. Reconsideration ot the arritude would rake ¢ffore.
Thus, whether any further processing occurs (as opposed to opting oue
at this point and reapplying onc’s existing atticude) depends on the per-
ceived importance of the judgment task, including the level of involve-
ment or personal relevance associated with the task.

Cognitive capacity will also play an important role. In capacity-limited
sitnations — such as the dynamic, scrolling presentation tormar used by
Lau and Redlawsk or the complex real-world media environment to
which voters are often exposed — one would expect artirudes more ofren
to be reused without reconsideration, regardless of task importance. For
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example, studies have shown that social stereotypes function to preserve
cogmtive resources [Macrae, Milne, and Bodenhausen, 19941, and thus
are more likely to guide evaluations of members of a stereorvped group
when processing 15 constrained by time limits or rask complexiry je.g.,
Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein, 1987; Bodenhausen and Wyer, 1985,
Tamieson and Zanna, 198y; Kruglanski and Freund, 1983,

Attitnde Relevanice

In our view, the perceived relevance of the atirude for current goals is
one of the most important factors in prompting recomputation. If task
importance and cognitive capacity are sutficiently high to motivate
recomputation of the attitude, then one proceeds to assess whether there
15 2 need to do so, that s, whether one’s inirial evaluation is sulficiently
relevant for current purposes. The model proposes a number of factors
that can influence this judgment of relevance,

The relevance judgment s based on information that one can access
ahout the beliefs on which the initial atitude was based (e, heliefs
about the ateributes or benefits of the target) or about the goals that were
salient when the attitude was formed. This does not necessarily mean
detailed information about the content of one’s beliets {e.g., Wood, 1982
Wood, Kallgren, and Pricsler, 19851, but more likely a summary “rag”
describing the criterion for the initial actirude ¢e.g., | liked the restauran
because of the food or 1 iked the candidate because of bis views on the
environntent).

A judgment ot relevance is made along a continuum, not as a vesfno judy-
ment. When a cerrain threshold 1s surpassed, the initial basis for the atri-
tude is likely to be rejected as insufficiently relevant for one’s current goals
te.g. Fiked that candidare when be last ran for office, but Iwas younger
then and cared more abowt the environment than about nmy taxes). Again,
the perceived importance of the judgment will play a key role in determin-
ing the heighr of the threshold. The more important the judgment, the
lower the threshold. The lower the threshold, the more likely one will be ro
reject the basis for the initial attitnde and, thus, to reject the imitial arotude
ieselt as insuthciently relevant to one’s current goals,

A varicty of other factors can also affect the relevance judgment,
including rhe salience of concepts that may influence how one interprers
the basis for one's existing attitude. For example, lets sav that an inirial
artitude toward a restanrant was based on its food quality. Now one
needs to decide whether to take an important visitor to this restaurant,
so one’s new goal 1s to judge whether the restaurant would make a good
impression. Whether tood guality will be perceived as relevant to che
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new social identity goal will depend on whether such concepes as
“sourmer”™ are salient. It such conceprs are salient in che judgment
context, then the initial restaurant artitude (based on food qualiey) will
likelv be reused to evaluate the restaurant. Orherwise, one may look for
refevane evidence with which to recompure the evaluarion,

As Zanna and Rempel {1988) and Wood (1982) have pomted out,
people are not alwayvs able ro access the intormational basis tor their
mitial atticude {e.g., T agreed with that tax policy, but 1 can’t remember
whvl, [ such cases, one mav be reluctant to base a current judgment
about the topic on the existing attitude because the relevance of thae arti-
tude cannot be determined. Instead, one may seek evidence on which o
base a recompurarion that is spectfic to one’s current goals,

Ervidence Avatabitity/Accessibifity

If one perceives the need tor more evidence, one will consider new infor-
mation that one 15 exposed to or secks andfor existing knowledge in
memory that one can retrieve. Whether a picee of information will be
perceived as evidence tharis specific to one's current goals is a relevance
ovpe ol judgment, and is determined by the same factors that affect the
judgments of relevance discussed earlier.

Assuming one has evidence that 13 perceived to be relevant, how will
that evidence be deale with? The answer may depend on why the addi-
rional evidence 1s being sought. Uf it is because the informarional basis
ot the initial attitude 18 not accessible, and thus the relevance ot thar arei-
rude cannot be established, then the direcnional goal processes reviewed
by Taber et al. will Likely bias the search for and interpretation of evi-
dence. Thar is, the perception of new evidence will be hltered through
the nitial atritude, leading to the selective interpretation processes that
have been described by Fazio (19891, Also, any evidence retrieved from
memory will be subject to known biases of retrieval and reconstrucrion,
Overall, then, these directional biases will lead to assindfation of the new
pidpment to the imital artrude. MeGraw points 1o similar processes in
describing how a politician’s previously established reputation can bias
the evaluation of accounts offered by thar politician,

On the other hand, if additional evidence is being sought because the
basis {or the inital attdtude has been accessed and judged w be irrele-
vant to one's current goal, then the processes deseribed by Martin (1986)
and by Tourangeau and Rasinski (19883 may applv. That is, in cvaluat-
ing the evidence, one will consciously adjust for the presumed influence
of the existing evaluation. This could lead to conrrase of the new judg-
ment awav from the initial atrirade.
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(Relcomputation of Attitude

Recomputing an artitude doces not necessarily mean abandoning the exist.
ing atticude {sce Wilson ef al.. 1999} But recomputation may involve ag
adjustment or updating of that attnude. The valence of the new judgment
may be similar t or very different from that of the initial arritude.

Recomputation may occur through different processes, depending on
the carlier degision points. The new judgment could be formed system-
aticallv: and de theracively, or through more peripheral or hewristic
processes (Chatken, 1987 Perty and Cacioppo. 19861, depending in par
on the percetved relevance of the initial arritude and the perceived IMpor-
rance of the judgment rask (Le. the degree to which they surpassed the
threshold 1o prompt recomputation!. ‘The greater the perceived rele-
vance, importance, and so on of the attitude, rhe more effort angd
deliberation will go into the recompntation.

Rewse of Attitude

Reapplicarion of one’s initial attirude may also oceyr through different
processes. Reuse of the areitude may be relatively automatic and cffor.
less, as when the new judgmene task is nor percerved to be tmporeant
and the existing atritude is accessed and used without evaluating it rel-
evance. Alternatively, reuse of the arritude may be a fairly deliberare deci-
sion made upon comparing that atritude o the new situation and
evaluating its relevance to current needs. In some cases, the evidence
needed to perform a recompuration may be sought bur not found, and
the decision to reuse the inigial attitude may then follow.

CONCLUSIONS AND PMPIICATIONS

This working model is presented I an atrempt to raise issues that rein-
foree or complement the important points addressed in the previous
chapters. In describing the model here, we hope to stimulate rescarch
that sheds additional light on the dvnamic, soal-oriented nature of can-
didate evaluations.

Unfortunately, our model does leave some important issues uie-
solved. For Instance, it fails to address the information-driven nature of
the candidare evaluation process. As the three foregoing chaprers illus-
trate, candidate evaluations {or reevaluations! are often prompeed by
mfermation encountered in the media {facts about candidates, puolitical
decounts, or other coveragel, In conerase, the approach we have ontlined
here attempes to model situations in which the need 1o make a judgment
or decision (e.g., in response to a poilster, in the voting booth) serves as
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the prompr to (relevaluation. More work 1s needed to broaden this
approach to contexts in which new information is enconnrered thar may
call into guestion one’s inital candidate evaluation.

On the other hand, the model ofters a number of imporrant implica
tions for studving the reevaluation of candidate judgments. For example,
it suggests that the decision to reuse an inittal candidate evaluation when
making subsequent judgments or decisions may not be less eftoreful
than the decision o reevaluare {recomputel. Also, when the judgment
is deemed important, highly accessible arricudes may nor necessarily be
rensed unless the basis tor the atmtude is accessible and s judged to be
relovant to current goals.

Finally, the model suggeses chat the goals or attributes made salient s
the judgment context can have importane eftects at a number of points in
the candidare evaluation process, facilitating access to existing attitudes n
memary, affecting judgmients of the relevance of those attitudes tor mecting
current goals, and intluencing the access to and interpretanon of additional
evidence during the recomputation ot candidate evaluations.
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