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Making attitudes more accessible via rehearsal has been shown to ease decision making by speeding the
act of choosing and increasing the correspondence between one’s attitudes and choices (e.g., Fazio, 1995;
Fazio et al., 1992; Fazio & Williams, 1986). These effects are central to decades of attitude research and
are citation classics in social psychology. We report 25 studies (N = 6,162), conducted in a diverse and
culturally inclusive set of samples and contexts, that shed light on the reproducibility of these seminal
findings. We examined the effects of attitude accessibility on decision latency, on the self-reported
readiness to make a decision, and on attitude–choice correspondence. Results showed that the effect of
attitude accessibility on decision latency is highly reproducible across multiple methods and cultural
contexts, and that the effect on attitude–choice correspondence also appears robust in choice contexts that
parallel the original experiments but not in choice contexts that highlight the need to consider others’
preferences. Effects on self-reported readiness to decide did not emerge. No robust role for culture was
observed in moderating these effects, though the limitations of the studies temper these conclusions. In
sum, we build on prior research by showing which types of effects are likely to be reliably influenced by
attitude accessibility.
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Are people more prepared to make choices when they have top-
of-mind attitudes? Attitudes have been posited to serve important
coping functions (Allport, 1935; Smith et al., 1956). One key
function of attitudes is to impose structure on one’s environment and
to smooth the process of making the myriad decisions required in
daily life (Katz, 1960; Smith et al., 1956).
However, not all attitudes are equally functional. They can vary in

terms of their salience in memory. Two people can provide identical
ratings on a measure of their attitude toward an object, yet one
person’s attitude may be easily activated when encountering the
attitude object, whereas another’s may not come readily to mind. This
difference in attitude accessibility has important consequences for the
impact of an attitude on subsequent judgments and decisions. As
many studies have shown, attitudes that are more accessible exert a

greater influence on perceptions, judgments, and behavior (e.g., Fazio
et al., 1989; Fazio & Williams, 1986; Roskos-Ewoldsen & Fazio,
1992). These effects of attitude accessibility, and the theorizing
underlying them, are central to the study of attitudes. A recent Google
search found over 32,000 citations for this foundational literature
spanning dozens of publications.

One particularly important effect of attitude accessibility is on
coping with decision demands (Blascovich et al., 1993; Fazio et al.,
1992; Fazio & Powell, 1997). Having attitudes that are readily
accessible in memory facilitates making choices (Fazio et al., 1989;
Fazio & Williams, 1986) by increasing the readiness to act and
reducing the difficulty of choosing (Blascovich et al., 1993; Fazio et al.,
1992; Fazio & Powell, 1997; Holland et al., 2003; Katz, 1960; Smith
et al., 1956). In this way, attitudes that are more accessible are seen as
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more functional for the individual, readying them tomake faster, easier
decisions (Blascovich et al., 1993; Fazio et al., 1992) that correspond
with their personal likes and dislikes (Fazio et al., 1989, 1992).
Because these effects of attitude accessibility are citation classics

in the attitude literature, it is important to gauge their reproducibility
across a broad set of contexts, stimuli, and methods. Accordingly, in
this article, we examine the robustness of attitude accessibility
effects on decision latency, the perceived readiness to decide, and
attitude–choice correspondence. Although there is already a large
and robust literature pertaining to attitude accessibility effects, we
examine these effects for the first time across a wider range of
cultural contexts, social contexts, and outcome measures. Our
findings show that the effects of attitude accessibility on decision
latency and attitude–choice correspondence are reproducible across
multiple methods and cultural contexts. However, effects on self-
rated readiness to decide are not robust. We further show that social
contexts affect the robustness of attitude accessibility effects on
attitude–choice correspondence: The effects emerge in social contexts
in which one’s own attitudes are relevant to the choice but do not
emerge in contexts that highlight the need to accommodate others’
specific preferences.

Attitude Accessibility

When attitudes are highly accessible, they are more likely to be
automatically activated in the presence of the attitude object, making
them more likely to guide judgments and decisions (Fazio, 1995).
Attitudes are conceptualized as object–evaluation associations. The
accessibility of an attitude is a function of the strength of the
association in memory between the attitude object and one’s
evaluation of it (Fazio et al., 1982). The stronger the association, the
more quickly the evaluation springs to mind in the presence of the
object (Fazio, 1995). Attitudes can be situationally made more
accessible through rehearsal via repeated attitude expression or can
be chronically accessible in memory, as indexed by the latency of
responding to an attitudinal inquiry (Fazio & Williams, 1986). In
other words, attitude accessibility can be manipulated or measured,
and both experimental and correlational studies have shown that
more accessible attitudes exert a stronger influence on subsequent
judgments and behavior (e.g., Fazio et al., 1982, 1989, 1992; Olson
& Fazio, 2004; Towles-Schwen & Fazio, 2006).
Accessibility is distinct from other dimensions of attitude strength

such as attitude certainty because accessibility need not include a
judgment about correctness or confidence in the attitude (e.g.,
Bassili, 1993). That is, although accessibility and other indicators of
attitude strength can be related (see Petty & Krosnick, 1995; Rucker
& Petty, 2004; Tormala & Rucker, 2007), an attitude can be more
accessible without being stronger on other dimensions. Indeed,
accessibility is a central index of attitude strength (Roese & Olson,
1994) that precedes other meta-attitudinal outcomes (Bassili, 1993;
Holland et al., 2003; Petrocelli et al., 2007). For instance, when their
attitudes were made more accessible via rehearsal, people reported
greater certainty in their attitudes and more commitment to them
(Holland et al., 2003).
Decades of research on attitude processes have established these

consequences of attitude accessibility on outcomes ranging from
judgments of political candidates and issues (e.g., Fazio & Williams,
1986; Holland et al., 2003; Houston & Fazio, 1989), to racial
prejudice and interracial relationships (e.g., Fazio & Hilden, 2001;

Olson & Fazio, 2004; Towles-Schwen& Fazio, 2006), to evaluations
and behaviors toward snack foods and other consumer products (e.g.,
Berger & Schwartz, 2011; Fazio et al., 1989; Young & Fazio, 2013).

As already noted, a rich and important stream within this research
domain has established that more (vs. less) accessible attitudes are
functional for the individual, facilitating decision making by
decreasing the difficulty of choosing (Blascovich et al., 1993; Fazio
et al., 1989, 1992; Fazio & Powell, 1997; Holland et al., 2003). In
one key example, U.S. participants who rehearsed their attitudes
toward abstract paintings (vs. not), thus manipulating attitude
accessibility, took less time deciding between the same paintings in
a later task (Fazio et al., 1992, Study 4). This effect of attitude
accessibility on decision latency suggested that simply holding more
(vs. less) accessible attitudes improved decision making by reducing
the effort needed to make decisions. In another important finding,
attitudes that were made more accessible corresponded more closely
with subsequent choices people made between paintings (Fazio et
al., 1992, Studies 2 and 3), and attitude accessibility also predicted
greater attitude–behavior consistency when selecting snack foods
(Fazio et al., 1989). In other words, attitude accessibility led to
choices that were more in line with what participants liked. In another
example, attitude accessibility, indexed by the response latency with
which Dutch participants evaluated European Unification or the
Dutch crown prince, mediated the relationship between attitude
rehearsal and attitude confidence (Holland et al., 2003). In line with
prior research, Holland et al. suggested that increased attitude
accessibility is beneficial to the individual because it decreases the
cognitive effort required to respond to an attitude-relevant stimulus,
increasing the readiness to act.

Our studies focused on this aspect of accessible attitudes—their
functional role in facilitating the act of choosing. As such, we
examined the impact of increasing the salience of attitudes on three
measures intended to index whether attitude accessibility facilitates
making choices: (a) decision latency, or the speed with which
subsequent choices involving those attitudes are made, (b) the
perceived readiness to decide, and (c) the correspondence of choices
with personal attitudes. We describe these outcomes next, as well as
the contexts in which we examined these effects.

Effects of Attitude Accessibility on Distinct
Outcome Measures

In previous research, although the effects of accessibility are
generally quite robust, the effect has sometimes differed depending
on the dependent measure. Fazio et al. (1992) found that increased
attitude accessibility reduced the difficulty or stressfulness of a
subsequent pairwise preference task, as indicated by physiological
changes in diastolic blood pressure (Studies 2 and 3), and that attitude
accessibility also reduced response latencies in the subsequent
pairwise preference task (Study 4). Despite these measures indicating
that attitude accessibility was associated with easing the act of
choosing, in those same studies (Studies 2 and 3), there was no effect
of accessibility on a self-report measure of the difficulty of making the
pairwise choices.

Decision Latency

Based on the findings just reviewed, we did not assume that the
effects of increasing attitude accessibility would be equally strong or

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

C
on
te
nt

m
ay

be
sh
ar
ed

at
no

co
st
,b

ut
an
y
re
qu
es
ts
to

re
us
e
th
is
co
nt
en
t
in

pa
rt
or

w
ho
le
m
us
t
go

th
ro
ug
h
th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n.

2 BARNES AND SHAVITT



robust across the dependent measures we employed. It seemed likely
that a cognitive measure, decision latency, would be especially
sensitive to the effect of rehearsing one’s attitudes. Decision latency
reflects the cognitive process of paired-associate learning, specifi-
cally the effects of increasing the strength of an object–evaluation
association on the response time to make a subsequent judgment.
The expectation is that the more salient one’s attitude in memory, the
faster one will be able to use that attitude to make a subsequent
decision. This does not require any introspective access to the
feelings that accompany one’s decision process.

Perceived Readiness to Decide

We also examined the impact of attitude accessibility on how
prepared, confident, and ready participants felt about making a
choice as a measure of whether accessible attitudes facilitated the
readiness to decide. Although our self-report measure was not used
in previous research on attitude accessibility, based on the findings
suggesting that attitudes that are highly accessible are more
functional for easing decision making (Blascovich et al., 1993;
Fazio et al., 1989, 1992; Fazio & Powell, 1997; Holland et al., 2003)
and are associated with greater self-rated certainty about one’s
attitudes (Holland et al., 2003), we reasoned that enhancing the
accessibility of an attitude may enhance the degree to which one
feels prepared to make a subsequent choice.
However, direct self-reports of feelings regarding making a

decision may not be as sensitive to the subtle effects of attitude
accessibility, in line with the null results reported by Fazio et al.
(1992) on their measure of perceived decision difficulty. The authors
speculated that these null results may have reflected that their
measure was insufficiently sensitive or that the timing of the
measure did not enable participants in the no-rehearsal condition to
retrospectively recall the difficulty that accompanied the choice task.
To maximize the likelihood of observing effects on perceived

readiness to decide, we administered this measure immediately upon
exposure to the decision context, so that judgments of perceived
readiness were not made retrospectively. However, because rating
one’s felt readiness to decide calls for self-appraisal, it is still
possible that the effects of increased attitude accessibility would not
be reliably observed on this measure, as it is unclear whether people
have introspective awareness of the effects of attitude accessibility
on their feelings. In either case, it should be noted that the six studies
we report examining the effects of attitude accessibility on perceived
readiness to decide should not be seen as replication studies. Instead,
they examine the robustness of a conceptual implication of the
previous classic research.

Attitude–Choice Correspondence

Finally, we examined whether increasing attitude accessibility
would increase the correspondence between one’s attitudes
and subsequent choices. Previous work has shown that attitude
accessibility predicts greater correspondence with subsequent choices
(Fazio et al., 1989, 1992). The reason is that, when attitudes come
readily to mind, they are more likely to guide the appraisal of objects
in line with the attitudes, making subsequent actions more reflective
of those attitudes (Fazio, 1995; Fazio et al., 1984).
Thus, based on past work, we expected to observe greater

attitude–choice correspondence when attitudes are made more

accessible. We examined the reproducibility of these previous
effects by having participants make choices in a broader range of
social contexts than previously examined. Specifically, our
expectation was that when there is a need to accommodate others’
specific preferences (e.g., a vegetarian dinner guest), this may
constrain the tendency to act in accordance with accessible personal
attitudes, weakening the effect of attitude accessibility on attitude–
choice correspondence. In contrast, when there is no salient need to
accommodate others’ specific preferences, one may feel less
constrained in choosing based on one’s own attitudes, especially
when those attitudes are more accessible.

Attitude Accessibility and Culture

Despite extensive research on attitude accessibility, we are not
aware of any studies that examined whether these classic effects are
reproducible across cultural contexts. In the years since the original
studies of attitude accessibility were published, a burgeoning body
of research on the role of culture in attitudinal processes has shed
light on multiple cultural differences in the formation and functions
of attitudes (e.g., Kim & Markus, 1999; Riemer et al., 2014; Savani
et al., 2008). Given that all of the most-cited studies of attitude
accessibility were conducted in Western contexts likely to cultivate
an individualistic cultural orientation, we aimed to examine attitude
accessibility effects across broader cultural contexts that included
comparisons of people with a relatively individualistic or collectivis-
tic cultural orientation.

There are a number of reasons to think that the effects of attitude
accessibility may differ across cultures. In individualistic cultures
and groups, people tend to prioritize personal goals over group
goals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1995). These cultural
contexts tend to cultivate a more independent self-construal in which
the self is defined as separate from others (Markus & Kitayama,
1991), facilitating a sense that one’s own preferences should guide
one’s decisions, and that choosing based on those preferences is
natural and desirable (Riemer et al., 2014). In these contexts,
accessible personal preferences are well positioned to facilitate
choice.

However, in collectivistic cultures and groups, personal attitudes
play a different role. Compared to individualists, collectivists tend to
prioritize group goals over personal goals and to pursue harmony in
their relationships (Triandis, 1995). These cultural contexts tend to
cultivate a more interdependent self-construal in which the self is
defined as interconnected and embedded within groups of important
others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), reducing the sense that one’s
personal preferences are important or suitable as decision guides.
Thus, people in collectivistic cultures are less likely to nurture
personal preferences (Miller et al., 1990), to behave in accordance
with their personal preferences (Chan & Lau, 2001; Eom et al.,
2016; Morling et al., 2002; Savani et al., 2008, 2012, 2015), or to be
satisfied or motivated by choosing according to their personal
preferences (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Kitayama et al., 2004). In
these cultural contexts, having personal attitudes that readily spring
to mind may signal that one’s personal wants are too salient. This
might not be desirable in cultures where one is expected to be
attentive to others’ needs and preferences (Riemer et al., 2014).
Thus, we explored whether making one’s personal attitudes highly
accessible would increase collectivists’ readiness to decide or the
likelihood of choosing based on those attitudes.
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This research is the first to examine the robustness of attitude
accessibility effects across a range of dependent measures, cultural
contexts, and social contexts. To understand how accessible
attitudes function in these contexts, our studies use a broad set of
decision scenarios, stimuli, and methods of operationalizing attitude
accessibility. We also use multiple converging operationalizations
of cultural orientation, including comparisons of groups based on
ethnicity or cultural background, of people based on scores on
cultural orientation measures, and of situations that activate different
culturally linked goals. Across 25 studies, we examine whether the
effects of more (vs. less) accessible attitudes on decision latency,
readiness to decide, and attitude–choice correspondence are robust
to these varied contexts and methods.

Overview of Studies

Across 25 studies (N= 6,162), examining a range of outcomeswith
different types of participants, we examined the reproducibility of
attitude accessibility effects. Of these studies, 21were preregistered on
https://aspredicted.org/. Studies 1–12 (k = 12) focused on the effects
of attitude accessibility on subsequent response latency to make
decisions. Studies 13–18 (k= 6) focused on the effects of accessibility
on the perceived readiness to decide. Studies 19–25 (k= 7) focused on
the effects of accessibility on attitude–choice correspondence with
Studies 19–22 set in high-constraint social contexts in which the need
to accommodate others’ specific preferences was made salient, and
Studies 23–25 set in low-constraint social contexts. All studies, with
the exception of Study 8, were conducted with online participants.
Study 8 was conducted in a lab setting with undergraduate
participants. The participant populations ranged from undergraduate
students at two U.S. universities, an international pool of students in
an online MBA program, and adult U.S. participants recruited from
either the Prolific or MTurk platform. We report how we determined
our sample size, all data exclusions (if any), all manipulations, and all
measures in each study. All materials, data, code, and Supplemental
Materials are available at https://osf.io/a28sw/.
We report studies conducted between September 2020 and May

2023 that either enrolled a sufficient number of participants to
achieve a power of 80% to detect effects or were limited by the
availability of student subjects. For decision latency and attitude–
choice correspondence, we set the estimated effect sizes based on
the average effect size for accessibility reported in previous studies
examining these outcomes (Fazio et al., 1992). Based on a medium-
sized effect (Cohen’s d = .71), the decision latency studies required
N = 66 for between-subjects designs and N = 18 for within-subjects
designs. Based on a large-sized average effect (Cohen’s d= .97), the
attitude–choice correspondence studies required N = 11 for within-
subjects designs. All of the decision latency and attitude–choice
correspondence studies exceeded these criteria.
Because no published studies have shown significant effects of

attitude accessibility on self-reported readiness to decide, we aimed
for at least 200 participants per cell when sample size was not
limited by the availability of student participants. Note that the
studies focused statistical power on assessing the main effect of
attitude accessibility versus the interaction of accessibility and
cultural orientation. That is, most of our studies are highly powered
for testing the main effect but underpowered for testing the
interaction with culture. Nevertheless, we sometimes aimed to have
sufficient power for examining the interactions with culture (e.g.,

Study 23). See Supplemental Material 1 for details on determining
statistical power.

All studies used a similar experimental design, manipulating
attitude accessibility (high vs. low) and either measuring cultural
orientation (individualistic vs. collectivistic) or priming individualis-
tic versus collectivistic goals or comparing groupswith individualistic
versus collectivistic cultural backgrounds. In all studies, participants
were told that they would be participating in several short studies.
The manipulation(s) were therefore ostensibly unrelated to the
decision scenario and measures. In all studies, outcome measures
were captured after reading a scenario about a specific social context
that involved making an attitude-relevant choice with others in mind.
It should be noted that this is a departure from the original attitude
accessibility paradigms, which did not present any social context for
the choices.

There were some differences across studies in the materials and
methods (e.g., some studies used snack foods instead of travel
destinations as attitude objects). See SupplementalMaterials 2, 3, and
4 for details on each study not described here. SupplementalMaterials
5 and 6 have the results from two supplemental studies and the
attitude accessibility manipulation checks, respectively. Example
studies for each outcome measure are described next. We summarize
the details of all studies in Table 1 and include the means, standard
deviations, and associated p values for the accessibility effect for all
studies in Table 2.

Example Decision Latency Study: Study 1

Design and Participants

We preregistered this study (As Predicted No. 97294). The study
used a 2 (attitude accessibility: high vs. low) × 2 (ethnicity: European
Americans vs. LatinxAmericans) between-subjects design. Following
prior work (e.g., Evans et al., 2000; Wasti & Cortina, 2002), we
recruited 100 European/White people and 100 Hispanic or Latinx
people (representing individualistic and collectivistic groups, respec-
tively) from the United States on Prolific.We designed the study using
the Qualtrics platform. After the preregistered exclusions, there were
184 participants. After following the exclusion criteria preregistered in
Studies 2–6 regarding latency outliers (i.e., we excluded participants
whose choice latencies were either below 300ms or were 3 SDs above
the mean decision latency for all participants), there were 179
participants (126 women, 50 men; three nonbinary/other; Mage =
31.98, SD= 12.62; 98 participants reported being non-HispanicWhite
and 81 participants reported being Hispanic or Latinx). Although we
did not preregister it, we performed this same exclusion on all the other
decision latency studies (Studies 2–12).

Stimuli

The attitude objects were 10 popular travel destinations in the
United States: Boston, Chicago, Honolulu, Las Vegas, Los Angeles,
Miami, NewYorkCity, Orlando, San Francisco, andWashington, DC.

Attitude Accessibility Manipulation

As part of our cover story, participants read that we were studying
travel products and services and that we wanted to know their
knowledge level and opinions. Then, following prior work (e.g.,
Descheemaeker et al., 2014; Fazio et al., 1992), we randomly
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assigned participants to attitude accessibility conditions that used
validated evaluative and nonevaluative rehearsal tasks.
Participants in the low attitude accessibility condition then

read that,

For the next part, you will see several U.S. travel destinations. We
would like you to indicate the body of water that is closest to each city.
The options will be the Atlantic Ocean, Pacific Ocean, Great Lakes, and
Gulf of Mexico. Accuracy is extremely important. To ensure accuracy,
each aspect will be repeated a number of times to ensure consistency
across your ratings.

On the next page, they read a reminder of the instructions (i.e.,
“Remember: We would like you to indicate the body of water that is
closest to each U.S. travel destination. Click below to indicate that
you understand the instructions.”). Then, participants saw each
destination appear on the screen, one at time in randomized order,
and selected whether the destination was closest to the Atlantic
Ocean, Pacific Ocean, Great Lakes, or the Gulf of Mexico, four
times each.
In contrast, participants in the high attitude accessibility condition

read that,

For the next part, you will see several U.S. travel destinations. We
would like you to rate whether you personally like or dislike each one,
reflecting your personal feelings. Accuracy is extremely important. To
ensure accuracy, each aspect will be repeated a number of times to
ensure consistency across your ratings.

On the next page, they read a reminder of the instructions (i.e.,
“Remember: We would like you to rate each U.S. travel destination
in terms of your personal liking or disliking. Click below to indicate
that you understand the instructions.”). Then, participants saw each

destination appear on the screen, one at time in randomized order,
and rated their liking on 4-point scales (strongly dislike, dislike, like,
strongly like), four times each.

Thus, participants either completed 40 nonevaluative tasks or 40
evaluative tasks for the same 10 travel destinations.

Social Context

After the attitude accessibility manipulation, participants were
taken to what was described as a study on “imagination and
visualization techniques” and asked to imagine themselves in the
following scenario:

Please imagine that you are planning a family vacation. This will be a
vacation with your significant other’s parents (or your mother-in-law,
father-in-law). Before continuing, take a fewmoments to reflect on your
significant other’s parents and what it would feel like to choose
something that pleased or displeased them.

Next, participants read that,

To get the planning started, you all have decided to collect votes on
everyone’s preferred travel destination. Your significant other sent the
family this message: Hey everyone, please complete the poll below to
vote for your preferred vacation destination. The results should help us
make a decision without too much difficulty. Hope to hear from
you soon!

Decision Latency

On the next screen, participants saw a dropdown menu of the 10
destinations from the attitude accessibility manipulation with the
following instructions, “Use the dropdown menu to cast your vote
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Table 2
Means (and Standard Deviations) in All Studies

Study no. N
AsPredicted
preregistration Dependent variable

M low attitude
accessibility (SD)

M high attitude
accessibility (SD)

p value of
mean difference

1 179 97294 Decision latency 2.68 (.58) 2.49 (.48) .015
2 398 97531 Decision latency 2.52 (.53) 2.30 (.53) <.001
3 397 97647 Decision latency 2.52 (.53) 2.34 (.52) .001
4 449 97727 Decision latency 2.49 (.56) 2.39 (.56) .047
5 169 98809 Decision latency 1.88 (.32) 1.77 (.31) <.001
6 566 101169 Decision latency 1.69 (.30) 1.61 (.28) <.001
7 93 107844 Decision latency 1.78 (.41) 1.70 (.38) .086
8 158 108504 Decision latency 1.78 (.33) 1.66 (.29) <.001
9 151 Decision latency 1.75 (.33) 1.58 (.29) <.001
10 114 Decision latency 1.89 (.40) 1.75 (.40) <.001
11 208 Decision latency 1.56 (.38) 1.45 (.35) <.001
12 91 Decision latency 1.96 (.41) 1.75 (.40) <.001
13 230 49958 Perceived readiness to decide 5.30 (1.37) 4.89 (1.72) .048
14 194 58510 Perceived readiness to decide 4.82 (1.90) 4.97 (1.80) .558
15 225 62592 Perceived readiness to decide 5.09 (1.58) 4.84 (1.59) .245
16 364 67794 Perceived readiness to decide 5.40 (1.60) 5.43 (1.65) .864
17 463 69562 Perceived readiness to decide 5.33 (1.42) 5.50 (1.19) .170
18 467 70498 Perceived readiness to decide 5.11 (1.52) 4.89 (1.57) .138
19 125 76106 Attitude–choice correspondence 0.66 (.88) 0.78 (.88) .002
20 101 76285 Attitude–choice correspondence 0.85 (.79) 1.00 (.87) .152
21 92 76384 Attitude–choice correspondence 1.18 (1.05) 0.97 (.94) .139
22 98 76489 Attitude–choice correspondence 1.04 (1.04) 1.17 (.89) .254
23 469 127145 Attitude–choice correspondence 11.27 (2.61) 11.67 (2.42) .080
24 184 127412 Attitude–choice correspondence 10.83 (2.31) 11.59 (2.17) .022
25 177 131269 Attitude–choice correspondence 0.71 (.81) 0.88 (.93) .009
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for the destination where you would most like to vacation with your
in-laws.”Decision latency was captured by the Qualtrics platform as
the time it took participants to choose a destination and advance to
the next screen. (Note that in Studies 5–12 decision latency was
captured by presenting destinations or snacks one at a time. In those
studies, participants used two specific keys to decide whether to
recommend or eliminate a destination or snack.)

Self-Rated Difficulty of Choosing

Next, participants completed exploratorymeasures of their subjective
reactions to the task (adapted from Fazio et al., 1992). Participants
indicated on 0–10 scales how difficult, stressed, and worried they were
about making their choice. This measure was not significantly affected
by attitude accessibility condition, consistent with Fazio et al. (1992),
MLow accessibility = 2.92, SD = 2.43,MHigh accessibility = 2.87, SD = 2.25;
t(176) = .153, p = .878. It was dropped in subsequent studies.

Ethnicity/Cultural Background

As previously mentioned, we recruited U.S. participants who
identified as either European/White or Latinx. To confirm the
effectiveness of our sampling procedure, participants also completed
a short demographics questionnaire where they indicated their race or
ethnicities by selecting one or more of the following: White non-
Hispanic, Hispanic/Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native or
Indigenous People, Asian (including East, South, Southeast Asian),
Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, or
other (please specify). As preregistered, we retained only those
participants who identified exclusively as either White non-Hispanic
or Hispanic/Latino.

Example Perceived Readiness to Decide Study: Study 13

Design and Participants

We preregistered Study 13 (AP No. 49958). It used a 2 (attitude
accessibility: high vs. low)× 2 (ethnicity: European/White vs. Asian
and Latinx) between-subjects design. We were allocated 275
graduate students from an international subject pool of learners in
online business courses who participated for extra credit. Because
previous research suggests that Asian and Latinx people tend to have
collectivistic cultural orientations (e.g., Evans et al., 2000), we
aimed to broaden the ethnicity/cultural background categories to
include Asian people. However, in Study 13, there were no Latinx
people in the sample of graduate students, so the comparison was
between White people and Asian people. After preregistered
exclusions, there were 230 participants (99 women, 130 men, one
nonbinary/other; Mage = 36.37, SD = 7.57). 153 participants
reported being non-Hispanic White and 77 reported being Asian.
We designed the study using the Qualtrics platform.

Stimuli

The attitude objects were four soft drink brands widely marketed
internationally: Fanta, Mountain Dew, Pepsi, and Sprite. Fanta and
Sprite were the focal attitude objects.

Attitude Accessibility Manipulation

At the beginning of the study, participants read,

We are interested in attitudes and opinions toward various consumer
products and services. There are no right or wrong answers, we would
like to know your actual opinions. Tell us how you personally feel. For
the next part, you will see several objects. We would like you to indicate
whether you personally like or dislike each one as quickly and as
accurately as possible. Accuracy is extremely important. To ensure
accuracy, each object will be repeated a number of times to ensure
consistency across your ratings.

Then, following prior work (e.g., Fazio et al., 1982, 1992; Powell
& Fazio, 1984), we randomly assigned participants to attitude
accessibility conditions that used validated attitude rehearsal tasks.
In each condition, participants saw the same four soft drink brands
appear one at time in the middle of the screen.

Participants in the first attitude accessibility condition rated their
scalar attitudes to Fanta five times, Mountain Dew and Pepsi three
times each, and Sprite once. Here, Fanta attitude accessibility was
high, but Sprite attitude accessibility was low.

In the second attitude accessibility condition, participants rated
their scalar attitudes to Sprite five times, Mountain Dew and Pepsi
three times each, and Fanta once. Here, Sprite attitude accessibility
was high, but Fanta attitude accessibility was low.

Social Context

The scenario began with the same “imagination and visualization
techniques” cover story as in earlier studies. Then, participants were
asked to,

Please imagine that you work for a management consulting company.
You haveworked there for about a year. Your company helps local clients
solve challenges and identify opportunities in their business or nonprofit.
You also provide help with planning an organization’s meetings and
activities. Client satisfaction is important to you and your company.

On the next page, participants read, “Now imagine that one of your
client groups is asking your help to plan a socially distant retreat in a
nearby city. This will be the first time you meet with all five
members of the client team. They sent you this email:

Hello,

Thanks again for all of your hard work on this project! We really
appreciate it and are looking forward to discussing it at our upcoming
retreat.

We are also glad to hear that you will be joining us for our outdoor
lunch. We’re all contributing so the food costs are paid. Now, we just
need someone to bring drinks. Would you please pick up a case of soda
or soft drinks? There is a grocery nearby with many different options.

Thanks for your help!

Best,

Alex”

Next, participants were randomly assigned to view one of two
screens. Version 1 [2] continued the scenario as if they were
considering bringing Fanta [Sprite] (i.e., “On the day of the retreat,
you stop at the small grocery store to get a case of soft drinks. There
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is a display of Fanta [Sprite], and you consider whether to
choose this.”).

Perceived Readiness to Decide

To capture the degree to which attitude accessibility affects
feelings of readiness to decide, we adapted measures of self-
appraised decision comfort and confidence (Bandura, 1977; Fazio et
al., 1992; Lazarus, 1991; Parker et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2009). As
such, our operationalization of readiness to decide reflects the
functional usefulness of possessing an attitude in coping with
decision demands, as emphasized in prior attitude literature (Katz,
1960; Smith et al., 1956). This measure was designed to capture the
degree to which having an accessible attitude helps people to feel
prepared to act and feel confident and ready to make decisions (in
this case, making a decision about a soft drink). Specifically,
participants completed three items on 7-point scales (i.e., “How
comfortable/ready/prepared do you feel making this decision?”).
Participants also rated their familiarity with each of the four soft

drink brands on 7-point scales (1 = not at all familiar, 7 = very
familiar). In this study, we found no cultural difference in familiarity
with Sprite, MEuropean/White = 6.63, SD = 0.818, MAsian = 6.79, SD =
0.614; t(228) = −1.56, p = .120. We did find that Asian people (M =
6.66, SD = 0.771) were more familiar with Fanta than were European/
White people, M = 5.72, SD = 1.60, t(228) = −4.88, p < .001, d =
−.68, but this difference did not emerge in later studies (e.g., Study 15).
Across studies, Cronbach αs for the three-item dependent

measures ranged from .90 to .95. Finally, participants completed
a short demographics questionnaire.

Ethnicity/Cultural Background

As previously mentioned, we were interested in participants who
identified as either European/White or Asian or Latinx. However,
there were only European/White andAsian participants in the sample.
To categorize participants into ethnic groups, participants completed
a short demographics questionnaire where they indicated their races
or ethnicities by selecting one or more of the following: White non-
Hispanic, Hispanic/Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native or
Indigenous People, Asian (including East, South, Southeast Asian),
Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, or
other (please specify). We retained only those participants who
identified exclusively as White non-Hispanic or Asian.

Example Attitude–Choice Correspondence Study in
Socially Constrained Contexts: Study 19

Studies 19–22 (see Supplemental Material 4) examined attitude–
choice correspondence in a social context that highlighted a need
to accommodate others’ preferences in choosing a restaurant. This
context was likely to constrain the decision that participants could
make, rendering one’s personal attitudes less relevant to the choice.
These studies allowed us to examine whether attitude–choice
correspondence effects would emerge in constrained social situations.

Design and Participants

We preregistered the design, sample size, and exclusion criteria of
Study 19 (AP No. 76106). We made an error in preregistering the

analyses: To effectively test the correspondence between partici-
pants’ attitudes and their choices, we should have specified that the
analyses would focus on the share of rehearsed and nonrehearsed
restaurants that were rated favorably and chosen, not the total share
of rehearsed and nonrehearsed restaurants that were chosen. The
study used a 2 (attitude accessibility: high vs. low; within subjects)×
2 (cultural goals prime: individualistic vs. collectivistic) mixed
design. We recruited 150 people from the United States from
MTurk. After preregistered exclusions, there were 125 participants
(57 women, 63 men, four nonbinary/other, and one who preferred
not to say; Mage = 40.88, SD = 11.74; 103 participants reported
being Caucasian, 12 African American, four Hispanic, nine Asian,
one Native American, and one other ethnicities). The ethnicity
totals exceed sample size because some participants identified
with multiple ethnicities. We designed the study using the Qualtrics
platform.

Stimuli

Applebees and Chili’s were the focal attitude objects.

Attitude Accessibility Manipulation

Same as in Study 13 except that in the low attitude accessibility
condition, participants rated Buffalo Wild Wings, Chili’s, PF
Chang, and Red Lobster once each. This made it so that participants
either completed five or one attitude rating(s) toward the focal
attitude object, Applebees. To achieve a within-subjects manipula-
tion, participants in one attitude accessibility condition rated their
attitudes on 4-point scales (strongly dislike, dislike, like, strongly
like) to Applebees, Red Lobster, PF Chang, and Olive Garden four
times each and rated their attitudes to Buffalo Wild Wings, TGI
Fridays, The Cheesecake Factory, and Outback Steakhouse once
each. Participants in the other attitude accessibility condition rated
their attitudes on 4-point scales to Chilis, Red Lobster, PF Chang,
and Olive Garden four times each and rated their attitudes to Buffalo
Wild Wings, TGI Fridays, The Cheesecake Factory, and Outback
Steakhouse once each. Then, all participants gave binary evaluative
ratings of 16 restaurants, including Applebees and Chili’s.
Therefore, in the first attitude accessibility condition, Applebees
was high accessibility and Chili’s was low, and in the second
condition, Chili’s was high and Applebees was low.

Cultural Goal Priming

After the attitude accessibility manipulation, we primed individu-
alistic and collectivistic goals using a method developed and
validated by Brewer and Gardner (1996). The prime consisted of
reading a brief story about a trip to the city. In the individualistic
condition, the story contained first-person singular pronouns (i.e., I,
me, my). In the collectivistic condition, the story contained first-
person plural pronouns (i.e., we, us, our). After reading the randomly
assigned scenario, participants counted how many pronouns were in
the story.

Socially Constrained Context

This scenario differed from those used in prior studies in that it
made salient to participants the vegetarian preferences of the group.
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We expected the salience of the group’s specific preferences, and the
implied need to accommodate them, to constrain the tendency to
choose a restaurant based on one’s personal attitudes.
The scenario began with the same “imagination and visualization

techniques” cover story as in earlier studies. Then, participants read,

Please imagine that you are a part of a consulting organization. You
have worked there for about a year. Your team helps local clients solve
challenges and identify opportunities in their business or nonprofit. You
also provide help with planning an organization’s meetings and
activities. Client satisfaction is important to you and your organization.

On the next page, participants read, “Now imagine that one of
your client groups is asking your help to plan a socially distant
retreat in a nearby city. This will be the first time you meet with the
full client team. They sent you this email:

Hi there-

Thanks again for all of your hard work on this project! We really
appreciate it and are looking forward to discussing it at our upcoming
retreat. We are also glad to hear that you will be joining us for the retreat
luncheon. Speaking of lunch, one of our logistic challenges is deciding
what restaurant to cater. Our group tends to prefer known chain
restaurants and several of us are eating vegetarian these days. Who do
you recommend we get to cater lunch? I see several restaurants nearby,
including an Applebees. Should we use them, or not?

Thanks for your help!

Best,

Alex”

Attitude–Choice Correspondence

After reading Alex’s email, participants read, “What restaurant(s)
would you recommend to cater the retreat? Check all that apply.”
Below this prompt were 18 options (Applebees, Chili’s, Red Lobster,
PF Chang, Cracker Barrel, The Cheesecake Factory, TGI Fridays,
Olive Garden, Bob Evans, Ruby Tuesday, Perkins, Longhorn
Steakhouse, Outback Steakhouse, Texas Roadhouse, Buffalo Wild
Wings, Panera Bread, McAlister’s Deli, and other [please specify]).
Participants could select an unlimited number of options. Thus,
participants completed 18 choice trials; four for restaurants to which
they had rehearsed their attitudes five times, four for restaurants they
had previously evaluated twice, and 10 for fillers they had previously
evaluated once.
Following prior work (Fazio et al., 1992), we tallied the number

of attitude–choice correspondences as the number of times where
participants indicated Yes in the binary evaluation and also selected
the restaurant to recommend to cater the retreat.

Example Attitude–Choice Correspondence Study in Less
Socially Constrained Contexts: Study 23

Studies 23 and 24 (see Supplemental Material 4) looked at
attitude–choice correspondence in a social context in which one was
choosing a snack or travel destination for the group and the need to
accommodate group members’ preferences was not made salient. In
contrast to the contexts in Studies 19–22, these contexts were less
likely to constrain the choices that participants could make,
rendering one’s personal attitudes more relevant to these choices.

Design and Participants

We preregistered the design, sample size, and exclusion criteria of
Study 23 (AP No. 127145). Study 23 used a 2 (attitude accessibility:
high vs. low)×measured cultural orientation between-subjects design.
We designed the study using the Qualtrics platform. We recruited 500
people from the United States from MTurk. After preregistered
exclusions, there were 469 participants (235 women, 231 men, three
nonbinary/other;Mage = 41.81, SD = 12.01; 373 participants reported
being Caucasian, 51 African American, 19 Hispanic, 28 Asian, and 16
other ethnicities). The ethnicity totals exceed sample size because
participants could identify as multiple ethnicities.

Stimuli

The focal attitude objects were 10 popular salty snacks: Cheetos,
Cheez-Its, Combos, Doritos, Fritos, Goldfish, Popchips, pretzels,
Pringles, and sunflower seeds.

Attitude Accessibility Manipulation

The attitude accessibility manipulation was the same as in Study 1
except that in the low attitude accessibility condition, participants
were asked to count the number of times the letter O appeared in the
name of the snacks presented.

Less Socially Constrained Context

This scenario was designed to be more similar to those used in
Studies 1–18 where the need to consider others’ preferences was not
made salient, putting less constraint on the tendency to choose in
accordance with one’s personal attitudes. After reading the cover
story about “imagination and visualization techniques” and practicing
the decision latencymeasurement procedure, participants were asked,
“Please imagine that you have planned to get together with a group of
your close friends this weekend. It’s a casual get-together where you
all do what you normally do when you hang out.”

Attitude–Choice Correspondence

Following prior work (Fazio et al., 1992, Studies 2 and 3),
participants completed a pairwise preference task. We formed 15
snack pairs such that each snack appeared three times. Each pair
appeared on the screen in random order, and participants used the S
and L keys on their keyboards to indicate that they preferred the snack
on the left or right, respectively. Finally, participants rank-ordered all
10 snacks from 1 (most preferred) to 10 (least preferred). We counted
correspondences as the number of times that participants’ preferences
corresponded with their rankings. For example, if one preferred
Doritos to Cheetos and then ranked Doritos higher than Cheetos, that
counted as one correspondence.

Cultural Orientation

After measuring the dependent variable, we administered the
cultural orientation measure developed and validated by Triandis and
Gelfand (1998) consisting of 16 items tapping individualism and
collectivism. An example of an item tapping individualism is, “I often
do my own thing.” An example of an item tapping collectivism is,
“Family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are
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required.” Items were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (strongly
agree to strongly disagree). As preregistered and following past work
(Agrawal et al., 2007; Allen et al., 2018; Briley et al., 2017; Riemer &
Shavitt, 2011), we created a single index by subtracting the
individualism subscale (α = .71) from the collectivism subscale (α =
.82). Higher scores on this index reflect a more collectivistic cultural
orientation.

Study 25

We designed Study 25 to assess whether the differences in the
effects in Studies 19–22 versus Studies 23 and 24 were the result of
the degree of social constraint in the decision context or due to other
differences in the studies’ designs (e.g., number of observations,
presence of a cultural goals prime, within-subject accessibility
manipulation). Thus, Study 25 was similar to Studies 19–22 in
assessing attitude–choice correspondence in four observations, with
a cultural goal prime and a within-subject design, but it used a low-
constraint social context (as in Studies 23 and 24).

Design and Participants

We preregistered the design, sample size, and exclusion criteria of
Study 25 (AP No. 131269). Study 25 used a 2 (attitude accessibility:
high vs. low; within-subjects) × 2 (cultural prime: individualistic
goals vs. collectivistic goals; between-subjects) mixed design. We
designed the study using the Qualtrics platform. We recruited 200
people from the United States from Prolific. After preregistered
exclusions, there were 177 participants (82 women, 93 men, two
nonbinary/other; Mage = 39.88, SD = 13.11; 137 participants
reported being Caucasian, 20 African American, 15 Hispanic, nine
Asian, and five other ethnicities). The ethnicity totals exceed sample
size because participants could identify as multiple ethnicities.

Stimuli

The focal attitude objects were Applebees, PF Chang, Red
Lobster, and Olive Garden (note that we made an error in the
preregistration by listing eight restaurants as focal when there were
only four).

Attitude Accessibility Manipulation

Same as in Study 19.

Cultural Goal Priming

We primed individualistic and collectivistic goals using a method
developed and validated by Trafimow et al. (1991). Participants read
a brief scenario about a Sumerian warrior named Sostoras who had
to decide who to put in command of a detachment of soldiers he was
sending to aid his emperor in battle. In the individualistic condition,
the warrior selected a talented general whose exploits would
enhance his personal power and prestige. In the collectivistic
condition, the warrior selected a member of his family in order to
show his loyalty to them and increase the power and prestige of the
family. After reading the randomly assigned scenario, participants
rated how much they admired Sostoras.

Low-Constraint Social Context

After practicing the decision latency measurement procedure
and reading the cover story about “imagination and visualization
techniques,” participants saw the same social context from Study 1
except that they were asked to imagine planning a family dinner with
their in-laws/significant others’ parents at a restaurant. To ensure that
the scenario was relevant to all participants, we included a screener
question before continuing. The question asked about participants’
current relationship status. Participants indicated whether they were:
single and interested in a relationship at some point, single and not
interested in a relationship at any point, or currently in a relationship.
Based on preregistered exclusion criteria, participants were excluded
if they indicated they were not interested in a relationship at any point.

Attitude–Choice Correspondence

To increase the comparability between the high and low-
constraint attitude–choice correspondence studies, Study 25 used a
similar attitude–choice correspondence task as Study 19. The only
difference was that participants read, “What restaurant(s) would you
recommend for dinner? Check all that apply.” Participants could
select an unlimited number of options from the same set of 18.
Following prior work (Fazio et al., 1992), we tallied attitude–choice
correspondence as the number of times participants indicated Yes in
the binary evaluation and also selected the restaurant to recommend
for dinner.

Results

In this section, we first present the overall effect of attitude
accessibility across our 25 studies before looking separately at the
extent to which accessibility effects differed across dependent variables
and cultural and social contexts. To provide reliable estimates of the
overall accessibility and interaction effects, we synthesized findings
across our 25 studies in twometa-analyseswith the individual effects of
each study reported in Figures 1 and 2. We used Meta-Essentials
software to perform the meta-analyses (Suurmond et al., 2017).

Overall Effect of Attitude Accessibility

For the accessibility effects, we used Cohen’s d as the effect size
estimate because we could compute them in all studies and their
interpretation is intuitive. For Studies 1–4, 13–18, 23, and 24, we
computed Cohen’s d with independent samples t tests. For Studies
5–12, 19–22, and 25, we computed Cohen’s dwith paired-samples t
tests. In all studies, the attitude accessibility variable was coded from
low to high in ascending order. We multiplied by −1 the effect sizes
for Studies 13–25 (i.e., the perceived decision readiness and
attitude–choice correspondence studies) so that positive effect sizes
would reflect positive effects of attitude accessibility (i.e., higher
perceived decision readiness and higher attitude–choice correspon-
dence).We used a random-effects approach because of the variety of
methodologies used across studies.

We grouped studies by dependent variable. Within the attitude–
choice correspondence studies (19–25), we created subcategories
for those studies that used high- and low-constraint social contexts.

We present the meta-analytic results in two forest plots that depict
both the individual effects observed in each study (see Figure 1) and
the overall effects estimated across dependent variables (see
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Figure 3). The individual effects are represented with a red circle
(decision latency studies), blue circle (perceived decision readiness
studies), purple circle (high-constraint attitude–choice correspon-
dence studies), and yellow circle (low-constraint attitude–choice
correspondence studies). Circle size is positively related to the
effect’s weight in the overall analysis. The green circle represents
the overall effect in our 25 studies. Higher Cohen’s ds mean a
stronger relationship between attitude accessibility and faster
decision latencies, higher perceived readiness to act, or higher
attitude–choice correspondence. The right side of the forest plots
graphically presents these effects with their 95% confidence
intervals relative to a reference line set at 0. When the confidence
intervals of an effect fall on the right side of the reference line,
participants exhibited faster decision latencies, higher perceived
readiness to act, or higher attitude–choice correspondence as a
function of having more (vs. less) accessible attitudes. Where the
confidence intervals overlapped with the reference line, there was no
significant difference as a function of attitude accessibility in
decision latency, perceived decision readiness, or attitude–choice
correspondence.
The test of heterogeneity showed that the effect significantly

varied across studies, Q(24) = 97.61, p < .001, I2 = 75.41%. The
overall effect of .19, 95% CI [.11, .28] suggests that, across studies,
we replicate the previously documented functional effects of having
more (vs. less) accessible attitudes for easing decision making.
We tested the degree to which the accessibility effect differed

across dependent variables using subgroups analysis. Recall that we
grouped studies by dependent variable, splitting the attitude–choice

correspondence studies into those that used high- and low-constraint
social contexts. The analysis revealed significant category, Q*(3) =
35.00, p< .001, and total effects,Q*(24)= 54.58, p < .001, residual
R2 = 64.12%. The within/residual variance was not significant,
Q*(21) = 19.58, p = .548.

Follow-up analyses revealed that, whereas the average accessi-
bility effect was significant in the decision latency studies, d = .33,
95% CI [.26, .41], Q(11) = 21.41, I2 = 48.61%, and the low-
constraint attitude–choice correspondence studies, d = .20, 95% CI
[.03, .38], Q(2) = 1.08, I2 = 0%, it was not significant in the high-
constraint attitude–choice correspondence studies, d = .06, 95% CI
[−.16, .27], Q(3) = 5.55, I2 = 45.92%, or perceived decision
readiness studies, d = −.05, 95% CI [−.21, .11], Q(5) = 9.02, I2 =
44.56%. The nonsignificant overall effect of attitude accessibility in
the subgroups analysis, d = .14, 95% CI [−.03, .32],Q(24) = 97.61,
I2 = 75.41%, was likely weighed down by the 47% of studies that
showed nonsignificant or reversed effects in our analysis.

Interaction Effect of Attitude Accessibility and Culture

For the interaction effects, we converted all effects to Cohen’s ds
for ease of comparison. In all studies, the attitude accessibility
variable was coded from low to high in ascending order (e.g., −1 =
low attitude accessibility, 1 = high attitude accessibility). Culture
was also coded so that values always ascended from individualistic
to collectivistic (e.g., −1 = individualistic goals prime, 1 =
collectivistic goals prime). We used a random-effects approach
because of the variety of methodologies used across studies.
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Figure 1
Meta-Analysis of the Overall Attitude Accessibility Effect

Note. Effect sizes are the Cohen’s ds. Red, blue, purple, and yellow circles represent the effects of decision latency, perceived
readiness to decide, attitude–choice correspondence in high-constraint contexts, and attitude–choice correspondence in low-
constraint contexts, respectively. The green circle represents the overall effect in our 25 studies. CI= confidence interval. See the
online article for the color version of this figure.
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The test of heterogeneity showed that there was little variation in
outcomes between studies,Q(24)= 8.35, p= .999, I2= 0%, cautioning
a quick reader’s interpretation of the combined effect of .04, 95% CI
[.03, .06]. Although this effect size is significant, the heterogeneity
test suggests that, across studies, the effect of attitude accessibility on
the outcomes we examined is similar across individualistic and
collectivistic people. This is, perhaps, not surprising because many of
the studies were not properly powered to detect the interaction with
culture.
We present the meta-analytic results in a forest plot that depicts

both the individual effects observed in each study and the overall
effect. The individual effects are represented with blue circles.
Circle size is positively related to the effect’s weight in the overall
analysis. The green circle represents the overall effect in our 25
studies. The right part of the forest plots graphically presents these
effects with their 95% confidence intervals relative to a reference

line set at 0. When the confidence intervals of an effect fall on the
right side of the reference line, there was a different relationship
between attitude accessibility and the outcomes we examined for
individualistic versus collectivistic people. When the confidence
intervals overlap with the reference line, there was no significant
difference across cultures in the relationship between attitude
accessibility and the outcomes we examined.

General Discussion

The impact of attitude accessibility on the ease of making a choice
is one of the central findings in attitude research and a citation classic
in social psychology. Attitudes that are more accessible are more
functional for individuals, readying them to act to make faster, easier
decisions (Fazio et al., 1992; Holland et al., 2003) that correspond
with their personal likes and dislikes (Fazio et al., 1989, 1992). In
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Figure 2
Meta-Analysis of the Attitude Accessibility × Culture Interaction Effect

Note. Effect sizes are the Cohen’s ds. Blue circles represent the effects in individual studies. The green circle represents the
overall effect in our 25 studies. CI = confidence interval. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

Figure 3
Subgroups Analysis of the Overall Attitude Accessibility Effect

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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the present research, we revisited this important function of attitude
accessibility and assessed the robustness or reproducibility of key
effects that established it. In 25 studies, we examined whether
increasing the accessibility of attitudes, (a) reduces the latency to
make a subsequent decision, (b) increases one’s perceived readiness
to decide, and (c) increases the correspondence between one’s
attitudes and choices. We examined these impacts of attitude
accessibility in more culturally diverse contexts than had been
previously studied, expanding the literature to compare contexts in
which either individualistic or collectivistic goals were salient. Our
studies compared individualistic and collectivistic groups sampled
internationally as well as ethnic groups in the United States,
situationally primed individualistic and collectivistic goals, and
measured cultural orientations, in order to offer a more culturally
inclusive look at attitude accessibility effects.
The findings suggest that attitude accessibility effects are

relatively robust, and that cultural factors do not substantially
qualify these conclusions. Specifically, results of 12 studies indicate
that attitude accessibility effects on decision latency are highly
reproducible. Making attitudes more accessible via rehearsal did
reliably shorten the latency with which subsequent decisions were
made. This finding emerged across cultural contexts, indicating that
attitude accessibility speeds decision making for individualistic and
collectivistic people alike.
However, the findings for perceived readiness to decide were

largely null. Making attitudes more accessible was not shown to
increase one’s self-rated confidence, readiness, and preparation to
make a choice, despite six studies examining this effect. This was
true for both people with salient individualistic and collectivistic
goals. This finding should not be seen as a failure to replicate
previous research, as past findings on the effects of accessible
attitudes on self-reports have been mixed. Fazio et al. (1992, Studies
2 and 3) found that, despite physiological and decision latency
measures indicating that increasing the accessibility of attitudes did
ease the act of choosing, no effect of attitude accessibility emerged
on the self-reported difficulty and stressfulness of the decision task.
Although Holland et al. (2003) found that people whose attitudes
were made more accessible reported greater certainty in their
attitudes and more commitment to them, Holland et al.’s self-report
findings reflected meta-attitudinal inferences from the ease with
which an attitude comes to mind rather than self-reports of the
feelings accompanying decision making. Our findings, in line with
Fazio et al. (1992), suggest that self-reported feelings are not
affected by making attitudes more accessible, at least not in the
decision contexts we examined.
In our attitude–choice correspondence studies (19–25), we were

able to compare the effects of attitude accessibility in contexts that
varied the level of social constraint to act based on personal
preferences by highlighting (or not) the need to accommodate
others’ specific preferences. In the high-constraint studies that asked
participants to choose restaurants for a group of vegetarians (19–22),
increasing the accessibility of attitudes did not increase the
correspondence between attitudes and subsequent choices. In
contrast, in the low-constraint studies (23–25), increasing the
accessibility of attitudes did increase the correspondence between
attitudes and subsequent choices. The findings underscore the
importance of the social context in understanding the effects of
attitude accessibility on attitude–choice correspondence: When
there was a need to consider others’ preferences, the accessibility of

one’s personal attitudes did not increase attitude–choice correspon-
dence. However, when one’s choices were less constrained by the
situation, the accessibility of one’s personal attitudes increased the
tendency to choose options that aligned with those attitudes. This
was the case for both people with individualistic and collectivistic
orientations or goals.

This research makes contributions in several areas. It is the first to
address the effects of attitude accessibility in distinct cultural
contexts. The notion that accessible attitudes function to facilitate
decision making is central to attitude theorizing (e.g., Fazio et al.,
1982, 1992). We conceptually replicated this effect on decision
latency and attitude–choice correspondence in the cultural context in
which it was originally investigated—that is, in populations that
have primarily individualistic goals (e.g., European Americans or
White participants). Moreover, we obtained similar effects for
contexts in which collectivistic goals are dominant (e.g., Asian and
Latinx groups sampled internationally and similar ethnic groups
within the United States, situationally primed cultural goals, and
measured cultural orientations). Our studies also reveal cross-
cultural consistency for the findings on self-reported readiness to
decide, where effects of attitude accessibility did not emerge. Our
studies thus offer a broad and relatively inclusive picture of which
attitude accessibility effects are robust.

An additional contribution pertains to the broader theoretical
implications of understanding how attitudes function in contexts
where it is important to consider others’ preferences. To date,
theorizing on attitude accessibility has focused on what makes
attitudes strong and functional for guiding individual action. The
choices examined in prior research involved people deciding for
themselves what they preferred or wanted (Fazio et al., 1989, 1992)
without any social considerations being salient. In those decision
contexts, one’s own likes and dislikes were the primary relevant
guide. Participants were not asked to choose between paintings or
select snacks that others would enjoy. In contrast, our decision
scenarios explicitly highlighted social considerations in order to
examine whether accessible attitudes are equally functional for
individualistic and collectivistic people when making decisions that
impact others. We know very little about the strategies that people
may use to manage or regulate their highly accessible attitudes when
making decisions with others in mind. This research provides a step
in that direction, and we suggest that this is a fruitful agenda for
future research.

Our findings highlight the importance of social constraints in
attitude–choice correspondence. Notably, we replicated the effect of
attitude accessibility on attitude–choice correspondence in the type
of social context that did not make salient the need to consider
others’ preferences and thus maintained the relevance of one’s own
attitudes for making choices. However, we did not obtain the same
effect for contexts in which there was a greater need to consider
others’ specific preferences. This finding is consistent with a large
body of evidence suggesting that norms and social contexts can
weaken attitude–behavior correspondence (Ajzen et al., 1982; Fazio
& Roskos-Ewoldsen, 1994; Shavitt & Fazio, 1991; Snyder &
Kendzierski, 1982; Wellen et al., 1998; Zanna et al., 1980). Thus, it
can be expected that constraints in the social context will also reduce
the degree to which highly accessible personal attitudes are
functional in guiding choices.

In addition to allowing comparisons between individualistic and
collectivistic cultural contexts, between high- and low-constraint
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social contexts, and between distinct outcome measures, our studies
provide some evidence for the consistency of attitude accessibility
effects across different attitude stimuli. The robust effects on
decision latency and attitude–choice correspondence (in some
contexts) were observed regardless of whether the attitude objects
were travel destinations or snack foods. Likewise, attitude
accessibility effects on self-reported readiness to decide were
generally not observed, regardless of whether the attitude objects
were soft drinks or video conferencing platforms.
Another contribution of our research pertains to the costs of

accessible attitudes. Research has suggested that having accessible
attitudes can impair one’s ability to notice that the attitude object has
changed (Fazio et al., 2000). Fazio et al. (2000, p. 209) concluded that
the functional value of accessible attitudes depends “on whether the
attitude object remains stable over time.” If the attitude object or the
choice context changes, highly accessible attitudes may leave the
attitude holder less likely or less able to objectively consider new
information (Cooper&Aronson, 1992; DeBono et al., 1995; Schuette
& Fazio, 1995). Indeed, previous research shows that accessible
attitudes make attitude-congruent aspects of the attitude object more
salient, influencing the way that the object, or information about it, is
perceived and interpreted (e.g., Fazio & Dunton, 1997; Houston &
Fazio, 1989; Olson & Fazio, 2004; Schuette & Fazio, 1995).
However, based on our findings, we suggest that, in social settings
where there is a salient need to consider others’ preferences, highly
accessible attitudes may not have as strong an influence on how the
object is perceived. In other words, the costs of highly accessible
attitudes in skewing one’s objective perceptions of an object may be
limited to contexts in which one’s personal attitudes are the main
drivers of one’s decisions.
A final contribution of our research relates to current themes

emerging from the burgeoning literature on the reproducibility of
classic findings in psychology. Some have argued that psychologi-
cal findings that are more cognitively mediated tend to be more
reproducible than social psychological findings (e.g., Inbar, 2016),
though the reasons for this are a matter of debate (e.g., Van Bavel et
al., 2016). We find that attitude accessibility effects are highly
reproducible when the outcome is decision latency (how quickly
people choose objects after they rehearse vs. do not rehearse their
attitudes) or when the outcome is choice correspondence when there
are few social constraints on choosing based on one’s personal
attitudes. The decision latency paradigm involves making rapid
choices on screen in a quick succession of trials, a context that pulls
for the role of salience in memory. In other words, this paradigm in
particular is designed to capture the cognitive process of paired-
associate learning, such as the effects of increasing the salience of
object–evaluation associations.
In contrast, the effects of accessibility on attitude–choice

correspondence in high-constraint social contexts and on self-
reported feelings of readiness to decide are likely to be mediated by
more social processes. In this regard, our findings that attitude
accessibility effects are not observed in such social contexts appear
consistent with a broader pattern in the replication literature on
reproducibility and contextual sensitivity (Van Bavel et al., 2016).

Limitations and Future Directions

Although our findings are generally consistent across studies of a
given outcome, there are a number of limitations to our data and

research designs. For instance, our studies differed from the original
attitude accessibility studies in numerous ways, meaning that they
cannot be interpreted as direct replication efforts. Instead, they
conceptually replicate classic research with new decision contexts
and measures. Perhaps the biggest limitation is that, as necessitated
by COVID-19 restrictions, the 25 studies we report were conducted
entirely online (with the exception of Study 8). This severely limited
the experimental control we could exercise over the manipulations
and measures and over the attention that participants paid to the
stimuli. One might expect this to be a more serious concern for the
precise measurement of response latencies to make decisions.
Results on the measures of decision latency did show robust effects
of attitude accessibility, yet the shortcomings of our online contexts
may have minimized the size of the effects. Related to this,
limitations of the studies may have muted the potential for cultural
differences to emerge in the effects of attitude accessibility. For
example, more than half of our studies used cultural priming (13 out
of 25). To optimize online participants’ time in the studies, we used
validated primes with the largest effect sizes in recent meta-analyses
(Oyserman & Lee, 2008) and did not include manipulation checks
for the primes. Thus, the null results for those studies could be
explained by the potential failure of the primes, especially given the
fact that all of the priming studies were run online. Moreover, we
note that most studies had inadequate power to detect the interaction
effect with cultural variables. These limitations, coupled with the
fact that one study showed that attitude accessibility and culture
interacted to influence decision latency (see Figure 2), make these
studies inconclusive for assessing the role of individualism–

collectivism in the effects of attitude accessibility.
Regarding the null results for perceived readiness to decide, it is

possible that these measures were not affected by the attitude
accessibility manipulation because the measures of attitudes and/or
self-reports were completed with less care in the online contexts we
used. We did incorporate attention checks into many of our studies
and found that data quality was acceptable. The average pass rate on
attention checks across studies was 93%. Moreover, we preregis-
tered numerous data exclusion protocols in order to improve data
quality (e.g., excluding latency outliers 3 SDs above the mean,
transforming latency data to reduce skew). That said, examining the
role of research modality (online vs. in-person) in the strength of
attitude accessibility effects is a worthy topic for further research.

Finally, the online contexts of the studies also limited our ability
to examine consequential behavioral decisions. For example, our
attitude–choice correspondence studies did not involve incentive-
compatible choices (i.e., choices that participants actually obtained,
as in Fazio et al., 1989). Following some of the past attitude
accessibility research (e.g., Fazio et al., 1992), the present studies
examined how attitude accessibility moderates the link between
participants’ attitudes and preferences between options. However, a
better approach would have been to investigate the robustness of
these effects of accessible attitudes on real behavioral outcomes (as
in Fazio et al., 1989; Fazio & Williams, 1986).

In conclusion, we replicate previously documented effects of
attitude accessibility. Rehearsing one’s attitude decreased decision
latency. It also increased attitude–choice correspondence when the
context did not highlight the need to accommodate others’ specific
preferences. These findings emerged across a variety of attitude
objects and subject populations. The inconclusive interaction effects
with cultural variables suggest that future high-powered studies
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could potentially identify the conditions under which the effects of
attitude accessibility reliably differ across cultures.
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