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In the theory of planned behavior (TPB - Ajzen, 1991), intentions are posited to predict
behavior to the extent that the actor is capable of performing the behavior, i.e., has control over
behavioral performance. In the relatively few studies that have examined this proposition,
perceived behavioral control (PBC) has been measured as a proxy for actual control (e.g.,
Armitage & Conner, 2001; Hukkelberg et al., 2014; Yang Wallentin et al., 2004). Perhaps less
know, PBC is also said to moderate the effects of attitude toward a behavior (ATT) and of
subjective norm (SN) on behavioral intentions (INT). Favorable attitudes and subjective norms
should lead to the formation of a favorable intention only to the extent that people also believe
that they are capable of carrying out the behavior, i.e., have high self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) or
perceived control over the behavior.

At least one previous study (Yzer & Van Den Putte, 2014) has found evidence for the
postulated interactions between ATT and SN on one hand and PBC on the other. More recently,
La Barbera (2018) has found an unexpected negative effect of PBC on the relation between SN
and INT, such that SN influenced intention only when PBC was low. One possible interpretation
of these results is that individuals who have a high sense of mastery over a given behavior may
be less influenced by social pressure. However, the studies were all conducted with convenience
samples in Italy. One major main aim of the proposed study is to replicate these findings in cross-
national samples.

A second aim is to examine the moderating role of PBC in relation to the two sub-

dimensions of perceived control that have emerged in empirical research. Fishbein and Ajzen



(2010) referred to these dimension as capacity — the perceived ability to carry out a behavior —
and autonomy — the extent to which performance of the behavior is viewed as being under one’s
personal control. Recent work with the TPB has also distinguished between two aspects of
subjective norm: injunctive and descriptive (see Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Injunctive subjective
norms refer to the perceived behavioral expectations of important social referents, whereas
descriptive subjective norms refer to whether these referents are themselves perceived to perform
the behavior. The second aim of the proposed research, therefore, is to examine the interactions
between ATT and each of the two SN factors on one hand and each of the two PBC dimensions
on the other.
Hypotheses

In line with previous studies, we formulate the following hypotheses.

1) There is a significant positive interaction between ATT and a composite measure of

PBC in affecting intention.
2) There is significant negative interaction between a composite measure of SN and a
composite measure of PBC in affecting intention.

Absent previous research on the topic, the interactions involving the two SN facets and

the two sub-dimensions of control will be studied in an explorative fashion.
Method

Procedure

About 400 participants should be recruited in countries different from Italy (400
participants per nation). Even if not representative of the national population, it would be useful if
the samples were comparable in composition to the main national demographic characteristics
(age, sex, income, education).

Measures



Relying on the guidelines provided by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010), a small set of items are
to measure each of the study variable: Intention, attitude, subjective norm (injunctive and
descriptive), perceived behavioral control (autonomy and capacity).

On the basis of previous TPB research, we have chosen exercising and reducing
individual energy consumption as target behaviors. Whereas exercising is a classical topic in TPB
research, reducing individual energy consumption is quite a novel topic. One previous work (La
Barbera and Ajzen, submitted) showed adequate variance in the main TPB constructs, which is
required to test for interaction effects (Fishbein and Ajzen, 2010).

Statistical Analyses

Following confirmatory factor analysis to establish the convergent and discriminant
validities of the TPB measures, stepwise regression analyses and structural equation modeling
(SEM) will be used to test the significance and size of the effect of the TPB constructs (ATT, SN,
and PBC) in predicting intention, and the significance and size of the effect of ATT*PBC and
SN*PBC on intention. In the regression analyses, factors will be mean-centered before
calculating the interaction terms. In SEM, the model fit will be assessed through the comparative
fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean squared error of approximation
(RMSEA). According to conventional rules of thumb (Hu & Bentler, 1999), acceptable and
excellent model fit are indicated by CFI and TLI values greater than .90 and .95, respectively,
and by RMSEA values smaller than .08 and .06, respectively. The double mean centered

unconstrained approach will be used for testing interactions (Lin et al., 2010).
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