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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF SOURCE LIKABILITY ON COGNITIVE PROCESSING:
DO HIGH AND LOR SELF-MONITORS USE SOURCE LIKABILITY

DIFFERENTLY RHEN PROCESSING PERSUASIVE MESSAGES?
By

Richard J. Harnish

The research findings of DeBono (1986, 1987; Snyder & DeBono, 1985)
suggest that high self-monitors--for whom attitudes serve a social-
adjustive function--would be more persuaded by a message that was '*
presented by a likable rather than a dislikable source and that low
self-monitors--for whom attitudes serve a value-expressive function--
would be more persuaded by strong rather than weak message arguments.

To test these hypotheses, undergraduate subjects differing in their
self-monitoring propensities read a strong or weak persuasive message

written by a likable or dislikable source. Overall, results in general
yielded partial support for the functional perspective but the pattern

of effects was not as predicted. The results suggest that for high
self-monitors, either source likability or strong message arguments were éff/

sufficient to produce greater attitude favorability, whereas for low

|
‘;self-monitors, the predicted strength of argument effect occurred only
i
!Iwhen the source was likable.

|
|
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MODELS OF INFORMATION PROCESSING

Recent investigations in the area of persuasion have focused on
the modes of information prpcessing that individuals adopt to ascertain
the validity of persuasive messages. Two models have received the most
attention in recent years. Attitude change theories have noted that the
defining characteristic of the first model--which Chaiken (1980) has
called "systematic,” and Petty and Cacioppo (1981) have termed the
"central route to persuasion"--is its emphasis on processing the content
of the information contained in the message. In contrast, the second
mode--labeled "heuristic"” processing by Chaiken (1980) or the
"peripheral route” by Petty and Cacioppo (1981) --is characterized by the
use of tangential, less complex informational cues (e.g., communicator
attractiveness) that, for whatever reasons, serve as "marker variables"
for message validity.

In particular, Chaiken (1980) has distinguished between these two
processes. There are times when individuals actively process the
content of a message; that is, when individuals think critically about
the message. In this case, persons elaborate and extend the message
arguments by relating them to personal experiences--in other words, they
are responsive to the quality of the message arguments. To the extent
that such processing occurs, persuasion is thought to be a function of

1
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the valence of the thoughts generated in response to the message.
Favorable thoughts (i.e., thoughts in support of the position advocated)
should enhance persuasion, whereas unfavorable thoughts (i.e.,
counterarguments) should inhibit persuasion. As noted, Chaiken refers
to this mode as a "systematic" processing approach.

In contrast, there are times when individuals are less thorough in
evaluating the validity of a message. Instead of being systematic in
the analysis of the message, individuals use simple decision rules
related to non-message cues in the persuasion context. These decision
rules, or heuristics, are beliefs about non-message factors (e.gq.,
communicator trustworthiness) that are accepted as indices of
information quality.

Chaiken's (1980, 1982, 1986) heuristic model proposes that
people often use simple decision rules when judging the validity of a
persuasive message. For example, some of these simple decision rules
are: "length implies strength,"” "experts can be trusted,"™ and “consensus
implies correctness.” HWithout fully absorbing and processing the
information presented, people might agree more with messages that
contain many rather than ferm arguments, with expert rather than
nonexpert communicators, or with messages with which many rather than
few people agree (Chaiken, 1986).

Studies have shown that source credibility, source likability,
physical attractiveness, message length, number of arguments, audience
reaction, and consensus information have their greatest impact on
persuasion when people are not systematically processing message
information (Axsom, Yates, & Chaiken, 1987; Cacioppo & Petty, 1984;

Chaiken, 1980, 1986; Haugtvedt et al., 1986; Petty & Cacioppo, 1984;
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Petty et al., 1981, 1983; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1986; Food, Kallgren, &
Preisler, 1985; Yalch & Elmore-Yalch, 1984). In addition, recent
research also has shown that a large number of variables either motivate
or enable the individual to engage in systematic processing of a
persuasive message, including the personal relevance of a message (e.g.,
Howard-Pitney et al, 1986; Petty & Cacioppo, 1984), the match between a
message' s content and the recipient's functional predispositions
(Cacioppo et al., 1982; DeBono, 1987), and amount of exposure to the
message (Cacioppo & Petty, 1985). Indeed, research on motivational
variables and their effect on cognitive processing has suggested that
motivational factors have important and meaningful effects on a wide
range of behaviors (Borgida, & Howard-Pitney, 1983; Erber, & Fiske,
1984; Harkness, DeBono, & Borgida, 1985).
Functional theories of attitudes

As part of the recent increase in attention such motivational
variables have been receiving, there has been a reawakening of interest
in functional theories of attitudes (Katz, 1960; Smith, Bruner, & Rhite,
1956). These theories assume that there are certain individualistic
needs that are being met by one's attitudes, and that these attitudes
allow the individual to implement certain plans to attain certain goals.
Four functions, in particular, have been proposed: ego-defensive,
attitudes formed to protect oneself from undesirable truths; knowledge
(object appraisal), attitudes that are formed to give meaning to
objects; value—-expressive, attitudes that permit the individual to
express his or her own beliefs or dispositions; and social-adjustive,
attitudes that are formed on the basis of how well they permit the

individual to fit into certain situations and permit him or her to
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behave in a socially appropriate manner in regard to various reference
groups (Katz, 1960; Smith et al. 1956).

Functional theories, by their definition, envision attitude change
as a peripheral route process. That is, no extension or elaboration of
- the quality of the arguments supporting an attitude is necessary for
attitude change to take place. According to the functional approach, to
bring about attitude change one only needs to demonstrate to an
individual that his or her existing attitude is not optimally serving
its function and that a different attitude would better serve the
individual’s needs.

There does, however seem to be a fundamental difference between the
functional approach to attitude change and the peripheral or heuristic
route as defined within the information processing perspective.

Previous research investigating the peripheral route has focused
exclusively on persuasion that is mediated by non-message factors, for
example, source expertise, source attractiveness, and source likability
(Chaiken, 1980). Functional theories in contrast, by their very nature,
involve the plans, goals, and needs of the individual. Previous
research (e.g., Borgida, & Howard-Pitney, 1983; Erber, & Fiske, 1984;
Harkness, DeBono, & Borgida, 1985) has indicated that information
pertaining to one's plans, goals, and needs tends to motivate
individuals to focus their attention on all relevant information in the
immediate environment. That is, most peripheral cues by their very
nature direct attention away from attitude-relevant arguments (but see
Hood & Eagly, 1981), whereas, functional cues by their very nature may

direct attention towards attitude-relevant arguments.
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In a situation where both functional cues and attitude-relevant
information are present, one might expect systematic processing of
information to occur. That is, although attitude change could be
brought about by a functional cue, individuals might also elaborate and
extend the message-relevant arguments that have been presented. For
example, if a person possesses an attitude on an issue that is serving a
social-adjustive function, any information pertaining to the
inappropriateness of the pre-existing attitude and the appropriateness
of the new attitude for presenting oneself in a socially appropriate
manner, in addition to facilitating attitude change, should also capture
the attention of the individual. Further, in a functionally relevant
context, the individual should systematically process any other incoming
information concerning the new attitude (DeBono, 1987).

Self-monitoring and message arquments

Recently, DeBono (1986, 1987) and Snyder 8 DeBono (1985) have
examined the functional approaches used by high and lom self-monitoring
individuals (Snyder, 1974) to ascertain the validity of a persuasive
message. High self-monitors are individuals who regulate their
expressive self-presentation for the sake of public appearance. These
persons are highly responsive to social and interpersonal cues
concerning situational appropriate behaviors. Moveover, high self-
monitors are concerned mith impression management type issues and
therefore strive to be the "right person in the right place, at the
right time" (Snyder 8 Gangestad, 1986).

In contrast, individuals low in the personality construct of self-
monitoring lack the ability or motivation to regulate their expressive

self. Instead, their behaviors are thought to functionally reflect
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their own enduring or momentary inner states--their own attitudes,

traits, and feelings. Of prime concern to these individuals is that
their behaviors and internal states remain consistent across social
situations (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986).

In his investigations, DeBono (DeBono, 1986, 1987; Snyder & DeBono,
1985) has shown that attitudes serve primarily a social-adjustive
function for high self-monitors. That is, high self-monitors
experienced more attitude change after listening to a social-adjustive
message. In contrast, DeBono found that attitudes serve primarily a
value-expressive function for low self-monitors. That is, low self-
monitors showed more attitude change after exposure to a value-
expressive message.

Source characteristics

DeBono' s research was concerned with the content of persuasive
messages and the functions that these attitudes could serve individuals
differing in their self-monitoring propensities. As such, ﬁis findings
are consistent with the speculation that high self-monitors might be
especially responsive to the attractiveness that a source possesses,
mhereas low self-monitors might be especially responsive to the
expertise a source possesses. That is, high self-monitors could be
especially responsive to a source that permits their attitudes to serve
a social-adjustive function and, thus, such persons would be likely to
perceive positions advocated by an attractive source as helpful in
achieving their goal to fit into important social and interpersonal
situations.

In contrast, lowx self-monitors could be especially responsive to an

expert source because the source might permit their attitudes to serve a
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value-expressive function. That is, the attitudes presented by an
expert source might help low self-monitors express their true self--in
other words, their underlying values, beliefs, and dispositions if the
low self-monitor holds the same attitude. By agreeing with the expert
source, low self-monitors could reaffirm their own values and remain
true to self.

Self-monitoring, source characteristics, and message arquments

The purpose of the present research ras to examine if source
characteristics (i.e., likability), and argument quality (i.e.,
strength) might serve different functions for high and low self-
monitors. Because the high self-monitor regulates his or her expressive
self for the sake of public appearance, any source that is considered
important--that is, that could be useful to the high self-monitoring
individual as a means for achieving the goal of presenting him or her
self as behaving in a socially appropriate manner and thus being
socially desirable--should motivate high self-monitors to expend
cognitive energy to process messages presented by an attractive source
thoroughly.

In contrast, because lox self-monitors strive to have their
behaviors and internal states remain consistent across social
situations, message quality could be useful for the low self-monitoring
individual in that strong compelling arguments might permit low self-
monitors to appear consistent. Thus, low self-monitors would be more
attentive to the quality of a persuasive message in general and be
motivated to expend cognitive energy to process strong messages

arguments.
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In this study, three dependent measures were used to test the
notion that source likability and message quality would serve different
functions (e.g., social-adjustive or value-expressive) for high and lown
self-monitors. An attitude measure was used to measure postmessage
belief change and two other procedures were used to assess cognitive
effort. The first procedure was a cognitive response measure (Brock,
1967; Greenwald, 1968) that examined subjects' thoughts. It is believed
that the mode of processing (i.e., systematic or heuristic) is reflected
in the nature of the thoughts that occur to individuals while they
listen to the message. A high proportion of message-relevant thoughts
(e.g., arguments in support of the position advocated, counterarguments,
and elaborations and extensions of the message arguments) is believed to
be evidence of a systematic approach. The second cognitive measure used
was an assessment of recall. It is believed that the more an individual
thinks about and elaborates a message (i.e., processes it
systematically), the more likely it is that the message will be stored
in long term memory, and thus, be recalled correctly later (Craik &
Lockhart, 1972).

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1a: Given the results of previous research on
persuasion and source likability (Sampson & Insko, 1964), a main effect
for source likability was expected. Thus, persuasion, as measured by
the postmessage attitude scale, should be greater when the source ras
likable rather than dislikable. Hypothesis 1b: 1In addition, the more
likable the source the more attention subjects might give to that person
and in turn, they might be more sensitive to the quality of the

persuasive message. That is, the more likable an individual is the more
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captivating or interesting that person might be. This increased
awareness might motivate a person to systematically process a speaker's
persuasive message. It was expected, therefore, that subjects would
generate more supportive arguments when presented with a likable source,
and that subjects would generate more counterarguments when presented
xith a dislikable source (as measured by the cognitive response
measure). Hypothesis 1c: The expected greater motivation to
systematically process information presented by a likable source, along
with the elaborations (i.e., the generation of supportive arguments) of
the persuasive message presented by a likable source, should facilitate
the recall of message arguments (Craik & Lockhart, 1972). Thus, it was
predicted that subjects would more accurately recall arguments that had
been presented by a likable rather than a dislikable source.

Hypothesis 2a: A main effect for the quality of the argument wnas
also predicted. It was expected that subjects would be more persuaded
by strong rather than weak arguments (as measured by the postmessage
attitude scale). Hypothesis 2b: It was also expected that subjects
would generate more supportive thoughts when presented mith the strong
arguments, but generate more counterarguments when presented with the
weak arguments (as measured by the cognitive response measure).
Hypothesis 2c¢: Further, the strong arguments should be recalled more
accurately than the weak arguments, because the individual should have
thought about and supported the strong arguments to a greater extent.

Hypothesis 3a: Also predicted was a two—-way interaction between
self-monitoring and source likability. It was expected that high self-
monitors would be more persuaded by a likable source (as measured by the

postmessage attitude scale) because the likable source would serve a
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social-adjustive function for the high self-monitor. Because source
likability should not be as useful a function for low self-monitors, it
was expected that low self-monitors would not be as affected by the
varied degree of source likability. Hypothesis 3b: Because of the
increased attention high self-monitors should give to a likable source,
high self-monitors, rather than low self-monitors should generate more
supportive arguments (elaborations and extemsions) for the likable
source's position, in comparison to a dislikable source's position, as
measured by the cognitive response measure. In addition, it was also
expected that high self-monitors, in comparison to low self-monitors,
would generate more counterarguments for a dislikable rather than a
likable source's position. Hypothesis 3c: Because of the elaborations
and extensions made by the high self-monitoring subjects to the message
arguments which were presented by a likable source, high self-monitors,
in comparison to low self-monitors, should recall more accurately the
message arguments which were presented by the likable source (as
measured by the recall measure).

Hypothesis 4a: It was expected that because source
characteristics should not serve as useful a function for low self-
monitors, these individuals would be more attentive to the quality of a
persuasive message in general because of their concern that their
behaviors and internal states remain consistent across social
situations. Thus, message quality should serve a value-expressive
function for low self-monitors allowing them to possess only those
attitudes that are congruent with their behaviors. It was predicted
that low self-monitors, in comparison to high self-monitors, would be

more persuaded by strong rather than weak arguments (as measured by the
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postmessage attitude scale). Hypothesis 4b: Further, lox self-
monitors, rather than high self-monitors, should be motivated to
systematically process the strong message arguments and to generate more
supportive thoughts for the strong arguments (as measured by the
cognitive response measure). In addition, it was also predicted that
low self-monitors, in comparison to high self-monitors, would generate
more counterarguments for the weak rather than strong arguments.
Hypothesis 4c: Low self-monitors then, should recall more message
arguments (as measured by the recall measure) when the arguments were
strong, since lowmw self-monitors would have elaborated and extended the
strong message arguments. Because of the elaboration, there would be a
greater chance of the message being stored in long term memory (Craik &

Lockhart, 1972).

Method

Subjects and Design

One hundred and three undergraduates (24 males, 79 females)
participated in this study to earn extra credit towrards their grade in
their introductory psychology course.1 Subjects participated in small,
mixed-sex groups of approximately 15 people each. Based on their
responses to pretest materials (i.e., the Self-Monitoring Scale, Snyder
& Gangestad, 1986, and a celebrity likability questionnaire), high or
low self-monitoring subjects were randomly assigned to the experimental
conditions of a 2 (source of message; likable or dislikable) x 2

(argument strength; strong or weak) factorial design.
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Procedure; Independent Variables

Self-monitoring

As part of a larger questionnaire study administered earlier in the
term, individuals completed the abbreviated version of the Self-
Monitoring Scale (Snyder 8 Gangestad, 1986). This new version consists
of the 18 items of the original 25-item measure, (Snyder, 1974), that
most validly assesses the general self-monitoring factor. On the basis
of a median split (median = 10. 25) of their responses to the Self-
Monitoring Scale, half the participant were classified as high self-
monitors (scores > 10) and half as low self-monitors (scores ¢ 9).
Sources

Individuals also completed a questionnaire which examined celebrity
likability. This questionnaire consisted of television, cinema, and
recording artists. Subjects indicated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
not at all, 7 = very much) the extent to which they liked the following
celebrities: Bill Cosby, Bruce Rillis, Johnny Carson, David Letterman,
Barry Manilow, David Lee Roth, Prince, Stevie Ronder, Howard Cosell,
Bruce Jenner, Glenn Close, Carol Burnett, Valerie Harper, Jane Fonda,
Meryl Streep, Barbara Streisand, Madonna, Brooke Shields, Joan Rivers,
Diana Ross, and Joan Collins, Because a large majority of subjaects
indicated that they liked Bill Cosby and Bruce Rillis, and disliked
David Lee Roth and Barry Manilow, those subjects who indicated that they
liked (minimum rating = 5) Bill Cosby or Bruce KRillis, or indicated that
they disliked David Lee Roth or Barry Manilow (maximum rating = 4) on
the prescreening celebrity attitude questionnaire were selected for the

study.
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Messages

Subjects were told, "A Detroit-based consulting firm, HRebster,
Rebster & Maxell, has asked us to help them with some market research.
They are interested in knowing if there is any student support for a
charity event that would raise money for the hungry and homeless. The
event would take place later this fall. They have already contacted a
fex celebrities, but some of the celebrities were not sure whether or
not to participate in the fund raiser. 1In recruiting the celebrities,
the marketing firm said, 'Lately there has been much concern in the
entertainment community to help those Americans and other Nationals that
are hungry and homeless. Only months ago, Hands Across America took
place to raise funds for the hungry and homeless in America. Later this
fall, Home Aid will take place. Home Aid is a group of entertainers,
such as movie and televisions stars, theatrical performers, and
recording artists. Could we count on your support by giving a short
performance?'”

"One of the celebrities contacted wras This was his

reaction to the firm's request. Please take the next tro minutes to
read the statement."

Following the introduction, subjects then read one of two sets of
arguments why they should not support Home Aid consisting of either
strong, compelling arguments, or weak, specious arguments.

Strong arguments. The strong arguments contained in the message
were as follows: "Although I can see why people might view Home Aid as a
good idea, I believe that Home Aid is a rather poor idea. Let me tell

you of some of the reasons why I feel this wmay. First, the concerts are

too commercialized and cost too much to put on. The publicity and hype
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surrounding the concert is extensive. The promoters of the concert must
pay the advertising agencies for their services with the money raised
for the needy. In addition, stage crews, managers, and directors must
be paid. Further, there is a rental charge on the stadium where the
event takes place. Clearly, it appears that the costs of the production
is too great.

Secondly, after all the expenses have been paid, there's no real
way of knowing if all of the remaining money actually gets to the needy.
The money must be channeled into governmental and private agencies that
have been set up to help the needy. However, because of the bureaucracy
characterizing these agencies, embezzlement of these funds is
accomplished rather easily.

Lastly, and perhaps most inpoytantly, people will think that the
plight of the hungry and homeless is solved. At best, the funds that do
get to the needy provide a temporary solution to a long term problem.

He won't be able to cure the problem with concerts. Much more needs to
be done to help the hungry and homeless. Because of these reasons, I
urge you not to support Home Aid."

Reak arquments. The weak arguments contained in the message were
as follows: "Although I can see why people might view Home Aid as a good
idea, I believe that Home Aid is a rather poor idea. Let me tell you of
some of the reasons why I feel this way. First by supporting Home Aid,
you'll be giving the promoters of the event the wrong impression that
people are not tired of these carbon copy concerts. He've already
experienced Live Aid, Band Aid, and Farm Aid--do we have to experience

Home Aid too? By not supporting Home Aid, you'll be showing the
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promoters and organizers that we what a new, fresh approach. These
concerts all seem alike.,

Secondly, there's too much repetitive music in the concerts
and not enough of a variety of performers. The promoters and organizers
only invite top 40 bands to play. After you've listen to a few songs,
you' ve heard them all. HWe need a wide range of artists and types of
music to show that everyone cares about the needy, not just a fen.

Lastly, the concert only allots its performers a given amount of
time to perform. After watching and waiting for hours to see and hear
your favorite artist, five to ten minutes doesn't seem long enough. 1I'd
rather go to a concert where my favorite performer is playing and make a
donation there. Because of these reasomns, I urge you not to support
Home Aid."

To determine the strength of the two sets of message arguments, a
t-test was conducted on a pretest measure of perceived argument quality
given to 42 subjects from the same population, but who did not
participate in the main experiment. As expected, the two set of message
arguments differed significantly, t(40) = 2,92, p < .006 (strong
argument, M = 4.24, and the weak arguments, M = 2. 90).

Dependent Measures

Attitude measure. The postmessage measure of persuasion was taken
immediately following the message presentation. Subjects indicated
their attitudes towards Home Aid on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 =
not at all, and 7 = very much so. The scale consisted of the following
adjectives which were chosen on the basis of their degree of
applicability to Home Aid: good, valuable, cruel, 2 justified, needed,

and worthy. The six items were collapsed into a single attitude measure
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by taking a mean across the six items. Cronbach’'s alpha calculated for
the attitude scale was . 82.

Cognitive measures. As noted, two dependent measures were used to
examine the extent to which individuals systematically processed the
message arguments. The first was a cognitive response analysis (Brock,
1967; Greenwald, 1968) which was administered after the postmessage
attitude measure. Subjects were instructed to write down all the
thoughts, ideas, and associations that they had about the statement as
they read through the message. Once this task was completed, subjects
were then told to go back through the thoughts that they had just listed
and put a plus next to all thoughts that they felt were in support of
the writer's position, a minus next to all thoughts that did not support
the mriter's position (i.e., counterarguments), and a zero next to all
thoughts that were neutral with respect to the writer's position.

Fhen everyone finished, the experimenter asked subjects if, because
there was extra time in the session, they would help us collect some
data for another study. Everyomne agreed, and subjects were asked
questions about the probability of certain events occurring. This task
took approximately 7 minutes.

After the completion of the filler tasks, the second dependent
measure--to assess recall of the message arguments—--was administered.
Subjects were told to recall as many of the arguments favoring non-
support of Home Aid as they possibly could.

Manipulation check. After the cognitive response analysis was
completed, subjects responded to a short questionnaire that examined
their feelings towards the source of the message. Selected item from

this measure included: Did you know who the source of the message was?
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(yes, no), and based on 7-point Likert scales, to what extent do you
liked the source? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much), and to what extent do

you agree with the message? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).

Results

Manipulation check of source likability

An analysis of variance wmas conducted on the actors nested within
source to examine any differences in the degree of likability among the
actors. Results indicated that there was no difference between the two
likable sources (i.e., Bill Cosby, M = 6.68, and Bruce FNillis, M = 6.52)
in their degree of likability and that there was no difference in the
degree of likability between the two dislikable sources (i.e., David Lee
Roth, ¥ = 3,30, and Barry Manilow, M = 3.28), F(2, 98) = .10, p > .90.
Because the analysis revealed that there was no significant difference
in the degree of likability between the two likable sources, or between
the two dislikable sources, the specific source was disregarded in all
subsequent analyses. The preliminary analysis also indicated that there
was a significant difference in the degree of likability between the two
types of sources (i.e., likable and dislikable), F(1,98) = 834.14, p <
.001, a result that is consistent with the intended manipulation.

Postmessage attitude scores. Attitude scores, as measured by the
postmessage attitude scale, were submitted to a 2 (self-monitoring) x 2
(argument strength) x 2 (source likability) ANOVA. The mean postmessage
attitude scores, which indicate favorable-unfavorable attitudes, are
presented in Table 1. (Items were keyed so that lower mean scores are

indicative of more favorable attitudes toward Home Aid). The analysis
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did not yield support for Hypothesis 1a, which predicted a main effect
for source likability, F(1,93) = 1.36, p < .25. This finding suggests
that subjects were not differentially persuaded by a likable source (M =
5.01) or a dislikable source (M = 5.27), however the means were in the
predicted direction.

The ANOVA did reveal a marginal main effect for argument strength,
F(1,93) = 2,70, p < .10. As predicted by Hypothesis 2a, more persuasion
was experienced by subjects when they were exposed to the strong

arguments (M = 4.99) than when they saw the weak arguments (M = 5. 26).
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Table 1

Mean Postmessage Favorability/Unfavorability Scale Scores

-~ ————— — —— " - —— - —— —— - - - ———— ———

High self-monitors Low self-monitors

Source received

Likable Dislikable Likable Dislikable
Argument
ctrengtla
Strong 5.06a 5. 04a 4. 59%¢c 5. 21d
n = (13) (17) (11) (13)
Feak 4.93a 5.81b 5. 444d 5.00d
n = (12) (9 (13) (13)

Note. Lower means indicate more message consistent attitudes. Cell

means 4ith differing subscripts are significantly different at p < .05.
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The analysis, however, did not yield support for Hypothesis 3a,
®hich predicted a two-way interaction between self-monitoring and source
likability, F(1,93) = 578, p > .45. This finding suggests that high
and low self-monitors were not differentially persuaded by a likable
source (M = 5,00; M = 5 05, respectively) or a dislikable source (M =
5.31; M = 5,10, respectively). In addition, Hypothesis 4a, which
predicted a two-way interaction between self-monitoring and argument
strength, also was not supported, F(1,93) = .00, p > .98. This finding
suggests that there was no significant difference in the amount of
persuasion experienced by high and low self-monitors when they heard
strong arguments (M = 5.05; M = 4.92, respectively) or weak arguments (M
= 5.31; M = 5.22, respectively).

However, the analysis did reveal a significant three-way
interaction between self-monitoring, argument strength, and source
likability, F(1,93) = 5.89, p < .008, suggesting that the combined
effect of argument strength, and source likability differentially
affected the amount of persuasion in high and low self-monitoring
individuals. Simple effects test (Keppel, 1982) indicated that it was
low self-monitors who experienced more persuasion when the source wxas
likable and presented strong arguments, contrary to Bypothesis 4a, which
proposed that source likability should not serve a useful function for
lon self-monitors. Simple effects tests (Keppel, 1982) also indicated
that high self-monitors who received a dislikable source that presented
neak arguments, were the least persuaded--contrary to Hypothesis 3a,
which proposed that argument strength would not serve a useful function

for these individuals.
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Overall, these results seem to indicate that for high self-
monitors, either source likability or strong message arguments were
sufficient to produce greater attitude favorability but that the
combined effects of both source likability and strong message arguments
did not generate more favorable attitudes than did the presence of one
of these persuasive forces alone. That is, source likability and
argument strength did not have an additive effect on the amount of
persuasion reported by high self-monitors. 1In addition, these results
seem to indicate that for low self-monitors, the predicted strength of
argument effect occurs only when the source was likable. This result
suggests that the combined effects of strong message arguments and
source likability were sufficient to produce greater attitude
favorability in low self-monitors.
Cognitive Response Analysis

Total thoughts listed. To examine the types of thoughts (i.e.,
supportive, counterargumentative, neutral) as determined by subjects'
evaluations, the total thoughts listed were submitted to a 2 (self-
monitoring) x 2 (argument strength) x 3 (type of thought; supportive,
counterargumentative, neutral) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last
factor. The analysis revealed a main effect for type of thoughts listed
F(2,188) = 5,04, p < .007, suggesting that subjects listed more negative
thoughts (M = 3,37, SD = 2.52) than positive thoughts (M = 2.62, SD =
2.11) or neutral thoughts (M = 2.33, SD = 2,.00). The ANOVA also yielded
a significant two-way interaction between source likability and type of
thought, (F = 6.41, p < .002), as predicted by Hypothesis 1b. It was
expected that subjects would generate more supportive arguments when

presented with a likable source and generate more counterarguments when
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presented with a dislikable source. That is, subjects generated more
supportive arguments when the source was likable (M = 3,24) than when
the source was dislikable (M = 1.96).

In addition, Hypothesis 2b predicted that subjects would generate
more supportive thoughts when presented with strong rather than weak
arguments and produce more counterarguments when presented with weak
rather than strong arguments. The analysis, however, generated a
nonsignificant two-way interaction between argument strength and type of
thought listed, (F = .07, p > .93), suggesting that subjects were not
differentially affected by argument strength when generating supportive
or counterarguments.

The analysis did reveal a significant four-way interaction between
self-monitoring, argument strength, source likability and thoughts
listed, F(2, 188) = 3,00, p =.05, suggesting that the combined effects
of self-monitoring, argument strength, and source likability had an
impact on the types of thoughts generated by the subjects. To further
explore this interaction, the supportive thoughts, and counterarguments
were then separately examined by a 2 (self-monitoring) x 2 (argument
strength) x 2 (source likability) ANOVA.

Thoughts in support of message. Hypothesis 3b, predicted that high
self-monitoring individuals would be more likely to think about and
elaborate the arguments presented by a likable (versus a dislikable)
source. In addition, Hypothesis 4b, predicted that low self-monitors
would be more likely to think about and elaborate the strong rather than
weak arguments. To test these predictions, a 2 (self-monitoring) x 2
(argument strength) x 2 (source likability) ANOVA was conducted on the

supportive thoughts listed by subjects. As seen in Table 2, the
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analysis revealed a significant tro-way interaction between self-

monitoring and source, F(1,94) = 4.3, p < .04.






Mean Supportive Thoughts Listed

Table 2

Argument

strength

Strong

Reak

Lower means indicate less message consistent attitudes.

Likable Dislikable Likable Dislikable
3.23 2.00 3.00 2, 31

= (13) (17) 11) (13)
4.08 1.00 2.64 2.54

= (12) 9 (14) (13)
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In support of H thesis 3b, post hoc analysis using the Tukey test
(Keppel, 1982) further indicated that high self-monitors listed more
supportive thoughts when the source was likable (M = 3.64) than when the
source was dislikable (M = 1.65) p < .05. There was no significant
difference in the amount of supportive thoughts listed by lowx self-
monitors when the source was likable (M = 2.80) or when the source was
dislikable (M = 2.42) ns. The analysis also revealed a nonsignificant
two-way interaction between self-monitoring and argument strength, a
pattern which was predicted by Hypothesis 4b. That is, it was expected
that low self-monitors would be more likely to generate supportive
thoughts when presented with the strong rather than weak arguments, but
this hypothesis was not supported, F(1,94) = 0.0, p > .99.

Counterarquments. As predicted by Hypothesis 3b, it was expected
that high self-monitors would generate more counterarguments for a
dislikable (versus a likable) source's position. In addition,
Hypothesis 4b, predicted that low self-monitors wmould generate more
counterarguments for the reak (versus strong) arguments. To test these
predictions, a 2 (self-monitoring) x 2 (argument strength) x 2 ( source
likability) ANOVA was conducted on the counterarguments listed by
subjects. The analysis revealed a marginally significant two-way
interaction between self-monitoring and source, F(1,94) = 2,75, p < .10.
In support of Hypothesis 3b, post hoc analysis using the Tukey test
(Keppel, 1982) further indicated that high self-monitors listed more
counterarguments when the source was dislikable (M = 4.65) than when the
source was likable (M = 2.76) p < .05. Further, as expected there nere
no significant differences in the amount of counterarguments listed by

low self-monitors when the source was dislikable (M = 2.88) versus when
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the source was likable (M = 3.15) p > .05. The mean number of
counterarguments listed by high and low self-monitors are prusented in

Table 3.
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Table 3

Mean Counterarguments Listed

High self-monitors Low self-monitors
Source received
Likable Dislikable Likable Dislikable
Argument
strength
Strong 3.69 4. 41 2.55 3. 46
n = (13) (17) (11) (13)
Heak 1.75 5.11 3.14 2.85
n = (12) ( 9 (13) (13)

- > - — ——— - —— - ————— - " - - — — - — - -~ — -~ ————— — ———————
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The analysis also indicated that Hypothesis 4b, which predicted that low
self-monitors, in comparison to high self-monitors, ®ould generate more
counterarguments for the weak rather than strong arguments, was not
supported, F(1,94) = .40, p > .52,
Recall analysis

A main effect was predicted for source likability and argument
strength on the recall measure. Hypothesis 1c predicted that subjects
would more accurately recall arguments that had been presented by a
likable rather than a dislikable source. In addition, Hypothesis 2c¢c
predicted that the strong arguments should be recalled more accurately
than the weak arguments, because the individual should have thought
about and supported the strong arguments to a greater extent. An
interaction between self-monitoring and source likability was expected
on the recall measure as well. Hypothesis 3c predicted that high self-
monitoring subjects would recall more accurately the message arguments
presented by a likable (versus a dislikable) source, since source
likability should be serving a social-adjustive function for these
individuals. 1In contrast, Hypothesis 4c predicted that low self-
monitors would recall more accurately the strong (versus weak) arguments
because argument strength should be serving a value-expressive function
for these individuals. To examine these relationships, two judges coded
the recalled message arguments to determine how accurately subjects
recalled the persuasive message. Interrater reliability between the
judges was .97. A 2 (self-monitoring) x 2 (argument strength) x 2
(source likability) ANOVA was then conducted on the recall measure. The

analysis revealed no significant effects, all ps > . 30.
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Discussion

The results of this study suggest that the combined effects of
self-monitoring, source likability, and argument strength affected
individuals postmessage reactions to Home Aid. Analysis of the
postmessage attitude scale revealed that low self-monitors, in
comparison to high self-monitors, were most persuaded'by a likable
source that presented strong arguments. Further, this analysis
indicated that for high self-monitors, either source likability or
strong message arguments was sufficient to produce greater attitude

favorability but that the combined effect of both source likability and

strong message arguments did not generate more favorable attitudes.
Analysis of the cognitive response analysis indicated that the
supportive thoughts listed by high self-monitoring subjects was a
function of the source's likability. That is, high self-monitors, in
comparison to low self-monitors, listed more supportive thoughts when
the source was likable than dislikable. Moreover, high self-monitors
listed more counterarguments when the source was dislikable rather than
likable. The results suggest that low self-monitors were not
differentially affected by source likability (or by argument strength)
in terms of the amount of supportive or counterarguments that these
individuals listed.

Overall, the results of this study generally support the hypotheses
that peripheral cues and message quality have different effects as a

function of self-monitoring. These findings have several implications
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especially for researchers investigating attitudes and persuasion
processes. It appears that source characteristics and argument strength
have functionally different effects on high and 19! self-monitoring
individuals in the amount of attitude change experienced and in the mode
of cognitive processing performed on a persuasive message. Further, the
attitude change brought about for high and low self-monitoring
individuals appear to result from the differences in the type of
function the attitude is serving. Just as high and lox self-monitoring
individuals' behavioral choices are reflected by either exterior or
interior cues, so too are their choices in the amount of attention given
to different aspects of a persuasive message. That is, because high
self-monitors are sensitive and more responsive to cues in the
environment, fewer cues are sufficient to produce persuasion and
attitude change for these individuals. Low self-monitors, on the other
hand, are less sensitive and responsive to cues in the environment and,
thus, require more cues or a combination of cues to produce persuasion
or attitude change.
Cognitive response analysis

High self-monitors listed more supportive thoughts in favor of a
likable source's position, and they listed more counterarguments when
the source was dislikable. In comparison, low self-monitors were not
differentially affected by source likability in the amount of supportive
thoughts or counterarguments that they listed. These findings seea to
further reflect the findings of the postmessage favorability scale
scores in that high self-monitors appeared to be most susceptible to
persuasion by a single cue--source likability, whereas, low self-

monitors were not influenced by source likability alone. This finding
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only further emphasizes the ability high self-monitors have of shaping
their behavior to external cues in the environment and the insensitivity
or inability low self-monitors have molding their behavior to these
cues. Because of the high premium high self-monitor place on appearing
to be the right person in the right place in the right time, costs are
incurred with this behavioral strategy in that the most readily
available cue are used to determine how to process a persu;sive message.
Employing this strategy may lead high self-monitors to behavioral
choices mnhich they may regret later, after having acted on the
persuasive message, and when the consequences of their actions are fully
realized. Because of the importance low self-monitors place on having
their behaviors remain comnsistent with their own feeling, beliefs, and
opinions, low self-monitors seem to need additional cues for persuasion
to occur. Employing this strategy incurs costs also, in terms of time
and effort to process the additional cues, however, this strategy
appears to be less costly to a lox self-monitoring individual's sense of
self. That is, this strategy permits low self-monitors to make
behavioral choices that appear to be rather consistent with their
previously held feelings, beliefs, and opinions and, thus, they may not
later regret their behavioral choices when their actions are fully
realized.
Recall analysis

From the number of thoughts generated in the cognitive response
analysis (i.e., number of thoughts in support of the message, and number
of counterarguments, and elaborations and extensions of the issue
relevant thoughts), it appeared that at times systematic processing of

the message may have occurred. Moreover, to the extent to which such
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processing occurred, it was likely that the message was placed in long
term memory (Craik & Lockhart, 1972), and the more accurate should have
been the recall of the message arguments. Thus, it was expected that
recall would be facilitated when attitudes were serving a function for
individuals. However, the analysis revealed no significant results.
One can only speculate why this failure occurred. Perhaps, because
subjects were participating in the experiment to earn extra credit, they
might have been motivated only enough to have the message stored in
short terms memory. After all, the message that the individuals received
had little significance to them after they left the experimental
session. Further, subjects were given no choice in determining whom to
listen to, in contrast to real life where one is presented with the
opportunity to selectively "tune out” unwanted information or to ignore
certain sources. Given these constraints and the artificiality of the
study (i.e., subjects were told so and so wrote the message in response
to a request to appear at a fund raiser) it is somewhat surprising that
the experimental manipulations had such an impact as they did. Perhaps,
in real life, with live sources and with topics which are more important
to an individual, the probability of a persuasive message being stored
in long term memory, and thus recalled at a later time, may be much
greater.
Conclusions

Fhile the present study is similar to DeBono's previous works in
terms of its method and procedure, an important difference in terms of
the present study's generalizability overshadows these similarities.
Unquestionably, DeBono's research has shown that attitudes do in fact

serve different functions for high and low self-monitors, however in
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order to demonstrate this phenomena, DeBono had to comnstruct sources and
messages that would address the differing attitude functions of high and
low self-monitors. Outside the laboratory, one may find that persuasive
sources and persuasive messages are not so neatly categorized to solely
address a social-adjustive or a value—-expressive function for an
individual. The present research has attempted to address this issue by
examining source likability and message quality without attempting to
construct highly specific functional cues to engender attitude change.

Hom then, could one test functional attitudes without first
presenting highly specific cues (e.g., introducing the speaker as a
renown expert in his or her field of study) to individuals which would
address their specific plans, goals, or needs? Source likability
especially seemed to be an ideal construct in that one may form his or
her evaluative judgment of a person immediately upon first encountering
the person. Under such circumstances, the individual possesses little
information about the person, and may not be able to determine if the
person is an expert in a particular field or if the person possesses a
high degree of status. However, the knowledge that the individual does
possess about the persoh in question will be sufficient to determine if
he or she will like that person. Given the results of this study--that
there was not an additive effect of source likability and message
quality for persuasion in high self-monitors and that persuasion only
occurred for low self-monitors when the likable source presented strong
arguments--likability may be naturally serving different functions for
high and low self-monitors.

The next question that now begs to be asked is, if source

likability serves different functions for high and low self-monitors,
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what makes a source likable for these individuals. The findings of this
study coupled wmith those of DeBono suggest that for high self-monitors,
likability may center around status-related concerns, such as, what can
the likable source do for the high self-monitoring individual in terms
of his or her plans, goals, and needs. In contrast, for lowx self-
monitors, likability may revolve around the belief that the low self-
monitoring individual and the likable source share a similar disposition
and similar opinions. For instance, in the present study, both high and
low self-monitors reported liking Bill Cosby, however what is not knowmn
is did these individuals like him for the same reasons? Did high self-
monitors report liking Bill Cosby because he is a celebrity and for all
the trappings that accompany fame? Did low self-monitors report liking
Cosby because of his congenial personality? Future research should
address these questions by further examining what makes a likable source
likable for high and low self-monitoring individuals. By examining such
naturally occurring functions as source likability, we will come to a
further understanding of non-message factors and ultimately, what makes

a persuasive message persuasive.
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APPENDIX A: Pretesting Measures

Re wmould like your name and local phone number so that we could
contact you to see if you're interested in participating in a few
experiments that we'll be conducting this term. If you are interested
in earning extra credit towards your grade in introductory psychology by

participating in experiments, please complete the following:

RACE: FWHITE BLACK OTHER (PLEASE CIRCLE ONE)

Your responses to the questionnaires and this personal information

will be kept strictly confidential.
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APPENDIX A: Pretesting Measures

Attitudes Towards Celebrities

Please indicate the extent to which you like the followring
celebrities by circling a number. For example, by circling the 4, it
means that you feel neutral towards the celebrity.

1. Bill Cosby

1 2
dislike
very much

2. Bruce Willis
1 2

dislike
very much

3. Johnny Carson

1 2
dislike
very much

4. David Letterman

1 2
dislike
very much

$. Barry Manilow
1 2

dislike
very much

7
like
very much

7
like
very much

7
like
very much

7
like
very much

7
like
very auch






6. Michael Jackson

1 2
dislike
very much

7. David Lee Roth

1 2
dislike<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>