ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF TRANSFORMATIONAL COMPLEXITY AND
LANGUAGE INTENSITY ON RECEIVER COMPREHENSION
AND ATTITUDE CHANGE

by John R. Baseheart

The present study investigated the effects of transformational complexity
and language intensity on the level of comprehension and amount of attitude
change demonstrated by message recipients.

Ninety-five subjects were administered a pretest attitude questionnaire
and a pretest comprehension examination. Subjects were then stratified on
the basis of their pretest comprehension exam scores and assigned randomly to
one of four experimental treatment conditions. In the posttest session, each
subject first read one of four experimental messages, each of which differed
in the combination of level of transformational complexity and language
intensity, after which they completed attitude ratings of the message topic and
the alleged message source, as well as ratings of various message characteristics
and the perceived intensity level of the experimental message.

Transformational complexity and language intensity were dichotomized
into high and low levels. High transformationally complex messages were
operationalized by the use of passive, self-embedded, and nominalized syntactic
constructions, while low transformationally complex messages were constructed
using active, non-embedded, and non-nominalized active verb-forms. High
language intensity messages were operationalized by the insertion of 175
lexical items (adverbs, adjectives, and verbs) of known high intensity ratings

into the messages at various appropriate locations. The same procedure was
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employed, using lexical items of low intensity ratings, for the manipulation of
the low language intensity messages.

Evaluation of the effects of the two independent language variables on
the dependent measure of comprehension was assessed by the use of thirty-eight
multiple choice-type examination items, the number of questions answered
correctly being the criterion measure employed for purposes of analysis.
Receiver attitude change, the second dependent measure employed, was measured
by use of subjects' pre-test to posttest attitude change ratings of the topic
on five, evaluative dimension, semantic differential-type scales.

Subjects also rated the perceived intensity level of the experimental
messages, the perceived credibility level of the alleged message source, and the
experimental messages on the four message characteristic dimensions of logic,
quality, readability, and clarity.

Two interaction hypotheses were tested in the investigation. These
hypotheses stated that both comprehension and attitude change would be significantly
inhibited by messages high in transformational complexity, particularly when
messages were also high in language intensity; conversely, that comprehension
and attitude change would be significantly facilitated by low transformationally
complex messages, particularly when such messages were low in language intensity.
The primary analyses failed to support either of these hypotheses. Neither
transformational complexity nor language intensity in connected discourse
significantly influenced receiver comprehension or attitude change.

The two desired levels of message intensity were successfully manipulated
as evidenced by the subjects' ratings of the high intensity messages as signi-
ficantly more strong, certain, and emphatic than subjects' ratings of the low

intensity messages.
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The two manipulated language variables produced no significant effect on
the credibility ratings of the alleged message source in terms of his perceived
justness, fairness, qualification, or information level. However, messages
containing high intensity lexical items produced significantly higher ratings
of the source in terms of his aggressiveness and emphatic qualities than did
messages containing low intensity lexical items.

The ratings by the subjects of the experimental messages on the four
message characteristics of logic, quality, readability, and clarity also reflected
no significant differences among the groups processing the different experimental
messages. Thus, all messages, regardless of level of complexity or language
intensity, were perceived as being equally logical, good, readable, and clear,

In an effort to ferret out possible relationships that may have been obscured
by the partial failure in the manipulation of the two levels of message com-
plexity, supplemental analyses of the subjects' comprehension, attitude change,
and credibility rating scores were performed, using only those individuals'
scores who perceived the message complexity manipulations as intended.

Some minimal support for the major hypotheses was derived from these
analyses, The analysis of subjects' comprehension scores revealed that indi-
viduals receiving a low intensity message attained significantly higher compre-
hension scores than did individuals receiving a high intensity message. Also,
the supplemental analysis of receiver attitude change scores yielded results
for the transformational complexity variable which, although not significant
at the prescribed level of significance, nevertheless approached significance
(p £.10) Thus, somewhat greater attitude change occurred under conditions of
low message complexity than under conditions of high message complexity.

Supplemental analyses of the source credibility ratings yielded significant

message complexity effects for both the Safety and Qualification dimensions of
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credibility. The alleged source of the low complexity messages was perceived
as significantly more just, fair, qualified, and informed than was the source
of the high complexity messages. For the credibility dimension of Dynamism,
the results indicated that the alleged source of the high intensity message was
perceived as significantly more aggressive and emphatic than was the source of
the low intensity message.

Finally, a correlation analysis of comprehension and attitude change scores
yielded a significant negative correlation between these variables for the combined
groups of subjects: as level of comprehension increased, the amount of attitude
change demonstrated by subjects decreased,

A number of research extensions, suggested by the findings of the investi-

gation, were discussed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

For the most part, persuasion researchers have concentrated on the
effects of various personality and message variables on the amount of re-
ceiver attitude formation and change toward various topics and message
sources (for example, see Rosnow and Robinson, 1967, Chapters 1, 2, and 3).
Minimal research has focused on the possible effects of various language
variables on receiver attitude change. The research that has thus far been
conducted has focused primarily on the influence of language intensity on
recipient attitude change. The purpose of the present investigation was to
investigate the possible effects of two language variables (transformational
complexity of language and language intensity) on recipient comprehension

level and degree of attitude change.

Trans formational Complexity

The effects of transformational complexity of language on language users
has been attended to almost exclusively by linguists and psycholinguists,
with the majority of the research concerned with the effects of syntactic
structure on recall and comprehension of information. Undoubtedly the work
of Chomsky (1957) in transformational generative grammar has stimulated the
most pervasive interest in this area.

As proposed by Chomsky, a transformational generative grammar is a finite

grammar which specifies a minimum set of rules for generating an infinitely






large number of grammatical sentences, while avoiding the formulation of any
non-grammatical sentences; and which can assign a structural description to each
sentence. This type of grammar consists of three major components: a syntact:icz
component, a phonological component, and a semantic component. The syntactic
component specifies the deep structure of a sentence, for which the semantic
interpretation is specified, and via transformations, the surface structure, for
which a phonetic interpretation is determined by the phonetic component. It is
the semantic component that assigns an interpretation to the deep structure
underlying a sentence, whereas the phonological component assigns a phonetic
in terpretation to the surface structure. If the only transformational rules
applied in generating a sentence are those designated as obligatory (e.g., trans
formations determining the proper ordering of affixes and auxiliaries) a simple
declarative, active sentence, with simple noun and verb phrases is generated
(i.e., the kernel sentence). On the other hand, application of optional
transformations to the strings underlying such sentences results in such derived
syntactic forms as the passive, negative, queries, and so on. The greater the
number of optional transformations required to-transform a kernel sentence intu
some other syntactic form, the greater the complexity of the particular trans-
formed construction. For example, whereas the active to passive transformatior
requires the application of one rule of transformation, the active to negative-
passive transformation requires the application of two, and thus is transfor-
mationally more complex than the active to negative or active to passive trans-
formations.

The appearance of the transformational grammar approach in the late
1950's stimulated a great deal of research concerned primarily with the re-

lationship of a number of syntactic structures, either singly or conjointly,



to information processing as indexed by comprehension and recall of information.
However, amount of attitude change produced as a function of variations in the
trans formational complexity of language structure within a persuasive message
has been totally neglected by persuasion researchers. The present investigation
was, then, an attempt to provide some answers to questions concerning the re-

lationship of transformational complexity to recipient attitude change,

Language Intensity

A second area of concern in the investigation was that of lanpuage
(message) intensity and its possible effects on comprehension and attituds ~n. .-
To date minimal attention has been given to language intensitv in persuas:on
research, and the reported research findings are too equivocal to allow for
meaningful generalization. Whereas the above mentioned linguistic research
concerned with transformational complexity has totally neglected the possible
persuasive effects of various linguistic structures, language intensity resear. h
has totally neglected the possible effects of language intensity on the com-
prehension of information. Perhaps the equivocal findings concerning attituce
change and language intensity are a consequence of deficiencies in the compre-
hension of the persuasive messages. If so, and if the assumption of Hovland,
Janis, and Kelly (Insko, 1967) that comprehension is an important variable 1in
the acquisition of new opinions is tenable, then such comprehension deficiencies
may provide an explanation for the conflicting findings of investigations con-
cerned with these variables.

Language intensity has been conceptualized and operationalized in at
least two ways. First, Bowers (1963) states that language intensity <an be

Cconceptualized as:






the quality of language which indicates the degree to which

the speaker's attitude toward a concept deviates from

neutrality. High intensity, thus, is characterized by

emotionalism and extremity.
This conceptualization was operationalized as follows: Bowers had subjects rate
the perceived intensity level of either three or four lexical items that would
be inserted into a particular position or location within a message (such anchors
as "slightly intense," "quite intense," and "extremely intense'" were employed in
rating the lexical items). These items were rated within the context of the
messages themselves by the subjects, which amounted essentially to a process of
the subjects making comparative judgments of all the lexical items associated
with any specific location in the message. The items typically rated for in-
tensity level were adverbs, adjectives, and verbs. The lexical items receiving

the highest mean intensity ratings were inserted into messages, these messages

being designated as high intensity messages. The same procedure was followed

for the construction of the low intensity messages (see Bowers, 1963, for a

complete description of the methodology).

A second method for manipulating language intensity in messages is one
in which various lexical items of known intensity levels (usually adverbs,
adjectives, and verbs) are inserted into persuasive messages. The intensity
values for these lexical items have previously been established empirically,
usually via various scaling methods or procedures, and thus have numerical
intensity values assigned to them (see, for example, Howe , 1962; 1966; Cliff,
19593 Dixon and Dixon, 1964; and Osgood, Saporta, and Nunnally, 1956). The
high and low intensity persuasive communications are then constructed by
selecting items with either high or low known intensity values and inserting them

into the messages at appropriate points.






Relevant Research

Trensf rmational Complexity

In the present investigation, transformational complexity was defined by
the use of variations within messages of three syntactic structures. ‘ihe
particular syntactic structures manipulated were active-passive voice, sclf-
emheddedness versus non-embeddedness, and active verb forms versus nominalizations
of these forms. Justification for consideration of various of these constructicns
as more complex than others will shortly become evident,

Active-Passive. Of all the syntactical constructions investigated in

the study of linguistic behavior, the active-passive voice construction ha: pro-
diced the most consistent results in terms of the effects of thcse <cnstructions
on receiver recall and comprehension,

OUne of the earliest investigations emnloying this construction is
veported by McKean, Slcbin, and Miller (1622). These investigators zssumed
that the more complicated the prammatical transformation, the longer it would
take subjects tec perferm it, “hey gave subjects the task of pairins two
sentences of differinp syntactic types (e.f., a karnel and a vatsive o» 2 nassive
#ud a negative, and so on) in a given length of time. The results indicated
that passive constructions tock longer to transform than kernel (active)
sentences.

In terms of correct recall of words in active an? passive constructions,
Lpstein (1967) employed both structurally anomalous sentences and unstructured
series of words 1. aative ard passive construction forms, hHe fourd that words
in active constructicns were recalled sipgnificantly hetter thar thore contained

in nassive conv*ructis s, Celeman (1965) cbtaiued simijar ves.lo: asing worls,



word sets, and complete sentences as response units. Also, as length of response
units increased from words to word sets to sentences, the differences in recall
between the transformation became more pronounced.

When sentence recall is used as the dependent measure, the findings of a
number of investigations demonstrate the generally greater facility of recalling
active over passive constructions. Mehler (1963), in a prompted sentence recall
t ask, found that kernel sentences were recalled significantly better than any
other syntactic form, including the passive form. Savin and Perchonoch (1965),
were concerned with a measure of the amount of immediate memory that is occupied
by each of eleven different grammatical constructions, among which were kernel
and passive constructions. Capacity for immediate memory for each of the
grammatical types was operationalized as the total number of words recalled
correctly after perfect recall of the designated sentence. In terms of the
mean number of words correctly recalled after correct recall of the sentence
types, significantly more words were recalled after a kernel sentence than
after a passive sentence. Thus, it was posited that active sentences occupy
less space in immediate memory than passive ones, due to the lesser degree of
transformational complexity of the active construction. Finally, Turner and
Rommetveit (1968) manipulated the voice in which children recalled sentences
by varying the child's focus of attention (on the actor or acted-upon object)
at the time of sentence storage and retrieval. The finding of primary signifi-
cance here is that children recalled active voice sentences significantly more
frequently than passive voice ones,

Comprehension as a dependent measure in the processing of active and
passive constructions has generally taken the form of either multiple-choice

tests or verification tasks. On a verification task, the subject is presented



with a sentence of specific grammatical type (e.g., passive-negative), followed
by a stimulus (generally a picture) depicting events which confirm or falsify
the sentence. The amount of time it takeS subjects to decide upon the truth
or falsity of the sentence with respect to the picture is the dependent measure
assumed to reflect speed of comprehension or understanding.

Coleman (1964) used two long prose passages which were simplified by
applying three transformations to them, one of which was the transformation of
passive verb constructions to their active verb counterparts. Significantly
more multiple-choice questions about the simplified version (the version con-
taining the active verbs) were correctly answered than about the original version
(the version containing passive verbs). Interpretation favoring the greater
complexity of the passive construction must be tempered, however, due to the
fact that two other grammatical transformations were also manipulated in these
passages.

Gough (1965) employed a verification task using active and passive con-
structions. Active sentences were verified more rapidly than passives, again
suggesting greater ease of comprehension of active sentences over passives, In
a follow-up investigation, Gough (1966) conducted two experiments. The first
one delayed the presentation of evidence confirming or disconfirming a sentence
by three seconds after sentence presentation, and the second experiment con-
trolled for differing lengths of active and passive sentences by deleting the
agent phrase from the passive sentences. In both experiments, active statements
were verified more rapidly than passive ones.

Slobin (1966) employed a sentence verification task with kernels, passives,
negatives, and passive-negatives, in which the pictures used as stimuli were

either reversible or non-reversible (e.g., reversible, a boy hitting a girl;






non-reversible, a dog biting a man). He found that when reversible sentences
were used, active sentences were verified faster than passives, but when non-
reversible sentences were used, differences between active and passive constru~«ti-r
essentially disappeared. Turner and Rommetveit (1967) also employed reversibie
and non-reversible stimuli in investigating the ability of children to imitate,
comprehend, and produce active and passive sentences, They found that active
sentences were correctly responded to more frequently than passives, and nen-
reversibles more frequently than reversible sentences. However, the effect of
sentence voice was found to be stronger than the effect of reversibility. Thre
order of comprehension difficulty from least to most difficult wass non-revers::
active € reversible, active € non-reversible, passive ¢ reversible, passive,

Huttenlocher, Eisenberg, and Strauss (1968) report an investigation usii.
time to perform a motor task as a dependent measure of the comprehensibility <*
active and passive sentence constructions. Subjects were required to place i
toy truck relative to a second truck (which was fixed in place), the instrucvi: -
for placement being in either the active or passive voice. In all cases it to:-
significantly longer to place the movable truck when passive constructiors wers
used, suggesting the greater difficulty in processing passive constructions,

From the results of these investigations, it is apparent that active
sentences are more easily processed, recalled, and comprehended by language uce: s
than are passive constructions.

Self-embeddedness. Far less evidence concerned with the effects of se!

embeddedness on information processingis available. A few investigations concermnec
with self-embeddedness and language processing are, however, available,
Operationally, a construction is said to he self-embedded when one i

guistic construction is inserted into the middle of another construction, wiln






the inserted construction being of the same grammatical form as the constructic:n
into which it has been inserted. For example, the sentence "The boy that the man
saw stole the car" is an example of embedded sentence with one degree of self-
embeddedness. In terms of the speaker-hearer's ability to process these types ot
constructions, Miller (1962) suggests that self-embedded constructioms in language
are more diffficult to process and to understand than either left- or right-
recursive constructions since the self-embedded constructions:

by their very nature place heavier demands on the temporary

storage capacity of any device that attempts to cope with it--

far heavier than do either left-recursive or right-recursive

constructions. And since our temporary memory is quite limited

(see Miller, 1956), we can experience great difficulty following

grammatical rules in this type of syntactic structure.

Miller (1962) reports example of the difficulties subjects encounter when
endeavoring to process and produce replications of multiple embedded sentences.
Formalizing these early observations, Miller and Isard (1964) performed an
investigation in which they employed sentences with zero, one, two, three, and
four degrees of self-embeddedness, and random strings of words. Sentence recall
was the dependent measure of conCe~n, and was defined as the number of words
recalled in the original sentence order. It was found that self-embedding

made sentences more difficult to learn; that on every trial, with the exception
of one, the number of recall errors increased as the degree of self-embeddedness
increased.

In an investigation concerned with less highly embedded sentences such a-
one would expect to encounter more often in prose material, Coleman (1365) in
vestigated self-embedded sentences containing only one degree of self-embeddednes: .
For example, the non-embedded sentence, "I gave the ball to the boy who lives

here," had as its self-embedded counterpart the sentence, "I gave the boy who

1ives here the ball." (Coleman, 1965). The number of words correctly inserted
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into the sentences using a cloze procedure technique was used as the dependent
measure. It was found that significantly more words were correctly inserted
into the non-self-embedded sentences than into the self-embedded sentences.

Blumenthal (1966), using both errors and introspective data from subjects
to understand how individuals process and comprehend multiple self-embedded
sentences, employed sentences with three degrees of self-embeddedness in a
comprehension task. Subjects rewrote or paraphrased sentences so as to make
them more comprehensible or acceptable. The results indicated that in multiple
self-embedded sentences, when subjects encounter successive noun phrases intro-
duced by relative pronouns, these noun phrases are referred back to the original
noun-subject rather than to each preceding noun. Thus, it was suggested that
difficulty with the processing of multiple self-embedded sentence was with the
assignment of grammatical relations to various sentence constituents. Further,
the subjects actually perceived the multiple embedded sentences as ungrammatical
approximations to sentences with only one embedding.

Fodor and Garrett (1967) conducted five related experiments concerned with
various aspects of self-embeddedness and language processing. Their stimulus
sentences were all double embedded constructions. The general experiment employed
one list of sentences containing two relative pronouns per sentence used to
introduce the two embedded noun phrases. A second list of sentences containing
no relative pronouns before the embedded noun phrases and a third list of
sentences containing adjectives to introduce the noun phrases (with the relative
pronouns absent) were also used. The task of the subjects' was to paraphrase
what they heard or saw., Performance was assessed on the basis of the mean
number of grammatical relations (i.e., subject-object relations) correctly

recovered per second cf response delay. The results of primary interest here are
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that the presence of the relative pronouns introducing the self-embedded noun
phrases made sentences significantly easier to understand than when these
pronouns were absent.

These investigations reflect the consistent finding that self-embeddedness
in language structure makes information processing significantly more difficult
than language not containing self-embedded constructions.

Nominalizations. A final class of syntactic transformations to be reviewed

is that of the nominalization of active verb constructions: the grammatical

area of English in which new nouns are created by the application of transforma-
tional rules to active verb forms, For example, the sentence, "He explained the
design," is the active verb construction of the nominalized form, "His explanation
of the design." Although somewhat scanty, the relevant research nevertheless
presents rather consistent results concerning the effect of nominalizations

on recall and comprehension of information (see Lees, 1960 for a complete dis-
cussion of nominalizations).

Coleman and Blumenfeld (1963) reported an investigation in which nominalized
sentences were compared by means of a cloze test to their grammatical trans-
formations using active verbs. It was found that the mean number of content
words correctly filled in for nominalized sentences was significantly lower than
for active verb sentences.

Coleman (1964) conducted a series of experiments concerned with the com-
prehensibility of different grammatical transformations in a passage. In two
experiments in which difficult prose material was simplified by transforming
nominalizations, adjectivalizations, and passive verbs to their active verb forms,
Coleman found that the active verb transforms were significantly easier to compre-

hend than the original versions. In two other experiments concerned exclusively
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with the effects on sentence recall of transformations of nominalizations to
their active verb constructions, active verb transforms were recalled signifi-
cantly better and took fewer trials to learn than nominalizations.

Coleman (1965) further investigated the effects of nominalizations on
recall by comparing ten different kinds of nominalized sentences to their de-
transformed versions using active verbs, each kind of nominalization being
represented by several sentences. He found, as before, that active verb trans-
fo'mations were significantly easier to recall than their nominalizations,

Epstein (1967) investigated the effect of active, passive, and nominalized
sentences in recall. Using six anomolous and six unstructured series of words,
he found that the mean number of words correctly recalled was significantly poorer
for nominalized sentences than for either active or passive sentences.

A final investigation is of particular relevance, since it incorporated
a combination of four of these syntactic constructions and their transformations
into prose passages and assessed their effects on recall and comprehension of
prose material. Okatcha (1968) constructed high and low difficulty versions of
prose messages and presented these versions to individuals under conditions of
massed, distributed, and slow one-trial modes of presentation. Of particular
interest here is the operationalization of the high and low difficulty messages.
In the high difficulty messages, whenever possible, active sentences were changed
to passives, non-embedded constructions were transformed to embedded versions,
active verb sentence forms were transformed into various nominalized counter-

parts, and noun clauses were included in the messages. Also, wherever possible,
these transformed versions were combined into long complex sentences. The low
difficulty versions thus contained active voice, non-embedded, simple sentence

constructions. The results of the investigation indicated that significantly
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poorer recall and comprehension was produced by prose material containing more
complex grammatical constructions (i.e., the high difficulty messages). Also,
the slow one-trial presentation method facilitated recall and comprehension of
the grammatically complex material.
The results of the investigations reviewed above indicate the justification

for the definition of levels of transformational complexity employed in the study.

Language Intensity

As mentioned above, the literature dealing with the effects of language
intensity has dealt primarily with attitude formation and change and has produced
results that do not allow for the formulation of any consistant and reliable
conclusions, Comprehension and recall as dependent measures of language intensity
research have not been attended to by persuasion researchers.

Bowers (1963; 1964) and his associate (Bowers and Osborn, 1966) have shown
the greatest interest to date in the effects of language intensity on receiver
attitude change. Operationalizing the concept of language intensity as described
above, Bowers (1963) investigated the relationship between language intensity,
social introversion, and attitude change. He hypothesized that high intensity
messages would produce greater attitude change toward both the concept and the
speakers than would low intensity messages. The data failed to support either of
these hypotheses. Bowers did obtain a significant language intensity by direction
of attempted influence interaction, indicating that intensity had a differential
effect on speakers arguing in favor of, or opposed to, an issue. It was found
that low intensity anti- messages were significantly more effective in changing
attitudes than were the corresponding high intensity messages -- a reversal of

the expected relationship between these variables. Bowers' explanation for this
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phenomenon was that perhaps the extremity of word choice produced a "boomerang"
effect, and that the various highly loaded constructions may have produced a
credibility gap toward the speaker, thus adversely affecting receiver's attitudes.

Bowers (1964) endeavored to isolate some correlates of language intensity
so that ultimately one might be able to predict the intensity level of a lexical
iten from various other attributes of that item. Using correlational analyses,
Bowers found: (1) a significant but low correlation (r, = ,10) between intensity
and item length in syllables; (2) a moderate correlation (ry = .59) between how
obscure a term was judged to be and intensity level; (3) a high correlation
(r, = .89) between the presence of qualifying terms and intensity, and (4) a
high correlation (ry = .83) between language intensity and metaphorical quality
of two types of metaphors (i.e., a death and a sex metaphor).

The findings of the apparent strong relationship between language intensity
and metaphorical quality led Bowers and Osborn (1966) to conduct an investigation
of the effects of concluding metaphors on receiver attitudes toward the messages
and the credibility of the sources. Two metaphors were employed: a sex
metaphor and an extended death metaphor. These messages were attributed to
either an economics or a science professor. The results indicated that, for
both speeches, more attitude change was produced in the intended direction by
intense metaphorical conclusions than by literal conclusions. The hypothesized
relationship between intense metaphorical quality and the credibility of the
source was confirmed, although the relationship was more complex than was ex-
pected for the various credibility dimensions used.

A final investigation which employed Bowers' operationalization of language
intensity was reported by Carmichael and Cronkhite (1965). These authors took a

suggestion from Bowers' (1963) investigation that the unexpected findings that
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intense language produced less attitude change than non-intense language may

have been produced by the inadvertent frustration of experimental subjects by

the experimental manipulations. Thus, these authors hypothesized that frustrated
subjects would show a greater tendency to agree with speakers using low intensity
language than with speakers using high intensity language, whereas this pattern
would not occur for the non-frustrated subjects. Frustration was conceptualized
as the blocking of behavior directed toward the attainment of some desired goal.
That is, frustration was assumed to be produced in the presence of two criteria:
(1) the existence of a desired goal response for the subject, and (2) the block-
ing of this response (for a discussion of this position, see Dollard, J., et al,
1939). The major hypothesis was confirmed: frustrated subjects who heard
messages containing low intensity language were more favorable toward the topic
of the speech than were frustrated subjects who heard high intensity speeches,
This pattern, as predicted, did not occur for the non-frustrated subjects. The
r esults of this investigation are relevant to the discussion of theoretic con-
siderations of language intensity and transformational complexity presented
later in this discussion.

A final investigation of relevance is reported by Kochevar (1967). This
investigation attempted to measure the effects of varying the levels of message
intensity on receiver's attitude toward the message, the topic, and the source
of the message. Message intensity was operationalized by the second method
mentioned earlier; that is, Kochevar constructed his messages using previously
rated high and low intensity adverbs, adjectives, and verbs. The results clearly

indicated that the attempt to manipulate varying levels of message intensity was
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successful; however, none of the main hypotheses was confirmed., When compared
to low intensity messages, high intensity messages did not produce greater
attitude change toward the topic, source, or message characteristics., 1In
general, then, high and low intensity messages did not differentially affect
receiver attitudes,

The conflicting findings of these message intensity investigations point
out the present impossibility of formulating any low-level generalizations con-
ce rning the isolated effects of varying levels of language intensity on receiver
attitude change. Perhaps, as Bowers has suggested: "... language intensity ...
must be regarded as a complex variable which is subject to interactions with many
other variables." (Bowers, p. 352, 1963)., To date, only Carmichael and Cronkhite
have attempted to explicate the possible interactive effects of language intensity
with other variables.

Thus, the intent of the present investigation was to investigate the
effects of language intensity somewhat further, this time as it may interact
significantly with message complexity to influence the level of recipient

information comprehension and amount of attitude change.

Hontheses

Consistent with the above remarks of Bowers, and particularly in light
of the findings reported by Carmichael and Cronkhite concerning the interactive
effects of frustration and language intensity on receivers' agreement with an
advocated position, an interactive relationship between language intensity and
transformational complexity of language was hypothesized in this study:

Hl: When message complexity is high, subjects' informa-

tion comprehension will be low, especially when
message intensity is also high; when message complexity

is low, however, subjects' information comprehension
will be high, particularly when message intensity is low,
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This hypothesis specified an interaction between level of message intensity
and degree of transformational complexity. The rationale for this hypothesis
was as follows: Given the transformational complexity findings and recalling
the Carmichael and Cronkhite investigation concerned with the effects of frustra-
tion on receiver's attitudes, it can be suggested that messages of high trans-
formational complexity will produce some increment in frustration (in the
Carmichael and Cronkhite sense) experienced by subjects., For since highly complex
messages are significantly more difficult to process and to comprehend, the
desired goal of achieving a maximum comprehension score is to some extent blocked.
The blocking of this goal should in turn increase the individual's frustration
level. If this increased frustration does occur, then individuals receiving a
highly complex message should comprehend more information under conditions of
low message intensity than high message intensity. This conclusion is supported
by the Carmichael and Cronkhite investigation in which high frustration produced
a decrement in performance when coupled with high message intensity and an
increment in performance when coupled with low message intensity. However, for
low complexity messages, greater comprehension should occur under conditions of
low rather than high message intensity. This relationship is suggested by the
findings that in certain instances, low intense messages are more effective in
modifying behavior than high intense messages. Further, low complexity messages
should significantly facilitate comprehension over that produced by high com-
plexity messages, regardless of level of message intensity.

Following from Hypothesis 1, if as suggested earlier, the relationship
between comprehension and attitude change is a positive one (an assumption which,
although somewhat debatable, draws some support from investigations by Greenberg,

19643 Insko, 1964; and Watts and McGuire, 1964), it would be expected that amount
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of attitude change produced as a function of transformational complexity and
language intensity would follow the same pattern as delineated for comprehension,
Thus, Hypothesis 2 stated:
H2: When message complexity is high, subjects will

change their attitudes toward the message topic

less, especially when message intensity is also

high; when message complexity is low, however,

subjects will change their attitudes toward the

message topic more, particularly when message

intensity is low.

The rank ordering of the complexity by message intensity conditions
(from least to most comprehension and attitude change) would thus be as follows:
high complexity, high intensity&high complexity, low intensity € low complexity,
high intensity € low complexity, low intensity.

Three additional relationships were also investigated in the present in-
vestigation, although these analyses were of only tangential concern to the two
major hypotheses., First, a manipulation check was run to determine whether, in
fact, the message intensity manipulations were effective.

Second, the preceived credibility level of the alleged message source was
evaluated to determine if any difference appeared in the perceived credibility
ratings of this source. Preliminary results of a study by McEwen (in press)
suggested, for example, that message sources coupled with high intensity messages
were perceived as significantly more dynamic than sources associated with low
intensity messages. This relationship, however, did not appear to hold for the
credibility dimensions of safety and qualification. Moreover, if it can be
assumed that complex sentence constructions in messages are an indicant of a
source's high scholarly ability and competence, one might expect to find that a

high complexity message associated with a relatively neutral source would enhance

the perceived qualification, and perhaps safety ratings of that source.
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If, in fact, credibility ratings of high message complexity sources do
increase, one might speculate that there would be a low relationship between
comprehension and persuasibility for high complexity messages. That is,
individuals receiving high complexity persuasive messages may not comprehend
much of what is proposed in the message, and hence report low comprehension
scores, but nevertheless change their attitudes significantly more than individual
receiving low complexity messages, merely as a function of the greater persuasi-
hility typically associated with highly credible message sources. At this point,
this possibility is highly speculative, but nevertheless a conceivable occurrence,

One further analysis involved a comparisor of receiver's ratings of the
message characteristics of clarity, logic, readability, and quality. McEwen
(in press) found that messages of high intensity were perceived as having greater
clarity than low intensity messages, whereas there was no such difference in
terms of message quality and logic. How the preceived message characteristics
ratings of various message intensity levels may relate to, or interact with
messages of high and low transformational complexity was an empirical question

to be answered.



CHAPTER 11

METHOD

Overview

Ss' attitudes toward a number of current topics were pretested and the
topic toward which the majority of Ss responded favorably was chosen. Ss also com-
pleted a comprehension examination to determine their ability to read and under-
stand prose material. Approximately one month after administration of the pre-
test materials, Ss read one of four versions of a counterattitudinal persuasive
message. After reading the appropriate message, the Ss responded to both a set
of multiple choice-type questions designed to assess their comprehension of the
material and to five semantic differential-type scales designed to measure their
attitudes toward the message topic. Ss' attitudes toward the alleged source of
the message were also measured, using six semantic differential-type scales.
Various other rating scales were employed to evaluate the perceived intensity
level of the messages by Ss and also to evaluate the effect of the messages on

the ratings of the message characteristics.

Pretests

Comprehension. In order to test their ability to read and understand

connected discourse, all Ss read a 411 word prose passage taken from the preface

of George Bernard Shaw's Androcles and the Lion. Twenty-two multiple choice-type

questions were originally employed to test for comprehension of the passage.

However, the brevity of available pretest administration time necessitated

20
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the reduction of the number of questions used to assess comprehension level of Ss
to fifteen. A split-half (odd-even) reliability check of the comprehension
questions yielded a correlation of .39. Although the reliability of this exam
was somewhat low, it was felt that some degree of precision could be added to
the investigation by controlling, to some extent at least, for individual
differences in Ss' ability to process information by stratifying the assignment
of Ss to the four treatment groups on the basis of their pretest comprehension
exam scores.

Attitudes. Ss responded to six topics dealing with various national and
local issues which were assumed to be relevant and at least somewhat ego-involving
to college students. Their attitudes toward these topics were measured by use
of five, seven-interval semantic differential-type scales: good-bad, honest-
dishonest, fair-unfair, wise-foolish, and favorable-unfavorable. The topic
chosen for use in the investigation was the establishment of a national popular-
vote primary as a method for choosing Presidential candidates. As indicated

above, most of the 3s expressed favorable attitudes toward this topic.

Independent Variables,

Two independent variables were manipulated in the investigation.

1. Level of transformational complexity within messages. A number of
syntactic variations were introduced into the messages such that sentence con-
struction within the messages differed for the differing message complexity
levels. Transformational complexity was dichotomized into high and low com-
plexity.

2, Message (language) intensity. This variable was manipulated by

inserting various adverbs, adjectives, and verbs of differing perceived intensity
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levels into the persuasive messages. The lexical items of differing intensity
levels were selected from sources such as Osgood, Saporta, and Nunnally (1956),
Dodd and Gerbrick (1960), Howe (19623 1966), Cliff (1959). Two versions containing
message intensity manipulations were produced: one high intensity and one low
intensity message version.

Four different versions of the same basic message were utilized in the
investigation. The topic, evidence, number, and content of the arguments for all
message versions were held constant. The major arguments and other materials
contained in the basic message were obtained from Polsby and Wildavsky (196u4).
Message versions differed only in terms of the message complexity and language
intensity manipulations.

For the message complexity manipulations, high and low complexity messages
were constructed by using three classes of grammatical transformations. Messages
defined as highly complex contained as many passive voice, self-embedded, and
nominalized constructions as possible. An effort was made to construct these
messages to make them appear to be normal newspaper editorials. This excluded
the use of such grammatical transformations as doubly and triply embedded con-
structions in the high complexity messages. The high complexity message versions
thus contained approximately 64% passive voice sentence constructions, 26% self-
embedded coﬁstructions, and 16% nominalized constructions.

Compounding sentences within the high complexity message versions was
minimized in an effort to control for confounding of transformational complexity
with structural complexity (structural complexity being defined here as the
formulation of compound, complex sentences composed of two or more independent
phrases or sentence constructions). However, it was necessary at times “o compound

a few sentences in the high complexity versions when formulating various self-
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embedded sentence constructions from two or more indevendent sentences. When

compared to the low complexity messages, this decreased the number of total

sentences in the high complexity message versions by nine.

For the low transformationally complex message versions, sentences con-

taining only active voice, non-embedded, active verb forms were employed. Al-

though nine sentences longer, these versions were approximately equal in length

to the high complexity versions in total number of words,

The high and low complexity message versions were subjected to further

modification by the insertion of either high or low intensity modifiers and verbs

in the messages wherever possible and appropriate.

There were 175 manipulated

1 anguage intensity insertions in each of the high and low intensity message

versions. This produced messages which contained one intense modifier or verb

(high or low) for approximately every seven non-intense lexical iterns.

Examples of the high and low intensity modifiers employed in the two

message versions are given below.

HIGH INTENSITY

extremely (extreme)
very

unusually (unusual)
decidedly (decided)
adamantly (adamant)
totally (total)

comp letely (complete)
entirely (entire)
unquestionably
undeniably (undeniable)
definitely

certainly

positively

doubtlessly
absolutely
obviously
proven

all

none

every

no one
repeatedly
always
never
perpetually

LOW INTENSITY

slightly
somewhat
partially
some

a few
several
possibly
doubtfully
supposedly
perhaps
probably
maybe
conceivably

seemingly
even

occasionally
sometimes
infrequently
eventually
subsequently
ultimately

Verb forms of differing intensity levels were manipulated according to the

following guidelines taken, essentially, from Osgood, Saporta, and Nunnally (19%55):



HIGH INTENSITY

2y

1. All unqualified indicative mood verb forms without modal verbs.

e.g., 1 go, He says, You have, etc.

a) But not: used to go, tried to help, has found, was opposed to, etc.

2. All imperative mood verb forms.

e.g., look out, beware, etc.

3. All obligatory modal verb forms and obligatory verbs.

e.g., must, have to, cannot, require, demand, insist, etc.

LOW INTENSITY

1. All conditional and subjunctive verb forms and modal forms.

e.g., can, could, might, may, seems, appears, tries, attempts to, etc.

2. All verbs of the form:

suggest, propose, etc.

3. All verbs in clauses preceded by if.

Table 1 presents data pertaining to the structure and content

of the experimental messages.

of the four versions

Table 1. Message data for the four experimental message

versions

Message Number of Number of Number of Flesch

Condition words/message Sentences/ Intensity Score
Message Insertions

High Complexity, High Intensity 1217 57 175 7.8

High Complexity, Low Intensity 1228 57 175 7.5

Low Complexity, High Intensity 1225 66 175 7.7

Low Complexity, Low Intensity 1216 66 175 7.2
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Through pretesting, it was determined that the average length of time re-
quired to read a message of approximately 100 less words than the experimental
message versions was just less than seven minutes. Therefore, Ss in the present
investigation were given sixteen minutes to read the experimental messages and
to respond to the various attitude, intensity, and message characteristic items,
Questioning of the Ss upon completion of the experimental session confirmed that
this was adequate time to read the message carefully and to complete the
questionnaire items.

Ss were informed that the source of the message they were to read was a
newspaper editorial staff writer. Pretesting the Ss' attitudes toward this
source revealed that the mean attitude ratings of this source were essentially
neutral on five, seven-interval semantic differential-type scales (good-bad,

honest-dishonest, fair-unfair, wise-foolish, and favorable-unfavorable).

Dependent Variables

Four dependent variables were measured in the present investigation,

1. Amount of attitude change toward the message topic was defined as the
difference between a S's pretest to posttest score on the message topic. The
same five evaluative scales (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957) employed in the
pretest were used to assess the §§' posttest attitudes toward the particular
topic.

2. Comprehension of message material was measured by use of 38 multiple
choice-type questions concerned with message content. The unmanipulated per-
suasive message (which had a Flesch readability score putting it in a bracket

of periodicals with Harpers and Atlantic Monthly), and accompanying questions

were administered to four different groups of students prior to use in the final
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investigation. The questions were subjected to four item analyses in an effort

to develop a reliable comprehension instrument. Of an original total of forty-
four questions, the final comprehension examination consisted of thirty-eight
multiple choice-type questions. A split-half (odd-even) reliability check, using
the Spearman-Brown correction for length, yielded a reliability coefficient of .91.
The total number of questions answered correctly by each S was the basic compre-
hension score employed in the analyses,

3. Ss' attitudes toward the source of the persuasive message were assessed
by the use of six semantic differential-type scales from the three source credibility
dimensions of Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism (Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz, 196u4).
Safety scales employed were just-unjust and fair-unfairj; Qualification scales
employed were qualified-unqualified and informed-uninformed, and Dynamism scales
employed were agiressive-meak and hesitant-emphatic.

4, The four versions of the experimental message were rated by Ss cn
four message characteristic dimensiomns, two of which tended to reflect stylistic
and two content aspects of the message. Ss responded to the following questions
concerning these message characteristics on seven-interval, semantic differential-
type scales, the scales using anchors of very, quite, slightly, and neutral:

1. How would you rate the logic of the arguments presented?

2. How would you rate the quality of the information in this article?

3. How would you rate the readability of the editorial?

4, How would you rate the clearness of writing of this editorial?

Message Intensity Manipulation Check

To determine the success of the message intensity experimental manipulation,
Ss were asked to respond to three items which had previously been shown to be

effective in differentiating perceived levels of message intensity (McEwen, in press).
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Ss responded to the following question on seven-point, semantic differential-type
scales with very, quite, slightly, and neutral as anchors:

1. How strong or weak was the general tone of the writer's statements?

2. How certain or uncertain was the writer about what he was saying?

3. How emphatic or hesitant was the language that the writer used?
Each S's summed score across the three scales was used to determine the success of

the manipulation.

Subjects

Ss were ninety-five undergraduate students from undergraduate communication
courses at Michigan State University. Ss were stratified according to pretest
comprehension test scores, after which they were assigned randomly to the various
experimental treatment conditions., Ss were stratified by pretest comprehension
scores before assignment to conditions to ensure, as far as possible, that ability
of Ss to process and comprehend information was approximately equal for all of

the experimental treatment groups.

Procedures

Ss' attitudes toward a number of contemporary problems were pretested. On
the basis of their responses to these items, one issue was selected to be used as
the experimentél message topic in the investigation. Concurrent with the pre-
testing of their attitudes toward various problems, Ss also read a brief
passage of prose material, after which they responded to a number of multiple
choice-type questions concerning the passage content.

On the basis of their pretest comprehension scores, Ss were stratified
into groups, and then randomly assigned to one of the four experimental treatment

conditions. Approximately one month after pretesting, all Ss read one of the four
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versions of the experimental message. After reading the message, they immediately
completed the same five rating scales designed to tap their attitude toward the
issue as employed in the pretest. They then completed the various other sets of
rating scales for the message intensity manipulation, the rating of the message
source, and the rating of the message characteristics. Sixteen minutes were
allowed for completion of this part of the experiment, after which time all
messages and attitude questionnaires were collected from the Ss.

The Ss were then furnished with the thirty-eight item multiple choice-type
examination used to test for comprehension of message material. They were allowed
a maximum of thirty minutes to complete the comprehension items, this time inter-
val proving very adequate for Ss to answer all of the questions. They were not
allowed to make reference to the message while answering the comprehension test
questions, Upon completion of the comprehension examination, all materials were

collected from the Ss and they were dismissed.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Pretest

Comprehension. In order to allow for stratification in the assignment

of subjects to treatment groups in an effort to ensure, as far as possible,
equal distribution of subject ability to process and comprehemd information,
all subjects were administered a fifteen item comprehension pretest examination
(see Chapter II for description). Scores on the examination for the ninety-
five subjects used in the investigation ranged from one to fourteen correct,
with a mean of 9.29 items correct, and a standard deviation of 2.30,

Attitudes. Simple analysis of variance was performed on the four ex-
perimental groups' pretest attitude means to ensure that no significant
differences existed among the pretest ratings. The analysis (Table 2) re-
vealed that the groups were not significantly different in their pretest

attitudes toward the topic.

Table 2. Summary table of means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance
of pretest attitude scores.

Language Intensity

High Low
11,33% 11,17
High L4, 20 % 3.27
Message
Complexity 10.04 8.87
Low 3.56 3.06
Group SS af MS F
Between 91.63 3 30,54 2.4l n.s.
Within 1152.21 91 12,66
Total 1243, 83 9y
%*Group mean **%Group standard deviation

29
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Test of the Hypotheses

The major hypotheses of the investigation were tested by use of 2 x 2
factorial analyses of variance. For Hypothesis 1, which was concerned with the
level of comprehension achieved by the subjects, the mean number of correct
responses to the comprehension test items were the data used for analysis.

For Hypothesis 2, which predicted differential amounts of receiver attitude
change, the mean pretest to posttest attitude change scores for each treatment
group were the data employed in the analyses. To avoid negative change scores,
a constant value of ten was added to all attitude change scores.

Hypothesis 1. This hypothesis, which was concerned with comprehension
level as a function of the two independent variables, stated:

When message complexity is high, subjects' information

comprehension will be low, especially when message intensity

is also high; when message complexity is low, however,

subjects' information comprehension will be high, particularly

when message intensity is low.

Thus, the hypothesis stipulates an interaction between level of message
complexity and message intensity on amount of message comprehension.

A 2 x 2 factorial analysis of variance (Table 3) indicated that neither
level of message complexity or language intensity had a significant effect

on comprehension level, although the differences were all in the predicted

direction.
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Table 3. Summary table of means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance
of comprehension test items correctly answered by the four grcoups.

Language Intensity

High Low
High 15.25 16.61
4,52 4,88
Message
Complexity
Low 16.56 17.96
3.96 4,22
Source SS df MS F
Complexity 1.77 1 1.77 2.08 n.s.
Intensity 1.90 1 1.90 2.23 n.s.
Interaction .00 1 .00 L1 n.s.
Error 91 .85

Hypothesis 2. This hypothesis, which was concerned with amount of

attitude change as a function of the two independent variables, stated:

When message complexity is high, subjects will change their

attitudes toward the message topic less, especially when

message intensity is also highj; when message complexity is

low, however, subjects will change their attitudes toward the

message topic more, particularly when message intensity is low.
Thus, Hypothesis 2 also stipulates an interaction between level of message
complexity and message intensity, this time for the amount of attitude change
produced.

Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations for the attitude change

scores for the four treatment groups. A 2 x 2 factorial analysis of variance
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(Table u4) revealed that neither level of message complexity nor language

intensity had a significant effect on degree of receiver attitude change.

Table 4, Summary table of means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance
for receiver attitude change scores.

Language Intensity

High Low
High 18,54 18,35
6.63 6.82
Message
Complexity
Low 20,76 13,17
5.95 5.88
Source SS df MS F
Complexity 2,32 1 2,32 1,32 n.s.
Intensity .79 1 .79 <1 N.Se
Interaction .u8 1 .u8 <1 n.s.
Error 91 1.76

Thus, the results of these two analyses fail to support the two major
hypotheses of thé investigation. It appears that neither transformational
complexity nor language intensity has any significant effect either on the
ability of individuals to comprehend prose material or on the amount of attitude

change produced by the means.

Message Intensity Manipulation Analyses

To determine whether individuals in the four treatment conditions perceived
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the message intensity manipulations as intended (i.e., as either high or low
in intensity level), the mean intensity ratings for the four groups across the
three summed scales were subjected to a two-way analysis of variance. Table 5
presents the means and standard deviations for the intensity ratings for the
groups. The analysis (Table 5) yielded a significant F of 30.06 for the main

effect for Intensity.

Table 5. Summary table of means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance
of perceived message intensity ratings.

Language Intensity

High Low
High 6.29% 9.78
2.95 2.77
Message
Complexity
Low 6.68 11.65
3.04 5.40
Source SS df MS F
Complexity 1.27 1 1.27 2,14 n.S.
Intensity 17.90 1 17.90 30,06%%
Interaction .55 1 .55 £l n.s.
Error 91 .60

#Since scales were scored where 1 = very intense and 7 = very non-intense, the
lower the mean, the higher the preceived intensity level.
%%Sjgnificant beyond the .001 level.
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Table 6 summarizes the t-tests between all pairs of mean intensity
ratings. The comparisons revealed that the two messages in the high intensity
conditions were perceived as significantly more intense than were the messages
in the low intensity conditions. Thus, the findings indicate that manipulation

of the two levels of message intensity was successful.

Table 6, Differences between pairs of means for the message intensity ratings.

Condition HC,HI* HC,LI LC,HI LC,LI
Means 6.29 9.78 6.68 11.65

HC,HI 6.29 - Y, 10%% i 4,165
HC,LI 9,78 - 3.61%% 1.u5
LC,HI 6.68 -- 3, 89
LC,LI 11.65 -
*HC,HI = High Complexity, High Intensity

HC,LI = High Complexity, Low Intensity

LC,HI = Low Complexity, High Intensity

LC,LI = Low Complexity, Low Intensity

*%p € .05

Source Credibility Ratings

Subjects rated the preceived credibility of the message source on two
scales for each of the credibility dimensions of Safety, Qualification, and
Dynamism (Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz, 1964). The data used in the analyses of

these ratings were the summed mean rating scores for subjects across each pair
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of credibility dimension scales. This analysis sought to determine if message
complexity and language intensity differentially influenced the ratings of
source credibility. Table 7 presents the means and standard deviations for

ratings on the three credibility dimensions.

Table 7. Mean ratings and standard deviations for the source credibility
dimensions of Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism,%

Group Credibility Dimension
Safety Qualification ~ Dynamism
High Complexity, High Intensity g.21%= 7.29 3.71
2.58 2.35 1.30
High Complexity, Low Intensity 8.26 7.u43 6.87
1.57 2,04 1.92
Low Complexity, High Intensity 8.56 6.68 4.28
2.71 2.98 2,27
Low Complexity, Low Intensity 7.83 7.57 7.87
2.60 2,75 2,79

* Since scales were scored so that 1 = positive evaluation and 7 = negative
evaluation, the lower the mean, the higher the credibility ratings.
**Upper number = the mean; Low number = the standard deviation.

Two way analyses of variance (Tables 8 and 9) revealed that neither the
Safety nor Qualification dimensions of credibility was significantly effected

by the variables of message complexity or language intensity.
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Table 8. Analysis of variance summary table of mean Safety dimension ratings.

Source SS df MS F
Complexity .29 1 .29 l.14 n.s.
Intensity .71 1 .71 2.75 N.Se
Interaction .01 1 .01 {1 n.s.
Error 91 .26

Table 9. Analysis of variance summary table of mean Qualification dimension

ratings.
Source SS df MS F
Comp lexity .06 1 .06 <1 N.S.
Intensity +26 1 .26 <1 n.s.
Interaction L 1 .14 <1 N.Se.
Error 91 .29

A two way analysis of variance of treatment group means for the Dynamism
dimension of credibility (Table 10) yielded a significant F of 56.85 for the
Intensity effect. Table 1l summarizes the t-tests between all pairs of treat-
ment means. These comparisons revealed that the alleged source of the high

intensity messages was perceived as significantly more dynamic than the alleged
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source of the low intensity messages. Thus, while the variables of message
complexity and language intensity do not effect perceived Safety or Qualification,
high intensity messages result in significantly higher ratings of the source's

dynamism.

Table 10, Analysis of variance summary table of mean Dynamism dimension ratings.

Source SS df MS F

Comp lexity .62 1 .62 3.08 n.s.
Intensity 11.39 1l 11.38 56.85%
Interaction .05 1 .05 L1 n.s.
Error 91 .20

Table 11, Differences between pairs of means for the Dynamism dimension of
source credibility.

Condition HC HI® HC,LI LC,HI LC,LI
Means 3.71 6.87 4,28 7.87

HC,LI 6.87 —-——- 4, 16%% 1.39
LC,HI 4,28 —- y, 81 Rk
LC,LI —
®* HC,HI = High Complexity, High Intensity

HC,LI = High Complexity, Low Intensity

LC,HI = Low Complexity, High Intensity

LC,LI = Low Complexity, Low Intensity

5

#*%p < .0
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Message Characteristics Analyses

Subjects rated the persuasive messages they received along four message
characteristic dimensions. Two of these dimensions dealt primarily with
stylistic aspects of the messages (specifically, the readability of the article
and the clarity of the writing of the article), and two dealt with content
aspects of the messages (specifically, the logic of the arguments presented and
the quality of the information in the messages). The data used in the analyses
of the message characteristic ratings were the mean ratings for a particular
characteristic for the four treatment groups. Table 12 presents the means

and standard deviations for the message characteristic ratings.

Table 12, Mean ratings and standard deviations for the message characteristic
dimensions of logic, quality, readability, and clarity.®

Group Message Characteristic Dimension

Logic Quality Readability Clarity

High Complexity, High Intensity 4,0u%% 4, 30 3.38 3.13
1.79 1.u43 1.78 1.69
High Complexity, Low Intensity 3.43 4,30 3.87 3.96
1.35 1.23 1.54 1.55
Low Complexity, High Intensity 3.68 4,16 3.84 3.56
1.97 1.85 2.15 1.83
Low Complexity, Low Intensity 3.96 4,22 3.83 4,00
1.78 1.56 1.97 1.72

* Since scales were scored suct that 1 = positive evaluation and 7 = negative
evaluation, the lower the mean, the more positive the evaluation of the
message characteristic. ,

%*%Upper number = the means; lower numbers = the standard deviations.
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Two-way analyses of variance were performed on each of the four message
characteristics (Tables 13, 14, 15, and 16). The results of these analyses
revealed that none of the message characteristic dimensions was significantly

effected by the variables of message complexity or language intensity.

Table 13. Analysis of variance summary table of mean rating for the lcgical-
illogical message characteristic.

Source SS daf MS F
Complexity .01 1 .01 <1 n.s.
Intensity .03 1 .03 <1 n.s.
Interaction .20 1 .20 l.u6 n.s.
Error 91 o ll

Table 14, Analysis of variance summary table of mean ratings for the Quality
message characteristic.

Source SS df MS F

Complexity .01 1 .01 <1 n.s.
Intensity .001 1 .001 L1 n.s.
Interaction .001 1 .001 £1 n.s.

Error 91 .11
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Table 15. Analysis of variance summary table of mean ratings for the readability
message characteristic,

Source SS af MS F
Complexity .04 1 .0l <1 n.s,.
Intensity .06 1 .06 <1 n.s.
Interaction .06 1 .06 <1 n.s.
Error 91 .15

Table 16, Analysis of variance summary table of mean ratings for the clear-
vague message characteristic.

Source SS df MS F
Complexity .06 1 .06 £1 n.s.
Intensity .40 1 . 40 3.17 n.s.
Interaction .0k 1l .0l <1l n.s.
Error 91 .13

Thus, the analysis for the four message characteristics revealed that
neither message complexity nor language intensity had any appreciable effect
on the perceived logic, quality, readability, or clarity of the persuasive

messages.,
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Correlation of attitude change and comprehension scores for the four treatment groug

Correlation analyses were performed between each subject's comprehension
score and his attitude change score to investigate the relationship between these
measures as a function of the independent variables manipulated. Table 17
presents the results of individual correlational analyses for each treatment
group separately, as well as for the combined groups. In the two instances
where significant correlations were obtained, the relationship between compre-

hension and attitude change was negative.

Table 17. Correlation between comprehension scores and attitude change scores.

Group r P
High Complexity, High Intensity -0.13 n.s.
High Complexity, Low Intensity -0.u49 £.05
Low Complexity, High Intensity .02 n.s.
Low Complexity, Low Intensity -0.30 n.s.
Combined treatment groups -0.22 £.05

Supplemental Analyses

Supplemental analyses were performed for those individuals in the four
treatment groups who perceived the message complexity manipulation as intended.
That is, analyses were performed for those subjects in the high message com-

plexity condition who, in fact, rated the messages as less readable and less
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clear -- the assumption being, of course, that messages of high complexity
levels should be perceived as more vague and unreadable than low complexity
messages.

Analyses were also performed on the data for subjects in the low message
complexity conditions who, in fact, rated the messages as more readable and
more clear. Data for only these two message characteristic dimensions were
used because it was assumed that they most accurately reflected transforma-
tional or stylistic variations in the messages.

Individuals having a summed score of two to seven across these two
messages characteristic dimensions were considered to have perceived the
messages as low in complexity (i.e., as more readable and more clear), while
subjects having a summed score of eight to fourteen were considered to have
perceived the messages as high in complexity (i.e., as less readable and less
clear).

Post hoc analyses were performed, then, for comprehension, attitude
change, and credibility ratings for these sutgroups in an effort to clarify
possible relationships between these dependent measures and the independent

variables of message complexity and language intensity.

Pretest comprehension scores

Table 18 presents the means and standard deviations of the pretest compre-
hension scores for subjects used in the supplemental analysis. A one-way
analysis of variance (Table 18) revealed that the four treatment subgroups
did not differ significantly in their pretest comprehension scores. This lack

of differences is encouraging, for it militates against the possibility that
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subjects who rated the messages as less readable and less clear did so because
of lower comprehension ability. Thus, differences in ratings appear to result
from variations in the manipulated complexity level and not from initial

discrepancies in the comprehension ability of subjects.

Table 18. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance summary for
pretest comprehension scores: supplemental analysis.

Language Intensity

High Low
High 9,30% 10.00
2, 5u%k% 2.54
Message
Complexity
Low 8.83 9.60
2.u48 1.96
Group SS af MS F
Between 9.25 3 3.08 <l n.s.
Within 244,17 42 5.81
Total 253,41 45
% Group mean ®*%Croup standard deviation

Tests of the Hypotheses: Supplemental Analyses

Comprehension of message content., An analysis was performed on the

treatment subgroups' comprehension scores for the particular experimental
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message to which each was exposed. The mean number of correct responses were
the data used for analysis. Table 19 summarizes the means and standard
deviations for the subgroups' comprehension scores. A two-way analysis of
variance of subgroup comprehension scores (Table 19) yielded a significant
main effect for the language intensity variable. Message complexity failed to

reach the required level of significance.

Table 19. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance summary for
treatment subgroup comprehension scores: Supplemental analysis.

Language Intensity

High Low
High 13.50 17.21
4,53 5.u48
Message
Complexity
Low 15,42 18.90
4,23 4,51
Source SS df MS F
Complexity 3.26 1 3.26 1.62 n.s.
Intensity 12,92 1 12,92 6. 42
Interaction .01 1 .01 <] N.S.
Error u2 2.01

*p £.05




45

Since a significant effect was found for language intensity, the means
were compared by use of t-tests in order to determine the locus of these
differences. Table 20 summarizes the tests between various pairs of subgroun
means. The only significant mean difference occurred between the High Com-
plexity, High Intensity treatment subgroup mean of 13.50 and the Low Complexity,
Low Intensity treatment mean of 18,90, No other mean difference comparisons
reached the required level of significance. Again, however, all subgroup means

were in the predicted direction.

Table 20. Summary table of differences between pairs of means for subgrour
comprehension scores.

Condition HC,HI HC,LI LC,HI LC,LI

Mean 13.50 17.29 15,42 18.90
HC ,HI 13.50 -——- 1.75 1,03 2.67%
HC,LI 17.21 - .92 .80
LC,HI 15,42 -—- 1.87
LC,LI 18.90 —
*p &£.05

Attitude Change. A two-way analysis of variance was performed on the

treatment subgroup means for receiver attitude change. Table 21 presents a

summary of the means and standard deviations for the subgroup attitude change
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scores, The data used were the subjects' pretest to posttest change score with
a constant of ten added to each score. The results of the analysis of variance
(Table 21) revealed that subjects in the treatment subgroups did not differ
significantly in their pretest to posttest attitudes toward the topic., It is
worth noting, however, that the F for message complexity approached significance
(p €.10). Inspection of the means in Table 21 reveals that more attitude
change occurred under conditions of low message complexity, particularly when
the message was highly intense. There was a tendency, although not significant
at the prescribed level of significance, for message complexity to interact with

language intensity in their effect on amount of recipient attitude change.

Table 21. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance summary for
subgroup attitude change scores: Supplemental analysis

Language Intensity

High Low
High 14,80 17.00
5.27 7.14
Message
Complexity
Low 21.08 17.20
5.07 4,59
Source SS daf MS F
Complexity  10.50 1 10,50 3.60 n.s.
Intensity .71 1 .71 €1 n.s,
Interaction 9.2u4 1 9.24 3.17 n.s.

Error 42 2.92
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Source Credibility

Subjects' ratings of the preceived credibility of the message source
were analyzed, using the summed mean rating scores across each pair of
credibility dimension scales. Table 22 summarizes the means and standard
deviations for the ratings on the three credibility dimensions of Safety,

Qualification, and Dynamism for subjects in the four subgroups.

Table 22, Mean ratings and standard deviations for the source credibility
dimensions of Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism: Supplemental

analysis,.®
Group Credibility Dimension

Safety Qualification Dynamism

High Complexity, High Intensity 9.90%= 8.70 4,10

2,28 1.70 1.u5

High Complexity, Low Intensity 8.57 7.71 7.36

1.45 2,05 2.10

Low Complexity, High Intensity 7.83 5.25 3.67

2,98 2.13 1.61

Low Complexity, Low Intensity 6.60 5.90 7.40

3.13 2,51 3.03

* Since 1 = positive evaluation and 7 = negative evaluation, the lower the mean,
the higher the credibility rating.
®*%Upper number = mean; Lower number = standard deviation.

Table 23 summarizes the results of a two-way analysis of variance of the
treatment subgroup means for the credibility dimension of Safety. The analysis
revealed a significant main effect for message complexity. No other effects

reached the required level of significance.
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Table 23, Analysis of variance summary table for mean Safety dimension ratings.

Source SS df MS F
Complexity 4,08 1 4,08 7. u3%
Intensity l.64 1 l.64 2.98 n.s.
Interaction .003 1 .003 <1 n.s.
Error y2 «55

*p <.05

In order to determine the locus of the significant message complexity
effect, t-tests (Table 24) of the various treatment means were conducted.
These comparisons revealed that the alleged source of the low complex messages
was perceived as more just and fair (the Safety dimension scales) than was the
alleged source of the high complexity messages, particularly when the low

complex message was also low in language intensity.

Table 24, Analysis of differences between pairs of means for Safety dimension.

Condition HC,HI HC,LI LC,HI  LC,LI
Mean 9.90 8.57 7.83 6.60
HC,LI 8.57 -—— -——- 2.08%
LC,HI 7.83 — -
LC,LI 6.60 —

*p<£.05
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Table 25 summarizes the results of a two-way analysis of variance of the
treatment subgroup means for the credibility dimension of Qualification. The
analysis revealed a significant main effect for message complexity. No other

effects reached the required level of significance.

Table 25. Analysis of variance summary table for mean Qualification dimension

ratings.
Source SS df MS F
Complexity 6.92 1 6.92 17.u43%
Intensity .03 1 .03 <1 n.s.
Interaction .67 1 .67 1.69 n.s.
Error u2 . 40

#p €.001

In order to ascertain the locus of the significant message complexity
effect, t-tests (Table 26) of the various treatment means were conducted. These
comparisons revealed that the alleged source of the low complexity messages
was perceived as more qualified and more informed (the Qualification dimension

scales) than was the alleged source of the high complexity messages.
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Table 26. Analysis of differences between pairs of means for the Qualification

dimension.
Condition HC,HI HC,LI LC,HI LC,LI
Mean 8.70 7.71 5.25 5.90
HC,HI 8.70 ——— —— y,12% 2.92%
HC,LI 7.71 -— 2.,99% 1.94
LC,HI 5.25 ——- —
LC,LI 5.90 -—

Table 27 summarizes the results of a two-way analysis of variance of the
treatment subgroup means for the credibility dimension of Dynamism. The analysis
revealed a significant main effect for language intensity. No other effects

reached the required level of significance.

Table 27, Analysis of variance summary table for mean Dynamism dimension ratings.

Source SS df MS F

Complexi ty 04 1l 04 P Nn.s.
Intensity 12,22 1 12,22 30.9u¥*
Interaction .06 1 .06 <1 n.s.
Error 42 .39

%p <.001
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In order to determine the locus of the significant language intensity
effect, t-tests (Table 28) of the various treatment means were conducted.
These comparisons revealed that the alleged source of the high intensity
messages was perceived as significantly more &gressive and emphatic (the
Dynamism dimension scales) than was the alleged source of the low intensity

messages.

Table 28. Analysis of differences between pairs of means for the Dynamism

dimension.
Condition HC,HI HC,LI LC,HI LC,LI
Mean 4,10 7.36 3.67 7.40
HC ,HI 4,10 -—— 4,23% .66 3.11%
HC,LI 7.36 -— 4,96 —
LC,HI - 3.70%

LC,LI —_—

#p £ .05







CHAPTER 1V
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Conclusions

Primary Analyses. The present study investigated the effects of trans-

formational complexity and language intensity on the amount of comprehension
and attitude change.demonstrated by message recipients. The two major
hypotheses of the investigation, both of which stipulated an interaction
between level of transformational complexity and level of language intensity
on comprehension and attitude change, were not confirmed. It had been
hypothesized that high transformationally complex messages would produce
low levels of message comprehension and attitude change, particularly when
the level of language intensity employed in the messages was highj; and
conversely, that low transformationally complex messages would produce high
message comprehension and attitude change, particularly when the level of
language intensity of various lexical items employed in the messages was low.
As indicated above, the data failed to confirm either hypothesis. Thus, trans-
formational complexity and language intensity, at least for the levels of
complexity and intensity employed here, do not significantly influence either
the ability of individuals to process information or their attitudes toward
the issue,

The manipulation of message intensity was accomplished by the insertion

of previously rated high and low intensity modifiers and verbs into the persuasive

52
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messages. That this manipulation was successful was evidenced by those
messages containing previously rated high intensity lexical items being, in
fact, perceived as such by the message recipients, as well as those messages
containing low intensity items being rated as such by the receivers.

The experimental manipulation of message complexity, operationalized
by the manipulation within messages of either active or passive, non-embedded
or embedded, and non-nominalized or nominalized constructions was apparently
largely unsuccessful for the messages failed to produce significantly different
ratings of the four message characteristic dimensions. As pointed out in
Chapter 3, persons receiving the high complexity messages did not perceive them
as any more or less clear, readable, logical, or bad than did individuals
receiving the low complexity messages.

Post hoc analyses were performed on the perceived source credibility
ratings of the alleged message source. The analyses indicated that the
treatment group subjects did not differ significantly in their perceptions of
the alleged message source's justness, fairness, qualification, and infor-
mation level. The groups did, however, differ significantly in their ratings
of the dynamic qualities of the source. Individuals who received the highly
intense messages perceived the alleged source as significantly more aggressive
and emphatic than did those individuals receiving the low intensity messages.
Thus, level of message complexity and language intensity significantly in-
fluenced the perception of the message source, but only with respect to
producing differing perceptions of the source's dynamic qualities.

Supplemental Analyses. In an effort to ferret out possible relationships

that may have been obscured by the partial failure of the message complexity
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manipulations, supplemental analyses of subjects' comprehension, attitude
change, and credibility rating scores were performed, using only those
individuals' scores who perceived the message complexity manipulations as
intended. In other words, analyses were performed on the comprehension
scores, attitude change scores, and credibility rating scores of subjects in
the high message complexity conditions who, in fact, rated the messages as
highly complex (i.e., as low in readability and clarity). Similarly, analyses
were performed for those individuals in the low message complexity conditions
who, in fact, rated the messages as low in complexity (i.e., as high in reada-
bility and clarity).

As suggested earlier, these findings should be interpreted cautiously,
since they are based on post hoc analyses of a selected sample of individuals.
However, the results provide some additional insights into the functions of the
variables of transformational complexity and language intensity which were not
apparent in the primary analyses.

These supplemental analyses yielded some support for the major hypotheses
of the investigation. The analysis of subjects' comprehension scores revealed
that individuals receiving a low intensity message attained significantly higher
comprehension scores than did those individuals receiving a high intensity
message. Thus, comprehension of information appears to be somewhat facilitated
by messages containing low intense lexical items, and somewhat inhibited by
messages containing highly intense lexical items. These findings lend some
support to the earlier formulations concerning the effects of language intensity
on information comprehension.

While the supplemental analysis of attitude change scores was not significant

at the prescribed level, the message complexity effect approached significance
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at less than .10. Somewhat greater amounts of attitude change occurred under
conditions of low message complexity than under conditions of high message
complexity. Thus, the finding lends some minimal support to the original
hypothesis which stipulated, in part, that low complexity messages would pro-
duce greater amounts of attitude change than high complexity messages.

When supplemental analyses were performed on the source credibility data,
significant message complexity effects were found for both the Safety and
Qualification dimensions, and a significant language intensity effect was again
found for the Dynamism dimension. Comparison of means for the Safety and
Qualification dimensions indicated that the alleged source of the low com-

p lexity messages was perceived to be significantly more just, fair, qualified,
and informed than was the source of the high complexity messages. Comparisons
of the Dynamism dimension mean ratings revealed that, as was found in the
primary analysis, the alleged source of the high intensity message was perceived
as significantly more aggressive and emphatic than was the source of the low
intensity message.

Finally, correlation analyses between each individual's comprehension and
attitude change score were performed for each of the four treatment group con-
ditions, as well as for the combined groups. With the exception of one analysis,
all correlations were negative. Only two correlation coefficients -- the
correlation for the high complexity, low intensity treatment condition, and the
combined treatment groups analysis -- were significant. Both of these corre-
lation coefficients were negative, indicating that as comprehension increased,

attitude change decreased.
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Discussion

Comprehension. Although the primary analysis yielded no significant

effects on recipient comprehension level, the trends of the comprehension

score means are somewhat encouraging. Inspection of group mean comparisons for
both the primary and supplemental analyses (Tables 3 and 19) reveal that, as
theorized, messages of high transformational complexity coupled with high
language intensity produced the lowest level of information comprehension,
whereas information comprehension was highest for individuals processing
messages low in transformational complexity and language intensity.

The failure of the transformational complexity variable to produce results
consistent with theoretic expectations and prior empirical results leads to
speculation concerning possible differences in the nature of comprehension of
isolated sentences and of connected discourse. Typically, stimulus materials
employed in investigations concerned with effects of transformational complexity
on recipient comprehension level have been isolated sentences, unrelated to
each other in semantic content. Results produced by these investigations have
generally led to the conclusion that high transformational complexity produces
decrements in the comprehension of the stimulus materials, whereas low trans-
formational complexity does not. This is a rather consistent finding. Minimal
data are available concerning the effects of transformational complexity on
comprehension of connected discourse material.

The investigation by Okatcha (1968), reviewed earlier, dealt with compre-
hension of prose material as a function of differing levels of transformational
complexity. As indicated, Okatcha found that highly difficult messages

(analogous to the high romplexity messages in the present investigation) produced
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recall and comprehension significantly inferior to that produced by low difficulty
messages.

Okatcha's finding conflicts with the present results, even though the
operationalization of message complexity in the present investigation closely
modeled that employed in the earlier study. One difference in operationaliza-
tion that may help explain the different findings of these two investigations is
Okatcha's confounding of transformational complexity with structural complexity
in operationalizing his high and low difficulty messages. That is, Okatcha
not only manipulated various grammatical structures within sentences (i.e.,
actives versus passives, etc.), he also combined sentences and clauses whenever
possible., Thus, many sentences in the high difficulty message versions were
longer (in terms of number of words) and structurally more complex than were the
sentences in the low difficulty messages.

As a result, an alternative explanation for the significant differences in
comprehension and recall produced by the high and low difficulty messages in
the Okatcha investigation might be couched in terms of differing levels of
message readability. Readability measures are generally presented as a ratio
of the total number of words per sentence to some other measures such as
syllables per 100 words (Flesch, 1949), or percentage of monosyllables (Farr,
Jenkins, and Paterson, 1949), Okatcha's high and low difficulty messages un-
doubtedly differed in terms of their readability levels, for the high difficulty
message contained approximately one-half as many sentences as the low difficulty
messages, while containing approximately the same number of total words per

message.
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It is interesting to note here that the ordering of the mean comprehension
scores for the various treatment groups for both the primary and supplemental
analyses correspond relatively well to the ordering of the Flesch readability
scores reported above in Table 1. This correspondence is perfect for the
primary analysis scores, and differs only slightly for the supplemental
analysis (see Table 29). These findings further reinforce the possibility
that it is not the level of transformational complexity that facilitates or

inhibits comprehension, but rather the level of structural complexity.

Table 29. Summary table of Flesch readability scores and comprehension scores
for the primary and supplemental analyses.

Readability Mean Comprehension Scores
Group Scores Primary Supplemental
Analysis Analysis
High Complexity, High Intensity 7.8% 15.25 13.50
High Complexity, Low Intensity 7.5 16.61 17.21
Low Complexity, High Intensity 7.7 16.56 15.42
Low Complexity, Low Intensity 7.2 17.96 18.90

*The higher the readability score, the more difficult the material is considered
to be to read.

That transformational complexity failed to produce the expected results

may simply be an indication that when individuals process meaningful connected
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discourse to "get the sense" out of the material (i.e., for comprehension),
theoretic differences in the levels of difficulty of different grammatical or
syntactic structures may produce no practical differences in ability to process
information. This speculation, of course, must be tempered, since it is likely
that extreme transformational complexity within a message would impair compre-
hension, even in connected discourse. For example, messages containing large
numbers of doubly and triply embedded constructions (such as, for example,

"The pen the author the editor liked used was new" [Fodor and Garrett, 1967])
should produce significant differences in ability to comprehend this information.
However, up to some optimum point in ability of the speaker-hearer to comprehend
and process information, differences in transformational complexity may not
make a practical difference.

One further result concerned with message comprehension is the significant
effect of language intensity on comprehension level found in the supplemental
analysis. When compared with high intensity messages, low intensity messages
significantly facilitated message comprehension, resulting in greater infor-
mation gain. This result is consistent with Carmichael and Cronkhite's (1965)
finding that under increased frustration, greater agreement with a topic
occurred for individuals receiving a low intensity message.

Carmichael and Cronkhite discuss their findings in terms of an activation
theory proposed by Fiske and Maddi (1961), and this theory may assist in inter-
pretation of the present findings. Fiske and Maddi propose that the level of
activation of an individual is, in part, a function of the nature of the task
at hand, and that individuals in a state of high activation will tend to reject
stimuli that would further increase their activation level. Hence, in the
present investigation, one can speculate that reception of a message strongly

advocating a counterattitudinal position places the individual initially into



60

a state of heightened activation. Subsequent additional stimulation in the
form of high intensity language contained in the messages may lead the
individual to reject, or fail to adequately attend to the information con-
tained in the message. This, in turn, might significantly lower the level of
information comprehension by individuals receiving the high intensity messages
below that of individuals receiving the low intensity messages.

Attitude Change. The results of the primary analysis, which failed to

support the second major hypothesis of the investigation, indicated that neither
transformational complexity nor language intensity had any significant influence
on receivers' attitudes toward the message topic. The supplemental analysis,
however, did yield a result that approached significance, indicating that
individuals who received low complexity messages changed their attitudes more
than individuals exposed to high complexity messages. This finding lends
minimal support to the earlier prediction that persons receiving messages low

in transformational complexity would report greater attitude change than persons
exposed to messages high in transformational complexity.

However, the reasons for this finding are not clear. It was suggested
above that message comprehension would be greater under conditions of low
message complexity, and that if comprehension and attitude change were
positively correlated, then the greater the amount of comprehension of message
information, the greater the amount of recipient attitude change. Confirmation
of this positive relationship would provide an explanation of the reported
results concerning attitude change and message complexity.

However, the present findings indicate that level of message complexity
had no significant differential effect on message comprehension. Also, as
reported above, attitude change and comprehension level were negatively related.

These two findings militate against invoking greater comprehension of low
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complex messages as an explanation for the finding that greater attitude change
occurred under conditions of low message complexity.

There is another possibility that may account for this finding. As reported
in Chapter III, the supplemental analyses for source credibility ratings indicated
that the alleged source of the low complexity message was perceived as generally
more credible than was the source of the high complexity message. Since high
credible sources generally produce more attitude change than low credible sources,
the perception of the alleged source of the low complexity messages as significantly
more safe and qualified than his high complexity counterpart may have produced
the greater amount of receiver attitude change among individuals receiving the

low complexity messages.

Source Credibility

For both the primary and supplemental analyses of credibility, the alleged
source of the high intensity message was perceived as significantly more aggressive
and emphatic than was the alleged source of the low intensity message. This
finding is consistent with the earlier reported findings of McEwen (in press).
The result is not particularly startling, since the act of appearing very
certain and adamant concerning some stimulus object is often associated with
vigorous, dynamic individuals. Thus, a source employing such high intense
lexical items as "certainly," "without doubt," "completely," and "adamantly"
should be perceived as more dynamic than someone employing less intense lexical
items.,

In the primary analyses, ratings of the source's qualification and safety
did not differ for any of the treatment groups. For the supplemental analyses
a significant message complexity effect was found for both safety and quali-
fication. It thus appears that the credibility of a message source may be

enhanced by messages low in transformational complexity. This finding is



62

contrary to the expectation that complex sentence constructions, which can
serve as indicants of a source's scholarly abilities and competence, will
enhance perceived qualification and safety.

Reasons why a high complexity message source should appear less credible
than a low complexity message source are unclear. Perhaps recipients of the
high complexity messages perceive the source's primary purpose as one of
confusing them on the issue by use of a complex-appearing sentence con-
structions in the hope of attaining the desired attitude change effects merely

on the basis of the more "intellectual" high complexity message.

Attitude Change versus Comprehension

On the surface, the significant negative correlation between attitude
change and message comprehension in the primary analysiswas puzzling. It is
initially assumed that amount of attitude change and level of comprehension
would be positively related, so that an increase in the level of one variable
would be accompanied by a corresponding increase in the level of the other.
This, of course, did not occur.

Sherif and Hovland's theory of assimilation and contrast may help to
clarify the obtained negative relationship between attitude change and compre-
hension level. The theory states that: "If the communication advocates a
position that is highly discrepant from that held by the communication recipient,
contrast will result; i.e., the individual will perceive the communication as
advocating a more extreme position, will unfavorably evaluate the communication,
and will be either minimally positively or negatively influenced." (Insko,
1967, p. 67).

In the present study, all subjects heard and reacted to counterattitudinal

messages. Perhaps as the subjects received and comprehended greater amounts
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of the belief discrepant information, greater contrasting occurred, with the
individual perceiving the communication as advocating a position more and more
extreme from his own. If so, subjects might be expected to evaluate the
communication more and more unfavorably, resulting in some level of negative
message evaluation with a concomitant negative change in attitude toward the

issue.

Implications for Further Research

In the past communication researchers have focused attention on various
source and receiver variables assumed to influence the communication process.
Only recently has attention been directed to various aspects of the language
processes used in communicative interactions. If we wish to understand the
various facets of the communication process, we must continue to study the
effects of various language variables that influence the communicative process.

The results of the present investigation suggest several potentially
fruitful research directions. First, as suggested above, the differential
effects of both transformational and structural complexity on comprehension and
attitude change are in need of study. The results of the present investigation
suggest that transformational complexity does not have any significant influence
on information processing or attitude change, at least until some optimal level
of complexity is attained. Beyond this optimal level, information processing
may suffer significantly. For example, significant information loss may not
occur until messages are employed which contain doubly and triply embedded
sentences, as well as greater numbers of passive and nominalized constructions.

This possibility invites further research.
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The effect of structural complexity on information gain and attitude
change also warrants further investigation. Here, structural complexity would
be defined as the combining of two or more sentences, clauses, and phrases into
a single sentence, thus increasing the length of the sentences. While trans-
formational complexity may not affect information processing and attitude change,
structural complexity may. This possibility is suggested by the present findings,
as well as by the findings reported by Okatcha (1968).

A further research implication is suggested by the source credibility-
message complexity finding. In the supplemental analysis, when subjects actually
perceived the message complexity manipulations as intended, the source of the low
complexity message was seen as significantly more qualified and safe than the
source of the high complexity message. Consequently, the source of the low
complexity message produced significantly greater attitude change than did the
high complexity source. This finding suggests a future study in which credibility
level is manipulated, as well as transformational and/or structural complexity.
On the basis of the present study, an interaction hypothesis between credibility
level and complexity level would seem warranted.

The manipulation of message intensity used in the present investigation
appears to be a functional method of operationalizing this variable. However,
additional research should investigate the effects of language intensity on
other independent and dependent variables. For example, the possible interactive
effects of language intensity and manipulated source credibility on recipient
at titude change have not previously been investigated. From the results of the
Miller and Baseheart (1969) investigation of source trustworthiness and
opinionated language, one might speculate that a high intensity message (assumed

here to be somewhat analogous to the opinionated language message) coupled with



65

high credible source would produce greater attitude change than would a low
intensity message (assumed to be analogous to the non-opinionated language
message) coupled with a high credible source. And conversely, that a low
intensity message coupled with a low credible source would produce greater
attitude change than would a high intensity message coupled with a low credible
source.

One final implication suggested by the present investigation concerns
the possible differential effects that mode of message presentation (i.e.,
messages presented orally or in written form) might have on information
processing and attitude change. The present study presented messages in written
form only, which allowed subjects time to re-read all or various portions of the
messages. Messages presented orally, on the other hand, which allow subjects
to perceive the stimulus materials only once, may influence information processing
quite differently than messages presented visually. Thus, it is conceivable
that messages differing in transformation complexity and language intensity pre-
sented orally may influence comprehension and attitude change in quite a different
manner than the same messages presented visually. This possibility invites
investigation.

Other investigations which manipulate transformational complexity and
language intensity could be formulated, but the preceding suggestions indicate
the amount of work needed in these areas before any generalizations concerning
t he effects of complexity and intensity on recipient attitude change and in-
formation gain can be made.

Thus, while the present investigation sheds some light on the effects of

two language variables on the communication process, it represents only an initial
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step toward an understanding of the complexities associated with the language
process, per se. Communication researchers in the future might well profit

by directing significant portions of their research energies toward investigating
these and various other language variables which may have a significant influence

on the communication process.
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OPINION PROFILE

You are participating in an opinion survey being conducted by the Department
of Communication. Because of the large size of our sample, we are asking
that you record directly all your responses on the accompanying IBM Scoring
Sheet with the pencil that has been provided.

Now turn to the Scoring Sheet. Please enter the following information in the
appropriate places:

Your Name (please print clearly)

Course Name

Course Section

Your Student Number (Important) -- make sure to write
in the space and then mark as illustrated below:

STUDENT NUMBER

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
M ==z zzz zzz zzz mme I IZZzoIIz oIIzozIIz
(8 TER ozmT oIz oz IIZ Iz II mee oIt
0 Bew I Ziz DItz Iz Iz oZIToIZIzozIIz
L  --- <@ III III ZIZIZ III Iz DIz Iz o=t
AT _pp— -——- oo 2T DD =S
3 - Il e CTC - I T DD =C

Please be assured that all information will be kept strictly confidential.
Only the research personnel directly involved in this survey will have access
to it. All data will be analyzed in terms of group scores, and no person's
responses will be singled out.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. Thank you.
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INSTRUCTIONS: On the following pages we are asking you to make a number of
judgments. Please mark the items as fast as you can. Record your first
impression. Do not go back to change a mark.

Record your answers on the IBM Scoring Sheet -- not in this question booklet.

Here is an item like those you will see on the following pages:

Elimination of all athletic scholarships.

25, Gon”+  Bad

(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (u4) Neither
Good ~r Bad; (5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very bad.

25, 1--— 2-22 32IZ 4ol s5-2” MM 7IIT gl 9ol 30--c

You are asked for your opinion on the issue: "Elimination of all athletic
scholarships." If you feel, for example, that this is "Bad," then you would
c arefully blacken space "6" for item number 25 on your Scoring Sheet

(as above).

It should be possible to complete this part in approximately 10 minutes.
Please be sure to answer every question. Now turn the page and begin.



73

Part 1

Appearing below are some topics about which people have different opinioms.
Each topic is followed by five items. Use these items to express your

f eelings about the topic. On your Scoring Sheet please blacken the

a ppropriate numbered space for each of the items.

There are no "correct" answers. We are interested only in your personal
opinions about the issues.

3.

8.

10.

The establishment of a national popular-vote primary as a method
of choosing Presidential candidates.

Good :Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (u4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest: Dishonest
(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dishonest; (6) Dishonest; (7) Very Dishonest.

Fair:Unfair
(1) Very Fair; (2) Fair; (3) Slightly Fair; (4) Neither Fair or Unfair;
(5) Slightly Unfair; (6) Unfair; (7) Very Unfair.

Wise: Foolish

(1) Very Wise; (2) Wise; (3) Slightly Wise; (4) Neither Wise or Foolish;

(5) Slightly Foolish; (6) Foolishj (7) Very Foolish.

Favorable: Unfavorable

(1) Very Favorable; (2) Favorable; (3) Slightly Favorable; (u4) Neither
Favorable or Unfavorable; (5) Slightly Unfavorable; (6) Unfavorable;
(7) Very Unfavorable.

Replacement of the present draft system with a national lottery system.

Good:Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (u4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest:Dishonest

(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dishonest; (6) Dishonest; (7) Very Dishonest.

Fair:Unfair
(1) Very Fair; (2) Fair; (3) Slightly Fair; (4) Neither Fair or Unfair;
(5) Slightly Unfair; (6) Unfair: (7) Very Unfair.

Wise:Foolish

(1) Very Wise; (2) Wise; (3) Slightly Wise; (4) Neither Wise or Foolish;
(S) Slightly Foolish; (6) Foolish; (7) Very Foolish.
Favorable:Unfavorable

(1) Very Favorable; (2) Favorable; (3) Slightly Favorable; (4) Neither
Favorable or Unfavorable; (5) Slightly Unfavorable; (6) Unfavorable;

(7) Very Unfavorable.



11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

T4

Making the sale and use of marijuana legal.

Good:Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (u4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest:Dishonest
(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (u4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dishonest; (6) Dishonest; (7) Very Dishonest.

Fair:Unfair
(1) Very Fair; (2) Fair; (3) Slightly Fair; (4) Neither Fair or Unfair;
(5) Slightly Unfair; (6) Unfair; (7) Very Unfair.

Wise :Foolish
(1) Very Wise; (2) Wise; (3) Slightly Wise; (u4) Neither Wise or Foolish;
(5) Slightly Foolish; (6) Foolish; (7) Very Foolish.,

Favorable:Unfavorable
(1) Very Favorable; (2) Favorable; (3) Slightly Favorable; (4) Neither
Favorable or Unfavorable; (5) Slightly Unfavorable; (6) Unfavorable

(7) Very Unfavorable.

Lowering the voting age to 18 years for all citizens.

Good:Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest:Dishonest
(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dishonest; (6) Dishonest; (7) Very Dishonest.

Fair:Unfair

(1)Very Fair; (2) Fair; (3) Slightly Fair; (4) Neither Fair or Unfair;
(5) Slightly Unfair; (6) Unfair; (7) Very Unfair.

Wise:Foolish
(1) Very Wise; (2) Wise; (3) Slightly Wise; (4) Neither Wise or Foolish;
(5) Slightly Foolish; (6) Foolish; (7) Very Foolish.

Favorable:Unfavorable

(1) Very Favorable; (2) Favorable; (3) Slightly Favorable; (4) Neither
Favorable or Unfavorable; (5) Slightly Unfavorable; (6) Unfavorable;
(7) Very Unfavorable.



21.

22,

23.

2“.

25,

26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

75

Federal control of the sale and possession of firearms.

Good:Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good: (u4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest:Dishonest
(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dishonest; (6) Dishonest; (7) Very Dishonest.

Fair:Unfair

(1) Very Fair; (2) Fairy (3) Slightly Fair; (4) Neither Fair or Unfair;
(5) Slightly Unfair; (6) Unfair; (7) Very Unfair.

Wise:Foolish
(1) Very Wise; (2) Wisej (3) Slightly Wise; (4) Neither Wise or Foolish;
(5) Slightly Foolishj (6) Foolishj; (7) Very Foolish.

Favorable:Unfavorable

(1) Very Favorable; (2) Favorable; (3) Slightly Favorable; (4) Neither
Favorable or Unfavorable; (5) Slightly Unfavorable; (6) Unfavorable;
(7) Very Unfavorable.

Making the sale of cigarettes illegal.

Good:Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (u4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest:Dishonest
(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dishonest; (6) Dishonest; (7) Very Dishonest.

Fair:Unfair
(1) Very Fairjy (2) Fairjy (3) Slightly Fair; (4) Neither Fair or Unfair;
(5) Slightly Unfair; (6) Unfair; (7) Very Unfair.

Wise:Foolish
(1) Very Wisej; (2) Wisej; (3) Slightly Wisej; (4) Neither Wise or Foolishj
(5) Slightly Foolishj; (6) Foolishj (7) Very Foolish.

Favorable:Unfavorable

(1) Very Favorable; (2) Favorable; (3) Slightly Favorable; (u4) Neither
Favorable or Unfavorable; (5) Slightly Unfavorable; (6) Unfavorable;
(7) Very Unfavorable.



31.

32,

33.

34,

35,

36.

37.

38.

39,

40,

76

An editorial staff writer for a Midwestern daily newspaper.

Good:Bad
(1) Very Good; (2) Good; (3) Slightly Good; (4) Neither Good or Bad;
(5) Slightly Bad; (6) Bad; (7) Very Bad.

Honest:Dishonest
(1) Very Honest; (2) Honest; (3) Slightly Honest; (u4) Neither Honest or
Dishonest; (5) Slightly Dis<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>