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ABSTRACT
ACCEPTANCE OF PERSUASIVE INFLUENCE AS RELATED TO
THREE DIMENSIONS OF SOURCE EVALUATION

by Robert J. Mertz

Source credibility (the extent to which a message source is
favorably evaluated) has been shown to be a useful predictor of response
to persuasive communication. This study sought to estimate previous
conceptualizations of the cfedibility variable to take into account
(1) the multi-dimensionality of source evaluation, and (2) the source-
receiver relationships which is implied by credibility judgments.

A multi-dimensional model of source evaluation was developed from
the results of recent factor analytic research. The model stipulates
receiver judgments of the message source on three independent evaluative

+ dimensions -- safety, qualification, and dynamism, as the principal deter-
minant of influence acceptance.

A relational conceptualization of credibility was advanced, based
on previous research in interpersonal perception. It was purposed that an
individual receiver's judgment of his own credibility in a given situation
should serve as the principal anchorage for evaluation of the message
source.

Seven hypotheses were purposed to test the same model.

Hl: In a situation involving persuasive communication,

influence acceptance will be directly related to

the perceived Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism

of the message source.
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In a situation involving persuasive communication,
acceptance of source influence will be directly
related to the direction and magnitude of perceived

self-source discrepancy on the Safety, Qualification, and

DzEamism dimensions.

Knowledge of the direction and magnitude of perceived

self-source discrepancy on the Safety, Qualification,

and Dynamism dimensions will afford more accurate
predictions of influence acceptance than will knowledge

of source evaluation alone.

There will be a positive relationship between influence

acceptance and perceptions of relative source Safety.

There will be a positive relationship between influence

acceptance and perceptions of relative source Qualification.

Among subjects who perceive the message source as
higher than self on the Safety dimension, there will be
a positive relationship between influence acceptance

and perceptions of relative source Dynamism.

Among subjects who perceive the message source as lower than self

on the Safety dimension, there will be a negative relationship

between influence acceptance and perceptions of relative

source ngamism.
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A list of six topics containing recommendations on current social
issues, together with descriptions of potential sources of information on
those topics, was submitted to a sample of undergraduate students (N=155).
Subjects indicated their opinions on the topics by a seven-point evaluative
loaded semantic differential scale, and rated each of the sources on seven-
point scale measuring perceived safety qualification.

In addition, each subject rated himself as a possible source of
information on each topic, using the same scales.

Two weeks later, subjects were exposed to a written message arguing
against their opinion stand on the experimental topic. The message, which
was constant across subjects, was attributed to one of eight sources. The
sources represent varying levels of perceived safety, qualification and
dynamism as established in the pretest source ratings. Following exposure
to the persuasive message, subjects re-rated the experimental topic.

Multiple correlations were computed to determine the relationship of
pre-post topic attitude change scores to (1) the measures of perceived
source safety, qualification and dynamism, and (2) measures of perceived
self-source discrepancy on the three credibility dimensions. In addition,
zero-order correlations between topic attitude change and the measures of
absolute source evaluation and self-source discrepancy were computed for
each of the dimensions separately.

Results obtained in this study, while in accord with the same findings
of previous research in the credibility area, did not support the major
theoretic hypotheses. Significant positive relationship was found between
influence acceptance and the perceived safety, qualification and dynamism

of the message source. However, this relationship was significant only
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for those subjects who perceived the message source as uniformly high or
low on all three of the evaluative dimensions. Among subjects who saw
the sources as high on one dimension and relatively low on another, no
clear results were obtainable. The attempt to predict influence
acceptability from multiple regression on the three dimensions of source
evaluation failed to produce significant results.

The hypotheses relating influence acceptance to perceive self-
source discrepancy on the three evaluative dimensions were not supported.

The predicted positive relationship between influence acceptance
and perceptions of relative source safety was not found.

The predicted positive relationship between influence acceptability
and perceptions of relative source qualification was supported. This
variable was the best single predictor of influence acceptance.

The hypothesis relating influence acceptability to perceptions of
relative source dynamisms among subjects who saw the source as relatively
safe or unsafe were not supported.

These results indicate the need for further research to explore
the utility of multi-dimensional conceptualization of source evaluation
in persuasive communication. The data also seem to suggest that further
credibility measures should be designed to better define the source-
receiver relationship which is expressed by credibility judgments.

Finally, examination of the data suggests that more research is
needed to determine the impact of source evaluation in influence situations
involving particular topic areas and with audiences of differing demo-

graphic and personality characteristics.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Students of human behavior have long recognized that an
individual's response to persuasive communication depends, at least in
part, on "who said it". Research, theory, and the overwhelming evidence
of common experience affirm the notion that the identity of the
communicator plays an important role in determining audience acceptance
of new ideas and information. Some sources are clearly more effective
than others in getting across difficult ideas and in winning support for
controversial points of view.

Professional communicators typically go to great lengths to ensure
that their messages are presented by appropriate spokesmen. Advertisers
pay nationally known athletes and movie stars to display their products,
on the assumption that their endorsement will add to the impact of the
sales message. Trial lawyers make liberal use of "expert" testimony and
call on respected members of the community to attest to the good character
of their clients. Government agencies attempt to soften opposition to
controversial new programs by having them announced through the most
respectable channels. All these examples reflect the common belief that
certain sources of information and opinion are somewhat more acceptable
than others. The movie star's endorsement is presumed to carry more
weight than the assertions of an unknown pitchman; the testimony of the

expert witness is regarded as more authoritative than the same arguments



presented by a layman; controversial government policies become more
acceptable when presented by men of recognized integrity and competence.

The professional communicator's concern with "who" presents his
message is based on intuition and experience; however, the findings of
field research support this concern. The differential effectiveness of
various kinds of message sources has also been repeatedly demonstrated in
the laboratory findings of the past four decades. Mausner (1953) and Paulson
(1954) for example, have demonstrated that agreement with opinion state-
ments is enhanced when the statements are attributed to prestigeful or
authoritative sources. Similar findings have been reported by Haiman (1949),
by Hovland & Weiss (1951), by Kelman (1953), by Kerrick (1958), by
Hollander (1961) and many others.

Some investigators (Lewis, 1941; Asch, 19u48) have presented evidence
that not only the acceptability of an opinion statement, but even its
meaning, can be altered by attributing it to different sources. These
writers suggest that the supposed authorship of an opinion statement
serves not only to modify the receiver's evaluation of the statement in
the direction of the source's prestige, but also functions as a part of
the necessary context for determining the meaning of the statement. One
cannot fully understand a statement, it is argued, without knowing who
made it or the social context in which it was delivered.

Other researchers have demonstrated that the effects of source
image operate not only in the evaluation of social, economic, and
religious issues, but also affect aesthetic judgment (Bermberg, 1953),

personal taste (Cole, 1954), and even food preferences (Ducker, 1938).



Still other investigators have explored the influence of source image
in interpersonal influence situations (Croner & Wills, 1961) and in
the context of the mass media (Highlander, 1953; Adams, 1962).
These studies have been conducted under a variety of descriptive
labels which have been used to denote the influence of source identification

on communicative effectiveness -- ethos, prestige, status, image, reputation,

and most frequently in recent years, source credibility. Whichever label

is employed, research consistently supports the conclusion that a highly
regarded message source is a more effective transmitter of ideas and
information, whether the basis for this high regard is his apparent social
position, knowledge, physical attractiveness, or sincerity. .
This single, rather obvious conclusion - that "highly credible"
sources are more effective than "less credible" ones - summarizes much
of what is presently known about the influence of the source's image on ‘
persuasive communication. As Clevenger and Andersen (1963) note in their
review of research in the area: "Despite the great number of experimental
studies relevant to ethos, the scope of this concept is sﬁch that the
findings are not yet sufficiently numerous and sophisticated to permit
definitive conclusions about the operation of ethical proof."
This somewhat pessimistic evaluation of the present state of
understanding of the role of credibility in the persuasion process
reflects the considerable uncertainty which exists in the literature
about the answers to such questions as: What are the specific
characteristics of a message source which make him an effective transmitter

of ideas and information? How may these characteristics be measured?



Is source effectiveness dependent on a single characteristic such as
"prestige", or are there multiple bases for credibility? Is credibility
specifiable in terms of innate source characteristics or is it solely
determined by receiver perceptions? Can credibility be defined solely

in terms of perceived attributes of the message source, or do credibility
judgments express a particular kind of influence relationship between
source and receiver? How does credibility operate to influence audience
acceptance of the communicator's message?

The confusion which surrounds the answers to these questions reflects
the failure of previous research to place the credibility construct within
a coherent theoretic framework or to provide a useful model for the operation
of source credibility in persuasive communication. Such a model should
specify in detail: (1) the locus of credibility; (2) appropriate measure-

ment procedures for establishing credibility differences; (3) the dimensionality

of credibility; and (4) the nature of the relationship which is expressed

by credibility judgments.

The present study attempts to supply one model for the operation of
credibility which meets the above requirements, and provides an operational
test of the preliminary model.

The locus of credibility: Early theorists and researchers in the

field commonly assumed the credibility of a message source to be
intuitively determinable through consideration of such relatively objective
characteristics as the source's age or social status. This assumption was
mirrored in the common experimental practice of employing Senators and

college professors as high credible sources and Communist Party spokesmen



and high school freshmen as sources in the low credibility condition.
Direct measurement of audience perceptions of these sources was rarely
employed, and then usually only as a check on the experimenter's a priori
judgment.

Current theory and research, by contrast, place credibility squarely
within the domain of receiver perceptions. In their review of the
literature, Clevenger and Andersen (1963) detail the shift away from the
traditional view that ethos or credibility is intuitively determinable,
and the developing recognition tha the bases of source effectiveness must
be found in the perceptions of the audience. These reviewers note the
abandonment of the old a priori procedures for assigning experimental sources
to "high" or "low" credibility conditions and the growing use of direct
audience measures to establish credibility differences.

The measurement of credibility: Only a few investigators have made

the development of a reliable measure of credibility their main objective.
The bulk of the research involving credibility or related concepts has been
directed toward assessment of the effects of differing levels of credibility
on such dependent variables as learning and attitude change. In these
studies the construction of an index of credibility has occupied a
subordinate position in the design of the research. The methods employed
to measure credibility are roughly the same for both types of investigation.
They include: (1) Subjects' rank orderings of source on credibility or

some single related dimension (Sherif, 1935; Das, Rath, Das, 1955);

(2) Indices of credibility-related personal characteristics of the

source based on sociometric-choice data (Cole, 1954); (3) "Prestige"



indices derived from measures of attitude change (Kulp, 1934, Lurie, 1938);
(4) Subjects' assignment of sources of positions on a single linear

rating scale tapping credibility or a related dimension of the source's
image (Saadi & Farnsworth, 1934, Lorge & Curtiss, 1936); (5) Credibility
measures derived from responses to several (presumably) related attitude
items, utilizing Thurstone or Guttman scaling techniques (Walter, 1Su8);
(6) Likert-type measuring devices in which the source's credibility is
obtained by summation of the ratings assigned to him over a number of
related scale items, (Wolfinger, 1955; Berlo & Gulley, 1957); and (7)
Multidimensional measures of credibility in which factor analyses or similar
techniques are employed to discover those aspects of a source's projected
image which are relevant to his persuasive effectiveness, and separate
measures are taken on each of the independent dimensions thus established
(Andersen, 1961; Berlo & Lemert, 1961; Rarick, 1963).

Examination of these various methods for determining credibility
differences among message sources suggests that they vary principally in
terms of: (1) the level of source measurement which they afford; (2) the
extent to which they reflect an attempt to empirically determine the
dimensions of source image which are relevant to credibility, and (3) the

assumptions about the dimensionality of credibility which underlie use

of the particular measuring device.

The dimensionality of credibility: The early theoretic literature

is replete with arguments linking persuasive effectiveness with one or

another particular source characteristic. Many of the earliest studies



in the credibility area (Farmsworth & Misumi, 1931; Armett, Davidson §&
Lewis, 1931; and Duncker, 1938) assumed a source's effectiveness to be a

direct manifestation of his social status or "prestige". Much of the

early research into the effects of source image, in fact, was subsumed
under the heading of "prestige suggestion".

Later researchers advanced a wide variety of personal characteristics
to account for persuasive effectiveness, including such diverse attributes
of the message source as his sincerity (Hildreth, 1953), his physical

attractiveness (Haiman, 1949), and his verbal fluency (Miller & Hewgill,

1964). Still other writers have presented evidence to show that a source's
communicative effectiveness may depend on his perceived objectivity

(Hovland & Mandell, 1952) or lack of manipulative intent (Walster &

Festinger, 1962; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1964), his competence (Hollander, 1960;
Croner & Willis, 1961), and even his apparent sociability (Haiman, 1949,
Barnes, 1960).

While early theorists and researchers often disagreed on the specific
antecedents of source effectiveness, they were unanimous in treating
credibility as an essentially unidimensional attribute of the communicator.
As noted in the earlier discussion of credibility measurement procedures,
the initial efforts to establish direct measures of credibility or ethos
indexed a single dimension of the source's projected image. Such indices
typically consisted of a single linear rating scale to tap receiver
judgments of the communicator's likableness (Saadi & Farnsworth, 1934),

prestige (Adams, 1960), or trustworthiness (Hovland § Weiss, 1951).

Later studies used several such scales and summated ratings to establish



differences between experimental sources on some single dimension of
judgment. Wolfinger (1955) and Berlo & Kumata (1956), for example, used
batteries of evaluatively loaded semantic differential scales to determine
audience attitudes toward message sources. In these studies, the sum of
the audience ratings over the several scales was used as a unidimensional
measure of one aspect of the source's image - the "evaluative dimension"
proposed by Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum (1957).

This traditional view of credibility or ethos as a unidimensional
source attribute has been questioned by a number of writers. As early as
1953, Hovland, Janis & Kelley suggested the utility of a multidimensional
model of source evaluation, and proposed two dimensions of the communi-

cator's image - perceived expertness and perceived trustworthiness, as

especially relevant to persuasive effectiveness. It should be noted,
however, that these theorists provided little in the way of direct
empirical support for these two dimensions of source evaluation as the
principal components of credibility.

Within the past three years, a number of researchers have attempted
to empirically determine the specific dimensions of communicator image
which are relevant to his acceptance as a source of information and
influence, and to provide reliable instruments to tap the receivers'
perceptions of the source on these dimensions. These investigations,
while independently conducted, have generally proceeded along similar
lines -- a list of source-descriptive terms is collected from the theoretic
and experimental literature or through solicitation of subjects'

descriptions of public and private sources whom they consider acceptable



or not acceptable over a wide range of topics. These descriptions are then
translated into semantic differential or Likert-type scales, and a number
of sources of established acceptability are rated on the scales by a large
- group of subjects. The ratings are then correlated and subjected to
factor analysis. A set of specific scale items is then selected, on the
basis of strength and purity of loadings, to represent each of the
principal factors.

The basic studies in this area were conducted by Andersen at
Wisconsin (1961) and Berlo & Lemert at Michigan State (1961). More recent
investigations by Schweitzer (1966) and by McCroskey (1966) and recent
replications of Berlo's work (Berlo, Lemert & Mertz, 1965) have followed
essentially the same pattern. When allowances are made for slight differences
in the methods of obtaining the original scale arrays, types of sources
and subjects employed, and factor solution method, all these studies have
yielded remarkably similar results. The findings suggest that there are
three relatively independent judgmental dimensions along which an individual
evaluates a message source, and which influence the source's acceptance
and influence potential. Specifically, the findings indicate that receivers
evaluate a message source according to his perceived "Safety" (his
manipulative intent and predictability), his "Qualification" (his topic-
bound expertness as well as his perceived general ability or intelligence)
and his "Dynamism" or "Energy" (something like a combination of the
potency and activity dimensions of general connotative meaning as discussed

by Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum).
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These studies provide an operational base for defining the source
evaluation process. Their results emphasize the multi-dimensionality of
the variable, and they further support the argument that credibility must
be defined in terms of the perceptions of the receiver rather than any
innately determined characteristics of the source. Perhaps their greatest
immediate significance, however, lies in the fact that they provide the first
empirically derived measures of source judgments. As such, they furnish
a stable base for further exploration of the operation of the variable
in persuasive communication situations.

Credibility as a relational variable: Most discussions of credibility

suggest a monadic approach to the conceptualization and operationalization
of the variable. In both traditional and current usage of the concept,
"credibility" typically refers to and is defined by, a single element in
the persuasive situation - evaluation of the source of persuasive communi-
cation.

The earliest treatments of ethos or credibility stress inherent
source characteristics as the basic determinants of his influence potential.
In these early studies, the persuasive effects of differing lewvels of
source "prestige" or "authority" are assumed to be relatively independent
of other variables in the message situation.

Later approaches have similarly obscured the relational nature of
the variable. While current conceptualizations of credibility emphasize
direct measurement of the receiver's perceptions of the message source,
these measures are generally not interpreted as expressing a source-

receiver relationship. As used in most recent studies, indices of
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perceived source "competence" or "trustworthiness" are intended only to
provide more empirical assessments of source characteristics.

Implicit in both these approaches are two fundamental and related
assumptions about the nature of credibility. First, a source's influence
potential in any situation is presumed to depend directly and solely on
his evaluative rating on one or more dimensions of audience judgment.
Given adequate measures of source evaluation, predictions of persuasive
effect may be made without reference to other variables in the situation.
Second, credibility judgments are commonly assumed to express relatively
absolute source values. A highly evaluated source is expected to be
maximally effective in all relevant influence situations. Conversely, a
low evaluative rating leads to predictions of minimal persuasive effect
in all message situationms.

In contrast to the singular focus of monadic approaches to the
variable, one can conceptualize credibility by stressing the source-

receiver relationship which is implied by credibility judgments. This

conceptualization of credibility asserts a source's influence potential
to be a joint function of (1) receiver evaluations of the message source,
and (2) receiver self-evaluations. Under this approach, a source's
acceptability as a source of information and opinion in a given message
situation is determined by a series of self-source comparisons on specific
judgmental dimensions. To the extent that the receiver rates the source

as higher than self on these dimensions - whatever his absolute rating -

he will tend to accept the proferred influence. On the other hand, when

the receiver judges the message source lower than self on these
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dimensions, he will reject the source's influence attempts. Thus, a
source's “credibility" and subsequent influence potential are seen to
depend, not on his absolute rating, but on his evaluative standing
relative to receiver self-evaluation.

Self-achieving as a basis for credibility has not been advanced in
previous theoretic discussions of the variable. To a considerable degree
this omission is attributable to the kinds of message sources employed in
most early research. Early studies typically pitted such sources as T. S.
Eliot vs an unemployed dishwasher on the subject of poetry, or the Surgeon
General of the United States vs a convicted narcotics peddler on the need
for stronger drug control laws. Use of such extreme sources, while
ensuring significant differences between high and low credibility conditioms,
effectively blocks any consideration of credibility as a relational variable.
Few receivers would consider themselves better qualified than T. S. Eliot
on the subject of poetry. By the same token, few receivers would evaluate
themselves as lower in credibility than the narcotics pusher.

It can be argued, however, that the extreme source conditions
imposed by most early research are seldom encountered in real life. The
individual receiver is rarely called upon to evaluate himself in comparison
to either T. S. Eliot or the convicted criminal. Most instances of
persuasive interaction involve receiver judgments about message sources
who are more directly comparable to himself. In these instances, a source-
self conceptualization of credibility would suggest that the individual's
self-perceptions furnish the principal anchorage for evaluation of the
source of persuasive communication. In this study, the concept of self-

credibility is proposed to describe the receiver's self-evaluations on
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those judgmental dimensions which are directly relevant to his acceptance
or rejection of source influence.

Self-Credibility as Anchorage for Source Evaluation: The concept of

self-credibility has received little attention in the literature dealing
with persuasive communication. As developed here, self-credibility is not
meant to be equated with the more general notions of "self-concept" or
"self-esteem" as treated in theories of personality. These concepts have
been commonly used to denote an individual's generalized perception of self
across all interaction situations (Wylie, 1961; Combs, 1962). The notion
of self-credibility, by contrast, is developed directly from the research
and theory in source credibility, and refers to a specific and limited
portion of the individual's total "self-concept". As used here, self-
credibility expresses the individual's evaluation of himself on those
dimensions of judgment which are relevant to his performance in a particular
kind of interaction situation; namely, one in which he acts as a receiver
of persuasive communication. It is further proposed that the judgmental
dimensions which are most relevant for the individual as a receiver are
those which he uses to evaluate the source of the persuasive communication;
i,e., Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism.

While the notion of self-credibility has not been explicitly
developed in previous research, the literature in the area of Interpersonal
Perception offers some support for this treatment of the concept. Hastorf,
Richardson & Dornbusch (1958), for example, report that; "...there is a
strong positive relationship between categories which people use in

describing other people and in describing themselves." These writers further
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indicate that the specific judgmental dimensions which are applied at any
given time are determined by the activity in which the individual is
engaged. They state that: "...a person has a core of generally consistent
categories used in describing all people, and a set of more particular
categories which depend more on situational factors." On this point,

Jones & Thibaut (1958) suggest that recognition that persuasive interaction
is about to take place arouses a "perceptual set" of relevant judgmental
dimnsions.

Receiver self-credibility is advanced in this study as a major
determinant of communication effect in persuasive situations. Specifically,
it is proposed that an individual's judgments of his own credibility serve
as "anchors" or "comparison points" against which he evaluates the message

source.

Statement of Hypotheses
From the preceding discussion the following hypotheses have been
developed as to the functioning of credibility in a persuasive communication
context.
Hl: In a situation involving persuasive communication,
influence acceptance will be directly related to

the perceived Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism

of the message source.

This hypothesis provides a test of the multi-dimensional model of
source evaluation proposed by Berlo & Lemert, Andersen, and others. No

direct test of this model exists in the previous research literature.
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H2: In a situation involving persuasive communication,
acceptance of source influence will be directly
related to the direction and magnitude of perceived
self-source discrepancy on the Safety, Qualification, and

ngamism dimensions.

Hypothesis 2 stems directly from the source-self model of

credibility judgments advanced earlier. It extends the concept of
"credibility" beyond the previous focus on source-evaluation to include
also the receiver's judgments of his own credibility within the message
situation.

H : Knowledge of the direction and magnitude of perceived

3

self-source discrepancy on the Safety, Qualification,

and Dynamism dimensions will afford more accurate
predictions of influence acceptance than will knowledge
of source evaluation alone.

This hypothesis provides a direct test of the relative adequacy of
source and source-self conceptualizations of credibility in terms of their
ability to predict attitude change in persuasive communication situatioms.

Hypotheses 1 through 3 reflect the principal theoretic interests
of this study. The following hypotheses specify in greater detai; the
predicted relationship between influence acceptance and each of the

component dimensions of credibility.

Hy: There will be a positive relationship between influence

acceptance and perceptions of relative source Safety.
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HS: There will be a positive relationship between influence

acceptance and perceptions of relative source Qualification.

These two hypotheses assert a simple linear correlation between
acceptance of source influence and self-source discrepancy judgments on

the Safety and Qualification dimensions. To the degree that the receiver

judges the message source as more trustworthy or better qualified than
himself, he will respond favorably to the influence attempt. To the extent
that he sees the source as less trustworthy or less qualified than himself,
the receiver will maintain his original opinion on the issue.

The relationship between influence acceptance and perceptions of
relative source Dynamism is more complicated. Berlo & Lemert suggest that
judgments on this factor function primarily to intensify the source's
perceived standing on the Safety factor. Given an initial evaluation of
the message source as relatively safe or dangerous, the intensity of this
evaluation will be heightened by perceptions of high source dynamism;

i.e., low-safety, high dynamism sources will be seen as potentially more
"dangerous" than low safety, low dynamism sources, and their influence
attempts will more likely be rejected.

Hypotheses 6 and 7 summarize the predicted effect of this inter-
action on the influence acceptance variable:

HG‘ Among subjects who perceive the message source as

higher than self on the Safety dimension, there will be
a positive relationship between influence acceptance

and perceptions of relative source Dynamism.
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Among subjects who perceive the message source as lower
than self on the Safety dimension, there will be a
negative relationship between influence acceptance and

perceptions of relative source Dynamism.



CHAPTER 11

METHOD

Pretest Procedures: Approximately 200 students enrolled in summer

courses in Communication or Sociology volunteered to participate in
"a survey of student reaction to controversial public issues". This
survey, conducted under the auspices of an unidentified national research
organization, was administered during a class period regularly scheduled
for research and discussion.

The pretest questionnaire indexed three kinds of variables;
(1) subjects' opinions on six controversial public issues (Tl attitude),
(2) subjects' evaluation of various possible sources of information and
opinion on these issues (source credibility), and (3) the subject's
evaluation of himself as a potential source of information and opinion on
each of the issues (self-credibility).

Pretest Attitude Measurement: In the first section of the

questionnaire, subjects were asked to respond to a series of opinion
statements dealing with six public issues currently in the news. The
topics were:

(1) "Extension of medicare to US citizens of all ages through
a national health insurance plan financed by tax funds..."

(2) "Abolishment of the Federal Office of Economic Opportunity
('war on poverty') administration..."

(3) "Revision of present Selective Service regulations to

eliminate student deferments except in a few cases in the
national interest..."

18
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(4) "Restricted use of nuclear weapons in Viet Nam in non-

populated areas..."

(5) "Strict University control and supervision of student

political organizations, especially those which show signs
of communist domination..."

(6) "A mandatory jail sentence and one-year suspension of

driver's license for anyone convicted of drunken or reckless
driving..."

Subjects indicated their opinions on each of these issues through
ratings on five 7-point semantic differential scales. These scales, which
are suggested by Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum (1957) to measure response on
the evaluative dimension, were: good-bad, wise-foolish, valuable-worthless,
fair-unfair, and honest-dishonest. The evaluative scales were presented
after each topic statement, and the scale ends were randomly reversed
to minimize response set. The subjects' responses were coded 1 (unfavorable)
through 7 (favorable) and summed over the five scales to provide the

pretest measure of attitude on the issue.

Source Credibility Measures: Following their rating of the ex-

perimental issues, subjects wre presented with brief descriptions of
several persons who might serve as sources of information or opinion on
these issues. The source descriptions were selected from a set of 30
descriptions which had previously been rated by a small sample of students
and student wives. On the basis of these pretest ratings, eight sources
were selected to represent the eight possible combinations of high and
low on the three dimensions of source evaluation proposed by Berlo and
Lemert. The eight combinations of high-low Safety, Qualification and
Dynamism, together with the appropriate source descriptions, are

presented in Figure 1. Subjects rated each of the sources separately on
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twelve semantic differential scales measuring the source's perceived
Safety, Qualification and Dynamism. The four scales used for each
dimension were selected from a list provided by Berlo, Lemert & Mertz
(1965). The scales, with their loadings on each of the three factors,
are presented in Figure 2.

The source scales were presented in mixed order, and the scales
were randomly reversed to avoid response set. Summary ratings for each
source were computed within each of the three dimensions.

Self-Credibility Measures: The third section of the pretest

questionnaire asked the subject to review his own qualifications as a
potential source of information on the issues presented. The topic
statements were repeated separately, and the subject was instructed to
rate himself on each topic using the same 12 scales as in the measure of
source evaluation.

The order of presentation of the self-evaluation measures and the
source-evaluation measures was systematically varied within the sample
to control possible order effects. Half the subjects rated the sources
first; the other half rated themselves first.

Following administration of the topic attitude, source-evaluation,
and self-evaluation measures, subjects were asked to comment on the study
and its purpose. The experimenter then informed the subjects that the
"survey" was completed, thanked them and left. An explicit attempt was

made to leave subjects with the impression that the pretest questionnaire
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Saf. Qual. Dyn. Source Description

Hi Hi Hi "A leading national clergyman who has 7
(X:26.6)(X:23.6)(X:26.4) Dbeen appointed by the President to a

special advisory commission on social

and economic affairs...”

Hi Hi Lo "A 76-year old former Chief Justice 1
(X:27.0)(X:27.0)(X:12.0) of the Supreme Court of the State of
- Rhode Island..."

%Hi Lo Hi "A housewife and mother of four who 8
(X:23.6)(X:9.2)(X:24.0) has been asked to write a report on
public affairs for her PTA group..."

Hi Lo Lo "A middle-aged male English teacher 2
(X:25.5)(X:8.4)(X:11.8) in a suburban girls' school, on campus
for summer courses..."

Lo Hi Hi "A professional lobbyist who has been uy
(X:7.2)(X:25.0)(X:26.5) described by members of Congress as
'The most persistent and determined
pleader of special interests ever
seen on Capitol Hill'"...

Lo Hi Lo "A ranking government official in the 3
(X:7.6)(X:26.0)(X:9.0) Truman administration who was involved
in a scandal which resulted in his
removal from office. He now leads an
inactive life near Washington, D.C. ..."

Lo Lo Hi "The former editor of a campus magazine 6
(X:8.4)(X:10.5)(X:2u.6) of extreme left-wing political opinion,
currently on academic probation for
low grades..."

Lo Lo Lo "A once-controversial Baptist minister, 5
(X:8.0)(X:6.0)(X:7.6) now living in a home for aged clergy.
He was censured by his church in 1938
for anti-semitic and racist preaching,
and retired from active service shortly
afterward..."

Figure 1. Eight Source Descriptions

Figure 1. Eight Source Descriptions and Mean Evaluative Ratings on Three
Dimensions (}:20)

* This Source Description was selected on the basis of Evaluative
Ratings obtained in an earlier study (XN:60)
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Factor Loadings

Safety Scales Safety Qual. Dynamism
Kind---Cruel .84 .10 -.01
Safe---Dangerous .81 .26 N
Honest---Dishonest .79 .17 -.08%

Qualification Scales

Skilled---Unskilled .33 .77 .18
Informed---Uninformed .34 <74 .18
Qualified---Unqualified .37 .76 .09
Experienced---Inexperienced .25 .80 14

Dynamism Scales

Bold---Timid -.31 -.08 .64
Energetic---Tired 24 .24 .64
Active---Passive .17 .25 .61
Emphatic---Hesitant .01 .14 .70

*Loadings for this scale obtained from an earlier ui-factor solution.

Figure 2. Scales for self and source evaluation
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constituted the whole study, and that no follow-up measures were

anticipated.

Post-test Procedures

Selection of the Experimental Topic: On the basis of the Tl

responses, one of the six public issues evaluated in the pretest
questionnaire had to be selected as the experimental topic. Two criteria
guided this selection. First, to allow room for evaluative change, avoid
possible "ceiling" effects, and to simplify construction of the persuasive
message, the issue had to be one on which there was homogeneity of
evaluative response to the recommendation contained in the topic state-
ment - either neutral or slightly opposed. Second, to insure some degree
of perceived difference between self-credibility and source-credibility
for later analysis, the topic had to be one on which there was a wide
range of self-evaluative ratings over each of the three dimensions of
self-credibility.

Issue 2 -- "Abolishment of the Federal Office of Economic
Opportunity ('war on poverty') administration." -- came closest to meeting
these criteria and was selected as the experimental topic. Subjects were
generally opposed or neutral to the recommendation to abolish 0.E.O.

The mean evaluative rating of the proposal was 16.78 on the summary
evaluative scale ranging from 5 (unfavorable) through 35 (favorable). The
distribution of self-evaluative ratings on this issue also came closest

to the ideal. Self-evaluations on the Qualification and Dynamism dimensions
were normally distributed around the neutral point (X:16.5 on Qualification,

X:17.9 on Dynamism). Distribution of self-evaluative ratings on the
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Safety dimension was skewed toward the high end of the scale (X: 20.91)
on this issue; however, since the mean self-safety ratings on the other
issues were even higher, it was decided to use this topic.

The Post-test Questionnaire: Two weeks after administration of the

preest measures, a different experimenter entered the classroom and
enlisted the subjects' cooperation in a different study. The experimenter
explained to the students that this study was designed to measure their
reactions to various opinion statements and arguments on the subject of
the Federal "war on poverty" program.

The post-test questionnaire consisted of four sections. In the
introductory pages subjects were given a limited amount of neutral back-
ground information on the issue. The introduction noted that there was
some degree of public controversy over the operation of the Federal Office
of Economic Opportunity; and that a research team from a "midwestern
university" had undertaken a review of the administration of the anti-
poverty program. Subjects were told that the major part of this work had
consisted of random interviews with people who lived in communities where
anti-poverty programs were in operation and who held various opinions on
the topic. The subject was then told that he would be able to read the
interviewer's report of one of these interviews and that he was to respond
to the arguments on a set of evaluative rating scales.

The Source Description:

After these preliminary instructions, subjects read a brief

description of the person being interviewed - one of the eight sources

rated in the pretest questionnaire. Subject-source pairings were made
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randomly. The source descriptions were identical with those presented in
the pretest questionnaire, with the additional information that this
person lived in a community where anti-poverty programs were in operation.
The description also noted that the person being interviewed was in favor

of abolishing 0.E.O.

The Persuasive Message:

The subject then read what was purported to be part of the inter-
viewer's report of the source's views on the experimental issue. This
"report" constituted the persuasive message used in the study, and was the
same for all subjects and source attributions. The message presented a
series of arguments for abolishing the Federal Office of Economic
Opportunity; i.e., it argued in favor of the recommendation contained in
the topic statement and against the receiver's own previously stated opinion
on the issue. The message was 533 words and contained 6 grammatical
errors and 4 non-fluencies to provide a degree of plausibility. A
specific attempt was made to avoid a too-eloquent presentation of arguments.
In general, the tone and language of the message were consistent with what
it purported to be - an interviewer's report of the opinions and arguments
of one of the eight sources described above. A copy of the message is

in Appendix A.

Post-test attitude measure:

After reading the source's arguments favoring the abolishment of
0.E.0., the subject was instructed to give his own opinion on the issue,
using the same five evaluatively loaded semantic differential scales

incorporated in the pretest attitude measurement. The measure of post-
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test attitude completed the questionnaire.

Throughout the experiment explicit attempts were made to avoid giving
the subjects any inkling that the pretest and post-test questionnaires were
related; a different experimenter administered the questionnaires each
time; the experimenter specifically stated each time that his questionnaire
was an independent study; and an attempt was made to vary the physical
appearance of the two questionnaires. There also was an attempt to change
the subjects' context for the study. In the first phase the study was
supposedly sponsored by a national research organization. In the second,
it was attributed to the Department of Communication at Michigan State
University. These efforts, plus the separating of administration of the two
questionnaires by a two-week interval, were intended to lull any suspicions
which the subjects might have had. The subjects were asked at the end of
each questionnaire to comment freely on the study and to make guesses about
the purposes behind it. The comments of two subjects suggested that they
suspected that the second questionnaire was in some way related to the
first. These subjects were discarded.

Analysis Procedures: Following administration of the post-test

measures, pre- and post-test questionnaires for each subject were matched on
the basis of name and student number. A total of 155 subjects returned
usable questionnaires both times. From the questionnaires, the following

measures were coded for each subject:
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Pre-test attitude on the experimental topic. Each subject was
assigned a pretest attitude score ranging from 5 (unfavorable)
through 35 (favorable). This score was obtained by summing
his T, responses on the five evaluative semantic differential
scales described earlier.

Post-test attitude on the experimental topic. This was obtained by
summing the subject's T, responses on the five evaluative scales.

Pre-post attitude change on the topic. The subject's score on the
post-test attitude measure was subtracted from his pretest attitude
score to provide an index of the amount of attitude change. Since
subjects could change their attitudes in either direction, a
constant of 30 was added to the raw difference between pre- and
post-test attitude scores. Thus, a maximum attitude change in the
direction advocated by the persuasive message would be scored 60;
a "boomerang" maximum negative change would be scored 0 on this
index.

Source Evaluation: The subject's ratings of the message source on each
of the three dimensions of source evaluation were summed to provide
separate measures of perceived source Safety, Qualification, and
Dynamism. Summary scores range from 4 (low) through 28 (high) on

each dimension.

Self-Evaluation: Summary scores of the subject's self-ratings
on the three credibility dimensions were obtained as above.

Self-Source Discrepancy: The direction and magnitude of the
perceived difference between the subject and the message source
on Safety, Qualification and Dynamism were expressed as a single
score, ranging from 6 (source low, self high) through 54 (source
high, self low) for each dimension.

Hypothesis 3 calls for a comparison of the relative adequacy of
absolute source evaluative ratings vs self-source discrepancy measures in
predicting attitude change. A search of the statistical literature failed
to reveal an adequate test for the significance of differences between
multiple correlations computed within the same sample. Accordingly,
following computation of the evaluative measures detailed above, subjects
were randomly assigned to one of two analysis groups. Parallel analyses
were performed for the two groups with the following differences: (1) Within

Group 1 (n = 77) the dependent variable of attitude change was related to
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the measures of perceived self-source discrepancy on the three credibility

dimensions. (2) Within Group 2 (n = 78) analysis involved the determination
of the relationship between attitude change and absolute measures of
perceived Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism.

A detailed description of the analyses used to evaluate the
seven theoretic hypotheses, together with the results of these analyses,

is found in Chapter III.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Effect of the Persuasive Message: The design of the study did not

include a control group (which would have received no experimental

stimulus) because the hypotheses did not concern themselves with whether
there was or was not significant attitude change. Because of this, no
adequate test of the persuasive effect of the message is possible. It is
possible, however, to compare the pre-test and post-test scores for each
analysis group (see Table 1), and to test for the significance of difference
between those two sets of scores.

Table 1. Mean Pre-Post Attitude Change Toward the
Experimental Topic, by Groups

Pretest Post-test Mean t p-value
Mean Mean Shift
Analysis Group 1 (N:77) 17.19 21.19 +4.00 3.96 <.01
Analysis Group 2 (N:78) 16.65 19.38 +2.73 2.84 <.0l

Difference in mean shift between analysis groups = 1.27, N.S., P = .u3

Both groups were significantly more favorable toward the proposal to
abolish the federal Office of Economic Opportunity after exposure to the
message. The mean differences were rather sizable, and we can assume with

reasonable confidence that the messages were persuasive.

29
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Effectiveness of the Source Inductions: Separate analyses were

conducted to determine the efficacy of the source descriptions in
inducing perceptions of high and low source Safety, Qualification, and
Dynamism. Comparisons among the eight source inductions on the Safety
dimension are summarized in Table 2. The data indicate successful
manipulation of source perceptions on this dimension. High-Safety
sources were consistently rated significantly higher than low-Safety
sources, and there were no significant differences within either the high
or low groups.

Table 3 presents the comparisons between the eight sources on
the Qualification dimension. Again, the data indicate that the source
descriptions were generally effective. Differences in the meén
Qualification ratings for high and low source inductions were in the
right direction in every case, and statistically significant in all but
two.

Mean perceived Dynamism ratings for the eight sources are compared
in Table 4. The comparisons show that the source descriptions were only
partially successful in inducing appropriate source perceptions on this
dimension. For twelve out of the eixteen comparisons, the high Dynamism
inductions did produce significantly higher mean ratings. In the remaining
four cases, however, low inductions produced higher ratings, although
the differences were not significant. The failure to achieve significant
differences in these four instances reflects: (1) the general tendency for
the subjects to rate all the sources as relatively high in Dynamism, and

(2) the specific failure of the HiLoHi source induction. This source:
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"A housewife and mother of four who has been asked to write a report on
public affairs for her PTA group..." was evaluated as relatively how
(.45 above the theoretic neutral point) in Dynamism. In fact, this
source was surpassed in perceived Dynamism by all the low induction
sources, including the Baptist minister who has been in retirement since
1338.

The hypotheses for this study will not deal with the induced
groups as such. Rather, subjects' perceptions of credibility will be
used, regardless of the "correct" perception that was attempted by the

inductions.
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A final comment on the overall effectiveness of the source inductions
is in order. As mentioned in the preceding chapter, the source
descriptions used in this study had been pretested earlier in a small
 group of students and wives in married housing. Safety, Qualification, and
Dynamism ratings were obtained on thirty possible sources of information
and opinion on public affairs topics. Six of the thirty sources appeared
to meet the pretest criteria; i.e., they were unanimously judged to be
extremely high or low on the three evaluative dimensions. The remaining
two source descriptions were finally selected on the basis of pretest
data from another study. Thus, despite the limited nature of the pretest,
there was a reasonable expectation that the descriptions would produce
appropriate source evaluations in the larger sample.

This expectation was only partially realized. The source
descriptions did induce credibility ratings which were generally consistent
with their intent; i.e., "high" source inductions produced consistently
higher ratings on the appropriate dimensions, and the mean differences
were usually significant. Yet, the results fell short of expectatioms.
Ideally, the low source inductions should have produced mean ratings of
around 8 or 9 on each dimension. None of the source descriptions produced
ratings this low. Mean Safety and Qualification ratings for the low
induction sources approached the theoretic neutral point in most cases.

On the Dynamism dimension, low source ratings actually exceeded the

neutral point.
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While the high source inductions produced correspondingly higher
ratings on each dimension, and these differences were statistically
significant in 44 ouf of 48 comparisons, the differences between high
and low sources were nowhere so extreme as we would have wished. Some
possible reasons for these equivocal results, and their implications
for interpretation of the later findings, are discussed in the following
chapter.

Test of the Theoretic Hypotheses:

le In a situation involving persuasive communication,

influence acceptance will be directly related to the
perceived Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism of the
message source.,

The first hypothesis predicts that attitude change scores will be
a direct function of the combined absolute source ratings on the three
dimensions of source evaluation proposed by Berlo and Lemert. In testing
this and the other theoretic hypotheses, actual raitngs by the subject
were used as the basic data---whether or not those ratings "fit" the
ratings expected by the inductions.

The test of Hypothesis 1 required computation of the multiple
regression of attitude change on the three predictor variables: perceived
Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism. If the hypothesis is to be confirmed,
the multiple correlation should be satistically significant. The results
of these computations for subjects in analysis Group 2 (N=78), are summarized

in Table S.
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Table 5. Regression of Attitude Change Scores in Absolute

Source Evaluation Scores.

Predictor
Variable

Source Safety
Source Qualification

Source Dynamism

Multiple Correlation Coefficient: R = .2269; P (R = .2269) = .27

TOTAL

% Total Variance
Accounted for by
Variable

.025

.027

.001

.053

The data clearly indicate that, at least in this situation, knowledge
of source evaluation scores would not allow better than chance pre-
dictions of influence acceptance.
coefficient indicates that only five percent of the total variahlity in
attitude change scores can be explained by linear regression on combined

source Safety, Dynamism, and Qualification scores.

was not supported.

H

The low value of the multiple correlation

2: In a situation involving persuasive communication,

acceptance of source influence will be directly
related to the direction and magnitude of perceived
self-source discrepancy on the Safety, Qualification,
and Dynamism dimensions.

Thus, the hypothesis
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This hypothesis suggests that acceptance of persuasive communi-
cation should be maximized when the subject perceives the message source
as "more credible" than self, and impeded when the source is seen as 'less
credible" than self. Specifically, the hypothesis predicts attitude
change as a joint function of the subject's self-evaluation and his
evaluation of the message source over the three dimensions of credibility.
Accordingly, the regression of attitude change on the measures of perceived
self-source discrepancy was computed. Table 6 summarizes the results
of these analyses for Group 1 (N:77).

Table 6. Regression of Attitude Change on Perceived
Self-Source Discrepancy Scores

Self-Source % Total Variance

Discrepancy: Accounted for by
this Variable

Safety .003

Qualification .066

Dynamism .013
Total

.082

Multiple Correlation Coefficient: R = .2754; P (R = .2754) = .12

The hypothesis is not supported by the data. The value of the multiple
correlation coefficient falls considerably short of that required for
significance at the .05 level. Only eicht percent of the variallity

in attitude change can be explained by linear regression on the combined

self-source discrepancy measures.
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Hy: Xnowledge of the direction and magnitude of perceived
self-source discrepancy on the Safety, Qualification
and Dynamism dimensions will afford more accurate
predictions of influence acceptance than knowledge
of source evaluation alore.

The lack of support for Hq and Hy make inappropriate a statistical
comparison of the accuracy of absolute source ratings vs self-source
discrepancy measures as predictors of attitude change. Thus, Hy also
failed to support.

Given the failure of attitude change predictions from combined

source Safety, Qualification, and Dynamism ratings, the zero order

relationships between influence acceptance and each of the <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>