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ABSTRACT

A RECONCEPTUALIZED MODEL OF MESSAGE-
ATTITUDE-BEHAVIOR RELATIONSHIPS

By

Robert D. McPhee

This thesis is directed to the development and test
of a reconceptualized model of message-attitude-behavior
relationships. The model is a transformed version of one
used by Don Dulany to explain verbal conditioning effects.
It posits four kinds of beliefs which subjects might hold,
as predictors of their intentions to behave. The model
also suggests certain communication variables.

The power of the model was tested in a pretest post-
test study using subjects from five introductory communica-
tion classes. Three out of four specific components of
the model are significant determinants of behavioral
intention, and the model as a whole explains a highly
significant amount of the variance in both pretest and
posttest results. But the predictive equations using the
model do not have the stability, power, or immediacy pre-
dicted by the model. Hypothesis involving communication

variables received questionable support.
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In the conclusion, implications are stated and sugges-
tions are made for a more decisive test of the relationships

posited by the model.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND THEORY

In a recent review of the literature, Seibold (1974)
finds»various and inconsistent effects of messages of atti-
tudinal and behavioral variables. This lack of cumulative
findings in the literature seems to indicate the need for a
revised model of message-attitude-behavior relationships.
One such model can be derived from the work of Dulany (1961,
1962, 1963, 1968) in verbal conditioning; it is the purpose
of this thesis to present and report an experimental test of
that model.

A model designed to account for attitude-behavior
inconsistencies has previously been derived from Dulany's
work by the social psychologist Martin Fishbein (1967)--
indeed, his model gave impetus to the present derivation.
Fishbein's model has been extensively tested and supported
in the social psychological literature, and has received
as well some attention in the communication literature (see
Mortensen and Gereno, 1973, part I; Holdridge and Lashbrook,
1973; and Seibold, 1974, for reference in the communication
literature). This derivation of a new model from Dulany's
work was undertaken for two reasons. First, Fishbein
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reinterprets Dulany's theory in terms derived from the
traditional components of attitude--cognitive, conative, and
affective. These are primarily psychological variables,
representing 'states of mind' of subjects. However, Dulany's
original variables were conceived in terms of information and
propositional form (see below for clarification) and were
thus very close to communication variables in their under-
lying logic. Second, Fishbein's model is relatively unsugges-
tive about (a) message variables, and (b) variables, which
might ease or hinder the communication process. Dulany's
original logic is much more suggestive in this regard, and
its approach has been incorporated into the present research.
Later in this chapter, the communication variables suggested
by Dulany's approach will be described.

In this thesis I shall explain the model of message-
attitude-behavior relationships which I have derived from
Dulany's theory, and describe the results of an experiment
which allows a test of the theory. The body of the thesis
will be divided as follows. The rest of Chapter One will
be devoted to a summary of Dulany's theory and derivation of
a message-attitude-behavior model from it, and to the state-
ment of hypotheses. Chapter Two will include a discussion
of the design and operational procedures used in the study.
Chapter Three will contain a description of the data analysis
and a discussion of its results, and Chapter Four will draw

conclusions about those results.



Summary of Dulany's Theory

Dulany's original theory was proposed as a result of
work done in verbal conditioning. His theory is rather revo-
lutionary for that domain--he believes that "conditioned"
verbal responses are actually under the conscious control
of subjects, and are made for reasons which subjects can
voluntarily report. Dulany's theory, loosely stated, consists
in two main assertions. The first assertion is simply that
we can predict subjects' responses if we ask them how they
intend to respohd. The second assertion, more complex, goes
back a step and deals with the prediction of subjects' inten-
tions to respond. Here Dulany asserts that we can predict
subjects' intentions by knowing how they interpret the rein-
forcement situation, what they understand to be going on when
the experimenter reinforces one of their responses. In par-
ticular, to predict intention we must at least know:

a) whether the subject thinks a particular response
will be reinforced;

b) whether the subject likes or values the reinforce-
ment;

c) what the subject thinks the reinforcement means--
for example, does the experimenter want him to do
just those behaviors that are reinforced, or not?
and

d) whether the subject cares what the experimenter
wants.

According to Dulany, each of these factors is present in a

subject's mind as a proposition of a certain form--for example,




a) might be represented as "If I do response X, I will be
reinforced." By asking subjects whether they agree with that
statement, and others, we can predict their intentions.

Experimental evidence adduced by Dulany (1961, 1962,
1968) indicates that he can successfully predict behavior from
intention, and intention from the four factors mentioned above.
(See Appendix I for a complete and formal examination of

Dulany's theory.)

Derivation of an Alternative Model

If we want a model that predicts behavior in a natural
context, rather than in a conditioning laboratory, some parts
of Dulany's theory must be changed. First, we take a step
similar to Dulany's: we presume that behavior is under
intentional control, so that Behavioral Intention is a good
predictor of behavior. (Ajzen and Fishbein (1973) argue for
this presumption, given certain situational constraints--for
example, the subject must have the ability to accomplish what
he intends, he must not change his mind, etc.) The real
problem becomes, then, the prediction and explanation of
Behavioral Intention.

My model has been derived by drawing up, following
Dulany, a list of factors which (a) might influence intentions,
and (b) can be represented as propositions of a particular
form. The model contains five kinds of factors.

l. First, a subject might decide to do something

because the consequences of his act would be rewarding or




valuable. This factor I shall call a Belief about the
Extrinsic Value of the act--BEV for short. This factor is
represented by propositions of the form "Doing X would be
rewarding (or punishing)." Thus, if we ask someone if he
agrees with a statement of that form, we gain information
useful in predicting Behavioral Intention to do X.

2. A subject might also decide to do something just
because it would be fun or pleasant, rather than because of
the later useful consequences of doing it. This factor is
called a Belief about the Intrinsic Value of the act--BIV.
It is represented by propositions like "Doing X would be
pleasant (unpleasant)."

3. Further, a subject might decide to act because
he thinks it his moral duty or personal obligation. This
factor has been called by Fishbein a Personal Normative
Belief--abbreviated NBP. It corresponds to propositions
such as "I should do X" or "I have a moral duty to do X."

4. Finally, a subject might decide to act because

others expect him to. This factor is called a Social Norma-

tive Belief, NBS. It corresponds to propositions of the
form " (Some group of significant others--family, teachers,
etc.) expect me to do X."

5. The fifth factor has a different status from the
first four. It is the extent to which a subject feels com-
pelled to comply with each of the above factors. This factor

is called Motivation to Comply--MC. It is measured separately



for each of the above components. For example, if a subject
thinks that his parents expect him to attend class, and if

he wants very much to live up to their expectations, he is
likely to attend class. On the other hand, if he doesn't

care what his parents expect, their expectations are unlikely
to have much weight in determining his behavior. Indeed, this
factor, MC, functions as a weight applied to each other factor
before the data are analyzed.

The presumption is that these factors are related to,
and allow us to predict, Behavioral Intention. Dulany, and
Fishbein after him, used a multiple regression form for data
analysis because regression emphasizes the prediction of the
dependent variable (here BI). But each of the first four
factors is weighted, or multiplied, by MC, before it is
entered into the regression equation. This weighting allows
us to compensate for subjects who think one factor very
important (or very unimportant).

The final model is, then, in the typical regression

format,

BI = b (HCIXBEV) + b2 (MCZXBIV) + b3(MC

1 XNBP) + b, (IMC, xNBS;)

3

Note that there may be more than one social normative belief
term, if there are several groups of significant others rele-
vant to a behavior.

If our theory is correct, several things should be

true of this model. First, the independent variables--the five



factors--should account for a good deal of the variance in
Behavioral Intention. Second, each factor in the model should
be important under some conditions--otherwise, we could just
drop it from the model. (Note that if the theory suggests
that each factor should be important, and one isn't, that
finding casts doubt on the validity of the theory,) Third,

if the factors are really the immediate determinative causes
of Behavioral Intention, no other variable should be able to
change BI independently--if BI is changed, that change should

reflect a change in one or more of the factors.

Relation of the Model to Communication

At this point a discussion of the implications of
this model for communication is in order. The discussion is
clearer if the implications of this model are contrasted
with the corresponding implications of Fishbein's model.

In a study which used messages to alter the intentions
of subjects, Ajzen (1971) used messages in two ways. First,
he used messages (not explicitly recognized as such in his
study) to establish the "motivational orientation" of the
subjects--essentially by telling them either that their own
self-interests or their mutual interests with others should
control their behavior. These messages affected the relative
causal importance (beta weights) of the different components
of the model, though effects on MC are not reported. Second,

Ajzen used messages to affect the specific attitudes and



beliefs held by subjects--that is, to alter the value, rather
than the importance, of the causal components. In both cases,
message variables were dichotomous--messages were written to
stress one component or another, one behavior or another. 1In
addition, these messages are provided as part of the instruc-
tions in playing a Prisoners' Dilemma Game--they provided the
only information subjects had about how to play the game.

In contrast, the model provided here presents a
rationale for generalizing beyond the special situation of
Ajzen's study, and provides a more sophisticated message

variable--amount of information.

In the model presented here, messages may similarly
be designed to affect the value and importance of one or
another component, but a more powerful and accurate message
variable, suggested by Dulany's logic, is the amount of
information in each message encoded in each relevant form
mentioned in the model by subjects. Thus, a message aimed
at affecting BEV may still have information which is encoded
by the subject so as to affect NBP or NBS, This variable
can be operationalized either objectively, according to the
experimenter's view of the message, or subjectively, accord-
ing to estimates by naive subjects.

In addition, it is completely consistent w;th the
logic of this theory to expect the effect of information of

a certain propositional form in the message to be inversely



dependent on the amount of that type of information already
held by the subject. Thus,

--if S already has information that others expect
him to do X, telling him that others expect him
to do X may have little impact on his intentions.

--if S already has information that others don't
expect him to do X, telling him that others expect
him to do X may have reduced impact due to his
opposed belief.

This confounding effect of outside information available to

S has been conceptualized by Woelfel (1973) as the inertial
mass of a concept. He reasons that the more information we
have about a concept or relationship, the harder it is to
change our minds about that concept or relationship. Thus,
we will expect that the amount of change in a belief produced
by a message will be (a) directly related to the amount of
information in the message which has the same propositional
form as the attitude and (b) inversely related to the amount

of information the subject already has relative to that propo-

sitional form.

Operational Definitions

Eight variables, including terms in the model and
communication variables, require explicit operationalization.
These operational definitions will be stated in the next
chapter, but two of them, because of their subtle connections
to theory, require some consideration now.

In both Dulany's and Fishbein's work, the variable

"motivation to comply”" has been measured only for some of the
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components in the model. This procedure has resulted in
measurement problems (cf. Ajzen and Fishbein, 1969, p. 257;
Schwartz and Tessler, 1973, p. 229), which might well be
corrected if subjects could be indeed to give comparative
ratings of the importance of all components. The operationa-
lization was designed to do this, by asking, subjects first
to rank the variables by importance, then to rate the impor-
tance of each variable on a semantic differential scale. 1In
using a rank-order question first, it was hoped that the
comparison among components would become salients to subjects
when they answered the immediately following questions. This
hope can be empirically checked by examining the variance in
Seven-point ratings and the correlation between ratings and
rankings.

The most important communication variable to be used
in this study is the amount of information in the message
bearing on each propositional form in the model. To opera-
tionalize this variable, I simply asked an independent sample
of subjects to rate the messages (one message per subject)
as to the percentage of information in the message stating
Oor supporting each propositional form. This procedure, to be
completely valid, would require the assumption that subjects
can objectively classify and measure amounts of information
in a message. Such an assumption may be false-indeed, much
research has shown that a subject's prepotent mental set is

as important in determining a message's effect as the message
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itself. I make the weaker assumption that (a) various "mental
sets" are fairly normally distributed in my population and
samples, so that (b) the means of various subjective estimates
will be accurate in determining at least ordinally the amount
of information in the message. The value of this operational
definition can be checked by examining the covariation in
semantic differential ratings and rank orders, of subject

estimates.

Hypotheses

Hypotheses related to this model can be presented
in two areas: relative to the model itself as a predictor
of behavioral intention, and to the effects of messages on
variables in the model.

As Schwartz and Tessler point out, if a model of the
form proposed is to be accepted, it should contain all the
significant immediate determinants of BI, and only such
immediate determinants--i.e., there should be no irrelevant
or ineffectual components. In particular, communicative
influences should change behavioral intention only by changing
some other variable(s) in the model.

These requirements are reflected in the following
hypotheses:

H 1. The relationship between BIV and BI is

necessary (for at least one treatment

condition), contingent (on MC), stochastic,
irreversible, and coextensive.
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H 2. The relationship between BEV and BI is
necessary (in at least one condition),
contingent (on MC), stochastic, irrever-
sible, and coextensive.

H 3. The relationship between NBP and BI is
necessary (in at least one condition),
contingent (on MC), stochastic, irrever-
sible, and coextensive.

H 4. The relationship between NBS and BI is
necessary (for at least one condition,
at least one group of significant others),
contingent (on MC), irreversible, stochastic,
and coextensive.

H 5. The relationship between a linear combination
of the components MC x BEV, MC x BIV, MC x
NBP, and MC x NBS, and BI is necessary,
sufficient, deterministic, irreversible, and
coextensive.

Hypotheses also can be advanced in the area of message
variable influence. The theory does not demand any particular
quantitative relationship between message information (here-
after termed, after Woelfel, message mass, or MM), information
previously held (or previous mass PM), and components of the

model. The simplest available relationship is Woelfel's

prediction of a linear relationship between belief change

and the ratio of new information to old, %%.

H 6. The relationship between MM/PM for any
component (including MC as a multiplier)
and change in that component, is necessary,
sufficient, deterministic, irreversible,
and sequential.

Our last hypothesis is that, for a message to affect BI, its

mass ratio, MM/PM, must affect the components of the model.
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H 7. The relationship between message con-

dition and change in BI is substitutable,

contingent (on the effect of MM/PM upon

the model's determining variables,

including MC), stochastic, irreversible,

and sequential.
Note that in each of these last two hypotheses we contend
that MM/PM may affect MC, by bringing to the subject's
attention the fact that a certain propositional form is
relevant and that he should comply with it. A diagrammatic

model of these hypotheses is as follows (Figure 1):

-
-
LN
_______
-
-
-—ma,

-
-
-
-
-
.=
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
————
-
-
-

Figure 1l.--Hypothesized relations among major variables in
model.

In this diagram is a causal influence, is
a contingent causal influence, and the solid arrow in
is a contingency-producing influence: in each case, MC makes

the relationship a contingent one.



CHAPTER II

DESIGN AND OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES

In this chapter I shall first briefly sketch the
experihental design used in testing the model presented in
the first chapter. Then the questionnaire used in the research
will be described in depth. Finally, the method used to derive

message variables will be reported.

Design

The study was constructed as a pretest-posttest con-
trol group design with three message treatment groups and a
control group. Subjects were drawn from five undergraduate
communication classes taught during Spring term, 1974.

Between April 29 and May 3, 1974, pretests were
administered in the five classes. The pretest form included
an announcement that a lecture on family communication would
be given by Professor Donald Cushman on May 22 and 23; after
this announcement subjects were asked to respond to a series
of questions about this lecture and their thoughts about
attending it. Two weeks later, between May 15 and 21, a
second set of questionnaires, consisting of a message treat-
ment and questions including those used in the pretest, was
distributed in the five classes.

14
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There were three message conditions besides the control
condition (in which no message beyond the neutral announcement
was used.) Messages were constructed with essentially the
same informational content but designed to support three
different reasons for attending the lecture. The messages
argued either that (a) consequences of going to the lecture
would be pleasant and rewarding, or (b) each student had a
moral obligation to attend the lecture, or (c) each student's
family would expect him to attend the lecture. Subjects
were randomly assigned to treatment or control conditions
by randomly distributed treatment-instrument packages.

The lectures were indeed held on May 22 and 23, and
a record was kept of which students attended the lectures.

194 students completed the first questionnaire, and
178 completed the second; in all, 103 subjects usably res-
ponded to both the pretest and the posttest; these subjects
were fairly evenly distributed among all four conditions.

(Of these subjects, 16 actually attended the lecture.)

The Questionnaire

A cover sheet provided an announcement of the place,
time, and subject matter of Professor Cushman's lecture, and
indicated that the questionnaire sought information about
ctudent reactions to the prospective lecture. The question-
naire itself was 9 pages long for time 1, with a one-page

ressage and one more page of questions for time 2. The
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items are discussed below in the approximate order of their

appearance on the questionnaire.

Behavioral Intention.

Subjects indicated their answers to the question,
"Professor Cushman of the MSU Department of Communication
intends to give a public lecture on the topic "Family
Commuﬁication." will you attend that lecture?" Answers were
marked on a seven-point scale ranging from "Definitely Not"

to "Definitely Yes."

Belief about Extrinsic Value.

Subjects responded to the question:
Attending a lecture by Professor Cushman of the MSU Department
of Communication on the topic "Family Communication" would

be . . .
Very Quite Slightly Neutral Slightly Quite Very

Punishing: : : : : : : :Rewarding

Belief about Intrinsic Value.

Subjects response to the same question, on a seven-
point scale ranging from "unpleasant" to "pleasant."

In order to duplicate Fishbein's procedures, subjects
also responded to this question on a scale ranging from "good"
to "bad." They were also asked of their certainty on these

and other answers.
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Personal Normative Beliefs.

The following question tapped students' beliefs
about their normative obligations to attend:
The next question concerns whether any moral obli-

gations which you personally feel toward yourself or others

will affect your decision whether to attend a lecture on
family communication.
Do you think that attending the lecture is something

you ought to do or something you should not do?

Obligation No Obligation Strong
Not to Either Obligation
Attend Way To Attend

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Social Normative Beliefs.

Three questions tapped social normative beliefs for
three possibly influential reference groups: friends, pro-
fessors, and family. Subjects were asked, "Regardless of

your own personal views, would each of the following kinds

of people feel you had a moral obligation to attend such a
lecture? On the average, would each group think that this
is something you ought to do, or something you should not
do?" Responses were registered on scales like that used

for personal normative beliefs.

Motivation to Comply (Rankings.)

Students were asked to rank items corresponding to

the questions cited above--"what would be rewarding to me,"
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"what I feel I should do," "what my best friends would say

I should do," etc.--"according to their importance to you in

deciding whether to attend a lecture on Family Communication."

Motivation to Comply (Ratings).

Subjects were then asked to rate each of the six
items they just ranked on seven point scales ranging from

"Very Important" to "Very Unimportant."

Exgosure.

Subjects were asked how much they knew (including
information from all possible sources) about the following
objects: family communication, public lectures, MSU Depart-

ment of Communication, and Professor Cushman. For example:

Know Do Not Know Know
Nothing Know Fairly Extremely
At All Very Much Well Well
FAMILY [ 3 . . 3 . 3 (] L3
COMMUNICATION ° : : : : ) ‘
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

In addition, subjects were asked whether they had
attended any prior lecture specifically about family communi-
cation, and about whether they had taken courses "in which

family communication was a major topic of discussion."

Attitudes Toward Related Objects.

Subjects rated the four 'objects,' family communica-

tion, MSU Department of Communication, public lectures, and
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Professor Cushman, on semantic differential scales ranging
from punishing to rewarding, good to bad, pleasant to un-

pleasant.

Demographics.

Subjects indicated their class standing, sex, marital
status, number of children, whether communication was their

major, and their date of birth (for matching purposes).

Family Tie.

Subjects responded to the gquestion,"How close do
you feel to your family?" on a seven point scale from "Very

close" to "Very distant.”

Attitude Toward the Object.

The "object" most relevant to the behavior studied
here was determined to be "instructing people in techniques
of family communication." 1In an operational technique vali-
dated by Schwartz and Tessler (1973), subjects were presented

with five objections to family communication instruction.

They were asked "how much merit" they found each to have as
an objection to "classes about family communication." A
sample question:

No Some Very Much
Merit Merit Merit

After learning family communication
techniques, people become overly
self-conscious about their communi-
cation with their families.
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Questions Added in Time 2

In the second wave of questionnaires, subjects were
asked six additional questions. They were asked:

--whether they filled out a time 1 questionnaire

--whether they had heard about the lecture from any
outside source

--whether they had talked with anyone about the
lecture

--whether they knew of any reason why they could
not attend the lecture

--how often they generally attended public lectures.

In addition, as a manipulation check, subjects in treatment
groups were asked, immediately after reading the message,

to state its main point.

Message Variables

As was mentioned before, the three treatment messages
were designed to suggest either that (1) attending the lecture
would be rewarding, or (2) subjects had a moral obligation
to attend, or (3) subjects' families would expect them to
attend. But what we wanted the messages to express and
argue for, may not come across in the actual messages, as
they are interpreted by naive readers. I therefore sought
from naive readers an estimate of the relative impact of the
three messages.

Students in undergraduate communication classes were
each presented with one message and a questionnaire. Before
reading the message, they were informed of my research pur-
pose, the subject of the message, and six possible reasons

for attendance:
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--because attendance would be pleasant.

--because attendance would be rewarding.

--because they had a duty to attend.

--because their friends would expect them to attend.

--because their best professors would expect them

to attend.

--because their families would expect them to attend.
The students read the messages, then were asked to rank the
six reasons on the basis of their relative importance in
each message, and to rate the messages on the amount of
information relevant to each reason they contained, on a
seven-point scale from "all" to "none" of the information.
Their responses were averaged for each message to provide
an estimate of the amount of information in each message
supporting each reason. (In Table IV below, estimates of
message mass derived by this technique are reported.)

In this chapter we have examined the design and

operational definitions used in this experiment.
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CHAPTER III

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In the next two chapters, I shall describe the data
analyéis done to test the hypotheses and its conclusions,
then make a few more general statements about conclusions that
might be drawn from the data, and finally, in Chapter 1V,
draw conclusions about the study as a whole. The first five
hypotheses are so closely related to Dulany's use of his own
model, and to Fishbein's and Schwartz and Tessler's analyses
of it, that the initial analysis is practically dictated by
their prior examples. The analysis relevant to the last
two hypotheses is somewhat more tentative, for a number of

reasons.

The First Four Hypotheses

The first four hypotheses, as stated in Chapter I,
are as follows:

H 1. The relationship between BEvV and BI is
necessary (for at least one treatment
condition), contingent (on MC), stochastic,
irreversible, and coextensive.

H 2. The relationship between Bty and BI is
necessary (in at least one condition),
contingent (on MC), stochastic, irrever-
sible, and coextensive.

22
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H 3. The relationship between NBP and BI is
necessary (in at least one condition),
contingent (on MC), stochastic, irrever-
sible, and coextensive.

H 4. The relationship between NBS and BI is
necessary (in at least one condition),

contingent (on MC), irreversible, stochastic,
and coextensive.

Generally, the most important implication of each of these
hypotheses is that each component of the model is an important
predictor of behavioral intention in at least one treatment
condition, at least one point in time. This implication,
and the hypotheses themselves, can be tested by examining
the results of regression analyses performed on the data,
as the model itself strongly suggests and as Dulany and
Fishbein have done in the past. Using this approach, the
hypotheses would be confirmed if, for every component, in at
least one treatment condition its regression coefficient were
significantly different from zero. That would mean that,
inside the treatment group, that component of the model is
important and useful. The full results of the analysis are
given in Table 1. (Here, and throughout, 0<.05 is set for
significance.)

Regression equations were estimated for the model as
a predictor of Behavioral Intention at time 1 and 2. Within
each time-period, overall regressions for the whole sample,
as well as regressions for each treatment or control group,

were calculated. Three different forms of the equation were
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calculated in each case-one using Motivation to Comply as
measured by semantic differential ratings, one leaving out
the MC factor altogether (to provide information about Fish-
bein's assertion that the factor can be dropped from the
theory without loss), and one using MC as measured by
ranking--the ranking of propositional forms that was re-
quested of subjects before they filled out the semantic
differentials. (The reason for computing alternate forms
will become more apparent in the sequel.)

As can be determined from Table I, the components
corresponding to Belief in the Extrinsic Value of the act,
Belief in the Intrinsic Value of the act, and Social Normative
Beliefs are all, at least sometimes, important predictors
of Behavioral Intention. (BEV is significant in 6 cases,
BIV in 6, and NBS in 4.) (The probability of each of these
patterns of findings is a good deal less than .05.) In no
cell does Personal Normative Belief as a component have a
beta weight which differs significantly from 0. Thus,
Hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 may derive support from this data,
while Hypothesis 3 is not supported by the data.

Other results of the analysis, though, seem to lend
support to the inclusion of NBP in the model. First, the
ccmponent corresponding to NBP does in several instances have
a fairly large beta weight, though it is not statistically
significant (e.g., .2117 or .2389 in the NBP group, time 1,

.3201 in the control group, time 1l). Second, this hypothesis,
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like H1l, H2, and H4, requires the assumption that, if NBP
could be triggered as a determinant of BI, it was triggered--
that is, that the NBP group manipulation was successful.
There is some reason to doubt this, as shall become more
apparent in our discussion of the message variables below.
Third, and most important, the NBP component is very impor-
tant in predicting change in behavioral intention, as becomes
apparent when we examine Table 2. The third component of the
model is in at least one case (MC form, Attitudinal group),
the most important and the only significantly predictor in
the model. It may therefore be unwise to drop this component
from the model: it is surely distinguishable from the other
components of the model and from behavioral intention, and
sometimes makes significant contributions to explanation;
at least further examination of the issue is indicated.
Hypothesis 5: The relationship between a linear

combination of the components MCx

BEV, MCxBIV, MCxNBP, MCxNBS, and

BI is necessary, sufficient, deter-

ministic, irreversible, and
coextensive.

The fifth hypothesis concerns the adequacy of the model as a
whole. Are the components powerful and immediate predictors
of Behavioral Intention? Two ways of testing this hypothesis
were suggested in Chapter I. First, we can examine the
multiple correlation coefficients to see whether the model,
in various forms, accounts for a substantial proportion of

the variance in BI. This will give us some index of the
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predictive power of the model. Second, we can see whether
the model mediates the affects of other variables that are
strongly related to BI--whether, for example, a variable that
can cause change in BI must "first" cause change in one or
more of the model's components.

With respect to the first test, the results are mixed.
(See Table I.) 1In the overall sample, and in the Attitudinal
and NBP message treatment groups, the model does explain a
significant, and sometimes very substantial, proportion of
the variance. In the NBS and Control conditions, though, the
model fails to explain a significant proportion of the vari-
ance.

It is not extremely difficult to find a possible
explanation of these findings. Given a very small sample
size in some of the groups (due to mistakes in questionnaire
completion), we might expect great instability in the corre-
lations, due to sampling error. This would account for the
extremely high R2 found in the two treatment groups (Attitud-
inal and NBP), too. Of course, this means that the beta
weights fround in the groups are also unstable. We might
also note that our coefficients are in no case as large as
those found in laboratory experiments. On the whole, the
hypothesis seems to have been supported, but less strongly
than we would have desired.

To perform the second test of the hypothesis, I

examined the relations of certain variables: external to the
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model, with behavioral intention. The statistical hypothesis
implied by H5 is that the partial correlation between any
outside variable and BI, when controlled for the values of
components of the model, is not significantly different from
0. Results of tests of this hypotheses are presented in
Table 3. The "raw" (uncontrolled) correlations of all var-
iables presented are different, significantly, from 0. 1In
26 cases (17 variables, 9 at both time 1 and time 2), con-
trolling for the components of the model reduced the corre-
lation substantially, so that it was not significantly
different from 0. These cases fulfill the hypothesis. But,
in five cases, controlling for the components of the model
did not substantially enough reduce the original correlation
to make the partial correlation not significantly different
from 0; indeed, in one case partialling increased an already
sighificant correlation (Reasons, time 2), and in another
case partialling doubled the value of an insignificant corre-
lation, making it significantly different from 0 (Attitude
toward family comm., #2, time 2). Thus, altough the model
mediates the effects of a wide number of variables, five
cases prove that it is not a sufficient immediate determinor
s£ BI.

The two "Reasons" variables deserve some comment here.
They are two-valued variables. The first indicates whether
or not the subject said he had a reason why he could not

attend the lecture. The second indicates whether or not he
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had a schedule conflict--whether he was too busy or had an-

other meeting at that time, or had to be out of town--and so
could not attend the lecture. Before partialling, their
correlations with BI are -.29 and -.35, respectively; after
partialling, the correlations are each approximately -.35.
The indication is that either of these variables, insofar
as they indicate schedule conflicts, explains a fairly large
and independent portion of the variance in BI. What they
explain, the components in my model cannot explain--thus,
schedule conflicts, etc., set an upper limit in the explana-
tory power of the model. Note also that this variable is
usually automatically controlled in a laboratory, usually by
the subject's sheer presence to participate in the experiment.
In Table 2, a more inclusive test of the necessity
and sufficiency of the model is undertaken. There, I attempt
to predict change in BI on the basis of change in the com-
ponents. If HS5 is completely correct, change in BI should
take place only because of change in the components of the
model, and the strong relation present at times 1 and 2 should
also be present in the 'change equation.' Once again, support
for the model is uneven; in particular, in the NBP message
group, strong relationships present at time 1 and time 2
disappear when we look at the change relationships. (In the
regression equations reported in Table 2, I have added one
more wvariable to the equations--Behavioral Intention at time

1. This was done to remove the often-present spurious effect
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due to relation between change in the model's components and
the initial point at which we began to study change--time 1.
This procedure thus removes bias in the estimation of the
regression coefficients (Werts and Linn, 1970; Cf. also
Harris, 1962).) On the whole, then, it would be unwise to
conclude on this evidence that the model is an immediate,
-necessary, and sufficient determinor of behavioral intentions.
The idea that a relationship exists is supported; the pro-
position that it mediates the effects of all other variables

is simply untrue.

The Communication Hypotheses

The hypotheses read as follows:

H 6. The relationship between MM/PM for any com-
ponent, including MC as a multiplier, and
change in that component, is necessary,
sufficient, deterministic, irreversible,
and coextensive.

H 7. The relationship between message condition
and change in BI is contingent (on the
effect of MM/PM upon the model's determin-
ing variables, including MC), stochastic,
irreversible, and sequential.

These hypotheses cannot be tested directly, since no
prior mass measurements for each component of the model were
made. However, comparatively indirect tests can be made,
using four measures of exposure to relevant attitudinal
objects as indirect indicators of prior mass.

Message Mass (MM), for each message treatment condi-

tion, was measured by asking students in 3 Communication 100

classes to determine, for each message, how much of the
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information in the message supported each component propo-
sition in the model. Thus, there are four variables involved:
mass of the message relative to each propositional form; and
each of these variables takes on four values, one for each
treatment group, plus a value of 0 for the control group.
Two different sets of questions, alternative measures of
message mass, yielded values of message mass in the three
messages that correlated. .98+ (Spearman rank-order correla-
tion for the values for all three messages, all six propo-
sitions dealt with (including expectations of friends,
professors, and family under social normative beliefs.))
This is an indication that the measurement of "mass" in
various messages relative to various propositional forms is
at least ordinally highly reliable. (See Table 4)

Prior Mass (PM) measured at time 1 in four different
ways, for purposes of these tests, as exposure to: family
communication, the Communication Department, public lectures,
and Professor Cushman. Message Mass relative to each propo-
sitional forms was divided by each of these exposure items
to yield four indices of MM/PM for each propositional form--
a total of 16 MM/PM variables. These are the message vari-
ables used to test H6.

The findings in Table V seem to confirm H5, at least
for the second and fourth components of the model. There is
evidence of a relation between the mass ratio, relative to

those components and change in those components. A closer
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examination of the data, however, revealed that this relation-
ship obtained between mass ratios relative to all components,
and change in each of these two components. This can be
seen by comparing pairs of columns in Table V; the second
column gives the average correlation between component
change and mass ratio, no matter with respect to what com-
ponent mass was measured. In short, the finding is
spurious--it exists because of a sharp contrast between
the control group and the other groups (between no-message
and message conditions), for change in components 2 and 4.
When the control group is removed, findings are so mixed,
for all components, as to be inconclusive.

Hypothesis 7 can be examined by looking at Table 6.
There are no major differences between group means on
Behavioral Intention, so the typothesis cannot be tested
as stated. On the other hand, if we assume that the mess-
ages were not sufficiently different to produce significant
differences in intention, then the data is consistent with
the hypothesis. Does this finding cast doubt on the results
of H6, since mass ratio is sometimes significantly related
to component change, which is in turn related to change in
BI? No; the correlations involved are fairly small, so
that, unless there were an independent effect of MM on BI,
no raw effect could be expected. I tested for an indepen-

dent effect, and found none whatsoever.
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Additional Comments

Two additional comments, based on the results of the
analysis, seem worthy of mention here. First, it might be
instructive to compare, in Tables 1 and 3, the results when
Motivation to Comply is measured in different ways, or not
included in the model at all. No clear pattern of super-

iority or inferiority emerges for a model that includes MC,

or that measures it one way rather than another. If there
is any noticeable trend, it is that social expectations
(NBS) have a greater role in explaining BI when MC is included
in the model and is measured by rank-order. Moreover, it is
slightly more often that the model, and its components, attain
significance when MC, measured by ranking, is included in the
equation.

However, the intent of the MC operationalization was

to have subjects recognize the comparative differences between

the importances of components when they marked the semantic
differentials, rating MC. The experimental results seem to
me to indicate that this purpose was not accomplished in the
questionnaire instructions, and thus that MC as a variable
deserves more study, with an eye to clearer and more valid
measurement. In particular, when we are studying, or de-
signing a message to influence, the perceived social expecta-
tions on a subject, we ought to take the motivation to comply

with these expectations into account.
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The second point I would make relates to the message
manipulation used in the experiment. The results, and the
measures of message mass, show clearly that the messages
were not sufficiently different in content and aim to distin-
guish among the experimental groups--in every case, the mass
of the message was taken by subjects to be focussed on the
proposition that attending the lecture would be rewarding--
BEV. Given this lack of difference within the manipulation,
it may not be surprising that treatment groups displayed
no systematic differences in their responses to the messages.
Clearly, a reprication is indicated, using more powerful
and more distinct messages. It is possible that the measure
of message mass introduced above will provide a means, unavail-

able up to now, of insuring the "validity" of a manipulation
by pretesting. Also, a message which more clearly focuses
on NBP than those actually used, will provide a fairer test

of Hypothesis 3.



CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS

This thesis has included the description of a 'new'
model‘of message-attitude-behavior relationships, and a test
of that model. The model is new in the sense that it is
rederived from Dulany's original theory, using, I believe,
sounder principles of theory-building than Fishbein has used
previously.

The first five hypotheses dealt with the model per se
as a predictor of Behavioral Intention. The statistical
tests showed that subject beliefs about the extrinsic reward
he might derive, the intrinsic pleasure he might feel, and
the expectations of others were all influential in determining
subject intentions. (That is, Hl1, H2 and H4 were confirmed.)
While the model as a whole showed a fairly high correlation
with behavioral intention, it proved not to be as substantial
a predictor as expected, nor to mediate the influence of
all external variables. Thus, Hl, H2, and H4 are accepted,
H3 and H5 rejected with partially extenuating conditions. A
qualification must be placed on these findings, though. The
pattern of findings is uneven and unpredictable; while they
differ from chance, they do so in no clearly recognizable

34



35

direction. The problem here may be caused by how sample
size sampling error weak manipulations, or all three. 1
cannot find, as Fishbein did in several studies, a straight--
forward explanation for the fluctuations in beta weights.
(The fluctuation is duplicated in the unstandardized
regression coefficients.)

- Another perspective on these findings comes when
we compare them to selected findings of Dulany, Fishbein
(et. al.), and Schwartz and Tessler. In his experimental
study of verbal conditioning and propositional control,
which was probably most influential on the development of
Fishbein's and my models, Dulany (1968) found that his com-
ponents accounted for 77% fo the variance in BI (p. 237).
In their review of several studies using Fishbein's model,
Ajzen and Fishbein (1973) find many multiple correlations
(R's) in the range .80-.95-two exceptionally low R's have
values .385 and .594--the second of which exceeds the values
found for all regressions run on the total groups (R ranged
from .49+ to .58 for the overall group) and the average R
was .808. These studies ranged from tightly specified
experiments to very broad-ranging surveys. Schwarz and
Tessler (1973) found a multiple correlation of about .50 in
their study about organ donation. On the whole, the present
study does not duplicate these various stronger findings.

The communication hypotheses--that message mass,

relative to prior mass, would affect the model components
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and, through them, intentions, were not supported but were
consistent with the results of the study. The manipulations,
as measured by message mass relative to various components,
were not easily distinguishable, and may thus have failed
to produce the variance needed to confirm the hypothesis.
At any rate, the findings which seemed to confirm H6 were
seen to be produced instead by the strength of the message-
no message contrast-a spurious effect. H7 is consistent
with the data; since the contrast among message treatments
was not clear, no differences among the groups were observ-
able.

Among the contributions of this study to future
research are: 1its introduction of an operational definition

of message mass relative to various model components, which

seems to have utility in predicting effects of messages on
attitudinal variables, and the discovery of a new proposi-
tional form, in Dulany's terms, which might be phrased as
"Schedule conflicts prevent me from performing act X."
Among the problems which should be corrected in
future studies are: lack of multiple indicators for com-
ponent variables, low sample sizes in treatment cells, weak
manipulations, and model components which may not have been

phrased so as to seem independent to subjects.



APPENDIX I

DULANY'S THEORY

Dulany's theory was formulated as a new approach to
the field of conditioning, especially verbal conditioning,
which-has been dominated by behavioristic paradigms. Behav-
iorists usually argue that learning occurs under the control
of functional reinforcers--rewards or punishments--with or
without subject awareness of whether he is being conditioned
o of the principle governing the conditioning--i.e., the rule
of behavior he is being taught. Dulany argues that theories
taking account of subject awareness are advances over simple
behavioristic theories for several reasons. First, such a
theory can explain why certain verbal statements by experi-
menters are in fact reinforcing in certain situations and not
in others, while other verbal statements are not reinforcers.
Second, conditioning affects like speed of learning and
cverall increase in accuracy have a quite wide variance over
subjects. In some experiments, nearly all of this variance
can be explained by reported subject awareness of the rule
being taught or of a "correlated" (functionally similar)
rule. In at least one experiment, conditioning which did not
induce subject awareness of a fitting rule governing rein-
forcement could produce no significant increases in accuracy
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of response over chance (Dulany, 1961). These results led
Dulany to formulate a "theory of propositional control”
(1962, 1968). The theory has seven main principles.

1. Mental contents--subjectively received informa-
tion, of which we are aware--are encoded as propositions.

2. The effect of information depends on the form of
the proposition in which it is mentally encoded.

3. There exists a class of behaviors--conscious acts--
which are entirely under the control of the subject, and thus
are determined by information held by him.

4. Certain propositional forms are particularly
relevant to the determination of behavior:

a. RHA--Hypothesis of the Distribution of
Reinforcement--of the form, "Response
Class X is followed by reinforcement."

b. BH--Behavioral Hypothesis--of the form,
"Response class X is what I am supposed
to do."

c. BI--Behavioral Intention--of the form,
"Response class X is what I am trying
to do."

d. RHs--Hypothesis of the Significant of a
Reinforcer--of the form, "Occurrence
(nonoccurrence) of the consequence
meant that I had just done what I was
supposed to do (not to do, or neither).

e. RSv--Subjective Value of a Reinforcer--
of the form, "Occurrence (or nonoccurrence)
of the consequence felt pleasant (or
neutral, or unpleasant)."

f. MC--Motivation to Comply--of the form,
"Whatever I am supposed to do (or not to

do), I want (or want not, or neither) to
do."
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5. The determinative relations among these proposi-

tional forms are given by the following equations:

WO(RHd x RHs) = BH

wl(RHd X RSv) + wz(BH x MC) = BI

6. For conscious acts, BI determines behavior, pro-
vided that the actor is able to do what he intends. Such
acts are said to be under propositional control--that is,
they are under the control of certain propositions of which
we are aware and about which we can report.

7. The research paradigm implied is experimental--
subjects are asked to perform fairly simple acts, different
reinforcement schedules are administered, and questions asked
during the series of responses are used to get six classes
of propositional answers from subjects. These answers are
cast into a regression format, used to predict BI and
behavior.

I should note that the brevity required of this sum-
mary of Dulany's thought forces me to ignore certain nuances.
For instance, Dulany would merely say in (1) above that a
mental content "can be represented as a proposition." (1968,
p. 342). But a reading of Dulany (1968) makes it clear that
the interrelations and dynamics of the components of his model
follow strictly the patterns of natural implications of these
propositional forms (thought not a formal logic of any appar-
ent sort). If mental contents can be represented as proposi-

tions and follow the logic underlying those propositions,
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then we are justified in saying that they are encoded as

propositions.



APPENDIX II

DERIVATION OF AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL

There are three changes in Dulany's model required
to render it applicable to message-attitude-behavior study.
One of these is along the lines suggested by Fishbein; the
others depart from his model.

1. The term BH--the subject's hypothesis about what
he is supposed to do--must be split because of our shift of
focus from the conditioning laboratory to the external, social
world. The subject no longer is oriented (we hope) to res-
pond to what the experimenter is conditioning him to do;
instead, he must adjust his activities to (a) different
groups of significant others, and (b) the demands of his own
moral code, if such demands are present. This means that
the BH term of the model is transformed into several com-
ponents, from "I am supposed to do X," to (a) "My family
(or some other group of significant others) expects me to
do X," a propositional form which we shall call a social
normative belief, or NBS; and (b) "I (morally) should do X,"
a prropositional form which we shall call a personal normative
belief, or NBP, The relevance of personal normative beliefs

or the expectations of any particular group of significant
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others is relative to act X, and there is one social norma-

tive belief for each relevant group of significant others.
2. Similarly, RHdA--the hypothesis of the distribu-

tion of reinforcement, of the form, "if I do X, consequence

Y will ensue," is transformed because, for a given social
act, it may be intrinsically pleasurable or it may be done
on account of its desired and rewarding consequences.
Therefore, RHd becomes (a) a Belief about the Intrinsic
Value of the act--BIV--of the propositional form "Doing X
would be pleasant," and (b) a Belief about the Extrinsic
Value of the act, or BEV, of the propositional form "Doing
X would be rewarding."

3. Both for Ajzen and Fishbein (1971) and for
Schwartz and Tessler (1973), the most troublesome term to
operationalize has been MC--motivation to comply. The main
advance made here is to note that, like MC, RSv--the sub-
jective value of the reinforcer--is a subjective measure of
a 'motivator,' the reinforcer, although the reward is a
direct one rather than due to meeting a given set of expec-
tations. What is intended, in fact, is a measure of the
comparative motivations to obey one propositional form rather
than another. If this is true, we can measure MC for all
propositional forms so as to induce Ss to rate their compar-
ative importance in determining BI. Thus MC is transformed

into a comparative variable, measured for each component of

the model.
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The resulting new model is:

B%BI=bl(MCxBEV) + b2(MCxBIV) + b3(MCxNBP) + b4(MCxNBS)



ABBREVIATIONS FOR TABLES

*=p<,05; **=p<,01l; ***=p<,001

BEV stands for findings related to the Belief in
Extriﬁsic Value component of the model (rewarding-punishing).

BIV stands for findings related to the Belief in
Intrinsic Value component (pleasant-unpleasant).

NBP stands for findings relevant to the Personal
Normative Belief component.

NBS stands for findings relevant to the Social Norma-
tive Belief component.

MC, MCR, and (NoMC) stand for different forms of the
equation model on a 1-4. MCR stands for the equation, calcu-
lated using Motivation to Comply with each component, measured
by rank-orders. MC stands for the equation with the MC
factor measured by semantic differential. (NoMC) stands for

the model, excluding the MC multiplier.

In Table IV, column 1 was determined by averaging

judge rank-orderings of the amount of information relevant

to each model component, in each message. Column 2 is
equivalent to 6 minus the number in Column 1. Column 3 was
calculated by averaging judges' semantic differential ratings
of message mass for each component.
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TABLE IT

Regression Equations for Change
in Behavioral Intention

2 Additional
Group Form (MC) Variable R Beta Variance
(Component) Weight Explained
Overall
MCR «3393*%*%x*
BI, Time 1 -.4505*** 1674
BEV Change .3271*** 0668
BIV Change -.0191 .00032
NBP Change .2297%* .0461
NBS Change «2527%* .0587
MC «2905%**
BI, Time 1 -.4236*** 1674
BEV Change .1873 .0261
BIV Change .0459 .0431
NBP Change .0604 .00497
NBS Change .1958* .0488
(No MC) 2720%**
BI, Time 1 -.4321 .1674
BEV Change .2175% .05436
BIV Change .0348 .0010
NBP Change .0917 .0082
NBS Change .1262 .04095
Additudinal
Message MCR .5420%**
Group BI, Time 1 -.6708*** 4031
BEV Change .2169 .0346
BIV Change -.2412 .0585
NBP Change .1776 .0361
NBS Change .1052 .0094
MC .5762%%*
BI, Time 1 -.7981*** 4031
BEV Change .1332 .0129
BIV Change -.3082 .0774
NBP Change .3582% .0799
NBS Change .06496 .00215
(No MC) .5935%%*
BI, Time 1 -.67918 .4031
BEV Change .3223 .1487
BIV Change -.2069 .0329
NBP Change .0838 .0048

NBS Change -.0075 .0037
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TABLE II--Continued

2 Additional
Group Form (MC) Variable R Beta Variance
(Component) Weight Explained
NBP Message
Group MCR .2176
BI, Time 1 -.3375 .0453
BEV Change .3072 . 881
BIV Change .0382 .0029
NBP Change . 3147 .0452
NBS Change .2164 .0421
MC .2389
BI, Time 1 -.3207 .0453
BEV Change .1822 .0296
BIV Change .1433 .0669
NBP Change .0862 .0378
NBS Change .2846 .0592
(No MC) 1797
BI, Time 1 -.2709 .0453
BEV Change .1470 .02498
BIV Change .1563 .0338
NBP Change .1434 .0435
NBS Change .1932 .02998
NBS Message
Group MCR .4539%
BI, Time 1 -.2830 .0857
BEV Change .4553* .1765
BIV Change .2395 .1740
NBP Change .1980 .01545
NBS Change .0872 .0021
MC .4895%*
BI, Time 1 -.2258 .0857
BEV Change .2942 .2652
BIV Change .3663 . 0983
NBP Change .0982 .0232
NBS Change .1474 .0171
(No MC) .4139
BI, Time 1 -.2169 .0857
BEV Change .0596 .0028
BIV Change .4287%* .2138
NBP Change .0564 .0026

NBS Change .3223 .10897



52

TABLE II--Continued

5 Additional
Group Form(MC) Variable R Beta Variance
(Component) Weight Explained
Control Group
MCR .3968
BI, Time 1 -.4495 .2558
BEV Change .2440 .0236
BIV Change -.2002 .0032
NBP Change .2466 .0359
NBS Change .3858 .0787
MC . 3717
BI, Time 1 -.3692 .2558
BEV Change .2176 .0013
BIV Change -.2530 .0171
NBP Change -.1506 .0294
NBS Change .2364 .0684
(No MC) .3497
BI, Time 1 -.4928%* .2558
BEV Change .0434 .0006
BIV Change -.1088 .00598
NBP Change -.1559 .02937

NBS Change .2657 .05796
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TABLE V

Correlations Between (Message Mass/Exposures)
and Model Component Change

COMPONENT EXPOSURE TO FAMILY COMM. EXPOSURE TO PUBLIC LECTURES
Component- Average r Component- Average r
Specific for all Specific for all
Message Mass Measures Message Mass Measures
Mass r Mass r
BEV Change
With Control Group
MC .1339 .1228 .1323 .1216
MCR .0950 .0890 .1480 .1404
Without Control Group
MC .0217 .0819
MCR -.0364 .0952
BIV Change
With Control Group
MC .3059%*** .2698 .0950 .0920
MCR .3893%** .3514 .1553* .1517
Without Control Group
MC .2035* -.1760
MCR .2043 -.1525
NBP Change
With Control Group
MC -.0380 -.0330 -.0090 -.0046
MCR -.0054 -.0233 -.0167 -.0326
Without Control Group
MC -.1319 -.1557
MCR -.1325 -.1421
NBS Change
With Control Group
MC .0899 .0959 -.0471 -.0454
MCR .1981%* .1970 .0300 .0165
Witiout Control Group
MC -.0674 <3431 %**

MCR -.0812 L2774%*
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TABLE V--Continued

COMPONENT EXPOSURE TO COMM. DEPARTMENT EXPOSURE TO DR. CUSHMAN
Component- Average r Component-~ Average r
Specific for all Specific for all
Message Mass Measures Message Mass Measures
Mass r Mass r
BEV Change
With Control Group
MC .0620 .0567 .1500* .1354
MCR .0240 .0209 .0651 .0600
Without Control Group
MC -.0509 .0847
MCR -.0509 .0232
BIV Change
With Control Group
MC .1156 .0944 .1428 .1239
MCR .2188* .2091 .2793*%%* .2501
Without Control Group
MC -.0748 -.0699
MCR -.0338 .0260
NBP Change
With Control Group
MC .0116 .0089 .0325 .0280
MCR . 0019 -.0145 .1435 .1276
Without Control Group
MC -.1016 -.0252
MCR -.1200 .0150
NBS Change
With Control Group
MC .1053 .1021 .0896 .0944
MCR .2300%** .2388 .1600* .1607
Without Control Group
MC -.0668 -.0526
MCR -.1261 -.0867
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SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRES

Note: Following are examples of time I and time II
guestionnaires, and of the questionnaire used to obtain
measures of message mass. The time II questionnaire had
four forms: questions with no message manipulations, or
with a message manipulation aimed at attitudes, or at

personal normative beliefs, or at social normative beliefs.

The time 2 questionnaire presented includes an attitudinal
message; the two alternative messages appear immediately
after that questionnaire. The sample of the message mass
guestionnaire also contains the attitudinal message--two
other forms of it contained the other two messages, with

no other differences.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

College of Commmication Arts East Lansing * Michigan ¢ 48824
Department of Communication

On Wednesday, May 22 and Thursday, May 23, 1974 the Department of Communi-
cation will sponsor a lecture by Prof. Donald P. Cushman on Family Communication.
This lecture will focus on the students role in the family. The lectures will
be held at 7:00 P.M. in Room 504 South Kedzie Hall. All students who are inter-
ested are invited to attend.

In the next few minutes the Department of Communication would like to ob-
tain some information from you regarding your reactions to such a lecture ser-
ies. Three times in the next five weeks we will seek similar information on
this subject. We are seeking this information for statistical purposes only.
Your answers are entirely confidential. No one will be identified by name.
Please do not put your name on this questionnaire. It is very important to you
and to the Department that you answer each and every question as accurately as
possible. Please read each question twice before answering it. Upon comple-
tion of the questionnaire please go back and check to see that you have answer-
ed all the questions to the best of your knowledge.

Thank you.

Joseph Woelfel
Chairman
Department of Communication Lectures Series
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Professor Cushman of the MSU Department of Communication intends to give a pub-
lic lecture on the topic "Family Communication”. Will you attend that lecture?

Even
Definitely Chance Definitely
Not Either Way Yes
1 2 3 L 5 6 7

Attending a lecture by Professor Cushman of the MSU Department of Communication
on the topic "Family Communication" would be...

Very Quite Slightly Neutral Slightly Quite Very

punishing : : : : : : : : rewarding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain Uncertain
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
good : : : : : : : : bad
1 2 3 L 5 6 7

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain Uncertain
1 2 3 m 5 6 7
unpleasant : : : : : : : : pleasant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain Uncertain
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The next question concerns whether any moral obligations which you personally
feel toward yourself or others will affect your decision whether to attend a
lecture on family communication.

Do you think that attending the lecture is something you ought to do or some-
thing you should not do?

Obligation No Obligation Strong
Not To Either Obligation
Attend Way To Attend

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain Uncertain
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The next few questions ask how other people would react if you discussed with
them whether you should attend a public lecture on the topic of Family Commu-
nication.

Regardless of your own personal views, would each of the following kinds of
people feel you had a moral obligation to attend such a lecture? On the aver-
age, would each grouwp think that this is something you ought to do, or something
you should not do?

Obligation No Obligation Strong
Not To Either Obligation
Attend ‘Way To Attend
a) YOUR BEST
FRIENDS : : : : : : : :
WOULD SAY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
b) YOUR BEST
PROFESSORS : : : : : : : :
WOULD SAY 1 2 3 L 5 6 7
c) YOUR
FAMILY : : : : : P
WOULD SAY 1 2 3 y 5 6 7

Below is a list of five factors which people often take into account in making
decisions. Please rank these factors according to their importance to you in
deciding whether to  attend a lecture on Family Communication. Please e rank the
five factors in order of imnortance--""1" for most important, "2" for next most
important, and so forth.

What would be pleasant for me
What would be rewarding for me
What I feel I should do

What my best friends would say I should do

What my best professors would say I should do
What my family would say I should do
Jow certain ave you of these rankings?

Very
Certain Uncertain

1 2 3 L 5 6 7
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Now consider each of the five factors by itself. How important to you will each
of these factors be in deciding whether to attend a lecture on Family Communica-
tion?

a) What would be pleasant for me:

Very Very
Important : : : : : : : : Unimportant
1 2 3 y 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement? :
Very
Certain : : : : : : :____ : Uncertain
1 2 3 [ S 6 7
b) What would be rewarding for me:
Very Very -
Important : : : : : : : : Unimportant
1 2 3 n 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain : : : : : : : : Uncertain
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
c) What I feel I should do:
Very Very
Important : : : : : : : Unimportant
1 2 3 [N 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain : : : : : : : Uncertain
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
d) What my best friends would say I should do:
Very Very
Important : : : : : : :_____: Unimportant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hzw certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain : : : : : : : : Uncertain
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e) What my best professors would say I should do:

Very Very
Important : : : : : : : : Unimportant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain : : : : : : : : Uncertain

f) Wrhat my family would say I should do:

Very ' Very
Important : : : : : : : ¢+ Unimportant
1 2 3 y 5 6 7

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very .
Certain : : : : : : : : Uncertain
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The next few questions concern how much you feel you know about certain things.
In answering, consider any information you have gain ed from any source, includ-
ing personal experience, from talking to other people, or from media like books,
newspapers or television. How much do you feel you know about each of the fol-
lowing?

Know Do Not Know Know

Nothing Know Fairly Extremely
At A1l Very Much Well Well

a) FAMILY : : : : : : : :
COMMUNICATION 1 2 3 m 5 6 ki

b) PUBLIC : : : : : : : :
LECTURES 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

¢c) MSU DEPART- : : : : : : :
MENT OF COM- 1 2 3 y 5 6 7

MUNICATION

d) PROFESSOR : : : :
CUSHMAN 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(Exposure)

Have you ever att:nded a lecture or seminar about the specific topic of family

connumication?
Yes No

Have you ever taken a course in which family communication was a major topic of

discussion?
Yes No
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Family Communication is...

Neutral
Punishing : : d : : : : Rewarding
1 2 3 y 5 6 7
Good : : : : : : i___ ' Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Unpleasant : : : : : : i : Pleasant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The MSU Department of Communication is...
Neutral
Punishing : : ¢ Rewarding
1 2 3 4 5 ) 7
Good : : : ¢ Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Unpleasant : : : : : : ¢ Pleasant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Public Lectures are...
Neutral
Punishing : : : : : : :__: Rewarding
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good : : : : : : : ¢ Bad
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
lnpleasant : : : : : : it Pleasant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
frofessor Cushman is...
Neutral
nishing : : : : : : : : Rewarding
1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Good : : : : Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Pleasant : : : : : : Unpleasant
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(Demographics & Miscellaneous)
Please answer the following questions about yourself:

1) Is Communication your Major field? Yes

No
2) What is your class standing? Freshman _____Senior
Sophomore _____Graduate Student
Junior _____ Special
3) What is your sex? Male
Female
4) What is your marital status? Single, never married
Single, formerly married
____ Engaged
Married
5) Do you have any children? Yes If yes, how many?
No

6) How close do you feel to your family?
Average

Very Close : : : : : : i+ Yery Distant

7) What is your date of birth?

Month  Day Year
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The following are some reasons that professors and others have given for not in-
structing people in techniques of family communication. How much merit do you
find in each of these statements as objections to classes about family communi-
cation techniques?

The statement has

No Some Very Much
Merit Merit Merit
After learning family communication tech-
niques, people become overly self-conscious
about their communication with their
families. : 1 2 3 n 5 6 7

After learning family communication tech-
niques, family members often disturb pat-
terns of communication inside the family,
creating new communication problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other family members often resent attempts
by college students to change family commu-
nication patterns according to what they

learn at school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

People who have learmed family communica-
tion techniques develop rigid and unreal-
istic ideas about the ways their families
should communicate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Families are so different that family com-
munication techniques which can be taught
are often irrelevant to most family situa-
ticas. 1 2 3 u 5 6 7
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

College of Communication Arts East Lansing * Michigan - 48824
Department of Communication

On Wednesday, May 22 and Thursday, May 23, 1974, the Department of
Communication will sponsor a lecture by Professor Donald P. Cushman on
Family Communication. The lecture will be given both nights at 7:00 P.M.
in Room 102 South Kedzie Hall. (NOTE: The room for the lecture has been
changed from 504 to 102 South Kedzie.) All students who are interested
are invited to attend.

We are once again asking a few minutes of your time to give us some
information regarding your reactions to this lecture. We are seeking
this information for statistical purposes only. Your answers are entirely
confidential. No one will be identified by name. Please do not put your
name on this questionnaire.

It is very important that you answer every question as accurately as
possible. In order to do the required statistical analyses it is necessary
that all the questions on your questionnaire be answered. Please read each
question twice before answering it. Upon completion of the questionnaire
please go back and check to see that you have answered all the questions to
the best of your knowledge.

Thank you,

Joseph Woelfel

Chairman

Department of Communication Lecture
Series
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Have you previously filled out a questionnaire on your reactions to the Family
Communication Lecture?

No

Yes

Have you heard about the Family Communication Lecture from any source other than
the previous questionnaire?

No

Yes If Yes, briefly describe how you learned about the lecture:

Have you talked with anyone about the Family Communication Lecture since you
first heard about it?

No

Yes If Yes, roughly how many conversations?

S ———

If Yes, briefly describe the conversations:

At this time, do you know of any reason why it will not be possible for you to
attend the Family Communication Lecture?

No

Yes If Yes, briefly describe the reason:

Crer the past few years, how often have you attended public lectures on any
subject. Please do not count regular classroom lectures,

Less than one per year

One or two per year

More than two per ycar
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PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE, AND THEN ANSWER THE QUESTION AT THE BOTTOM
OF THE PAGE.

Both reason and research indicate that family stability is important to
the happiness and success of every person. Family stability in turn depends
upon the communication relationships which exist among the family members.

The Family Communication Lecture will provide you with a working know-
ledge of the communication principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships. This should be of value to anyone who is
interested in a useful and enjoyable learning experience.

Professor Cushman's enthusiasm and competence have earned him outstanding
teacher awards from three universities, and have led to several invitations to
speak before family counselling groups. Over the years, many people have
benefited from his broad experience in the problems of interpersonal communi-
cation. ‘

Those of you who know Professor Cushman know that his lectures are any-
thing but boring! We are sure that you will find him entertaining, stimulat-
ing and challenging. His lecture will stress the practical side of interper-
sonal communication. You will find much that is useful in what he has to say.

Professor Cushman has developed a new approach to interpersonal communica-
tion which has important implications for family communication. Scientific
findings based on this approach can help you develop effective and enjoyable
relationships with others in your family.

Scientific research has rapidly advanced our knowledge of family communi-
cation, as researchers have accumulated a body of practical information about
how to improve interpersonal relationships in the family.

Studies have found that training can improve your awareness of your own
and others' communication behavior. Even a brief lecture can Lelp you to
understand: 1) your own '"style", and how this affects and is affected by
other family members; 2) how relationships develop, and how the relationship
depends upon the people in it; and 3) how conflicts arise at the relation-
ship level, and what can be done to cope with them.

In sum, there will be very few opportunities in your college career to
learn a set of principles which are relevant every day of your life. If you
are interested in the principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships, and if you want to have a useful and
anjoyable learning experience, then be sure to attend Professor Cushman's
lecture.
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What do you feel is the most important point made in the above message?
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Professor Cushman of the MSU Department of Communication intends to give a pub-
lic lecture on the topic "Family Communication". Will you attend that lecture?

Even
Definitely Chance Definitely
Not Either Way Yes
1 2 3 y S 6 7

Attending a lecture by Professor Cushman of the MSU Department of Communication
on the topic "Family Communication" would be,..

Very Quite Slightly Neutral Slightly Quite Very

punishing : : : : : : :______: rewarding
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain Uncertain
1 2 3 m 5 6 7
good : : : i : : : bad
1 2 3 T 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain Uncertain
: : : : : : N
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
urpleasant : : : : : : it pleasant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
""ow c~rta’n are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain Uncertain
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The next question concerns whether any moral obligations which you personally

feel toward yourself or others will affect your decision whether to attend a
lecture on family communication.

Do you think that attending the lecture is something you ought to do or some-
thing you should not do?

Obligation No Obligation Strong
Not To Either Obligation
Attend Way To Attend
1 2 3 y 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain Uncertain
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The next few questions ask how other people would react if you discussed with
them whether you should attend a public lecture on the topic of Family Commu-
nication.

Regardless of your own personal views, would each of the following kinds of
people feel you had a moral obligation to attend such a lecture? On the aver-
age, would each group think that this is something you ought to do, or something
you should not do?

Obligation No Obligation Strong
Not To Either Obligation e
Attend ‘Way To Attend
a) YOUR BEST
FRIENDS : : : : : :
WOULD SAY 1 2 3 L 5 6 7
b) YOUR BEST
PROFESSORS : : : : : : : :
WOULD SAY 1 2 3 [ 5 6 7 —
c) YOUR
FAMILY : : : : : :
WOULD SAY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B=low is a list of five factors which people often take into account in making
decisions. Please rank these factors according to their importance to you in
deciding whether to attend a lecture on Family Communication. Please rank the
five factors in order of importance--'"1" for most important, "2" for next most
important, and so forth.

What would be pleasant for me
What would be rewarding for me
What I feel I should do

What my best friends would say I should do

What my best professors would say I should do

What my family would say I should do

s zertain are you of these rankings?

Very
Certain Uncertain

1 2 3 L 5 6 7
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Now consider each of the five factors by7jtself. How important to you will each
of these factors be in deciding whether to attend a lecture on Family Communica-
tion?

a) What would be pleasant for me:

Very Very
Important : : : : : : : ¢ Unimportant
1 2 3 [N S 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain : : : : : : : : Uncertain
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
b) What would be rewarding for me:
Very Very
Important : : : : : : : : Unimportant
1 2 3 n 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement? ’
Very :
Certain : : : : : Uncertain
1 2 3 y 5 6 7
c) What I feel I should do:
Very Very
Important : : : : : : : : Unimportant
1 2 3 [0 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Certain : : : : : : : : Uncertain
1 2 3 [ 5 6 7
1) What my best friends would say I should do:
Very Very
Important : : : : : : i : Unimportant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How certain are you of this judgement?
Very
Cer=ain : : : : : : : Uncertain




e) What my best professors would say I should do:

£)
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Very
Important :

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain

1 2 3 4

What my family would say I should do:

Very
Important :

How certain are you of this judgement?

Very
Certain

1 2 3 L

Very

: Unimportant

: Uncertain

Very

: Unimportant

: Uncertain

RS P
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The next few questions concern how much you feel you know about certain things.

In answering, consider any information you have gain ed from any source, includ-
ing personal experience, from talking to other people, or from media like books,
newspapers or television. How much do you feel you know about each of the fol-

lowing?

Know Do Not Know Know
Nothing Know Fairly Extremely
At All Very Much Well Well
a) FAMILY : : : : : : : :
COMMUNICATION 1 2 3 [n 5 6 7
b) PUBLIC : : : : : : : :
LECTURES 1 2 3 m 5 & 7
c) MSU DEPART- : : : : : :
MENT OF COM- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MUNICATION
d) PROFESSOR : : : : : : : :
CUSHMAN 1 2 3 u 5 6 7
(Exposure)

Have you ever attended a lecture or seminar about the specific topic of family

connumication?
Yes No

Have you ever taken a course in which family communication was a major topic of
Ciscussion?
Yes No



Family Communication is...
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Neutral
Punishing : : Rewarding
1 2 3 4 7
Good : : Bad
1 2 3 4 7
Unpleasant : : Pleasant
1 2 3 4 7
The MSU Department of Communication is...
Neutral
Punishing : : : : Rewarding
1 2 3 4 7
Good : : : ¢ Bad
1 2 3 4 7
Unpleasant : ¢ Pleasant
1 2 3 by 7
Fublic Lectures are...
Neutral
Punishing : ____: Rewarding
1 2 3 4 7
Good : : Bad
1 2 3 4 7
Unpleasant : _____: Pleasant
1 2 3 4 7
2rofessor Cushman is...
Neutral
J:mishing : : Rewarding
1 2 3 4 7
Good : : Bad
1 2 3 4 7
Pleasant : ¢ Unpleasant
1 2 3 4 7
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(Demographics & Miscellaneous)
Please answer the following questions about yourself:

1) Is Communication your Major field? Yes

No
2) What is your class standing? Freshman ______Senior
Sophomore ____ Graduate Student
Junior ______ Special
3) What is your sex? Male
Female
4) What is your marital status? Single, never married
Single, formerly married
Engaged
Married
5) Do you have any children? Yes If yes, how many?

No

6) How close do you feel to your family?

Average

Very Close : : Very Distant

7) What is your date of birth?

Month  Day Year
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The following are some reasons that professors and others have given for not in-
structing people in techniques of family communication. How much merit ds_y'ou
find in each of these statements as objections to classes about family communi-
cation techniques?

The statement has

No Some Very Much
Merit Merit Merit
After learning family communication tech-
niques, people become overly self-conscious
about their communication with their
families. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

After learning family communication tech-
niques, family members often disturb pat-
terns of communication inside the family,
creating new communication problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other family members often resent attempts
by college students to change family commu-
nication patterns according to what they

learn at school. 1l 2 3 4 5 6 7

FPeople who have learned family communica-
tion techniques develop rigid and unreal-
istic ideas about the ways their families
should communicate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Families are so different that family com-
munication techniques which can be taught

are often irrelevant to most family situa-
tions. 1 2 3 L 5 6 7
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PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE, AND THEN ANSWER THE QUESTION AT THE BOTTOM
OF THE PAGE. '

Both reason and research indicate that family stability is an important
responsibility of every person. Family stability in turn depends upon the
communication relationships which exist among the family members.

The Family Communication Lecture will provide you with a working know-
ledge of the communication principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships. This should be of value to anyone who
has a sense of responsibility for the well-being of his or her family.

Professor Cushman's enthusiasm and competence have earned him outstanding
teacher awards from three universities, and have led to several invitations to
speak before family counseling groups. Over the years, many people have bene-
fited from his broad experience in the problems of interpersonal commmication.

Professor Cushman feels that it is important to disseminate knowledge
about family communication, because he believes that the family is an institu-
tion which is basic, both to society and to the human needs of each of us. His
lecture will stress the ways in which good communication in the family is every-
cne's responsibility.

Professor Cushman has developed a new approach to interpersonal communica-
tion which has important implications for family communication. Scientific
findings based on this approach can help you to better perform the duties as-
sociated with your role in the family.

Scientific research has rapidly advanced our knowledge of family commumni-
cation, as researchers have realized the importance of learning more about in-
terpersonal relationships in the family.

Studies have found that training can improve your awareness of your own
and other's communication behavior. Even a brief lecture can help you to
understand: 1) your own "style', and how this affects and is affected by oth-
er family members; 2) how relationships develop, and how the relationship de-
pends upon the people in it; and 3) how conflicts arise at the relationship
level, and what can be dor= to cope with them.

In sum, there will be very few opportunities in your college career to
learn a set of principles which are relevant every day of your life. If you
are interested in the principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships, and if you have a sense of responsibility
“5p the well-being of your family, then be sure to attend Professor Cushman's
+2cture.

e @ @ o e o e o e e ¢ ° o o 6 o s e o o 5 o e o e o s o o+ o e+ o e o e o o o o




84

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWI.G MESSAGE, AND THEN ANSWER THE QUESTION AT THE BOTTOM
OF THE PAGE.

Both reason and research indicate that family stability is an important
desire of every family. Family stability in tum depends upon the commmica-
tion relationships which exist among the family members.

The Family Communication Lecture will provide you with a working knowledge
of the communication principles involved in establishing and maintaining healthy
communication relationships. This should be of value to anyone who wants to
provide the kind of intelligent interpersonal leadership which people expect of
a student trained in communication.

Professor Cushman's enthusiasm and competence have earned him outstanding
teacher awards from three universities, and have led to several invitations to
speak before family counseling groups. Over the years, many people have bene-
fited from his broad experience in the problems of interpersonal communication.

Professor Cushman has found that most families today are eager to learn
more about communication. Lecturers and courses on interperscnal communication
are always well-attended. Several books on the subject have made the best-
seller lists. Training centers have grown up around the country. Professor
Cushman's lecture will stress the kinds of information that have been found to
be of interest to most families.

Professor Cushman has developed a new approach to interpersonal communica-
tion which has important implications for family communication. Scientific
findings based on ths approach can help you contribute to the stability your
family wants.

Scientific research has rapidly advanced our knowledge of family commmni-
cation, as researchers have responded to the increased public demand for infor-
mation about interpersonal relationships in the family.

Studies have found that training can improve your awareness of your own
and others' communication behavior. Even a brief lecture can help you to
understand: 1) your own "style", and how this affects and is affected by
other family members; 2) how relationships develop, and how the relationship
depends upon the people in it; and 3) how conflicts arise at the relation-
ship level, and what can be done to cope with them.

In sum, there will be very few opportunities in your college career to
learn a set of principles which are relevant every day of your life. If you
are interested in the principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships, and if you want to provide the kind of
intelligent interpersonal leadership which people expect of a student trained
in coumunication, then be sure to attend Professor Cushman's lecture.
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August 12, 1974

On the next page of this questionnaire is a message which has been used
in past communication research in other communication classes. The message
was used to persuade students to attend a lecture on family communications
given by Professor Donald Cushman. What we seek from you is an estimate of
how well this message was designed.

The message was designed to give students information about the lecture
which would lead them to go for a variety of reasons. Among other reasons,
we thought that students might attend the lecture because they thought

it would be pleasant to attend
it would be rewarding to attend.

they ought to (or had a duty to) attend.

their families would expect them to attend.
their friends would expect them to attend.
their best professors would expect them to attend.

As you are reading the message, think about these reasons for attending
the lecture. What we want to know is how much emphasis the message you are
reading puts on each of these reasons. Note - these reasons “hemselves may
not be stated in the message, but information in the message may support or
be relevant to these reasons. Or there may be no information relavant to
some of the reasonms.

Read the message through carefully, once only. Do not turn back to look
at the reasons listed above, and do not try to count the pieces of information
supporting each point. What we want is your general impressjion gf the rela-
tive emphasis placed on each reason in this message.

Please answer all the questians below - if you skip any one question, the
whole questionnaire is invalid.
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PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE, AND THEN ANSWER THE QUESTION AT THE BOTTOM
OF THE PAGE.

Both reason and research indicate that family stability is important to
the happiness and success of every person. Family stability in turn depends
upon the communication relationships which exist among the family members.

The Family Communication Lecture will provide you with a working know-
ledge of the communication principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships. This should be of value to anyone who is
interested in a useful and enjoyable learning experience.

Professor Cushman's enthusiasm and ccmpetence have earned him outstanding
teacher awards from three universities, and have led to several invitations to
speak before family counseling groups. Over the years, many people have bene-
fited from his broad experience in the problems of interpersonal commmication.

Those of ycu who know Professor Cushman know that his lectures are any-
thing but boring! We are sure that you will find him entertaining, stimulating
and challenging. His lecture will stress the practical side of interpersonal
communication. You will find much that is useful in what he has to say.

Professor Cushman has developed a new approach to interpersonal communica-
tion which has important implications for family communication. Scientific
findings based on this approach can help you develop effective and enjoyable
relationships with others in your family.

Scientific research has rapidly advanced our knowledge of family communi-
—ation, as researchers have accumulated a body of practical information about
how to improve interpersonal relationships in the family,

Studies have found that training can improve your awareness of your own
and others' communication behavior. Even a brief lecture can help you to
understand: 1) your own "style'", and how this affects and is affected by oth-
er family members; 2) how relationships develop, and how the relationship de-
pends upon the people in it; and 3) how conflicts arise at the relationship
level, and what can be done to cope with them.

In sum, there will be very few opportunities in your college career to
learn a set of principles which are relevant every day of your life. If you
are in*erested in the principles involved in establishing and maintaining
healthy communication relationships, and if you want to have a useful and en—
4oyable learning experience, then be sure to attend Professor Cushman's lec-
Lure,
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PLEASE DO NOT TURN BACK TO THE MESSAGE WHILE ANSWERING THESE QUESTIONS.

Listed below are the six reasons, menéloned on the first page of ihstructions,
for attending the family communication lecture. In the blatks provided, please
prank-order the reasons as suggested by the message - put a 'l' beside the rea-
son most strongly suggested or supported, a '2' beside the naxt most strongly
suggested reason, etc.

] R
Remember - we want to see how much information in the message is televanit to
each reason, not how important or persuasive you t each redson id. But
don't forget that the message may suggest a reason to you without actually
stating that reason.

Reasons:

1. Attending the lecture would be pleasant.

2. Attending the lecture would be rewarding.

3. I ought to (have a duty to) attend the lecture.

4., My friends would expect me to attend.

T

S, My family would expect me to attend.
6. My best professors would expect me to attend.

7. Have you ever attended a lecture on family communication?
Yes No

8. Have you ever taken a course on Pamily communication?

Yes No

8. Have you ever taken a course in which family communication was forwmally
discussed in more than three lectures or class meetings?

Yes No

10. Have you ever seen the message you just read, or a similar wmessage about
the same lecture, before today?

Yes No
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Now we would like your opinjons about reasons for attending a family commmication
lecture, Please rank-order the following reasons, according to how important you
think they are.

Reasons: Rank:

11. Attending the lecture would be pleasant.

12. Attending the lecture would be rewarding.

13. I ought to (have a duty to) attend the lecture.
14, My friends would expect me to attend.

15. My family would expect me to attend.

16. My best professors would expect me to attend.

17. How important do you think it is to learn about effective family communica-
tion in college?

Very important

Important

Neither important nor unimportant

Unimportant
Very unimportant.

Finally, we would like you to estimate the amount of information in the message
which suggested, supported, or was relevant to the six reasons listed above.
Pleass try to compare the different reasons when you answer - if very much in-
formation was relevant to one reason, the message couldn't contain very much
information suggesting other reasons.

How much information suggeeted each of the following reasons?

13. Attending the lecture would be pleasant.

All the information in the message

A very large amount of information
A fairly large amount of information
A moderate amount of information

A fairly small amount of information
A very small amount of information

1]

None of the informa ‘ion
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19. Attending the lecture would be rewarding.

All the information in the message
A very large amount of it

A fairly large amount

A moderate amount

—___ A fairly small amount

A very small amount
None of the information

20. I ought to (or have a duty to) attend.

_____ A1l the information in the message
— A very large amount of it

A fairly large amount

A moderate amount

A fairly small amount

A very small amount

None of the information

21. My friends would expect me to attend.

—__ All the information in the message
—____ A very large amount of it

____ A fairly large amount

A moderate amount

A fairly small amount

A very small amount

—___ Nomne of the information

22. My family would expect me to attend.

—___All the information in the message
—___ A very large amount of it

A fairly large amount

A moderate amount
A fairly small amount

A very small amount

None of the information
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My best professors would expect me to attend.

All the informztion in the message
A very large amount of it
A fairly larze amount
A modaerate amount
A fairly smell amount
A verr small omaunt

Nona of the information

How much of the information in the message was irrelevant to the six reasons
listed above?

A1l the information

A very large amount of it

A fairly large amount

A moderate emcurt

A fairly crail coovat

A vary g-rll oyt
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