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- i A laboratory expenlent, usmg udeotape, was

- des:.gned to test the self-interest hypothesis, that 1s, that a
~  subject will increase his effectiveness if he argues in favor of a
" .- - -position that is opposed to his best-interests. .Four hundred-

,flfty-m.ne subjects participated in a Solomon Four-Group- ‘design for

- primary data acquisition..Strong opinion change main effects were
- obtained in support of the self-interest ‘hypothesis, but not for

.- source-audience snnlar:.ty predictions., -In terms of creduu.l:.ty and
- - likability rat:.ngs, main effects were observed for source-aud.tence
e rsmlanty. and 1t uas found that there were no*s:mgmfmant
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A lsbontory experhent m designed to teet the self-interest

hypothesis. using videotsped presentstions 1n s live sudience setting. ;

) The self-inte:est hypothesis ststes tlat a sounce wﬂl mcresse his

effectiveness 11‘ he srgues 1n fsvor of a pooition tlnt 1s oppoeed to h:ls—

best 1nterests. In the pnreeent study sources (vetersns) u‘sued for'r '

sgsinst their best 1ntetests under conditions of !mduced source-sudience

Depeodent lessures consisted of an opinion

instment. sevenl relsted lessures of credibﬂity, end sn mterpersonal R

sttrsction scsle. 1 f -

psrticipsted .'m vsrims stsgcs of f.he sfudy.

.

constituted the priury dsts conﬁgurstion stra.tesy. o ,——?1: B
7 Strong opiniod chsnge lsin offecte nere obtsiued in Lupport of
the ee:l.f-interest hwpothesis, but 1ot for source-sudionce sililanty

nere o'bsea:ved for source-sudience sinilsrlty. ’rhere _were no signiﬁcant

Te,

mtenctione.
Tho results were mterpreted snd mtegrsted with previous research

thst hss considered the self-interest snd sunsrity source dinensions in

1so1st1on. ut not 1n conbinstion. S

4 Solonop Four-Group design :

A tcte.l of 45§ subjects enrolled ht a hsic couunicstion course, B




T ' EFFECIS OF souncs sm-m'rm AND TNDUCED
g e smmrrr/nxssmwm ON OPINION CHANGE, = =
S ﬁ . . CREDIBILITY, AND LIKABLLITY* . =~ .

Harry s Dennie. L.
) Purdue University o 7 :
o The noticu thl.t a conunice.tor uill increeee hie effectiveneee by
* : | V a.dvoca.ting a poeition thet ie contrery to hie beet intereete ie intuitively

AN E 7] a.ppee.ling. Hoet e.udiencee probe.bl& share the expectation the.t a epea.ker'e

-

conunice.tion ie. —to sone degree. -otiva.ted by- self-intereete; Conuni- -

ce.tor -ertyrdo- ie si-ply not pereonified in the everyde.y rubric of verbe.l

discourse.. In fect. unless we “can eeneibly exp].ein to. ourselves why a
ceuunice.tor' hes e1ected to meue euchva. eelf-effecing couree--to epeal; ) e

7 aga.inet hie beet intefeete-we night euepect ulterior lotivee at play. - : ’
f - f"’;;"‘: e A growixs body of reeearch,’ :
D increesed effectiveneee of'& source :e.rguing egainet hie beet interests, but

however, testifiee not only to the .-

7 —also to thr.c incree.eed effect veneee of a eource whoee preetige--in the abetract--

S~ - e

is relatively low. - l1'he purpoee of thie inveetigation uae to explore the -
’, , eelf-interest pheno-enon m a context that could be interpreted within B
{1 - _il an existing theoretice.l fralework a.ppropriete to the etudy of eource - A o

.-

- o In jthe,t wee appe.rently the firet enpirical test of the eelf-mtereet {.} | B ‘
hypothesis, ileleter. Aroneon. and Abrehue ( 1966). aeeerted the,t, oo '

connuuice.tor'e effectiveneee end credibility ehould depend both on hie
S L= TR S TmEm o e T

B Apprecietion ie extended to the faculty nenbere end gredue.te
etudente in the Department of Communication at Purdue University for.
peraitting the investigator to use their classes for this research. The
muny valuable comments made-by W, ‘Charles Redding, Gustav W, ‘Friedrich,
He.rk L. Knepp. and Che,rlotte Me- Leuie are also gre.tefully acknowledged.
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abstnct credibuity md on- tho unselﬁ.shnm of hia appul (p. 327).

- 5‘1‘uo oxperhents uere condncted, both of which expond aubjocta to selﬁ.sh’ ) .

—-rar=

aud unselﬁah nosugoa a.ttributod to high o.ndflow crodiblo sourcos.- Tho

’:ﬁrst oxperhent ptrtnlly conﬁned the solf-intomt hypothesis: nuoly.

- the low crediblo source did mcruso his effoctivonm who;x a.rguing agu.nst

- hic beet mtmats. hut the high crodible sourco seenod equuuy offoctivo.

freguvnm of the position taken on tho 1uue. Furthor, the credibility

E of ‘noth sources. m enhlncod whcn thoy um argaing minst thoir boat

1nteruts 'rho ond. o:porinnt tound thtt both tho high und low crodible

- "sourcos ptoduced signiﬁantly groa.te: attitudo chnnge a.nd enhanced the:l.r

= = ‘crodihilit! when arsuins minst their bost mterostq - SN

A]_though tho Halator et al;. ondeavor m mgeniouly oxecuted.

*thcre uore aevenl uthodological n.nd mtorpretiu fh.ws. both 1n tho doaign

’and condnct of thoi.r oxporhonta. I‘he -ost sorioua"of thoso flus mts

: —'iwith the aubjoct populstion. The auple conaisted of ;)unior-high students
) Vvho wero ukod’to pus judgnont on a.n 1sauo thn.t could not ha.vo been vory
rolonnt, ua.ningful. or ulient to then-tho ime. "how -uch powor the )

:courts ahould huvo." Furthenoro. the socond oxperhent utuized an

: ;nnroanstic athulus onvironnent-the Judicm syoten 1n Portugal--thut
’ vnust ha.vc boon not only a:uen md foroign to tl-e‘ Junior-high studonts, but

7uon1d cortunly hposo a stra.in on the hugimtion of oven -oro aophisti-

-~ - '”".’

A,,.:cat-d ot

In thoir sooond oxpommt. m-w.- md uaocia.tes found that when

- both high und 1ow crodible aourcu arguod agalnst thoir best mtorosts. the

'grutost uaunt of attitudo change onaued. An 1napoction of the -uns.

'howovor. upon which thiu concluaion was basod. augsosts a difforont

—Vinterprmtion. whon the low crodiblo sourco arguod aelﬁshly. tho nan

=

' "‘\“4

ey




attitude cha.ngo reported vas 6. 54 bnt vhon ho o.rguod unoolfishly. tho .

B -ean a.ttitudo cm,nge wl.s 4.79 (see ilalstor et ale, 1966. Figuro 2. 'ra.blo
2. Do 339). This difforonce in the lou crodi'bility condition clearly

i* doeo not coniin the solf-intorost hypothooia ond is couplotoly ignorod

by the Ho.lster group in their diocuosion of rooults. A :

, 'ruo other otudios tootod the solf-intoroot hypothoois with difforent f,’

variations. Kosske and- cmo (1968). devieod s sitna.tion in which well-

knoun peroomgu (Gononl wmm uost-orehnd ard Stokoly cl.nicha.ol) ’

allegedly udo statuents tha.t uoro eithor congruouo or incongmous uith

e
P et d

. R thoir known idoologica.l positions. Those invootigo.tors predictod thl.t
statonont uould be -ore crodiblo and beliovablo if authorod by a.n incon-
gmoue sourco. thun it uould bo by an equally crodible but congruous 7«

E souroe. R o o ) ‘

f . The Tesults indica.tod that sta.telonto po.ired ¥ith' an incongruous

‘ source wore. in foct. poréoivod to be -oro crodiblo than those paired
with ] congmous oource and, whon thoro m no- poiring at all. tho incon-
gruous stutelonto uore ro.tod 1«- crodiblo. An unoxpoctod finding was -
tha.t uhilo incongmoua ooumo-atatuent poiringo increo.ood -eougo offoc-

o tivenoas, perooptiono oi’ tho oource's crodibility were not similarly altg;d o
‘rhua. 4n a more funduontal and eluontol otinulua environment, ‘

Koeako and Cnnc huvo oxtondod the inplioo.tiono of tho Ha.lotor -group to
= iaccount for tho sopo.rato offocto of tho ooli’-intomt hypothosio on both
the sourco ond his naugo. Hith roopoct to tho h.tter. thoir findingo seen
':fito support tho notion thut poople will hold tho cogmir.ion that a stutouont
" 18 true, 1f 1t 1s adopted by an-inexpected advocate. Such reasonin,
fj‘-oreovor. could plauoihly a.ocount fo: tho Ha,lotor st 0.1.. roaulto. which

: :j;'occurred in & -oro couplicatod pmmivo aotting.




r‘r The thinl and fino.l atudy that spociﬁcally tostod tho solf-intoroat
hypothesis vas: roportod by Stono and ‘Esnn (1969)- 'l‘hey a.ttonptod to repli-

o oo.te the Halstor ot n.:b. atudy. bosidoo toating ‘s new unipulation--sourco
- 1ilubility. , Stono o.nd anaro's doaign difforod fro- walator'o and her -

uaociatos. howmr. in throo lignifica.nt mpocts. First, tho u.n -osugo
Vas usod in m conditiong (in the Ha‘.lstor ot .1.. study. thm wore two
-easa.gos) Sooond. oocupo,tion (crininal lu.uyors voms TV melists) was

'usod to mipulato solf-iutmst (Halstor et al.. uud tho -onage itsolf).
: Finllly. crodibility (aourco colpotonco) m mipulatod sopontoly from
woocupo.tion. Silila.r to Halstor ot l:l... tho atiuulus utoriala conaiotod
V,of oxporinonul bookloto conuining 0.11 mipu).ltions, nasagos, and

-~ - R B

’ ,depondent nuuroé. ,% ;’3 f' P e

'rhoso inmtigo.tora fuilod to find ottitudo cha.ngo in aupport of

tho solf-intemt hypothuis. Purthomro. no intmotion betwoen ulf-intorut

a.nd crodibility m oboornd. Stono ond Eoum rocosnisod. howovor. that tho
pro-luugo sourco crodibility miyulation m probn.bly mhod out by the
strong. unonticipotod, "crodiblo" effocto of tho usu.go itaolf (tho nessage
ua.s unlikely to ho.vo boon commicated by Y low crodible sourco).

e though unprodictod. likn.bility produood rooults in the diroction
that ha.d boon a.nticipatod for oxportnon. o.nd in s unnor ainilo.r to that - -
reportod by tho Ho,lator poup for thoir firlt oxporilmt. Tho low lika.blo
sourco-o.rguins minot his bost intoruts-wu significantly -oro offoctive
thon tho low :I.ih.blo sourco o,rguing for his boot intomto. 'rhis offoct was

'not obsmod for tho high lihblo condition. In fa.ct, 'y conpn.rison of one

of tho two ooumu (tho Joum].iot) acroso oo,oh oondit}on rovulod thate~ v

using idontioal o.rgunnto-tho 1ow 1ikab10 mmo u'guing agl.inst his best

*
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,cating a positi.on againet his bost mtomt u:ul be" -ore effoctive thnn &

Aeource arguing for his bnt mtomt. Purthenore. whon o. sourco 13 pl.irod

'mtory. A aourco who a.rguu mmt his bost mtomt uy bo pu'coivod

' :{overlookod in nlt-intomt mnroh. -

' yith an inconmoun nsuge (which uy or uy not b~ contnry to his o'm .

2 onl.l solf-intorut). the atatenent will bo pmoivod to be more - crodiblo

= tha.n when 1t 13 po.u'ed with a. cong:mous aourco-state-eat conbimtion. Fimlly.r
lou aource lihbility uy 1nte:r.'nno to onhn.nco tho effoctinneu of s souroo
arguins unsolﬁ.shly. 37_,: ) . o '

“The -odus M for tho solf-intomt hypothuis rouin. a
i

fu note honut. fa.ir. ob:)octivo o.nd, honco. noro bclimblo tlun a sourco
;who dou not. Likewiso. Atho cognition th;t tho existing ovidonco nust. hav; ,
" been incontrovertiblé m convinco & sirce to argue apinst his best mtemtsf |
'irf.could alno aoconnt for tho ofroctimus of this a.ppruch. The conceptuul »
ff11nk common 1-to. thou mtuitin hunchu. honmr. sy restde with an taportant
” :1ngzod10nt of potontm sourco-mdimco (xocipient) conguity thl.t hu bocn .

o

In a conprohmin rov.ton. Shonl. Borkowits. a.nd. Hoyor (1970).

:dovolopod o. thoory tlw.t mcorpoutu soummdunco -umnty. buu for
{'drodibintr and ttitudo chmgo. ontnl to thoir theory is the ides that
' vu:im types of mmmy -.nd dmnmmy- have. wm-mm offects
Aron nriouo crodibnity factorl and thut difforcnt co-ponmto of crodibuity 7
1n turn hn.n difforontul offocts on nougo u.ccoptn.nco (pe 2).

‘ Furthonm, a :ovicw of the sopul.tc ntmture on both ahuu'ity

and crodibnlty 1«1 Sinm ct al.. to concludo tha.t ". o o the rolutionahip

‘Ebefnm snuu-ity a.nd hngc of the mmo appuu to bc stmgut for thoso

colponont- 1cut si.gniﬁomtly rolatod to att!.tudo chunco (p. 9).'! Houover,

—
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§ A“":; - In sumry, there 1s aolo evidonco to suggest tha.t a source a.dvo- :
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’ the work of Brock (1965). Bmchoid (1966). and Bmo ot al. (1969). c1ur1y
testifies- to tho potoncy of a.ttitudiul auih.ritiu u dctonimts ot
7 attitudo chn.ngo. 'rheso sane ohnmtios, noroovor. produce mcroued nking N
L (a.ttnction) for the' source (Byrno, 1971).
chco. whno the cognitivo conponoutn of crodibility (oxportiao o.nd
7 knowledgo) are a.ppumtly tho nost smiﬁmt proporuu of tho soumo that
- 7; affoct nsugo accopﬂ.nco.u tho a.ttoctivo conpcmnts are nost Mstmonul
an mcung to*pmoptions ot »m.-r..ipmt (a.udionco) mmntmf‘-,-nm-
1&:11:103 whou buln dcpmda upon boliof. 1ntorut. or a.ttitudml cmgmanco
7 betum tho mrco t.nd tho rocipiont. Shona ot al.. o.cknwlodad that whuo
) tho rolttionlhip botwun porcoind oou:co ahuu-ity o.nd attmtion 13 tas.rly
. well uubnma (c.f.. "Lw of Attnctim. Byme and muny. 1965). little
- a.ttmtion hu bnn u.m to tho usuo of tho rohtionahip botunn a.ttruction
7 tonnls the source n.nd o,ttitudo chl.ngo. mrthmoro. thm isa pncity of
‘ 7roaurch nnking tho lhna.ﬁ.ty vo.rhblo to othor conponmts J\o sourqg'g
iugo. such ,u.honuty. objoctivity. conpotonco. otc. o
- Son closin; rau:h by Shma ot al., omutod s rouuch chu].onso
7,vh1ch tho prount uwutisa.tion a.ttolptod to meets
) lhthor thln utiutu of the rola.tiouhlp botuoon shihnty-
muhillrlty and crodibuitv 1n one study and - ut.mtn of the
rohtionship botvun cndibuity o.ud a.ttitudo chungo in auothor
e o0 dltl on both quutim ahould be mcorpoutod within one
deaisn and- conoctod frol tho sane. subjects. (p. 13) _
: This study sought to provide a. further test of the self-interest o
phononenon and diftorod ﬁol Previous ressarch by: (a) attempting to linlg 5

‘the ulf-intorut hypothuis with ‘the approtch roconmdod by Simons et al..

(b) 1ntroduom crodibuity md. likabnity as dopondcnt vn.rhblos. and




‘ ’7
‘ —(c) uni.pulutins bonof-onua.nty 1nd0popdont1y fron source solt-mtumt.

S 'rho fouowins :poeiﬁ.c prodictim were udos

o roa CPINION c)wccz :

1. llsin offoets were prodlctod for ‘both nlt-intmat and bdiog-
: 'cttitudim similarity. A source arguing against his best :
interest should produce more opinion change- than a source
‘arguing for his self-interest.: Likewise, a source-who is
perceived by the andience to share a relevant belief-atti-
“tudinal similarity should produce more opinion change than -
& dissimilar source (Walster et al., 1966; Koeske and Crano, -
— 19683 Brock, 19653 Berscheid, 1938; and Byrne st al., 1969). :

—It wes prdiotod th:t the most and least hnuontm source,
—'rupootinly. would be the similar source a.rguing unulthhly B
md the duailuur sourco t.rgumg ”uuhly.

S "*'.pon g_ng__x;._r_r; AXD gmng:rr

e Boea.uu crudibuity a.ud nhbui.ty wm mtad hm u dopumnt 1"
. ? vumblu. thcir offocts on nungo ucoptanco were cpmxintod by thoir =

- usocutiou uth oithor tho mihnty or ult-intorut vuublu.

3 AmmommwthumtthMdbopor-
- celved as-more competent, trustworthy, sincere--and ss ex-
_ pressing greater convictione~than a - source arsuing for his
best -interests (Walster et al., 1966). - Purther, & "mult" o
rating of hll crcdibuity llmld ‘be: hishor. = .

Percetved source-audience, belief-sttitudinal siailarity
‘should affect perceptions of the source’s trustworthiness,
conviction, and sincerity~-more thm ntim of the source's

.. competence (gimons st al., 1970). v
B This fcurth prodicti.on Mmt'!.y tuts ‘the Simons et 1.1.. cone-
 cluston that siatlarity seeas to affect tbou credibility conpoaents least.
rohtod to ctti.tudo chnngo. '
5 Bhuu' mnu should receive higher uhbmty rutincn than
dissinilar sources (Byme, 1971), regexdless of the selfish
or unulﬁnh position adopted by the mrco.

Method

A 2 X 2.X 2 ANOV, using the Solomon Four-Group Design, constituted -




-

the design and includes all treataent mipuhtlm. R

8 = N ’ - #
the pr!.nciplo confmution for the dau un.lylh ‘rablo 1 pictorhu:u . '

--------’---“---------

Inurt'rublelhm

——————

Studats omuod 1n the buic cc-muuticn course -mod as. ubjoct.

for- tho M Approaiutoly '060 nbjoet- pruciptod durins the various

portions of the xesearch, Iamtchmmwmmmwmd o
totrnm hchtmtmmmpmomdottwcm.mm
-mupwmuﬂnmmmmm.mmm: mumt

T uu mtcndod to omtnuhnco poulblo nti.guo ncton thst cmld-bmn

ofti.u of t..uw“. ,,,,,mt m | .. i |

>
e - —

- ;S_Q_{-m m 'rbirty ntmu m p:ofuoimuy udoo- . ]
taped in two oouutieux In m condition, mh .poko toz- ouo umto. arguing

- that votom duuuonu m«m ma bo uwmuds 1n tlu othor oouuuou.

uch m«l ter ouo nmm tht vctoan muoml bonoﬁ.tc -bould not ho

mmul ‘rhou m conu.tim cmtitutd tho *'",‘, hvols of the ult- T
mm.t ua!.pnhtiou. ,-: S <’*;‘f T

wnm(mmumummmnf

. ccmniutiou) obomd tho vldooupu l.nd uloctod by couunnu ﬁvo votom . e

mwmmmuuupmorumm. andm

v m.at quu:uty .ppm :umbly cmuo x:oa ono opu.uu conuuon

conpoud of ﬁn ntm.u appurins 1n tno couditim foxr ono nnuto uch. -
'l‘ho ﬁvo Mmm mlm-ly u'cuod oithcr for or npmt an mcrcuo of

votmn cduuuoul buuﬁ.tl. PR
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7 Thoapukingﬁtntionforthontmmwnuuuruw
utting. Tho :lntminw-who s m miblo on tho vidooupo-bcnn the
mtmiw by uunc. 'Gl.n m tell n a’oout yonr pocitiou on votom educa- :
tioul bcnoﬁtc?" ‘rhom“thmrnpondd far one minute, directing his
response to the interviewer, nmmntmmgamnnummtoﬁ_f" ]
m:ummum(unum«tummMubomumm{;

A

no notes or scripts were permitied for use in tbe interview. A split-screen

t»muomuunmtmwmomuummmm
pmpoctim. cuo-hnfofthommann-botottboms one-

jquﬁudthmmam.dmcfthomku‘o“‘ R

. _ggg_x oomuoa.‘"n» tasis for the mmmy manipulation R o

s amna from baliet mponu. omma m- m ‘subjects-who a1d not o

. Mmin-wotwupmyammw 'rhmaubjocu were o

- - uk-a to .um«m uuu- umnt or ugmnut with seven mi.; ;;tacutl. Jfg‘_»

T two of whi.ch vm upoeuny m ror thu ntudys : ) ;

- (1) "It 1s important that a person stand up for his own beliefs,
R S mittbuobouofodonotwtump\duorujouty
RN point of- uw.

(2) -"Pazt of hlm u].t-rupoct and utogrity s an individual
h 'boiu; ablo to stand: up for what one believes.”

o Ona.nuc-point. mkmmo. thomwt!orﬁchof these
1t¢u. mpoctinly. wu 7.69 and 7.78. mllcaung uodouto to otrong agres~
_meat with the aut-cm.?_ = S o
“In the siailar condition, pmcodm exposure to the trestaent o ]
-tmm. oach subject Teceived & letter explaining the alleged purposs of
tho .tndy m letter was- typcd on omcm departaent stationery, signed. - . 1
by a pmimt mnty ulbor o incresse tho ‘oredibility* of the message e
1tulf m czucm mmmy unzpum:on oecumd in one mph and




B f “was worded as followss

Ve would liko your ractions to one such group-nﬂiury
veterans, To this end, we have asked five veterans (all
students at Purdue) to discuss the issue of veteran benefits--
specifically, veteran educational benefits. You should under-
standbeforomaoethevideotapeth&t the-vets may appear a
1little nervous or ill-at-ease.,  This is because none of them had
ever appeared on TV before, and the camerss, lights. etcs,” probably
made them nervous. Also, you should know that, like most of us.
these vets believe in standing up for -lnt a person son thinks is
right, In fact, we offered each of them a monstary

1o appear before cameras for "one minute,

the money--arguing that a person should po-) 4
Speaking about something he really believes In. ~ -

In the diuiliht condition. aubjocts rocoived a.n :mentiul lcttor.
but the undo:nnod m rcuh '

: Thm mtt.l Mmctions wm mpplnmtod by a staududlud

- onl forn.t folloued by thg E. 'l‘he om 1nstmctions mentmly rcputed

= Aﬁ.or the ahﬂu-lty/diaahilarity mipuhtion m conpletod. the
aubjocts nero cantioned not to converao with one anothor nntu the entirc
;:exercise hud tminutod. 7 Tho videota.pes uero thcn sho:m. followcd by post-

:_f:test nusumcnt. Pimlly. tho E dolivorod a dobr:loﬁng lnd l.merod ques-

,:d:ions regsnung tho study (Subjocts who rocogniud any of the speakers
fwer. elinimted fro- tho mlysu of the: :emlta).

p

‘ -

:_‘ 7be£oro achodnlod treltlmt adlinistntion to a diaguiud opinion Reasure,

Subjocts indiutod th.n- extent of agreeunt with the follouns m- ona

nine-point ac.lo ("1" mdicating atrong diugree-ents wgw indicating strong
: agroelont)c - "Votonn cduco,uom bmofits a.hould ve mcm.d to help

apd Ou groups (m Tablo 1) responded one weok B

2




, o 1

ﬁnmce the incressing cost of an education toda.y. This was the critical

opmon statement that also appeu-od on the posttest. | '
Posttost -euum. 0 l!ld 5 groups eolplcted an instrument pschgo

eontuning throe depcndont neuumz opinions. credibui.ty. and 1iking.

To pmmt the pouibmty tln.t Tatings of opinions would affect ratings of

Ve

credibmty and vlco vu-u tho onier of aule mtatiou vas cmmtor-

¢ T mdmmuthinuchtmtnm. The opinion uuuroand

- o _—: lihbnity m.l. vere alul.ys u!uinlstornd tog.thor

| 7’ 7 mm_mmidmﬁmutmpmmu-. except that
1tmnwumm1otmmnmt1m 7 ,

m crdibﬂitx m mistod of ﬁ.u 1t¢uz (a) a "Gntalt"

| nuure of crcdibﬂit;. (b) tm:tworthinm. (c) __m_. (d) conviction. 7'
lnd (i) sincu'ltz. In uch euc. a nme-pomt -ulo ‘was uaod to uuu
reeponue ‘rhc aen.le poeitiou eom.poaded to--for mple-—"not at m

‘ crodiblo"-(l) throngh oxtnloly credible"-(9). 7 7 )

, R Tho M mtmcnt ropmanted a mﬁe;um of Byrne’s two-item

j—i ' attnction uuuro (Byrnc uul llolson. 1965). whmu the Byrne scale mtcs. :

. for mple. .y fool thtt 1 uould probubly like this person very much,” it "

m lodifiod for this study to rud. "I fool that I would probl.bly 1ike

thm Mﬂduns vn:y mch."v 'rhc 1teu hsvo a roportod sput-hulf rolubuity
ot «853 - the attuctiou score is obuined typically by su.ing acroas the tuo
1tm. Tho mou senlo positim yiold a pouibla range of 2 « 14 per subject.
'rho ou and 06 control mupe mpondcd to the sane opinion measure

B thutmadunhtorodonthoprotnt. Amtccontrolgrwp(n-%)dso'

S : co-plmd the credibility instrusests hovever, they were instructed to sssume .

‘ thut they m Just sosc & vm.oupo of five ilitary veterans discussing the

usuo of votmn odueutioul bcnoﬁts for one minute each. -

-
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mmum'm CHECK

Four npsnto groups were used for the unipnla.tion check., Two groups

" heard the veterans speo.kingin one condijl'.ion or the other and, with no other
information given, uted the veterans ons (a) the qmity of their remsoning, -

(b) how logical or oogmt the vetenna a.ppou'ed to be in presenting their

~ points of view, (e) the onra.ll qnality of arg\ncntation, () tha ovorall

effoctimm of the pu:ounutim. 'rhe subjects wore ctutioned to mpond

—i’f;r‘to thempuauhole. andnottoanyone muvmm 'rhis cva.luutionm

Hrfrdesigned to mmre thut lesuge qulity did not vu'y signiﬁcantly m oither '

- ;fthe for or m:lnat eulf-intorut condition-such nrution. if any, could

confonnd mtuprmtion of results. e o

[

*Twoothormvmuodtoconfmthut: (a.) thoconrcocnore,Af ;

"perceived to be uzum oither for or aa.inat thoir bost interoats. and
~ (b) the shila.tity/diashihrity nnmmum did prodnco perceptions of

"—‘sinilltude or disshuitudo by the a.udience to ‘a belief dimension allegedly

sha.red by the- speukers. 'rhese gmps ‘were also asked to identify o.nything

’:'a.bont the pro-stimlus matractions (uritten or oral) that nade them

- ,suspicious about the- procoduro or z:ho- B.

Resilts

~ MANIPULATION CHECK .

gﬂn__ mbilitt. Since the five veterans did not deliver the

. same -ouage in each condltion, it was necoeury to de-onatrate that the two

' conditions were pemoivod to be similar in terms of tho msoning used, logic,

~ quality of argumentation, and overall offoctiveness. - Table 2 reports the

B results of this analysis. T

i

Insert Table 2 hore
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- against their beet intereete, question one asked the subjects to identify

13

No eignificant differencee were obeerved between conditione for ee.ch

of the four'queetione bearing .on the argument conpe,rebility *ietme.8 The means

depicted reflect responses to nine-point' items, ece.led from very little '

or none of the quality in question to a p:eat'e.i'onnt of that quality, - A
Sinﬂaritx and self-interest nenipgletion. Table 3 ehowe differencee

between. groupe for each. of the questions pertinent to the eililarity e.nd o

'eelf-intereet nenipuletione. f.,

Ineert Teble 3 here

- For- queetion twe. eubjecte were eeked to indice.te their extent of -

egreenent or dieagree-ent with the following itelc A"Theee five veterans 3; E

; vould probe.bly feel, a8 noet people do. that it ie inporte,nt for a pereon to

7 ~stand up' fo; his own foeliefe; even 1f theee beliefe do not repreeent a popule.r

or ne.joritv point of vi’ew.r " Reeponeee could renge ‘from (1)-—very inteneely

- disagree--to- (9)-very inteneely e.gree “The. reeulte indicate that the sub- -
~ Jects receiving the dieeinileritv nnipule.tion perceived that the veterans

would be leee likely te endoree this iten. the.n thoee subjects who were expoeed
to the sinilerity unipule.tion (2 <.05).
'rhe nean difference ebeerved for queetion six--scaled similarly to -

.tiueetion two-=confims that the einilerity/dieeililerity ln.nipuleticn was

subetentielly effective (2< .01)-even with a belief refersnt somewhat nore
abstract than thet eugseeted in question two. Question six eeeerted. "In
general, efter heering the introductione e.nd then the five veterane. in tene

* of beliefe and intereete. how einiler do you perceive that you are conpcred

to thel?"

To deternine if the veterene were perceived to be cming for or

dew




- wWere- judged mnocuous for the purpoaos of the atudy.

o 14
wixa.t positionrthe veterans had taken regarding vetora.nk educational benefits,
and:qqpstion three ukod if thc; veterans appeared to be arguing fop or against
the best interests of the veterans as a whole, The results indicate thatthe
manipulstions were perceived as intended, A

Lastly, aubjects were asked (a) if any one of the vetera.na seened no‘re

A hpmssive than the others, and (b) if either the written or verbal instruc-
“tions precading the exerciae ude then suspicious of what followod. Over 85%

of the reaponaea to both of thene questions were negative. A fow rmrks were
made reguding tho purpou of the lettor of 1ntroduction (4n liou o:t‘ the accou-

7 pcnying vorbo,l mrks ude 'by the E), and throe subjects conented -about the

physical a.ppunnce of the vatern.ns. e.g.. hair length und drese. These ren.rka

PREDICTIONS . - .
- Opini on __ha._ng'_ Hain effects were predicted for both self-interest.

and benefattitudinal shilarity. Ta.ble 4 reports the posttest means’ and cell

' . sizes for each group representod in all subaoquont analyses,

Insert Table 4 here

@ W @ W W W G W W W W@ W W @ W W GO W O W o ™
~
B

The results of the 2 X 2 X 2 ANOV ‘applied to the Solomon Four-Group-

configuration are depicted in Table 5.

In_sert Table 5 here

- Significant main effects were observod for speaker self-interest
(24.001); however, a.n unexpected pretest main effect occurrod (2( «05) .
Since the pro- a.nd no pretest control groups did not show a corresponding

 difference (protostod control X = 6,733 non-pretested control X = 6,39),

thus negating the possibility’ of histéry, utﬁrg.tion.’ or instrumentation
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inorouod spookor effootivonou.
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contaninating the posttést messurs (Cempbell and Stanley, 1971), it vas con-

. cludod tha.t pretoating intoractod with troatnont offoctivenoss. An inspec-

tion of tho pretest groups opinion meaAns reported in Tablo 4, moreover,
indioa.tos that the pretest effect was grootost'ifor those groups in the against

tsoif-intoroai. condition; In this case, the lower means (467 and 4,84, respec-

'tiv‘ély) signify that the effect of pretesting was actuslly associated with

[

The post opinion scoros woro roout ina2X2 utrix. uaing those
groups which woro not protootod. ,‘ B T W

Inaort 'rablo 6 horo :

© This analysts, aunmzod in Tablo 6, contims the strong effect
previously found for sposkor solf-interoot (p &i001) Howovor. the predicted
nain offoct for sinilarity o.nd the intoro.otion botwoon sinilurity o.nd self-

’ intorost did not onorgo. Tho roaults of thio onalysis indicato that tho self-

intorost unipula.tion diftorontiauy affoctod posttost opinion mponus. To
dotornino of . tho !ginst solt-intomt trutnoni notul.lly producod nore opinion
oha.nge thon tho i‘or solf-intorost trutnont. ‘BORG MOASUre of ootiutod change
m—nocosury. ‘ Following a toohniquo rooouondod by Ednzds (195#). glin scores
uere dorivod by summing across all protost’ scores for the entire sample. A

'suplo protoot nun (6.62) m then oonputod. Using a honosonoity of va.rianco :

tost described by Walker and Lev ( 1953). which includes an adjustment for
nnoqual n's, a ra.tio of the lorgoot protost opinion varianoe to tho sullost
va.rianco was calculated (five groups, inoluding the opinion control, woro

‘ includod in this mlysis) Tho resulting F_ (i.&i) vas not aignifion.nt

at p(.OS (’rablo va:l.uo - 2.78) Furthonoro. the la.rgoat mean difference

qqnolod «38. Booa.un both honogonoity and botwoon-group critoria were not.
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“the overall pretest mean (6.63)wﬁs\issod as a base to estimate gains in the
posttest only groups. In the for self-interest condition, a subject regis-

tered a gain if his score was greater than 6,62; in the against aolf-ix;torodt

condition, & score less than 6.62 was cnj;o‘rd as a Agg.m. Table 7 summarizes’
_this analysis. | ' -

Insert Tablo 7 here

Once a.sain a solf-intorest u.:ln offect was observod (p<€.02)s An j
—;.mapoction of the gl.in acoroa ahows thtt the g_gi.nat self-intorost condition '
. ,7m umutod with signiﬁcuxtly nore opinion chungo thn.n the for aelf-

7

The ﬁnu step in testing tho opinion chango prodiction involved s

;{t—rcoupa.rison of each tret.tnnt group with tho opinion. control. A check on the.
- ‘}?va.rimces of tho 0, a.nd Og opinion control group yielded an F oqna.l to

—::5%:2.07, which was not sisniﬁcl.nt at 2<.05 (k 2, n= 303 ublo value = 2.78),—
Furthor. &t test appliod to the diffomcu between means yioldod at oqul '
' V'igto .88 (df-= 61). Hmco, the two. control groups were combined for purposes 7
- of the ANOV comparison: Table 8 contains the results of the ANOV and
 Newman-Keuls test used in this analysis. '

Insert 'rablo 8 here

As oxpoctod. tho m inst nlf-intmct trutnnt differed signifi-

~_cantly from the control (2(.01). Tbu was true regardless of the similarity/
: ’dmumnty condition. ‘

Thus, the predictionl for opinion change were pa.rtia.ny supported,

i

" Sources arguing against their best interests produced s;.gniﬂca.ntly nore
opinion changethun aénrc'oi arguing for their best interests. However,
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induced source-sudience sinilarity or dissinilarity did not significantly
enhance or cioprocioto the self-interest effect.

croo.ibilii:z. It wvas predicted that o. source arguing against hio best

_ interest should receive higher ratings on the five crodibility dependent nea~

sures than a source o.rguing for 'hic boot interest. Furt.honoro. it vas oxpoctod
that oourco-o.udiouco. boliof-ottitudiul similarity should o.ffoct porcoptiono
of tho soumo'o tzuotworthinm, conviction. and sincerity~~-more than percep-

tions of tho oounco' oo-potonco.

'ro.blo 9 prooonts tho ooll noono obuinod ‘for ”Gutut" crodibility,

tmatworthinooo. conviction. ond oincority. 'rho noono for porooivod ool\potonoo
) o.rc not roport.od ainco tho ANOV o.ppliod to thio nrioblo rovoo.lod no oignifi-

cmt min effect for either- oouroo oolf-intoroot or similarity/dissinilarity

and no significant intonction.

Insert Table 9 here -

---------‘------’-----

The ANOV applied to the "Gootclt" redibility scores yielded a signi-
ficant similarity msain offoct ond no oisnitioont interaction (F = 3.885 df = 1,
2333 p<.05). An inspection of the means reported in Table 9 indicates that
subjects who received the sinilerity manipulation rated the Vetersns sisnifi-
contly higher in “Gestalt” orodibility, ‘than the subjects who received the

' diooinilority unipulotion.

A oignifioant oi-ilority uin offoot (no oisniticoat interaction) was
obtained for source tmctworthinooo (P = 5.#?3 gt_- 1,-2333 p<.02). Again,
subjects exposed to tixo dﬁshihﬁty manipulation rated the veterans oignifi-
curtiy lower on truotworthinm (see Table 9). , 4'

Pmoptiouo of the extent of oonviction exhibited by the votomo were

also significantly higher ror oubJocts who rocoived the similarity unipulo.tion

3
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(F = 90503 4f = 1, 2331 P <+003)s As with "Gestalt" credibility and trust-

_worthiness, the amount of perceived cenviction was unaffected by the position
advocated by the veterans--either for or against their best interest.

Finally, the last component, perceived source s sincerity, ws also
associated with a shihr!.ty main effect (F = 8.633 ' - 1. 233s 2<.00‘6).
Subjects exposed to the aunmty manipilation felt that the veterans wers
more sincers than those exposed to tho diuwhrlty tmtnut. .Again, no.
V’,se.Lf-intomt uin effect or. mtomticn was observed, ‘ A
v In suRnary, pmoind "Guult" crodibnity. tm.tnorthinm. convic~
tion. a.ud slncority were m ulocut.d with d.nnurity nun otfoots. Porcop-
7}, tions of :onrco cenpotcncc nx‘o not a.tfoctod by a.ny of thc unipuhtim An
7rinportmt quution rcn.im Did the trutnntc result in h:.ghor or lower
‘c:odmnty ratings than ratings mipod by s control group which was
instructed to imagine Juthu:mg five veterans discuss the issue of vetersn
‘veducationul bmoﬁta :’(cmtidi group meuns are reported in Table 9)?

7 To answer this question, ono-ny ANOV's were calculated for each of
) itho Tive credibility dopcndcnt acuuru and the control group's response to
,uch of these measures. 'I‘ablo 10 rcportl the results of this analysis.

B S0 ep 6B b 0 4D G A0 & B B - oS - o B T o & o o

Insert Table 10-hers. - -

 Significant F's were obtained for "Gestalt" credibility, trustworthi-
‘ness, conviction, and sincerity==but not for competence, Table 11 sunmarizes
. the Nevman-Keuls tests that were applied to the mesn differences betwesn sach
" of the four credibility measures and their respective control group scores--
within each trestasnt condition,

Insext Table i1 here

- e S eEe,o S-S o5 EeS e o e e e

o
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_and trustworthiness, were associsted with ratings by the treatment groups that

- veterans would be (g<.01).

- reported in Table 10 M;utqd .iquicmt F's for both of these dependent

- the comparative utlro of the Nmn-xouh tost itself (vher, 1971)s At sy

iaong was based on the subjects® attrsotion scores, following Byme's (1971)

"~ lated, respectively, ¢85 and .89 with the total scores, Thus, desire

) 19
Only tw; of the crodib!iity dependent measures, “Gestalt” credibility

were significantly different from ratings given by the control group, Subjects
who had received the similarity treatnents perceived the sources significantly
bigher in "Gestalt® credibility (p<.01), regardless of the self-interest
manipalation, than did the control group (see Table 9). For trustworthiness,
all four trutnnt groups pmoiv’od the sources to be sl.mlﬁ.caatly more trust-
uorthythmcoutrol oubjoctlwhomukodtoi_lggn_hwtmotworthytho

'rho llm-xuh tut did uot dotoct any oi.gniﬁmt dittomcu bo-
twm couviction and nuoority uti.m 1n ouh trutnnt conditioa and tholr
rupocuvo control mup n'u.m This ruult s nrpruin;. oznco tho ANOV

neasures, A pu:tm oxplmtionfor this unexpected finding may rest with

nto. the umtmtor oloctod not to engage in any further data snooping, by
resorting to a :I.m ommtin proccduro

Source 1 Li;;t;. -Main effects were predicted for source ohuu-ity.
tut not t_og source self-interest. The ANOV calculated for 1ikabdility cospar-

procedure of summing across tixo two 1ikability items that comprise the mlo.'
However, in the present study, inter-ites correlations wers also conputed and
the following results were obtained: (a) item one (1iking for the sources)
correlated with item two (desire to work with the sources on & project) 5

(n = 237 2<.001)3 using the Spm-nm Praphocy Tormula, the rmlting
reliability coefficient was 68, and (b) each item (1iking and working) corre-
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to "work with the sources on some project,” apparently accounted for most .

10

of the variance in the 11kability results.” The results of using the total

11kability scores are summarised in Table 12.

Insert Table 12 hexe

The prediction that the .nmgity treataent would be associated with
“higher 1ikability scores than the self-interest sanipulations was confimaed
(p<.01). Further, m was 10 significant intersction.

wwmmumrmndmwm:umtoh

w~.__v.-._£..

7 oxphiuod. nnt. unnko pmious otfom to tut the ulf-mtomt hypothuu.
" vhere the use of written stimlus materials constituted the chief method of

experinental: manipulation, this study undectook a certain risk by using 1ive

~ speakers to communicate messages that were not identical across treataets,
 Unquestionably, some experinental control ws forfelfed as.a Tesult of this

procedure, However, in tho opinion of the investigator, the gains far exceeded

tho :I.ouu. bouuu the mbjoct avdience was exposed to & speaking cnviron

nent more 1ikely to approximate conditions in natural settings. Too frqucntly.

previcus source. effects research has been accoaplished in highly inprobable,

if not a.ruﬁcm. communication environments. ‘

socoud.byummtodimcthoimootmmmuuml

] bonoﬁﬁts. the lthu;uo onvimt. hopom:l.y. was aade more bonmblo_md

realistic for the subjectss It was thought that the speaker’s relationship

to hu.;mngo (his degree of commitment and resson for advocating the proposi-

tiou)‘ should be an hporhnt consideration ;or-an adequate test of tho‘ self- |

mtmt hypothesis. By ullnc veterans this objective was not only achieved,

iiS)

but a more atmccnt test of the nlf-inmut hypothesis was permitted.
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“In the for se)f-interest oondition, the veterans were arguing for a proposi-

tiﬁthtﬁqpmmllywmtdaﬁhmmtwmw;w
degres of commitaent, In the against self-interest condition, however, the
ntmnmmluhhmofnmiﬂwthtthupmﬂlyﬂdmt
qdomoqotmopmﬂchguomrumutdynhmntmmmwo
foga position. llcacg. it aight bo argued that when & source advecates a o
p&taﬁmmmqumchbumuywtm-
m-mmamuunummmmtowummtm

s

M.—thmplcdumlwdhﬁh.ﬂﬂymﬁtmmmof

‘tho 801olon mmp duun. wluch hu a mbu' of ulmtqu from th- cund-

point of both intermal and externai vdmty (mpm and Stanley, 1971).

7'llont importantly, howmr. an otfoct for m was detected, which
’ umm.a thst pretested groups rupondod more favorably to tho self=interest

puhtion th-n did mprotntd groups. 'm. finding is particularly
mm.tu; aince Lana (19s9a. 1959) and Lana and King (1960) have .m.md
thst pntutinc has mi.ul mitiuns oftoct- in most cases, Murther, in
tbo;o mum- vhere th. offoct has been observed, it has apparently dampened
tremtaent offectivenses (Solomcn, 1949 Hovland, Lumsdaine, and Sherfield, 1949).

 The value of isolating the pretest effect in the present ressarch is that
'iuwim self-interest studies eaploying before-after designs have net con-

tronoa for pretest lmitiution (cr. Valster g al., 19663 and Stone and
m. 1969).

~ Along with thm 1mut1m 1n thc study of tho self-interest
hypothuh some 1liabilities were incurred thut deserve mentioning, First,
the s::lonon Foar-cmp dulg is most pmm:hn. vhen mdivid.ul.h. not groups,

v
m migugd randoaly to treatment conditions. Losiutiuny. this proccduro
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mhpouﬂnotoaconplum ad, nmem anmtmndtobo
buo;cnm. ‘rmc (mp) mwunmtbomntmutho
predictions (m I.udquht. 1953).
 Second, ome-item scales (\d.th the exception of msbuny) were used
10 measure opinion and c:dibiuty variance, llmt reliabdbility is
umny ml.ﬁ.cd with one-item mln. bn:l.dn a potcntm loss of uuuro-
mt mitivityo Unfortmtoly. udlm.tutin requirensnts dlmtd against-
um.mm.tmm ommmmuntym Bven with this - :
lhiuti.eu. m, m.wmmmmtottumm
wmtmmu-ummuun:ummmorwm
. m:d. mmuawammulmmummuum
whm the oourco'c pmun utcnt 1- not chnrly nud at mnummg
aucumo opinlou. Sou Mu lnn dmtutd thtt ubcn min intent
u not unuut. the lourco u m otfoctivu wmu-. sone :ouu'ch -ugsutc,
that under certain conditions, permsaive intent ssde sanifest to the audience -
rmlt. An incressed u\u'co cffoctimou (Muiro. 1969). |
mmmmtm.mmmum "overheard” communi-
utiou utution (m uul ruthuu'. 1962). nu approximated, ‘mo veterans
mwummtmiumtm.mﬂnumrbwmmum
uumw an ludimo. l!m.. 1t is doudtful that the sudience pu.'-

“celved that the veterans wers actually trying to engage in & persuasive

mm.

' 1m~m~mmorthomtmmmma
thc self mtmt rcultl. Brook and Booku' (1965). replicated the Walster
and "atingu' "ovuhu:d" ccndition aad found thtt its dtootimm ocould

attrmltod tc thc tlct tlut the cm&utiou uu not c«mtmttttudiuls
whon the m s countu' to uisting n.ttitudn. “the “averheard”
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, communication was no more effective than a mlutacnk;hm man
intent was nade evidemt. Since the Fretest of opinions in the present
 investigation indicated that the subjects generally favored incressing vetersn

~ benefite=~from an “overheard” Mpom. the for !,o_g-intmt condition j 7

should have been more effective than the m-_.y_-um condition, since
~ the latter treataent wes thsically cmtmttitudtul | R
The opinion change Tesults in this study Iather coavincinely demon- -
- mumtmmmmmmmmmmmnmn % L
" toi thetx posttions than sources argeing selfishly. Unfertunste’y, the madio-

' tious pértaintng to source-sndience siatlarity are not eo unegiivocal. o
mmmmo-.m-mmmmymamwumdymm .
increase or docnuo the mmu' ovoun d!octimm as had been pmdictod. B
ium. !gg, support was Zound tor ﬂn Shom .t ., (1970). observation tm‘:‘;t: A

- the relationship betwesn source oe-pmm and porcolvod source siatlarity - - -
* ‘appears to be strongest for those credibility disessioas lesst related to
_ attitude change (co-mmo as bocn the ummu mum Tesearch hae shom A
~ %o be the greatest m.umnt ot mma. cuuo). This concluuon :onm o
‘becauses (a) In the pnuat may. m:co oftoctimm ws 2ot conti.ngcut T :
upon source-sudience similarity, but (b) source-sudimoce -ummy - o
- asscctated with higher ratings of “Cestalt” Mbmty. trustworthiness,

:conviotion. and unccity. tbmforc (c) couditim of milulty-whuo 7
’;'admugm to mcx-uug pmomm of uu mm'- image—-were not Mm , -
mental in cffocting mcpunoc of tbo mrco'c -oulgo.

mrthonoro. the ono cruubuity co-poncut thst should huvo bun

: linked with source offoctim (wcozdinc to Sinons et al/, 1970) ==perceived
T cupotcaco-ns not tttoctod by o!.tbor tho ohimity or u].t-intcmt untpu-
: lations. rmpo tho pature of tnu mu. in 1 thh atudy (ama the advocates ot
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.situation.
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the issue) militated against the emergence of perceived competence as a signi-

" ficant .dimension. Further research should consider the issue of the saliency '

' of the éredibility component as it applies to the particular communication

-

In othor words, the results of this study would suggest that unqualified

. faccepttnce of tho tenet that percoived mrco-audienco sinilarity leads to mes~
“ . sage acceptulco may be erronecus, In certain communication situations, such
T aswh when a source 1o argiing against his best interests, the effect of an attempt
‘7 i"to alter perceptions of ahilu'ity (hetween the source a.nd the audience) mey _
- '—;;;';_;roouu in the enbancement of the source’s imsgs, With no concomitant alteration
Ein the oudionoo'o roopoooo to the proposition being advocated by the source,

- ‘I‘hoae ren.rks m proffmd cautio\mly. howver. for the following

7 - }reason. The unipulation of mrcmdienco si.nilarity was accomplished by an
: e acute unipuhtion. Byrno (1971) has shown, however, that source similarity
{s":fjopera.tes—ana;logouely,go a :oinfqrcqgnt gndicutru the number of porg:oived

© simllarities 1ncr§sos. a.ttractioh increases and, in some cases, oversll source
" effectivences horo’.o.o; The prooeot :lnmtiy.tion did rot meet requirements
" for an adequate test of this siatlarity property (vhich has been trsted pre-
) viouely in dyuuc situations). -Further, the need to bese the similarity on
) " a universal appeal, appropriate to the entire sample, limited the extent to
J ‘which a relevant attitudin&l shila.rity could be selected as a basis for the
" similarity manipulstion. The sinilarity manipulation used in this study may
'—7,have be pmoivod by the audierice as a "guts” versus "no gute" imo and,
7 "'honce. may have strayed from thc iark originuny intended by Silona et al,,
- (1970),. mitnoir-disoumono: relevant attitudinal,sinilarities.

The results for 1ikability Aclequy support previous findings.. Subjects

, rocoiving the similarity manipulation rated the veterans oimiﬁcintly more
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attractive than subjects receiving the d.ssimilarity manipulation. Liking was
not related, however, to acceptance of the source’s message. From a balance
model perspective (e.g. Heider, 1946, 1958), when liking is relevant and
ulicni to the iolationahip with the source, i:heﬁ source attraction may be a
nore Mt catalyst for attitude change (chmsing one’s attitude toward the
object of discrepancy to restore balance is less traumatic than altering one’s

perception of the source). The liking results are also suggestive that the
similarity unipuhti*ns wm pomoiud as intended, since the "si.nna.rity

Aleads to liking" conclusion hu been fa.irly well - docunented by previws

resurch (Byme. 1971).
What steps ahould be uken in aucceeding mumh" The mtmsting
issues raised by Simons et al., (1970). have yet to be answered. Specifica.lly,

 under whl.t conditions does sourco-mdienco ahilarity differentially affect

perceptions of the source®s image, which, in turn, differentially affect

' accopta.ncé of the source’s propositions? What makes the Simons et al,

fonula.tion particuhrly intriguing is the fact that credibility-u a source
effoct--is conceptually relegated (potontmly) as a not-so-important or
instrumental deteninant of message effectiveness in persuasive discourse,
The findings of this investigation allude to this possibility.

»
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Footnotes

1. The largest mean reflects the most amount of attitude change.
Change scores were used -t0 measure effectivenees.

2. Simons ot al,, (1970), dissect credibility into two main components:
cognitive and affective. The former includes respect factors. (e.g., expertise
knowledge), and the latter, attraction factors (e.g., 1ikability, friendliness).
They presume that both factors combine to affect the source’s trustworthiness,
i.00, his sincerity, reliability, and fairness. See Giffin (1967).

3. Also see Stotland, Zander, and Natsoulas (1961); Burnstein, Stotland,
and Zander (1961); Stotland and Patchen (1961); and Mills and Jellison (1968).
These investigators have studied the similarity variable primarily in non-per-
suasive settings. .- ’

4, -Andersen and Clevenger’s (1963) review documents this assertion.
And Simons et al., :(1970), concluded that “"there seems to be a weak but positive
- relationship between attitudinal similarity and the factors of respect and
trust « ¢ & .(p. 7)” ] - -

5. Simons et-al., (1970), distinguished between membership-group and
relevant versus irrelevant attitudinal similarities. Their review advances
propositions concerning each of these similarities. Membership-group can also
include one’s reference groups; irrelevantsimilarities are those similarities
that are not germane to the proposition being advocated. .

6. The video special-effects were recorded for use in another study
currently in progress. :

-7« It was recognised that the basis for the similarity was not
explicitly related to tne proposition being advocated (a requirement specified
by Simons et al., 1970, -for relevant attitudinal ahihrim o The intent,
however, was to select a dimension that was indirectly related and had universal
appeal. Considering the nature of the message (veteran benefits) and the special
qualifications of the sources (veterans), in the opinion of the investigator,
this characteristic of belief statements was adequatcly approximated.

8. Level of significance for all analyses was established at p <,05,
Computer programs used were derived from Winer (1971).

9, 8ince the amount of‘ potential change on the nine-point scale was
not comparable between groups, a second ANOV was performed and all extreme
scores in the against condition were dropped. The results were unchanged,

10 This conclusion was verified by separate 2 X 2 analyses performed
for each of the liking items. The first item, "1ikability for the sources,*
produced no significance; the second item, however, showed a strong similarity
main effect (p<.01), : i




Table 1

Pictorialisation of Design

Ay : A2
For Self-Interest - Against Self-Interest Control
C, G Cy C2 cy Cy
: B 4 [] R
) | i
By (0) | (o) (02) (o) .
sessedeccead e ek () ! (0g)
By (0 1 (09" | (0 ) (05 :
] |

Note,=-By = source-audience similarity, B, = source-sudience dissimilarity;
Cy = pretest, C; = no pretest, .




Table 2

Message Comparability Between Speaker Conditiens

®A* Condition “F* Condition

Question X | X et .
i. Reuoning 5.85 6.06 ‘0“‘8 R
2. Logic 5077 6059 058 1.40
3. Quality 5485 6.7 1415
4, Rffectivencss 6.#6 6.23 - M9 T

Note,~-ng = 13, n,t,“ 17: at p <.05, Tablo Value = 1,70, d€ = 28, "A"
Condition = against self-interest; “F* Condition - for self-interest
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Table 3 )

Summary of Similarity and Self-Interest
Manipulation chock

" Similar Condition Dissimilar Condition
Questions ‘ X % SEM

t
SIMILARITY
Question two 7.33 5.33 S 2.9
estion six 6.08 3.73 068 2,79%»
SELF~INTEREST FOR  AGAINST
Question one 100% (12) 99% (14)
Question three 100% (12) . - 87% (13)

- Note,=—ny = 12, n, = 15; £ = 25

*D <+058 **p <.01,




Table 4

N Posttest Opinion Means

A Ay
For Self-Interest Againat Self-Interest Control ‘
Cy C2 Cy C2 Cy )
] ! ) 1
Bl 1-7.19l x.7028 '!-‘h67 ] !.5.”, [
n =26 :,q-az ne28 | ne29 | Xe673, =639
------------ A i A '
B x‘6o75| x.7o°6 x.“om ] X-S.,ﬁl u.” '5.33
2 e : ne3 | n=32 | ne3 :

Noto.-B:l - mmc-cudimo mumw. 32 - mrco-a.udunco diuiumrity:

Cqy = pretest, cz - nq pretest




Tadble 5
2 X 2 X 2 ANOV of Posttest Opinion Scores

3

s

Source a2 -]

Self-Int. {4) 226,37 85,224+
Similarity (B) 48 .18
Pretest (C) 1 11,48 U4o32%
AXB 1 3.40 1,28
AXC 1 M6 1.30
BxC 1 13 <1
AXBXC 1 23 <1
Brror 229 2,66

*p <e053 *p<,001




Tadble 6

2 X 2 ANOY for Opinion Differences Using
Posttest Groups Only

— —— — Ru—

Source : . af o us | F
Self=-Int. (A) 1 94,07 9. 7%
Simllarity (B) 1 +06 ’ <1

- AXB - 1 17901 <1
Rrror 123 2,37
MEANS — For Self-Interest Against Self-Interest
Similar 7028 5038
Dissimilar - 706 , 5051

“2 <001
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Table 7

2 X 2 ANOV Using Estimated Gain Scores For
Nonipretested Groups °

35

Source at us E
Self-Int. (A) 1 12,5 5¢33%4
‘Similarity (B) 1 72 <1

AXB © 1 : " 408 <1

Error 123 2,35

MEANS (Cain) Por Self-Interest Against Self-Interest
Dissinilar. iS5 1.12

Note.=--Means indiocate amount of change in direction advocated by source.

*4p .02




Table 8

One=Vay ANOV and Newnan-Keuls Test Applied
To Poattest Opinion Soores

Source ' a o ns r
Between 8 3‘.0'0 12,88
Vithin 291 2,64 )

.----.--.-----------;-"---------------.

Rank c (w with mtzol) ae ]

[ - —

(1) 8. 1,100 299 2.6
(2) D.A. 1,044 -

(3) 8. mo Sy

(&) D.F, .50 ;

Noteow=f = d.nht D = dissinilar; A = agpingt self-intexest, I = for
self-interests C = control. Compariscns show mean differences.
p <,0013 *p <01




Table 9 )
Cell Means Used in Credidbility Predictions

Conditions For Salf~Interest Asaiast Self-Interest
Cred Trust Con 8in crd Trust Con 8in

Shihr 60" 60” 60” 7012
Dissinilar 595 596 6.00 677

635 6,68 675 7239
6,00 620 6.00. 6,65

| e e e

~Contrel Gmp

‘Meanss (1)croa-s.33 (2) Trust = 5.14 (3)cou 6,92 (&) sm-6.67,

(n = 36)
“ Notes==Cred = "Guttlt’ ocredibility, ‘rm-t - Tmtmtﬁtnm, Con = Convice
tim. Sin = Sln-mty. .




Table 10

Summary of One-Way ANOV's Applied To Five
Credibility Measures and Their Controls

» Source MS MS F
- Between . Within
Y .7 " 1. Credibility 9.02 2,02 b Ly 5hnn
S 2. Trustworthiness 16.75 2.09 7.994+%
- o 3 Competence 2.3 1.72 1.33
’ 4. Conviction 9.45 2.63 3,594
5. Sincerity 5.48 2,14 2,56+

"’**2 <o°02".'*2< 01 '*2( Ok

Note.~~df for MS between = 43 for MS within = 268




Table 11

Summary of Newman-Keuls Applied to Credibility
Scores and Their Controls

39

Measure H_i S.F. S.A. D.F. DeA.
1, Credibility 2.03 1,01%% 1.02%¢ - 61 .68
2. Trust- ' '
erthiness 2.09 1,07%% 1, 55%% Y 1,06%+
3, Conviction 2.63 .38 .16 .92 .92

ll-. smemt’ 20 1“ cus . 72 10 02

Note,~~S = similar, D = dissimilar; F = for self-interest, A = against
self-interest, df for each comparison = 268, Mean differences are
reported.

**2( .01,




Table 12
2 X 2 ANOV For Likability

MS E

I8

Source

Self-Int. (A) 1 .18 1
Similarity (B) 1 22,07 5.91%%
AXB 1 15 1
Error 233 - 3.73

Condition For Self-Interest Against Self-Interest

Note.=-Liking score for each subject was summed across two items, yleld-
ing a possible response range of 2 - 14 (max 1iking).
**2< 01




