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INTRODUCTION

An important area_ for communication researchers has been the re]aiion-
ship between persuasiVe messages and their impact on.attitudes, beliefs and
Behavior. While the research in the area has been extensive, parsimonious
and cons%stent explanations of well studied phenomena have been limited.

For example, a great deal of rééearch has been conducted investigating the
relationship between the amount of attitudg change advocated and the amount
of attitude change obtained. Despite the development of four theoretical
perspectives (qognitive dissonance theory,}sacial judgment approach, group
norm theory and linear force aggregation theory) conflicting results remain.
Roloff (1974) reported the extent of the conflicting results that have plagued
researchers in thi; area. Qf 31 studies reviewed, 15 found positive linear
relationships, 9 found curvilinear relationships and 7 found negative 1ingar
relationships. ‘

A solution to this confusion might be found by investigating a new

~model which addresses three problem areas not dealt with by previous models.

|
|
Previous models have largely ignored the totality of a person's attitude »
or belief about an object. Previous models have largely ignored the inf]uencé
of a pefson's past on attitude change. Previous models have largely lacked |
clear specifications of relationships between the amount of change advocated |
and the amount of change obtained;

First, the previous models have only focused on parts of an individual's .
attitudes or‘be]iéfs; Two major operatioﬁa]izations have been used when
investigating the }e1ationship between advpcated and oﬁtained change. Some
researchers focused on questions which ask the subjects .to indicate what

they felt an object should be. For example, Bochner and Insko (1966)
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operating out of a cognitive dissonance framework asked subjects, "For
maximum health and well being how many hours of sleep per night do you think
the avgrage'young adult should get?" Similarly, Whittaker (1965) operating
out of the social judgment approach addressed issues rangfng from "The
President should have power to reduce tariffs" to "No foreign aid should be
given to Communist gerrnments." On the other hand, some researchefs have
investigated questions which require a subject to make judgments about what
the object is. For example, Fisher and Lubin (1958) were interested in the
effect of group communications on an individual's response to the number of
paratroopers shown on i slide. Subjects were askedﬂ}g_yrjte down the number
of paratroopers that were shown on a slide; then they received a communi- .
cation by group members about how many paratroopers were shown. After the
commupication, subjects were again asked to estimate the number of para-
troopérs shown on the slide. In this case, subjects were asked to make
statements about how many things they thought were actually shown on a slide
rather than the number that should be shown. Insko, Murashima and Saiyaqain
(1966) 3150 bperatiqg’from cognitive dissonance asked subjects to indicate
how many figures were shown on a poster. In this case, they were asked to
make judgments of how many figures were shown rather than how many should
be shown. - .

“Better operationalizations are possib]eyby borrowing f;om both positions.
Instead of looking at an attitude or be]ief'or simply a decision as to what®
an object is or should be, it may be more heuristic to think of an attitude
or belief comparison which is defined as an evaluative construct consisting
of the difference between what the object is and what it should be.

This approach would provide us with several advantages. First, it
would give us a baseline to compare how a person might orient toward an
object. We constantly seem to be comparing objécts on some dimension. For

example, we compare our car's gasoline consumption on the basis of what we

4
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think it should get and what it actually gets. We have a ready made con-
tinuum which allows us to array our car and other cars and make decisions
L f

about whether to exchange or keep our car.

*

Second, by comparing an object in terms of what it should.he witﬁ what
it is, we can also improve our measurement scales. Torgerson (1958) argues
that Qe should attempt to form scales that allow us to measure distances
between concepts. While the operationalization advocated here is not as
sophisticated as some techniques suggested by Torgerson, ip does provide
“us with a rough distance measure.

This operationalization is not new. Duval and Wicklund (1972) argue

- _fdr the position that one becomes aware of oneself by comparing what one
should be (ideal self) with what one actually is (real self). Their paradigm
does not take into consideration how one evaluates or becomes aware of other

. objects. |

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) posit a paradigm that allows one to evaluate
a relationship in terms of a comparison level. One compares the desired _
outcomes with what the outcomes'actua11y are.

"A second problem that existing models have ignored is the deve]opmeqt
of an individual's attitude. or belief. The existing models (with the ex-
ception of linear force aggregation) have seemingly ignored the role of
communication or direct experience in the acquistion of attitudes. These
concepts are important since they might tell us sometiiing about how resistant
an attitude or belief will be to change.

<

The ciosest researchers have come to these developmental variables is

the coﬁstruct of ego involvement. Unfortunately this construct has not been
very useful. Wilmot (19?1) found several different measures of ego involve-
ment to be only weakly related to attitude change.
Roloff (1974) usingvlinear force aggregatibn investigated the influence
Q g of inertial mass. The influence of inertial mass was found to be significant

ERIC o .




in only one of three ;ttitudes intestigated: Since inertial mass measures
the amount of communcation interaction the person has had about an object,
1tlignoreé the person's direct experience with the object. It may be that
mass alone is not sufficient to determine resistance to change. |
The final prob]eﬁ with existing models is that there has been an un-
clear specification of the re]ationship between the amount of change ad-
vocated and the amount of change obtained. Roloff (1974) pointed out the
ambiéuity in the predictions made by group norm theory. Further, ;poi
examining the original specificat%ons of all the theories and the sub-
sequent reseatch, we were left somewhat confused as to the prgdictions.
This paper presents a model that will hopgfu]]y prqvjde some clarity
in this area.
| This model is based around the following seven propositions:
1. The self-conception is the compos1te of the information
‘an individual has about his relationship to the obJects
of his experience.

2. The self-conception is a socially deve]oped process.

3. The self-conception is d1rect1y causative of conscious
human behavior.

4, Belief comparison-change is the précess by which a -
source attempts to modify a receiver's conception of
his (receiver's) relationship to an object by symbol-
1ca11y present1ng his (source's) conception of the
receiver's relationship to an object.

5. The mass of messages that a person has received about
an object acts as a resistor to belief compar1son
change. . r.

6. The number of experiences a person has had with an
object acts as a resistor to belief comparison change.

7. The mass of messages proposing a given amount of ' ’ .
change acts as an impetus for be]iqf comparison change. )

The development of this model will take place in two stages: first,
the propositions will be explicated and second, hypotheses will be derived

from the propdsitions.

‘ 6
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PROPOSITION 1: The se‘f-copception is the composite of information an
individual 'has about his relationship to objects of his#
experience. o ‘

M

The self-conception is a process by,which an indjvidua] identifies
himself. Symbelic interactionists havé,a;gﬁed that humans, unlike animals,
" have some part of their beings whiph a110&s them to guide their behavior

along the lines of the groups to which tﬁ;y bélong. That is, they have

some notion of who they are and how they sh?uld behave that conforms to

some degree to the expectat1ons of the community of which they are part.

When a person has a conception of who he is, he has taken the role of others
and viewed his behavior. His ability to Qiew his own behayior as others

do allows him to identify who he is. He can compare ‘his behavior to

others and see how closely he conforms to the group norm or how far he
deviates from it.

Identifjcation fmplies that the individual observes himself in relation
to objects. An individual is only able to gather information about himself
through a pchess of defining his relationships to objecté. When a person

¥defines his relationship, he places himself in a proposition with a differ-
ent term.

In the process of observing himself behave toward some object, the
‘person notes'hoé he acts and ‘makes inferences from his actions about his
relationship with the object. This inference is'a comparison of how th;
object should behave and how the object does behave. That is, the person
compares the notion of what the object ideally should be Qith what the
ohject actually is., By g9mpariqg the two notions the person can evaluate

: ;\the object by examining the distance between what the object should be
¥and what the object is. By comparing all objects_along this continuum
he can determine what the.objects are and how he can behave toward them.

In essence, the person knows who he is and has developed a self-conception.

.
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PROPOSITION 2: The self-conception is a.socially developed process.

In discussing the self, Mead indicates that it is a developmental {

] . , ¢ '(

process; it is not present at birth: : . ﬂ

K |

/ The self is something which has a development; it is not ;
initially there at,birth, but arises in the process of . |

social experience and activity, that is, develops in the |

c given individual as a resuit of his relations to that }

process ?s a whole and to other individuals within that
process. “

~

o

A&cording to Mead, this process deye}ops along three stageg. The first.
stage is the play stage. In the play stage the individual has a rather hazy
pi;ture.of objects in his environment. The individﬁal is able to play the
ro]éjef any of these objects but is qnab]e to determine the relationships
o ; xzi existing between them. .

Second.is the game stage. At this point the individual Has formed an
adequate definition of others in his environment and has begun to learn the
“rules which guide their relationship to each other. . ‘
' From the game stage arises the generalized other. Thé organized
Jcommunity to which an individual belongs pro&ides the individual with a
set of generalized attitudes from which the individual may react to him-
self and other objects in h}s environment. The individual may take the
community's attitudeotcward himself gnd toward the activity in which
they are engaged. By doing this, he(can anticipate their actions toward
objects in the environment and guide his behavior appropriately. This
process allows the individual to develop a complete self. He can understéﬁd
- his own behavior in terms of its conformity or deviation f;om group norms.

These stages can be interpreted in terms of the amouni ¢ (ommunication

and/or experience a person has about an object.‘ At the play stage, a per-
son would have small amount of experience with an object and sma]]»émounts
of communication about an object. For example, when a‘person enters a

new job, he has some idea about Lhe role which he is to take but very little
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- _.{gea of how‘it-wifi relate to objects. The person wj]] have only minimal
nétions of how he should relate to objects. He can perform.with them to
a degree, but c;nnot fui]y critzﬁue.how he orofhey should behave. ,
At the game stage the person-Has had a Targe amount of experience

with objects but only a moderate amount of.communication about theél
At fhis‘stage the person fully understandé what the object is but has
not fuJ]y developed his notion of what the object should be. He is an-
certa1n how he or the object should behave. ' ' /

At the level of the generalized other the person has had a large
amount of exper1e6ce with the object and a large amount of communication *~
about the object. At this point the person knows what thg object is and
What the object should be. The person can critique his own behavior
toward the object and its behavior«gpward him. o

Thus, a person develops hisfse]f—éoncept throudh stages which vary
-%n the number of'experienées he has had with objects and the amount
of compmunication he has had about objects.

PROPOSITION 3: The self-conception is directly causative of conscious
r human behavior. /

- . This proposition is deve]qped in two stages. First, the self-concept
) - js‘a necessary condition for ébnscious human behavior. When a person
confronts an obJect the person must be able to identify it and differ-
'ent1ate it from the other objects in the environment. If one lacks this
information he lacks the ability to behave toward the object. This in-
formation consists of knowledge about how the object should act and?how a
the object is actiﬁg. By making that comparison the person can make an

estimate of what the object is and the appropriate behavior.

©

Second, the self-concept is a sufficient condition for conscious
human behavior. When a person reflects about an object, the person not

6n1y gathers inf&imation about how the object should act but also huw

ERIC | ~ * 9
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he should act t wgrd it. By making-a comparison between how he reacted
toward the object in the past and how he is reacting now the person can

make judgments about how to behave toward*the object.

?

This position suggests that if we want to predict a person's behavior
- A . .
from his perception of the distance between what the object shouldybe and

what the object 1s, we m1gnt adopt a paradigm similar to Thibaut and

[N

,Kelley S. They argue that We can determine whether a person will con-

tinue a pattern of behavior on' the basis of the difference between the

Y

desired-outcomes and the hea% outcomes, and the desired outcones and
real outcomes that could have been obtained through a1ternate actions.
' ©If we adopt this v1ewpo1nt we may argue that a person w1}1 behave in .
a given manner depending upon ava11ab1e a1ternat1ves For example, a
person may keep a car that uses more gas than he wou]d 1ike if he cannot

ohtalnwa car that.,does any better. Further, if the new car would cost
“more money than he wqu]d 1ike to pay, the person may also stay with the
older car. |
Thus, it is possible to view a distanceumgde1 as having an affect
on a person's behavior as well as beliefs. X
PROPUSIFfON 4: Belief comparison change is the process by which a
o source attempts to modify a receiver's conception
of his (receiver's) relationship to an object by

symbolically presenting his (source) conception of
the receiver's relationship to an object. "

-

o

e ]

The development of this propositjon wi]%ooccur in two parts: con-
ceptual and onerationaf definitions of important variab]es,'and an overall
description of how the Qroposition will work.

There are four important definitions: belief comparison, object,
belief comparison change and persuasive meésage. .

A belief comparison involves a comparison between what the object

should be and what the object is. In other words, a comparison between

S
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two beliefs. A belief is defined.by Mead'to bé a single se]f;object
relationship, or more specifically, a person's conception of his're1ation;
ship to an object or class of objects: R ) . .

An object is anything that can be designaFed or reéerred to. fn
essence an object can be differentiated from other stimuli in a person's”
environment and can be referred\to symbo]ica]]y: Operationally, objects
refer to such things as roles (doctor,'student, professor, etc.), persons
(President Ford, Ralph Nader, Fidel Castro, etc.), pqhéviors (sleeping, '
talking, running, etc.),“inanimate objects (rocks, machines, space, eta.),
or.animate ones (people, plaﬁés, animals, etc.).

Belief comparison change is the process by which I at®mpt to modify
your conception of your relationship to an objéﬁ;‘by symbolically. pre-
senting you with my conception of your re]atiénship to an object. Oper-
ationally, this involves the expansion or contraction -of the difference
you perceive betweeti what an object should be and what the object is.

For example, a person may believe that a good car should get 20
miles to the gallon.  However, the person's car only gets 10 mﬁ]es £0
the gallon in city driving.. As a result when the person compares fhg
should yith the is, he finds that his car gets 10 miles to the gallon
less than he would 1fke to see it get. After comparing his car's usage

with government comparisons in highway driving, he finds that his car

does better when it is used for long distance driving. Thus, he decides- :

only to use his(car for longer trips rather tpan hectic city driving.’
Also, he'r;ads the'F;dera1 Government's level for what a car should be
gettiqg and finds that his expectations are too high. As a result he
f%nds that his car is actually getting 15 miles to the ga]]oﬁ on the
higﬁway and he should only be expécting'it'to get' 18 miles to the gallon.

His comparison between what the car’ $hould be getting and what it is

+

11
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geftﬁng,has cﬁangéd from a 10 mile deficit to only a 3 mile one. Ip , >
f/ . other words, the belief comparison change is -7 over the two time periods
o “(thch means the disfancé between should, and is has contracted or become
c]bser.' As a result, the person may décide that his car is better than
he tﬁought aﬁd*ma& decide to keep the car instea& of trading-it in.
' ‘ The opposife case méy be also true. A person may beljeve that his cé}
© Should be getting 15 miles per gallon and that it is get%ing 20 miles per o
gallon. fn this case the distance between should and is encompassés a ; ‘
5mile bonus per gaT]gn. However, after reading government reports on
N auto gas mileage the person discovgrs.that he has béeh inaccurately re- \
~ co%@ing gas mileage and that he has been expecting too 1i§§1e from His ‘ I
car. As a'result, he finds that his car should be getting 20 miles per ,
gallon and is only getting 15. No& the distance iﬁngerceived as a deficit.
Thg distance between shoJld and is has expanded. On this basis, the person
may decide to ‘get rid of the car.
+ The major means of belief éomparison change is through a persuasive .
message. A persuasive message is defined.as a symbolic statement in wbich
h‘t {,implicitly or explicitly indicate my conception of the relationship
.between a person and an object or class of objects. When I say a symbolic
statement I am referrihg to symbol in thevsense that Mead did:
Symbols stand for the meanings of thbse things or objects
which have meanings; they are given portions of experience
. not directly present or given at the time when, and in the

situation in which, any one of them is thus present (or is
immediately experiénced).? ;

, * In essence, Mead is differentiating A symbol from a sign. If one thinks

1

of a sign as standing for something else because it is present at about
the same‘time and place as fhe,"somephing else" {e.g., smi]ing'Whén happy),

*  then a symbol is distinguished from a sign since a symbol stands for

1 something else because it§'user§ have agreed to let it stand for something ) N

<

<@

else (e.q., the word, "happy").
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A persuasive message iﬁc]udes imp}icitly or explicitly a sta%ement_
of a relationship i.e., I givé you a statfment of a Se]ief caﬁparisoh, ’ ‘ o
as defined above. 1In these cases the hp]ief/comparisoh is made by taking
the difference between what the (gggiyer of the message believes the object -

“should be and what the message. says the object is or what the person be-

<

Tieves the object is and what the message says the object should be. *
s Using this comparison modél, I argue that there are §ix kinds of
comparisons possible as a result of a given persuasive ‘message:

1. Between what I say the object is and what you believe
the object is. 1In this case, the comparison is made
between the message reality statement and the receiver's
reality statement.

2. Between what you believe an object should be and what I
say the object is. In this case, you may have a weakly-
defined notion of what the object is but well-defined
notions of what the object should be.

- . 3. Between what I say the object should be and what you
‘ < believe the object is. In this case you may have a

{ weakly-developed notion of what the object shouid be.

' and well-defined notions of what the object-is.

’ z4. Between my-notion of what the‘object should be Qith
. . your notion of what the object should be. In this
, case, your primary orientation is toward the ideal
definitions of the object. - ) e
5. Betweer what I say the object should be and what I - . . oL

say the object is. In this case, you may have no
idea as to the real or ideal, states of the object
and totally accept mine. - . 3 ] . -
" 6. Between your beiief comparison and the one I present
' in my.message. In this case you look at the total

- - : . belief comparjsons instead of the parts. In other ,
i ) ~ ., words, my should - is with your should - is. . .
’ Any of these sixlcomparison results in some change in the belief

. comparison. By comparing any part of the belief comparison or the en-

ti¥e belief comparisqn with the message ‘the person can see the discrep-

ancy between his pqsition.ﬁpd the message. This discrepancy will result ) 4o

Y
i i r N . S
¥ ., 1{n some amount of belief comparison change.

) 7
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' PROPOSITION 5: -The mass of messages that a person has received about
s, an object acts as a resistor to be11ef comparison
change.

A ~

. The fifth proposition indicates that the mass of messages that a
person has received about an object acts as a résiscor to belief change.
The deve]opmenc of this proposicion occurs in'phree stages. "First, the
.person’'s mass of messages.about an object is a determinant of what the
personfbe1ie§es ag»object should be and what the object is.. .When a pei-
son communicates with others he shares experiences with objects. .. As
.each person provides information about the performance of an object the o
others tend to get same notion of the range of variability of the object
and how well-i% functions. These facts tell the individual how the pbject
will behave‘and ideally how it should behave. It represer§s symbolic
representations“of how the object has operated for others and hom the
object should ideally functidn for all.

Second the mass of’ messages creates certainty w1th1n the 1nd1v1dua1

that h1s conception of what the object should be is correct That 1is,

he nore a person hears of_the performance of the object the mare he .

is Tlikely to believe that the object should behave in a given fashion.
The others' consemsus of the operation of the object-will increase his
be11ef in h1s concept1on of what the object should be

Th1rd certa1nty about what the obJect should be causes resitance

" to posatnons contrary to those of the individual. That 1s,.the’mdre
certain I am of my conception of what the object is and should be, the »
more critical I will be oflmessages indicating a 'different conception
of what the object is and should be. Since belief comparison change
involves a comparison of the person's be]ief comparison wmth a message

statement: of belief compar1son we would expect the mass of messages to

increase res1stance to belief change. -

14 ] .
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PROPOSITION 6: The number of direct experiences a person has

had with an object acts as a resistor to belief
change.

The sixth proposition argues that the number of”expe?iences a per-
son has had with an object acts as a resistor to change. There are
three aspects of this proposition. First, self-reflection about exper-
iences with an ecbject is the primary determinént of an individual's con-
ception of what the object‘is, When a person observes an object, he
gathers information that tells him what an object is and‘how it will
behave. This is not to say that part of the information about what
an individual believes ‘an object is cannot be de;e1opéd through communi-
cation. It is simply saying that observing one's experiences with ;%e

object over time will tend to give a more exact pictdre of what the object

“is than would communication. Instead of symbolically describing an object,

one can éxperienée it directly.
Second, experience with an object increases the individual's certainty
that his belief of what the object is will be correct. That is, as‘the
individual observes an objéct over‘time he begins to see similarities in
the object’s.compOSition and behavior. He will then dénera1ize these
experiences with objects and will tend to believe that he has .accurately
described what the object is.

E

Third, certainty about what the object is causes resistancevto positions’
contrary to that of the individual. That is, whenCI become certain:that
my position on what the object is, is correct then I will begin to resist
attempts to move me frOEAthat pqsition. I will become critical of.positions .
that argue that the object is different than I believe if is. Sincé my

conception of what the object is bemains stable my beliefs are harder to

- change.
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PROPOSITION 7: The mass of messages propos1ng a given amount i
. * of change acts as an impetius to belief compar1son }
.change. - |
|

The seventh progpsition argues that the number of messages advocating
. a given'change acts as an impetus to change. This proposition develops
in th;ee stages.  First, messages are the most direct method of attaining
belief change. Essentially, when one-communicates with another, one
- directly argues the position advocated. There tends to be interaction
ébqut a given topic with both parties being conscious of the issues. The
counterpart to cdmmunﬁcation would be that of experience: 'Getting some-
one to have new experiences.and allowing them to come to new conclusions
about their beliefs is an indirect way of chang1ng be]1efs It means . ——
somehow arranging a person's interaction w1th an object to be different
and the conclusion reached to be the desired one. It is more difficult
. to aftain such a situation. Thus, commdﬁ%cation is the most direct way

-

to attain belief change. ) '
Second, the mass of messages a person receives about an object in-

creases the uncertainty of the individual that his Eonception of his

‘relationship to the object is corréét; When a person begins to receive

a number of contrary hessages about an.object, he perceives that dtﬁers"

consensus about the object is different from his own. This consensus ,

indicates to him that his position is incorrect.
Third, uncertainty about Hig position increases the impagt of the

message on fhe individual's belief. The individual feels uncertainty

because others' messages Tndicate his conception of the object is different.

In order to reduce uncertainty the individual begins to change his beliefs

to be more in Tine with others' messages.

e »  Figure 1 indicates what the ﬁode1 looks Tike.




?igure 1. -- A Belief Comparison Change Model

BELIEF COMPARISON CHANGE ) : MESSAGE COMPARISONS
BETWEEN T] and T2 ‘ BETWEEN T] and T2
Receiver's "should". 1) Message "is"
- Receiver's "is" ' "t - Receiver's "is" )
Belief Comparison Time 1 ' 2) Receiver's "should"
- Message "'is"

3) Message "shou1d"

- Receiver's "is".

4) Message "should"

° - Receiver's "should"

5) "Message “"should"

- ) - Message "is"

Receiver's "should"

- Receiver's "is" 6) Message Belief Comparjson

- Receiver's Belief Comparison

Belief Comparison Time 2

Belief Comparison Time 2

~ Belief Comparison Time 1

Belief Comparison Change
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Hypotheses

In the model I argde that a person tends to develop his definition
of what dnzbbject "is" at an earlier point in time than his definition
‘of what an object "should be". This is consistent with symbolic inter-
action since Mead argues that a person develops his self-conception lhrough
two stages (play and game) in which the person learns how to perform inx
a role. These stages are initia]]y practice stages which provide definitions
of how something is done or what something is. In a later time period (when
the generalized other is developing) the per;;n is able to critique how
something ideally should be done or what something ideally shouid bé. '
Because a person'§ notion of “should" forms later, when one deals with

predictions involving changes in aperson's conception of should, one can

—————e

find belief change at all Tevels ofuadvocacy. In other Words;<a—BFEa?EETbﬁ”
of positive Tinear ré]ationships are made when dealing with predicpions
involving person's "should be" conception and message "should be" conception:’
. 1. There is a positive Tinear relationship between message
comparison #3 (difference between message "shout1d" and
receiver's "is") and belief comparison change. ‘
2. There is a. positive linear relationship between message .
comparison #4 (difference between message “should" and
receiver's "should") and beldief~comparison change.
— 3. There is a bqsitive Tinear relationship between message
N comparison #5 (difference between message “"should" and
message "is") and belief comparison change.

. 4. There is a positive linear relationship between message
comparison #6 (difference between message definition of
comparison-and receiver's definition of comparison) and
belief comparison change.

Since pedple tehd to “develop some notion of what an object is at an
early stage, we would expect that their notion of what an object is will
be harder to change. Thus, the model would predict that large changes

in belief comparisons will be less possible as one advocates positions

18
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|
* beyond a person's experiences or notions of what the object'is. In other
words, the model predicts nonlinear (inverted UJ) relationships in com- ,
parisons involving the person's conéeptiop of what an 053652715 even if
the person accepts the message "is". * The model makes two predictions of S
nonlinearity: N
5. There is a nonlinear relationship (inverted U) between
. the message comparison #1 (difference between message
"is" and the recéiver's."is") and belief comparison
change.
6. There is a nonlinear relationship (inverted U) between
the message comparison #2 (difference between receiver's
"should" and message."is") and belief comparison change.

The study methods follow.’
- &8




METHODOLOGY

Definitions .

This section will develop conceptual and operational definitions of

three key varjaQ]es in the belief comparisoh_change model: (1) belief

comparison, (2) belief comparison change, and (3) message comparison.
Belief comparison is defined as an evaluative process in which a.

person compares his belief about @an object's ideal state with his belief

R

about an objeqt's'rea1 state. In other words, a belief comparison is

%

‘defined -by the difference between what: an individual thinks an object

should be and what an object is.

. In the present study, 12 topics were used to gather information - _

about a person'éTBeIiefs./ A1l were issues on which the individual was
believed to have 1ittle realistic information. Individuals were asked

to indicate their beliefs toward twelve topics by responses to the

following questions:

1. How Tong is the average prison sentence for a rape - e
conviction in the U.S? (How long should it be?) L
2. What amount of money is spent each year on the upkeep e

of our national forests and parks by the federal
government? (What amount should be spent?)

3. How much Tife insurance does the average American
~ family have for the "head of the family"? _(How
much should he have?) g

4, What do you think is the current size of the U.S.
Army? (What size should it be?) -

5. On the average weekday, how long does a 9-]1’year
ola child watch television? (How long should a
child watch?)

20
18-
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6. How'md;h time per week do you think the average
Michigan State University student gives to volunteer
activities? (How Tong should a student give?)

How much is spent by the federal government each year
for cancer research? (How much should they spend?)

~d

8. What size weekly allowance do you think the average
high)schoo] senior gets? (How much should a senior
get?

g. What dpo you think is the average class size at Michigan
" State University? (What size should it be?)

10. Each week on the networks, how many hours of children's
, television are there not counting cartoons? (How many
should there be?)

> 11. How much do you think the average family donates to
charity each year? (How much should a family donate?)

12. How many houn; a week are jiven by Tocal broadcasters .
to anti-drug. public service anncuncements? (How many
hours should be given?)

Each question was followed by numbered intervals from which the subject
could gheck tﬁe responsé most representative of his belief. A1l questions
were -pre-tested with 58 students from two sectibné of a basic under- ’
graduate communication course at Michigan State Univeréity. From these
student responses, intervals were construcfed/for each question. The
questions were left open ended with a response'gategory of "no,jdea"~pnor

vided. The pre-test means for each question follow:
. Frequericy of

Topic Mean , "no idea" .

Rape "is" . 7.8 years 16
should" ~18.5 years - 10

Parks: "is" o $26,025,270 - 51,
"shgp]d" $36,914,540 - 47

__________ S

Life Insurance:"is" = 434,809 - . 36
_ should"- $43,700 ) _ 39
Army Size "is"’ 2,921,774 soldiers © 48
"should" 1,129,285 soldiers = 34

Child TV Viewing-?i;" ]d"\\\\\\\ " 8.4 hours 9 /
‘. |S ou (1] ’ ‘ N .
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Frequency of

Topic | * Mean : "no idea"
Volunteer "is" 1 hour 17
“should", . 3 hours 19
Cancer Funds "is" . $23,789,230 49 -
"shou]d" $37,205,380 41
Allowance "is", ‘ $5.50 h ;{ T
"should" $5.08 8
C]ass Size "is" 68 students --B )
"should" 35 students 4
Ch11dren s TV "is" 21 hours 56- o
"shou]d" 19 hours 17
Charity "is" $91.24 . . 21
"should" $134.46 ¢ 25
PSA's "is" - 5 hours ' ) 23
"should" , 7 hours 21

From these, the fo]]owingvintervals were used on the final instrument:

o

Topic Response Range Interval Size

Rape ., 0 to 40 years - 3 years (app.)
Parks $10 mi1lion to $130 million . $10 mi1lion
.Life Insurance $20,000 to $200,000 $10,000
Army Size 500,000 to 5 million scldiers 500,000 soldiers
Child’TV Viewing 7 hours to O hours 1/2 hour

. Volunteer 0 to 24 hours 2 hours.
Cancer Funds . $25 million to $300 million $25 million
Allowance $0.00 to $20 . $2 (app.)
Class Size 15 to 150 students - 15 students
Children's TV 1 to 11 hours 1 hour
Charity $50 to $600 $50

- PSA's 0 to 12 hours , 1 hour

In terms of determining the formula for belief comparison, we can
turn to a very simple equation. Belief comparison is operationalized below:

£ . Belief Comﬁérison = ObjeCtshould - 'Objec’ciS

In this stud} two belief comparisgns were made. The two measurements
were taken a week apart so as to determine;éhange in the belief compariéoh.

Belief comparison thange is an expansion or contraction in the dis-i_
tanceAbethen the ideal state of an object and the real state of the object.

29 |
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3.
£

.In this study, the'hhange is that which takes place over a week's time. ¢

The equation again is a simple one:

‘ ‘ Time 2 ¢ Time 1 '
Belief Comparison _ . . s
Change - (ObJeCtshou1d - ObJeCtis) - (ObJeCtshoqu - ObJeCtis)

PersuasiVé message is defined as a symbolic statement in which I im-
-pljcit1y or explicitly indicate my conception of the relationship between
a. person aﬁd an object or class of objects. In this study a per$uasiVe
' message was operationalized as a-written statement which was tead by sub-
- jects. This statement consisted of a source, level of "is" and a 7evel
of "should". |
A11 subjects were given the same sources. Each.source was a mags
mediun and an attempt was made to hold the credibility of gﬁe sources
constqnt for a given topic The media were newspapers or news magaz1nes -
that would 11ke1y carry an article advocat]ng such a position. Be]ow are

the sources used for each topic:*

Topic Message Source v
. Rape . U.S. News & "World Report
. S Parks - Detroit News
Life Insurance Detroit Free Press v
Army Size ‘ New York Times
Child TV Viewing .- - Washington Post ‘
Volunteer -~ State News
Cancer Funds .U.S. News & World Report -
" Allowance - Christian Science Monitor i
Class Size State News . * )
Children's TV .. Newsweek |, N )
. Charity . Time Magazine ’ )

PSA's - ] U.S. News & World Report

The messages contained‘ohe of three ]eve]s of, "should" for each topic.

Below are 1istga the Tlevels 6f "should" for eaéh topic:. -

Topic * . L MIs" , ~ "Should" Levels
) - T 2 3
Rape ’ 6 years 9%years 15 years - 30 years .
Parks . $20 million $30 million $50 million $100 million
‘L1fe Insurance. $30,000 $50,000 $80,000 $150, OOO

Armv S1ze 3 million soldiers 1 million soldiers 1.5 million soldiers 2 m1111on soldiers

-
Y
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PSA's

8

" Topic "Is" .

Child TV Viewing 6 hours

" Volunteers 2 hours
Cancer Funds $50 mi1lion
Allowance $5
Class Size 30 Students
Children's TV 2 hours
Charity " $100

1 hour

-22.

1

1 hour

4 hours

$75 million

$8 *
45 Students

3 hours

$150

4 hours

"Should" Levels

2

2.5 hours

8 hours

$100 million
$10

60.Students .
5 hours

$200

8 hours

3

«5 hours
14 hours
$200 million
$15

100 Students

8 hours
$400
12 hours

These levels for "should" and "is" are not analyzed separately but

in combination with the receiver's beliefs as defined in the model. The

equations for the message comparisons are Tisted below along with their ‘

"appropriate hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Recqiver's objectiS ~ Message objectis-

Hypothesis 2. Receiver's object ., 14 -
- Hypothesis 3. Message objectg,  1d
Hypothesis 4. Message ObﬁeCtshou1d "

Message object
Receiver's object
Receiver's object

is
R AY
is

) should
Hypothesis 5. Message °bj8°t5h0u1d - Message objectiS
' Hypothesi§ 6. Message belief comparison - Receiver's belief comparison

,Design

This secondary analysis was part of a longitudinal study. This study

‘only deals with the first two. time éhases of the°1ohgitudina1 study.

Eight sections of Communication 100 were used to form three experimental

groups ‘and one control group. Each experimental group received one message

advocating a inﬁp position:on an issue. The investigation took place

9

April 18-23, 1973. Tﬁeiéxperimenta1 group received two questionnaires, one

on the 18th and the other on the 23rd. Subjects in the experimental gi-oups

received a message for each of the 12 Ebpics just before filling out théir

Time 2 questionnaire. The control group just filled out the two question-

naires.

Results of, the study follow.

,




RESULTS

¢

This chapter is divided ihto SiX sections.‘ gach section corresponds
to an analysis of one of the six hypotheses: The sect{an contain tables
ot the relevant. variables, theirieescriptive statistics (means and standard
degiations), and statistical tests (60rre1ations and significanee tests).

To test -the linearity of the re&ationships three tests were conducted:
1) an eta was computed from a one-wag analysis ofvvariﬁnce, 2) a Pearson
corréﬁat1on coefficient was computed; and 3) the s1gn1f1cance of the de-
viation from 11near1ty was computed ,

For the f1rst two hypotheses, non11near relationships were pred1cted
in the form: of an inverted U. In these s1tuat1ons the greatest amount of
belief comparison change resu]ts from med1um levels of advocacy for the
given message comparison, with the lowest amount of belief comper1son o
change resulting from the low and high levels of advocated change. HWe wou]d
expect in these situations that the Pearson correlation would be very small
or zero. If the relationship is perfect]y represented by,qn inverted U, we .
would expect the category means to look like Figure 2 and the Pearson cor- \
relation to be equal,to zero. .

. If the relationship is not perfectly rephesented by an inverted U,
the correlations might be very small and positive or negative.' Figure 3
represents$ such a re]atiohship that is positive and Figure 4 represents
a relationship that is negative. ’ . L .
In these cases, we would expect that eta would be high. Eta measures

relationships that are both linear and nonlinear. .f the relationship is . .

1inear, rxy= etaxy. If the relationship is nonlinear, rxy<etaxy. The

-23- ’
- 25



N e

T Figure 2. -~ Perfect Inverted

~

N

Belief
Comparison
Change

»

Belief
Comparison
Change

Belief
Comparison
Change

u

—

" Message Comparis

+

on

P




L ' -25- :

L

. deviation from Tinearity measured by the eta coeff1c1ent can be exam1ned

) for significance by using the following equatlon.

- - Wb - .
- F = ) .

2Nk T - ) - %

If the re1ationship is nonlinear, the F ought to be significant.

= Thus, we mou1d expect in»the first two hypotheses that if the re1ation-
sh1p is as pred1cted eta ought to be high (.46$or greater = p<.01), the
~Pearson r should be re]at1ve]y sma11 (.20 or sma11er = p>.05) and the sig-
’ ’ n1f1cance of the dev1at10n from’ 11near1ty should be significant at the
.05 Tevel. By p1ott]ng category means we shou1d be able to determ1ne the

.. shape. . . . .
. - J R - “

o IF the relationship is posﬁtive apd#]inear as predicted ‘in the last
four hypotheses, eta shoJHd be large (.40 or greater) the Pearson r should

I
be large and p051t1ve ahd*the*dev1at1on Ffrom 11near1ty shou1d not be signi-
0—k ’b

R -y

ficant at the .05 1eve1 '. _ —_— *: B Z'

‘ -

W
~

Before turning directly to the hypotheses, 1t wou1d be he1pfu¥ to L - v

V R
.‘exam1ne the grand means for the beliefs of "is" and “shou]d", the belier -

' .J’fi

compar1son at time one and t1me two and the be]lef comparison change.
Tab1e 1 qon51sts of these grand ‘means” and the standard dev1at1ons for belief
comparison changet It shoqid be noted that sfight differences exist be-
tween grand means for computed variables done by hand and those done by
computer due to m1ss1ng data._-Th1s will be true for a11 grand means for

<

computed var1ab1es 1n,th1s sect1on

Hypothesis 1: There is a non11near re]atlonshlp (inverted U) between
*  the message comparlson #1. (difference between message
.. "is" and the receiver's “1s“) and belief comparison
. change.

This hypothesis predicts that. the greatest belief comparison change
: will ex1st at the moderate 1eve] of advocacy with the smallest occuring
‘ [
’ at’ the 1owest and h1ghest 1eve1 of advocacy of change. in message com-

0 parison LA 07 NI S
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the receiver's "is" belief, and the message comparison.

-~

_The ramifications offthis will be pursued in the discussion section.

:
»

-levels. .
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The grand means are presented in Table 2 for the "is" message position,

/

The results are presented in Tab1e 3.

The eta ana]ys1s<ﬁnd1cates that there are seven of the twelve etas
)

that ‘are .40 or greater. Thn} for the seven of the twe1ve top1cs there is
a 11ke11hood that a significant relationship exists. ’
. ’The Pearson»corre]atlons are overwhe1m1ng1y negat1ve Eleven of the
twelve corre1at1ons are negative and of those, eight are s1gn1f1cant
(p<.05). - While s1gn1f1cant re1at1onsh1ps exist, the 11ke11hood of .them
beiné nonlinear is reduced by having eight significant corre1ations.
‘The test for deviation from Tinearity bears this out. In.only four -'l
casas are there gignificant deviations from jinearity. “In one of those
cases the Pearson r is -.8707. it is not Tikely that this re1ationship
will bear much resemblance, to the predﬁcted one ,

/

F1gures 5-8 represent the plots of the category means for the top1cs

in which significant dev1at1ons from linearity accrue.

" The plots indicate that the.curves are not linear in the predicted '
direction. Indeed, the curves are somewhat ‘difficult to describe except .
1 <’ -

that they vagy in a negative direction. Instead of increasing, then de-
creasing at large va]ues,'they tend to decrease at all ;a1ues. That is,‘nhen
onie advocate's negative change, one gets positive change and vice versa. This
is interesting even though it does not sppport the hypothesis. It would

indicate that at few points does oné get change in the direction desired. - - .

Consequent1y, the first hypothesis is not supported

xpothes1 s 2: There is a nonlinear relationship (1nverted u) between 0
the -message comparison #2 (difference between receiver's
"shou1d" and message "is") and belief comparison change.

Aga1n, the hypothesis pred1cts that the greatest change shou1d accrue at

med1um 1eve1s of advocacy of message compar1son #2 and less at 1ow and high

29
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) : Table 2
Granq Means for "Is" Message, Receiver's "Is"
" Belief and Message Comparison #1
Topic ' Message "Is" Receiver's "Is" Message Comparison #1
Rape ' 6 years Y 9 years. -3 years ~ sd=17.23
Parks * $2 million $4.4 million -$2.4 million Sd = 3.12 million
Army Size 3 million soldiers 2.6 million soldiers 445,900 soldiers Sd = 1.32 million
Class Size - 30 students- 63 students -33 students Sd = 25.6
Life Insurance $30,000 . $48,000. $18,000 - S8d = 33,100 *
Child TV Viewing 6 hours - 5.1 hours 1.3 hours Sd = 1.39
Volunteer - 2 hours 1 hour - .7 hour - 8d = 1.67 -
Cancer Funds $50 milTion . $79 million -$28.6 million  Sd = 51.4 million
Allowance $5.00 - $5.76 -76¢ _ Sd = 3.61
Chi]gren's v 2 hours 8 hours -6 hours’ Sd = 6.59
Charity - $100 $95.59 $4.07 Sd = 89.8
PSA's - 1 hour 2.2 hours ~1.2 hours Sd = 2.14
‘Table 3

Results of Pearson r, Eta and Significance of

Deviation From Message Comparison #1 — —
-Nonlinear -

Topic r  Sig. eta. eta? F . _Sig.
Rape 1437 .329  .1085 .8040
Parks .3178  .002  .556  .3101  2.3243:
Army Size .4533  ,000  .516 - .2668 .7005 .05
Class Size- - =-,3885 .000 .464 .2155 1.0287

.0694 .302 .0913 .8567
.5085 .000 593  ..3518 1.0348

Life Insurance
Child TV Viewing

- Volunteer .2527 .014 .297 .0884 .9689
Cancer Funds .0001 .462 .2139 2.8377 0T
> Allowance .2200 .023 .364 .1328 1.1997 ‘
: Children's TV .8707 .000 .920 .8471 3.9585. .001

Charity .0314 .255 .0655 .9661
PSA's .2082 .029  ".475 .2262 2.1860 .05

o 30 :
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The hypothesis was tested using an eta, Pearson r and the test for
the significance of the devfat1ons from linearity.

' . The grand means for receiver's "should" belief, the message "is"
position and the message comparison are in Toble 4.

The results of the threg'tests are presentéd in Table 5.

The table indicates that nine of twelve etas are f%rge (.46 oNhigher).
Again, some significan% relationships are 1likely to be found.

The resu1%s of theoPearson r }ndicate all twé]ve of the correlations
are negative aﬂd nine of the P;arson correlations are significant (b<.05).
Again, we find strong indicants of significant ré]ationships but because
the correlations are so h1gh the Tikelihood that they w111 be 1n the pre-

'3

dicted direction decreases. : . ¢
‘The test for signfficance of devié%ibns from 1inear%tj bears thi§ out.
0n1y three of the twelve top1cs have indications of s1gn1f1cance of de-
v1at1on from linearity. Two of the deviations have re]at1ve1y 1arge
» correlations (-.3372 and -.4388). These deviations are hot*1ike1y to bel
of the predicted form. o
Figures 9-11 indicate the plots of the m;ans in each of those tﬁree .
topics. / '
IAgain, the plots indicate’no support for the predicted-shape for
the nonlinearity. A§'with—Hypothesisulg.the ?gﬁationship islneggtive.
'Instead of an increase in the amount of-change obtained as“one abproached
the' medium levels of advocacy and a ée;rease afterwards, there is a de~ (

crease at most points; only F1gure 10 resembles the predicted shape.
“ The hypothesis is not supported.

)

Hypothesis §;' There is a positive linear relationship between message
. comparison #3 (difference between message "should" and
: - receiver "is") and belief comparison change. ,
The test for Tinearity in the hypothesis consisted of the same three

tests: eta,-Pearson r and the significance of the deviation from Tinearity.

33
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J— Life Insurance

Tap]e 4
~Grand Means for Receiver's "Should" Belief, Message "Is"
Position and Message‘Comparison #2

~32- . _ ’

Topic Rece{ver's "Should" Message "Is" Message Cemparison

#2

Rape 15 years 6 years 9 years Sd = 11.49
Parks . $7.5 million $2 million- $5.5 million Sd = 3.74

Army Sizq; 1.8 million soldiers 3 mijlion soldiers .2 million soldiers Sd =1.21 million
Class Size © 38 students : 30 students .. 8 students - S8d = 25.13 '
Life 'Insurance  $85,290 $30,000 $55,290 Sd = 49,500
Child TV Viewing 2.5 hours 6 hours -3.5 hours ’ Sd = 1.33
Volunteer - 4 hours ° - 2 hours 1.7 hours Sd = 2.57
Cancer Funds $154 million ~ °  $50 million $104 mi1lion Sd =87.21million
Allowance $6.14 $5.00 $1.14 Sd = 5.16
Children's TV 8.5 hours 2 hours 6.5 hours ' Sd = 2.94.
Charity $145.12 $100.00 ‘ $45.12 . Sd = 105.9
PSA's 4.3 hours =1 hour 3.3 hours . Sd = 3.60

Table 5 . A

Results of Pearson r, Eta and Significance of Deviation
From Linearity for Message Comparison #2

<. 5 Nonlinear
Topic . - r Sig. eta eta F . Sig.
Rape .392 .000 .480 2311 .6332 v
Parks .1525 .08 1403 .1631 1.1364
. Army Size .2935 .005 .492 2421 1.7226 (
Class Size .3372 .001 527 .2780 3.4580 01

.3377  .001 .421 1775 - .5408

Child TV Viewing .1802 .05 .360 .1301 - .8083

" Volunteer .0870 431 .1858 3.0205 .05
Cancer Funds .4526 .000 - .537 .2890 .7426
Allowance .1068 - .325 .1059 . .9515
Childrén's TV .0725 .235 .0555 .4077
Charity . -.4388 .000 .60 .3600 2.1903 .05

PSA's -.4784 .000 .569 .3241 1.0146
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. The grand means for message "should" positions, receiver "is"
belief and the message comparisons are in Table 6. L !
The results of the three tests are presented in Table 7.

The results of the eta indicate e1even of the twe]ve etas were greater

" than .40. Again, the 1ikelihood of s1gn1f1cant relationships ex1st

The Pearson r indicates seven' of the twelve topics are pos1t1ve and

linear. However, of those seven positive linear relationships, only four -

are significant at the .05 level and one approaches significance at .07.

Of the remaining five significant negative correlations, four are signi- ‘

f{eant at the .05 level. Thus, slightly more than half of‘;pé topics
show positive linear relationships and only four of thosels ow significance.
When Tooking at the test for significance of deviations frdh']inearity,
there are only two deviations from lTinearity and both of them are in-cases
where the correlations are strongly negative:(-.7913 and - .3491).
The results indicate that it is difficult to pred1ct this re]at1on-
ship and that the model is unsuccessfu] in doing so. 0n1y a th1rd of the
th1cs show strong support for the medel (r is pos1t1ve and s1gn1f1cant)

The other two-thirds show negative 11near relationships and nonlinear

. ©

The hypothesis is not supported.

relationships.

Hggothesis\Z; There is a positive linear relationship between message ' <
compar1son #4 (difference betweep message "should" and
receiver "should") and belief camparison change. s F ;

Again, the hypothesis was tested usind an eta, Pearson r and test for
significance of the deviation from 1inearity; - ’ .
The grahd means for message "should" position, receiver "should" and

the message comparison-are presented in Tab]e 8. !

) The results of the three tests are presented in Tab]e 9. ,
The results indicate that eleven of the twelve etas are .40 or better.

The etas suggest a significant re]ationship exists.
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Table 6- . :
Grand Means for Message "Should" Positions, Receiver "Is"

Topic

Be]ief‘and Message Comparison #3

Message "Should" Receiver's "Is"
Rape 18 years 9 ‘years
Parks $5.8 miilion $4.4 million
Army Size 1.5 mi1lion soldiers 2.5 million soldiers
Class Size 68 students /53 students
Life Insurance $95,750 $48,020
Child TV Viewing 3 hours 5 hours
Volunteer 9 hours 1 hour
Cancer Funds $121 million $79 million
. Allowance 10.83 " $5.76
Children's TV 5.5 hours » 8 hours
Charity $243.10 $95.93
PSA's 8 hours 2.2 hours
o Table 7

! L
Message Compariscn

#3

9 years
$1.4 milli

-1 million soldiers

on .

5 students

$47,910°
-2 hours
8 hours
$41 mi1ni
$5.02

on

~2.6 hours _

$148.26°
. 5.7 hours

’

w
(=%
i nn Il LU I | B I | S £ 1

10.43

4.64 ‘
1.33 m11]1on
36 8

54,300

2. 2

4.3

74.13 million
4,66

6.55

134.5

3.92

Results of Pearson r, Eta and Significance of Deviation
' From Linearity for Message Comparison #3

9 Nonlinear

Topic r Sig. eta . eta“ F. Sig.
Rape Ja714 .07 544 .2963 1.750
Parks 0142 .498 .2481 1.3845 « ! '
Army Size ~.3491 .001 .625 .3913 2.8767 , .01
Class Size -.2045 .032 .558 3118 1.8770
Life Insurance .4824 .000 .689 . .4749 .1.7088
Child TV Viefing ~.2224 .021 .456 2082 .8271
* Volunteer 1814 .058 .397 .1580  1.6844
Cancer Funds .3010 .003 .384 .1476 .4192
Allowance - > ~,0536 .461 2134 1.5164
Children's TV . =.7913 .000 .9 .8314 6.0881 .001
Charity .2430 017,512 .2625 1:6044 N
PSA's .0502 A31 . L1861 1.0958
v o ¥’




Table 8 ‘ 'y
Grand Means for Message-"Should" Position, -Receiver "Should" :
' Belief and Message Comparison, #4

»

Topic -. Message "Should" Receiver's "Should" Message Comparison #4
Rape ¢ .18 years 15 years . 3 years . Sd = 14.64
Parks $5.8 million $7.5 million -$1.67 million Sd = 4.86
Army Size - 1.5 mi1lion soldiers 1.8 million soldiers -300,000 soldiers Sd = 1.35 million .
= Class Size * 68 students . 38 students 30 students Sd = 37.38
Lifé Insurance  $95,750 $85,290 $11,180 - 8d = 67,200
Child TV Viewing 3 hours 2.5 hours .43 hours Sd = 2.1
Volunteer 9 hours 4 hours 5 hours Sd = 4.49
Cancer Funds $121 million $154 million -$34 million Sd = 105.57 million
‘Allowance $10.83 - $6.14 $4.69 Sd = 5.86
" [Children's.TV 5.5 hours 8.5 hours -3 hours Sd = 3.68
" ; Charity $243.10 . $145.12 $96.95 = Sd = 160.50
PSA's 8 hours ' 4.3 hours 3.6 hours Sd = 4.85
Table 9

Results of Pearson r, Eta and Significance of Deviati&h
From ginearity for Message Comparison #4

. p - Nonlinear ”
Topic r _Sig. eta eta E Sig.
Rape .4921 .000 .629 .3968 ..784
Parks .3388 .001 .655 .4299 2.1416 .05
Army Size .3460 .001 517 .2680 1.1785
\§~ Class Size .2913 .004 .614 .3778 3.3436 .01
Life Insurance- .6744 .000 .735 ° 5408 .6452
Child TV Viewing .2188 .023 .443 .1967 .7643
Volunteer - .3158 .003 .449 .2021 1.2282
Cancer Furds .5828 .000 .728 .5310 1.7681 ' !
. Allowance " .1848 .048°  .389 . 1520 5149 .
Children's TV 2124 .029 .484 .2352 1.6899
Charity .4749 .000 649 4213 1.6141 /

PSA's . .4975 .000 .672 .4523 1.5428
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. "Thus, we do find~significant relationships, . N R s

L
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“The Pearson r ihdicates'a]] of the correlations are positive. Further,

. all twelve Pearson correlations.are signjtdcant at the .05 Tevel or higher.

y . «

|
.

e ‘ |
\

\

|

Nhen Tooking atxthe devjation from-linearity, only two topics are .
significantly deviant. The other ten topics provide suppcrt for the hypo-

Y

thesis that the relationship 1s pos1t1ve and 11near

The hypothes;s is supported the top1cs provide a large amount of sup-
3 . , )

- port for the predicted relationship. . . " ' ’ 8

xpothes1 §, There is a positive 11near re1at1onsh1p between message
comparison #5 (difference between message "should" and
message .."is") and be11ef comparison change '

Linear1ty was determined by using an eta coeff1c1ent, Pearson r and .

Y]

) test for the significance of dev1at1on<from 11near1ty

The' grand means for messageh"shou1d" and "is" and the message comparison .

L4 0 ¢
a R -

are presented 1n Table 10
The results of *he three tests areopresented'1n Tab]e 11
iThe results show only three etas are above .40. 1h1s wou]d 1nd1cate
that not many significant relationships exist However, seven of the re-
majndng etas aregpetween .?O‘and .40: Thus,-most etas‘are of medium’ strength.J

* The Pearson r indicates all twelve correlations-are positive and linear.
. - P

- Further, ten,of the correlations are significant at”thé .05 Tevel. Thus,

the moderate etas are as significant as the Pearson'correlat1ons 1nd1cat1ng

that significant re1at1onsh1ps exist.

There are no significant deviations from linearity.
Thus, we.find strong support for the hypothesis. A]]Qtwelve topics

are positive and 1fnear; ten of the'topics are sidnificant‘
Hypothesis 6: There is a pos1t1ve linear relationship between message -
. comparison #6 (d1fferenée between message belief compar1son )
and person's belief" compar1son) and belief copparison change.

This hypothes1s was tested using the eta coefficient, Pearson r and

-

sign1f1cance of deV1ation from 11near1ty . S . . |
, " 49 ) : |

Yo




Table 10
Grand Means for Message "Should" and "Is"
“ Positions and Message Comparison #5

A

'-

Topic Message "éhou]d" . Message "Is" " Message Comparison’ #5

Rape - . | 18 years ) 6 years 12 years - Sd = 8.74
Parks $5.8 million * $ 2milTon $3.8 million Sd = 2.87 million
Army Size 1.5 million soldiers 3 million soldiers -1.5 million soldiers_ Sd = 448,000
Class Size . 68 students 30 students 38 students . Sd = 23.69
Life Insurance ~$95,§%0 - $30,000 . $65,750 . : Sd = 43,000
Child TV Viewing 3 hol¥s © -6 hours - -3 hours . ° Sd=1.7 -
Volunteer 9 hours 2 hours. ° 7 hours - Sd = 4.0
Cancer Funds $121 million $50 million - $70 million "~ Sd ='53.13milli0
Allowance $10.83 $5.00 $5.83 : Sd = 2.87
Children's TV 5.5 hours . 2 hours " 3.5 hours Sd = 2.1
Charity - $243.10 -, $100.00 $143.10 o Sd = 105.2 ’
PSA'so - . 8 hours - : 1 hour _ 7 hours " - Sd = 3.67
. at B
i ‘ Table 11 -

‘Results of Pearson r, Eta and Significance of Deviation

N * 7 From Linearity for Message Comparisgn #5 .k
. : 2 Nonlinear
Topic r - Sig. eta eta F Sig.
Rape - T .3429 .001 .348 1213 ..3066
Parks .3745 .000 .404 .1634 2.1282 . ’
Army Size .2544  .013 .288 .0832 - .733% -
Class Size -.1021 -.128°  .0164 .4879°
- Life Insurance .6518 .000 .662 .4391 2.0076
S Child TV Viewing , .1234 .123 .0152 .0020
WVolunteer _° .2943 .005 * .296 .0877 .. .0862
Cancer Funds - ,.4250 . .000 .430 .1855 4734
Allowance - '. 1904 .043 .216 .0468 +8735
Children's TV .2684 .008- .272 .0743 .1865
Charity .2893 ~ .005 .309 .0958 .9685
s PSA's -.1916 .040 .200 .0401 .2901
11
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v
' The grand méahs for ihe meséagé belief comparison, thé reciever?ég-
belief comh%risoh“and'}he message comparisoh are prgsen;ed in Iabf? 12l '
o ; "'The results of the tests@are presented in Table 13, =~ )

‘ T[ge:esu]tz'\s.'of_the_eta;:indicate the’ Ii-lieljhood that &’1& sighififan't ‘ . R
relationship exists. A1l twelve etas aré'gredter thanf.4ptiﬁA11 fwe1ve
\Peargon'coyre1ation§ are'positive'and all twelve are significant at-thé_'

.65 lTevel. However, there are four significant de&?étions from Tineanity. ‘
N While all the Pearson correlations are in the predicted direction, .
) ) four of them are un&erest{ﬁated due to significant_deviétionf frpm 1iﬁear7'",
Tity. waever, in thg majpt%ty of caSes.(twé-thirds) the re1ation§hip is E ’
confir&ed. - ) - ; _ )
o ’ Thus,.the’ﬁ&pothesi is.sbpported. . e ’ )
' | » In cohc]ysion, suppért'1s fbﬁnd‘for Hypotheses 4,.5’and 6:
There i5 a positive ;inpar.re1ationship between>messa§e éompéris&n
#4 (difference between ‘message “should" and receiver "should") and
-belief conparison change. . . o A .
Theré isla‘positive Iiﬁeaél}eIationship between message céﬁparison i |
#5 (difference between message “shou]d" and message "is") and
. belief comparison éhange. i .

There is a positive 1inear relationship between message comparison
#6 (difference between message belief comparison.and receiver
. belief comparison) and belief: comparison change. ’ '

b

-~




- ' Table 12

v i Grandjﬁeans for Messagg Be]ief Comparisoﬁ; Receiver Belief j‘f"““"'"‘?éjt
- Comparison and Message Comparison #6
o Message = .. Pearson's .
. Topic . *Belief.Comparison" “"Belief Compafison" Message Comparison #6 -
Rape, - 12 years . - 6 years 5 years ., Sd =13.9,
Parks - .- $38million- . $3.2 million $590,000 . Sd = 3.82 million
Army Size -1.5 mi1lion soldiers -787,500 soldiers -693,800 soldiers Sd = 1.54 million
Class Size.. - 38 students ~25 students ° 62 students Sd = 37.2
Life Insurance $65,750 $36,550 $30,120- Sd = 62,000
Child TV Viewing ~3 hours «* ' . -2 hours " 1 hour . Sd = 2.3
Volunteer’ 6,8 hours . 2.5 hours . 4.4 hours - Sd = 4.33
Cancer Funds $70.7 million . -$75-million -$6.25 million Sd = 90.5 million
Allowance. - $5.83 ; 1T $5.44 : Sd = 4.63
* Children's TV., 3.5 hours 4 hours - 3.2 hours Sd =7.4 o
'+ Charity -$143.10 * . $56.10 ~ '$86.00 Sd = 140.4-
- PSA's i 6.9 hours: 2.1 hours 4.7 hours Sd = 4,66
o Table 13, o
Results of Pearson r, Eta and Significance of Déviation
From Linearity for Message Comparison #6 )
o . Nonlinear
Topic , r Sig. .eta eta F Sig.
Rape .5981 .000 .736 5430 1.0745
Parks .6859 .000 .765 .5860 1.2760
Army Size © .6849 . .000 .809 6550 - 2.3483 .05 °
Class Size . .5614 <000 .702 .4941 2.0329 .05
Life Insurance .7593 .600 .841 .7083 1.3546
- Child TV Viewing .5077 .000 574 .3299 .4440
Volunteer .4260 ..000 .443 .1970 .1857 .
Cancer Funds .6831 .000 779 .6081 1.7016 ¢
Allowance .4084 .000 .556 .3092 .7640 .
Children's TV .8924 .000 .944. .8912 2.9068 .01
Charity .513%7 - .000 .710 .5045 2.6042 .01

PSA's ., - .6095 .000 736 - 5424 1.2388

B




> were found.

DISCUSSION

7

“This section is divided into three parts: theoretical issues, future
research issues, and practical application issues.

. Theoretical Issues

Three of the six hypotheses derived from the model are conf1rmed pro-

. viding some support for the research utility of th1s model. Two of the

three hypotheses that were not supported -involve a prediction of non]inear
re1ationsh1ps between two of the message compar1sons and belief comparison
change. ?

In the first case, -a nonlinear relationship (inverted U) was pred1cted
between message comparison #1 (d1fference between what the message says the

object "is" and what the person be11eves the object "is") and be]ief con-

‘parison change. Instead of inverted U relationships, negative relationships

7
/ .

One is tempted to interhret the negative correlations as an indication
that it is difficult to change ‘a person's "is" belief. However, such a
Jjudgment is premature since the negative correlations may be largely arti-
factual. In some situations a large number of peop1e believed that some
object was greater than the message advocated:' Their advocated change,
therefore, was in a negative dtrection for the "is" be1ief. .Their belief
comparison change would be. in a pesitive direction becayse'their overall-:

distance between "should" and "is" increased between Time 1 and Time 2.
For example, the rape topic indicates that the mean "is" belief at Time 1
was 9 years and the mean "should" belief was 15 years resulting in a be11ef
© 44 : ‘
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comparison of 6 &ears (see Table 14). The "is" message‘advbcated,was

6 years. At Time 2 the mean "is" belief was 6 years and the mean "should"
belief was 15 years resulting ih a belief comparison of 9 years. The

" overall belief compafﬂson change was 3 years. When corre]aéing the message
compérison #1 (the difference between message Tevel and Time 1 "is") with
belief comparison change, one gets a negative ;orre1ation because oné.corre-
lates ~3 years (mean message comparison #1) with 3 yéars (belief comparison -
change). This ne;ative correlation is misleading because one actually gets

) thé highest absolute mean change with "is" (Time 2 ~ Time 1,= -3 years)

than with "should" (Time 2 - Time 1=0 years). This same analysis exists ‘

for six other topigs.
In order to investigate this phenomenon for all 12 topics, it wou1a
be useful to examine the cor%e}ation between message comﬁérison #1
(message - Time 1 "%s") épd amoun? of "is" cheage qgtained (Time 2 "is" -
Time 1 "“is"). - 1f a'higﬁ corre1at%6n exists, we might assume that we are
observing a negative correlation between message‘comparison #1 and belief
comparison change that is artifactual. TSbIe 15'fnd1cates that correlations
are extremely high (10 of 12 are.g;eatbr than .BQ). Thus, the negativ;
correlations found for this hypothesis are not indicative of resistance to
change. Indeed, it appears that message comparison #1 is’agtua11y very
effective in chaﬁging the "is" bé1ief, and therefore the belief comparison.
In the second case, a nonlinear (inverted U) relationship was predicted
beéween message comparison #2 (difference between receiver's "should" and
message "is") and befief comparison change. AInsieaq of a nonlinear (inverted
U) relationship, a negative relationship was observed. The nonlinear relation-

ships were not inverted U's. Instead of the greatest amount of change occurring

at the moderate levels of advocacy and less change at minimal and extreme levels,

-
o

)

the smaller the amount of belief towfarison change obtained

<

we found that the greater the ‘amount of change advocated in message comparison #2,




Rape
Parks
Army Size
Class Size
. Life Insurance
Child TV Viewing
Volunteer
Cancer Funds.
Allowance
Children's TV
- Charity
PSA's

/!

Table 14

Grand Means and Standard Deviations for “Is" Change
and Amount of "Is" Change Advocated

Time 2 "Is" - Time 1 "Is"

Mean
-2.56 years
-$1.9 million
280,000 Soldiers
-2.5 students
-$]5,400
6 hours
4 hours
-$25 million
45¢
3.7 hours
$3.01

=7 hoyrs

’

Standard Deviation
7.29

3.24 million
1.5 million
27.0

35,300

19

1.8

58 million
3.67

7.2

97

2.3

Table 157

Message "Is"

- Time 1 "Is""
Mean Standard Deviation -
-2.75 years 7.23

-$2.38 million
446,000 Soldiers
=33 students'
-$78,000

13 hours

.7 hours -
~-$28 million
-76¢ .

-6.1 hours
$4.10 -

~-1.2 hours

&

Corre]aﬁion between Amount of "Is" Change Advocated
and Amount of "Is" Change Obtained

s

<

Correlation " Significance

-Rape .9516_ .
Parks .9092
Army Size .8907
Class Size .7574
Life Insurance .9140
Child TV Viewing .6914
Volunteer .8687
Cancer Funds .9268
Allowance i .8201
Children's TV * .8921
Charity 9141
.8734 -

PSA's

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
000
*.000
.000
000

o
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3.12 mil1T490n
1.3 million
26

33,000

14

1.7

51 million
3.61

6.6

89.88

2.14
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While this finding contradicts the model's prediction, it provides
a means of correcting the model. It seems that the modﬁ] underestimated
how difficult it wou]d be to change a person s belief gomparison by using
message comparison #2. It was assumed that it would’'not be difficult
to persuade a person up to some extreme point at which the amount of change -
obtained wou]d become less and less. Instead we found that the greatest ’
amounts of change were obtained at Tow levels of advocacy, and that as one
increased the levels of advocacy,-the amount of change decreased’ immediate1y
Thus, the model predicted the ‘right direction of resistance to change, but
it did;not accurate]&fpredict the strength of the resistance to change. .

The other hypothesis that was not confirmed provided no systematic
re1ationships. A positive Tinear re1ationship was predicted between messaae
comparison #3 (difference between message "should" and receiver "is") and

belief comparison change. Instead, positive 1inear-re1ationships and nega-

: tivé Tinear relationships were observed. ‘These results are puzzling since

LS

they provide no systematic alternative relationships. Indeed, the positive
‘and negative linear re1ationships are split almost eveniy (7 - 5). It may
be that the topics indicating negative relation .3hips were ones in which
subjects possessed large amounts of experience. "By examining this rrelation-
ship in future studies that inc]ude measurement of the amount of messages
and experience, we shou1d get a better assessment of the relationship.

»

For the other three. hypotheses, support for the model is found. Some
cases are deviant ;n that they are either negative corre]ations or non1inear.
However, in the ciear majority of casesg.each of the hypotheses is in the

“predicted direction.’ -

Thus, it would appear that with the modification of the predictions for

the first two message comparisons, the model provides an adequate basis for

prediction of belief comparison change.

T
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One further test was made: .in-order-to determine how much influence
the six message comparisons have on belief comparison change, a multiple
correlation analysis was done. Qecause some of the megsage:compar%sons
were highly infercorre1atéd, an analysis of the beta weighfs of fhe'in-
diﬁidua1 message comparisons will not be preseﬁted. The computer would
not force all the message comparisons, consequenﬁ1y,,beta‘hefghts are

x;bt available for a11/comparis§ns.. The resu1£s are prgsented in Table 16.
It would appear that the message comparisoné account for-a significant
amoupt of the variance. The explained variaﬁce ranges from .2298 to .8377. .
It should be noted that the equations do not include variables such as
amount of'experience and amount of'cbmmunitétion whjch should increase the
amount of ‘explained variance. Y |

Bécauée the message cdmpérjsons were highly intercorrelated, some could

not be forced into ;he equation. This would suggest that not all of the
message combariébns are~needed:, fhey may be so interdependentréhat they are
virtua11y the same,.ind{catﬁng the need for further investigatiﬁn whereby
the mode1“20u1d be made more.pérsimonious by eliminating interdependent
message comparisons. ' '

Thus, the model does seem to have some utility and"accurgcy.

Future Research Issues

There are two research issues suggested by this model. First, a re-
search project similar t6 this one should bé undertaken,”but the differences
between this project and the n2w one are importapt. A measure of the amount
of communication about the topic should be obtained as well as focusing on
the cause of resistance to change. Also, a measure of how much experience
_a person has had with an object is needed. Severa1.ques£ions in this area
would allow us to discern the variables guggested by the mddei that do cause

v e

resistance to change.

, 48




, ' Table 16

Multiple Correlations Betweén Belief Comparison Change
and Message Comparisons

Rape

Parks

Army Size
Class Size
Life Insurance
Child TV Viewing
Volunteer
Cancer. Funds

. Allowance

* Children's TV
Charity -
PSA's

s

‘Multiple R R?
6194 .3837
7402 5480
69147 L4787
6074, 4191
7715 5952
6154 13787 .
.4794 2298
6846 4686
4818 12322
19153 8377
5917 .350]

14722

.6872 -

by

Sig.

# of Comparisons
In Equation

.0005
.0005
.0005
.0005
.0005
.0005
.001
.0005
.0005-
.0005
.0005
.0005

i.

PO DOITOICIONTIO O
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A second change necessary for the new research project would be that
topics should be,useq on which sub}ects have a wider range 6% knowledge. \\\
Ihis project focused on pobics-aboup which the individual was Tikely to have
little information. In these topics, belief comparisdn change wés re1at{ve-
ly accqraté. If we use‘topics abou% which a wider variance in knowledgé
exists, we may find a greater incidence of nonlipear fé1ationships. Indeed,
the model wou1d.predict that as we encounter people with larger amounts of
information about topics we should also encounter non1inear_and negaFive
relationships. T
Tﬁfé new study would provide valuable %nformation about the general
app11cab{1ity of the model to may persuasion situatiohs._ u ,'
A secong project suggested. by this study would investiéate the relation-
ship befween messages, belief comparisons and behavior. It would seem va1ua§1e
to investigate topics on which we can measure the influence of belief com-
parisons on behavioral intentions andlactua1 behavior. | -
_For example, we could investigate\a student's decision about what cléss

.t

to take, a decision which may include such considerations as class size,

distance from home and other classes, instructor's mean grade, time of day, -

etc. A1i of these variables can be translated into questions yielding
distance estimates. After forming belief cﬁﬁparisons, we could ask the
person to indicate satisfaction with the class and their behavioral in-‘
tention to take another similar class. Hopefully, we could cfarify the
relationships between belief comparisons and behavioral intentions. Also,
by contacting the subjects after the beginning of the next term, we could
compare their decisions and the belief comparison. It,would also be re-
Tatively easy to provide messages gdvocating éhanges suggested by the ﬁes—
sage comparison mode] allowing us to see if we change a person's belief

comparison, can we also cause a certain kind of behavior, i.g., taking a

class that meets the specifications of the messages.

t
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Each of the two research projects would provide additional tests of

this model. They would also further indicate the utility and generaliz-

abi]itx of the model.

-

Practical Issues

There are three practical issues raised by this model and study. First,
“when trying to persuade others, one should not fdggg\on1y an their percep-
tions of w@at something shou1d be, or only on what they thihk‘something is,
ignoring an evaluation dimensiop that may influence othe;s' behavior. For
example, if one wants to sell a“car, instead of asking the prospective buyer.
< how much ‘he thinks the car should cost or how much a car does cost, one '
might better focus on the d1fference betwéen the two figures.. By gett1ng

this knowledge one could predict_the success of the message on the bas1s

of the'd1stance.
\ A second practical 1ssae is that when trying to persuade others; . cne
shou]d not present a message that ignores statements of "1s" or “'should".
The persuas1ve message should- conta1n comparative statements of what i

and what "shou1d be"; otherwis@, a persuasive message withonly one state-

ment 1eaves the comparison up to the receiver and, since the source is

genera]]y‘unsure of the receiver's position, he Toses control of the

persuasive situation.

A third practical issue is not to ignore the influence on one's suscept-
ibility to persuasion of brevious ekperience or communication about an object.
If one takes the approach that a receiver enters a communication situation
Tike a blank sheet of paper, one may erroneously assume that it ﬁight be
easier to obtain change than it actually will be. By recognizing the impor-
tance of the past, @ge‘max be more realistic and accurate in predicting the .
:best strategy to cse.- :

A1l of these 1mp11cations can help achieve more successful.persuasive

. -attempts.



& '
.' 'FOOTNOTES \
1Geovge H. Mead, Mind, Self and Society-(Chicago: University of '
- Chicago Press, 1934), p. 135. , ' ' \\‘
®Mead, op. cit., p. 122. .

52
-50-




- . BIBLIOGRAPHY -

» Abelson, Robert P. "Negative Persuasion via Personal Insult." Journal
- of Experimental Psychology (1967), 321-333.

¢

Aronson, E11iot; Turner, Judith; and Carlsmith, J.-Merrill. "Communi-
cator Credibility and Communication Discrepancy as Determinants
of Opinion Change." Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology
(1963), 31-36. .

. Bergin, Allen E. "Thé Effect of Dissonant Persuasive Communications o
upon Changes in a Self-Referring Attitude." Journal of Per-
sonality (1962), 423-438.

Bochner, Stephen, and Ihsko, Chester. "Communicator Discrepancy, Source
Credibility, and Opinion Change." Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology (1966), 614-621. \ '

" Brewer, Marilynn B., ahd Crano, William D. "Attitude Change as a Function
of Discrepancy and Source of Influence." Journal of Social

Psychology (1968), 13-18.

Brock, Timothy C.. “"Communication Discrepancy and.Intent to Persuade as .
Determinants of Counterargument Production." Journal of Experi-
- mental Social Psychology (1967), 296-309. .

Bruning, James L., and Kintz, B. L. Computational Hardbook of Statistics.
\ Glenview, I11inois: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1968. .

Cohen, Arthur R. "Communication DiéErépanEy and Attitude Change." ' » ‘
Journal of Personality (1959), 386-396. - .

* -+ . "A Dissonance Analysis of the Boomerang Effect." Journal of

Personality (1962), 75-88. <

Cushman, Donald P., and Whiting, Gordon. °'Human Action, Self Conception ,
and Cybernetics." Manuscript, Michigan State University, 1968. '

Duvall, Shelley, and Wicklund, Robert. A Theory of Objective Self |
Awareness. New York: Academic Press, 1972.

Festinger! Leéon. A Theory of Cqénitive Dissonance. Evanston, I1linois:
.Peterson, 1957.

Festinger, Leon, and Afnson, E1liot. "The Arousal and Reduction of
Dissonance in Social Contexts." Group Dynamics: Research -and

Theory. Edited by D. Cartwright and A. Zander. New York:
Harper and Row, 1960. \

ERIC | A

A4

53




g : , . -52-
. , ; . 3

Fisher, Seymour, and iubin,.Ardie. "Distance as a Determinant of
Influence in a Two-Person Serial Interaction Situation." ’
Jaurner of Abnormal and Social Asycho]ogy’(1958), 230-238. .

Fisher, Seymour; Rubinstein, .Irvin; and Freeman, Robert. “Intertrial

Effects of Immediate Self-Committal in a Continuous Social -
.Influence Situation." Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology
(1956), 200-207.

Freedman, Johnathan L. "Involvement, Discrepancy and Change " JoLrnal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology (1964), 290-295. .

rev

French, John R. P., dr. “A}Formal Theory of Social Power " ﬁsychologica1
Review (1956), 181 P94

-

» Goldberg, Solomon. "Three S1tuat1ona1 Determinants of-Conformity to Socia]
Norms." Journal of Abnorma] and Social Psychology (1954), 325-329.

Gorfein, David. "Methodo]og1ca1 Cons1derat1ons 1n Attitude Change." -
. Psychological Reports (1963), 475-484. . “

<«

Harvey, 0 J.; Kelley, Harold H.; and Shapiro, Martin M. "Reactions to
Unfavorable Evaluations of the Self Made by Other Persons "
) Journal of: Personality (1957), 393-411,
Helson, Harry; Blake, Robert, and Mouton, ‘Jane. "An Exper1menta1 Invest1-
gation of the Effectiveness of the 'Big Lie' in Shifting Attitudes."
Journal of Social Psychology (1958), 51-60.

Hovland, Carl; ﬁarvey, 0.J.; and Sherif, Muzafer. “Assimilation-and
Contrast Effects in Reactions to Communication and Attitude Change."
- Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology (1958), 244 252.

_ Hovland, Carl, and Pritzker, Henry. “Extent of Op1n19n Change as a Function
' of Amount of Change Advocated." Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psxcho]ng (1957), 393- 4N, : o

Insko, Chester. Theor1es of Att1tude Change. New York: App]eton-benturyl
Crofts, 1967. . , .

Insko, Chester; Murashima, Fusako; and Saiyadain, Mirza. "Communicator .
Discrepancy, St1mu1us Ambiguity, and Influence." Journal of ° .
Personality (1966) 262 274.

Johnson, Homer. "Some Effects of D1screpan cy Level on Responses to
Negative Information About One's Self." "-Sociometry (1966),
52-€6. ‘

Johnson, Homer, and Steiner, Ivan. "The Effects of Saurce on Responses
to Negative Information about One's Self." Journal of Social
Psychology (1968), 215-224. o

Kelley, Harold, and Volkhart, Edmund. "The Resistance to Change of Group-
Anchored Attitudes." American Sociological Review (1952), 453-465.

- Kiesler, Charles; Collins, Barry; and Miller, Norman. Attitude Change:
A Critical Analysis of Theoretical Approaches New York: Wiley
Q and Sons, Inc., 1969. .

ERIC 54




] < . '-5’3—

McNeman,]Quinn. Psychological Statistics. New York: ,Wi1ey and Sons, Inc.,
969. . - © ’ ¢

Mead George H. Mind, Self and Society.. Chicago: Un%versity of Chicago
Press, 1934. . « -

Mettlin, Curt. "Assessing the Effects of Interpersona] Inf1uence in the
At®itude Formation Process.” Ph.D. dissertation, University of
IT1inois, 1970. . . s .

Miller, Norman, and Levy, Burton. -"Defaming and Agreeing with the Communi- '
cator as a Function of Emotional Arousal, Communication Extremity, -
and Evaluative Set." Sociometry (1967), 158~ 175

Peterson Paul, and Koulack, David. "Att1tude Change as a Function of
Lat1tudes of Acceptance and Rejection." Journal of Personality .
and Social Psychology (1969), 309-311.

Reeves, Byron "Predicting the Perceived ReaTlity of Te1ev1s1on Among
E]emehtary School Children." M.A. thesis,.Michigan State University,
a74 .
Ro1o?f, Michael E. "The Relationship Between Advocated and Obtained
Attitude Change." M.A. thesis, Michigan State University,, 1974.

“Rosenbaum, Milton, and Franc, Douglas. "0p1n10n Change as a Function of
External Comm1tment and Amount of Discrepancy from the Opinion
of Another." Journal of Abnorma] and Social Psycho1ogy (1960),
-15-20. -

*

)

Saltiel, John, and wOe1fe1, Joseph "Inert1a1 Mass as a Basis for
Att1fud° Stability." Manuscr1pt Michigan State University, 1972.

Sherif, Muzafer, and Hovland, Carl. Soc1a1 Judgment. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1961. S ,

Sherif, Carolyn, and Sherif, Mazafer, eds. Attitude, Ego-Involvement,
and Change. New York: Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1967.

Sher1f Caro1yn, Sherif, Muzafer; and Nebergall, Roger. Att1cude and
Attitude Change: The Social Judgment- Invo]vement Approach.
PhiTadelphia: W. B. Saunders, 1965.

Thibaut, John and Kelley, Harold. The Social Psychology of Groups.
New York: ‘Wiley, 1959. N

?crgerson, Warren. ‘Theory and Methods of Scaling. New York: Wiley and
Sons, Inc., 1958. T

Tuddenhan, Read. "The Influence of a Distorfed Group Norm upon Individual =2
Judgment." Journal of Psychology (1958). 227-241.

Nh1ttaker, James. "Percept1on and Judgment in the Political Extremist."
dournal of Commupication (1967), 136-141.

-

. "Att%tude Change and Communication--Attitude Discrepancy."”
Journal of Sccial Psychology (1965}, 141-147.

- - . > . . -

55




-54- -

=3

~

Whittaker, James. "opinion Change as a Function of Conmunication-Attitude
Discrepancy." Psychological Reports (1963), 763-772. '

-

"Resolution of the Communication Discrepancy/Issue'inbAttitude
Change." Attitude, Ego-Involvement and Change. Edited by Carolyn
Sherif and Muzafer Sherif. New York: Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1967.

Wilmot, William. “A Test of the Construct and Predictive Va1idity of
Three Measures of Ego-Involvement." Speech Monographs (1971),
. 216-227. . ) ’

Woelfel, Joseph. "A Theory of Linear Force Aggregation in Attitude
Formation." Manuscript, University of I1linois, 1972.

"Significant Others, the Self-Reflexive Act; and the Attitude
Formation Process:" _American Sociological Review (1971).

Woelfel, Joseph, and Hernandez, Donald. "Media and Interbersona]
Influences on Attitude Formation  and Change." Manuscript,
Michigan State University, 1972. : :

. Woelfel, Joseph, and Saltiel, John. "Cognitive Processes és Motions
o in a Multidimensional Space: A General Linear Mode]."
Manuscript, Michigan State University, 1974.

Zimbardo, Philip. "Involvement and Communication Discrepancy as
Determinants of Opinion Conformity." ~ Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology (1960), 86-94.

56




