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Stages. in the Analysis -
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' Stages'in”the/Analysis”of"Persuasiyeumessages: The Role of
CauSal_Attributions and Message Comprehension ' ' St

a

Accordlng to an attribution analysis, changlng one s op1nlon S
toward the p051tlon advocated in a persuasive message is an outcome of
one's 1nfereg§es concernlng why the communicator has taken this positlon
(Kelley, 1967, 1972) It has been shown that message rec1p1ents'
explanatlons are in1t1ated by information about communlcator character—}f
istics or situational pressures on the commun1cator (Eagly, WOod &

Chalken, l978)."ReC1p1ents explaln why a communicator took a partlcular‘/fr

-1

p051tlon by invoking as causes communicator characterlstlcs such as S/

political afflllation or situational pressures such as survelllance sy’

S I T _ ‘ v /
' powerful others.: Yet the cognitive steps by which recipients go from pe
’ 1nformatlon about such factors to changing (or not chnnglng) theL // o

oplnlons have not been well " artlculated. The present - study attempts m"T

o
A

to. clarify these steps.: S : B o . '//_ . _93',fﬁ(
The attributlon approach assumes that- rec1pients' 1nference§ Jf7f

concerning why a commun1cator advocatef a partlcular posytion ‘on ‘an

issue are based on information they possess about chararterlstlcs of the-

'communicator (e g., personallty tralts, orlentatlon on related issues)

and about external pressureswla_the commun1cator‘s s;tuationi(e 9.,

access to prejudlced med1a or oLher factors 11m1t1ng the informatlon

avallable to the communicator). One way that such informatlon may affect

message persua51veness is by leading recipients to infer that a.-

communicator s issue- relevant knowledge is nonverdical.' For example

. a'communicator attrlbute, such as polltlca;,af‘illation, or. a -

situatlonal pressure, such ‘as newspaper censorshlp,/may imply that

/
the communicatoz s knowledge is- nonverdical concer ning an issue such

\',/\

—_—

: :as‘theyeffectlveness'of laborfunlons.//It_is sugh agbeliEf‘agBut\;s
Qs . =S L ; ;
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.defects 1n a commun1cator ] issue relevant knowledge, termed

1;?i*ﬁ knowledqe bias by Eagly, Wood, and Chaiken (1978) that is explored'i'

!

'/f 1n fhe present stuoy.l

f?“j#cf““*‘To clarify the‘inference~proeess—by~whieh—recipients_ut1‘1ze

e _several information-proces51ng steps need to be delineated,; Premessage
as well as postmessage~processing must be considered. Prior to the .
message, rec1pients may use information. about the commu?icator and N

hlS or her situatlon to form premessage expectanc1es concerning’ what
positlon the commun1cator will advocate. I the avallable information
'1mp11es 11m1tatlons in the communlcator s issue- -relevant knowledge,

reciplents belleve that the communlcator 'S message will reflec ‘a'

»rknowledge b1as. Tne nresent study examines these premessage

' expectancies by means of "expectanCy subjects " who were not exposed
to a messuge, but received information about an attrlbute of the
communicator.' To demonstrate that this information created an

l'”exp ctancy aboutf%he communicator s position, Uhese subjects then

e — e

"est1mated the p051tion the communlcator would take in the message.
q :

e

Our analy51s assumes . that subsequent to rece1v1ng the
communlcator (S 0051tion on the issue, rec1p1ents make use of the

. causally relevant 1nformation they had available *rior to the messag

Reciplents examine 'the positlon the communlcator tookwrn the message
~in relation to what they had prev1ously expected that positlon ‘to

be.' Recipients' conclusion about whether their expectancies have i.g )
'ikbeen confirmed or dlsconfirmed forms the basis For. their postmessage

'analysis. By means\of a sequence of postmesSage processes

startlng w1th an explantlon of the commun1cator s p051ti3?

\ .
expectancy confirmatlon or disconflrmation affects the extent

LZ.Q'FZ-tO which rec1pients chagge thelg opinions toward the message.
’ . : ' : ) ! ~ 7,./, . ' ’ " - - .

-

A



The stages that comprlse recip1ents' pcstmessaae analy51s are

Ty,
kS

':ﬂrepresented in the model in Figure 1.
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_Insert Figure 1 about here
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Stages in Postmessage Processing

o
- °

In the first postmessaqe step, recipients infer the causes for
the posltlon the communlcator took in the message; Two- types of
”causes can be invoked~ (a) the communlcator s personal characteristlcs
. or situatiQ?&hand (b) the factual ev1dence relevant to the messagen

In the next postmessage step, rec1pients determine ‘the degree

llto Wthh the Communlcator is biased 1n his or her understandlng of

t“e issue. To the extent that rec1p1ents' fir --step proceésing

“attributed the message tc the communicator s personal characteristics'

"~ or situatlon, they tend to percelve the communjcator as blased and

the message as nonverldical. Conversely, to the extent that the)

1

mod
commun1cator (S p051t10n mas accounted for in terms of factual

. ¢

evideuce "he or she'is considered unblased. oL ) o o

In a subsequent postmessage step, the perception of communlcator

\

' blas generated in the prior step affecE;message persuasiveness

(i e.,’change 1n rec1p1ents' opinions). To the extent that a

communicator is judged unbiased the perflasiveness of his or her~

-

message is enhanced.’_“ {ﬁ
" Perc°ptions of. communicator blas also affect rec1p1ents'
E comprehen51on of message co* tent.. Viewed from McGuire s (1969)
_perspective that the message rec1pienr funct*ons as a "lazy organlsm"

/
,who absorbs message content only when it is necessary to do S0,

rec1pients’should turn ‘to a’ detailed analysis of - message content to_; T

<»the extent that the available causal information does. not allow
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' sthem to dec1de whether to.. aqree w1th the message.’ If" reclpients"

'caUSal analysis revealed that the communicator accurately represented

.the factual ev1dence and hence 1s unblased they can 1nd1cate the;r

oplnlonr w1thout conducting a careful analy51s of mes,age c:ntfnt.
Message comprehension should then be re‘atively lo Tontn —the?».,f““c*
) hand, 1f the causa’ ‘analysis suggested that the communicator reacted

1n terns of personal characteristics or 51tuational pressures and ls'

- therefore biased rec1p1ents wou1d evaluate message content more‘~

= ,carefully to rule out the quSIbllltY that the communicator s

- 2
position might neveLtheless be valid for the particular 1ssue. )

Helghtened comprehension of the message would result.

L Comprehenfion of message content la aasumed to-be positively
()

L_related to opinign change: Provided that a message COntains high- .fn

ouality argumentatlon,-accurate unoerstanding of message content
enhances message persua51veness (Eagly, 1974 McGu1re 1969)
Confirmatlon VS Disconfirmatlon of Premess;ge Expectancies
— %
&

The degree to. which recipients' premessage expectanc1es are :
4 ra

confirmed by the message is assumed to affect ‘the outcome at each

step of postmessage processing, through the mediation of any leor

: step . When the communlcator confirms rec1p1ent expectancxes,

‘rec1p1ents regard the communicator s po;ltlon as probahly caused bysc,cf’

a

3

the communlcator attribute or " ,jtuational pressure that generated

their expectancy.' When the communicator disconflrms recipients'_'
' expectanc1es, rec1p1ents judge that such a communicator was unaffected’
. by the factor(s) that generated their expectancy., In thlS
. cxrcumstance, the most 11ke1y alternative explanation is, that

_ the external reality described by the message provided

'f;;rcespec1a11y compelllng ev1dence supporting the‘m
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.'communicator s posltlon Rec1plents would reason that the

factual. ev1dence must nave been espec1a11y 1mpre ssive to overcome

- the pressurc from the communicator. attrloute or sltuatlonal factor

that recipients had expected would influenceﬁthe communlcator's

@ e

e
position.’ T . :

— —m————

——e

.As a consecuence Of-the'link'the'model.provides betﬁeen these
‘attrlbutlons“and pe1ce1ved blas,'expectancy confirmatlon leads to

the perceptlon that the communlcator is. blased and.disconfirmation

v
Q.

'Ieads to,thelperception that the communicator is unbiaseduQ By means

-

' _of the subseauent link between communicator bias and opinion change,

disconfirmation of expectancies should then increase -message

‘persuasiveness., ; o _ -

In addition, the positive relation the model assumes hetween

communlcator bias and message comprehen51on implies that the

&

tendency for a dlsconflrmlng message to make the commuricator appear_

1ess blased decreases message comprehenslon. Thls lowere comprehension

of message content 1s assumed ‘to decrease message persua51vene s."“‘:~m
- Therefore, tne llrkage of percolved bias and op&nlon change through

the medlatlon of message comprehensaon attenua es the re1at1ve;y h1gh

1eve1 of oplnlon changeffor dlsconflrmlng mes sages predlcted on the

_basis of rec1p1en‘<'6éd%sa1 analyslﬂ

X S,

- . ! . ’ ' ’ i o
\, N . : -
L Desplte theﬂtﬁﬁﬁgneyrﬁefzg&scoqfirming mes::Eif)ts:dsgreaser~fwe~qr
opinlon Change through the g?usal reIations invelvinhg messageu - _1

- £2

comprehenslon, rec1p1ents can be expecteqhto change thelr oplnlonsi

more toward dlscontlrmlnq than toward conflrmlng mes:ages. One.
P

feason for this: predlctlon lS that the tendency for percelved
communlcator blas to enhance oplnlon change is medlated by a slngle

causal link in. the model (percelved communlcator blas—90p1nlon changeL

ERI

[0 R
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The negative'effect'of commUhicatog‘Bias on ppinion change i< mediated . ‘5

a

tthrough'two causal links-(perceived communicator'bias—Q)message

comprehension—p opinion change), with the consequence'that this
effect on opinion change would be weakened or diiuted.e:Assuming

: : . . S T

‘that a11 causal relations are of roughly egUaI strength, the direct,
pos1t1ve effec ,of communlcator bias on op1nlon change should be

.

*“greater in magnltude than .the indirect negatlve effect.s overall,

Lhen, mes sages d1sconf1rm1ng rec1p1ents’ expectanC1es >hou1d be S

- .

more persuasive than meSsages coqfirming'ﬁhem;
To explore the effects.of expectancy confirmation, ‘the present.
.-experiment includes a manipulation ogfthis variable. Analysis of

variancerwill'reveal the manipulation's-impact on each of the

responses included in the model in Figure -1. o
_The relationships betweenrvariables'that are depicted in the

model will be examined by a structural ‘analysis on opinion change

. and other relevant variabies.' The structuxal ancly51s differs from
the ana1ys1s of variance approach be<ause 1t focuses on. the relationil;

between steps aqd thereby -allows an examlnatlon of the sequentlal

aspects»of‘reClplenf" 1nformatlon process1ng. iA structural or path

- analys1s is approprlate for use in cxperlmental data to est1mate

- the causal relatlonshlps hypothe51zed among dependent measures

(Bllllngs & Wroten, 1978) .

?The Present Experlment

"7~'.'In the experlment, the cohmunicator-advocated either a pro or"
?antl posltlon “on the message toplc of whether porﬁraraphy should

pbe rtstrlcted. Two groups of subJects were formed on the bas1s of

their 1mt1a1 pos1tlons on pornography (pro vs._antl) and ~each

‘ subject Lecelved a message oppos1ng her own stand. Premessage B

Y

'@ =xpectancles regardlng the communlcator s pos1t10n on pornography
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were establlshed on the basls of 1nformatlon about his background.

-

'his background.

L
i

This informationbfeatured either that the communicator-faVored oer

opposedvunlimited freedom of speech In a control c0nd1t10n, no

' 1nformatlon about the communlcator S posltgpn on. Freedom of speech

- ‘was provided. The communlcator then e1ther confirmed this expectancy'

T

by advocatlng a pbsltlon on- poxnography consistent. w1th his background .

RS
. on freedom of speech," dlsconflrmed the expectancy by. advocatlng ane

c\\r

-~ inc on51stent posltlon, or reprcsented the~control condition by

';advocatlng.a posltlon when-rec;plents lacked information about

_ : | _ : S L
To test the “rnits of the applicability of the\present analysis,

a manlpulatlon of mess age dlscrepancygwas included 1n the\experlment.
The pOSltlon the*commun;cator took on pornography was elther-_

moderately or extremely dlscrepant from rec1p1ents' initial positions.

“ “

Dlsft“pancy is one aspect of the communlcatlon sltuatmon that\mlght

affect how percelvers explain unexpected p051tlons. A key

»

':assumptlon of the attrlbutlon analy51s 1s that positions 1nconslstent

‘wlth avallable causal 1nformatlon are explalned in terms of response

;to a compelllngmexternal rea11ty. However, messages extremely

dlstant from reélplents' 1n1t;al p051tlons often produce less

\\J

'attltude changenthan moderately dlscrepant messages - (e g.; Bochher\&

°
b

Jnsko, 1966;.Peterson & Koulack; 1969,-Wh1ttaker, 1967, as predicted

by social judgment theory (Sherif & Hovland, 1961). An attribution

\

;nteLoretatlon of this phenomenon suggests that very dlstant messages_ .

are typlcally not belleved te pxov1de accuraLe descrlptlons of .

o

7 externgl rea11ty. It 1s thus poss:blc that accuracy could be .

doubted and persuaslveness lowered even when the unexpectednes of

"such a message S p051tlon rules out explanatlon 1n terms of the

~— : e L
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.'cansaliinformation that;formed recipients'_expectancies. Perhaps,

v s

then, unexpected positions’arevnot especially persuasive when' they.
are extremely discrepant from recipients' initial opinions.
Method

Subjects and DeSign

A total of 400 female’ undergraduate psychology students part1c1-

’pated for course credlt. 288 served as persuasion subJects, and . 112

as expectancy subjects.. The between subjects factorial de51gn shown

in Table 1 (SubJects' Init1al P051tion X ExpectanCy Conf1rmation X
Discrepancy of Advocated Positlon);was 1mplemented tW1ce--once 1or
: P § . P : \ - . I - s e b et

persuasion subjects and once for expectancy subjects. An additional

~'124 students who reported toLthe-experiment proved unsuitable for the

14 L)

design because they 1nd1cated on- the op1nion pretest a neutral

.positlon on pornography anc¢ therefore could not be assigned a message

‘clearly oppos1ng their own pos1tlon.

-

.procedure

° . . . . e
» . . ﬁ’#“

P S
\\\\Subjects (run in groups of 15 or lessrfwere recrulted for an’

"impressibn formation" experlment in which they would be given

\

-'1nformation about\another student s opinions.: At the beginn1n5§of
the" ses51on, a pretEst;assessing opinions on 11 campus issues (1ncluding'
pornography) was admlnlstered w1th the rationale that subjects' -own
_iivalues and bellefs might influence thell 1mpressions. L - -":‘:21

In a written descr1ptlon of the 1mpression formation task

§ubjects then learned that they would read transcripts from two (actually

ﬂ.hypothetical)1nterv1ews of the same person. These interv1ews were v

h_supposedly part ‘of "a prev1ous psychology experiment.; This earlier 'm‘;fﬁ‘é

B experiment was descrlbed as examlning the similar‘ty of people's S

RIC

E




1opinions over time and'acrOSS issues. The descr1pt10n of the-first

,r .

*.1nterv1ew sa1d that the 1nterv1ewees were asﬂ@d to g1ve/the1r oplnlons -'1~<*14
/ST
on freedom of speech as we11 as_ the reasons r%r the1r posltlon. The // .
'fsecond interview was descrlbed as - perta1n1ng to the issue of yd
/

»'pornography ‘on campus and as conducted three weeks 1ater with: the :/;

’
q 7/

-intervlewees not aware of any connectioﬁ to the first 1nterv1ew.,’

L

Whlle subiects were read1ng these 1Qstruct10ns, the, experlnenter

» - e e e e e

" Collected the DreOplnlon questlonnalres, noted each subJect's oplnlon
.on pornography,*and handed out the two transcrlpts, chosen: so that”

the second transcript opposed each subJect s own p051t10n.‘ The first

transcrlpt gave the 1nterv1ewee (J1m H ) a hessage relevant bac&ground

prlmarlly by descrlblng h1m as favorable or unfavorable to unllm‘ted

'd

freedom of speech (or his background was not descrlbed). ln)the

'Second interview,a female graduate student-asked Jim about his o

position on.. the 1issue of rest11ct1ng pornography cn canpus., In response,

Jim gave his p051t10n and p;esented four arguments, three supporting

hla posltlon and for plauslblllty, one weakly counterlng it (see below

for detalls).__

After taklng about 10 mlnutes to read the transcr1pts, subjects
o‘completed a questlonnalre on wh1ch they agaln indlcated their opinlon

.and gave other responses (see below). Finally, subJects were . - T

debriefed and. excused.b ' . . S '\>\ _ — \

—

T Expectancf’sub;ects-received the same . 1nformat10n about the

‘fcommunlcator & background but recelved no perquaslve message . (second

¥

transcrlpt)o On the. questionnalre, they either estlmated ‘the 11ke11hoodﬂ

t

that the communicator would advocate a moderate pOultIOﬂ OpDoSlng theLr'V'"l

3

own p051t10n on pornography or estimated the 11ke11hood of an. extreme -

position, and then responded to the other measures described below‘t |

i . S

131{3}:j';;,pﬁqg;¥nliv.'
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“Texcept those requ1r1ng knowledge of the second transcrlpt)

°

-lgd_pendent Varlables

Sublects' 1n1t1a1 p051tlon. ~Subjects 1n1t1a11y in ravor of

.,restrlctlng porwog”aphy \p051tlons of 1 through 6 on the 15- p01nt

7
e

,pornographv oplnlon sca1e mentloned below) read transcrlpts in which

Jim H opposed restr*ctlons. Subjects 1n1t1a11y agalnst restrlctlons

.o

e e e v e

__.___Lscale—pornts—io‘througﬁ IS) read transcrlpts in whlch Jlm H.

s
favored restrlctlons. AJ,\\

s

. ExpectanAy.GOnflrmatioh. Jim H. conf;rmed subJects' expectancies

s

__“bycadvocatlng a p051t10n on pornography cons1stent q;th his backgrouﬁd' .

..//
"

e He either opposed pornography restrlctlors and had a profreedom of

—

/

-

speech background or- Favored pornography restrictlons and had an

:;' antlfreedom of speech background. .He d;sconflrmed expectanc1es byr

: advocatlng 3 pos1tlon on pornography 1ncnﬁ51stent wlth his background.
| When Jlm H 's background was profreedom of peech hebwas

et

port.ayed as a member of the loca1 Un1tar1an icrch and asv n favor of

W

g...

FI

K“gs“abortlon.,~1n addltlon, he remarked that he had wrltteh a pa per on

lm_

gif'eedom of speech for a" Journallsn course so knew somethlng about the

o

1ssue.. Support for freedom of speech was, conveyed more dlrectly

by the- follow1ng Statements. w' - o o e .,:‘ : ‘ I
I very def1n1te1y thlnk that everyone should have
N

- complete £reedom of=speech. Ce/sorlng another person s -

"

P
p01nt of v1ew, or -an art form--whlch is one way peop1e
B S express themselves—-is tru1y ¢1olat1ng their rlghts.

3

You have to remember that cénsorshlp is a relotlve- - -7

~

' th1ng—-what'S offen51ve and degradlng to me may | ;‘J

'not be to. anyone else.
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When Jlm H.'s background was antlfreedom of speech, he was. presented
as a member of the Catholic Church .as agalnst abortlon, and as hav1ng
—wrltten a paper on freedom of - speech for a religious studles course.
HlS bacgground was further conveyed by the following statements:
| I very definitely do not think that everyone should
\

have“unﬂimited freedom of speech. There are basic
Human princlples—-like'the right'not.to be exploited
anb the rlght o be treated like a human belngtxwhlch
are a lot more 1mportant than a concept llke freedom
of speech. When¢people feel these pr1nc1p1es are

being violated they must be allowed to impose

some humane standards on what 1s publlcly

broadcast-—what we read and see.‘ Vo

In c0ntrol condltlons, no issue- relevant 1nformat10n about Jlm He !

B

background was presented e N I
“ o . i S , )
In the persua31ve message, Jim- H. stated that. he.. had. recently,

-

read an. artlcle about pornography 1nd1cating that: 1t has some- qle

”(" \

1dent1f1ed effects on V1ewers.‘ When tak1ng an antlrestrLCtlonsyﬁyrﬂ
/ e Ty,
p051t10n, Jlm S ‘two. maJor arguments were that pornography has a- ;,

""athartlc llke effect -on people" and that ScandlnaV1an census da
showed a decrease in: sex related crimes since the: Legalizatlon of

¢

pornography._ The prorestrlctlons message clalmed that- pornography\\\f
encourages modellng behavier in v1ewers and that Scand1nav1an data

revealed an’ 1ncrease in sex- related crimes after porﬁbgraphy

was 1eqa11zed : " ' Lt : )
Dlscrepancy_of advocated position. Discrepancy was manipulated S

N Kl

by varylng the strength of the communlcator's p051tlon (cf. Flshbeln &

Ajzen,’ 1975; Hovland & Prltzker, 1957).‘ In the second 1nterv1ew Jim B

S i . - .. Pl O

’ ot 1 o o . N Tl
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r T e
o ;stated either that he felt "moderately" or that he felt "strongly"’

about the pornography 1ssue. To express a moderate position; Jim said
'that although there were good reasons on both sides of the 1ssue, "I.
:guess it p0551b]y should(n't) be- allowed on campus." To express .an
extreme’ posltlon, Jim stated that there were several good reasons for
;lQ his p051t10n and that "I deflnltely thlnk 1t»should(n t) be,allowed

'”on,campus.ﬁ-~

Measuring Instruments -

Checks on implementation ofyexperimental design. . On a lS-point
/ scale, subjects estimated the exteht to which the COmmunlcatOr had
'prev1ously supported freedomoof speech They also 1nd1cated (on the

op1nlon scale described below) the p051tlon ‘he took on pornography in

the second 1nterv1ew. On a lS polnt scale rang1ng from "Very likely" to

1 "Very unlikelv," expectancy subJects Judged elther the llkellhood

o

that the communlcator would advocate a moderate position on

_ppriograpny or the likelihood that he would advocate an extreme

]

’pos1t1on. e e

-

' Causal 3tU3bUUD"5  On 15- p01nt scales anchored by "Extremely

'fimpo”tant" and "Extremely un1mportant " suBJects 1udged the 1nfluence

_of the follow1ng factors on the communlcator s stated p051t1on. (a)
;H”ﬁihls prev1ous p051tlon on’ freedom of speech and (b) the factual ,-g...i s
iﬂ evidence concernlng restrlctlng pornographya Slnce 1t was possible'

tthat some subJects m1ght 1nfer that J1m ' s- stated p051tlon on

pornography ‘was con>tra1ned by the views of the 1nterv1ewer, subJectS-’;

o also rated the importancerof the 1nterv1ewer s opinion as +an 1nfluence

7

i’on J1m H. (and estlmated the 1nterV1ewer s oplnlon on pornographv).

Communicator bias. SubJects rated the communlcator on IS-p01nt T~

. . . L
v bipolar evaluativu‘scales hav1ng the - posit1ve poles consistent honest;“”“”

T s : % " — .
o b4 . . T : o .
. . el . g o 3 . - - » \ ! . X 4



o analyses (see below) d1d not - revcal ‘any s1gn1f1cant effects ‘on e1ther_
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unblased ob)ectlve, and llkeable. slmllar.to Eagly, wWood, and Chaiken’

\19/’ y a factor analysis (varimax rotatlon) yielded three factors,
which:were labeled "‘1ncere" (e.g., honest, sincere), "Unbiased"
(e;g.,lbpen-minded, unbiased), and "Nonmanipulative“’(e.g.,
nonopporbunistic,,nonmanipulative): These factors accounted for

20.. '16 A, and 12.0% of the.total.variance,.respectiyely. -Factor
scores were computed for each sub1ect and submitted to the analysis

described below. The'consistent and objective scales, which failed to

load hlghly on any -factor, were analyzed separately. Because the

the sincere or nonmanlpulatlve factors, they are om1tted from the S

»

o . I -
report of results. - : _ .

—————-argument from the -message,. whlch contalhed four arquments. Comprehen51

:and.one subject\was ellmlnated.

Message comprehension. ‘Subjects were'asked'to write down each . vw

Y

b L

‘'was scored for correctness bv two 1ndependent raters (r_7'384: 82%

s

.”agreement) who were bllnd to subjects' experlmental cond1t10ns.

7t . e 3
-

'Opinlons. TOonTa 1s= p01nt“op1nlon scale ranglnq —-f.rom "Strongly__lmﬁ_“m_

in favor of restrlctlons" on pornography to. "Strongly against.

'Lestrlctlons "Isubjects 1nd1cateo the1r in1t1al and final oplnlons.

o

Y r

Other measures. Con lS polnt scales, subjects est1mated the

communlcator!s "true, pr1vate opinion'" .on pornography as well as the

™

1mportawce of thls 1ssue ‘relative to other social lssues. Subjects

also wrote down the1r interpretatlons of thc expenlment. Two raters

(lOO% agreement ) coded these responscs for dlsbellef in the cover story,

0
.

Results_
N y -

The hypotheses were tested by analysis of variance and planned _'__<f

N

contrasts and by structural analysis.,‘ B

e ]



‘‘‘‘‘

V Stages ﬁn the Analysis B
15

Checks on Implementatlon of Experimental Desjign

ASuhjects'Ainitial'position. Analysis cof subjects' premessage

opinions showed thatdsubjects were correctly classified as eithere

favoring'(M = 3.68) or opposing'(M = 12. 33) restrlctlng pornography

(p £..001). "“The analysls ylelded no other 51gn1f1cant effects.

- Ewpectancy;conflrmatlon.‘ The manlpulationmof expectancy

"conflrmatlon is a product of subJects' perceptlon of both the communi -

.cator's backgrouxion ﬁeedomwof.speech and the p051tlon he advocated on

pornography (see Table 1) The se two components o6f the manlpulatlonﬂ

‘ were approprlately percelved (a) the source with the profreedom of-

aspeech background was Judgec more in favor of freedom of speech

(M = 12 .96) than the control scurce (M = B.41), and the control ‘source . »fyl

Hmore in favor than the antifreedom source (M = 2.63, ps h..dﬁl) - and- (b)'
““”the source was perce1Ved as opposlng restrlctions on. pornography.ln o d ?v;;

U -

the antlrestrlctlons condltlons (M l? f7) and as favorlwg
/ -

zestrlctlons in. the prorestrlctlons condltlons (M = 3 37, ;Q £.001).

i
i
|
i

— T e e 4 e " "

i

oy

L Prov1d1ng ev1dence for the formatlon of premessage expectan ‘ies

¥
|
A
i

e e e

i

‘were . the expectancy sub]ects' ilkellhood ratlngs, whlch ylelded a

"y

J——-"'J.gn:lflcant ma1n~effect—for—expectancy conflrmatlon,.g (2, lOO)—_-49.-8f'42l”e,lﬁ

V”“E_AL.OOl._VPlanned comparlsons revealed that the communlcator was-

1

>

. . S

. judged more. likz2ly to advocate the positions on pornography giv-=n in R

?\ ~the expectancy-confirhed conditions M = 12 Odl'than those giveg,in
\\ the expectancy disconflrmed condltlons (M = 4 11, -3 ( .001), and both.

\confi;med and dlsconflrmed condltlons dlffered from the control

fconditioqg M - 7.90”e25;(;'053.- olmllar effectu were obtained

" -persuasion subjects' ratings of the cdmmunlcator s consistency°'
Y -

.\; : . . . .




L . o A £ . ; - T e
B el N A / . sStages in the Analysis ool

‘was viewed as more.cons1stent in tbe confirmed M ;:ll 195 than
disconfirmad condltions (M = 5 O%g, and both confirmed and disconfirmed 9
conditions differed from the coutrol conditions (M = 7. 44 . ps- <:.OOl).

It should also be néted tha& bhe likelihood ratings 1nd1cated that

o

the communi"ator was perceived as slightly more likely to advocate

"u

;‘,i”lla moderate than”an»extreme p051tlon, F‘(I“lOO) l.79, E = J10.
To 1nsure;that any effects of egpectancy confirmation were not

/

- artifacts of /the communicator's'likeability or other attributes,_the
deéignualso/feouired‘that prior to message delivery, these attributes : e
be perceived as unrelated to his background on freedom of speech.’

: /

This reouirement was adequately met~f Expectancy subJects' ratlngs‘
/ : )

of the communicator on Ehe ten b1polar evaluative scales were

L)

essentlally enuivalent across conditions.

» . . . L
/

«Discrepancxfof advocated4p951tlon. That message p051tions' -, ‘«,{

extremely discrepant from rec1p1ents' initial opinions were con51dered

L {f/more polarlzed than those moderately discrepant was shown by a.

pi?/ significant Initial 9051tlon X Discrepancy 1nteraction on sub)ects' - _:'

.t v

h ES
o«

- showed that rec1p1ents v1ewed both the anti- and tha prorestrictlons

= ‘extfemE“messages—as*more polarized (Ms ?—13~93~and—l~8l——respect1vely\~-efi
and therefqre more discrepant from subJect 1n1tial opinlons than ”fg

e

:the.moderate messages (Ms =11.02° and 4. 93, Bs < . OOl). o P

e

Analyses of Variance on Dependent Measures R‘presented in Structural fvf
Model g'

r

‘ Causal attributions. Rating of the importance of thelcommunicar-

tor s background (1 €., his’ position on freedom of speech) and of -

. factual evidence as, 1nfluences on his stated position 1nd1cated that -

W

"f expect@ncy confirmation had the intended effect on perceived causation.
(Means,for~these_and;the_remainlng dependent variables are-glveng__:

K

[ AR
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in_fabie 25 combined across levels of subjeCts' initial position and

5discreoancy;)v The communicator's background was considered a more

nportant 1nfluence on his stated p051tion when he confirmed ratherb;””'.‘
than—dLseonfirmed-expectancres—"P—fi-?75&~——143—6¢—fg—£% 061——and—both“~—w~—~
confirmed and disconfirmed conditlons d1ffered from the control
'cond1tions, Fs (1,275) = 56425 and 20. 34, Es £ .OOl.n Factual ev1dence
i was a more 1mportant 1nf1uence in the disconfirmed compared to confirmed

conditions, F (1, 275)\f 10. 89 E.‘i 001. Only the dis&onfirmed

conditions differed from the control conditions,‘g (1 75) 9 7,,

L

Communidator bias. The communicator was perceived ai more biased
when he confirmed raLher than disconfirmed expectanc1es, E (1 275) = 33. 40
R.{_.OOI. Only thecdisconfirmed conditions differed ngnificantly

*‘from the controi conditions, F (1 275).- 15.83, E_‘i 001. ?hSL;A

o comnunicator was also regarded as less objective whén he confirmed

= WY

i»

(M =_6. 96) rather than disconflrmed expectanc1es (M = 8 78,_2 l. 001).

. —_

'l

Only the confirmed conditions differed from the ‘control conditions

(El_=831,94 001>.~ T B

Messag»'comgrehension. 'In“thefdisconfirmed'conditions; fewer: -

1

) arguments were comprehended than in the control conditions, F (1 275) =

4 88 P L-Ob, and marginally fewer then in the conf1rmed conditions,

fff}% F (1 27“) = 3, 37, 2_44 07. SLhe confirmed and control conditions C >

kY

£ . a

did not differ.&n‘ L : - -"_ | S R ; - {

' Opinion chang;d Opinion change scores w°re formed by treating

7
-

change away as, a negative difference.ﬂ Subjects chanqed their opinionsi"

more when the message di confirmed rather than confirmed the*

§ A
. Y

o R - e T - E

; 1 8
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expectanc1es, F (1 275)»- 5 02, 2_4;.03.> Neither comfirmed nor

L*: : Ldisconfirmed,conditions differed’from the control.

\TAnalyaes of Varianceé on Other'DependenE Variables. ' -

~ The communicator's true, private opinion vn pornography was . R

judged more pblariied\both iﬂ conditionS»in which &e'source's'hacke S\\

qroundrugs_conSLstent—Muth—the—por1tlon he advocatec (Ma =4, 137 and
12 33 for prorestrlctlons and anti restrlctzohs sources, respectlveiy,.

. on a scale on wh1ch 1 érstrongly 1n“favor of restrlctloh;\and 15 B
strongly against) and in the control condltlons (Ms'= 5.14 and 12 OO) T

_ compared_to_cond%t&ens—iﬂ—whrch—hTS‘QacK@round was 1ncon51stent w1th>

the position advocated (Ms_- 5.69 and 9 06) Ana1151s ﬁf this effect

ylelded a S-gllflCant In1t1al P051t10n X Confirmatlon 1nt3ractlon_

- ~ -y

\{Q-< .001). ThlS flndlng9 whlch w111 not be dlscussed further

1

\

becauSe it.does not bear on the hypothesea'of the\study,-suggests=

that 1nformat10n about” the communlcator s p051t10n and 1nfozmatlon’
. N\
- Qabout his background both contrlbuted to the subjects' 1nferencesf
e N \
T about the communlcator B true oplnlon roughly accordlng to an-
N . 1

add1t1ve 1ntegrat10n rule, Other 51gn1f1cant effects were obtalned

‘lgw —on” thlS dependent“variab1e7-but‘were-erther—trrv1al

e -

i Ratlngs of the 1mpor ance of the 155le revealed Lnaé the 1ssue S
: ] was, in general ne1ther 1mportant ‘or unlmportant (M = 8. 86) and '

.'m

- that subJects-inltlally favorlng restrlctlons on pornogrjphy ;{

be11eved the 1ssue was more 1mportant than those 1n1t1a11y 0pp051ng 3

R restrlctlons (E < 001). No 51gn1f1cant effectq weré/obtalned on

v

e
the measures relatlng to the p0551b1e 1nf1uence of . the 1nt°rv1euer's

~opinion. T - o
o . v . . o _ :

Structural Analxkls : _ Sy
: A structural ana1y51s was conducted to examlne how subJects'

. ] . . -
= e S = - —
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1nformatlon processing affects oplnlon change. Because the
'1nformatlon’subjects possessed d1ffered accordingkto the leVel of
expectafcy confirmation, this analysis was conducted separately for =

the confyirmed, the disconfirmed and the control conditions;, |
.Correlatl ns (see Table 3) were calculated on_ data pooled over the

varlations of subJects' 1n1t1a1 pos1tlon and message d1screpancy,

which had llttle effect on subJects':response . . To estimate ‘the -

N ——p—

parameters of the causal-model spe(1f1ed in Flgure l the analysis'v L

;______Mflrst_constpucEed—three~separate—mulf*p ple regress1on ecuatlons

T~ (Kerllnger & PedhazurL 1973) . In these eouations, communlcator blas,

el : - e e e e

\

. mess age\comprehension, and opinlon change were each predlcted f rom all’
\

varlables a;sumed to be causally prior. Any pred1ctor that falled

F

to show at least a margi -gina lly\signlflcant (E'éi 10) relationship to
\

A
—

g.' . the. critcrion varxable 1n an equation ;as“deleted from that equatlon.f;*

Each regres51on equatlon was recomputed with only it

J- : v

predictors, and the result1ng beta weights were 1ntepreted as path

remaini g-

~

o E',coeffic1ents. As Flgure“e shows,'somewhat different structural,_w r._x,f;
N ,

models were obta1ned 1n the three condltlons.

&

o -

'

e e e e . e s S R e e e TR T T T i T

Insert Flgure 2 about here_ S

. 7
§

In the expectancy disroanrmed condltlons the reQression of
commun1cator b1as on the, prlor var1ab1es-—attr1butlon of message to .
. a\ .

‘communlcator s background and attribution of message to

factual ev1dence--found_botb*predictors«51gn1ﬁ;_3nt 6see Fiqure ).

-

Together they accounted for 10% of the varlance Risl communicator b1asj-

'(R -..39 £3<:.05)., The regres51on of message comprehension or. theFﬁ-ﬂ'?F

- s
Lo .2 ’

_varlables prlor to 1t--attr1bution of message to communlcatqr s

S .

i

‘ibackground, dttrlbutlon of message to factual eV1dence, and ,,f o

L

B TR DY) B
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c - . ' S o . o .
-»communlcator'bias——revealedvthat only -communicator bias was a
signi1icant"predictor. The regression cf opinion change on the
varlables prlor to 1t——attr1but10n of message. to communlcator s
background attr1but10n of message to factual ev1dence communl—

cator bias and message comprehenslon-—revealed that only commun-' T -
_ -‘1cator blas and messace comprehenslon were s1gn1f1cant Together

“these two prcdlctors accounted for 21% of the varianée in onlnlon*
' ‘:change (R 46 p Z .001). ﬁ?hvchl square goodness- of fit test
"ifidrevealed that the proposed causal structure appropr1ate1y
i;;; L ireflected the causaltprocess that generated the data,]( (4) -i

1.36, ‘P >. 75 (Specht 1975) — P

Tn the expectancy coanrmed condltlons' the results of the'h"'"m'i

R structural ana1ys1s were s1m11ar exceptwthat message eompre-

Y

hens1on was not s1gn1ficant1y predlcted ‘by- communlcator b1as

' :(Ei: .13; see F1gure 2). The SlgnlflcaPt predlctors of comanl-

PR
A

cator b1as (attr1but10n of message to communlcator s background . : &;

s

'and attr1but10n of message to factual ev1dence) accounted for..

\\: 14% of Jts var1ance (R ‘36 p <£. 01) and the s1gn1flcant pre- v'fyg
3 | .

dlctors of op1n10n change (commun1cator b1as and message com-_(

T prehe.81on) accounted for JO% of its var1ance (R 31 p_é. 05)
A goodnesg-of f1t test agaln 1nd1cated that the model is a » . 4_

- plauslble rep

s

es\enta+1on ‘of. the obta1ned data 'y\ (5) 3.53, p_ >
; :sot3 In order to _etermlne whether the remova1 of tne path
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of the model, ’1?(1) = 2.48, p > :10.

-orehenslon was not Dredlcted by ° nommun1cator ‘bias (B-= 063

21
which included this 1ink (Specht€ 1975)' The results revealed

~that om1tt1ng the path d1d not s1gn1f1cant1y reduce the adequacy

. . B °
= ’ . 8

In the control cond1t10ns in which’Subjects 1acked'inform-
atLon about the commun1cator s background the model fit the k

data 1ess adequatelyr(see Flgure 2). Once aga1n.message com-

'-Also, communlcatdr b1as was not predlcted by attrlbutlon of message .

'evidence‘(B s = .03 and -.16, respectlvely) The s1gn1f1cant

fpredlctors of oplnlon change (communlcatnrwblas and message»m vt

to commun1cator [ background or attribution of message to~factua1

e e PR

i

- & A S
comprehenslon) accounted’for 13% of 1ts varlance (R 36, g‘( \ i
:01). The model provlded a poor flt to the data in the coﬂtrolt F. je"
w;Vcondltions "12(8) —‘31 74 = < 001 '17;g ' ">aw.' o ::f %g’."T
| - ’ D1scuss10n R _;.".-_";€<s Lo

'.QUbJeCtS expectancles based on the communlcator 'S background he e
Wflrmed N ThlS flndlng rep11cates earller work\(Eacly, Wood & s
P Chalmed, 1978) and suppoﬁ%s the attr1but10n 1nterpretat10n of

toplnlon change Bs d1sp1ay1ng the cognlg'

;of causa1 attrlbutlonu xn persuaslon

: effects obtalned ‘on the varlous manlpulatlon checks The threev

¢

When the communlcator [ posltlon on an iss ue“disconfirmed

/ : ey

"was more persuas1ve than when subJects' expectan01es were con-'

\

&

R

]

;ve process1ng under-

-rn‘ s

lytng thls f1nd1ng, the study furthers understandlng of the role '

Interpretatlon of the study S, f1nd1ngs is alded by the strong

Y

T 1ndependent var1ab1es of the des1gn—-sub3ects' 1n1t1a1 pOSItlon

~expectancy conflrmatlon and d1screpancy--were shown to be T~

—_ e

= Y

" v
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) appro;riatelly operationalized Further, the premessage equlvalence .\

of the. communlcators on the varlous tra1t rat1ng scales ruled out

.

alterxrte 1nterpretat10ns of. the flndlngs in terms of unlntended

effects of the 1ndependent varlables on communlcator attributes

r

"vsuch as llkeablllty.

. 3

The fact that the flndlhgs of the present study were essent1ally
unaffected by the var1atlons of 7ub3ects' 1n1t1al posltlon and of |
message dlscrepancy suggests that our. analysls may have cons1derab1e

k_ generallty over st1mulus condltlons. Although the subJects' lnltlalA

posltlon varlable merely prov1ded an 1nternal renllcatlon of the

Ed ,?. '
flndlngs, the ratlonale for manlpulatlng dlscrepancy was that a very

dlscrepant message mlght decrease the llkellhood that e&pectancy 5
dlsconflrmatlon would enhance message persuaslvenesg, because it mlght;Q-

' S x
- not be v1ewed as valld even 1f it dld dlsconflrm a premessage

-

eXpectanCy.: The latk of effects from the dlscrepancy manlpylatlon may

J

stem from the fact that the message top1c was not especlally 1nvolv1ng

- for: subjects (Sr\erlf \& Hovland 196L)._ Yet the general 1mpress10n

conveyed by. thelflndlngs of the present study 1s a reass urlng lack ‘“;_?

bis

of sen51t1v1ty of premessage and postmessage proCesslng to varlatlons

T 1n the communlcatlon s1tuat10n.

Conflrmatlon VS e Dlscontlrmatlon of Expectanc1es ,%

' 1n ear11er experiments (Eag;y & Chalken, 1976 Eagly, WOod & Tﬂ
Chaiken, 1978)

: premessage xpectangy format&on ‘was assessed by

';means of SUbJeCtS who recelved 1nformat10n about
'&-\

unlcator s

"background and then est1mated how 51kely 5t was that he would take ',-‘mﬂ
'fa partlcular pOSlthn on the 1ssue.t Analys1s of .variance demonstrated {

gua',,'that subjects expected the communlcator te. adVOcate a posltlon on ) ;"'ff

/

]"the message topic (restrlctlng pornography) conslstent with h1s

3
. . . . DS oo

;o
i

\

!
Co
g




background, wh1ch had been conveyed by 1nformat10n about;

l
: . - o4
or1entatlon on freedom of speech : B g <

Accordlng to our rramework rec1p1ents' causal attzlbutlons

concern1ng the communlcator s p051tlon depended on whether this

3

- pOSltlon had conflrmed or dﬂsconflrmed their premessage ezpectancy.

\

[ Conflxmatlon was ‘assumed to. favor explanatlon in terms of the

1nf1uence of the communlcator's background and dlsconfirmation,to': T

favor the influence of factual ev1dence. These causal attrlbutlons
'were bypothe51zed to determlne ‘the extent to whlch the comnunlcator

was perceived as. b1ased Communacator bras\was\assumed to have a' .. = -

IS

direct effect.on opinion change as well as an indirect effect_

through its 1mpact .on message comprehen51on.,_ 3;,» _ S ) IR

Q. e T S

A prellmlnary test ‘of the p1au51b111ty of thls mode}-wasccQ“

———
s

Y

prov1ded by analyses of varlance on each of the dependent var1ab1e°~'“ ;:;;

_',"jaSsumed to be 1nvolved 1n postmessage processlng. Conslstent w1th

. ko is ‘e

*t_;-the model these analyses demonstrated that subJects' react10ns- ’_’

)
°

- were approprlately affected by whether the1r premessage expectancy

. —— - s

had been dlsconflrmed or conflrmed by the p051t10n the communlcator

took in the message. Spec1f1ca11y, communlcators dlscbnflrmlng

¥, % .

expectanc1es were;nrcelved as’ 1nf1uenced more by the factual . AT

-

“‘evidence relatlng ‘to thé pofnogxaph) top1C and less by thelr - s

3

background than were communlcators conf1rm1ng expectancies.;'

et ) x

Rec1p1ents also perceived communlcators disconflrming expectanc1es '

;LQ; .as: less b1ased than comhunlcators advocatlng expected p051t10ns.. o :
Pinally, rec1pients comprehended 1ess of the argumentatloﬁ .

;~$\\\;n dlsconflrmlnq than in conflrmlng messages and were more L

T . L S -

i ded b C essa ese .- Ll T I ST

- persua y T\Trm gN‘“*\\TK e 4 _ , - 7

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




SooTToo o stages in the Analysis

.The relative strength of the effects of“expectanCV'cohfirmation
on reciplents causal attr1but1ons, perceptlons of communlcator blas,

message comprehenslon, and oplnlon change supported the idea that '

f'these ‘responses should be consxdered a serles of successive steps,

'although 1nferences about the influence of factual ev1cence d1d_uot

el

conform to thlS order1ng (perhans because it was d1ff1cu1t to ask
'about thls matter in a clear way). Thus, the strongest effect

of expectancy conflrmatlon was .en rec1p1ents' causal attzlbutlons

» -

'Labout the commun1Catow's background—~a var1ab1e assumed to be d1rect1y

affected by the expectancy manlpulatlon. Expectancy conflrmation

»

had a somewhat weaker effect on percelved communlcator blas, which

. / s '
T

was v1ewed as 1nd1rect1y,affected by th1s manlpulatlon, thr.uy the

J 2 EN /

~ mediatibn of rec1p1ents‘_causa1 attrlbutlons.. Con51stent w1th the

<

%_ Np051tlon of messaqgé comprehen51on and. op1nlon change 3s 1ater‘.
e responsea in the Zhaln, the eff ects of expectancy conilrmation on,
N fthese varlables were still weaxerjb It shou1d also he - kept 1n N
umlnd that the relatlvely high level _of oplnlon change for o B J'gg
- _dlsconflrmlng messages predlcted on the ba51s of rec101ents' causal v"’ij
-ana1y51s may have\been attenuated by che llnxagc of percexved blas‘
andaoplnlon change through the med1at16n of messaoe comprchen ion.

2 o

;Stages in Rec;plentsé Analysis of the Message

R

-

Structural ana1yses were carr1ed out to more closely examine ”,

[N "
bq

/
vhow reciplents' causa1 attr1butlons were 11nked toftheir subsequent

e .

responses..wThe structural model wasfit separately to the confirmed

\o‘..‘_\ a - :" . -
ST

1,_ dlsconflrmed anu control condltlon because the expectancy relevant

- 1nfoLmatlon dlffered fundamentally between the condltlons and

Ve 8 . A

prov1ded the event that Lrlggerec a particUlar se~uence of 5..: - c;‘ ﬁj

-

RN

pqstmessage\Jnferences.‘ Indeed 'as Flgure 2 1nd3cates, sllghtlv 1'ﬁb - ”j

o v

different models were found to fxt these three conditlons.ﬂvL
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: / T et T s

/v- -

~¥;4§w- JThe structural analysis yielded a re1atlonsh1p between subiects'

.

causa1 attrlbutlons and percelved communlcator blas conslstent w1th

. o

/‘he assumptlon that attilbutlons and~perce1veo‘bLas were successive

o4

, R -
steps in. rec1p1ents"think1ng: ‘In’ both the Conflrmed and dlsConrirmod

v

conditions;:rec1p1entST:béqief that the communlcatoi was influenced

N by h1s background led to the per"eptlon of h1m as b1ased and the ﬁf

be11ef that he wasﬁlnfluenced by factual ev1dence 1ed to the

. 7

perceptlon of: hlm as unbiased. -In.the.control conditionsiﬂhowever,

' - - [

.V'FECLplentS' causa1 explanatlons d1d not\show a 51gn1f1cant R T

- . -

e

sk

> re1ationsh1p to communlcator blas, presumably7because 1nformation : :”'fwiP

1 ‘\ -~ ;

: [ o
about the communlcator s backgxound Awhlch formed the ba51s fon;{“;

sxgniﬁicant predlctor of message comprehen51on--the 1ess b 1sed~:

\\ cdy .
- B

;;1, communicator was perceived to be under these c1rcumstances,7the

u

’ arguments were«comprehended., The fact that the’ p*’& )etween""'

e L -

communiCator biasfand message comprenen51on weu not 31gn1f1cant

L » - \ /2' “ - .
-«the conflrmed or: control condltlons suggests that the role of message

e . e,
R ! e

';.comprehenslon depends on level of expectancy confirmatlon. However,,;fl~.

v

A_surh an 1nterpretatlon 1s tentat1ve at this point beCause Comparisons

L&

-~ Seel e -

between the path 8beff1c1ents 1inkiﬂg communicator b1as*and message.tf&,

I

comprehension y1e1d d a difference approachlng s1gn1f1cance only

: B
" when the dlsconflrme and control condl 1ons were contrasted T
, e T A : T '\_' e ‘-_ s T

Az = 1 60 B ,-.11). \ T AT
. .'1 \ ) : e N . ..‘_

In the final steps in. recipients' analysls, oplnlon ~?"-7'H

comprehension.i Rec1p1ent changed the1r opinions to Fne extent

that they perceived the*'. unicator to. be/unbiased and to the

:Q’ extent that they comprehended a - 1arge d@mber of message arguments.

Aruitoxt provided by Eric




R ,'“[ ' ”'{Jl S s Staces in the Ana1y91

. . »
DO T ~

‘v'Causal Attributions and Message Comgrehen510n

.

% -

It is interesting to explore the p05>ib1L4ty that the role of
3‘ PN

,j'messaqe comprehenslon in rec1p1ents' postmeSsage ﬁna1y51s may

&
-

depend on whether their expectanc1es are confﬁfhed or disconfirmed.,

64

ir t 1t ‘should be recalled that message reciplents 1n'tond1tions
.
in

h1ch the communicator disconfirmed remessa e expe ctanc1es were -
Fe

less receptive to the message content (1 €.y ‘recalled fewer
i - ! STy,
message arguments)~than.rec1p1ents.1n confirmed or control conditions.
. N . 3 .-

- When thefcommunicator disconfirmed expectanc1es, rec1p1ents could

.conclusively rule out the pOSSiDllltY that the message was caused

»

by, the factor(s) that qenerated the expectancies.~ Only external
'jreality was left as.a- p1auSib1e explanation for the communicator s

p051t10n, and a s¢mpie dec151on rule that employed ths® relatively

vunamblguous causal 1nformation tended to suffice.f Accor 1ng1y,

LS
the extent that subJects whose expectanc1es were dlSCOnfleed believed

>the source to be unbiased- they could dispense with understanding

_f’ the arguments, as - shown by the 51gn1f1cant path in the disconfzrmed -

T -

conditlon between communicator bias and omprehen51on (see Pigure ,)
. ,’%.
In contrast in the confirmed conditlons, in Wthh the communicator'

,/)Zsltion tended ‘to be attributed to thé facto ~(s) .that generated the

- expectancy, the alternate cause, response to a comp iling realfty,.\’\

-

'-could not be completely iuled out. Therefore, subjects whose
wexpectanc1es were confirmed faced ambiguity concerning the degree of

: communitator bias'even though they attributed the meSSage to the

{
factor(s) that. generated their expectancy.l The burden of ana1y21ng

-

o mnssaqe content was present for these subjects, then, regardless of.
",the~strenqth of-their attributions._ As shown “in Figure 2y message
‘1;comprehension ‘was then an independent contributor to opinion change,

‘r.not,causa11y~11nked to»perceived,communicator bias.

. . . ’ . ,. .;- i ) e . ) . i y;‘-‘
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In contrast to the present study, Eagly and Chalken (1975) found-

message comprehens1on greater when the communicator dlsconfirmed

rather than conflrmed rec1p1ents' expectanc1es. We suspect that

,

‘ the dlfference in flndlngs may stem from the fact that the Bagly
. and Chalken toplcs (venereal dlsease and the job’market fac1ng under—'
graduates) were involving enough that supjects may have ant1c1pated

dlscu551ng them w1th peers. Under. such c1rcumstances message content

.

may generally have hlgh utillty, and thewface val:dlty of messages-

that d1sconfer expectancies may further emphaslze the 1mportance
i
of their content.

' Ig general the f1nd1nns of the study h1gh11nht the 1mportance
. -of v1ew1ng oplnlon change in terms of two types of cogn1t1ve
processlng: - (a) causa1 attrlbutlons prov1d1ng explanatlons of the»
‘conmunlcator 's posltlon and 1ead1ng to the perceptlon of commun1cator,
‘.blas and (b) comprehen51on of the argumentation contained 1n the

{lmessage. The predlctlon of " oplnlon change by its path determi nants woul.

,have been less successful had we consldered onlycme dﬂhee approaches.

o

In the present study rec1p1ents employed both types of processlng.

,oThe structural analysis revealed that perceived communicator bias
and message comprehen51on were determlnants of- oplnlon change in all
condltlons. Yet there may be situations that favor one k1nd of

-processing over the otheL.\ Indeed,yit is 1mportant to achlevc ‘a-more

general understandlng of the condltlons under which rec1pientq

. ‘
fcutrllze pr1mar11y 1nformat10n about the source of the message, '_f

ipr1mar11y message conte t, or 1nformatlon of both types. 'Along
these 11nes, Chalken (1n press) has recently proposed a distlnctlon
ﬁbetween two types of cognitlve proces51ng by which. rec1p1ents assess

'the valldlty of 'the p051t10n advocated by a communicator- Rec1p1ents

H
i




Stages—in

the Anaiysis

can émbloy;(a)ra_hGUristic information-processing-Etrateay

chéracterized by the

on easily ‘accessible

e .
effortful systematic

by comprehension and

.use of relatively simple decision rules based

cues not part of the message, bf'(b) a more

infdrmation-processing strategy characterized

_evaluation of the messagé}sjérguments.. Chaiken

(in press) suggests“that low involvement leads message recipients

 to favor a heuristic

i

strategy,-and high inyolvém@nﬁﬂlpéds recipients

to favor a 5ystematié~§tfategy. In the presenf study,'thefuse

of causal att:ibutions about the communicator as a guide to

determiningvméssage validity iilusfrafes a heuristic strategy. It

was possibly'beCéUSe
by our message topic
decision rule and on

' message. .

of the moderate level of involvement generated

that récipients relied both on a heuristic

analeis of ‘the arguments contained in the’

m;.



EN . . B . ) . -7
. A ) - S x ages 1n the Analys1s»

L . o - -m%k-’ S 29

\ ’ K References

° )
K

_\;\\\ éentler, P.M.‘ Multivariate analys1s w1th latent variables

\ . - / ’ |
c ‘ Causal;modeling. Annual Review of P;ychdlogy, 1980, 31, 419 456
s

\

"

Billings RT\Sm,i&'Wroten S. P. Use of’ path analysis in 1ndustr1al/

‘\organizational psychology Criticisms and suggestions

\Journal ofdApplied Psychology, 1978 63 677- 688
| ! . » : _ ‘
Bochﬂer S., & Insko; C. A. Communicator d1screpancy, source

redibility, and opinion change Journal =f Personality and -

ocial Psychology, 1966 4 614- 621.

S. Heuristic versus systematic 1uformation process1ng
an? the,use of source versus ‘message cues in persuas1on.

’ Journal‘of Personality-and~Social"Psychology,~in bress;
T :

Eagly; &.,H{ The nomprehens1b111ty of persuas1ve arguments as’a ..

d%tqrminant,of opinion change. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 1974, 29, 758-773.

,\ﬁ., & Chaiken, ~S. An attribution analysis of the effect.

EaglyL

| ' i
of\communicator characteristics on opinion change The case

of comTunicatorvattractiveness Journal of Personality and

So¢ial Psychology, 1975, 32, 136-144:

]

.Eagly, .H.,| Wood, W & Chaiken ~S. Causal 1nferenres -about

-

”ﬁﬁniéafors"and their’effect on opinion change. Journal of

onality and Sociai PsychologyJ 1978 36, 424-435.

'FishbeinL~M., & AJzen,KI. BeliefJ attitude,-intention and

hehavior ‘An introduction to theory and research.
| Rea ing,WMass,E;iAddison-Wesleyjj1975;i ' 'f
Hovland C. I , & Pritzker, h~A Extent of opinion'change as a|

|-

fun tion 3 f amount .of change advocated Journal of Abnormal .

-

and Jocial Psychology, 1957 54 257 261




Stages-in'the Analysis“'

. . . 30/‘-
Kelley, H.'H; At‘r1but10n theory in sonlal psychology In D. - o

Levine (Ed ), Nebraska Sympos1um on- Mot1vat1on Llnéoln:

Un1vers1ty of Nebraska Press 1967. -

-Kelley, H. H. Attr1but10n in soc1al 1nteract1on ’New fork:

. Gouneral Learning-Press;'l972.

~Kenny, D. A. Correlation and causalit1;> New York: Wiley-
| ~ Interscience, 1979. . ' B | co i R

Kerlinger,~F}wN.,l& PedhaZur, E. J.V MultipleAregression in behavior-

- al research New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston 1973.

MCGuire' w. J. The nature of att1tudes and attltude change In"""l““;
g

G. Lindzey & E Aronson (Eds ), The handbook of soc1al psychologgJ _

) And ed:, Vol. 3. Reading, Mass : Add1son-Wesley, 1969
Peterson, p. D., & Koulack,:D. Att1tude change as a functlon of

' 1atitudes’of.aCﬂeptﬁnce.and reJectlon ' Journal of Personal1ty

and_Social PsychnlogyL 1969, 11, 309- 311.

Sherlf M., ‘% Hovland, C. I. Soc1al Judgment ‘Assimilation and

contrast effects in communication ard attitude change.

_NeW'Haven° Yale University Preés”7196l”M;”’”

Specht -D. A. On the evaluat1on of causal nodels Social Science

Research, 1975, 4 R

Research, 113 133 . | {g - . R
Whittaker,,J. 0. Resolutlon of the commun1catlon iscrepancy issue.
'in attitude change. 'ln-L. W. Sherif & M..Sherz;\iﬁds.),

'. Attltude ego-involvement, and.change. New~York:1vWiley,

1967




J-=

. L Stages in the Analysis

FOOtnotes

?

l.'~Eagly,.WOod‘-and Chaiken (1978) also 1ntroduced the concept of

regortlngfblas, a bellef that the communlcator s w1111ngness to convey

.in th1s particular case.

:3;" As Eagly, WOod~ and Chalken (1978) noted these assumptlons

¢

an acculate version of external reality is compromlsed.A wWith only

minor modlflcations, the prerent analysis is appropr ate also for .

'cases_in whlch recipients perceive a reporting blaa to affect a
" communicator. - - L
-2+ A concrete example may help clarlfy thlS point for the reader.’
'Imaglne that -a llberal pollt1c1an who is known for his prounlon views
iadVOCdteS a prounlon poswtton on’a partlcular controversy. HlS
:~position is likely to be at rlbuted to his prounlon background and
he will be percelved as b1ased. Yet percelvers cannot ellmlnate

-ﬁhe poss1b111ty that the p011t1c1an S posltlon is also the most valld

.

¢

concerning the way perceivers use 1nformac1on about probable causes of

'vcommunlcators' p051tlons are related to-Kelley s (1972) dlscountlng
.“pr1nc1ple, for messages conf1rm1ng eVpectanc1es, and to his'

- augmentatlon pr1nc1ple, for messages dlscqnflrmlng expecnanc1es.‘

1. Communlcators whose knowledge 1s Judged to be b1ased .re

,nevertheless percelved as sincere because they are belleved to bhe

o expressing their genuine opinlons (anly, Wood, & Chalken, 1978).

5. The magnitude of the direct relatlon between communlcator blas

.g;and opinion cnange in the structural model (Lommunlcator bias'f9

H'; -opinion change) 1s indicated by the path coeffic1ent llnk1ng the two

i”gvariables (which in the present case is identical: to the

i

'correlatlon between Lhem). In contrast the magnitude of the

o |
rfind1rect relation between communicator bias and op1nion change B

oy

T

1.

R ?
W

'

AY
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(communlcator b1as-e>message comprehenslon-éyopnnlon change)
is calculated by mu1t1p1y1ng the path coeff1c1ent 11nkfng b1as
and comprehens1on by the path coeff1c1ent}11nk1ng comprehenslon
anddopinion change (Kerlfngerk& %edhaznr,~1973), For example, ’
 assuming that all coefficients equal .5, the magnitude of -the
_direct effect would.be Q5~and»of'the_indirect effect Qoﬁld be: -

(.5) (.5).= .25. | | - |
6. It is possible'to conduct'aWStructnrai anaJysfs whiCh~tests

hypotheses about the 1mpact of a maanulatlon as well as hypothe—'
.ses about the relatlons between deperdent var1ab1es (Bentler

1980). However hypotheses address1ng these two concerns w111

be tested 1n separate analyses 1in the present paper
7. Only-on ratings of'open—mlndedness wh1ch y1e1ded an In1t1a1
_Pos1t10n X Conf1rmatlon 1nteract10n (p & . 05), were the sources-
”perce1ved d1fferent1y-: The communlcator w1th the profreedom

of speech or1entat10n was. marglnally more open-m1nded (p & . 10.
"posthoc’comparlson by Scheffe method)

8. The pred1cted effects on these dependent var1ab1es 1mp1y a

s1gn1flcant main effect for expectancy conf1rmatlon ' However-

.for brev1ty only the correspondlng planned comparlsons are glven

- in -the text These main effects were’ s1gn1f1cant or marglnally o

V s1gn1f1cant on a11 dependent var1ab1es None~of these dependent'““'“”*

v

; var1ab1es y1e1ded a s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect for subJects initial
:3_pos1t10n or d1screpancy or any Slgn1f1cant 1nteractlons with-f

. one exceptlon ’ The communlcator was rated as more obJectlve

'3

.
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o
.-
4

g when'advocating a moderate rather than an extreme position -

<g < 01)

33

9;v Analys1s of covar1ance on rec1p1ents postmessage pos1t10ns
' emplowang premessage p0s1t10ns as a covariate, ,resulted in . S
f1nd1ngs Very s1m11ar to tue analys1s of var1ance on change sco*es

<

reported 1n the text. . " - . . . e

10. To further test whether the paths that were deleted from the
model s1gn1f1cant1y decreased our pred1ct1ve ab111ty, the multlple-

. Vi
correlatlon\obtalned from 1nc1ud1ng all pred1ctors in a regress1on :

f;;Wh“.equatlon was compared to that obtalned when just the slgnlflcant

pred1ctors were 1nc1uded (Kenny, 979) In a11 cond1t10ns, compar1ng

) the predlctlon oﬁ“oplnlon change from the restr1cted and complete_f.j
equatlons revealed no s1gn1f1cant dlfference as d1d a s1m11ar ’

| comparlson for message\comprehens1on . In. the control cond1t10n
because the hypothes1zed predlctors of communlcator b1as were-

.‘ -

deleted from the model, the mu1t1p1e correlatlon obtalned from the {

full equatlon pred1ct1ng communlcator b1as was merely tested for

s1gn1f1cance, and 1t proved nons1gn1f1cant

o s




.. of speech‘;

of speech’

antifreedom =

of speech’ | of speech

T T "’ : Table 1 ’ o oL
A o e 24
SR - Experimental Design - |
| W
‘Subjects_favored and Subjects opposed and K
-source opposed source fayored -
restricting - restticting
. pornography - pornography -
. . Source | Source . Source _ﬁﬂSourcel
. . advocated advocated advocated.. | advocated
1:g?n§ir225;22y moderately ‘extremely. ;| moderately | extremely
: p discrepant dlscrepant discrepant | discrepant
o ~_position position/ I'position | | position
i Source's iSourcels Source's . | Source's
1 e ' "background:| background:| background:| background : 1.
feConfirmed ’ . profreedom | profreedom.| antifreedom i

EEDISConfirmed

Source's

. antifreedom

background:

of speech

Source's
‘background:
antirreedom
of speech -

Source's . |Source's
‘batkground:| background:
profreedom | profreedom

of speech of speech”

*. Control -

Source's

background“
- not :
~prov1ded

| Source? s_/_
background-

not .

provlded

Source's

| Source's

background: background-,
‘not - fnot - .
'proV1ded : proyxded"

i
l .

Note.

i(cell ns ranged from 9 to 11) and. once for persuasion subjects (cell ns o

. ranged from ?3 to 25)

‘This design was 1mp1emented twice--once for. expectancy subjects;,}i””



Table

‘ ‘Mean Causal Attrlbuhone Communlcator BldS Message Comprehen51on
and Oplnron Change as a Functlon of Conflrmatlon of Expectancy

- : . ot

-

.Denendent- 3 : o | 'Bxbectancy | - Expectanc?‘ _ o
varlable o - Confirmed disconfirmed . Control
Attrlbution of message to S '11;81 | . .J BN B 345
communicator's background e P E

' A-ttr_ibution b,f'me‘S'S,age ko l10,.39 B L o 1'1".5'34 S 10T
-fachal evidence 7 T
Communlcator hlas 59&35‘ | " . L 7,43 - 927

N R

Message compreren51on , | BN X 240

"Opinion‘c,hange_ LS o2s, 1,94

R

Note.‘ ngher numbers 1nd1cate greater attrlbutnm t;causal factors, perceptlon of the :

‘ c-ommunlc

A

a*or as more blased more message arguments comprehended and greater oplnlon change.
S S = | . o O




G A ;~§<_“ T mbled . B

‘(.' ‘4“ N o _,‘-

- f Correlatlons between Oplnlon Change and Hypothe51zed Medﬂators for Bxpectancy o
- ) Dlsconfirmed Expectancy Conf;rmed and Control Condltlons IR .

'Bxpectancy'discpnfirnéd . Exnectancy confirmed .« c%onnrol‘f“v .
U Variable Variable  “variable.
‘1 . 2‘. - 3. 4. 5. 2. 31. | 4lo. 5. 2. ‘ 3. ‘ 4. T 5.'

S ‘ L e J v.,. o | |
| Attribntion of nessage to T ) ‘ T
communlcator s bacquound =B a2 2000 =09 SilS W28 .03 =07 =09, .05 .04 =07

2, Attribution Qf message to‘ . | A
- factual evidence c =2l =05 L6 26 =05 .19

Lo Comaiatorblss 33l -0

Nessage comprehens‘on | R Y S s

B
[y

EOplnlon change N

o,

-




o

;'negat:.ve relat1onsh1p 1s \hypot
-be-tween varlables.
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Figure 2. Results of the structural analysis -
. : for disconfirmed, confirmed, and control o
{ . conditions. Values in parentheses indicate T
.7 . a-marginally significant (p < .10) path
... .coefficient; all others are significant
" . ‘beyond the .05 level. Correlations among
>the exogenous Vvariables are appended to the -
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