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Introduction

In recent years there are incfeasing numbers of experi-
mental researches where the variables involved in opinion
change are guccesgsfully isolated and independently manipu-
‘lated in order té agssess the net effect of each of the varlia-

bles. Among those variables, communicator-credibility and

communieation—discrenﬁngx;Were Quite extensively examined

under variocus experimental bonditiohs, and one could make fair-
1y stable generalizations as to the role played by each of them
on opinion change. However, little attempt has been made to
incorporate these variableg into a single experimental design
in order to assess thelr separate as well as thelr combined
effects. The main interest of the present study, therefore,

is to vary experimentally the degree of communicator-credibility
and communication-discrepancy, thereby investigating the main
and interactioﬁ effects Qf these two variables on opinion
‘change: that is, what would happen 1f these isoclated variables
are put together in one experimental setting, and what would

be thelr interaction in thisg situation.’

The studies on communioaﬁor—credibiliﬁy in opinion change
indicate, in general, that the more credible the communication
source the gfeater is the opinion change toward the communi-
cation advocated. Thus, Hovland and Weiss (15) found that

opinion change in the direction advocated by the communication,

occurred significantly more often when it originated from a



high-credible source than when froﬁ a low one, with three of
the four topics they used. Kelman and Hovland (16), using
the topic of treatment_of ju#enile delinquents, also found
that the group~hearing the oommuniéation from the positive
'Source changed their‘opinions,toward the. communication more
than did those hearing it from the negative source. Hovland
and Mandell's study (13) shdwéd the same trend with the topic
of devaluation of éurrenoy, but the difference between the
credib;e and non-credible groups was not statistically sig-
nificant. Fine (4), however, using the topic of bilological
warfare, found almost negligible differenoe'between the credi-
ble and non-credible-groups.

Opinion chgnge is also a function of the discrepancy be-
tween the communicator's opinidn ?osition'and the recipient's

initial opinion position on a given issue. This discrepancy

is referred to as the communication-discrepancy in the present
study. In general, there 1g a positive relationship between
such digcrepancy and oplnion change of the reciplent. This
means : the greater the communication-discrepancy the greater
the opinion change that is produced; Ewing (2) observed this
phenomenon by using an unknown or ambiguous communicgtor, and
the topic of attitude toward Henry Ford. 8ims (20) reported
that, when the communication was favorable to the Temnnessee
Valley Authority, the more unfavorable the inifial opinion
the greater the change produced. In these two studies, no

effort was made to control the possible artifacts, "ceiling"



and "regression' effects. . However, thevgenerélizations are
still valid even after these artifacﬁs are controlled. Thus;
Goldberg (6), manipulating the communication-discrepancy in-
dependent of the subject's initial ﬁosition'dh evaluating
Negro intelligence from phbtographs, observed the greater con-
formity to the group norm as the communication-discrepancy in?
creased. Hovland and Pritzker (17) also manipulated experi-
mentally the amount of change in,Such a way fhat the amount
of change could be independent of subjéctsf initial positions,
and thus.cqnfirmed the above_géneralizafion;’ They used au-
thoritative communicator ahd,féctuél topics such as elec-
tricity produced by atomic ﬁower;‘compulsory voting in presi-
| denﬁial elections, etc;- Similar results were reported by
Figher and Iubin (5') in their étudy of a two-person situs=
ation requlring judgments ofinnmbér of paratrbopers geen in
briefly exposed photbéraphs,ralthbugh a téndency of decreag-
ing change with extremely large disorepanoy}was noted.
However, the study made by Hovland, Harvey & Sherif (10)
suggests that when the issue 1s very important to the sub-
jects, there is a negati#e relationship between the communi-
cation—disorepanoyrand Qpinidp change. From the well es-
tablished phehomena of thé:oontrast and.assimiiation effects
ih psychophyéios, and from the Sherif, Taub & Hovland study
(21) using a weight 1ifting experiment, Hovland, Harvey &
" Sherif (10) argued that if the subjects héve established an

attitude on an issue and the issue ig personally important,



their initial op;nion‘positions wonld function as the anchor-
age, affecting reactién to and evaluation of the communication
given. They hypothesized that the communication near the sub-
ject's initial position would be assimilated to it, while the
communication which discrepant from the subject's initial po-
gition would be displaced further away (contraét effect).
Using thé‘topic of prohibition of alcohol in two dry Stafes;
with a neutral or anonymous communicator, they generally con-
firmed these hypotheses. That is; on the perception of the
communication, there was a tendency for individuals whose po-
sition was closer to the communicgtor's posgition, to report
his position to be subsfaﬁtially more like their own (assim-
ilation effect); and for those with a more discrepant po-
sition to report the communicator's position as more extreme
than it really was (contrast effect). On the actual reaction,
less opinlon change was observed whén the communicgtion-
discrepancy was large (a tendency of contrast effect) than
when the discrepancy was small. It must be noted, however,
that the gubjects who were strongiy for or against prohi-
bition might have different characteristics from those of the
people who are in the middle of the road on the issue. Also,
mechanisms other than the effect of discrepancy seem to be
operating when the subjects are exposed to an extremely dis-
crepant communication. Esgpeclially when the communicator is
ambiguous, as in this study, subjects can easily discredit

the communicator as unfair or blased, hence resist change.



Zimbardo (23%) on the other nand, manipulated "involve-
ment'" using a comparatively neutfal issue and a highly credi;
ble communicator (close friend),iand‘observed the familiar
positive relationship bétween the communication-discrepancy
and opinion change. As he indicated in his paper, the in-
volvement he menipulated was,vhoWevef, not the “issue-iﬁvolve—
ment" as in the above studies, but a "response-involvement"
where instrumental meaning was a%taohed to the outcome of the
subject's responses rather than to the issue.

In the present study the communicator-credibility and

the communication-discrepancy between the stand advooatea in

the communication and the stand bf the recipient are experi-
méntally varied, in order to investigate the main as well as
the interaction effécts of theseftwo variablegs on opinion
change.

The credibility of ﬂhe communicator has at least two at-
tributes: expertness and trustworthiness of the communicator.
Expertness has been defined as "the extent to which a commu-
nicator is percelved to be a source of valid assertions," and
trustworthiness as "the dégree of confidence in the communi-
cator's intent to communicate the assertion he considers

most valid" (11, p. 21). The oommuhicator-credibility in the

present study is manipulated as an independent variable. Also
an effort was made to differentiate trustworthiness from
expertness by means of separate ratings on these two attri-

butes by the subjects.



Another independent variable, communication-discrepancy,

was experimentally manipulated by introducing "anchor state-—
ments" at the beginning of the communication. It is assumed
that thls "end anchor'" would affect the subject's judgment of
the communicator's position in thé directibn of belng less
extreme than without this anchor. . From the model of judg-
mental process formulated by Helson (8) that all judgments
‘are made with respect to a frame of reference, we can say

that any judgment including expression of opinion on an igsue
is a function of the relationship between some standard or
anchor stimulus and the stimﬁlus ﬁhich would be Jjudged by
others wholhad not expérienoed the gstandard. For instance,
when an extremely heavy stimulus is introduced, the other
stimull are judged as lighter than when without this stimulus.
Similar anchor effect was also observed in more complex soclial
judgmental process. For example, when Weiss presented sub-
 jects with an extreme anchoring statement théy judged the com-
municatbr's position as_less extreme than otherwise (22).

The topic of the present study is based on the issue con-
cerning the causal relationship between éigarette smoking and
lung cancer. Therefore, it is an issue-involvement according
to Zimbardo's classification. The degree of importance of the
tdpic was not varied experimentally, but checked by means of
ratings on importance of the topic to the subject, and was

given'ciose attention in comnection with the above two main



variables.
On the bagis of the works reviewed above, it is hypothe-

slzed with reference to the two main variables, communicator-—

credibilitv and oommunication~discrebancy, that

(l) Greater extent of oninion change toward the commu-
nication advocated,is expected When the communicator is high-
credible rather than low-credible.

(2) Greater-extent of opinibn change toward.the commu.—
niéation advocated 1s expected whén.the communication-dis-
crepancy 1s large rather than small.’

(3) When the communicator is high-credible, greater»
extent of opinion change toward the communication ddvocated
is expected forrlarge—discrepancngroups rather than for
sma11 -discrepancy groups. :

Wben the oommunicauor—credibility 1s low, the prediction
can be made in either direction dependlng upon the particular
eﬁperimental conditions; i.e., the extent of opinion change
toward the oommunicationnédvocated may be'greater for large-
discrepancy groups than for small~disorepancy groups, or vice
versa. The résﬁlts of the’Hovland, Harvey & Sherif study (10)
appear to indicate that, under conditions when the communi-
cator ig amblguous and the issue is very'important to the sub—.
gect the greater the dlscrepancy the higher the resistance.
On the other hand, with highly credible communicators as in
the study by Hovland and Pritzker‘(l4), using issues of low

importance, the greater the discrepancy the greater the effect.



Method

In order to test the above hypotheses, a before-after
design involving four experiméntal and four control groups was
employed. The o%erall design of the gtudy was to present com-
munications which were identical except for the two experi--
mental variables: high- and low- credibility of the source of
the communication, and the large- and small- discrepancy ma-
nipulated by the anchor statements. One half of the experi-
mental subjects read a version of the article in which the
source is attributed to'é high-credible communicator, and the
other half read a version which wa.s attributed to a low-
credible communicator. Also, for one half of each group, a
féw additional anchor statements, to the effect some people
hold to the opinion extremes on the issue, were inserted in
the beginning paragraph of the communication. Then the com-~
municator presented his own oplnion which was identical, and
was read by the other half of the experimental groups.

Opinion positions on the issue discussed in the commu-
nication were measured before‘the communication and again
after‘the communication. In addition to these opinion po-
sitions, ratings on a series of judgmental items were in-
cluded in order to obtain measures on the experimental vari-
‘ables, and other relevant information.

The isgssue referred to the causal relatiénship between
cigarette smoking and lung cancer.

The control group, which corresponded to the above



mentioned experimental groups in every respect except the
communication‘effect, gave thelr opinions before reading the
commﬁnication, and then made the same Judgments of the com-
munication as did the experimental subjects. . Thus, eight
different treatments were required.
Subjects

The subjects who were exposed to both sessions were 216
undergraduates from Boston University (98 Freshmen, 34 Sopho-
mores, 57 Juniors, and 27 Seniors), who came from the four
different schools: School of Fine and Applied Arts (N=102),
School of Public Relations and Communication (N=65), College
of Liberal Arts (N=29), and College of Business Adminis-
traﬁion.(N:QO).‘ The subjects from each school were proportion-
ally assigned to the experimental (N=149) and control (N=67)
groups by approximately a 2 to 1 ratio.
Procedure

1. DBefore-Session: The questionnaire booklet (Appendix

B) was presented to the subjects in a group as an opinion .
survey on current sogial issues, sponsored’by the Human
Relations Center of Boston University.' It was administered
by a staff member of the Center who was assisted by the in-
- gtructor of the class concerned and by another member of the
Center.

The questionhaire consisted of three parts: subject's
own opinlon, importance of the topic to the subject, and the

credibility of the source as a communicator of the topic.
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In the'first part of the questionnaire the subjects
were asked to indicate their opiﬁion on the statement "Ciga-
rette smoking-is one of the causes Qf\lung'cancer.“ This
measure was taken as’thé subject's initial opinion position
bn the tépio. There were six fiiler‘statements which Wére on
the problems of radioactivity falloﬁt,‘capital punishment,

- Communist China, juvenile delinquenéy; and communism vs. capi-
talism. Each sbtatement was rated on an'eleVen—point graphic
scale Which‘rénged from O (complete disagreement) through 5

: (uncertain or in doubt) to 10 (complete agreemenﬁ). In this
‘part the sub jects were also asked to rate the statement
“Peonle who smoke cigarettes are more 1ikely to have lung
cancer later in 1ife than are people who do not smoke." As
the communication concentvates its arguments exclusively on
the causal relationghip this meagure was not taken as their
initial opinion position in'the following aﬁalysis.

In thé gecond part of the‘questionnaire the subjects
rated thé importance to themselvés Qf"the topic on cigarette
smoking and lung cancer, élong with five other filier topics
mentioned above. The scale had elevén poiﬁts, from "not im-
portant at all to me" (0), through "moderately im?ortant to -

(50), to "extremély importaht to me'" (100).

In the third part of the questionnaire the subjects
rated each of the six names, persohs; or organizations in
terms of their expertness and'tfustworthineSSfas a source of

informatibn on the topic of'cigarette‘smoking-and>lung cancer.
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The soale'forbexpertheés; which was defined for the
subjects as "the amount of knbwiedge thévcommunication gsource
has on the topic.coneerned,"-had five pbints on a descriptive
rather than a graphic scale. ‘Thé degeriptions of likeiihood
of knowledge ranged from almost nothing about the topic, only
a few facts, some of the facts,,most of the facts, and all the
facts. The trustworthimess of a source referred to its being
a fair and unbiased commUnicaﬁér of the facts, and the scale
ranged from "mot trustworthy at all" (0), through "moderately
trustworthy" (50), to "extremely tfustwofthy" (100).

AThe communicatioh'sdurces rated for the present topic
weret "your parent," "American Tobacco Company," "Director of
the Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee," "Head of the
National Cancer Institute," "Internal Revenue Service, U.S.
Treasury Dept.," and ”PUblic,Health Service." The gimilar
' ratings on communication sources were requested for each of
the other three filler topics: communism vs. capitalism, radio-
~activity fallout, and juvenile delinQuency.

Subjectls name, age;.sex, ma jor, and class were asked
for at the eﬁd of the questionnaire on a separate sheet.

The data of.the before-session were gathered between
Nov. 9, and Nov. 23, 1959; | |

2. After-Session: 'In this session the subjects were

- asgtgned randomly to either experimental or control groups
by approximately & 2 to 1 ratio. That is, the number of the

“experimental group was twice that of the control group.’
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The experimental group was dideed randomly into four
’ sub -groups according to uhe two main experimental variables,
oommunicator—oredibility andfcommunioation~discrepancy: High-
Oredibility With Large-Discrepanoy'(HG~LD), High-Credibility
with Small-Discrepancy (HC-8D), iow~0redibility with Large—
Diecrepancy (LQ-LD) 5 and Low%Crediﬁilityrwith Small-Discrepancy
(I1.6-SD). They were given the communication which advocates
bhe_idea that there ig no causaiirelationship between ciga-
rette smoking end lung cancer. The.effect of communication
‘was assessed immediately after these experimental subjects
were exposed to the communication,‘by asking them to indicate
their opinion4positions on the same staﬂement uged at the
before—session." L o | |
The four control groups which oorreepond to the four

lexperimental groups indicated their opinion poswtions on the
game statemenu Without being exposed to the communication.

For the control groups, it Was also worthwhile to have all the
bmeasures taken for the expe imental group other than that of
communication effect, in order to obtain e sound base line
" for assesging the opinion changei ‘Mofe0ver, it was desirable
to make the time required for the task epproximately the same
fof the experinental and,controllgroups,since both groupe
responded in the same class room., Therefore, the'conﬁrol
groups were requesced to read the same communication after
they indicated their opinion position on the statement. They

also responded to the items about: the communicator and com-
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munication, theif smoking habits,vand the fact-gulz items, as
the experimental group did. By this procedure, the control.
~groups could be compared with experimental groups in every
regpect except that of'the communication effect. The communi-
cation had no effect on opinion change for the control group
since they gave thelr opinions before they read the communi-
cation. | i' ‘ ‘

Thus, there were altogether eight different treatments.’
The questionnaire booklets (A@pendix C) covering the above
‘eight treatments, were arranged‘in a random order using a
table of random numbers with the ratio mentioned above; and
were handéd out to the subjects in this prearranged order.’

The after-session was held two to four Weeksrafter the
before-séssidn, i.e., between Déo. 11 and Dec. 16, 1959. 4An
effort was made to prevent the gub jects from associating this
session with the before—session; The subjects were told that
“this was a study by the Department of Psychology of Boston
University, and was to inveStigéte how people evaluate opinions
of others, how they recall some'of the points made in the com-
munication, etc. This session was administered by different
persons from the before-session with exception of the in-
structor of the.class; | |

To prevent the control group from 1oqking over the com-
munication before they gave their opinions, and to obtain ac-
curate recall scores for both experimental and control groups,

the following special instruction was added to the generalv
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instruction.

"When we hend out the booklets, take one from the top,
and pass the rest to the next person, and do not open it until
you are told to do so.

As you go along to rate the scale or answer the guestions,
please do not go back to the earlier part of the questionnaire
although you.mlght ohange your mind or do not recall some of
the facts.

The reason we want you to follow these two rules is to
insure.the rendomness of the response, that is, each booklet
containg essentially the same content but with different
orders of guestionsg, and those booklets are in turn arranged
in random order. '

So, please follow the instruction carefully."

For the experimental group the:after—measurements were
given immediately after the subjécts read the communication.
The conditions of the control group were exactly the same ex-
cept that they gave their opinions on cigarette smoking and
lung -cancer, and indicated the importance of the topic, before
-the communication. |
° The measurements covered in this session were those of:
communicator's position, trustworthiness of the communicator,
fairnesgs of the article, subjects' own opinion position, im-
portance of the topic, recall of the content, and smoking habit.

The first part of the after-measures included the items
on the evlauation of the communlcator g position, trustworthi-
ness of the communioator, and the fairness of the article.

The subjects' judgments of the communicator's posgition

were obtained by the ratings made on the statement: "Ciga-

rette gmoking is one of the causes of lung cancer.' The
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eleven-point graphic soaie'was uged with values ranging from
"ecomplete rejection" (0), through "unoertain or in doubt" (5)
to "complete acceptanoed (10) of the above statement. The
sub jects were also asked to jJudge thé communicator's position
on the statement: "Cigarette smokiﬁg is sgtatistically associ-
ated with lung cancer." This Was:not, however, taken for the
measure of discrepancy'because the communication advocated the
idea that there is no-causal relationship béﬁween ciligarette
smoking and lung éanoer; ‘ : | |

The measure of the obmmunicator’s ﬁrustworthiness was the
same ags in the before-measures éXCept that the range of the
scale was O to 10 instead of O to 100_uséd in the before-
measure. The failrness of the article was obtained from the
subjects' ratings in terms of‘how they thought about the arti-
cle, that is, as fair or one-sided. The scale ranged from
"eompletely one-sided" (O),through "moderately fair'" (5), to
"ecompletely fair' (10). ' |

The gecond part of the aftef~méasure was éonoerned with
the subjects' own opinion position and with the importanoé of
the topic to them. To obtain thé suﬁjeot's own opinion score,
the same opinion statement which was used in the before-measure
("Cigarette smoking is one of the causes of lung cancer") was
given again, and the subjecﬁs were asked to indicate their
positions on the_same éleven—pdiﬁt gcale. Subjects’also gave
their opinions on the statemeht:.”People who gmoke cigarettes

are more likely to have lung cancer later in 1life than are
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people who do not smoke." This ﬁeasure was not taken for
‘the main analysig, however, for the reason presénted above.
The degree of‘importancé of the ﬁopic to the subjects was
also rated on the eleven-point scale as in the before-measure
(0 to 10 instead of 0 to 100).

In part three, five mulfiplé»dhoice fact-quiz items
based on the content of the commﬂnication were given to de-
termine their recall score, or learning. In part four the
information about smoking habits was obtained by asking
whether they smoked, did not sméke, smoked before but stopped,
and inguiring about the number of cigarettes thej smoke or
smoked in a day. Personalkdata gsuch as subjeot's name, major,
year were asked on a separate sheet at the end.

Variables

1. Communication: The communication (Appendix C) was
prepared Dby the writer utilizing various publications on the

problem of smoking andvlung cancer. The main idea emphasized

was that there is no causal relationship between cigarette
smoking and lung cancer. More specifically, it was admitted
vin the beginning of the article that-there is some evidence
from the statistical corrélations, whiéh admitg a link be-
tween smoking and lung cancer. It was argued, however, that
thé statistiogl correlation is hot proof of a causal relation-
ship, and that the factuéi and éxperimental evidences are all
'against the notion of causal reiationship, After introducing

a number of examples of experimental and observational data
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in support of the argument the writer concluded that there are
signifioantly more sound experimental results which would cause
one to reject rather than to accept the notion that smoking is
aﬂcause of lung cancér. This position of the communication
was advisable also because an'examination of the initial
position taken by the subjects in the before-measures indi-
cated that they held ldeas ﬁhiohvwere predominantly in the
direction of agreement.with the statement that there is a
causal relatiochship between Smbking and lung cancer.

2. Gommunicator—credibilitv;»'The results of the before-

measures showed that "Head of the National Cancer Institute,"
and "Public Health Service" were rated as very high in trust-
worthiness (means: 86.40 and 83.42, respsctively). On the

" and "Director of To-

other hand, "American Tbbacco Company,
bacco Industry Public Relations Committee” were rated con-
glderably lower in the trustworthlness (means- 29.83 and 39. 22,
respectively). In rating the communicator g expertness, these
four sources werevin the category of "the source likely to
know mogt of the facts". Therefore, it was decided to use

"Dr. W. C. Hueper, Head of the Envirbnmental Cancer Bection

of the National Oancer Institute, Public Health Service" as
higﬂFcredible communicator, and "Mr. J. P. Richardé, Director
of the Tobaoco Industry Public Relations Committee which in-
cludes American Tobacco Co., R J. Reyholds, Liggett & Meyers,

Brown Williamson" as the lOWforedible source. At the beglnning

of the communication it was indicated that the article was
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delivered as a speech by the author specified. The author's
name and title were repeated at the top of each of the sgix
pages of the communication.

B Gommunication~Discrebanoy:v McGarvey (17) demonstWated

the effect of anchor sgtimuli oh-complex Jjudgmental phenomena,
taking the suggestion'from pasychophysical experimentation.
Weiss (22), in his recent study, also demonstratedvthat the
communicaﬁion of punitive policy toward delinquents is judged
less punitive with the addition of a few introductory state-
ments to the effect that some people hold to the opinion ex-
tremés of complete leniency or»excessive punitiveness toward
delinguency more than. without these ététements. One of the
present experimental groups was gﬁven an end anchor statements
in the expectation that it would effect the subjects to Jjudge
the communication as less extreme than they would without
this anchor. Accordingly, the group with this anchor would
be, on the whole, less discfepantrfrom the communicator's po-
sition than the group without thesge statements. The grouﬁ
with the anchor Was; therefove,»called as “small—discrepancy”
group, and the group without tbis anohor was called as "large-
discrepancy" group. -

The anohor stauements were given as:

"Some hold the extreme belief that cigarette smoking is
unquestionably a cauge of lung cancer and that if you smoke
cigarettes;you will eventually have lung cancer. Others hold_

‘to the extreme opposite belief that ciga”ette smoking bears
‘no relationshib whether or not a person will have lung cancer.®

This was inserted as a part of the gpeech at the beginning of



the ‘arti cle.
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Results
The results are presented in three sections: (1) the
effectiveness of the maln experimental variables; (2) the
éffeot of main variables on opinioﬁ chénge; and (3) the effect
of other related variablés on opinion change.

The Effectiveness of the Main Fxperimental Variables

1. Communicator-Credibility: Dr. W. C. Hueper of the

National Cancer Institute, who was chosen as a high-credible
communicator, was rated by the subjeots as more trustworthy
thén the low-crediblie oommunicator, Mr. J. P. Richards of the
Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee, on the topic of
cigarette smoking andvlung cancer. The mean ratings for the
high~ and low- credible coﬁmunicaﬁors are 7.94 and 5.10, re-
spectively, and this difference is significant (p<<.0005% ).
VIf the, overall median ratings on trustworthiness by the entire
ex?erimental group are taken as a reference, 81 per cent of
the high-credible group Jﬁdged Dr. Hueper above the median,
while only 35 per cent of the low-orédible group Judged Mr.
Richards above this median.

In support of the above results, the article attributed
to Dr. Hueper was judged as more fair than was the one at-
tributed to Mr. Richards, although the same communication was

given to the two groups. The mean ratings on the fairness of

1. In the following analyses, all p values are tested
by t, and one-tailed, unless otherwise specified.
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the article by high-credible and low-credible groups are 7.15
and 4.41, respectively, and this difference is significant
(p <.0005). » 7

Therefore, it 1s Justified to use the groups which read
the communication supposedly delivered by Dr. Hueper of the

National Cancer Imnstitute as the High-Credible group, andA

those who received the communication from Mr. Richards of the

Tobacco Industry Public Relatlons Committee as the Low-Credible
group.

It is noted that mean ratings on trustworthiness for Mr.
Richards with his title (5.10) is higher than that of the low-
credible sources rated'in'thehbefore—measures (meansgt 2.85 for
American Tobacco Company, and 3.99 for Director of Tobécco
industry Public Relations Committee). On the other hand, a
slightly lower mean rating for Dr. Hueper (7.94) with the given
title than results from the two'high—credible gsources rated at
the béfore—session (meansB: 8.21 for Head of the National Géncer
Institute and 8.67 for the Public Health Service) is observed.
Although the mean ratings on trustworthiness of the commu-
nicator at the after-session arse not directly comparable
with those of the before-segsions, because of the addition

of the name of a specific person, and of changes or additions

2, 3. Before-session meansg are converted into O - 10
point scale from @ - 100 for easy comparisons. Both scales
have 11 polnts where no in-between judgment within a point
ig permitted. o
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in the wording of the orgénizationsfwhich they represent, the
above phenomena may be due to the regression effect: i.e.,

both high and low’trustworthiness showed a tendency to regress
toward the mean'in the after—measures., Thié regression effect;
however, cannot be estimated_sinde no adequate basgse line was
available. .Gonsequehtly, the effect of communication on the
ratings on trustworthiness is- difficult to assess.

2. Communication-Discrepancy: Gommuhicatibn—discrepancy

was manipulated by the introduction of ﬁanchor statements" as
mentioned before{ Contrary to the expectation, the rating
of ﬁhe communicator's position made by the grouplylgg anchor
statements was not ﬁroved td be less extreme than the‘ratings
given by the group without_thié anchor (means: 3.06 and 3.43,
fespectively.) Acoprdingly no difference between these two
grdups in their subsequent opinion'change was expected. The
mean change score for the group with anchor statements was
1.27 and that of the group wlthout this anchor was 1.29. Con-
sequently, this discrepancy variable rélated té the anchor
statements was not used.

| Insteédz the communication-discrepancy of the present
study was derived from the subjects' ratings on the communi-
cator's position. The gubjects were divided into two groups
according to the median of all their judgmeﬁts on the commu-
nicator's position (3.18). All thévsubjécts’ ratings of their
own initial opinion position yielded a mean of 7.13. The

below-median groups' judgments of communicator‘s'position
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ylelded a mean of 1,54, whereas the.above—median group
yielded a mean of 5.22. The below-median group was more
discrepant (7.10 - 1.54, or 5.56 points on the soale); than
was the above-median group (7.16 - 5.22, or 1.94 points),
from their own mean initial positiéns. The difference be-
tween these two mean discrepancies for the below- and above-
médian groups (5.56 - 1.94, or 3.62 points on the scale) is
statistically significant (p4:f01). JThereioré, the former,

or below-median grdup, is oailed the Large-Digcrepancy group,

and the latter, or above-median group, 1s called the Small-

Digcrepancy group.

In order to.jusﬁify'the use 6f this derived communication-
discrepancy as a proper variable for further analysis, however,
the following considerations have to be made. If there is
a significant positive correlation between the subjects’
initial positions and their judged communicator's position,
one cannot use the difference between the two positions as
the discrepancy variable, because it is confounded with the
subject's initial position. On the other hand, if we find a
negative correlation; as we could properly expect from the
experimental evidence of "contrast" and "assimilation" effects
in perceiving communication (14), the ceiling and regression
effects would remain in the situation, That is, the negative
correlation means that the individuals whose position is less
digcrepant from that of the oommunicator tend to Jjudge the

communicator's position as less extreme, while those with more
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discrepant position tend to judge communicator's position

as more extreme than,it really is. Under these circumstances,
a large discrepancy group is likely to regress toward the
mean score of the population at the after-éession.withéut any
commuﬁication»effect fesuiting in: spurious . increase in the
extent of opinion change toward the idéa of the communication.
On the other ?énd, a small-digcrepancy group may regress to-
ward the mean:;t the after-session counteracting the positive
opinion change. This regression effect, together with the
smaller initial distance to move (ceiling effect), would
spuriously minimize the opinion‘change for this'group.

To check these possible artifaots; fhe correlation be-
tween the gubjects’ initial opinion position and the commu-
nicator's position judged by»the'subjects wa.g computed? and
found to be negligible (re .04, X2 .OO), Furthermore, the
‘mean initial positions of thé small~- and large- discrepancy
groups are almost the same (7.10 and 7.16,_reSpeotively). Ac-
cordingly, the artifacis, which cduld arigse if we take simply
the above- and below- median groups on‘ﬁhe'basis—of their
initial position as a discrépgﬁcy=measufe, are well under
control in the derivation of this discrepancy varlable. Ac-
cordingly, this derivedvcommunioétionfdiscrepanoy varigble,
based upon the judgment of the communicator's position by the
gubjects, is used in the following analysis in place of the
original variable with the anchofistatements.

A few words on the use of the control group is in order.
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As noted before, there were four\obntrol groups which cof-
regponded to the four‘experimental groups. The.control groups
recelved exactly the same treatment as the experimental groups,
except that the former groups gavé their opinions before they
read the communication. This procedure was to insure com-
parability between experimental and control groups 1in every
possible regpect measured except the communication effeét.
When one of the variables, the communication-discrepancy
used in the presént analysis, is not experimentally manipulated -
but derived from the subjects' judgments on the communicator's
position , after the experiment, comparability between. experi-
‘menial and control groups is the espeéially important pre-
sumption. If there are novsignifioant differences between
the experimental and the ;ontrol groups in every possible re-~
spect measured,_oﬁe is in the strong position to justify the
uée of the derived ddiscrepancy variable. - In order to check
comparability, the control groups were compared with the ex-
perimental groups with respeét to the subjects' (1) initial
opinion position; (é)uratings on thevimportance of the topic,
(3) judgment of communicator's position, (4) ratings on the
trustworthiness of the communicator, (5) ratings on fairness
of the article, and (6) recall scores'(See’Table 11 in Ap-
pendix A). Wo single significant difference was found be-
tween the two groups for the six comparisons made.

In the assesgment of opinion change all control groups

are combined, and this combined control group serves as the
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base line for comparison with the experimental groups. This
procedure is based on the assumptioﬁ'that control groups are
homogeheous among themselves, for»ho gignificant differences
among the control sub-groups Were,found in the measures ob-
tained in this study. -Direct one-tp-one sub-group compari-
- sons between experimental and control groups, however, were
made whenever necessary. |

Communication Effect as a Function of Communicator-Credibility

and Communicatlon-Discrepancy

Communication effect 1s sssgessed by the change score.

The change score is the difference between the before- and
after- measures 1n the opinion scores obtalned by the rating
scale, DPositive change score indicates the ﬁovement toward
the éommunioator?s position, i.e., toward the position that
there is no causal relationship between oigarette smoking and
lung cancer. Negative change signifies thé movement away
from the position advooated-by the communiéator.

The mean opinion changes for'theléxperimental groups and
for the oontrol4 group are presented in Table 1; and the ana-
lysis of variance appiied tb‘the 2x2 table of two main vari-
ables, oommunicator—crédibility and communication-discrepancy,
is pregented in Table 2. Aé noted before, there was no sig-

.nificant difference between the eXperimental and control groups

4, In the following pages, the control group refers to
the combined control group as a whole, unless otherwlse specl-



Table 1

Mean Opinion Change for Each Experimental
Sub-Group and the Control Group

27

High-Credibility  Low-Credibility

Control  Large-  Small- Large-  Small-

Group Disgscrep. Discrep. Discrep. Discrep.
N 67 38 40 42 29
Mean 0.28 2,16%% - 1,13 1.21 0.45
8D 2.73 2.31 1.95 3.09 2.39
Diff. 1.03 0.76

*% Significant at .01 level.

Table 2

Analysis of Variance of Change Scores for
Experimental Groups with Credibility
and Discrepancy as the Varigbles

Source S.8. ar m.s. F jo
Credibility (G) 19.6%3 - 1 19.63 3.14 .10>p>.05
Discrepancy (D) 25.02 1 25.02 4.00 £, 05
Interaction: CxD 5.85 1 5.85 - -
Within . 907.66 145 6.25

Total 958.16 148
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in their initial opinion positions (means: 7.13 and 7.04,
respectively).

The group which was exposed to the communication (ex-
perimental group as a whole) shows significantly greater ex-
tent of opinion change toward the communication advocated than
does the group which was not exposed to it (control group)
(p<.Ol). .

The difference between the High- and Low- Oredibility
groups withiﬁ thelexpefimental éroup is siénificant‘by t test
(p<.05). The group who réceivedithe communicétion which at-
tributed to the High-Credible source (Dr. Hueper of the Cancer
Institute, Public Health Service) changed more toward the com-
munication advocated, than did the group which read the com-
munication from Low-Credible source (Mr. Richards of Tobacco
Industry Public Relations Committee). Also, the difference
between the Large- and Small- Discrepancy groups is signifi-
cant by t test (p=<.025). Thus, those who judged the commu-
nicator's position as more discrepant from their owﬁ stand,
changed more toward the communication than did those who
Jjudged it as less discrepant. The interaction“effeotbbetween
these two main variables, communicator-credibility and commu-
nication-discrepancy, is not significant. That is, within
high- and low- credible groups, both large-discrepancy groups
changed more toward the communication advocated than did the

small-discrepancy groups.
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When the experimental groups are compared with the con-
trol group, it is noted that overall High-Credible group sho#s
gignificantly greater extent of opinlon change toward the com-
munication than the cont}ol group (p<<.0005). Similarly, only
the overall Large-Digcrepancy group has significantly higher
mean change score toward.the communication than does the
«pontrol group (p<:.005). Both}overall Low-Credible and over-—
all Small-Discrepancy groups have‘higher mean change scores
than doed the control group, but these differences éré not
quite significant (.10>p>.05 for both groups).

Second order ooﬁparisons show no significani interaction.
Although all four sub-groups éhow greater mean opinion changes
than the oohtrol grdup shows, oﬁly the HC-ID group is signi-
ficantly ohanged'more‘toward the commuhication.

When each of the sub-group means ﬁithin‘the experimental
‘group (means: 1.63 for ﬁd-and'O.QO for LC- group) 1s compared
with that of its own corresponding control group, the same
conclusion can be'derived, gince the Sub—group means within
the control graup are not gignificantly differenﬁ from each
other (means: 0.39 for HCG- and 0.18 for LC- group). Similar
oomparisons.between experimental LD- and control LD- group
(means: 1.66 and 0.51, respectively), and between experimental
SD-and control SD- group (means: 0;84 and 0.00) were made,
and showed the same trend as the above, except the fact that
the‘difference in the latter comparison became sglgnificant

(p<.05). The difference between two_sub—group means within
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the control group is, however, not significant.

The data were also analyzed by the net proportion of

ohangeS, and the results are presented in Table 12, Appendix~.

A. On the whole, the same conclusions were aerived as Trom

the change score wpregented above, although some changes in‘

the significant level of differences were observed.

The communication effect was also assessed by aﬁother'
discrepancy measure, the distance between subject's initial
pogition and the communicator's position as judged by the sub-
jeet. Both High- and Low- Crédibility groups were.divided
into two groups (by median dichotomization, median, 4.06) ac-
cording to this discrepancy score. The above-median group 1is
called Large-Discrepancy group, and thgmbelow-median group as
Small—Discrepénoy group. Table 13 in Appendix A summarizes
these results. The analysis of variance made on these two main
vartables is presented in Table 14 in Appendix A.

One can draw egssentlally the same conclusions derived
above, except that the difference. between Large- and Small-
ﬁiscrepanoy groups in opinion change became much more signi-
ficant (p<.0005). It is noted, however, this change comes

in part from the fact that discrepancy is confounded with the

5. The net proportion of change is defined by Hovland,
Lumsdaine & Sheffield (12), as the difference between pro-
portion of positive change and proportion of negative change.
Pogitive change in the present analysis is the movement to-
ward the communicator's position advocated, and the negative
change signifieg the movement away from 1t.
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" gubject's initial position. It is shown that majority of

the lLarge-Discrepancy group come from the above-median group
on their initial position, whille those whose initial positions
are below the median form the Small-Discrepancy group. Thus,
the relationship betweeh the subjeot's initial position and
this disecrepancy measure is found to be significant (X2=48.56,
df=l, p<.0l1).

Communlication Effect Related to Other Variableé

The importance of the topic, smoking habits, failrness of
thevarticle,'énd the learning from the communication, which
were included in the after measures, may have had some effects
in producing opinion change, and these effects are examined in
the following section.

1. TImportance of the Topic: The experimental group was

diohotomiied according o the median6 of the ratings on the
importance of the topic (median, 7.05). The above- and below-

median groups are called High-Importance and Low-Importance
groups, respectively. The iniﬁial'opinion positiong of these

two groups were not signifiéanfly different from each other

6. This is the median of after measures on importance
of the topic. BSince there are little change in the ratings
‘on the importance of the topic from before- to after- commu-
nication (means: 6.11 and 6.23, respectively) which measure
is used for dichotomization dild not make any difference in as-
segssing the opinion change. - Also, the control group rated the
importance of the toplc before they were exposed to the commu-
nication. The after-mean of the experimental group can be
compared with the control mean (6.43) and showed this difference
to be negligible. _ .
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(means: T7.16 for High-Importance, and 7.05_f0r Low-Importance
groups, respeotively).'

The mean opinion change for High- and Low-fImportance
groups of both experimental and control groups are shown in
Table 3, and the analysis}of variance of change scores for.
High- vs. Low- Importance and Expefimental vs. Control groups
1s pregented in Table 4. o o

It 1s found that the Low-Importance group changed signifif
cantly more toward the communication advocaﬂed, than did the
High-Importance group (p<:;Ol){ It is also noted that only
the Low-TImportance groun has éignifioantly higher mean change
gcore tnan its corresponding control Low—Importance group
(p<.05). |

2. Smoking Habits: The subjécts:Were divided into

three categories aocordingitO'their smoking habits: the Non-
Smokers (including 12’people who smokéd before but stopped),
the LigthSmokers who smokelless than 15 cigarettes in a déy,
and the Heavy-Smokefs who smoké 15.or more cigarettes per day.

The mean opinion change of Non-, Light;, and Heavy-
Smokers in both eXperimental.and control groups, are presented
in Tablé 5. Table 6 éhowsvthe analysis of variance of change
scores for groups with different smoking hébiﬁs and for Ex-
perimental vs;»antroi groups. |

There are noysignificant differences among these three
groups in their opinion changes. When each sub-group mean

‘within the experimental group is éompared with its corresponding



33

. Tgble 3

Mean Opinion Change for High-
and Low- Importance Groups

Experimental Group Control Group
High- - Low~- 1_ High- Low-
Importance Importance Importance Importance
N TH 75 34 33
Mean , 0.80 - 1.76% - =0.03 0.61

Diff. o.96ME 0.64

#  Bignificant at .05‘1eve1.
*#*  Bignificant at .0l level.

Tablej4,

Analysis of Vériance of Ghange Scores Tfor
High- vs. Low- Importance and for
Experimental vs. Control Groups

Source S s.s.  4af m.s. F D
Tmportamce (I) = 40.91 1 40.91 6.13 <.0l
Exp. vs. Control (EC) 46.06 1 46.06 6.91 <.01
Interaction: T x BC . -  0.59 1 0.59 - -
Within ’ Cd,414.27 0 212 6.67

Total ; ~1,501.83 215
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Table 5k

Mean Opinion Change for Non-
Light-, and Heavy- Smokers

Experimental Group
Non-Smokers Light-Smokers Heavy-Smokers

N 65: 33 - 47
Mean ; L.45%% 1.58% 0.74
SD 2.42 2.39 2.71
Diff. ~0.15 0.84

Diff. Non - Heavy - .0.69 '

Control Group

Non-Smokers Light-Smokers Heavy-Smokers

N 32 17 | 15
Mean -0.19 0.65 - 0.60
SD 2.79 2.37 - 3.01
Diff. 0.84 0.05

Diff. Non - Heavy 0.79

®* Significant at .05 level.
®E Significant at .01l level.

Total N does not correspond to 216 due to 7 subjects’
failure to respond to this question. .
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Table 6

Analysis of Variance of Change Scoreg for
Groups with Different Smoking Habits, and
for Experimental vs. Control Groups

Source | s.s. at m.s. ¥ D
Smoking Habits (8) 942 2 471 - - -
Exp. vs. Control (EC) 47,29 1 47.29 6.8 <.01
Interaction: 8 x EC . 17.92 2 8.96 1.31 -
Within 1,393.29 203 6.86

Total - 7 1,467.92 208
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control sub-group mean, however, Noﬁ— aﬁd Light~ BSmokers

show significantly'higﬁer mean ohangé scorés toward the com-
municabion than 4did the controi groups (p<.0l, p<.05, re-
spectively); while Heavy—SmbkerS‘dé not differ from the control
group significantly. | | '

There were significant differences in their initial
opinibn positions among these three groups (p<.05 by F). In-
dividual t test shows that, Non- and Light- Smokers do mot Aif-
fer in their initial positions (means:? 7.65 and 7.24, respective-
1y). Heavy-Smokers, however, (mean, 6.19) are significantly
lower than Non-Smokers in their initialrpésition (p< .05), and
are also considerably but not significantly lower than Light-
Smokers (.10>p>.05).

No significant felationship between subjects' smoking
habitsyand the judgment of communicator's positioﬁ is found
(X2=0.88). There is a considerable degfee of pogitive re-
1ationship between the smoking habits and the subject's judg-
ment on importance of the topic (X2=18.30, af=2, pA:.él; 059.35)3
i.e., Heavy-SBmokers judged the toplc as more important while
the Non- and Light- Smokers judged‘it as less important to
them.

5. Fairness of the Communication: All groups were di-

chotomized by the median rating of the fairmess judged by the
subjects (median, 5.74); and the mean opinion changes for
High- and Low- Fairmess groups in both experimental and control

groups are shown in Table 7. Table 8 presents the analysis of
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Table 7

Mean Opinion Change for High-
and Low- Falrness Groups

Experimental Group  Comtrol Group

High- Low- High- Low~
Fairness Fgirness Fairness Fairness
N T T2 33 - 34
Mean 1.69%% 0.85 : 0.36. 0.21
SD - 2.62  2.37 2.12 3.20
Diff. 0.4 | 0.15
* Significant at .05 level.
%% Significant at .01 level.
Table 8
Analysis of Variance of Change Scoresg
for High- vs. Low- Falrness gnd for
Experimental vs. Control Groups
Source g.8. af m.s. F jo)
Fairness (F) 22.76 1 22.76 3.38 -
Exp. vs. Control (EC) 46,06 1 46,06 6.83 <.01
Interaction: F x EC . 3.97 1 3.97 - -
Within 1,429.04 2312 6.74

Total . 1,501.83 215 -
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variance of change scoresgs for High- vs. Low- Palrness groups
and BExperimental -vs. Conﬁrol grouvs.

It is shown that the High-Fairness group changed signifi-
cantly more toward the communication than d4id Low-Falrmess
group (p<.05). Thus, when the High- aﬁd Low- Fairmess groups
within the ex?erimental group are compared with thelr cor-
responding control sub-groups, only the High-Fairness group
shows significantly greater mean‘ohange than that of the control
group-. |

Asg the correlation between the éfedibility and the fair-
ness judged by the subjects 18 high (X2=25.97, df=1, p<.0l;

C= .39) the above result could be regarded as a confounding.

In order to partial but the credibility effect in the present
comparison, the median of the High—Oredibility and Low-Credi-
bility groups were caléulated seﬁarately (7.94 and 4.13, res-
pectively), and the subjects in each of the High- and Low-
Credibility groups were divided into two sub-groups according
to their own medians. Within the High-Credible groupAno sig-
nificant difference between the above- and below- medlan groups
was Tound in their opinion change (means: 1.55 and 1.74, res-
pectively). Within the Low-Credible group, the above-median
group shoﬁs more opinion change than the below-medlan group
(means: 1.42 and 0.50, respectively), but this difference

also does not quite reach statisticél significance (.10>p>.05).
Therefore, the conclusion derived above doeg not hold after

‘the credibility effect 1s eliminated.
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4. Learning of the Content of the Communication: The

learning score is obtained from the five multiple-choice items
in the after-guestionnaire. The median score of the entire
group is 3.54 (theoretical range: O - 5). Tablev9 summarizes
the mean opinion change for High- and Low- Leérning grouﬁs‘in
both the experiméntal and‘controllgroups. The analysis of
variance of the change scores for‘High— ve. Low- Learning groupss
and for Experimental vs. Control groups is pfesented in Table
10. -
| ‘It is found that there is no significant difference be-
tween High— and LowQALeérning groups in thelr opinion oh@ngé:
that is, both groups changed significantly more toward the
communication than 4id their correspondingvoontrol sub-groups
(p< .0l for both comparisons).

There was no significanﬁ difference between High- and
de— Learning groups in their initial opinion positions (means:

7.37 and 6.82, respectively).
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Table 9

Mean Opinion Change for High-
and Low- Learming Groups

Experimental Group Control Group
High- Low- High- Low-
Learning Learning Learning Learning
N 75 Tk 37 30
Mean 1.31% 1.26% 0.27 0.30
SD - 2.18 2.85 3.20 2.31
DifEf. 0.05 0.03

% Bignificant at .05 level.

_Table 10

Analysis of Varlance of Change Scores
for High- vs. Low- Learning and for
Experimental vs. Control Groups

Source : S.8. daf m.s. F P
Learning (L) . 0.01 1 0.01 - -
Exp. ve. Control (EG) 46.06 1 46.06 6.70 <.05
Interaction: L x EC . : 0.09 1 0.09 - -
Within 1,455.67 212  6.87

Total 1,501.83 215
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Digcussion

The present results suﬁport the'hYpotheses.predicted |
concerning the effécts of cémmﬁniéator—éredibility and commu-
nication-discrepancy on Qpinionvbhange. That is, the opinion
change toward the cémmunication is facilitated as the cred-~
1bility and the discrepaﬁcy in¢réased; Sinoevthese hypothe;
ses were derived from avfeview'of the’pre#ioué works where
these var1ab1es'Were'more or lesgs éeparatély'treated, rather
than from the éxistihg thedries, the;confifmation also means
that the present-data‘are COnsisteht with the fesults re-
ported by others. The lack of iﬁteraction effect between the
variables in this Sfudy‘is the main reason fbr this agreement.
The opinion change théihéd‘ié,_théréfore,‘a simple additive

function of the two variables.

Oommunicator—Credibiliﬁy ' | |

The ﬁéin attributé of~£he Communicatorforedibility which
.differentiates betweenvthé high- and low- credibility groups
‘in the pfesent.stﬁay,'Was tﬁustworthiness rather than expert-
ness. 1In the befére-sgésion t@e.téustworthiness and expert-
.nsss of €he oommuhicgﬁion‘éoﬁrceé‘dnitheftopic bf smokingband
lﬁng cancer were rated separately. The median ratings on
 expertness of thé_two low-credible sources (American Tobacco
Compéﬁy and Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee) and
those of the two’highférédible sources (Head of the Nétional
Cancer Institute and‘Public Héalth’Sérvioe) were all found to

be in the same descriptive rating‘category‘bf "the source that
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knows most of the facts on the topio“;AWhereas the median
ratings on trustworthiness of'the‘fofmer two and of the latter
two, were significantly different in favor of the latter.

In the after-session br.»Huépef\of,the National Cancer
Institute was rated as sigﬁifioantly more trustworthy than
¥r. Richards of the Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee.
The expertness of these tWQ gources was, however, not rated
in this session. It is possible that the expertness ratings
between the before- and after- sessions would not be the game.
t is also unlikely, however, that these ratings would be
- gulte different from éach other. The conclusion we could
‘best derive from these data 1s thét when both communicators
have high expertneSs,;or»when expertness is held constant,
trustworthiness attribute alone cén differentially affect the
" subjects' opinion chénge.‘ | | |

This reéult seems to differ from that of Hovland and
Mandeil (13) who found a marked effect on judgments of fair-
ness of the‘article, but little effect on amount of opinion
change, where thevsuspect soﬁrce differed from the non-suspect
one primarily in characteristics of t rustworthiness rather
than of experﬁneSS.v in the preseht study, there were both
significant differences in judgment of fairmess, and actual
opinion change between high- and low- trustworthiness groups.

Hovland, Janis & Kelley (11) indicated that the small
effect on opinions may be attributable to a gpecial combi-

‘nation of factors such that the extents of the speech and the
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gualification of the speaker (expertness) were more important
than his personal motiﬁel(trustworthinese).‘ This explanation
does not apply for the present study. A systematic study on
attributes of communicator~0redibility,eexﬁertness and trust-
worthiness, is one of the areas of research which needs
further clarification.

As to ﬁhe prooessbdf'opinion»ohange due to communicator-
credibility, Hovlend, Janis & Kelley (11) speculated at what
point attitudes toward the sources have ﬁheir effect in the
process of attending to perceiving, inierpreting, learning,
and believing the content of communication. For the captive
audience, like subjects invthe.present‘etudy, who could hardly-
avoid being expOsed’to the oommunication,’two"of the above
possibilities for the different effeotivenesé of the source—
credibility seem to operate ineproducing opinion change, nameiy,
therlearning and acceptance (beiieving).

All previous stﬁdies indicate that there are slight 4if-
ferenceg in learming whether ﬁhevcommuhioation is presented
'by high- or low- credible socurces. ‘For instance, Hovland and
Weiss (15) found no significant difference in the number of
fact—quiz-items angwered oorrectly immediately after the com-
munioation.r'Similar resulﬁsfare‘reported by Hovland and
Mandell (13) on their study_op devaluation of currency. ‘Kelman
and Hovland (16) also reported'thaﬁ reealleOores for items on
the communioatien at the delayed after—test, were not signifi-

cantly different for the positive and the'negative sources.



The present study confirmed ﬁhis generalization. That
ig, there was negligible difference in recall sgcore or learning,
between high- and low- credible groups (means: 3.49 and 3.44,
respectively). Therefore, acceptance of the communication,
rather than iearning, gseems to be the greater contributing
factor in opinion change.

Hovland, Janis & Kelley (1) also explained why this
acceptance is 1likely to be heighténed by increasing credi-
Pility of the communicator. According to them, the subject
accepts the communipation which he anticipates to lead to .
reward, social approvai, and avoidance df punighment. These
enticipations increase when a communicatlon is presented by
a person th is credible rather than non-credible.

BHow much of the total effect is from the communicator-
credibility alone‘to affeotathé subjects' opinions still re-
mained undetermined. 1In other words, the effect of the com-
munication élone isg difficult to isolaté frqm that of the
added influence of a stated or assumed source.

Several cognitive thedristsxtried.to establish a law
about the person and the message he delivers. For iﬁstanoe,
Heider's (7) logical analysis of “Unit.formation and balanced
states" suggests that audience tend torméintain the same atti-
tude tdward the oémmunioator as toward the assertion he makes.
Thus, i1f the attitude toward the communicator is different
from that toward #hat he communicates, an unbalanoed gtate"

ocours, and this can be resolved by dhanging the attitudes



45

toward the communication, toward thé communicator, or toward
the communicator's role.

Similarly Oégood and Tamnnenbaum (19) proposed the princi-
ple of congruity. They saidbthat "prediéted changes in attitude
toward both source and concept are“based upbn the combined
boperation of a priﬁéiple of congfuity, a principle of suscep-.
tibility as a function of polarization, and a pfinciple of
resistance due to incredulity for incongruence of message."

In thié respect, some data are avalillable on the changés
of subjects' ratings on trustﬁorthiness of the communicator
from the before— to after- Sessions from the present study. As
.noted before, there was considerable increase in trustworthi-
ness of the low-credible communicator while a glight decrease
in trustworthinesgs was observed for the high-credible commumni-
caﬁor. This change might be interpreted as the effect of
communication. Howevef, as the sources fated at tﬁe before-~
and after- sessions were not exaotly‘the same, and the regression
effect is péssible; this change could not be attributed solely
to the communicabtion. |

Communication-Discrepancy

The generalization that opinién change 1s a positive
function of communication-discrepancy is a quite well docu-
menﬁed phenomenon in the sense of its.comparative Invariability
under the diverse experimental conditions and measuring devices.
The results of thé pregent study also confirmed this generall-

zation.
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A theory of cognitive dissonance proposed by Festinger
(3) presents a somewhat general oonceptualization of thesge
phénomena._ The central assertion of this theory i1s that a
person who holds cogniﬁions about ﬁimself or the environment
that are linconsistent with each other, experiences dissonance,
i.e., psychological tension having drive chargcteristics. Thus,
when the communication advocated is discrepant from the position
a person held, the "dissonanqe” ig created and the "tension" to
resolve this dissonénce is mobilized to produce opihion change ..
toward the communication. This theory is not the only one which
deals with "cognitive inconsistency" and its relation to opinion
change. It is similar to Heider's cognitive balance, to Osgood
and Tannenbaums' principle of congruity, as mentioned before,
and to Newcomb's "strain toward preferred states of equilibri-
un" (18).

| Ho%land,_however, stated in his recent paper (9) that
v when the communication SOurQe 1g perceived as& credible, opinion
change increases with increasing discrepancy; but, that when
the source is viewed as neutral or ambiguous orrnegative, then
increasing discrepancy may lead to decreasing opinion change.

It appears at first that Hovland made a quite different
prediction from the prédiCtions of the above cognitive theorigts.
If, however, the conditiqns which Hovland, Harvey & Sherif (10)
dealt with are examined; their results are not contradictory
to other resgearch findings. That is, when the communicator is

ambiguous or neutral and the communicator's position is divergent
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in an extreme degree, it seems that mechanisms other than
opinion change, namelj, the migsinterpretation or disgsociation,
etc., are readily available. - Their data on the subjects'
ratings on fairness of the communication, can explain this
phenomenon: for example, when'a communication is directed at
the pro—prohibition; nearly éll of the subjects who favored
prohibition consider it fair and impartial, but only a few per
cent of the subjects who opposed to prohibition consider the
identical communication fair. Thus, when the communicator is
anbiguoug, one of the ways of dealing with discrepant positions
is to discredit the oommunioator,*considering him unfair and
blasged. | | ‘

| A similar phenomenon is obsefved in the present study.
Subjécts whose initial opinion position is more discrepant
from the communicator's position, rated the same_article as
less fair than those whose gtand is less discrepant from the
communicator (means: 5.20 and 6.59, respectively); and the
difference between these two means is significant (p<.01).
Further support of this phenqmenon is evident in that the
small-discrepancy group also ratedkthe communicator as signifi-
cantly more trustworthy than did the large-discrepancy group
PL.01) wheﬁ both high- and low- credible groups are combined
(means: 7.17 and 6.68, fespeotively). ‘This, indidentally, con-
firms thevdata reported by Breheﬁ and Lipsher (1) where they
found increasing perceived communicator-trustworthiness as com-

munication-discrepancy decreased.
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Thege same phenomena are interpreted by the above cogni-
tive thebrists in a different way, namely, that the psycho-
logical tension created by opinion disagreement 1s reduced by
re jection or devaluing of the communication, etc.

The present result seems to be in accordance with the
cognitive incongistency theories mentioned above. On the other
hand, the present study failed to indicateithe resistance to
change or contrast effect with 1dw~credible communicator and
largescommunication-discrepancy, contrary to the Hovland and
others' expectation. The oonﬁrast éffect was not found in the
perception of the communicator's posgition, as negligible cor-
relation between the subjects"initial opinion position and
their judgments of communicatér's position indicated. These
results, however, could be mainly gttributed to the high expert-
ness and also comparatively high trustworthiness of the low-
credible communicator used in this study. From the before-
sesgilon data we esﬁimated that low-cred&ible communicator's
expertness on the toplc was hotbmarkedly different from that
of high-credible communiéator. And, although the former is
| Fignificantly less trustworthy than the latter, trustworthimess
of the low-credible communicator in the after-gession (mean,
5.10) is slightly above the middle soale point (moderately |
trustworthy).

Moreover, the communication used for the present study
was written in a logical form with supporting argument, so that

it could not be easily demerited. Therefore, Hovland and otherd
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regigtance against the communication or "boomerang effect!;

or cognitive theorists' dissociation or devaluation of the
communication, is less likely in the present experimental
§ituation. All of the opinion changes with a low~credible com-
municator in the preseht study showed positive direction, although
they were not significantly different from the changes in the

control group.

Importance of thé-ToDic

Another important variable influencing the relationship
between opinion change and discrepancy observed in this study,
is the impoftanée of the topic. The_present.results showed
that the more importanﬁ the topic, the less the opinion change.

As the communication advocated that there is no causal
relationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer, the
subjects who feel the topic as more important should change
more'toward the communication than the subjects who feel the
toﬁic ig less important, since this change would release or
Jeggsen thelr anxiety.

In the discussion oxn the resistance to change for the
issue of prohibition of alcohol, Hovland, Harvey & Sherif (10)
explained that the highly involved issue and the esgtablished
attitude which would serve ag an anchor stimulus for fhe'
éubjeots, might be responsible factorsg. If the subjects in the
present.study who feel the topic isg more important, are assumed
to form a stronger attitude‘than the subjects who feel the topic

as less important before they are exposed to the communication,
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a comparable explanation to that given above, could be made-
for the results. The heavy smokers changed their opinions
less than the non-smokers and felt the issue as more important
to them. This might be a partial support of the notion of
established attitude.

Zimbardo (23), on the other hand, observed an increasing
opinion change (conformity)‘as involvement increased with‘use
of a highly credible sourcé. He‘explainea this difference be-
tween hig: result and that of Hovland, Harvey & Sherif (10) by

differentiating "issue-involvement,"

where the lissue itself

is intrinsically involving, and "reéponseéinvolvement," where
the instrumental meaning Qf’subj§ct’s opinion is attached to
the consequence of his resﬁonse. Aécording to this clagsi-
Tication the involvement of Hovland, Harvey & Sherif, and of
the present study is the issue—involvement. When Ho&land, Janis
& Kelley's explanation of accepfance.ofFOOmmunication by the
captive audience, presented above, is taken into consideration,
Zimbardo's differentiatioﬁ beCoﬁes ambigﬁous, since in both
cages the subjects change theilr 6pin10nlin order to get rein-
forcement, such as getting approval, avoiding punishment, etc..
The concept of the established attitude agaln seems to be a
pertinent one for the explanation of the difference in the above
studies. That is, in Zimbardo’SVSubjects the communicator was
highly credible (close frieﬁd), but potentially little established
attitude 6n‘the isgue of Juvenile delinguency which could be

strong enough to offset the frieﬁdship.
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Hovland, Harvery & Sherif went a step further from the
above explanation and predicted that under conditions of high
involvement, increasing discrepancy would lead to decreasing
attitude change. When the effects of high- and-low~ importance
are examined separateiy for large- and small- discrepancy groups
in the present study, there was found to be no interaction. In
other words, both low-importance groups within the two different
digcrepancy groups consistently changed more toward the commu-—
nication than did the high-importance groups.

No immediate explanation of this difference is possible.
The degree of importance or of involvement, in the above
study and the present study might be different, and might be
regspongible for the different‘result. Without making independent
and comparable measufes of establiéhment of attitude, importancej
discrepancy, etc.,no final explenations of the different results

are posgsible.
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Table 11

Meang of Experimental and Control
Groups for Six Resgpects Measurede

Mean SD

Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont.

Initial Position of the Ss. 7.13 ° 7.04 2.58 2.60

Importance of the Topic 6.25 6.43 3.11 3.16
Judgment of the Communi-

cator's Position 3.24 . 3,27 2.10 1.96
Trustworﬁhihess of the - ‘

Communicator - 6.58 6.13 2.76 2.65
Fairness of the Communi- '

cation » 5.58 © 5.81 3.22 2.76
Recall Score or Learning 3.48 3.49 0.85 0.80

Experimental Group N5149
Control Group N=67
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Table 12

Net Proportion of Change for Each Experi-
mental Sub-Group and the Control Group

High-Credibility = Low-Credibility

Control Largé— Small- Large~ Small-~

Group Discrep. Discrep. Discrep. Discrep.

N 67 38 40 42 29
Pogitive

Change 0.40 0.60 0.58 0.55 0.48
No Change 0.24 0.37 0.27 0.24 0.28
Negative ‘ o )

Change 0.36 0.03 =~ 0.15 0.21 0.24
Net Proportion .

of Change 0.04 C0.57ER 0,43% 0.34%% 0,24

Diff. ’ 0.14 0.10

Each experimental sub-group net proportion of change
ig compared with the net proportion of change of the control
group.

* Bignificant at .05 level.
#% Significant at .01 level.

All p values are tested by QES, and are one-talled unless
otherwise specified.
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Table 13

Mean Opinion Change for Each Experimental
Sub-Group and the Control Group

Discrepancy measured by difference bhe-

tween S's initial opinion position and
S's judgment of communicator's position

High-Credibility Low-Credibility

Control Large- Small- Large- Small-
Group Digcrep. Discrep. Discrep. Discrep.
N 67 40 38~ 38 35
Mean 0.28 2.50%%* 0.71 1.94%% -0,17
8D 2.73 1.10 1.10 2.93 2.24
DLff. 1.79%% 2,11%%

®¥% Significant at .01 Tevel.



Table 14

Analysis of Variance of Change Scores for
Experimental Groups with Credibility
and Discrepancy as the Variables

Disorebancy measured by difference be-
tween S's initial opinion position and -
S's judgment of communicabor's position

56

Source 8.8+ - ar m.s.  F D
Credibility (cg 19.63. 1 19.63 3.58 -
Disecrepancy (D, 141.46 1 141.46 25.77 <£.o01
Interaction: C.x D 0.33% 1 0.33 - -
Within ) 796.74 145 5.49

Total

058.16 148
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This is an opinion survey on current social issues sponsored by the Human
Relations Center of Boston uUniversity.

1, The following statements of opinion concern various social issues., Each
statement expresses a point of view which may or may not coincide with your own

vViews,

Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with each statement by marking
a cross in that scale category which most closely corresponds to your own feelings
on the matter., The scale ranges in equal steps from O (complete disagreement)
through 5 (uncertain or in doubt) to 10 (complete agreement). For example: if ym
agree completely with a statement; place a cross in scale category 10; if you
disagree completely, mark scale value O; the other scale categories are tc be used
for lesser degrees of agreement or disagreement.

l. The fear of capital punishment prevents many people from committing murders,

! I ] 1 ! ! ! ! f ! I
0 1 2 3 i 5 6 1 6 9 10
complete uncertain complete
disagreement or in doubt agreement

2. Communism is a more advanced economic system than capitalism just as
capitalism was an advancement beyond feudalism,

! ! ! ! ! | ! ! i f ! 1
0 1 2 3 It 5 6 1 ] 9 10
complete urcertain complete.
disapreement or in deubt agreement

3, Peorle who smoke cigarettes are more likely to have lung cancer later in life
thran are people who do not smoke,

L ] ! ] ] | ! 3 ! ] |
0 1 2 3 U 5 4] 1 B 9 10
complete uncertain complete
disagreement or in doubt agreemen t

L. The danger of radioactivity fallout from the testing of nuclear wearons
is greater than the threat of the increasing nuclear power of Russia,

i ! ] ! ! I ] 1 ) f 1
01 2 3 4L 5 [3 7 8 9 10
complete uncertain complete
disagreement or in doubt agreement

(Continue to the next page)
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Within 3) yearsy, Hed China will be a greater threat than Russia tc the

people ¢f free world.

L ! L 1! ! ! ! l I ]
0 1 ? 3 b 5 6 7 o 9 10
cemplete uncertain complete
disagreement or in doubt agreement

- The testing of nuclear weapons should be stopped because of the increasing

amount of radioactivity fallout which threatens human welfare,

!

!

!

!

] ! ! ! ] ! 1

0
complete
disagreement

1

2

3

L 5 6 1 B8 9 10
uncertain complete
or in doubt agreement

Cigarette smoking is one of the causes of lung cancer,

!

!

!

!

! ! ! i ! ! i

[
0
complete
disagreement

In dealing with juvenile delinquents, psychological counseling should be
used instead of punishment.

I

!

1

!

2

[

3

b 5 [¥) 7 §] 9 10
uncertain complete
or in doubt agreement

! ! ! ! i ! J

9]
complete
disagreement

1

2

N ) 5 ! 5 ) 10
uncertain complete
or in doubt agreement

(Continue to the next page)
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T, te ve woendd Like oo Lo fafanie mon Ly the Tollowing topics
;,',uO TG ‘fhat _: 5;’ h(}{;j IrAREY o ;\' (_-l: NS EEGECERE SETA BTN DR R y ' ‘":»“:'3(] jl.‘i eaCU topl‘e ?

Fie unich moszt closely
arees from D (not importani at a1
L onel,  The intervenang numbers are to be used

£

=35 ther the waximum of 1070,

rats eacn one by

SGe o your oua

¢l T
o me) we 10 (sxtra Lo 0
for degrces of lmportance grealasr than D boi 1

ot

1, Capiiyl punisnment and prevention of murdecrs,
NN RO NN SN SN AN SN SN TN M |
2 O I Jo B % M % B S R A F¢ B : O B I Ko
not important modcrately extremnely
at all to me important to me important to me

2, Communism vs., capitalism as an ecoromic system.

I. ! i ! ! ! ! ! i i i ]
S0 10 20 30 W 50 60 7O 80 90 1D
not important moderately extremely
at all to me important to me important to me

3, ‘esting of nuclear weapons and radiocactivity fallout,

! ! ! i i ! | ! | ! ! !
. .0 10 20 30 LO 5 60 70 80 90 100
not important moderately extrenely
at all to me important to me important to ne

L, Cigarette smoking and lung cancer,.

i i ! i j ! ! i | ! L1
0 10 20 30 Lo 5) 60 7O 81 90 100
not important moderately extremely
at all to me important to me important to me

5. Threat of Red China.

i ! i i ! ! i | i ! i ]
0O 10 20 30 L9 50 60 7O 8O 93 13D
.ot important noderately extrenely
at all to me impertant to me important to me

5., Jireatment of juvenile delinquents.

{ | { i i { i | i i i ]
0 10 20 30 Ld> 50 60 7O BO 93 1)
not important moderately extremely
at all to me important to ms important to me

(Continue to the next pare)
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1I. Now we would like you to rate each of the following persons or organizations
in terms of their expertness and trustworthiness as a source of information on
each of the following tepics,

The "expertness" of a source refers to the amount of knowledge the source
has on a particular topic. The "trustworthiness" of a source refers to his being
a fair and unbiased communicator of the facts. For instance, you may believe that
a certain source knows the available facts but;, because of bias or special reasons,
is not presenting the facts impartially or fairly. Or you may believe that a
source has little knowledge of the facts, but that if he did know them he would
present them fairly and impartially,

What you are asked to do, therefore, is to rate each of the following sources:
first in terms of the amount of knowledge they are likely to have on a topicj then
in terms of their trustworthiness or fairness and impartiality in presenting the
facts,

1. Communism vs, capitalism as an economic system.
a, Nikita Khrushchev,
(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost nothing
facts 3 the facts; the facts; few facts; about the topic
(2) On this topic,

I Ll I {1 L1 1 ]
0 10 20 30 L0 50 & 75 83 90 10

not trust- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trus tworthy

b. Arnold Petersen, National Secretary of Socialist Labor Farty.

(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost nothing
facts 3 the facts; the facts; few factsg about the topic

(2) On this topic,

! ! ! ! ! ! f ! ! f ! f
0 10 20 30 Lo G50 %0 70 80 90 10D

not truste- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy

¢, Dwight Eisenhower,

(1) On this topic, likely to kmow:
all the mosat of some of only a almost noizang
facts g the facts; the facts; few Tacts; about the topi-

(2) On this topic,

L1 ! ! i ! ! ! i ! i f
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 YO0 &0 90 103
not trust- moderately extrenely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy

(GoRtprane o the nsxi pape



@. dawzhariai Nehvi oresier of India.

{1) On this ropic. iikely Lo knows

all the most of some of mly & ajimsst
facts 3 _  the facts: ___ the facty; ___ few facisy _about
L&) On this topde,
| ! i i i i ! | ] ! f !
O 10 20 3¢ 4o 50 60 v Y0 90 100
not trust- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
e, Mao Tse-Tung, Chairman of Communist China.
(1) On this topic, likely to knows
all the most of some of only a almos"
facts the factsy the factssg few facts; ___ about

(2) On this topic,

! f ! ! 1 ! f f

DU

! ! { |
6 10 20 30 4o 50 60 YO 30 90 10
not truste noderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
f. Fidel Castro, premier of Cuba,

(1) On this topic, likely to knows
all the wmost of some of only a aimost v
facts ; _ the facts; the factsy few factsy about une

(2) On this topic,

l i 1 i 1 f ! i ! ! !

"

0 10 20

0 L0 50 60 70 8 90 100
not trust- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
2, Cigarette smoking and lung cancer.,
a. Your parent.
(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost .
facts the factsg the facts; few facts; _aboat, tne
(2) On this topicy
1 i { ¥ i i i i i i ! !
0 10 20 30 LO 50 60 YO 50 90 100
not trusts moderately extremely
worthy at all trustwor thy

Continue toc the
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b. American Tobacco Company,

(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of

only a almost nothing
facts 3 the facts; the facts;

few facts; about the topic
(2) Oon this topic,

Lt 1+t 1t 1 1 1 1 __J
~ 0 10 20 30 L0 50 & 70 B0 90

100
not truste- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy

¢, Director of the Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee,

(1) On this topic, likely to knows
all the most of some of only a almost nothing
facts 3 the facts; the facts; few facts; about the topic

(2) On this topic,

| I { ottt 1 1 !
L 0 10 20 30 L0 50 60 70 B0 90

not trugt- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
d. Head of the National Cancer Institute,
(1) on this topic, likely to knows
all the most of some of only a almost notning
facts the facts; the facts; few facts; about the topic

(2) On this topic,

not truste moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
e, Internal Revenue Service, U.S, Treasury Dept.
(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost nothing
facts the facts; the facts; few facts; about the topic
(2) On this topic,
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(1) On this topic, likely to know: !4 ‘
all the- most of some of only a almost nothing
facts 3 the facts; the facts;

few facts; & about the topie
(2) On this topic,
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3, Testing of nuclear weapons and radioaotivity fallout.
a, Neil McElroy, Secretary of Defense.
(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost nothing
facts j the facts; thé facts; few facts; : about the topic
(2) On this topic, |
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b, Head of the National Cancer Instituteo?

(1) On this topic, likely to knows:

all the most of some of only a almost nothing
_ facts 3 the factsg the facts; few facts; = about the topic
(2) On this topic, | ‘
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¢, Atomic Energy Commission,
(1)@n this topic, likely to know: |
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facts ; the facts; the facts; few facts;’ about the top
(2) On this topic,
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d, Albert Schweltzer, humanitarian,
(1) On this topic, likely to knew:
all the most of some of
facts 3 the facts; the factsg

(2) On this topic,

. Tew facts;
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only a almost nothing

about the topie .
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not truste : moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
e. Robert Oppenheimer, .
(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost nothing

facts ; the facts; the facts;

(2) On this topic,

few facts; about the topie
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0 10 20 30 LO 50 60 YO  BO 90 100
not trust=- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
f. Nikita Khrushchev,
(1) On this topic, likely to know:
all the most of some of only a almost rothing

facts 3 the factsg the factsg

(2) On this topic,

few factsgy

about the topie
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0 10 20 30 LO 50 60 70 80 90 100
not trust- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy
Lo, Treatment of juvenile delinquents.
a, Governor Rockefeller,

(1) On this topic, likely to know:

all the nost of some of only a almost nothing

facts 3 __ _the facts; the facts;
(2) On this topic,
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few facts; about the topic
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do a gang leader in tew York City.
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(2) On this topic,
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High Credibility With Anchor Statement. &

The following article was delivered as a speech by Dr, W, C, Hueper, head
of the Environmental Cancer Section of the National Cancer Institute, Public Health
Service,

A Factual Report on the Relationship
between Cigarette Smoking and Lung Cancer
Tonight I should like to present to you with an objective and impartid

eye the factsy as we know themy, on the currently controversial medical issue of
cigarette smoking and lung cancer., Most discussions of this toplc have gensrated
more emotional heat than rational light, As a consequence, people vary widely
in their oplnions on this matter, OSome hold the extreme belief that cigarette
smoking is unquestionably a cause of lung cancer and that if you smoke cigarettes

you will eventually have lung cancer, Others hold to the extreme opposite belief

that ciparette smoking bears no relationship to whether or not a person will

have lung cancer, What is a sound position? What belief 1s justified by the
currently known facts? Well; let us look at the facts,

Serious challenges to the claim, based solely on statistical data, that
there is a direct causal relationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer
arve made by many research scientists and medical statisticians,

The assertion that there 1s a direct cause-and=effect relationship between
cigarette smoking and the great increase in recent years in the incidence of lung
céncer is based on a massive statlstical study carried out on the smoking hsbiits
of 188,000 men 50 to 70 years old, About 60 per cent were regular smokers, the
others had not smolgedg According to their statistics men who smoke cligarettes
are 10 times more likely to die of lung cancer than non-smokers, The statistical
study concluded that the lung cancer death rate is 1,000 per cent higher in
smokers than among non-smokers. In other words, the study claimed that there

is o spectacular reletionship between smoking habit and lung cancer.

HI,
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High Credibility Without Anchor Statement.

The following articls was delivered as a speech by Dr, W. C, Hueper,
head of the Envirommental Cancer Section of the National Cancer Institute,
Public Heglth Service,

A Factual Report on the Relationship
between Cigarette Smoking and Lung Cancer

Tonight Iv should like to present to you with an objective and impartial '
eye the facts; as we know them, on the currently controversial medical issue of
cigarette smoking and lung cancer, Most discussions of this topic have generated
more emotional heat than rational light, As a consequence, people vary widely
in their opinions on this matter. What is & sound position? What belief is
Justified by the currently known facts? Well, let us look at the facts,

Serious challenges to the claim, based solely on statistical data, that
there is a direct causal relationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer
are made by many research scientists and medical statisticians,

The assertion that there is a direct cause-and=effect relationship between
cigarette smoking and the great increase in recent years in the incidence of
lung carncer is based on a massive statistical study carried out on the smoking
habits of 188,000 men 50 to 70 years old, About 60 per cent were regular smokers,
the others had not smoked, According to their statistics men who smoke cigarettes
are 10 times more likely to die of lung cancer then nonesmokers, Ths statistical
study concluded that the lung cancer death rate is 1,000 per cent higher in
smokers than among non=smokers, In other words, the study claimed that there

is a spectacular relationship between smoking habit and lung cancer.

ele
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Delivered by Dr, W, C. Hueper, head of the Environmental Cancer
Section of the National Cancer Institute, Public
Health Servies,

To be scientifically acceptable, any theory on the cause of lung cancer
must reflect a critical, balanced, and competent analysis of all the availsble
medical, and experimental evidence; We must know not merely the percentage of
clgarette smokers .wi’c.h lung cancer; but concerning the types and environmental
distributions of and contacts with &ll known or suspected exogenous agents, It
is only through such serutiny that significant and worthwhile information may
be dbtained as to the relative role which cigarette smoking has played and is
playing in the production of lung cancer. The following facts, cbservations,
and experiments form an important and integral part of such an assessment.,

First of all; the evidence challenges the conclusion that there is a
direct causal relationship between smoking and the inecrease in the ineldence
of lung cancer, Statistical or correlational association is not causation,
For example, it turned out that there is more incidence of juvenile delinquency
among poor families than rich families, That is, increase of juvenile deline
quency is positively correlated or has statistical association with poverty.

On the other hand, there is more incidence of Jjuvenlle delinquency in urbzn
areas where peopls earn much more money than rural areas, This paradoxical
evidence suggests that neither poverty nor urbanization alone can be a cause

of juvenile delinquency. It is obvious that there must be many other factors
responsible for juvenile delinquency other than poverty or urbamization, There
may be a more basic factor such as lack of affection or guidance on the part of
parent which ean coms from both poverty and urbanization, Poor families neglect
their children because they ure busy in earning their livings, while in the

more industrialized city areas both parents are employed, which results in

deprivation of affection or guldance from their children, Thus, poverty may
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Nelivered by Dr. W, C, Huerar, hoad of the EBavirommenial Carcsr

Section of the National Cancer Institute, Peblic
Health Servics,

be an important facter of juvenile delinquency, and urbanization may be

another important factor of juvenile delinquencyy bub there still may e

“deprivation of affection or guidance" which is an important factor of “oth,

and without which neither poverty unor urbanization would operate to producs

juvenile delinquency,

I[ikewise there are nunerous contradicting evidences against the nc:ica
that there is a liak between cigarette smcking and lung eancer. For instanco,
it is surprising to note tlie sbsence of positive statistical asseciaticns ve-
twesn lung cancer and cigeretie coughy, although this later symptom is eli-.exl-
1y characteristic of chronic chain smokers, Despite the fact that the {ivy
and mouth sre constantly bathed in the tarry liquor cozing from the tip of thus
clgarettes, and despite the contact of these parts with the smoke coming firenm
the cigarettes, there is no consistent stetistical association with eancer o
thage parte, The assertvion that no tarry material exudes from the cigaiel .=
tip is contradicted by the evident fact that chronic cigarette amckers zure
observed to have brownestained fingers, But no single record iu availavle
asf cancer of the fingers attributable to c-igai‘ette tar., Such cancers o Lie
fingers would be equivalent to the numerous cases of coal tar cancers a9 the
hends fer which records are available,

Cther studiss turned up the appsremi paradoxical fact that inhalin: vas

less conmon among cancer patients then swong non-cancer patients, Aworg 100
lung cancer patients only 2 persons (less than 2 per cent) were reporte. i
inhile whils sbout 30 per cent of the asmokers who did not develop inid oapoen

wore reported to have inhaling habita.
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Delivered by Dr, W, C, Hueper, head of the Environmental Cancer
Section of the National Cancer Institute, Public
Health Service,

Without going further to numerate such statistical findings, it is
apparent that cigarette smoking alore cannot be the cause of lung cancer,

There must be many other factors other than cigarette smoking working on in
 producing lung cancer. To name some, increased volumes of automobile exhaust
fumes and industrial vapors polluting the alr are to a great part responsible
for the causation of lung cancer.

To prove or disprove that there is a causal relationship between cigarette
smoking and lung cancer, one must have more reliable evidence from the controlled
experiments, Although the evidence linking cigarette smoking with lung cancer
is inconclusivey; as it is apparently impossible to carry out properly controlled
experiments with human beings, the following experiments offer enough confidencs
to reject the unwarrented assertion that there is a direct causal association
betwsen cigarette smoking and lung cancer,

The following results come from six years of laboratory experimenis with
the cooperation of medical, chemicaly, and biological scientists, exclusively
centered around the problem of cigarette smoking and lung cancer,

First of all, there 1s no specific chemical substance in tobacce smoke
that can account even for the limited reports of skin cancer in some laborator
animalse

There are experimental reports on 103 mice whose inner ears were painted
with tobacco tar extracted from condensed cigarette smoke, The strength of
tobacco tar applied wes equivalent to that extracted from 20 cigarettes whiex:
ig conceived of as very strong even with a single application, This amsunt
was continued for 10 months with one application a day, None of them develop:d

gancer in their inner ears,
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Delivered by Drs W. C, Hueper, head of the Environmentai Cancer
Section of the National Cancer Institute, Public
Health Service,

Similarly, the condensed substances found in ﬁdbacco smoke, when painted
on susceptible animals in the quantity and exposure rates simulating conditiong
of heavy smoking by humans; have not induced skin cancer in these animasls,

Most convinecing results, above all, is the actual inhalation of massive
doses of cigarette amoke by laboratory rabbits. The amount and the frequency
of the doses of cigarette smoke were varied from weak to strong and 3 to 10
times a day, respectively, These animals underwent these experimental treatcents
for six years, The reports are available for different experimental conditions
with different lengths of time of exposure, After six years, not a single animal
d;veloped lung cancer,

In other words, all experiments with animal have failed to provide any
clear-cut result that cigarette smoking 1s a cause of lung ecancer at least ia
animal levels, From the past experience in medical research it has been proveun
that there is bilological equivalence between humsn and sub-human mammals; wlnh
includes rabbits and miceamong others, Most of the medical experiments sre
done on the lsboratory animals from the apparent impossibility of using humean
being as the subject, From these results on animal experiments, medicel
scientists extend their generalization to human being, and this has proven to
be valid and reliable for most of the incidence,

If the premise that the experimental results on laboratory animals can
be generalized to human being was truej and there is not a single evidence
that can prove ciparette smoking is & cause of lung cancer on these animalsy
then the conclusion that thexe is no evidence to prove cigarétte smoking ic
" a cause of lung cancer on human being would follow, The above rezsoning i-
pased on the logical syllogism in that if the premise is true,; thea the con-

eluaion necessarily follows from Lhe promise,
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Delivered by Dro W C. Hueper, hesd of the Envirommental Cancer
Section of the National Cancer Institute, Public
Healthe Servies

From these considerations, it is apparent that any fin=l declision concerss
ing the role of cigarette smoking in the causation of the human lung cancer
should be kept in abeyance until a greéb deal of additional and valid, and ce-
peciaily experimentally conclusive evidence becomes available, The data o
band make it unlikely that cigarette smoking represents a major cause in the
production of lung cencer and in its recent increase,

It is not conclusive to say that the cigarette smoking is not a csus: of
lung cancer, simply because there are no experimental results avallzble on
human being, It is; however, much more injudicious to establish a causal ree
lationship between cigarette smoking and lung ecancer based on these ambi;ucus
statistieal evidence, Today, more than ever before, scientific sviidense 1z
accumulating that confliets with or fails to support the tobacco smoking
theories of lung cancer, Sheer comparison of the evidences from both sldes
indicates that there are significantly more sound experimental resulis “ho i
can reject the notion that the cigarette smoking is a cause of lung cancer

than accepting ito
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Low Credibility With Anchor Statement.

The following article was delivered as a speech by Mr. J. P, Richards,
director of the Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee which includes
American Tobacco Company, R, J. Reynolds, Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson,

4 Factual Report on the Relationship
between Cigarette Smoking and lung Cancer
Tonight I should like to present to you with an objective and impartial
eye the facts, as we know them, on the currently controversial medical issue of
cigarette smoking and luhg cancer, Most discussions of this topic have generated
more emotional heat than rational light., As a consequence, people vary widely.
in their opinions on this matter., Some hold the extreme belief that cigarette

smoking is unquestionably a cause of lung cancer and that if you smoke cigarettes

you will eventually have lung cancer., Others hold to the extreme opposite belief

that cigarette smoking bears no relationship to whether or not a person will

have lung cancer, What is a sound position? What belief is justified by the
currently known facts? Well, let us look at the facts,

Serious challenges to the claim, based éolely on statistical data, that
there is a direct causal relationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer
are made by many research scientists and medical statisticians,

The assértion that there is a direct cause-and-effect relationship between
clgarette smoking and the great increase in recent years in the incidence of lung
cancer is based on a massive statistical study carried out on the smoking habits
of 188,000 men 50 to 70 years old, About 60 per cent were regular smokers, the
others had not smoked. Acecording to their statistics men who smoke cigarettes
are 10 times more likely to die of lung cancer than non-smokers, The statistical
study concluded that the lung cancer death rate is 1,000 per cent higher in
smokers than among non=smckers. In other words; the study claimed that there

is a spectacular relationship between smoking habit and lung cancer,

ala
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Low Credibility Without Anchor Statement.

The following article was delivered as a speech by Mr, J, P, Richards,
director of the Tobacco Industry Public Relations Committee which includns
American Tobacco Compamy, R. J. Reynolds, Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson,

A Factual Report on the Relationship
- between Cigarette Smoking and Iung Cancer

Tonight I should likes to present to you with an objective and impartial
eye the facts, as we know them, on the currently controversial medical issue of
cigarette smoking and lung cancer, Most discussions of this topic have generated
more emotional heat than rational light, As a consequence, people wary widely
" in their opinions on this matter, What is & sound position? What belief is
justified by the currently known facts? Well, let us look at the facts,

Serious challenges to the claim, based solely on statistical data, that
there is a direct causal relationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer
are made by many research scientists and medical statisticians,

The assertion that there is a direct cause~and-effect relationship between
cigarette smoking and the great increase in recent years in the incidence of
lung cancer is based on a massive statistical study carried out on the smoking
habits of 188,000 men 50 to 70 years old, About 60 per cent were regular smokers,
the .qthers had not smoked, According to their statistics men who smoke cigarsttes
are 10 times more likely to die of lung cancer than none-smokers. The statistical
study concluded that the lung cancer death rate is 1,000 per cent higher in
smokers than among non-smokers, In other words, the study claimed that there

is a spectacular relationship between smoking habit and lung cancer,

nlu
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Delivered by Mr.'J. P, Richards, director of the Tobacco Industry Publiec
Relations Committee whieh includes American Tobacco Gompanyg R, J, Reynolds,
Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson.,

To be scientifically acceptable, any theory on the cause of lung cancer
must reflect a critical, balanced, and competent analysis of all the available
medical, and experimental evidence. We must know not merely the percentage of
cigarette smokers with lung eancer, but concerning the types and environmental
distributions of and contacts with all known or suspected exogenous agents. 1t
is only through suech serutiny that significanﬁ and worthwhile information may
be obtained as to the relafive role which eigarette smoking has played and is
playing in the production of lung cancer, The followiﬁg facts, observations,
and experiments form an important and integral part of such an agsessment,

First of all, the evidence challenges the conclusion that there is a
direct causal relationship between smoking and the increase in the inecidence
of lung ecancer., Statistical or correlational association is not causation,

For example, it turned out that there is more incidence of juvenile delinquency
among poor families than rich families. That is, increase of juvenile delin-
quency is positively correlated or has statistical association with poverty.

On thé other hand, there is more incidence of juvenile delinqueney in urban

areas where people earn much more money than rural areas. This paradoxical evidence
suggests that neither poverty nor urbanization alone can be a cause of juvenile
delinquency., It is obvious that there must be many other factors responsible

for juvenile delinquency other than poverty or urbanization., There may be a

more basic factor such as lack of affection or guidance on the part of parent
which can come from both poverty and urbanization. Poor families neglect their
children because they are busy in earning their livings, while in the more
industrialized ecity areas both parents are employed, which results in deprivation

of affection or guidance from their ehildren, Thus, poverty -ay
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Delivered by Mr, J. P, Richards, director of the Tobacco Industry Public
Relations Committee which includes American Tobacco Company, R, J. Reynolds,
Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson,

be an important factor of juvenile délinquencyb end urbanization may be
another important factor of juvenile delinquency, but there still may be
"deprivation of affection or guidance" which is an important factor of both,
and without which neither poverty nor urbanization would operate to produce
juvenile delinquency,

Likewise there are numerous contradicting evidences against the notion
that there is a link between eigarette smoking and lung eancer, For instance,
it is surprising to note the absence of positive statistical associations be=
tween lung cancer and cigarette ecough, although this later symptom is clinical-
ly characteristic of chronic chain smokers., Despite the fact that the the lips
and mouth are constantly bathed in the tarry liquor oozing from the tip of the
cigarettes, and despite the contact of these parts with the smoke coming from
the cigarettes, there is no consistent statistical association with cancer of
these parts, The assertion that no tarry material exudes from the cigarette
tip is contradicted by the evident fact that chronic cigarette smokers are
observed to have brown-stained fingers, But no single record is available
of cancer of the fingers attributable to cigarette tar., Such cancers of the
fingers would be equivalent to the numerous cases of coal tar cancers of the
hands for which records are available,

Other studies turned up the apparent paradoxical fact that inhaling was
less common among cancer patients than among non-cancer patients., Among 105
lung cancer patients only 2 persons (less than 2 per cent) were reported to
inhale while about 30 per cent of the smokers who did not develop lung cancer

vere reported to have inhaling habits,
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Delivered by Mr., J. P. Richards, director of the Tobacco industry Publie
Relations Committee which includes American Tobacco Company, R, J, Reynolds,
Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson,

Without going further to numerate such statistiecal findings, it 1s
apparent that cigarette smoking alone cannot be the cause of lung cancer,

There must be many other factors other than cigarette smoking working on in
producing lung cancer., Jo name some9 increased volumes of automobile exhaust
fumes and industrial vapors polluting the air are to a great part responsible
for the causation of lung cancer,

To prove or disprove that there is a causal relationship between cigarette
smoking and lung cancer, one must have more reliable evidence from the controlled
experiments, Although the evidenece linking cigarette smoking with lung caﬁcer
is inconclusive, as it is apparently impossible to carry out properly controlled
experiments with human beings, the following experimen£s offer enough econfidencae
to reject the unwarrented assertion that there is a direct causal association
between cigarette smoking and lung cancer,

| The following results come from six years of laboratory experiments with
the cooperation of medical, chemical, and biological scientists; exclusively
centered around the problem of cigarette smoking and lung eancer,

First of all, ihere is no specific chemical substance in tobacco smoke
that can account even for the limited reports of skin cancer in some laboratory
animals, |

There are experimental reports on 103 mice whose inner ears were painted
with tobacc§ tar extracted from condensed cigarette smoke. The strength of
tobacco tar applied was equivalent to that extracted from 20 cigarettes which
is conceived of as very strong even with a single application, This amount
was eontinued for 10 months with one application a day. None of them developed

gancer in their inner ears,



Delivered by Mr., J, P. Richards, director of the Tobacco Industry Publie
Relations Committee which includes American Tobacco Company, R, J. Reynolds,
Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson.

Similarly, the eondensed substances found in tobacco smoke, when painted
on susceptible animals in the quantity and exposure rates simulating condifions
of heavy smoking by humans, have not induced skin cancer in these animals,

Most convineing results, above all, is the actual inhalation of massive
doses of cigarette smoke by laboratory rabbits, The amount and the frequency
of the doses of cigarette smoke were varied from weak to strong and 3 to 10
times a day, respectively., These animals underwent these experimental treatments
for six years, The reports are available for different experimental conditions
with different lengths of time of exposure. After six years, not a single animal
developed lung cancer,

In other words, all experiments with animal have failed to provide any.
clear-cut result that cigarette smoking is a cause of lung cancer at least in
animal levels, From the past experience in medical research it has been préven
that there is blological equivalence between human and sub<human mammals, which
includes rabbits and mice among others, Most of the medical experiments are
done on the laboratory animals from the apparent imporssibility of using human
being as the subject, From these results on animal experiments, medical
scientists extend their generalization to human being, and this has proven to
be valid and reliable for most of the incidence, |

If the premise that the experimental results on laboratory animals can
be generalized to human being was truej and there is not a single svidence
that can prove cigarette smoking is a cause of lung cancer on these. animals;
then the conclusion that there is no evidence to prove cigarette smoking is
a cause of lung cancer on human being would follow., The above reasohing is

based on the logiecal syllogism in that if the premise is true, then the
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Delivered by Mr, Jo F. Richards, director of the Tobacco Industry Publie
Relations Committee which includes American Tobacco Company, R, J. Reynolds,
Liggett & Meyers, Brown Williamson,

From these considerations, it is apparent that any final decision concerne
ing the role of cigarette smoking in the causation of the human lung cancer
should be kept in abeyance until a great deal of additional and valid , and
especially experimentally conclusive evidence becomes available, The data on
hand make it unlikely that cigarette smoking represents a major cause in the
production of lung cancer and in its recent increase,

It is not conclusive to say that the cigarette smoking is not a cause of
lung cancer; simply because there are no experimental results available on
human being. It is, however, much more injudicious to establish a causal re-
lationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer based on these ambiguous
statiétiéal éviaence° Today, more than ever before; scientific evidence is
accumulating that conflicts with or fails to support the tobacco smoking
theories of lung cancer, Sheer comparison of the evidences from both sides
indicates that there are significantly more sound experimental results that
can reject the notion that the cigarette smoking is a cause of lung cancer

than accepting it,
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I. Now, we would like to obtain your evaluation of the article and of the
communicator,

1, Pirst, estimate the position of the author of the article you have just
read on the scales below.

Scale ranges in equal steps from O through 5 to 10, O represents the
complete rejection of the statement; S represents uncertain or in doubty and
10 represents the complete acceptance of the statement.

You will indicate the position of the author of the above article by
circling the number which you think best represents his position. For example,
if you think the author of the article rejects the statement completely, cirele
0; and if you think he accepts it completely circle 10, You may circle any
number along the scale from O to 10, ’

a, Cigarebte smoking is one of the causes of lung cancer,

13 ? £ ] 1] ] 1) ] 7 ] ]
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
complete uncertain complete
rejection or in doubt acceptance

b. Cigarette smoking is statistically associated with occurrence of
lung cancer,

1 t t 9 8 t B ] 8 1 ] L]

0 1 2 3 b 5 6 7 0 9 10
complete uncertain complete
rejection - or in doubt acceptance

2, How do you rate the author of the article in “terms of his trustworthiness?
Please indicate the degree of trustworthiness of the author by circling the
number along the scale below,.

' ) ! 1 ' v g P ' ' v
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

not trust- moderately extremely
worthy at all trustworthy trustworthy

3. Do you think the article is fair or one=-sided? Please indicate the degree
of fairnegs by cireling the number along the scale below,

' 0 ' ? ' g ' 1 ' '
0 1 2 3 U 5 6 1 8 9 10

completely moderately completely
one-sided fair fair

o?a
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z(This page comes before the communication for the control groups )

II, Now, we would like to obtain some information concerning your own beliefs
about cigarette smoking and lung cancer,

1, Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements
by circling the number which best represents your own feelings along the scale
below,

Scale ranges in equal steps from O (complete disagreement) through 5 (un-
certain or in doubt) to 10 (complete agreement) with the statement, For example,
if you disagree with the statement completely circle O, and if you agree with
it completely circle 10, You may circl any number along scale from O to 10,

a, Cigarette smoking is one of the causes of lung cancer,

1 ' t t 1 t ! 1 1 t 1
0] 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 0 9 10
complete uncertain complete
disagreement or in doubt agreement

b. People who smoke cigarettes are more likely to have lung cancer later
in 1life than are people who do not smoke,

? g ] ! ! ! ' ) ' 1 !

o 1 2 3 b 5 .06 7 8 9 10
complete uncertain complete
disagreement : or in doubt agreement

2. Please indicate how important is this topic of cigarette smoking and lung
cancer to you along the scale below,

1 ] ] ] L} 1 ' ? 8 e
0 1 2 3 L 5 6 i 8 9 10
not important moderately extremely
at all to me important to me important to me
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III, Now we would like to determine how well you recall some of the points
made in the article. Following items are the multiple choice questions about
the article you have read. Please select one alternative among four alterna-
tives which you think is correct or the best.

Please do not return to the article even you do not recall some of the
facts, We are interested in getting your first response without going back to the
article.

1. Statistical association between cigarette smoking and lung cancer indicates
ofie of the following:

1, one=to-one relationship,

2, causal relationship.

3, no causal relationship,
o no relationship at all

2, The assertion that there is cigarette-cancer link is conclusive only when:

1. there is enough statistical evidence,
o there is enough experimental results on laboratory animals,
3., combination of 1 and 2,

;. there is enough experimental evidence on human beings,

3, The inhaling habit was more common amongse

1, non-cancer patients,
2., cancer patients,
3, constant smokers,

» chain smokers,

j, Laboratery rabbits who are exposed to inhalation of cigarette smoke:

1, all of them developed lung cancer,

. about 10% of them developed lung cancer.

3, less than 2% of them developed lung cancer,
L. none of them developed lung cancer,

I\J

S, Generalization on human being from the animal experiments:

1, is false,

2, is logically false.
3, is valid when the premise is true.
L. is valid when the premise is false,

i}



IV, We would like to have some information concernming your smoking habit.

1. Do you asmoke?

YES 3 Smoked before but stopped 3 No__
What do you smoke? What did you smoke?
cigarette 3 cigarettes H
pipe 3 pipe H
cigar ° cigar °
How many cigarettes (or How. sary cigarettes (o
packs) do you smoke packs) did you smoke
a day? a day? -
____less than 5 cigarettes less than 5 cigarette:-
6 to 10 " 6 to 10 n
11 to 15 K 11 o 15 "
16 to 20 i 16 to 20 "
21  to 30 " 21 to 30 u
31 to WO " 31 to L0 "

more than 2 packs more than 2 packs




It would be appreciated if you could provide the following information,

Your Name :

dajor :

Yéar:__

" Are you interested in getting the results of the study later?
Yes: No:

tp—a——ckT>

Comment if any:

Note: This page will be destroyed after your name is replaced by a code No,



10.
11.

i2.

13.
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Abétract
Although previous researches have direéted considerable

attention toward the effect on opinion change of isolated varia-
bles such as communicator-credibility and communicatioﬁ—discrepan—
cy, among others, 1it£le attempt has been madé to incorporate
thege variables into a single experimental design in order to
assegsg thelr geparate as well as combined effects. The purpose

of the present study is to vary expefimentally the degree of com-

municator-credibllity and communicgtion-discrepancy, thereby in-

vestigating the main and interaction effects of these two varia-
bles on opinlon change. |

Reviewing the exisgting research evidences leadsgs to the fol-
1éwihgyhyp0theses:

Greater extent of opinion change toward the communication
is expected when: communiogtor_is;high—credible than low-credible;
and communication-discrepancy is 1arge than small. When the com-
municgtor is high-orédible, greater extent of opinion chgnge is
expected for large-discrepancy than small-discrepancy group. No
hypothesig is advanced on the effect of communication when the
communicator-credibility is low.

In order to téstrthe above hypotheses, a before-after design
was used{. Among 216 coliege‘students, 149 subjects, who served
as £he ex@erimental group,; were expoéed to the communication
which advécated the idea that there is no causal relationship be-
tween cigarette smoking and lung cancer. @ne half of the experi-

mental subjects read the communication in which the source is
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attributed to a high-credible communicator and the other half

read it from a low-credible communicgtor.. Also, for one half of

each group, a few additional anchor statements, that some people
hold to the_opinion—extremes on the igsue, were inserted at the
beginning of the communication in the expeotation that these
anchor statements would affect thé subjeots £0 Jjudge the commu-
nication as less extreme than they would without these statements.
Therother half read the communication without these anchor state-

ments. The former is, therefore, called the gmall-discrevancy,

and the latter the large-digcrepancy groups.

Opinion positions on the issue discussed in the communication
were measured before and after the communication?A In addition
to these, a serieg of judgmentél items was included in order to
obtain measures on the experimentai variables, and other rele-
vant informatioﬁ. ‘

The control group (N=67) gave their opinions before reading
- the communication, and then made the samé Judgments of the com-
mnunicgtion as did the experimental subjects.

The checks on the,eXperimeﬁtal manipulations of the above
two variables indicate that only the high vs. low communicator-
crediblility Waé succesefully differentiated. Due to the failure
of the manipulation of the digcrepancy variable by anchor state-
menﬁé, the communication-discrepancy of the présent gtudy was
derived from the subject's judgments on thevoommunioator’s position.

The subjects were divided into two groups using the médian

of the communicator's position judged by the subjects as the
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cutting point. The above-median group is called the small-dis-
crepancy group, aﬁd the below-median the large-discrepancy group,
since the below-median groué as a whole 1s more discrepant than
the above-medlan group with reference to their overali initial
opinion pogition. The control subjects were also separated on.
thisg communication-disgcrepancy.

The opinion change is assesded by the change score from
before to after communication. The experimental group showed
gignificantly greater extent of opinion change toward the commu-
nication than the control group showed. The results also con-
firmed the hypotheses advanced. Thus:

(1) The group who received the communigation which was
attributed to the high-credible source significantly changed
- more toward the communication than did the group which read
the communication from the low-credible source.

(2) The subjects who judged the communicator's position
as more discrepant from their own stand changed significantly
moré toward the communicétion than did those who Judged it
less discrepant.

(3) The interaction effect between these two main varia

bles, communicator-credibility and communica%ion-discrepancy,
was not significanﬁ. That is, within high- and low- credible
groups; both large-discrepancy groﬁps changed more toward the
vcommunication than did the small—discrepancy groups.

The effects on opinion change of other related varlableg—
such as the importance of the topic, smoking habits, falilrnegs

of the article, and learning— were examined.



97

Brief Autobiographyv

Date of birth: April 9, 1929.
" Place of birth: Seoul, Korea.
Parents: Yo—Han Choo and Sun~Pok Choi Choo.
Education:
B.A., Ewha Womans University, 1950 (English Literature).
M.A., Ewha Womanstniversity, 1954 (Psychology).
Educational Positionsg ‘

1951-1954; Teaching and research assistant, Dept. of
"Pgychology, Ewha Womans University.

1958 1960; Research agsgsistant, Human Relations Center,
Boston University.




