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It has often been demonstrated that subjects will assume Lhat a
high prestige communicator ig o more expert and honest person
than is a low prestige communicator. Conscguently, a high pres-
lige communicator is usually assumod to be more coffeetive In
convineing others of any opinion he advocates than s o low
prestige communientor. In this paper we proposed that the
absivaet credibility of & communicator is not the sole deferminant
of potential effectiveness. We proposed that any communicafor,
regardless of his prestige, will be more effcctive and will be secn
as more eradible when he s argung [or a position opposed Lo his
own best interest, than when arguing for ehanges obviously in his
own best interest. (Thus, in some cozes, o low preslige source
could be extremely offective—in faet, even more effceiive than a
high prestige communicator.) Two experiments were condueted.
Tath expeviments supporied the ahove hyvpothesis.

Over 2,000 vears ago, Aristotle wrote: “Persuasion is achieved by the
speaker’s personal eharacter wlien the speech 1s so #poken as to make us
think him credible. We believe good men more fully and more readily
than others .. .7 (1954, p. 25). Indecd, once of the most consistent findings
in eontemporary =ocial pryehology is that the prestige or ercdibility of
the eomumunicator it a major determinant of the cffeetivencss of a com-
munteation. All other things being equal, the higher the eredibility of the
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communicator, the greater the opinion change of the audience. Credibil-
ity has been defined as expertness and trustworthiness (Hovland, Janis,
and Kelley, 1953) . The delinitive example of research in this area 1s the
classle study by Hoviand and Weiss (1951) in which it was found that
a connuunication arpuing the feasibility of atomie submarines was much
more cfleetive when atiributed to J. Robert Oppenheimer (whom the
awdience had previously rated ag high in eredibility) than when attrib-
uted to Pravda (which the audience had previously rated as low in
credibility) .

Althougl this result s elear and uneruivoeal, there are some data
which indicate that defining eredibility in terms of general experthess
and truslbworthiness mayv be somewhat misleading. Indeed, these data can
be found in another peortion of the sane experiment. One of the eom-
munications utilized by Hovland and Weiss diseussed the possibility that
there would he o deercaze n the number of movie theaters, as a result of
inroads made by television. In one condition, the investigators atiributed
the communication to Fortime magazine (previously rated as high in
eredibility) ; in the other, they attributed it to a female gossip columnist
{previously rated low in eredibility). On this Issue, with these connuni-
wtors; there was no significant difference in opinion change; actually,
there was a small difference favoring the low credibility source.

To speculate on the reasons for the insignificant data is a preearious
occupation. Nonctheless, it ean sometimes be rewarding., One possibility
s that the eredibility of the comumunicator may not be simply a function
of his abstruct characteristies bat, rather, may be dependent upon an
interaetion between his characteristies and the nature of the communi-
wation. In the above example, the gossip columinist, although generally
untrustworthy, may have been far mere effective than Ferfune magazine
when she was arguing that the movie mdustey was rapidly deelining. In
this «ituation, she wis arguing against her own best interests. This could
have rulsed her elfeefiveness in this speeific instance tremendously, in
spite of the facet that she was rated s untrustworthy in the abstract, In
effect, sinee the members of the audience were aware that if her thesis
wag correet {and if her conununication was effective) it would be to her
own dizndvantage, they were likely to take her very soriously and to
change their epinions accordinglv.®

“In 1he Hovland-Weiss experiment cach souree avgued both sides of the s
[Mnfortunately, the dut woere not presented scparately for cach side. Qur reasoning
suggesia that the gos<ip columnist was far less effective than Forfune when arguing
that ithe movie industry was nof declining and far more effective when arguing that
the movie indusiry wis deelinine.
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Hovland and Mandell (1952) proposed that susplelon concerning a
communicator’s motives would decrcase the conununicator’s effective-
ness. This hypothesis was not supported.

It is the purpose of this experiment to mvestigate the posability noa
systematic manner by manipuluting the abstrael prestige of the com-
municator and whether the position he advocates would help or hurt him.
O hypothesis s that a communicator, regardless of his general prestiye,
1ill be more effective and will be seen as more credibile, when argqiang for
a position opposed to his own Dest tnterest, than when argiang for changes
obviously in hiz own inferest.

Previous experiments concerning  connnunicator effeetiveness have
usually been condueted in the following wav: The same communication
18 sometines attributed to a high prestige souree, =omwmctiines to o low
prestige source. Often the arguments seem irrelevant to the self interests
of both communicators; oceasionally the arguments seenuin cach con-
municator’s own interest. Tn the above cases, the high prestige souree i=
ahnost always shown to be morve effective than the low prestige =ource.

However, it 1z alzo possible fo design a communication which will be
pereeived as a very selfish propozal when attributed to one souree, and a
very altraistic proposal when attributed {o another zouree. If we were to
utilize a communication of this type, we would expeet somewhat differ-
ent results, We would expect that the more =clfish a commmmieator's pro-
posal appearcd to be, the more his offectivencss and eredibility swould
deeline, The more clearly opposed o his own selfish interests o communi-
wator’s proposal appeared to be, the more his ellecetiveness and ervedibility
would inerease.

Thus, if a Ligh prestige communicator was shown arguine qeainst his
own interests, while the low prestise eommunicator was shown arguing
for selfish intevests, we would pradicl that the high prestige source would
he even more effective, and the low prestige souvee would be even Jess
effective, than they would be if their proposals were irrelevant to thoeir
own mtercsts. If, on the other hand, a low prestige source wis shown
advoeating a position opposed to his own interests, while the high prestige
souree was shown advoenting a sclfish position, the low prestice source
should be much more effeetive and the high prestige souree much leas
effective than they would he i their proposals were irrelevant to their
own interests. In the latter instanee, then, we would predici that a low
prestige communicator could he even wore offeetive than o high prestige
comuiunicator. A communicator’s eflectiveness and eredibility  should
depend both on his abstract eredibility and on the unselfishness of s
appeal. '
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EXPERIMENT 1

Procadure

Subjects were 140 junior high-seliool studenls [rom Central High School in
Dickinson, Norlli Dakota” The experimenter® ran =ubjects i groups of approxi-
mately 30

To provide a rationale [or the sludy, the experinenier claimed to be an eduea-
tional psvehologist  concerned  with  improving  the  high-sehool  “Problems in
Democracy” course. She explained that she wanted {o fid out how students felt
about certain topies which would be inchided in a revised “Problems” course, and
how they reacted to certain materials that were being considercd for use in the
revised course.

She then explained that the issue they would consider first was how much power
the courts should have. She oxplained, “We've Tound that many people feel the
courts have too wmucel power, and that the innovent defendant has hardly any
chance of getting a fair deal. On {he other hand, there we wany people who believe
that the courts have hardly any power ab all, and that most real eriminals never get
the punishment they descrve” After providing this buacekground information, the
experimenter reiterated that she was interested in the students’ own opinions.

The experimenter then passed out o booklet to ench student. The hecklets ap-
peared to be identieal, but in faet contained different material in different erders.
The booklet the subject reesived randomly assigned him 1o one of six conditions.

In the [our experimental conditiens, the first page of the questionnaire contained
a page from a newspaper. Embedded on this page was a news inferview, iu whicl
either a low prestige or o high prestige source argued either that the cowrts should
have more power or that the courts should have less power.

When the souree was a low prestige one, the news story began: “Joe “The
Shoulder’ Napolituno, serving the third year of his twenty-yewr sentence for smug-
gling and peddling dope, sald today. . . .7 When the source was o high prestige one,
the news story began: Y. Willlam Btephens, the New Yok prosecutor who has

o1t more criminals to prison than any other prosecutor, said today. |

1f the mterview that followed was one arguing that the courts should have more
poter, the introductory sentence continued: “The courts nowadays need a lot more
power if theyre going to keep crime under conlrol.” The source then stressed the
following arguments: (1) That o eviminal esn almost always “beat the rap™ if he has
o smart lawyer, (2) Tven if the oriminal did get convieted, sontences were so “soft™
that eriminals woeren’t delerred. (In fuet, ihe eviminal simply beecmne o smarter
eriminal during his brief stay m prison.) (3) The erime rate was rising and would
vontinue to do so until the courls gol more power and were allowed to give stiffer
sentences,

If the imterview thal followed was one arguing that the courls should hove fess
power, e introductory sentence continued: “The courts nowadays have too mueh
power,” The souree then stressed the following arguments: (1Y At present, innocent
men with badly trained lawyers are often convicted. Ouly 2 smart lawyer can pre-
vent Lis client from being framed and ean msure his getting @ “fndr deal” (2) When

*We appreciate the help of Dr. Alem Hagen, Superintendent of Schools; Caeil
Risser, Principal; and Margaret Dehne, Guidance Counselor. for their help in con-
dueting this study

* Darcy Abrahams and Zita Brown served as sxperinenters
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innocent people go to prison, they come out “as tough as any real convict.” Further.
long sentences for men who are guilty of erime produce smarter criminalg, vather
than rchabilitated men.

Tt was expected that the subjecls would perecive that the eviminal bas o vested
intercst in conmvineing others that the courts should have mueh less power. Himi-
larly, they should pereeive that o proseentor has vested interest in convinelng
ofhers that the courts need more power.

Agreement with the communication. To assoss subjects’ acceptance of the com-
mutication and reactions to the communicntor, their altitudes were assessed on pages
iwo and three of the booklet. The questions wore introduced lo subjects with o
reminder that they had just finished reading a news story by cither the eriminal
or the prosceutor who had given his opinion about bow wmuch power the courls
have loday, aud ahout how people on frinl for various offenses should be treated.

Questions one and iwoe woere designed 1o measire general agreement with the
communication. Quesiion one asked subieets o express thelr own persenal opinions
about how mueh power the courts shonld have. A seale was provided which ran from
(1) “The courts have too mueh power” to {(8) “The couts have {oo little power.”
Queslion two asked whether or not we shoukd adopt the gouree’s suggestions. (Jues-
tions three throngh five asked the subjects about thelr agreement willy speeifie
points discussed in only one or the olher of the lwo communications (e.g., whether
prison sentences should be longer or shorfer, how oflten an mnocent person is con-
vieted of a erime, and finally, how often o guilty person is sol [ree).

FEuvaluation of the souree. Subjects were then asked their opinions concerning the
source’s eredibility. They were told that though they might not know very much
about the source, they should try to make a good guess nboul soine of his charace-
leristies. The three queslions desighed Lo measure the =subjeets’ evaluations of the
rommunicator’s crodibility were: (1) How mueh ol an expert nhout how the courts
should be sel up do vou think ... ... is? Tha seale ran from (0) “Not at all
expert” to (15) “Very expert.” (2) How honest do you think his stalementls are?
Once again the scale ranged [rom (00 “Ixiremely dishonest” to (15) “Extremcly
honest.” And (3} How much would vou be melined to be influenced by what he
sald? (0) indiented “Influenced nol at all)” and (15) indieatod “Influenced greatly.”

Maernipulation check. A final question asked subjeets Lo ndicate what the source’s
posilion bad been on the issue of how much power the courts ghould have, Possible
answers ranged from (1) “The couris have too much power” to (5) “The courls
ueed much more power” This question gave ug some mdieation of whether or no

subjects muderstood our communications.

Control eondifions, In the centrol conditions, subjects answered the sttitude ques-
tions befure reading the nowspaper arvilele.

Control subjects’ booklots began with exaclly Lie sane introduction that experi-
nentnl subjecls were given, except that the introduction was clianged to say that
they would be reading an article by cither the eriminal or the prosecutor, instead of
rettineling them that they had just read such an article. Then they were usked 1o
answer Lhe five attitude guestions.

After answering thesc questions, control subjects were usked to Indicate how
eredible the source would be. Then they evaluasted the source’s experiness, honesty,
and influence. The wording of the final question (which had asked experimental
subjects to indicate what the source’s opinion had been) was also changed slightly.
Control group subjects were asked o guess whal the souree’s opinion would be.
For experimenial subjects, this question wag a manipulation check to determine
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whethor or not they had wnderslood the communication, For the control zubjects,
thix served another puopose: it tested owr assumpton that the criminal would be
wesumoed To have o vested inlerest [n slvoeating less court power, while the prose-
cutor would be asswined to have a vested inferest in advocuting more courl power.

Results and Discussion

We expecled that a comnnunicator, regardless of his prestige, would
be more clfeetive and more eredible when he was advoeating ideas op-
pored to bis own interests than when he was wdvoeating ideas to his own
bhenefic. We thus expeeted that the communicator and the eommunicalion
would interact in determining the effectiveness of o eommunieation and
the eredibility of o communicator,

Mawpulation cheel. In evaluating the support or lack of support
provided for the hypothesis by this experiment, it is first necessary to
cheek on two things: (1) That subjects correctly perecived the souree’s
message, vegardless of whether or not it secimed to be the kind of thing
they would expeet him to say; (2) that control subjeets do in fact assine
that w eriminal would advoeute weaker courts and that o prosecutor
would advoeate stronger courts. The data strongly support both these
assumptions. The messages in the different communieation eonditions
vere pereelved to he significantly different (4 = 332,04, 1 and 134 di.
Bl 001D More importantly, the souree to which the message was attrib-
ated elearly does not atfeet pereeption of the eontent (Inferaction F -
S4). o addition, eontrol subjeets who expeet (o read an interview with
the eriminnl guess that he will argue for weuk courts; conirol subjects
who expeet to read an interview with the prosceutor expect that he will
argue for #trong courts, These dificrenees are significant at P < 01 (F =
17.89, 1 and 42 Jf),

We ean now turn to our predietion: that a communicator will gain in
effeetivencss and eredibility as his argunments become lncreasingly op-
posed to Lis own selfish interests.

Question one azked subjects how mueh power the courts should lave.
We calenlsted how effeetive a communieator was in the Tollowing way:
Subjects in the eonditions in which the source advocated more POWET Wit
scored phus if they indieated that they believed in more court power than
dicl the nverage control subjeet,” and minus if they indicated that thev

*The Conlrol Group mean was calealutod by averaging the responses of (hose 22
subsjeets who were told they would soon be reading a communication by Jae “The
Shoulder” Napolitano with the responses of those 22 subjects who belicved they
would soon he reading s communicalion by Prosceutor Stephens. There were some
differences in subjects’ answers when they expected lo read one or the other comi-
vumication. Thongh these dilferences were not significant, 1t did not seem legitimate
to nse dwa dilferent “hase wates” when ealenlating fhe changes demonstrated by
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believed in less court power than did the average control subjeet. Bubjects
in the conditions in which the source advocated less power were scored
plus i they advoeated less court power than did control subjects, and
minus if they advocated more power than did control subjeets. A plus,
thus, indieates greater agreement with the conmmuniceation than that
expressed by control subjeets. A nunus indicates less agreement with
the communication than that expressed by control subjeets, ITow much
agreenent or disagreciuent exizted was mneasured by reeording the differ-
enee from the opinion expressed by the average control subjeet, Over-all,
the messages appear to be effeetive ones. There is more agreement with
the communication by tho=e subjeets who have heard the message than
by those who have not. (' = 812, 1 and 134 df, p < 01).

When we esamine the resulting eliccliveness scores of subjeets iIn
arious source-comumunicntion conditlons, we see that our hypotliesis ix
supporfed. Source and content nteract in determining eommunication
effeetiveness (zee Table 1 and Figure 1) ax we predicted they would
(interaction F = 6.30, 1 and 134 df, p < 05). From an cxamination of
Fig. 1, however, it is elear that this difference is due almost entirely to
the faet that the eriminal is much less effective than the prosceutor when
both are arguing that the courts have too mueh power, and slightly moere
affective than the prozccutor when hoth are arguing that the courts need
more power, 1t secms that when the eriniinal’s proposals are against his
own best interests, and the prosecutor’s proposals are selfish, the eriminal
is just as effective as the prosecutor; however, he does net become more
effective than the prosecutor. (Ower-all the prosccutor appears to he
somewhat more cffeetive than the criminal, though not significantly zo.
F =372 1and 134 df, N.5)

Question two asked subjeets whether or not the sugeestions of the
communicator should be adopted. Onee again we expeeted the content of
the source’s communication to affect his persuasiveness, Though on gques-
tion two the interaction bhetween the source and conmunieation was not
signifieant (F = 1.83, 1 and 92 df), +he sune tendeney we noted in
question one 1s apparent, The eriminal s much iess effoctive than the
progccutor in promoting his cause when both are avguing for less court
power; he 1s almost exactly as effcetive as the prosceutor when koth are
arguing for more court power. Beeause of the speeific nature of the inter-
actions In guestions one and two, there is some wnblguity in their inter-
pretation. On the one hand) the signilieant mteraction indieates that our

experimental subjects in varvious conditions, so the unswers of all 44 subjects were
averaged together, The avernge coursl subjert (= 300 believed “The courts
have just the right amount of power.”
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hypothesis has been supported, that aby  communicator’s eredibility
depends In pars on the seli-interestednes: of his communication. On the
other hand, 1t 14 possible that the proseeutor is equally effective regardless
of what he save, while the eriminal can gain effeetiveness only by arguing
agningt hig own best interests.

(uestions three through five are vol very helpful in altempting to
understand cur data and to diflerentiate between the two preceding
alternatives. Tirst, information relevant to answering these three ¢ues-
tiong appeared In only onc or the other of the two communications.
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Seeond, the arguments nppear to have been so conludng (or ineffective)
that they made no impact on the high-seheol students. For two of the
three questions, there wus no wore agreement with the message when
students had heard it than when they had not.

Measures of the credibility of the souree. We had two expectations
concerning eredibility of the souree: (1) Control subjeets did not know
what the source would say, We oxpeeted that control subjects would
assume thai the “hish prestige” prosecutor’s arguments would be more
credible than the “low prestizge” criminal’s would., (2) We expected that
the credibility of both sources would be greater when they were advo-
eating changes elearly opposed to their own selfish interests than when
they were advocating selfish changes, Thus, once again, we expected the
communieator and the comnimieation to interuet in determining the
sonree’s eredibility,
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Both the above predictions were supported by the data. Three gues-
tions tapped the eredibility of the communicator: “How expert was
........ 7 llow trustworthy was .02 and “How wmueh did
........ mfluence vour opinien?” Subjeets’ answers to these three
questions were sumned to form an ndex of evedibility. On this eredi-
hility index, the control subjeels rated the prosecutor signifienntly higher
than the erinunal (F -+ 3504, p < 001}, In addition, the prosecutor
war rated ax more credible on cach of the questions making up the
index. Control subjeets assumed that the prosceutor would bhe more
expert U/ — 53.52), p < 001), more honest (£ — 1251, p < 001, andl
more of an influence (F — 1012, p < .01) than the eriminal. (The of for
all Fsare 1 and 425

Secondly, ax we predicted, whether the communieation was in the
communicator’s own hest nteresis or oppored to his =elfish interests did
slgnificantly cflcet the experiimental subjects’ own pereeptions of the
souree’s eredibility. On the ervedibility index, the interaction is <ignifi-
cant at p < 05 (F = 5.549). Tn addition., when consudered weparately,
two ol the three itens m:Lking up the index were influeneed by swliether
or not the conununieation zeemoed to be i the source’s own inferest.
Aromments opposed to the =ource’s own best interests nereased the
eopertness altvibuted fo the souree (Interaction F -- 9.66, p < 011 and
the v\tcnt- tr) whieh subjeets felt they were mflueneed by b (F = 3.58,
p < 103, The attribution of “honesty™ to the souree was not influeneed
by the =elfishiness of his mess=age, however (F 07 . (df for all Fx are
1 amd 92

We condueted o second experiment in order to secure =onme additional
information about Mxp. [0 In Ixperiment 1, we seeured the sienifieant
mteraction that we had predieted belween souree and connnuniecation:
this would =cem to indieate that an allruistic moessage would ineredse
o communicator’s eredibility and effectiveness, while a sclfish message
would reduee hix effeetivencs=. Ilowever, Lhis significant inferaetion was
produced 1 the following way: The (‘1‘i1111nle was wuch less effective than
the prosceuter when both adsoeated weaker courts, and only slightly
more effective thun the prosecutor when both ac Vomtod stronger eourts.

Two questions concerning these data mmmedintely ocewrred to s,

First, were our findings due «hmply to o peeuliarity in one of our
communicutions? The et thal the eriminal was mueh less offeetive than
the prosecuter when hoth were advecating weaker courts might simply
be a demonstration that o high prestige souree is more effective than o
low prestige onc; a finding often demonstrated before. Iowever, why
wasn't the prosecutor move effeetive than the eriminal when both were
advocating more cowrt power? 1t is conecivable that this Jack of differ-
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ence might have been due merely to a peeuliarity of the particular com-
munication advocating more court power. For example, perhaps people
are more {amiliar with the arguments for strong courls than with the
arguinents for weaker ones; the arguments we provided for stronger
courts might have heen simply an cffective {or incifective) repetition of
previous arguments, moving all subjects to well-conditioned agrecinent.
The communication for stronger courts may have provided no new argu-
ments ambiguous or controversial enough so that prosceutor and eriminal
could have a differential effect. This alternative explanation for our find-
ing seems to be a rather tortuously contrived one, but, noneiheless, it
would appear cssential to demonstrate that the results were not nmerely
a funcéion of the dilferential familiarity of the opposing conununications.
One way of avording sucl problems was to design conununications con-
cerning a judicial system less familiar to subjects than the American one.
For this reason, in Exp. 2 we wrote communications concerning the
judicial system in Portugal.

A second possible explanation for the data we sceured also ocenrred to
us. In Exp. 1, the subjeets themselves had to realize, upon reading the
“selfish” connnunieations, that the source had a vested interest in advo-
wating such a position. It is obvious why a erlminal would want to
promote wealt courts; it iz perhaps somewhat less obvious why a prose-
cutor has o sclfish interest in prowmoting strong eourts. Perbaps the erimi-
nal seemed to lose cffectivencss more rapidly than did the prosceutor
when both argued selfishly, simply beeause 1t was more chyious that the
eriminal was being selfish. We wondered if we would have strengthened
the cffeet (and produced a stronger interaction) if we had pointed out
the source’s vested interests to subjeets. In order to answer this sccond
question, we added a sct of conditions to Exp. 2 in which the vested
interests of one of the sources—the prosecutor—were pointed out to sub-
Jeets. Thus, Tixperiment 2 utilizes & 2 3¢ 2 % 2 design (communieator %
communieation X salienee of the proseeutor's vested interests)

EAPTRIMENT 2
Procedure
Subjects were 233 soventh-grade students from Wayzaia Junior High School”

They svere run in homeroom classes of approximalely 25. Onee again the expori-
menter’ introdueed the experiment by claiming to be an edueational pavehologist

*We would like to thank Mr. Harold E. Doepke, Prineipal, Warvzata Junior
Migh Bchool, and Mrs. Val Solouskor and Mr. Richard Cargill, teachers af Wayzata
Junior High School, {or their cooperation in conducting the sindy.

"Jenny Tloffman Rajput, David Landv, Frank Rosekrans, and Jilaine Walster
served as experimenters.
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interested in developing an improved civies course. The experimenter said she was
interested in finding out how much Junior high-school students knew about the
court gystoms in foreign lands, Bhe fold subjeets shie would give thew a booklet con-
laining information aboul their attitudes toward the legal svstem in Franee, Japan.
Pertugal, or Finland. (In fact, all hooklels diseusscd the eowrt svstem in Portugall)
She sald these booklets sronld contain (1) #ome information aboui. the legal svstem
m & specified country, (2} some initial ¢uestions asking {he subjocts aboud 1heir
attitudes toward the court system in o specified forclgn couniry, (3) a translation of
A recent news story, and (4) a few gquestions abowl subjeeis’ veactions foward {he
news story. In fact, the “initial questions” constitubed o pre-measure. the “news
story” was o persuasive communication. aml “the fow questions about thelr reae-
tlons” was a post-measure of attitude.

FBegular indroduction, In four condilions, an inivoductory sheet hriefly deseribed
the legal svstem in Portugnl ax being mueh ke fhat in the Uniied Stales:

In the Portuguese provinees, arrests are made by loeal policemen. Sometines
the local prosceutor is also the loeal policeman. Cases are iricd in o loeal court.
The local proseculor wrgues for the stale ({his means that he lries to get the
Jjury to eonviet the delendani}. A lawver defends the aecused (Chis moans he
tries to get the jury fo free the defendant). This is the same proecdure we
Tallow 1 Amerien

Prosecutor’s wllerior moiives made solicnd. We speculated earlior Lhal perhaps the
selfish interests of (he prosecutor were not =0 obvions as ihe selli=h intercsts of the
eriminal, We also wondered whether or not o sellish or allruistic communication
would have more of an effech on the communieator’s elfeelivencss and eredibility,
if subjects were move aware of the proseculor’s vested interests. To answer this
question, four additional groups, in which o prosccutors vesled inleress were
explicitly pointed out, were Tun.

Subjects in these conditions had two paragraphs added Lo the intraducd oy sheet
provided to regular subjects. These paragraphs read ns follows:

In Portugal the salary of the proseeutor is enlively determined by how muany
sonvietions he seceures. If the jury frees the aevused, the prosecuior receives no
money for hiz offorts. 1 the jury conviels the aceused, the prosecutor {4 puid.
The longer the sentence the aneenscd receives, the more money Lhe prosceutor
fATRS,

People in faver of this system say it Is especially good heenuss it encotrnges
prosecutors to build strong cuses and to go after the biggest and most danger-
ous eriminals. People 20l in {avor of this svsiein say ib is bad beeause it makes
& proseentor want to convict people whether or not he believes they are guiliy.
Theyr say that o prosceutor mighl want to gl au innoeent man in joil just =o
he can earn the money he needs Lo live.

In these conditions, we thought that the possible advantage to o prosecutor ol
aecording prosecutors greater power would be pericetly obvious.

Premegsure, In all eight conditions, the next page informed subjeets that they
would soon be reading o iranslation of a newspaper article from Lg Prensa, said to
be a datly newspaper in Bilbao, Portugal, The article was said to deal with the
question, "How much power should the laeal police and prosceutors have? It was
explained that the article was taken from o vecent issne in which Lo Prossa had
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intorviewed 200 people—shopkeeners,  prosceutors,  criminals,  housewlves,  and
tnborers—about their opinrons on this topie.

Belore beginning the wriiele, however, subjecls were asked to express their pres-
enf opintons on sonte of the s=ues the article would digewss. We knoew, of course,
that seventh-grade studenis were nol golug 1o know very muely, or have very defl-
nite opinious, about the legal sy=tean m Portugal. Subjeets were told that we under-
stood this, and that they should just make the hest guess they could. Initial opiniens,
therefore, are probably move indieative of seale-marking tendencies than of real
oplnions.

The following pretest questions were designed to measure whether  subjeets
thought Portugurse prosecutors should have more power, less power, or the same
amount of power they have new: (1) “Ilow much power should o prosceutor in
Portugal have?” Allernadives mneod from (1) “Tle abeady has mueh {oo much
power” 1o (7) “Lle needs mueh more power,”™ (h) “ITow long should prison sentenees
he? {e) “Does Portugal nced =onie more mles 1o inie the way o prosecudor can go
about getiing evidenee?” (1) “Should it be made easior to conviet a eriminal than
16 15 now 7

{The pretest acliludes of subjects In vavlous vonditions are comparable: For
example, the postiest interwetion F owhich we wre predictimg equals 01 at this time.)

FPersunsive compoenicalions, In the next section the subjeets were assiened 1o
reall e of four news itoryviews that had heen vrepared. In these interviews eithor
a low prestige source or o high prostige sowree argucd either that Porfuguese prose-
cutors should have mere power or that Portuguese prosecutors should have less
power.

If ihe sourse wax a low prestige one, the inferviewer began: “Silvestre ‘Bad Man’
Rikerio Is now serving the third xear of a 20-vear =entence for smugeling wnd pod-
dling dope. He said today, 07

If the source was o high prestige one, he inferview began: “Antonio Marlins
Caetano 1s the Portuguese proseeutor who has sent more men o prison than any
other proseeulor. Compared fo most prosceutors, he s oo very rvich man. He said
todas. .. "

In one-lhadf of the conditionz, the imferview which Tolowed was one which argued
That Portugucse prozecutor: and police should have wmore power. In Lhis Inforview
the communicator argued 1hat the erime rate s rising bocause i1 1% presently almost
impossible Lo convict eriminals First, rules 100 severely lmited where, how, amd
when o prosceuter could guther ovidenee, To addition, regardless of evidonee, o law-
ver eould alwuys get bis client off beeawse of the numerons loopholes in Porluguoese
lowws, Finally, prison sentences were presently so short that they did not serve as
muach of o deterrent. Suggestod remedies: (1) Do not worry so much about the
Mehty of the aceused. Malke 1 easier For the proszeeulor {o get evidenee. (2) Do not
demand so mneh evidence i convieting @ man. The communieator mdicated that
the prosecutor would vot bring him (o trial unless he wos convineed the man was
eullly. (3] Give longer sentences, Malke erinnnals Fear eommitiing erimes,

In one-liadf of the condifions, the Interview contained arguments that IPortugnese
prosceulors and police shonld Tiave fess power. The comununicator argued thatl it was
foo easy ab presenl Lo conviet an honest man, The communicalor then explained

why this was so: Fiest, he sudd, fhere were lou few rudes uboul when, where, and
ow o prosecutor could seurch throuel o new’s belongings. Presently, it wag ox-
lremely easy to plant evidence against o suspeet. The communicotor elaimed thai
the propeculor in the next province had told him that 209 of the men now in
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prizon were inhocenl ol the crimes of which they hud been convieted, In addition,
Hie comnumieator arened  thal prison senfences were <o exorbifamly long ihat
men had no chanes of heing rebshilitated bul were hinmed ino hardened eriminnls
ek, The communiealor advoeaied three changes: (1) Sivicier rules lo anake
proseeniovs gather evidenee oo e was, (2) Make il harvder (o conviel g person.
13y IPinally, nedee prison fevns much shovter,

I summiary. then, one-hall of the booklets contuined o news storv in which the
cotnmunieaior was advoealing o position o benefit to hims=ell (cg, o criminol
arguing thal local prosecutors =hould have less power; o prosecutor wrguing that
loral proseeutors shoultd have more power). The vemainder of the hooklets conlained
news wtories In which the comnnmicator was advoenting n position obviously directly
spposed 1o bt own best inderests (o aviminad arguing that loeal prosecuiors should
bivve snore power: o proseeulor argmng thal loeal prosecuiors <hould have less
PHOWeT) .

Postiesfc Alter the subjeet lnislied reading the news stors, he was asked To com-
plete some gnestions conecrning hiz linal atiitude foward whether Poringuese prose-
cators =honld have more or less power, aml concerning his atlilude Towned low
credible the communientor <comed to he.

Thie fhet questions assessed the efeetineness of (he communientions. Question one
and guestions three throush five were identieal (o the questions deseribed in the
pretest, They wore changed <lightly o Jorm, bui the quesiion and choiee aterna-
tves retned the same, Inoadditton, o question asking “Do vou think we should

adopt the = 2

wiiong that were nude dn the interview?” was also eluded. Possible
altermntives ranged from (1) “Woe definitely should oo™ to (4 “We definitely
<hould.”

An imdex of change wor compaded by sonnning logetlor changes from the prete
measare 1o the postiost measure on all four gquestions ineluded m both he pretests

aned the postrestss A plus dieades o elimnge in the diveelion advoealed o e
conmnication; the Iavger 1he positive munber, the stronger the attitude chanee
that has ocamrred. A minos Indicaies o chunge Inoa direcelion opposite o (hat advo-
cated by the communieation,

In the final section, subjeels woere wsked o mte the eredibifiiy of the conmnumi-
cator. Question (1) asked “Elow much of au expert 1= Mr. Ribevio [the erininal 187
for “Mr. Caetano Jthe prosecutor]?) (2) asked “How honest do vou 1hink his
statements are?” {3} asked “IHow much wonld vou he inclined 1o be influenced Ty
what he =ad?”

The Tast guestion was o manipuletion cheelk, designed to see 11 subjeets lid cor-
recily understood & given communication, Tt asked “Which of these opinions Jdud
Mr. Baberio Lor “Mr. Cactano™ | eve?™ Alternatives rauging fronn “Prosceud ors havies
too muel power” Lo “Prosecutors weed much move power™ woere provided.

Results and Discussion

We turn to the test of our mitial hypothesis: that regaredloss of Lis
prostige, a communicator will enin i effeetiveness when he advoeates o
position opposed to hix own best Interests and will lose in elleetivencss
when he advoeales a sellish position,

Figure 2, and Tables 2 and 3, indicate that the clfectiveness of the
communicator does depend on whether or net his proposed reforms ap-
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I'ra. 20 Ftfectiveness of communicators when advoeating more or less power for
progecutora,

TABLL 2
Srnirers’ ATTITULEs Towarn Tir Issvis axp e ComMMuNICATOR
(Kxp. 2)

Advoenling less poswer  Advocaling more power
fur proseeutors for prosecutors

Criminal  Trosecutors  Criminal®  Prosecutor

Hifectiveness of the conuunieation®

How much power should M L8O 215 2 24 [.45
prosecutors have?
Total opinion change on M 6.54 7.74 £.79 3.02

all questions.
restige of the sowreet

How expert was he? M ULG7 11,76 1132 1132
How honest was he? M 1057 11,58 117 10,24
How influential was he? M 9o 1y 11 .54 S5.8h
Manipulation cheek?
What was the souree's M .21 130 4,66 4. 52
opinion?

¢ The communicator 1s advocaling a position opposed Lo lus own best inlerests.

b The higher the number, the more effective the communicator hag been,

¢ The higher Lhe number, the more expertiness, honesty, and influence the subjeel ai-
tributes to the communicator,

¢ The higher the number, the mare convinead the subject s that the souree advecated
e power,
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TABLE 3
Steizcms’ ATTiTupes Towarp tHE IssUEs anD i CoMMUNICATOR
(Fxperiment 2: Conditions in which Proseeutor’s Vested Interests were Made Salient)

Advoceating less power  Advoeating more power
for proseculors for proseeutory

Criminal Proseentor  Criminal®  Prosceutor

Effectiveness of the comnuentealion®

How much power should B3 R 1.6l 226 1,90
prosecutors have?
Total opinion change ou 40 5.25 3.84 1.61
all questicns.
Prestige of the sources
How expert was he? M t 24 P89 11.1Y 11.03
How honest wias he? M H.3n 12,04 11,58 1034
How influential was he? A 780 10,74 0,22 U.57
Meangpulation eheck®
What was the source’s M [ PoLs 1.39 46BN

apinion?

# The communicator Is advocating a position opposed 1o his own best inlevests,

# The higher ithe number, the more eflective the communicator hag heen.

“The higher the number, the more expertness, honesty, and mfluence the subject at-
tributes to the communicalor.

“ The higher the nnmber. the more convineed the subjecl W that the =onree advoeated
mMore power.

pear to be in his best interests. When the proseceitor advocated less power
for prosecutors, he was muech wore clfective than way a eriminal advo-
cating the same position. However, when the eriminal lusisted that prose-
cttors should have more power, he was mueh more effeetive than a
prosecutor advocating the same position. The Interactlon I' s significant
at p = 05 (F = 382, 1 and 225 df). When we ook at the four questions
which are summed to form the effectiveness Index, however, we seo that
the gignificant interaction F is produced almost entively by subjeets’
answers to the first, and most goneral, question: “TTow muech power shonld
prosceutors have?” (The Interaction & for this question — 7.30, 1 and
225 df, p < 01} Questions two through four asked about subjects’
agreeinent with quite speeifie aspeets of the communication (e.g., how
long prison sentences should be, whether new sules to it proseeutors
were needed, and whether 1t should he made caxier to convict eriminals).
Though subjcets tended to answer these questions as we predicted they
would, the Interaction Fs for questions two, three, and four are clearly
not slgnificant. (Inferaction fx - 84, 07 and 62, vespeetively. Tn all
cases the df are 1 and 225.)
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In this experiment, the communicator’s effectiveness seems totally
determined by whether or not hiz communication is in his own seli-
interest. The prosecutor was not mare effective over-all than was the
criminal (F = .08, 1 and 225 df).

We turn next to examining the differences which exist between our
regular experimental conditions and the four conditions in which we
pointed out to subjects the possible seli-interest a prosecutor could have
in arguing for stronger courts.

In Exp. 1, we noticed that the content of the eriminal’s speech seemed
to have mmuch more of an ipuct on his effectivencss than the content ol
tlie prosceutor’s speech had on his cileetiveness. There were many possi-
ble reasons for this difference. One such reason was that the prosccutor’s
ulterior motives in advoeating stronger courts were not so obvious as
wore the criminal’s ulterior metives in advocating weaker courts. We
speculated that perhaps, if the ulterior motives of the prosecutor had
been made more salieat, source and content would have interacted cven
morc sirongly i determining commmunicator effectiveness than they did.

In Exp. 2 (Table 3), however, it iz clear that even when his ulterior
motives were not peinted out the prosccutor lost effectiveness just as=
rapidly as did the eriminal when he advoeated reforms in his own behalf.

We can still ask, nevertheless, i the interaction between source and
communication is stronger when the ulterior motives of the prosecutor
are strossed. The data ndicate that it iz not. The relevant statistic to test
the above proposition 1s the F measuring whether or not there is a three-
way inferaction between souree, content, and the szalience of ulterior
motives in determining communication effectiveness. This interaction is
rot significant (F — 53, 1 and 225 df). Thus, the warning that the prose-
cutor had ulterior motiver did not increase subjects’ tendency to reject
his communication more when his eonmnunication was a selfish one and
aceepl his communication more when it was opposed to his own self-
mterest. It appears that subjects were just as skeptical when they had
to perecive the proscouior’s possible ulterior motives themselves, as they
were when the instructions speeifically mentioned them.

Credibility of commamicator. We also predicted that a source would be
adjudged as more eredible when he was advocating reforms opposed to
his own interests than when advocating reforms in his own best interest.
Onee agaln, this hypothesis was strongly supported by the data.

An index of eredibility was computed by summing together subjects’
rufings of how expert, how honest, and how influential the communicator
was. From Tables 2 and 3, it iz clear that regardless of his ahstract
prestige, the source hecame most credible when he advocated reforms
opposed to his own hest interests and least credible when he advocated
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reforms In his own interest. (# == 15.67, | and 225 df, p < .001.) In addi-
tion, when we look at the three guestions comprising the index indi-
vidually, we sce that, regardless of hiz prestige, when the communicator
advocated changes opposed to his own sell-interest he was perceived as
more expert, more honest, and more nfluential than when he advoeated
changes in his own sclf-interest, (F = 3.79, 25.50 and 10.54, vespeetively.
In all cascs the df are 1 and 225} The communicator’s abstract credi-
bility did not significantly affect subjeets’ evaluation of hiz expertness,
honesty, or influence.

Tinally, we would like to see if pointing out the prosecutor’s possible
ulterior motives inercased the nteraction of source and communication
in determining subjeets’ estimation of the eommunicator’s credibility. Ti
ix apparent that polnting out the proszecutor's ulterior motives had no
effoct. The three-way Interaction # i ingignificant (F — 87, 1 and
225 df).

The resuliz of INxp. 2 offer =frong support for our hypothesis, When
arguing against his own scli-inferest, o communicator who would nor-
mally be considered to have low prestige ean be extremely coffeetive—
in faect, even more effective than a high prestige eommmmieator presenting
the same argument.
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