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ABSTRACT
The Moderating Effect of Culture on Cognitive
Responding Mechanisms Toward Advertising
Message Sidedness

Roy Toffoli, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 1997

The research reported herein examines the two-sided versus one-sided advertising
strategy from a cross-cultural perspective. It aims to help clarify conflicting findings in cross-
cultural research with this form of appeal, as well as develop a model of the moderating effect
of culture on the underlying mediational processes, namely, the formation of correspondent
inferences and cognitive responding. A number of hypotheses are generated to explicitly
examine the relationship between the cultural dimension of individualism-collectivism and
dispositional attributiohs, source honesty, types of cognitive responses, and attitude toward
the brand, following exposure to two-sided versus one-sided messages. An experiment was
carried out in which subjects from a collectivist culture, namely, Hong Kong, and subjects
from an individualistic culture, namely, Anglo Canadians, were exposed to one-sided and two-
sided messages in their native languages. The results of the research indicate that there are
significant interactions with respect to certain of the cognitive responses generated as well as
a significant main effect of culture on the formation of dispositional attributions. From the
point of view of the favorability of the cognitive responses generated, the findings point to
two-sided advertisements as being more effective than their one-sided counterparts for

individualists; while the reverse occurred with the collectivist subjects. Directional support



iv
was also obtained with respect to attitude toward the primary attribute and attitude toward
the brand. The primary implication is that the two-sided message strategy is more applicable
for individualist societies such as mainstream North America, but it may be counterproductive

if exported to collectivists societies such as China or Japan.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objectives of the Research

A great deal of research has been carried out on the various brand persuasion
processes that occur within a particular culture, most notably the American culture. However,
relatively little theoretical and empirical work has been done in the cross-cultural advertising
context. For instance, the only major studies which tested persuasion models adapted to a
cross-cultural perspective were those by Lorimor (1966) and Tamilia (1977). Both of these
studies were primarily focused on source effects on a cross-cultural advertising context. The
first one examined the effects of reference group membership, le\}els of translation, and direct
attribution of the message to the source on attitude change resulting from cross-cultural
persuasive messages. While the second one “"analyzed from an information processing
perspective the process by which consumers from different cultural backgrounds perceive and
react to selected attributes possessed by the source" (1977, p.9). One of the aims of the
second study was also to determine if cultural groups differed in their responses to source
cues as opposed to message cues.

Given the increasing globalization of business, there is an important need for cross-
cultural persuasion models to provide insight on how consumers from different cultures

perceive and react to different communication factors (i.e., characteristics of the source, the
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message, the medium, and context). This importance is also revealed in the growing interest
in this area (see, for e.g., Han, 1990; Kale, 1991). However, studies of complex psychological
processes across cultures are fraught with difficulties - as testified by the paucity of work in
this area. In order to make any sort of contribution in this field, one has to take a highly
focused approach to the subject matter. To this end, a number of factors have helped to
circumscribe the research topic of this paper: The object of the advertising appeal, the level
of receiver involvement, the possible contribution to the literature, the communication
strategy, and the cultural groups.

First of all, since persuasion research covers such a wide field - from psychological
warfare to the marketing of social ideas, the focus will be on persuasion in a brand advertising
context.

The second criteria arises from the general nature of the persuasion process. It is now
a fairly well established fact that there are different "routes" té persuasion depending upon
the level of involvement or motivation of the recipients. The processes (and research
methodology) which apply at low levels of motivation tend to be quite different from those
which apply at higher levels. Therefore, to allow for a sufficient depth of analysis, it is
necessary to concentrate on a specific portion of the persuasion "continuum." For reasons to
be explained in the following section, this paper will focus on the processes which are
believed to occur in moderate to high levels of motivation to process brand information.

The third guiding rule was dictated by the previous research on cross-cultural
persuasion. Both Lorimor and Tamilia concentrated on source effects. To the best of the

present author's knowledge, no cross-cultural model of message-form effects has been



3
developed. The only other major cross-cultural advertising study dealing with message
content has been by Han (1990). It used a content analysis approach to test for the effect of
cultural variability on preference for certain types of advertisements over others. The present
study takes more of a micro perspective, and examines cultural effects on subjects' cognitive
and affective reactions to different message strategies. Hence, this study hopes to derive at
least a partial model of message-form effects across cultures, in order to complement the
previous work. This germinal effort will help set the stage for an eventual integrative effort
which would include the four principal communication elements.

A fourth guiding principle springs from a review of the literature on cross-cultural
studies on the relative effectiveness of two-sided versus one-sided advertising appeals: What
little has been done, appears to be conflicting. Since the study of such appeals is
representative of work done with message effects, the model developed should also shed
some light on the operation of other message content and structural factors such as message
complexity, the drawing of conclusions, comparative messages, repetition effects, etc.
Moreover, this message strategy is important in its own right. Although at first glance the
effects of message sidedness may be considered small in comparison to other message content
and structural strategies, the fact that it operates in an advertising setting where cumulative
effects are assumed, means that this small effect size becomes important (Abelson, 1985; cited
in Allen, 1991). Also, since it is a relatively novel approach in advertising it has the potential

to generate considerable impact (see Assael, 1983; Mowen, 1990).
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Two cultural groups, namely, Anglo Canadians, and Hong Kong Chinese, will be
selected for this study based on their ranking on the dimension qf individualism-collectivism.
As this thesis will attempt to show, this dimension influences the formation of dispositional
attributions and cognitive responses - processes underlying the reception and interpretation
of two-sided appeals. The two cultures chosen are polar opposites on this dimension: the
Anglo Canadians being at the individualist end of the continuum, while the Hong Kong
Chinese are at the collectivist end.

In sum, this study attempts to develop a partial model of "message-based persuasion"”
(MaclInnis and Jaworski, 1989) by focusing on a typical message design strategy, namely,
two-sided versus one-sided appeals.

Although the main thrust of this study is to examine the role of culture on the
processes mediating two-sided advertisements, this thesis alsé has a number of subsidiary
objectives. First of all, the cross-cultural approach will permit a more stringent test of the
validity of the mediating mechanisms underlying the relative effectiveness of two-versus one-
sided messages. These mechanisms are based on correspondent inference and cognitive
response theories, and were originally developed in a U.S. setting. Another objective, is to
examine the possible role of individual difference variables in moderating the effectiveness of
two-sided messages (see, for e.g., Hale, Mongeau, and Thomas, 1991).

The approach taken in this study was inspired by some of the work by Eagly (1981)
on the impact of recipient characteristics on response to persuasion. She noted, for instance,
that researchers have used three general strategies for understanding the effects of recipient

predispositions:
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The personality strategy. In this approach, the researcher refers to a
personality theory for inspiration for both a personality trait that may affect
attitude change, and the mechanism through which the trait influences
persuasion. Theories of attitude change are not considered. One example of
this research approach has been the work examining the effects of Rotter's
(1966) internal/ external locus of control construct on the persuasibility of the
message recipient.
The attitude change strategy. In this approach, an attitude theory is called
upon to suggest both structural, or process dimensions along which
individuals differ, as well as a mechanism by wlﬁch the variable can account
for differential reactions of message receivers to persuasive attempts. In
effect, this looks at the persuasion theory's implications for individual
differences. The personality variables emanating from the personality theories
are not considered in this approach. Recipients' characteristics are formulated
directly in terms given by an attitude theory. The example Eagly (1981)
provides is the notion of involvement originating from Sherif's social judgment
theory.
The personality-attitude change strategy. This approach essentially combines
the two prior approaches: It draws upon a personality theory as a source of
suggestions concerning relevant traits, but invokes attitude theory to specify

the mechanisms by which such traits affect attitude change.
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The present study comes closest to the third approach. It invokes the mechanisms
which are known to mediate the processing of two-sided advertisements, and then borrows
from cross-cultural psychology and anthropology, dimensions of cultural variability which can
moderate the mediating mechanisms.

In order to apply what Eagly (1981) termed the "Pérsonality - Attitude Change
Strategy," it will first be necessary to understand how two-sided messages operate;
specifically, it will be necessary to identify the mediating processes. This will be the topic of
Chapter 2. Since these processes are intimately tied to the various process theories of attitude
change, it will also be necessary to review these theories with a view to establish their validity.
These will be covered in Chapters 3 and 4. While examining the various theories, the key
processes will be "teased apart" to enable us to identify the "leverage points" where culture
can exert its effect. Chapter 5 will delve in greater detail into culture's effects on information
processing. It will examine the existing literature and propose mechanisms through which the
dimensions of cultural variability, notably individualism-collectivism, influence the previously
identified mediators of persuasion. Chapter 6 describes an integrative model of the effects of
culture on the processing of two- versus one-sided messages and proposes a number of
research hypotheses. Chapter 7 presents the methodology used to test the various hypotheses.
Chapter 8 presents the experimental findings and interpretation of the results. Finally, Chapter
9 concludes and looks at the implications of the research and future directions.

The next section attempts to position the present research within the context of brand
attitude formation processes. It examines the differences between persuasion as seen from a

social psychological perspective, and persuasion seen from a commercial point of view. It also
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provides the rationale for concentrating on intermediate levels of brand processing; more
specifically, the zone where "message-based persuasion" (MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989) is

thought to occur.

1.2 Theories of Persuasion

Persuasion as occurs in advertising is a highly complex phenomenon. No unifying
theory has been developed to explain the myriad forces at work and the various cognitive and
affective changes. However, numerous paradigms and accompanying theories have been
developed, in part due to the fascination of the subject matter and the potential for rapid
financial gains to be obtained from mastering the techniques of influencing people. Most
advertising theories originated from social psychological research on persuasion and attitude
change. However, the situation found in advertising differs considerably from the typical
social psychological experiment. For instance, in the former, expectations with respect to the
source will differ on account of the commercial nature of the message. There is also a much
greater creative input into the message execution with the result that ancillary feelings and
moods are created toward the ad itself. To explain and account for these effects, researchers
have developed theories on mood (Gardner, 1985; Srull, 1983), attitude toward the ad
(MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch, 1986; Mitchell and Olson, 1981) and other theories specific
to advertising.

In order to link these various streams of research into coherent "models" several

researchers have developed integrative frameworks of brand attitude formation processes.
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These frameworks will serve as a kind of roadmap to the various processes at work under
different levels of involvement.

The specific processes thought to operate under moderate to high levels of
involvement will also be reviewed in this section. The aim is to assess their validity and their

potential for contributing to a cross-cultural model of persuasion.

1.2.1 Integrative Frameworks of Brand Attitude Formation Processes

This section reviews the most important integrative frameworks of brand attitude
formation processes that have been proposed, namely, the Elaboration Likelihood Model,
Mitchell's brand processing model, Greenwald and Leavitt's model, Lutz's typology, and the

Maclnnis and Jaworski framework.

1.2.1.1 The Elaboration Likelihood Model

The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986) suggested that
there are two main routes to persuasion: the central and the peripheral route. The former
occurs when processing motivation, ability, and opportunity are each high. In this situation,
the authors posited that recipients focus on the points in the message enabling evaluation of
the issue involved. In peripheral processing, on the other hand, individuals utilize "peripheral”
cues to evaluate the message. The persuasion process in this case is not a "thoughtful" one
(Petty and Cacioppo, 1981a; p. 256). Recipients might rely on such cues as communicator
attractiveness, the imagery of the persuasion context, a pleasant smell associated with the

message (e.g., in an advertisement for a dishwashing liquid) etc.
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Another important dual-process theory of attitude formation is the heuristic-systematic

model (Chaiken & Eagly, 1983; Chaiken et al., 1989; Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). Because this
model resembles the ELM with regards to conceptions of central route persuasion and
systematic processing and on the antecedents and consequences of this processing mode
(Eagly and Chaiken, 1993) and because its authors consider the model as complementary to

the ELM, discussion of the model will be postponed to a later section.

1.2.1.2 Mitchell's Brand Processing Model

The model developed by Mitchell and colleagues (Mitchell, 1980, 1981, 1983;
Gardner, Mitchell, and Russo, 1978; Mitchell, Russo, and Gardner, 1980) is similar to the
ELM, but is more strongly grounded in theories of information processing. Mitchell named
his routes to persuasion "brand versus non-brand processing." His model proposes that needs
within the individual's goal hierarchy and the advertisement itself influence involvement which,
in turn, influences both the direction of attention and the intensity of processing. The model
also recognizes that variables other than involvement, such a prior knowledge or distraction,
affect processing (MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989).

Consumers may carry out a brand processing strategy in both a high or low
involvement situation. In the former, the process is characterized by a deep processing of
brand-related ad information. And the attitudes which are formed are based on the recipients'
thoughts about the persuasiveness of the ad information. On the other hand, when the level
of motivation is low, recipients activate schema-relevant knowledge, and attempt to

comprehend the message on the basis of these cognitive structures. However, insufficient
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attention is directed toward the ad to permit a critical analysis of the persuasiveness of the
message itself. Instead, attitudes tend to form on the basis of the evaluation of the learned
information.

The other type of processing that may occur under conditions of low involvement is
the "nonbrand" processing strategy. Although consumers in this mode may capture ad
information, it is not translated to any great extent into message-related thoughts. Moreover,
these thoughts are not organized coherently. This model also posits that consumers may not
form attitudes immediately following exposure, but may form them at a later point in time if
needed. Also, ad information learned incidentally influences brand attitudes (MacInnis and

Jaworski, 1989).

1.2.1.3 Greenwald and Leavitt's Model

Greenwald and Leavitt (1984) postulated four routes to persuasion instead of the two
routes of the ELM. According to Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989, p. 16) "Their analysis made
the attitude formation processes corresponding to different levels of involvement more
precise." They linked the levels of audience involvement to the psychological concepts of
variable attentional capacity, levels of processing, qualitatively different representational
systems, and (indirectly) arousal. Their four levels of involvement were labeled (in order from
low to high) as preattention, focal attention, comprehension, and elaboration. These levels
allocate increasing attentional capacity to a message source, as needed for analysis of the
message by increasingly abstract - and qualitatively distinct - representational systems. Only

at levels three and four, that is, comprehension and elaboration; can message-based attitude
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change occur. During "comprehension," however, message-based processing can occur if "the
comprehended message effectively associates novel persuasive arguments with an attitude
object..." (p.588). The authors point out that "because comprehension does not necessarily
integrate message content with other attitude-relevant knowledge, message-based persuasion
may become substantial only with repeated comprehension-level processing of the message"
(Greenwald & Leavitt, 1984; p. 588). The highest level of processing, on the other hand,
"produces substantial freedom of memory and attitude from the specific details of the original

message or its setting" (p.588).

1.2.1.4 Lutz's Typology

Basing themselves on an earlier typology of ad-based persuasion processes developed
by Lutz (1985), MacKenzie and Lutz (1989) proposed four persuasion processes by
considering whether involvement in the message is high versus I<-)w and whether involvement
in the ad execution is high versus low (MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989). The first, "classic
message-based persuasion,” is analogous to Petty and Cacioppo's central processing, and
takes place when an individual has a high motivation to evaluate the message but a low
motivation to evaluate the execution. The ad execution is not found to be processed to any
great extent. A, is not likely to exist or to have an important effect on brand attitudes. When
the individual is motivated to evaluate both the message and the execution, "dual mode
processing" is said to occur. Brand cognitions result from the processing of the message as
with the first process. Processing of the ad, however, has two effects: (1) it causes the

consumer's acceptance/ rejection of message claims and (2) it results in ad cognitions. The
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two factors then affect brand attitudes through the mediational role of A,,. The third process
is referred to as "pure affect transfer." This is found when an individual's motivation to
process both the message and the execution is low. Finally, "contextual evaluation transfer"
occurs when there is a high motivation to process the execution but a low motivation to
process the message.

All of the above models essentially posit that as involvement/motivation increases, the
likelihood of occurrence of message-based persuasion increases. Attitude change takes place

as a result of the processing of the issues or information provided about the brand.

1.2.1.5 Maclnnis and Jaworski's Integrative Framework

In a major integrative effort, MacInnes and Jaworski (1989) have developed a
framework which describes with greater precision the attitude formation process. This
framework incorporates many of the tenets of the above models and findings from related
research streams such as work on the role of emotions, processing antecedents, attitudes
toward the ad (A,,), etc. Figure 1.1 and Table 1.1 framework. The pertinent features of the

framework will be briefly described.



Figure 1.1

Integrative Attitude Formation Model
(From MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989)
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focused on ad
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ANTECEDENfS PROCESSING CONSEQUENCES
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Motivation to Process
Brand Information
Ability to Opportunity to
Process Brand Process Brand
Information Information °
Elements of Brand
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Attention Coghnitive
Levels ?1 responses
Processing Brand
Exposure to . and ttitud Brand |
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Table 1.1
Antecedents and consequences of Brand Processing
(From Maclnnis and Jawoski, 1989)
“Antecedents
Motivation . Consequences® .
to Process Processing Description
Brand Level of Representative Cognitive Emotional Ay Formatio
information Attention Capacity Processing  Operations  Responses® Responses® Process _
Very low Focused on Extremely One Feature S:cells 5.0, S:celis 6.0, Mood-generat
secondary task low analysis 3.3 4.3 affect (if
prompted)
Low Attention Low Two Basic S:cell 3.1 S:cell 4.1 Pure affect
divided categorization O:cells 5.0, O:cells 6.0, transfer
between 3.3 43
secondary task
and ad
Low- Attention Low- Three Meaning S:cell 1.3 S:cell 2.3  Heuristic
moderate focused on ad moderate analysis O:cells 3.1, Q:cells 4.1, evaluation
3.2,33 4.2, 4.3
Moderate  Attention Moderate Four information -S:cell 1.2 S:cell 22  Message-basex
focused on ad integration O:celis 3.1, O:cells 4.1, persuasion
1.3 23
High Attention High Five Role-taking S:cell 1.1 S:cell 2.1 Empathy-base
focused on ad persuasion
Highest Attention Highest Six Constructive S:cell 1.1 S:cell 2.1 Self-generated

persuasion

*See Table 2 (MacInnis and Jaworski) for a more complete description of the cells.
BS refers to the strongest predictors/determinants of brand attitudes; O refers to less significant predictors.
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This approach proposes six levels of brand processing to capture the increasing levels
of brand processing (refer to Table 1.1). Within each level, the authors also proposed a
representative type of operation which is thought to occur. The six processing operations are:
feature analysis, basic categorization, meaning analysis, information integration, role-taking,
and constructive processes (Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989).

In the first two levels of processing, feature analysis and basic categorization,
motivation to process brand information is very low. Consequently, attention will be focused
on the "secondary task" rather than on the brand information conveyed by the ad. Thus, the
recipients will not process brand-relevant information. They will either only process the gross
features of the ad - the features that are most prominent, noticeable, or conspicuous - or they
may identify salient ad cues. In the latter situation basic categorization occurs "when
consumers combine features associated with a specific cue within the ad to perform a
categorization judgment and assign a semantic label" (MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989, p.6). In
either case, however, no brand-relevant processing occurs. The cognitive responses generated
are not based on the message content.

Only when motivation reaches a certain threshold do we see attention being focused
at the ad instead of on a secondary task (MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989). In meaning-analysis
the recipients are using salient ad cues to "derive some basic understanding of the message"
(p.6). The recipients are still focusing on ad cues, but this time they are using them only for
a "superficial understanding” of the brand message. Schema knowledge is used to understand
brand meaning. The distinguishing feature of this level is the fact that consumers use simple
nonanalytical inferences to derive credibility responses (Alba and Hutchison, 1987, as cited

in MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989).
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In level four processing, message-based persuasion takes place. The authors point out
that, as a result of greater processing capacity allocated to brand analysis, consumers will
engage in a "bottom-up analysis of specific points/cues contained within the ad" (MacInnis
and Jaworski, 1989, p.12). The recipients may now:

...focus on and search for salient and nonsalient ad cues perceived as message-
relevant. Stored product knowledge, used to evaluate these ad elements, may result
in evaluation of the importance, persuasiveness, or relevance of attended information.

Such evaluations have been labeled "support arguments" and "counterarguments."
A second aspect of this processing level is that consumers allocate sufficient
resources to integrate ad cues in working memory. When consumers integrate salient

and nonsalient ad elements, their cognitive responses may reflect the formation of one
of several classes of interpretive inferences. (1989, p.12)

The specific types of interpretive (analytical) inferences produced at this level were
also specified by the authors. These were: coherence inferences, deductive inferences, or
causal inferences (refer to table 2 of their article). Here also, cognitive response theory and
multiattribute models apply (MacInnis & Jaworski, 1989).

At higher levels of processing, the framework posits that role taking and constructive
operations may be performed (Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989). In these operations, recipients
form "bridging experiences" between the self and the brand; that is, they relate information
about the brand to the self.

Level 5 is where role-taking is thought to occur. This involves a kind of projection of
the selfinto the ad or product experience. In other words, the target vicariously experiences
the ad. As the authors point out, individuals must first undertake a cognitive appraisal of the
situation and then match what is depicted to his or her own experiences. Identification with
the person or situation presented in the ad then allows for a vicarious transformation of the

viewer to the situation depicted in the ad. Such a process, however, can only occur "when the
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ad contains sufficient ad cues in the form of facial expression, music, prototypical emotion-
laden scenarios to allow for such a transformation. If such cues are absent, as in a purely
informational ad, role-taking is unlikely to occur. The authors describe the attitude formation
process which occurs at this level as "empathy-based persuasion," since consumers' attitudes
are affected by vicariously experiencing the emotions the source exhibits in response to brand
use or nonuse.

The last level of processing - level 6 - is thought to occur when the individual goes
beyond the information given in the ad and mentally constructs product attributes, benefits,
uses, or usage situations not presented in the ad. For example, consumers may combine
presented information with prior knowledge to consider potential or innovative product uses
(i.e., engage in problem solving). In this mode of processing, the brand attitude is formed
based on the recipients' generated thoughts, ideas, and arguments in contrast to those
conveyed by the message. Emotions should also play an important role in the formation of
brand attitudes because the consumer attaches bridging experiences between the self and the
brand. The authors also indicate that in this mode of processing, advertisers have less
control over the content of consumers' thoughts. Also, with constructive processes, ad
attitudes should be relatively weak or nonsalient because the individual's attention is focused
internally, rather than externally at the ad. Hence, the relationship between the ad and brand
attitudes is likely to be relatively weak.

Close examination of the above framework reveals that the six processing levels
represent three major categories: non-brand processing (or non-issue processing) as depicted
by levels 1 and 2; brand-information processing as depicted by levels 3 and 4; and finally a
"projective” type of processing where individuals form "bridging" experiences between

themselves and the brand, as found in levels 5 and 6.
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All of the theories which have been proposed to account for level four processing and
enumerated in Table 3 have been studied to varying extents from a cross-cultural perspective
(e.g., Wright, 1973a; Detweiler, 1978; Triandis and Fishbein, 1963; Triandis et al., 1966;
Jaccard et al., 1975; Lee and Green, 1990; Hiniker, 1969). However, the full implications for
cross-cultural persuasion have been largely neglected. In particular, no concerted effort has
been made to integrate the findings into a cross-cultural model of persuasion, an exception
being the study by Tamilia (1977) to be described in a later section.

Levels 5 and 6, on the other hand, appear much less amenable to cross-cultural study
than is level 4. For one thing, the processes thought to occur at these levels are exceedingly
complex. This is especially the case for the mechanisms through which affective responses are
produced. This knowledge lags considerably behind that of level four processes (e.g.,
cognitive response theory, attribution theory, etc.). Level 6 processing has the additional
disadvantage that advertisers have less control over the contents of consumers' thoughts
(MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989). For the above reasons, the present author feels that
concentrating on level 3 and level 4 processing - low-moderate to moderate processing
capacity, respectively - (with level 4 corresponding to Petty and Cacioppo's central
processing) probably offers the greatest potential to develop a viable cross-cultural persuasion
model for the effects of two-sided versus one-sided advertising appeals and for message
factors in general. Research on two-sided versus one-sided advertisements have generally
indicated the former to be more effective when recipients' involvement was relatively high
(i.e., corresponding to Petty and Cacioppo's central processing - i.e., level 4 processing).
However, research by Sorrentino et al. (1988) seems to show that this will only apply for
uncertainty-oriented persons (the type of individual typically assumed by attitude theorists),

but the reverse occurred for certainty-oriented persons.
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In sum, a sufficient understanding exists of the mediational processes involved in level fou
processing to permit the development of a cross-cultural model for the effects of message sidedness. I
order to do this, however, we will need to look at the major persuasion (advertising) theories that have bee:

proposed and how these deal with aspects of message content.

1.2.2 The Three Prevailing Paradigms of Persuasion Research

Pechmann and Stewart (1989) classify the various theories of persuasion in the MaclInnis an
Jaworski (1989) framework into three paradigms: the heuristic, the systematic, and the affective. In essence
the theories covering the processes occurring in levels 1 to 3 form part of the heuristic paradigm; level -
processes are part of the systematic paradigm; while the emotion-laden processes occurring during level
5 & 6 form the "affective paradigm." Tables 1.2 and 1.3 present descriptions of the three prevailin,
paradigms in persuasion research and the seven most prevalent theories of advertising, respectively.

Table 1.2

Three Prevailing Paradigms of Persuasion Research
(From Pechmann and Stewart, 1989)

. Predicted Immediate Predicted Delayed
Paradigm Type of Message (Ad) (Proximal) Responses (Distal) Responses
Systematic Ads provide brand- Conscious awareness, Brand purchases medi-
relevant information comprehension, eval- sted by more favorable
ustion, and acceptance  beliefs and attitudes
of brand-relevant
. information
Heuristic Ads provide Use of heuristic, with Brand purchases
heuristics, cues, prob- or without conscious mediated sole{y by the
lem frames, or choice awareness, which pre- chice heuristic, not
- rules (which suggest ‘cludes more systematic  necessarily by more
how to respond but ing; an emo- favorable beliefs
are otherwise without tional reaction to the
justification); affect- od itself may also be
laden stimuli may also evoked
be present
Affective Ads contain stimuli Emotional responses Brand purchases medi-
capable of eliciting an sssociated with the ated by emotional
emotional response sdvertised brand, with  responses (more favor-

or without conscious
swareness

able attitudes) but not
necessarily by more
favorable beliefs




Table 1.3

benefits

The Seven Theories of Advertising
(From Pechmann and Stewart, 1989)

. Predicted Immediate Predicted Delgyed
Theories Type of Message (Ad) (Proximal) Responses (Distal) Responses
Systematic

Learning Ad claims the brand Conscious awareness, A stronger belief that
theories (Fish- has a desirable attri- compeehension, eval- the brand has this
bein 1963; bute and may present uation, and attribute and (perhaps)
McGuire arguments to support of this information 8 more positive evalua-
1972; Fish- this claim tion of this sttribute
bein and produces a more favor-
Ajzen 1975) able brand artirude
and behaviors
Cognitive Perty: Ad claims the Penty: Conscious A swonger belief that
response brand has a desirable awareness, comprehen- the brand has this
theories attsibute sion, and cognitive atribute, which pro-
(Peuy 1981; Olson et al.: None responding that duces a more favorable
Olson, Toy, specified; information reflects acceptance of brand attitude and
and Dover about desirable brand this information behaviors
1982) attributes may be . Olson et al.: The gen-
provided, inferred, or eration of idiosyncratic
remembered cognitive responses
sbout desirable brand
attributes
Dissonance Ad claims the brand Conscious awareness, Modified beliefs about
theory (Fes- has and/or a compet- comprehension, eval- an atribute of the
tinger 1957; itor does not have a uation, and acceptance brand and/or of 2
Ray 1982) desirable atribute; of this information competitor produce a
and/or the brand does relatively more favor-
not have—and/or a able brand artitude
competitor has—an and behaviors, thereby
undesirable attribute reducing dissonance
Heuristic
Heuristic Ad provides a heuristic Exclusive reliance on Purchases mediated by
processing cue and perhaps makes the heuristic cue, the heuristic cue itself;
(Chaiken s favorable claim that which preciudes a beliefs may also
1980) may be unsubstantiated more careful evalua- change
(““puffery*”). The cue tion of the ad’s claims
may be emotion laden ’
" or neutral
Low involve- Ad contains the most Processing of this cue Purchases of the brand
ment (Krug- basic heuristic cue—it (the brand identifica- mediated solely bya -
man 1965, identifies the brand (its tion), which is stored simple choice heuris-
1977) name, logo, packaging, in long-term memory— tic: recall or recogni-
etc.); brand salience perhaps subconsciously tion of the brand;
may be enhanced by and noaverbally; affec- beliefs are unchanged
use of emotion-laden tive resction to the ad
stimuli is also likely
ective .
Aﬂ(;laaial Ad connins a verbal UCS.mka a positive Bnnd acquires the
corditioning and/or nonverbal posi- emotional response capacity to ev_oke the
(Gorn 1982; tive unconditioned (UCR) to the od, positive emotional .
Staats and stimulus (USC) asso- which is later asso- response (CR), produc-
Staats 1958) fated with the brand ciated with the brand ing a more favorable
(CS) (CR), perhaps sub- brand attitude and
consciously behaviors; beliefs are
unchanged
Vicarious Ad portrays a role Identification with the Brand scquires the
learning model’s reward (or role model, md an capacity to evpke
(Nord and punishment) for using emotional reaction like positive emouonal_
Peter 1980; the brand that of the model responses, producing a
Bandura which is direcdy" more favorable brand
1969) related to (exemplifies) attirude and behaviors;
the brand’s emotional beliefs may also -
or experimental change
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One should keep in mind, however, that rational, emotional, or heuristic processes
may occur in the same ad. Pechmann and Stewart (1989) remind us that there is a substantial
amount of empirical evidence showing that most broadcast ads are mixed. They state that it
may be very difficult to find examples of purely emotional or rational ads since nearly all ads
are made up of heterogenous stimuli. This led them to posit that the stimuli which ads contain,
and the mediating or proximal responses that they evoke must be portrayed along two
dimensions: a systematic - heuristic (cognitive) dimension and an emotional (or more
generally, an experiential) benefits dimension. The first dimension is based on the type of
cognitive processing it evokes (systematic versus heuristic) while the second dimension is a
continuum of emotional benefit appeals. In their classification system, they also distinguish
between the use of emotional benefit appeals and the use of emotion as a heuristic device. The
former aims at eliciting affective responses while the latter serve as cues.

Pechmann and Stewart (1990) tested their hypothesis Wlﬂl over a thousand television
commercials for packaged goods. Results showed that rational ads on average received large
positive scores on the systematic processing dimension and negative scores on the emotional
benefits dimension. Heuristic appeals on average received large negative scores on the
systematic processing dimension, indicating that they evoked heuristic processing and low
scores (close to zero) on the emotional benefits dimension. While ads classified as emotional
appeals, received, on average, very large positive scores on the experiential or emotional
benefits dimension and large negative scores on the systematic processing dimension.

In conclusion, Pechmann and Stewart's study has demonstrated that most

advertisements contain both a rational component and an emotional one. However, it appears
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that it is possible to control the emotional content of advertisements. Since the present study
is primarily interested in message effects in print ads and is more concerned with the
information processing approach, Pechmann and Stewart's findings point to the possibility of
designing appeals that minimize the affective impact, thereby, allowing us to study the logical
and systematic processes that occur. In fact Pechmann and Stewart have indicated that
advertising research conducted in laboratory settings with print ads have tended to produce
"effortful processing” on the part of message receivers with the result that the subjects have

been persuaded through the systematic route.



22

CHAPTER 2

TWO-SIDED VERSUS ONE-SIDED PERSUASION APPEALS

2.1 Introduction

The effect of message sidedness on attitude change has been the object of considerable
research. In fact, many of the studies to be discussed in the next chapters and dealing with
cognitive response and attribution theory were tested within the framework of this message
strategy.

Since the main focus of this paper deals with cultural differences in message-based
persuasion, and since research on message sidedness and refutation is representative of the
effects of message content and structure, an in-depth review of this research will be made. In
addition to looking at how the various persuasion theories explain the differences in attitude
change following such appeals, we will also look at the empirical studies carried out in an

attempt to validate the principle cross-culturally.

2.2 Yale Group Findings

The Yale group explored the relative attitudinal effects of "presenting only those
arguments favoring the recommended conclusion (a one-sided message) and discussing ‘also
arguments opposed to the position advocated" and refuting them - (a two-sided message)

(Hovland et al., 1953, p.105). Hovland, Lumsdaine and Sheffield (1949) predicted and found



23
that two-sided arguments were more effective among the better educated, among those well
informed about the issue, and those initially opposed. Their underlying hypothesis was that
"those who were opposed would be stimulated by a one-sided argument to rehearse their own
position and seek new ways of supporting it" (Hovland et al., 1949, p.203). Another possible
reason is that the two-sided arguments may be perceived to be unbiased. Their hypotheses are
clearly founded on the learning approach to persuasion, more specifically, a stimulus-
response paradigm. They believed that persuasive messages are stimuli that provide incentives
for desired responses. The connection between stimulus and response is cognitively mediated.
Receivers think about messages. If they find them interesting, believable, understandable and
acceptable they comply, if not, they resist. Refer also to Figure 2. One-sided messages were
seen as biased, hence, not as believable and acceptable as two-sided messages. Also, since
rehearsal was seen as an essential process of learning, one-sided messages were not as
effective because they stimulated rehearsal of the position opposite to what the communicator
was presenting.

In the above study, effects of the communication were assessed only in terms of
immediate changes in opinion. A subsequent study by Lumsdaine and Janis (1953) examined
the effectiveness of the two types of messages after part of the audience had been exposed
to a second, or counterpropaganda communication. It was found that for the individuals who
were exposed to counterpropaganda, those who heard both sides of the issue, had a larger
net change in opinion as compared to those who heard only one side.

Hovland, Janis and Kelley (1953) summarize the findings of the above two

experiments as follows:
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1- A two-sided presentation is more effective in the long run than a one-sided
one

a) when, regardless of initial opinion, the audience is exposed to
subsequent counterpropaganda, or

b) when, regardless of subsequent exposure to counterpropaganda, the

audience initially disagrees with the communicator’s position.

2- A two-sided presentation is less effective than a one-sided one if the audience
initially agrees with the commentator's position and is not exposed to later
counterpropaganda.

2.3 Research on Two-Sided Appeals in Advertising

2.3.1 Different Operationalizations of Message Sidedness

Quite a number of studies have been carried out on the effectiveness of two-sided
versus one-sided appeals in marketing. Results confirm those fc;und in general persuasion or
communication studies about the superiority of two-sided ads.

Such studies, however, have not been consistent with respect to the way "two-sided"
messages have been operationalized. Some messages simply mention the opposing arguments
without attempting to undermine or overturn these arguments in any way, others present the
negative claims in such a way that they are outweighed by the positive considerations of the
products or brand, and, finally, it is possible to explicitly "refute" the negative claims by
presenting evidence or by argumentation (O'Keefe, 1990). These different ways of treating
opposing arguments have somewhat complicated studies in this area. Two-sided non-
refutational ads have been shown to generate a greater perception of advertiser truthfulness

(Chebat and Picard, 1988; Kamins and Assael, 1987; Smith and Hunt, 1978), greater overall
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believability (Golden and Alpert, 1987; Anderson and Golden, 1984; Golden and Alpert,
1978, Settle and Golden, 1974), and greater affect toward the ad than one-sided appeals
(Chebat and Picard, 1988; Golden and Alpert, 1987). However, attempts to influence beliefs
and attitudes toward the products or brand have met with only limited success (Kamins and
Assael, 1987; Golden and Alpert, 1987; Golden and Alpert, 1978; Settle and Golden, 1974;
but see Pechmann, 1992). Finally, efforts to influence purchase intention have, for the most
part, proven unsuccessful (Kamins and Assael, 1987; Golden and Alpert, 1987). Table 2.1
summarizes the findings of the various advertising studies carried out with two-sided non-
refutational appeals.

As exemplified by the findings in the Golden and Alpert (1987) study, two-sided
nonrefutational appeals have not always been successful in enhancing product ratings,
intentions, or attitudes. Although two-sided ads were able to increase overall believability and
affect toward the ad for both products tested, deodorants, and mass transit, the ad only
succeeded in increasing product ratings and intention to buy for deodorants. Results such as
these led Kamins and Assael (1987) to state:

These varied findings are surprising in light of the appeal's apparent positive effect on

advertiser truthfulness and believability, but may be explained as being a function of

such factors as media type, subject involvement, and exposure frequency and time

(Belch, 1981). In a cognitive sense, such appeals may be hampered in influencing

attitude and intention because unrefuted disclaimers may still lead to a high degree
of counterargumentation. (p.31; emphasis my own).
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Table 2.1
Summary of Findings on the Benefits of Using Two-Sided Non-Refutational Appeals

Advertiser S |S
truthfulness . S

Overall s|s |s |s|s s
believability

Perception of S |S
informativeness of
ad

Affect toward s S |S
the ad

of the advertisement

g Aspects of the credibililty

Beliefs and attitude
toward product attri
butes & overall

Belief that Sk S | NO s |5~
product possesses
the (+) claims
indicated

Attitude toward
product

Intention to buy NC S | NO

Inoculation S
against belief
change

Legend: S= Significant improvement of two-sided appeal
in comparison to one-sided appeals.

NC=No change (non significaﬁt)
* =Less belief change than one-sided -- as expected.

=Authors cautioned that overall product evaluation
may not always be affected.
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2.3.2 Correlational Inferences
A number of other researchers are also of the opinion that the presence of disclaimers
has both positive and negative effects on attitude change. Although these can increase the
credibility of spokespersons, the fact that they present a negative aspect of the product,
especially if this disclosure is significant, may result in receivers derogating the product. As
Pechmann (1992, pp.441-453) states:
If consumers who are exposed to a two-sided ad judge the advertised brand more
favorably on the primary attribute, one might also expect them to evaluate the brand
more positively overall... However, an additional factor must be considered - the
revelation that the brand has an undesirable level of the secondary attribute may
adversely affect overall evaluations....In fact, typically, these two effects seem to
offset each other so that a two-sided ad is no more effective overall than its one-sided
counterparts (Belch, 1981; Settle and Golden, 1974; Stayman, Hoyer, and Leon,
1987).
She thus proposes that the "derogatory" effect of disclosure of the secondary attribute may
be partially compensated when the primary and secondary attributes are negatively correlated.
The stimulus ad she uses for her experiment illustrates the notion of negatively
correlated attributes. Her ad centered on a new premium ice cream which was supposed to
outrank competition in terms of richness, creamy taste, and freshness of ingredients. The
"downside" of using the product, however, was the fact that it had more calories than the
other leading brands. This was the secondary attribute and was negatively correlated to the
primary attributes. She hypothesized that the high level of the secondary (undesirable)
attribute would cause subjects to infer higher levels of the desirable (primary) attribute(s) in

the brand. As a result, this would attenuate the effect of the disclosure of the "undesirable"

aspects of the product. In her words:
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When a two-sided ad features negatively correlated attributes, however, perhaps the

improvement in primary attribute judgments (due to the joint effects of correspondent

and correlational inferences) will more than offset the negative effect of the disclosure

about the secondary attribute" (1992, p.443).

Her results strongly supported her hypothesis. Two-sided ads that led subjects to
generate both correspondent and correlational inferences were more effective than one-sided

ads at enhancing overall brand evaluations.

2.3.3 Two-Sided Refutational Appeals

Another way of minimizing the effects of disclaiming an éttn'bute of the product is by
refuting or directly attacking the negative arguments. Two-sided refutational messages have,
surprisingly, been the object of a relatively limited number of studies (e.g., Sawyer, 1973;
Bither et al., 1971: Szybillo and Heslin, 1973; Kamins and Assael, 1987). What findings are
available, however, seem to indicate that this approach is superior to the two-sided non-
refutational appeal (see, also Allen, 1991; Allen et al., 1990).

One of the earliest studies which examined the effectiveness of two-sided refutational
appeals was by Sawyer (1973). He tested the hypothesis that a refutational appeal would
significantly interact with the number of repeated advertising exposures. He found that for
users of the competitor’s brand, repetition of refutational appeals over a short period of time
was more effective in increasing purchase intention than repetition of supportive appeals. The
study by Bither et al. (1971) focused on testing the concept of "inoculation" (McGuire and

Papageorgis, 1961) within a marketing context. Since the original work by McGuire and
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Papageorgis was carried out with cultural truisms', it could not be directly applied to
marketing since most beliefs about products are not universally held. The belief they chose
for testing was that there should be little or no censorship of movies - clearly not a belief that
everyone shares. They found that inoculation - refuting the attack's argument before the
attack was given - increased the positive level of the attitude, and attack lowered belief level
for both inoculated and non- inoculated subjects. The inoculation x attack interaction was
not significant. This led the authors to conclude that they failed to reject the null hypothesis.
However, the data would appear to indicate that subjects in the attack conditions not
prepared with inoculation showed greater negative attitude change than those subjects
prepared with inoculation.

The study by Szybillo and Heslin (1973) also tested inoculation techniques in
marketing. They found that all defensive techniques attempted gave greater resistance to
persuasion than a no-defense treatment; moreover, the refutational defense was superior to
the direct supportive defense. These three studies confirmed the predictions from inoculation
theory that two-sided refutational appeals conferred a greater resistance to attack than did
the one-sided appeal.

In conclusion, in a consumer product advertising context, two-sided appeals -
especially the refutational variety - tend to be superior to their one-sided counterparts in

enhancing the cognitive and affective components of advertisement credibility.

*Cultural truisms are attitudes so prevalent and strongly held in society that one is rarely if ever subjected to
counterarguments.
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2.4 Theoretical Explanations of Message Sidedness Effects
Several different approaches have been used to explain the differential effectiveness
of one-, and two-sided appeals on long-run attitude change and resistance to
counterpersuasion. Early attempts revolved around the learning theory approach to
persuasion (Hovland, Lumsdaine, and Sheffield, 1949; Hovland, Janis, and Kelley, 1953), and
the application of Kelley's covariation theory (Settle and Golden, 1974). However, both of
these mechanisms have been supplanted by new approaches. The two explanations which now
have the most currency are centered on McGuire and Papageorgis' (1961) inoculation theory
and the Jones and Davis (1965) theory of correspondent inferences (and the closely related
augmentation/discounting principle, Kelley, 1972). Two studies, one by Kamins and Assael
(1987), and the other by Hastak and Park (1990) examined. the operation of these two
mechanisms. These will be reviewed below. A more in-depth coverage of these and other

mechanisms is given in the following chapter.

2.4.1 Inoculation Theory

According to inoculation theory, subjects who are initially opposed to the position of
a communication will generate significantly less counterarguments when the message is in the
two-sided refutational form than if it only presents supportive arguments. As a result, the
refutational appeal should lead to a greater acceptance of the communicator's position
(Kamins and Assael, 1987).

A refutational message should also lead to greater persuasion in the case where the

subject was in agreement with the communicator’s position "because of a motivation to
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bolster one's defenses upon exposure to potential counterarguments" (Kamins and Assael,
1987, p.30). In this case, two-sided refutational appeals, as opposed to other forms, should
generate more support argumentation as a result of this desire to prepare oneself against

possible later counterarguments (Kamins and Assael, 1987; see also Sorrentino et al., 1988).

2.4.2 Correspondent Inference Theory

The second theory tested is based on correspondent inference theory (Jones and
Davis, 1965). The theory deals with the formation of dispositional attributions. When an
observer attributes the cause of an event to the true feelings or disposition of an actor (the
communicator, in this case), a correspondent attribution is said to occur. On the other hand,
when observed behavior is attributed to situational constraints or pressure on the actor, a
noncorrespondent attribution is made. The more the behavior of an actor (communicator) is
unexpected or departs from the norm, the greater the probability that attributions will be
correspondent. When an actor's behavior goes against the accepted norm, such behavior has
a higher probability of reflecting the true characteristics of tﬁe individual than of possible
outside constraints.

In the case of advertising, two-sided appeals tend to go against the norm since
receivers expect the comﬁuﬁmtor to fully support his/her brand. Thus, following reception
of a two-sided appeal, a receiver would tend to make a correspondent attribution by
associating the varied message claims with the credibility of the source. One-sided messages,
on the other hand, are the traditional form of appeals. In this case, individuals would tend to

make noncorrespondent attributions by associating the non-varied message claims to the
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source's desire to sell the product. Receivers would tend to assign considerably less credibility
to the source than in the former case (Kamins and Assael, 1987). The five hypotheses which
ensued from a consideration of the two theories in the Kamins and Assael study are depicted
in Figure 2.1 below. The figure represents the continua of cognitive responses and differences
in purchase intentions.

Their experiments confirmed that two-sided appeals (both refutational and non-
refutational) lead to significantly less counterargumentation and more support arguments than
one-sided appeals. However, their hypothesis that refutational messages were superior to
two-sided non-refutational messages received only directional support.

Results also showed that the one-sided appeal produced significantly more source
derogation that either of the two-sided appeals - as hypothesized. However, source
derogation was not found to significantly differ between the two-sided appeals although there
was directional support for their hypothesis that two-sided nonrefutational appeals produced
the lowest level of source derogations.

The authors conclude that although there is support for the mechanisms outlined in
both theories, the results seem to weigh more heavily towards the inoculation theory
explanation. As a result, according to them, "counter or supportive consumer responses may
be more important as cognitive belief change mediators than source attribute variables"
(Kamins and Assael, 1987, p.36). This cognitive responding t'nediation (i.e., generation of
counter- and support- argumentation) has, in fact received additional support from research
by Hale and associates (1991, and personal communication, 1993), as well as from a study

by Sorrentino et al. (1988) to be discussed below. However, in spite of the greater importance
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of these types of cognitive responses as mediators of cognitive belief change, Kamins and

Assael seem to view the two theories as complementary rather than competitive. As they

state:

Inoculation and correspondence theories make different contributions in predicting
cognitive responses. It is apparent that inoculation theory is predicting the nature of
consumer responses - counter or supportive - based on the communications stimuli.
Conversely, correspondence theory is concerned primarily with the attribution to the
source - enhancing or derogatory - based on the same communications stimuli. (1987,

p.31).

LOwW
Two-Sided
refutational

HIGH

two-sided
refutational

LOW

two-sided
nonrefutational

LOWEST

two-sided
refutational

LOWEST

two-sided
refutational

Figure 2.1

Hypotheses Tested in the Kamins and Assael (1987) Study

COUNTERARGUMENTATION (H1)

HIGH
two-sided one-sided
nonrefutational appeal

SUPPORT ARGUMENTS (H2)

Low
two-sided one-sided
nonrefutational appeal

SOURCE DEROGATION (H3)

HIGH
two-sided one-sided
refutational appeal

BELIEF CHANGE (H4)
(Given a disconfirming product trial experience)

HIGHEST
two-sided one-sided
nonrefutational appeal

DIFFERENCE IN PURCHASE INTENTIONS

BEFORE AND AFTER TRIAL (HS)
(Attitude change should be similar to intentions)

HIGHEST

two-sided one-sided
nonrefirtational appeal
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According to Kamins and Assael (1987, p.38), the processes subtending each theory

may depend upon the level of content-involvement of the appeal on the recipients. As they

state: "Alternative cognitive responses have been found to vary in importance as variables

mediating belief structure depending on the degree of involvement (Houston and Rothschild,

1977, Petty and Cacioppo, 1981b; Wright, 1974)." On this basis, they proposed the following
hypothesis for future testing:

...predictions made from inoculation theory are most relevant under high involvement

conditions, whereas those from correspondence theory apply under low involvement

conditions. (1987, p.38)

This view of the complementary nature of the mechanisms thus appears to be based
on their belief that the processes apply to different part of the elaboration continuum -
correspondent attributions being found under low involvement situations and support and
counterargument responses occurring in high involvement situations.

Although, according to Kamins and Assael (1987), the two processes (i.e.,
correspondent inferences and cognitive responding) may take on importance in different
regions of the elaboration (involvement) continuum, with the former being more important
for low involvement situations and the latter more important at higher levels of involvement,
their own results also show that the two can occur simultaneously. In their study, the nature
of the product and the use of the printed ads implies that the subjects were in a moderate to
high level of involvement. Both source-based inferences in the form of correspondent

attributions and counter- and support- argumentation were found. In the Pechmann (1992)
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study, the use of such secondary attributes as "calories" in study 1 and "sodium content" in
study 2 also leads one to conjecture that the ads would have invoked moderate to high levels
of involvement. Even in these conditions subjects were found to generate correspondent
attributions.

From a theoretical point of view, however, there is some controversy as to the level
of cognitive effort involved in attributional processes. For instance, at one point Eagly and
Chaiken (1993, p.352) state that, like heuristic processing, attributional processing, of which
correspondent inferences represent a subtype, "constitutes a cognitive peripheral route
mechanism within the elaboration likelihood model of persuasion" (1993, p.352). Thus,
according to them, causal inferences are akin to other peripheral mechanisms; and, just like
these mechanisms, would most likely mediate attitude change under low levels of elaboration
likelihood. But they go on to add that:

More complex, contingent predictions would follow from the perspective of the

heuristic-systematic model because attributional reasoning is presumably more

effortful and capacity limited than heuristic processing, yet less effortful and less

capacity demanding than scrutinizing persuasive argumentation itself. (1993, p.363)
In this view, attributional processes such as correspondent inferences are more effortful than
simple decision rules but less so than argument-based processing. A more extensive review
of the subprocesses making up correspondent inferences, to be seen in Chapter 4, will also
reveal this greater complexity of attributional processes. In fact, at this point it would appear

that the correspondent inference process seems to straddle a much greater portion of the

personal involvement and elaboration likelihood continuum than the action of peripheral cues.
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Also, according to Eagly's Heuristic-Systematic Model, both processes can occur
simultaneously under the right conditions. As Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p.363) state:

Extrapolating from the basic tenets of the heuristic-systematic model, whether

heuristic cues, causally relevant persuasion cues, or message content

manipulations...differ in their relative persuasive impact should depend upon a number

of mutable factors: (a) situational and individual differences in people's abilities to

engage in argument-based processing; (b) ...the availability, accessibility, and

reliability of knowledge structures relevant to attributional reasoning; and (c)

situational and individual differences in motivation to engage in effortful information

processing....Moreover, in situations conducive to all three processing modes, the

extent to which information furnished by the three modes contradicted one another

would also need to be taken into account. For example, if argument-based processing

contradicted the validity of an attributionally based inference about message validity,

causally relevant contextual cues might exert little judgmental impact (i.e., an

attenuation effect). Of course, to the extent that such information was not
contradictory, additive effects might be predicted. (1993, p.363)

In sum, it would appear that, based on Eagly and Chaiken, both cognitive responding
and the formation of correspondent attributions can occur simultaneously - provided that the
information contributed by attributional thinking does not contradict that provided by
argument processing. The empirical evidence presented earlier as well as theoretical evidence
presented by Gilbert et al. (1988) and Trope and Lieberman (1993), to be reviewed later, also
point to the possibility that both processes can occur simultaneously. That both processes may
operate simultaneously in the processing of two-sided ads was also recognized by Crowley
and Hoyer (1994). Their model of two-sided persuasion effects is based on three mechanisms:
namely, correspondent inference theory (Jones and Davis, 1965); inoculation theory (McGuire
and Papageorgis, 1961); and optimal arousal theory (Berlyne, 1971). Essentially, the presence

of a disclaimer in the message is believed to raise the level of perceived credibility of the
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spokesperson. If the level of negative information provided in the disclaimer is low to
moderate, the increase in credibility will tend, in turn, to increase the attitude toward the
brand (Agg). Credibility is also believed to bias the formation of CRs by attenuating
counterargumentation.

Optimal arousal theory posits that two-sided messages are "pleasingly novel," and, as
a result, generate positive affect toward the ad (A,p; Crowley and Hoyer, 1994) which then
translates into a greater Ay and a greater attention and moﬁvaﬁon to process the arguments
in the message. This enhanced motivation to process, coupled with the biasing effects of
credibility, are believed to influence the number of CRs generated, with more SAs and less

CAs than in the case of one-sided messages.

2.4.3 Sorrentino et al. Study

A study by Sorrentino et al. (1988) sheds more light on the above processes by
showing that two-sided messages are more effective when message receivers engage in
systematic processing while one-sided messages are more effective when subjects engage in
heuristic processing. The study also shows the effect of an important individual difference
variable on the relative effectiveness of two-versus one-sided messages at different points on
the personal involvement continuum.

In their study, Sorrentino et al. (1988) found a difference between "uncertainty-
oriented" persons and "certainty-oriented" persons in their use of systematic versus heuristic
information processing in the treatment of persuasive messages. The construct of

"uncertainty-orientation" refers to an individual difference variable that reflects that some
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individuals are more motivated to carry out an in-depth processing of information "in
situations that involve uncertainty about the self or the environment” (1988, p.358) while
certainty-oriented persons would display greater motivation "in situations that involve
certainty about the self or the environment" (p.358). This essentially would mean that the
former are more motivated to process message arguments (i.e., engage in central processing)
when the level of personal relevance (involvement) in a situation is high whereas they would
tend to use heuristic cues in low relevance situations. Certainty-oriented individuals, on the
other hand, would show the reverse pattern.

In one of their studies to test this effect, they compared the relative effectiveness of
two-sided versus one-sided appeals at high and low levels of personal relevance. This test was
based on the assumption that, in contrast to two-sided message;s, one-sided appeals "do not
require integration of conflicting views and do not introduce ambiguity about the correct
position on the issue" (1988, p. 359) whereas the former do. As a result, in one-sided ads,
receivers do not have to invest as much cognitive work as in the case of two-sided ads (1988,
p. 359). Thus, they state: "...if a two-sided message is to be effective, recipients must be
willing to process the arguments thoughtfully" (p.359). This led them to hypothesize that for
two-sided messages, individuals who are more uncertainty-oriented would tend to be more
persuaded when personal relevance was high whereas certainty-oriented subjects would be
less persuaded under high than low relevance - this because the latter are thought to engage
in systematic processing only at low levels of involvement. The opposite was hypothesized
for one-sided advertisements. These hypotheses were confirmed. In their discussion, the

authors state:
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Uncertainty-oriented subjects behaved like most attitude theorists appear to assume
everyone behaves, being more influenced by the two-sided message and less
influenced by the one-sided message under conditions of high personal relevance than
low personal relevance. Certainty-oriented subjects, however, demonstrated the
opposite pattern of persuasion. Under conditions of high personal relevance,
certainty-oriented individuals were less persuaded by the two-sided message and more
persuaded by the one-sided message than under conditions of low relevance.
Presumably, certainty-oriented subjects are not motivated to think for themselves and
therefore look for external guidance or cues on important issues; the one-sided
message in this experiment provided a strong cue that the advocated position was
valid, whereas the two-sided message introduced ambiguity. On the other hand,
certainty-oriented persons are motivated to think for themselves, ironically, when the
issue is not personally relevant. (1988, p. 363)
The authors believe that these result show that uncertainty-orientation has the ability to
discriminate among individuals with respect to their tendencies to engage in either systematic
or heuristic processing in specific situations. A limitation of the first study is that systematic
versus heuristic processing was only inferred and was not directly manipulated. This prompted
the authors to carry out a second study. This study was based on the experiment by Petty et
al. (1981b). They hypothesized that if uncertainty-oriented subjects are more predisposed
toward systematic processing under high personal relevance condition, then in this condition
strong arguments should produce more attitude change than weak arguments, but source
expertise should not affect persuasion. Certainty-oriented individuals should show the
opposite behavior: They should be more persuaded by strong arguments in low relevance
condition (corresponding to systematic processing) while they should be more persuaded by
heuristic processes (i.e., source expertise) at high levels of personal relevance. Again these
hypotheses received strong support.
In sum what these studies indicate is that subjects can vary as to the level of personal

relevance which can instigate systematic processing. High personal relevance will lead to
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systematic processing for uncertainty-oriented individuals - like the way most attitude
theorists assume everyone behaves; whereas for the case of certainty-oriented individuals,
systematic processing only occurs at low levels of personal relevance. For these individuals,
high relevance leads to heuristic processing?.

The Sorrentino et al. study offers further proof; in the present author's opinion, of the
simultaneous occurrence of attributional and cognitive response processes. Their findings
showed that two-sided ads become effective under conditions which favor systematic
processing; that is, under conditions of effortful processing. It demonstrates that for the
"typical" message receiver (that is, for the uncertainty-oriented individual) two-sided
messages will be more effective than one-sided appeals under conditions of effortful
processing. It also serves to confirm that the greater effectiveness of the former over the latter
is due in part to greater message elaboration on the part of the receivers. However, the higher
elaboration and central processing also provide the right c;mditions for correspondent
attributions to form. First, it provides the greater capacity needed for attributional thinking;
second, it provides for the minimal message processing to allow the receiver to detect the

two-sided nature of the message.

2 Certainty-oriented individuals who are exposed to persuasive communication in & high personal relevance situation
would pick up source cues and use them as heuristics to change their attitudes. When these individuals are exposed
to two-sided messages, they would still be required to engage in minimal message processing in order to detect the
two-sided nature of the arguments within the message.
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2.4.4 Hastak and Park Study

2.4.4.1 Objectives and Hypotheses

A study by Hastak and Park (1990) also fuels the drive of the present study to better
understand the underlying mediating processes of message sidedness effects and the need to
focus on the higher involvement end of the elaboration continuum.

In their work, the authors had set out to examine the mediation processes at work
during reception of these types of messages. In their words:

One goal of the present study was simply to create the conditions under which

mediation effects due to both mediators (cognitive responses and message/source

believability) on attitude could be examined. A second, more important goal, was to

investigate the conditions under which one of these mediators would likely dominate
the other. (Hastak and Park, 1990, p. 329; emphasis my own).

The framework which they utilized to understand this mechanism was the Elaboration
Likelihood Model. The model could be used to explain the operation of multiple mediators.
For instance, in the high involvement situation the model postulates the operation of cognitive
responses as the principal mediators of message sidedness effects. As they state:

Thus, a two-sided appeal will induce more favorable attitudinal effects to the extent

that it is successful in biasing the evaluative tone of message processing by either
suppressing counterarguments and/or enhancing support arguments.

In the case of uninvolved audiences, they first point out that audiences must first
detect the presence of the "pernipheral” cue which is embedded in the message. Only then can

they use the cue to generate an overall impression of the advertised brand. They state that:
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Since the disclaimed attributes are embedded in the verbal message of a two-sided
communication, a distinct possibility is that uninvolved audiences may not even
recognize the two-sided nature of the communication. This suggests that a two-sided

message [under these conditions] may frequently have no advantage over a one-sided
message in influencing brand attitude. (Hastak and Park, 1990)

However, in the event that the message receiver detects the message sidedness cue,
they believe that the two-sided message will be differentially effective over their one-sided
argument to the extent that the message sidedness cue serves as a means of inferring
source/message believability (Hastak and Park, 1990). They state:

...effects of message sidedness on attitude will be mediated by perceptions of source

credibility (if a source is explicitly identified) and/or message believability.

Importantly, ELM predicts no effects due to message sidedness on cognitive response

(counter and support arguments) [in this condition]. Also effects on beliefs about

attributes not disclaimed (if any) should be due to halo effects, and should not be
mediated by cognitive responses. (p.330)

In sum, the authors made the following hypotheses:
1- The level of involvement of the subjects should influence the degree to which
they recognize the manipulation of message sidedness and the particular form

that mediation will take.

2- Because low involvement subjects only process the message in a superficial
and cursory manner, they should show only weak effects of the manipulation

on beliefs about the disclaimed product attributes.
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3- At high levels of involvement, effects of the manipulation on attitudes should
be mediated by brand-related cognitive responses; while for low levels of
involvement, effects on attitude should be mediated by perceptions of
message/source believability. No effects of brand-related cognitive responses
should occur under low levels of involvement.

A laboratory experiment was carried out using a 3 (high involvement, low
involvement, and control) by 2 (one versus two-sided message) design to test the above
hypotheses. Their findings confirmed their expectations with respect to the sensitivity to
manipulation of message structure: involved subjects were found to be more sensitive to
manipulation of message sidedness than low involved subjects. The principal hypotheses,
however, were not supported: There were no effects due to the manipulation of message
sidedness on brand beliefs or attitudes either for involved or uninvolved subjects.

The effectiveness of the message sidedness manipulation was verified by examining
beliefs on the two attributes that were disclaimed in the two-sided appeal. It was found that
two-sided appeals caused subjects to have significantly weaker beliefs in the disclaimed
attributes than in the case of subjects exposed to one-sided appeals. Of particular interest
were the findings with respect to the interaction of message response involvement (MRI) and
message sidedness. It was found that message sideness had a stronger impact on the
disclaimed beliefs in the case of involved subjects than in the case of the uninvolved ones. For
the involved subjects F(1, 62) = 37.1 for "variety of colors" and 11.59 for "uniquely styled
barred", with both p's < .01 while for the same attributes in the low involvement situation the

F-values were F(1, 58) = 6.69, p <.05 for the first attribute and F = .53, p > .4 for the second
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attribute. This confirms the expectation that high MRI individuals scrutinized the ad message
more carefully and were able to detect the sidedness mamipulation in the message to a greater

extent than their low involvement counterparts.

2.4.4.2 Effects on Mediators

A 2 (high versus low MRI) by 2 (one versus two-sided message) ANOVA on
measures on cognitive responses, message quality, message believability, and source
credibility was carried out. Results showed that message sidedness had no effects on any of
the dependent variables and, moreover, the interaction was also non significant. The authors
also indicated that they found no effects "on measure of the proportion of counter and
support arguments, or on the number/proportion of positive and negative ad and source-
related thoughts produced by subjects” (Hastak and Park, 1990, p. 333). One noteworthy
finding, however, was the main effect of MRI on perception of message quality and source
credibility. This suggest, according to the authors, that the involved message receivers
judged the ad's message to be stronger, and the message source to be more credible
than for the case of the uninvolved receivers. The authors conclude from the above that
the potential mediators of effects on attitude were not affected by the message sidedness
manipulation. Also, results for measure of BELIEF and ATTITUDE MEASURES paralleled

the results obtained for the mediators.
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2.4.4.3 Limitations of the Study

The way Hastak and Park manipulated involvement was analogous to the method used
by Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann (1983) and was embedded within the ad booklet given to
the subjects. Their manipulation check did reveal that their stimulus influenced the perceived
personal relevance of the product by the subjects. They also examined the brand involvement
manipulation on message response involvement (MRI). Unfortunately, the mean MRI scores
for the high and low involvement groups were almost identical. As they state: "...these result
suggest that variations in perceived personal relevance induced by our manipulation did not
produce the anticipated parallel effects on brand processing” (1990, p. 332). In order to
compensate for this deficiency, the authors conducted three sets of analyses based on (1)
manipulated levels of involvement, (2) a blocking factor obtained from a median split on the
MRI measure to create two groups that differed in terms of level of MRI, and (3) a median-
split on the number of brand-related thoughts and the creation of two groups of subjects
differing in terms of amount of processing vis-a-vis the brand message. After carrying out the
analyses using these different measures of involvement, the authors arrived at similar results
and identical conclusions. Although they appear to have compensated adequately for the
operationalization problems with respect to involvement, as they state:

...the failure to unambiguously validate the involvement manipulation suggests that

our results concerning involvement effects should be cautiously interpreted. (Hastak

and Park, 1990, p. 334)

In conclusion, the authors state:

Our results suggest that a two-sided message does not produce more favorable effects

on brand-related cognitive structure than does a one-sided message. Although all
subjects clearly recognized the message sidedness cues, and formed distinctly inferior
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beliefs on attributes disclaimed in the two-sided messages, message sidedness had no
effects on any of the brand beliefs and attitude measures, nor did it influence measure
of message processing and message/source believability.

Our results also suggest that variations in involvement with the brand or the brand
message do not alter the effects due to message sidedness. Clearly, no analyses for
differential mediators of message sidedness effects under high versus low involvement
could be conducted because there were no effects to be mediated. It is conceivable
that weak recognition of the message sidedness cue among uninvolved subjects
produced the pattern of resuits obtained for this group. What is surprising is that
involved subjects, who strongly responded to the message sidedness manipulation,
showed no effects on cognitive response or attitude measures. A possible explanation
for this result may reside in the mix of counter and support arguments produced by
our subjects in response to the pen ad. Past marketing research indicates that
significant effects due to message sidedness on cognitive responses are usually
obtained when counterargumentation is the dominant mode of message processing
(e.g., Kamins and Assael, 1987). Also, Inoculation theory (McGuire 1961) suggests
that two-sided messages are most effective when audiences are initially negatively
predisposed towards the advocacy issues, and hence likely to predominantly
counterargue with the message. Our subjects generated more support than counter
arguments in response to the ad, and reported very favorable brand attitudes. Thus,
a two-sided message could not have influenced attitudes through suppression of
counterargumentation. Note, however, that message sidedness could still have
produced attitudinal effects through enhancement of support argumentation, although
this did not happen in the present study. (1990, p. 334).

They end by stating that:
Future research incorporating a stronger and more convincing manipulation of

involvement should prove usefull in developing more unambiguous tests of ELM -
based predictions than were achieved in the present study. (1990, p. 335)

In addition to the above explanations with respect to the lack of an observed effect
of sidedness manipulation on low and high involvement subjects, a number of confounding

factors may help explain the pattern of results.
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The first factor may be the individual difference construct tested by Sorrentino et al.
(1988), namely, "uncertainty avoidance." Assuming that both uncertainty avoiding and
certainty avoiding subjects composed the Hastak and Park sample, it is highly plausible that
the reactions of both of these groups to the message sidedness effects may have cancelled
themselves out. If certainty avoiding subjects are more influenced by two-sided messages than
one-sided messages under conditions of low personal relevance while the opposite occurs for
uncertainty avoiding subjects, it is evident that the resultant would be a very small or
nonexistant effect. The same would occur in the high involvement situation.

Another factor at work may be "need for cognition." Again if we assume that the
sample contained both high NFC and low NFC individuals, several mechanisms could have
operated to contribute to the finding outlined above. First of all, the problem conjectured by
Hastak and Park with respect to detection of the sideness manipulation under low
involvement conditions may have been exacerbated for low NFC individuals. These
individuals operating in a low involvement situation may have had such a low level of
motivation to process message arguments that they would not have detected the message
sidedness manipulation embedded within the message. After all, a minimum level of
motivation is needed in order to scrutinize the message and detect the difference in message
sidedness in the experiment. In fact, as will be seen below, @e fact that the mechanism
thought to underly a subject's perception of source honesty and trustworthiness is based on
attributional processing, and since such processes tend to require some cognitive effort, this
condition may simply have been lacking for low need for cognition individuals in a low

involvement situation.
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The only segment of the student subjects which could have reacted to the message
sidedness manipulation would probably have been the students who have a natural inclination
to engage in cognitive activity, namely, the high NFC group. These individuals would have
had sufficient motivation to process the message arguments and could have based their
attitudes either on the perceived honesty of the source/message or on the basis of the
inhibition of counter argumentation or increases in support argumentation due to the two-
sided message. However, the fact that these individuals have a natural propensity to attend
to message arguments means that, in effect, they could have behaved like those individuals
who were exposed to a high involvement situational manipulation. That is, high NFC
individuals may have, for all intents and purposes, behaved like their high involvement
counterparts. This may also have been at the root of the authors' difficulties of validating the
involvement manipulation - for instance, the fact that the mean MRI levels for the high and

low involvement groups were virtually identical.

2.4.5 Chebat and Picard Study - Affective Versus Cognitive Mediation of Two-
Sided Appeals

Aside from the Sorrentino et al. (1988) study, the only other study which examined
the possible relationship between a psychological characteristic of the audience and
acceptance of two-sided advertisements was by Chebat and Picard (1988). As these two
authors point out, researchers have tended to ignore the idea that personal characteristics may
have acted as mediators between message sidedness and credibility. Their study was aimed

to fill this gap. Specifically, they investigated the possible mediational role of "self-
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acceptance" - a construct closely related to self-esteem - on the effectiveness of two-sided
versus one-sided messages.

Self-acceptance is another dimension of the self-concept. Crowne and Stephens (1961,
p.104) define it as "the extent to which the self-concept is congruent with the individual's
description of the ideal self." It can also be viewed as an individual's attitude toward his\her
self-esteem. Self-accepting individuals are realistically aware of their own strengths and
weaknesses and feel their "unique worth" (English and English, 1958; Jersild, 1960; cited in
Chebat and Picard, 1988). Chebat and Picard have reviewed studies which indicated that
individuals high on the self-accepting scale are "more likely to have a favorable attitude
toward messages that show a 'realistic' view of the products advertised than self-rejecting
persons" (p. 355). As a result, self-accepting individuals shouid not respond negatively to,
say, a spokesperson's admission of weakness in a product (Chebat and Picard, 1988). On the
other hand, self-rejecting individuals should "perceive the world in a more dichotomous way,
that is, in terms of good versus bad. This dichotomous view... will cause him to place in the
'bad' category a person or thing that projects any fault" (p.355).

They tested the above hypothesis with a 2 X 2 (Product X Level of Message
Sidedness) factorial design administered to college students. The subjects were required to
complete a questionnaire to assess cognitive and affective attitudes toward advertising
messages as well as the Phillips (1951) Self-Acceptance Scale. Their findings first of all
confirmed that when two-sided messages were addressed to a general audience, the appeal

enhanced cognitive but not affective scores as was found in earlier studies. The second finding
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was that message sidedness interacted significantly with self-acceptance: High self-accepting
individuals showing a more favorable attitude toward two-sided messages®.

In sum, following reception of a two-sided message, three cognitive mechanisms appear t
operate simultaneously to cause receivers to develop positive judgments of the brand on primar
attributes and a positive 6vemll brand evaluation: comrespondent inferences, inoculation theory (cognitiv
responding), and correlational inferences. In addition, as Chebat and Picard have revealed, an affecﬁw
process can also occur to influence the attitude toward the ad (A,,). The simuitaneous operation of thes
mechanisms in a moderate to high involvement situation is depicted in Figure 2.2 below. Since thi
principal role of the correlational inference pathway is to offset the disclosure of a shortcoming in th

advertised brand, the main thrust of this thesis will be on the other cognitive and affective mechanisms

Figure 2.2
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? The authors essentially equate attitude toward the message/ advertisement with the affective component of
credibility.



All of the above studies were carried out in North America. They offer considerable
proof that for American subjects at least, two-sided appeals - especially the refutational
variety - are superior to one-sided ones, in line with the meta-analysis carried out by Jackson
& Allen (1987). Unfortunately, very few studies explicitly testing this principle on a cross-

cultural basis have been carried out. This is the subject to which we now turn.

2.5 Empirical Investigations of Two-Sided Appeals in a Cross-Cultural Context

2.5.1 The McGinnies Study

A study by McGinnies (1966) set out to test the hypothesis that a two-sided
presentation would be superior to a one-sided appeal in persuading individuals who initially
opposed the advocated position; and that for individuals who support a communicator's
position, a one-sided appeal would be more effective. In effect, since the experiment was
conducted with Japanese students, it also attempted to validate ﬁovlmd et al's hypotheses in
a cross-cultural context. The subjects used for his experiment were university students. It
should also be pointed out that the two-sided approach used was of the "weaker" non-
refutational variety.

Results confirmed the findings of Hovland, Janis and Kelley (1953) regarding the
greater effectiveness of two-sided versus one-sided communication on immediate attitude
change among those individuals initially opposed to the communicator. However, subjects
who originally agreed with the position of the communicator were not influenced significantly

by either the one- or two-sided presentation, although results show that the one-sided

tn
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argument appears to have been slightly more effective than the two-sided approach in this
condition (McGinnies, 1966).

The reason put forward for the latter's findings was either due to a "ceiling effect” or
to the fact that the arguments were oral rather than printed. McGinnies reported elsewhere,
however, "that a similar group of subjects who read the one-sided communication...were
influenced to a significant extent" (McGinnies, 1965, p.92). Another reason for the weak
findings for the audience which initially agreed with the message is the possibility that it is due
to the mode of presentation - in this experiment, tape-recorded messages rather than printed
messages (McGinnies, 1966). He believes that additional research should be carried out to
determine whether there is an interaction between argument organization and mode of
presentation.

In sum, the results with the Japanese students matched those found for the Americans.
As McGinnies states:

The fact that subjects in both Japan and the United States react in similar fashion to

one-sided and two-sided communications suggests that the differences found here are -

probably applicable to other national groups as well, where cultural differences are
even less pronounced.

One limitation of this study, is the possible confounding effect due to the use of
university students as experimental subjects. Although most American studies also use
university students as their subjects, and one can argue that this is simply standard practice,
students in Eastern cultures such as Japan and Taiwan may have developed more of a

"Western" style of logic during the course of their schooling. There is evidence that education
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reduces cognitive differences between individuals from different cultures (Clausen, 1968; see
also Segall et al., 1990). There is also evidence that exposure to foreign culture and business
practices may affect the difference between cultures (Lauter, 1969; Pick, 1980; and Toyne,

1976, cited in Shaw, 1990). Other limitations will be discussed below

2.5.2 The Chu Study
2.5.2.1 Objectives and Hypotheses
Chu (1967) examined the persuasive effects of two- versus one-sided arguments with
Taiwanese high school students. In effect, he attempted to test a number of suggestions made
earlier by Hovland, Lumsdaine, and Sheffield (1949), in particular the suggestion that the
differential persuasiveness of two- versus one-sided advertisements was due to the perception
of bias in the communication. He also used inferential data to test another suggestion of
theirs, namely, that people were less strongly motivated to rehearse the counterarguments
when a communication is two-sided. The three principal hypotheses of the study were that:
1- Message receivers who perceive a bias in the communication will be less
persuaded by a communication than subjects who do not. He defines
perceived bias as "...as detection of omission of arguments unfavorable to the
communicator's position. Such detection may lead the audience to question
the fairness of the communicator, and raise doubts as to his intent" (Chu,
1967, p.244).
2- "...one-sided arguments are more likely to arouse detection of omissions than

is a two-sided argument, and that this difference will be greater when the
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subjects are familiar than when they are not familiar with the issue" (Chu,
1967, p. 244). This is based on the notion that when a message source fails to
indicate the negative aspects of an issue - as in the case of one-sided messages
- receivers are more likely to detect this omission. Moreover, this ability to
detect the missing unfavorable arguments will be greater when the receivers

are already familiar with the various sides of an issue (Chu, 1967).

As the author notes, the above hypotheses would imply that when receivers are
already familiar with the pros and cons of the issue, two-sided messages would be more
persuasive than one-sided appeals because the latter would tend to increase the detection of
omissions. However, when the receivers are not familiar with the issues, the fact that two-
sided messages do not offer a clear-cut argument means that one-sided argumentation may
be more effective. This is, in fact, the essence of his third hypothesis.

The author also conjectured that one-sided arguments would tend to arouse more
detection of omissions than their two-sided counterparts when the subjects are initially
opposed. On the other hand, in the case of subjects initially favorable, there should not be
as great a difference in the detection of omissions. But since a two-sided message in this case
tends to raise doubts in the minds of the receivers, one-sided appeals should be superior.

These hypotheses are essentially in line with those of Hovland et al. (1949).
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2.5.2.2 Methodology .

The subjects chosen for his experiment were sophomores in a boy's high school in
Taiwan. Six classes were randomly assigned to four experimental conditions, two of which
has two classes each. The various groups did not differ in terms of initial attitudes. Chu
manipulated both familiarity and style of argument. The message was based on the creation
of an international free trade zone in a part of southern Taiwan.

The style of argument treatment was in the form of a taped radio speech given by a
university professor (a high credibility source; in fact, in the tape, an announcer briefly
introduced the professor as a specialist on economic affairs.) In the one-sided argument, only
arguments in favor of the free-trade zone were presented. While in the two-sided message,
in addition to the positive arguments, the experimenter also indicated the negative arguments
and then refuted them.

In the final step, a second questionnaire was given to the students to tap the terminal
attitudes of the subjects, along with their perception of the level of argument omissions. The
questions meant to capture this information were the following:

"Do you think the radio commentary has omitted any essential points?" and

"Do you think the proposed free trade zone in Kaohsiung Harbor should be started

as early as possible?"

Among the response categories for this question were the following:

1 - wait until the pros and cons are carefully weighted,;
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2 - it should be started as early as possible;
3 - don't know.
This last question was used to assess the effects of the message. The author classified the
subjects who marked the second choice as endorsing the plan. Subjects who marked off the

first choice were classified as not endorsing the plan. No subjects chose the third option.

2.5.2.3 Results

Detection of omissions and main effects. Among the 101 subjects who detected
essential omissions in the radio commentary, 29.7% endorsed the proposal; while among the
172 subjects who did not detect omissions, 52.3% endorsed the proposal. These findings
represented a highly significant main effect and supported Hypothesis 1: namely, that the
persuasibility of a message is an inverse function of the perception of bias by the audience
(Chu, 1967).

Sidedness, familiarity, and detection of omissions. Hypothesis 2 was supported by
the data. More than half (55.1%) of the receivers of one-sided messages detected omissions,
while only 19% of receivers of two-sided messages detected omi;sions. However, the second
part of the hypothesis, namely, that the detection of omission on the part of subjects exposed
to one- or two-sided messages would be greater for subjects initially familiar with the issues
was only supported among those initially unfavorable to the message. This interaction was
not found for subjects who were initially favorable to the message.

As will be recalled, Hypothesis 3 proposed that two-sided messages would be more

persuasible for subjects who are initially familiar with the issue, but a one-sided presentation
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would be better for subjects initially unfamiliar with the issues. This hypothesis was supported
only for subjects who were initially unfavorable to the message. For subjects who were
initially favorable, the persuasive effects of one- and two- sided messages were the same
under all conditions of familiarity. The author also demonstrated that it was the detection of
omissions which was causing the differential effects of one- and two-sided messages on
subjects initially opposed to the message.

The author also believes that his Taiwanese subjects

"were roughly comparable to the higher-education soldiers used in the original
wartime experiment [by Hovland et al. (1949)]. The issue of the Pacific war used in
the Hovland experiment was such that the higher-education soldiers were likely to be
familiar with the pros and cons. If so, we may compare the Hovland findings on the
higher-education soldiers ...with the findings on the familiarity groups in this
experiment. The results were similar despite the use of different issues and possible
cross-cultural diversities. In both cases, the two-sided arguments were found to be
more effective among the initially opposed; the differences of 14% and 20% for the
original and the present experiment respectively are significant at .06 and .07 levels.

In both cases, no significant differences appeared between the two styles of arguments
among the initially favorable" (1967, pp. 251-252).

| 2.5.2.4 Rehearsal of Counterarguments.

Another important part to his study was the "test" for the second explanation for the
differential effects of two- over one-sided messages. As will be recalled, Hovland et al. also
posited that a second possible reason for the superior performance of two-sided arguments
for subjects initially opposed to the message is due to the fact that the subjects would be
incited to rehearse the counterarguments, thereby rendering the n;essage less persuasive (Chu,
1967). Although Chu did not test this hypothesis directly, he presented some inferential

evidence based on the data.
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To test this hypothesis, Chu used somewhat of an indirect way. He first of all assumed
that the rehearsal of counterarguments would be carried out mostly by subjects who were
initially unfavorable and by the subjects who were familiar with the pros and cons of the issue.
In this event, he proposed that one way of testing whether rehearsal of counterarguments [the
cognitive response approach] is operating, is to hold constant the detection of omissions and
compare the one-sided and two-sided appeals in this subset of subjects. As he states "This
would provide a test of the rehearsal effects independent of tl;e effects of detection of
omission. If rehearsal of counterarguments is operating to reduce the persuasive effects of the
communication, we would expect the one-sided arguments to be less effective” (1967, p.
253). His results indicate that among the subjects who were initially unfavorable, familiar with
the pros and cons, and who did not detect omissions, no significant difference was found
between the one-sided and two-sided appeals in terms of persuasibility. But, as he points out
"However, it could be that the subjects who tended to rehearse their own counterarguments
were likely to be the ones who detected omissions. If so, when we compare the one-sided and
two-sided arguments among those who did not detect omissions, we may be eliminating from
each of the subgroups those who tended to rehearse the counterarguments. Thus, the effects
of rehearsing counterarguments should be further tested by examining those subjects who
detected omissions. If among those subjects the one-sided arguments are more likely to
arouse rehearsal of counterarguments, than are the two-sided arguments, then we would
expect the former to be less effective. The data show that among these subjects, the
endorsements were 13% for the one-sided arguments and 28.6% for the two-sided arguments.

The difference is not significant (p = .70), suggesting that the effects of rehearsing
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counterarguments, if any, were probably no greater for the one-sided communication than for
the two-sided communication" (p. 253). He goes on to add:

Whereas previous studies of the impact of forewarning...have resulted in inferential
findings consistent with the hypothesis that rehearsal of counterarguments could
lower the persuasive effects of a communication, the analysis presented above would
suggest that so far as one-sided and two-sided arguments are concerned, the
differential effects are more probably due to the mechanism of detection of omissions
than to the rehearsal of counterarguments. It must be pointed out, however, that the
hypothesis of rehearsal of counterarguments was not directly tested in the present
experiment. Such a test would seem to be contingent upon the development of a valid
measure of rehearsal of counterarguments while the subjects are being exposed to the
communication. (p.254).
There are a number of limitations to his study - both from an internal validity point of
view and from a cross-cultural methodology point of view. This essentially means that more
questions are raised by the study than are answered by it. These are the issues to which we

now turn.

2.5.2.5 Limitations of the Study

One major limitations to this study appears to be the fact that the author did not use
unobtrusive measures of the detection of omissions in the messages. The fact that the second
questionnaire contained both a question assessing the perception of omissions as well as the
terminal attitude question may have biased the results (source of systematic error in the form
of a leading question). In other words, presenting the first question may have primed the
subjects to "reconstruct the message" in their minds and search for missing arguments. Also,

the options presented as part of the second question may further bias the results: Subjects
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who answered the first question in the affirmative would also tend to mark off the 1st option
on the second question, or vice-versa.

Chu indicates that H1 was supported, namely, that the persuasibility of a message is
an inverse function of the perception of bias by the audience. However, the fact that the
omission of arguments was measured in an obtrusive manner and the fact that the measure
of attitude is based on the detection of omissions, means that the terminal attitude and the
measure of argument omission will be highly correlated (high level of collinearity). The same
would apply for the second hypothesis. The very nature of the messages, the fact that the
subjects were in a fairly involving situation, as well as the "leading" questions, may have
operated to produce a strong relationship between sidedness of the message and detection of
omissions. This, in the present author's opinion constitutes a serious threat to the internal

validity of the study.

2.5.2.6 Different Conceptualization of the Mediating Processes

The mechanism centered on the detection of omissions appears to be based on a fairly
extensive evaluation of the pros and cons of the message arguments; that is, it appears to be
a form of central processing. This is further supported by the fact that the author uses a high
credibility message source - a university professor - to present either one or two-sided
arguments. In the correspondent attribution approach, one of the aims of the two-sided
message is precisely to increase source credibility. Moreover, this mechanism does not require

the same degree of involvement as detection of bias or detection of counterarguments to
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operate (although, as the present study hypothesizes, it can also operate in a high involvement
situation).

Chu's study does not deal with an advertising context. Moreover, it uses a refutational
message, whereas most advertisements using this message strategy have tended to use the

"support-plus-mention" type of two-sided appeal (but, see Kamins and Assael, 1987).

2.5.2.7 Differences in Terms of Results

Chu's findings with respect to the differential persuasiveness of two- versus one-sided
messages were concordant with those of Hovland et al. (1949) and most studies in advertising
only for the case of subjects who were initially unfavorable to the position. He had predicted
that for subjects who were initially favorable to a position, one-sided messages would be
more persuasive than their two-sided counterparts (in line with the findings of Hovland et al.
for their less educated men).

As Chu noted, for those individuals who were initially favorable to the position the
sidedness of the message did not make any difference in the persuasive effects of the message,
even though those who heard the one-sided arguments tended to detect omissions more than
the Ss who heard two-sided arguments. The author believes that this is due to a lack of
motivation on the part of the subjects to question the wmm@catofs fairness despite the
obvious omissions. This may be due to a "ceiling effect” due to the high initial credibility of
the source; it could also be due to the fact that the Taiwanese had less of a propensity to

attribute this fairness to the "person.”
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Of greater interest to the current study is Chu's findings with respect to the rehearsal

of counterarguments. Although these findings are based on inferences from the data, they
appear to indicate that for Taiwanese subject, at least, the effects of rehearsing
counterarguments are the same for one- and two-sided advertisements. As one may recall,
Kamins and Assael (1987) had shown that the rehearsal of counter- and support-
argumentation to be an important mediator of message sidedness effects. Could the difference
be due to cultural differences in the extent or weight placed on cognitive responses? This, and
the question of whether the Taiwanese, in contrast to North American subjects, had less of
a propensity to attribute message fairness to the "person,” are two of the key issues that the

current study will investigate.

2.5.2.8 Comments on the Cross-Cultural Nature of the Chu Study

The study carried out by Chu attempted to test the theory of message sideness effects
in a non-western culture, in effect examining whether two-sided messages have a differential
advantage over one-sided appeals among Taiwanese. At the same time he attempted to
confirm earlier conjectures by Hovland et al. as to the underlying mechanisms of this
persuasion strategy. The study is not a true replication of an earlier sfudy in another culture.
There are a number of important differences in the two studies which prevent the author from
making a true comparison of findings in the two cultures. Among the differences, the
following can be cited:

1- The subjects were different:

- they were of different ages, with the subjects in Taiwan being younger than
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the soldiers in the Hovland et al. study. In the Swinyard (1981) study, it was
shown that age is a significant covariate to exflain the effects of message
sidedness on advertisement credibility (although, as Chebat & Picard, 1988,
point out, the results of age were ignored in drawing up the article's
conclusions).

- they had different levels of education. Again, Hovland et al. had shown that
education moderates the effects of message sidedness.

- Chu assumes that the Taiwanese high school students who were informed
about the pros and cons of the issue are comparable to the higher-education
soldiers. He only assumes that the latter were familiar with the pros and cons

of the issue of an early end to the war. Thus, this is not a true experimental

treatment.

2- The settings and issues were not equivalent. The topic presented to the
soldiers, namely, the question of whether there would be an early end of the
war in Japan would appear to be far more involving to the soldiers (who might
themselves be called to finish the fight with Japan) than the issue of creating

a free trade zone in Taiwan to high school sophomores.

In conclusion, it does not appear that the Chu study is a true cross-cultural

comparison. The two studies lack equivalence on a number of aspects such as subjects,
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context, etc. Moreover, as Brown and Sechrest (1980) point out, it is important in a true
cross-cultural study to maintain "exemplary methodological control" and adequate handling
of internal validity threats.

Although Chu's study demonstrates the operation of the "detection of omission"
mechanism among the Taiwanese and the relative advantage of two-sided over one-sided
messages for subjects who were initially opposed to the position, it does not compare the
relative effectiveness of the message sidedness strategy in the two countries.

Hepworth (1978) has pointed out a number of other problems which have plagued
McGinnies and Chu in carrying out their studies. For instance, Chu found "an excessive
amount of test anxiety among his Chinese subjects which may be attributed to the novelty of
testing among students in Taiwan" (p.61). She notes that testing may be more readily
accepted in western traditions than in certain other cultures. She cites McGinnies (1963, p.5)
who feels that in certain other cultures testing subjects may represent an "unwarranted
invasion of their privacy." She goes on to say that "McGinnies encountered this kind of
reaction among Japanese students during his study of attitude change. A modal personality
component of privacy was noticed among the Japanese students in that testing was considered
an infringement on their privacy..." (1978, p. 61). Thus, it appears that in both of the above
studies a greater amount of test anxiety was present than in the original U.S. studies.

Another problem with the McGinnies study dealt with the translations of the
instruments and the persuasive messages (Hepworth, 1978). McGinnies has pointed out that
the language consultants used tended to disagree over the proper translations of both the

persuasive messages and the attitude scales. Although the experimenters thought that the best
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style of written Japanese to use was the "soft" style, the Japanése translators adopted more

of a "hard" style. The "hard" style was finally accepted for the experiment (Hepworth, 1978).

2.6 Cultural Differences in Styles of Persuasion and Reasoning

Other researchers also question whether the "two-sided" approach may be universally
applicable. Refering to the greater effectiveness of two-sided persuasion, Glenn, Wittmeyer,
and Stevenson (1977) state:

Most recent research suggests that such indeed is the case where those to be

persuaded belong to the mainstream of the American culture (and presumably in the

case of a number of other nationalities), but that in the case of some other national
cultures, the "two-sided" approach, and more generally persuasion based on the

presentation of facts, loses it efficiency in favor of different strategies" (p. 52).

The evidence which Glenn et al. refer to is that by Wedge and Muromcew (1965),
Bronfenbrenner (1964), and Wedge (1968). Glenn et al., in referring to the research by
Wedge and Muromcew on Soviet-American disarmament talks points out that the Soviets
displayed a negotiation style "which proceeds from the general to the particular, from axioms
to their implications, in the classic direction of deduction" (p.54). On the other hand, the
American delegation took a much more factual and legalistic approach, proceeding from the
particular to the general - in other words, an inductive style of negotiation. This difference
between the Soviet and American style is most vividly described in a passage from Wedge and
Muromcew which shows the resistance on the part of the Soviet delegation.

We propose that the discussion of technical details should be deferred until such time

as we have agreed among ourselves on the fundamental, basic principles that would

underlie a final agreement....We do not intend to allow a smokescreen of technical

studies to be used as a cover by those who wish to evade a solution of the political
question of banning all nuclear tests. (Wedge and Muromcew, 1965)
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Bronfenbrenner's (1964) studies on the style of persuasion which were most effective
with American or Russians also lends support for the above findings. As Bronfenbrenner
(1964) stated:

At the most general level, perhaps the greatest contrast suggested by the results of the

pseudo-experiments was the different power in the two cultures of exposure of facts

versus feelings. In general, American respondents were influenced most by being

presented with objective evidence....Quite the opposite was true of the Russians; if 1

wanted to communicate something about American outlook, I had to rely on emotion

to carry the message. Communication was most successful when one spoke in the
name of ideals and feeling, rather than invoking evidence and logic. The lofty principle
had to come first; only then could facts be introduced, and even so, preferably as
inevitable deductive necessities, rather than as empirically independent observations.

(Bronfenbrenner, 1964, cited in Glenn et al.,1977, pp.56-57)

According to Glenn et al., the above passage suggests that there are three basic styles
of persuasion: a factualistic-inductive, an axiomatic-deductive, and an intuitive-affective. The
first one being preferred by Americans, while the last two being more effective with Russians
(Glenn et al., 1977). These last two styles were also revealed in the study by Wedge (1968)
on the communication patterns between United States Information Agency and Brazilian
university students (1968). In sum, Glenn et al. (1977) have postulated "the existence of three
basic styles of persuasive communication - and possibly also of cognitive development” (p.58)
(see also Fisher, 1988).

The authors point out that the style of cognitive development is assumed to be the
result of the interaction between the three general approaches posited by Glenn's (1973)
general theory of symbol meaning: namely, (1) a subjective style, derived from the sharing of
affective experience; (2) a co-subjective style derived from shared axioms and logical rules

governing deduction; and (3) an objective style based on disciplined observation followed by

induction.
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Basing themselves on this background, Glenn et al. (1977) set about to test their hypothes
about persuasive styles. Their methodology consisted of studying the statements made by Americas
Soviet Russians, and English speaking delegates of Arab countries to the Security Council of tt
United Nations. The reason they gave for selecting the Arab culture for analysis is that experts |
the Arabic cultures consider Arabic rhetoric to be dominated by emotional rather than by rigorot
standards (Shouby, 1951; Hamadi, 1960; Patai, 1973).
The units of analysis which were selected were paragraphs in the written text of the minute
Judges weré told to rate each paragraph as being (1) factual-inductive, (2) axiomatic-deductive, (:
intuitive-affective, or (4) unclassifiable. The texts were from the minutes of the Security Council «
the United States dealing with the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. Paragraphs of the minutes of the meeting
were chosen as the unit of analysis and final results were compiled from those paragraphs on whic
all three judges agreed. Table 2.2 summarizes the findings.
Table 2.2

Results of the Glenn, Witmeyer, and Stevenson (1977) Study
on the Styles of Persuasion of Americans, Soviets, and Arabs

Americans Soviets Arabs
Number of 60/101 45/118 106/259
paragraphs 59% 38% 41%
agreed upon
among judges
Factual- 59/60 2/45 1/106
Inductive 98% 4% 1%
Style . '
_ 197/216 14/237 13/516
AXiomatic= 1760 38745 ' 207106
Deductive 2% 84% 19%
Style

8/216 169/237 143/516

Intuitive- 0/60 5/45 B5/106
Affective 6% 12% 80%
Style

11/216 54/237 360/516

° Numbers appearing in denominators of figures in bold represent
all the paragraphs characterized by any one judge.
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The results thus confirm those of the earlier studies described above. Nearly all the
paragraphs (i.e., those agreed upon by all judges) of the Americans were factual-inductive.
The U.S.S.R delegates depended largely on an axiomatic-deductive style; while the Arab
delegates made heavy use of emotions in their arguments.

Research which examined the relative use of comparative ads - a form of two-sided
message - also points to differences in the use of this strategy. Hong et al. (1987), for
instance, found that the Japanese make much less use of comparative ads than do the
Americans. Their findings of greater emotionality in Japanese advertising also appear to
support the notion that Japanese verbal and written persuasion attempts are less oriented to
logical exactness, to reasoning out a problem, and to providing evidence in support of their

position. Instead, they are more directed toward generating feelings (see also Mueller, 1992).

2.7 Summary

Chapter 2 has reviewed the research carried out on the message sidedness advertising
strategy. Although some of the work was carried out as part of social psychological
investigations, the major thrust of this chapter has been on advertising research. The findings
demonstrated that, overall, the use of two-sided messages is an effective persuasion technique
- at least in the North American context. A model was presented to account for the relative
effectiveness of two- versus one-sided messages in an advertising context. The model was
comprised of both cognitive and affective mediating mechanisms.

The chapter also examined the two major studies carried out with this type of appeal

in other cultures. These studies were found to have important limitations from the perspective
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of internal validity and cross-cultural methodology. Also, the fact that these were not
advertising studies means that this research is not conclusive with respect to the applicability
of this strategy across cultures. This is further reinforced by the review of findings on cultural

differences in styles of persuasion.
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CHAPTER 3
PROCESS THEORIES OF ATTITUDE FORMATION AND CHANGE

3.1 Introduction

This chapter and the next, delve in greater detail into thé various process theories of
attitude formation and change which have been used to explain the differential effects of two-
versus one-sided messages. The models presented all share an important characteristic: They
all "assume that attitudes are formed and modified as people gain information about attitude
objects" (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 257). Hence, they are based on an information
processing or cognitive approach to persuasion. All these theories posit that attitude
formation and change occurs as a result of cognitive mediation rather than from the operation
of motivational forces or processes such as would be found in, say, reactance theory (Eagly
and Chaiken, 1984).

As we have seen in the last chapter, the process theories which have the most currency
today as explanations for message sidedness effects are the cognmitive response and
attributional approaches. However, some of the earlier process models will also be reviewed
in part because they permit us to examine initial attempts at developing cross-cultural models
of persuasion. A second reason is the realization that the stages proposed in the earlier

learning models (e.g., that by McGuire, 1972, 1985) are also required in order for a receiver
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to carry out message-relevant thinking (Ratneshwar and Chaiken, 1991; cited in Eagly and
Chaiken, 1993). As Eagly and Chaiken state: |

" _the important point in our view is that from a broader information-processing
perspective, the elaborative thinking emphasized in the cognitive response model

should be viewed as a stage of processing that complements, rather than supplants,
the reception processes emphasized in McGuire's two-step models” (1993, p.283).

3.2 The Learning Theories

Among these theories, Pechmann and Steward include the Yale Chain of Responses
Model, McGuire's Information Processing Theory, Fishbein's Information Integration Model,
and Fishbein and Ajzen's Theory of Reasoned Action. However, as will become evident later,
the last two theories deal with processes which occur after the formation of beliefs and
cognitive responses. Since message sidedness and refutation appear to achieve their impact
by acting on the formation of beliefs and cognitive responses, Fishbein's theories will not be

reviewed in this paper.

3.2.1 Yale Chain of Responses Model

The Yale Chain of Responses Model developed by Hovland and associates (1953),
is depicted in Figure 3.1. Although this model has been largely replaced by models with
greater explanatory power, the model has provided the impetus for the study of persuasion
and has provided a foundation upon which the other models have developed. Also, the first
wave of cross-cultural research was based on this model: for example the major research

project carried out by Elliott McGinnies (McGinnies and Ward, 1971) for the U.S. Office of
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Naval Research®, and the work by Diab (1965, 1966). For these reasons, the review will begin

with this theory.

Figure 3.1

The Yale Chain of Responses Model
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The chain of responses model is grounded in cognitive learning theory, but is not a

theory per se. It is a stimulus-response model which assumes a one-way flow of influence -

one representation of the "hypodermic needle" view of persuasion.

The originators of the model assumed that adopting a new attitude after exposure to

a persuasive message is essentially a learning experience and that such leaming is contingent

This project was carried out over a ten-year period and examined the effects of factors such as order effects,
argument organization, media effects, personal involvement, source credibility, message sidedness, etc. on
persuasion in six countries. The final report was produced by McGinnies and Ward (1971) and published by the
National Technical Information Services. The report also lists all the specific publications emanating from the

project.
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upon the provision of appropriate rewards. From their perspective, attitude change is a result
of learning new information that, from the recipient's perspective, is believable and personally
rewarding. As Smith (1982) points out, however, the Yale theorists originally and
erroneously assumed that learning and accepting new information would be correlated
positively. As a consequence, they argued that the extent to which a person will be persuaded
by a message is dependent on the following chain of learning responses: (1) attention to the
persuasive message; (2) comprehension of its content; (3) acceptance of, or yielding to, what
is comprehended; (4) retention of the position agreed to; (5) action in accordance with the
retained agreement (refer to figure 2). Although they proposed these five steps, they focused
most of their attention on the motivational factors affecting acceptance rather than on
comprehension and the other stages (Smith, 1982).

The framework adopted by Hovland and his colleagues was based on the question
"Who says what to whom and with what effect?" (Smith, Lasswell, & Casey, 1946). They
examined the effects on attitudes of the following factors: the source, the message, the
recipient, the channel, and persistence. In sum, according to the Yale chain of responses
model, persuasive contexts (e.g., sources, messages, €tc.) question a recipient's initial attitude,
recommend the adoption of a new attitude, and provide incentives (e.g., promises to reduce
an unpleasant drive-state such as fear) for attending to, understanding, yielding to, and
retaining the new, rather than the old attitude (Petty and Cacioppo, 1981a).

A great deal of research has been carried out based on the Yale research paradigm.
A complete review of this work is beyond the scope of this paper. For a comprehensive

review of empirical studies carried out in an American context the reader is referred to
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McGuire (1969). And for a fairly broad scope research effort aimed at testing the major
hypotheses of the Chain of Responses model in a cross-cultural context, the reader is referred
to McGinnies and Ward (1971).

This model has inspired two important traditions which form part of the modern
advertising theories: McGuire's two stage mediation model and the cognitive response models
of persuasion. These will be reviewed in later sections.

Researchers in the field of persuasion feel that the model has major limitations on
account of some of its unrealistic epistemological assumptions (Smith, 1982). The approach
of Hovland and associates is causal in nature. It suggests that the generative forces producing
action are antecedent conditions (Smith, 1982). Causal communication behaviors refer to
actions that are produced by some antecedent condition, and therefore may not be altered by
human volition or choice (Smith, 1982, p.67). According to Smith, however, this does not
represent the situation in many (if not most) persuasion situations. She believes that "much
persuasive communication behavior is imbued with choice and thus is purposive in nature"
(1982, p.68) as a result she feels that an actional or constructivist approach is more
appropriate to most persuasion settings.

Tamilia (1977), citing Stone and Chaffee (1970), also pdints out that since the model
"fails to look at the broader social dimensions of communication” it does not appear suitable
for the study of persuasion from a cross-cultural perspective. As he further states:

At least one author (e.g., Chu, 1964) has suggested studying the persuasive mass

communication process on a cross-cultural basis using the message effects research

tradition. However, it seems that this approach does not lead to a better
understanding of the process. Most content and structural variables already studied

have provided equivocal results within a particular cultural setting; between-culture
comparisons may result in even more confusion. (Tamilia, 1977, pp.31-32)
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In sum, since the model does not fare very well as a model of persuasion, it is doubtful

that it can serve as a basis for a cross-cultural model of persuasion.

3.2.2 McGuire's Two-Stage Mediation Model

The major theoretical modification of the Yale model was the two-stage mediation
model of McGuire (1972). The model attempted to fill the gap that the original Yale approach
left vis-a-vis the relationship between comprehension and acceptance. The model also
attempted to explain the effects of various personality traits on the mediators of attitude
change and on persuasibility in general (Smith, 1982).

The effects of personality on persuasibility have always been characterized by complex
and (apparently) inconsistent results (O'Keefe, 1990). The effects of self-esteem is a case in
point. Nisbett and Gordon (1967) found a positive relationship between self-esteem and
attitude change, while Janis (1955) found a negative relationship. Others have found U-
shaped functions. Cox and Bauer (1964) found an inverted U-shape, while Silverman (1964)
found that attitude change is minimized at moderate levels of self-esteem. Thus, findings are
inconsistent and confused (for discussions, see Romer, 1981; Skolnick and Heslin, 1971).
McGuire's model offered an improvement over the former approach in explaining these
effects.

As depicted in Figure 3.2, McGuire visualized the social influence process as
consisting of a six-step Markov Chain. For attitude change to occur, six successive stages
must occur, each dependent on the previous step as a necessarjy but not sufficient condition

(McGuire, 1968a). Although McGuire acknowledges the existence of these six mediators, in
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order to "facilitate exposition and experimentation" he adopted some simplifications. In
essence, he excluded the first and the last two steps, and combined attention and
comprehension into a new factor - reception. The second factor was yielding; hence, the two-
stage mediation model. The above simplifications - what McGuire refers to as the
mabbreviated systems theory of the attitude change process" - was the basis for three
postulates.

Figure 3.2

McGuire’s Information Processing Model of Persuasion
(From McGuire, 1972)
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The first postulate, the multiple-mediation assumption (for practical purposes,

however, a dual-mediation assumption) simply states that any independent variable in the

communication situation can affect the attitude change process By influencing any one of the

six mediational steps (or the two-steps if the abbreviated version is considered). This prevents

what had traditionally been an over-emphasis on the yielding mediator.

The second postulate in essence states that techniques which enhance one step may

inhibit another. Humor, for example, may increase attention or acceptance, but decrease

comprehension or retrievability (Trenholm, 1989) as seen in Table 3.1. Also, those

characteristics of receivers that make for greater reception of a message tend to be negatively

related to yielding.

Table 3.1

The Differential Effects of Humor on the Stages of Information Processing
(Adapted from Bagozzi, 1986)

Stage of Processing
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!

Comprehension
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V
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|
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The third postulate - the situational weighting assumption-states that the relative importance of t

two mediators of attitude change will be a function of the persuasive communication situati

(Smith, 1982).

More recently, McGuire (1985) has proposed a 12-step model of persuasion depicted

Table 3.2 below. He felt that the simple four-step model, while essentially correct, was not detail

enough to be of practical use in understanding persuasion.

Table 3.2

McGuire’s 12-Step Model of Information Processing

STEP

1. TUNING IN

2. ATTENDING

3. LIKING

4. COMPREHENDING

5. GENERATING
RELATED COGNITIONS

6. ACQUIRING RELEVANT
SKILLS

7. AGREEING

8. MESSAGE STORAGE

9. MESSAGE RETRIEVAL

10. DECIDING

11. ACTING

12. CONSOLIDATING

(From McGuire, 1985)

EXAMPLE

“Let’s turn on the TV. There’s supposed to be some spec
on.

“Look, isn’t that Tom Cruise and Heather Locklear?”
“Hey this is pretty interesting. They’re talking about physi
fitness and nutrition.

“They say that Americans need to exercise more and cut do
on fats and cholesterol.”

“You know I never walk anymore. And

we do eat a lot of junk food.”

“Look, Tom’s showing how to make a low cal pizza out
tofu. And Heather’s demonstrating exercises you can do
your car. Looks easy.”

“You know, they’ve got something there, I think we shot
start a fitness program.”

“I’ve got to remember to exercise and eat sensibly.”
“It’s lunch time. Should I order the hot turkey sandwich
with mashed potatoes and gravy? Oh, I just remembere
I’m trying to eat sensibly.”

“I guess I can try improving my nutrition right now.”
“Let me have the spa special with sprouts and glass of mine
water.”

“I feel a whole lot better. I think I’ll get everyone in the
office to try the program.”
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McGuire's theory brought about a number of improvements. For one, it gave attention and
comprehension their due importance. By specifying two intervening processes (mediators) -
reception and yielding - it recognized the empirical difficulty of separating attention and
comprehension within a persuasion study.

McGuire pointed out that personality-persuasibility hypotheses have usually failed to take
into account mediating processes prior to yielding and have thus failed to consider that personality
variables might relate to the capacity to receive information as well as the likelihood that recipients
yield to what they receive. In the case of self-esteem, the higher the audience scores on this variable,
the greater the likelihood that the message will be attended to and comprehended. Those higher in
seli-esteem tend to be more outgoing, to be exposed to more sources of information, to process
information more accurately, and so on. However, individuals higher in self-esteem will yield with
greater difficulty since they tend to know more pro and con arguments, to be more questionning,

and to counterargue more. This will lead to a curvilinear relationship as shown in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3
The Relationship Between Self-Esteem of Receiver and Persuasibility
(From Bagozzi, 1986)

T Attention and
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=
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The information processing model has additional power to account for persuasibility
because of the assumption that the relative importance of the reception and yielding mediators
of personality variables changes with the nature of the situation. Self-esteem, for example,
might in general have its impact on persuasibility through both reception and yielding and
therefore would most often be nonmonotonically related to persuasibility in the form of an
inverted U. Yet in some situations, (e.g., complex, well-argued messages), the impact of self-
esteem would be primarily a function of its effect on reception, thus showing a positive linear
relationship as found by Nisbett and Gordon (1967); while in other situations its impact on
yielding would be of most importance and results would be similar to those found by Janis
(1955). McGuire (1968b) proposed that such personality-situation interactions account for
the inconsistencies observed in the self-esteem-persuasibility re;lationship (Eagly, 1981).

A study by Bither and Wright (1973) supports the above view of the varying
importance of the mediational processes as a function of situational factors in the case of self-
confidence. The situational factor tested in his experiment was level of distraction. This factor
was believed to influence reception of the message, more specifically attention and
comprehension, and counterarguing. They hypothesized that under low levels of distraction
the relationship between self-confidence level and attitude change should be governed
primarily by differences in counterarguing since the low levels of distraction should have a
minimal effect on reception of the message for all levels of receiver self-confidence. A
negative linear relationship should be found in this situation. As distraction increases, the
reception mediator starts to become more important. As a .result, distraction begins to

seriously impede reception for receivers with low levels of self-confidence and little attitude
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change should occur. Individuals with high levels of self-confidence should also experience
little change. Although these individuals would still be adequately attending and
comprehending the message, the higher levels of distraction would not significantly attenuate
their higher levels of counterarguments. The group which should experience the highest level
of attitude change should be the receivers with moderate self-confidence. Hence, a curvilinear
relationship is expected. Results supported these hypotheses. First of all, the relationship
changed from negative linear to curvilinear as the amount of visual distraction increased. And,
secondly, differences in self-confidence did influence the effect of distraction in modifying
receiver attitude structure. Individuals with medium self-confidence, and to a lesser extent,
persons with high self-confidence, demonstrated a positive change under conditions of
distractions. This facilitating effect was greatest with a visual distraction of moderate
intensity (Bither and Wright, 1973).

Although McGuire's hypotheses provide us with additional tools for understanding
the effects of personality factors in persuasibility, according to O'Keefe (1990) the problem
now becomes one of understanding how the persuasion-enhancing and persuasion-inhibiting
effects of a given personality variable balance out in any giveh case. Many different other
factors may influence which effects predominate. This is probably the reason why only
moderate empirical support for the effects of McGuire's postulates on the
personality/persuasibility relationship (including self-esteem) have been found in the social
psychological literature (Eagly, 1981; see also Shuchman and Perry, 1969). It should be
pointed out, however, that the present study is more concerned with the impact of cognitive

personality variables on information processing than on general persuasibility.
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There are other problems with the model, however. For one, it is a very linear model. |
emphasizes that all the steps must be completed in order for persuasion to occur. If any of the link
are broken or incomplete, subsequent steps will not occur. But in real life, steps may sometimes b
skipped. For example, messages may occasionally affect attitudes or behavior withot
comprehension, and decisions may be made without information retrieval (Trenholm, p. 87). Ster
may also reverse. In selective exposure, for example, agreement determines exposure, rather tha
the other way around. Nevertheless, as Trenholm (1989) states: "for many persuasive situation:
the 12 steps follow one another in the order McGuire suggests" (p.58).
In conclusion, McGuire's model, athough an improvement on the chain of response
approach, still suffers from many of the shortcomings of the latter and cannot by itself provide
good basis for modeling cultural effects on persuasion. This is e«;.:hoed by Tamilia (1977, pp.35-3¢

when he states:

...it is debatable whether or not the model in its present form is capable of furthering tk
exploration of the persuasive mass communication process on a cross-cultural basis.

In an attempt to adapt it for cross-cultural work, Tamilia (1973) gave the information processin
model a cross-cultural perspective and used it as a building-block for his source moderator mod
(1977). This framework, to be discussed in a later section, was aimed primarily at explaining sourc
effects on a cross-cultural basis.

As can be seen in Table 7, McGuire's (1985) revised mpdel included a step (step 5) whic
focused on the cognitions that are generated by the receivers themselves as they process persuasiv

messages - the cognitive responses. In this model, McGuire explicitly recognized the importa:
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mediating role played by the receiver’s own thoughts in the attitude change process.® This is th

topic to which we now turn.

3.3 The Cognitive Response Approach to Persuasion

3.3.1 Active Role for the Message Recipient

Cognitive response analysis, first formally proposed by Greenwald (1968a), contends th:
the persuasive effects of a message and external factors such as source credibility, audienc
involvement, repetition, etc., all depend for their action on the amount and kinds of thought th:
they provoke in the recipient (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). The mediating role of cognitive response

is shown in Figure 3.4 below.

Figure 3.4
The Cognitive Response Model
(From Bagozzi, 1986)
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Communication

Perceptual Processes
and Early
Information Processing
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Cognitive Responses
Counterarguments
Support arguments
Source derogation
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Attitude and
preference formation

Intentions

Behavior

* Although Hovland and associates did not explicitly incorporate cognitive responses as a mediator of attitude
change, they did recognize that cognitive processes occurred between message reception and attitude change.



This approach encompasses both a theoretical and methodological perspective.
Theoretically, it postulates that attitude change takes place as a result of the elaboration of
various cues provided by a persuasive communication such as advertisements. One of the
major assumptions of this theory is that the target of the communication is active in contrast
to other theories which hold that the recipient is passive. As an individual attends to and
processes a persuasive message and peripheral cues, the person will generate a series of
cognitive responses ranging from simple supporting or Counterarguments to role-taking and
constructive operations (Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989). The number and "mix" of these
cognitive responses will ultimately determine attitude change.

According to Petty, Ostrom, and Brock (1981), the cognitive response approach is
not proposed as a fifth competing approach to attitude change (others being the learning,
perceptual, functional, and consistency) - rather, it is viewed as complementary. As they point
out, it has its roots in other approaches. Each of the four t;aditional approaches can be
discussed in cognitive response terms. However, judging from its role in theories such as that
of Petty and Cacioppo (1981a, 1986) and Olson, Toy, and Dover (1982), it seems that it is
also perceived by some as a stand-alone theory - an independent approach to attitude change.

From a methodological perspective, cognitive response analysis proposes a technique
for assessing and measuring the various types of cognitive responses generated. The
interested reader can refer to Wright (1974) for a description and critique of the thought-

monitoring technique.
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Traditional persuasion theories placed a great deal of emphasis on how variables
outside the recipient such as message content, credibility of the communicator, or type of
communication channel affected the learning of message facts and arguments (Eagly 1974;
Hovland, Janis, and Kelley, 1953; Hovland and Weiss, 1951; McGuire, 1968; 1969 as cited
in Brock and Shavitt, 1983). In the cognitive-response approach, on the other hand, the
effects of these external or situational variables on beliefs and attitude change are believed to
be brought about by the recipient's articulation and rehearsal of his/her own idiosyncratic
thoughts (Brock and Shavitt, 1983). In essence, the recipient attempts to relate new
information to his/her existing knowledge about the topic. In doing so, the person may
consider much cognitive material that is not in the communication itself. Brock and Shavitt
cite a study by Padgett (1982) as evidence that such self-generated thoughts must be at the
source of attitude change - even in the case of unintelligble messages.

The approach of considering the audience as an active information processor was able
to account for findings that could not adequately be explained by the learning theory
explanations - findings that showed that differences between individuals or between
experimental treatments in the persuasive impact of a given communication were unrelated
to differences in the degree of learning of the information content of the communication
(Anderson & Hubert, 1963; Greenwald, 1968b; Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; Insko, 1964,
Miller & Campbell, 1959; Watts & McGuire, 1964). The problem and its suggested solution
were stated as follows (Greenwald, 1968a):

It is widely accepted that cognitions bearing on the object of an attitude form a major

component of the structure of the attitude toward that object...Since the individual is
not born with...cognitions, but acquires them, there seems to be no reasonable
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alternative to the assumption that cognitions bearing on attitude objects are learned...
Rehearsal and learning of cognitive responses to persuasion may provide a basis for

explaining persisting effects of communications in terms of cognitive learning
[pp.148,149].

3.3.2 Support for the Mediational Role of Cognitive Responses in Persuasion and
Advertising.

Greenwald (1981) indicated that confirmation of the importance of viewing the
recipient as an active information processor has been obtained by the convergence of several
types of evidence. Using the method of listed thoughts it has been found that (1) the audience
member's thoughts are often very rich in content that neither originate in nor agrees with the
content of a just-received communication, and (2) the evaluative content of listed thoughts
serves well to predict immediate and delayed posttest opinion responses (e.g., Brock, 1967;
Greenwald, 1968b; Wright, 1974). Role-playing methods have been used to demonstrate that
people attach special importance to their own thoughts relative to those of a comparably
expert other (Greenwald & Albert, 1968). Last, in experiments using distraction procedures,
persuasive effects are consistent with the notion that the distraction interferes with the
recipient's active cognitive contribution to the persuasion process. (see, e.g., Petty & Brock,
1981 for a review of research on thought disruption and persuasion)

Support for the notion that cognitive responses mediate the effects of advertising
content on beliefs, attitude, and behavioral intention elements of cognitive structure comes
from a number of studies (e.g., Edell and Mitchell, 1978; Olson, Toy, and Dover, 1982;
Hastak and Olson, 1988). Edell and Mitchell found a statistically significant relationship

between a weighting of the number of support arguments minus the number of
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counterarguments and attitudinal measures (i.e., attitudes toward the brand, attitude toward
purchasing and using the brand and behavioral intentions.). In the study by Olson, Toy, and
Dover mentioned earlier, brand-related cognitive responses were shown to mediate ad effects
on beliefs about individual brand attributes as well as on more global measures of brand
attitude and purchase intentions. However, Olson et al. treated traditional, global measures
of counterarguments and support arguments as mediators of beliefs about particular brand
attributes. Hastak and Olson (1989) carried out a more compelling and theoretically
appropriate test of belief mediation by treating only those (.:ognitive responses that are
targeted at a particular attribute as the mediators of ad effects on beliefs about that attribute.
By overcoming three methodological limitations that existed in these previous studies,
namely, (1) failure to establish parallel treatment effects on the cognitive response and
cognitive structure variables, (2) failure to control for the fact that processing goals of
recipients might have influenced the type and extent of cognitive response mediation, and (3)
failure to measure and control for the effects of cognitive response measurement on cognitive
structure measures, they were able to show "that brand-related cognitive responses are the
primary mediators of ad effects on cognitive structure variables" (p.444). However, as they
point out, these findings held only for recipients who had a brand-processing goal. For those
individuals with an ad evaluation goal, cognitive responses to both the brand and the ad acted
as independent mediators of cognitive structure variables; with each cognitive response
mediating about "equal amounts of the message-induced variation in the cognitive structure

variables" (p.444).
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3.3.3 Persuasiveness of Self-generated and Self-targeted Cognitive Responses

Shavitt and Brock (1986, p.150) have broadly defined cognitive responses as "the
thoughts and ideas evoked [in the message recipient] by persuasive messages.” Such a
definition would, of course, include the full range of thoughts and ideas or, more generally,
beliefs that individuals will generate concerning an advertising appeal. However, they point
out that the theory "emphasizes the role of own thoughts in determining the immediate and
persisting acceptance of a persuasive message" (Brock and Shavitt, 1983, p. 105, emphasis
our own). That is, it is the cognitive responses with own thoughts, in contrast to cognitive
responses with message elements (i.e., simple repetition of message elements) that has the
greater persuasive impact. As Brock and Shavitt (1983, p. 105) state:

Cognitive response theory suggests that unique, 1dlosyncrat1c responding will increase
persistence of message acceptance.

Unfortunately, prior to the work of Shavitt and Brock (1986), little distinction was
made when discussing cognitive responding in terms of the degree to which the self was
involved in generating and/or as the farget of an individual's thinking. instead, "...analysis of
cognitive responses has been limited to their polarity, defined as their
favorableness/unfavorableness toward what is advocated by the message" (1986, p. 150).
That is, when discussing cognitive responses, the focus was on Wright's categories of
Counterarguments, support-arguments, and source derogations.

Shavitt and Brock (1986) shed some light on the nature of cognitive responses and

the particular aspects or dimensions of the responses which could account for their greater
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persuasibility. After reviewing a number of studies which showed that cognitive responses
either invoked by the Self or targeted toward the self play a key role in persuasion, they
proposed a typology of cognitive responses to account for the self as possible origin and
target of cognitive responses. Figure 3.5 below represents their framework which integrates

origin and target as cross-cutting dimensions of cognitive response.

Figure 3.5
DIMENSIONS OF COGNITIVE RESPONSES

CROSS-CUTTING DIMENSIONS OF ORIGIN AND TARGET
Adzpted from Shavitt and Brock (1986)

REGIPIENT - ORIQINATED
({ SELF - ORIGINATED

MESSAGE-ORIO!
(MESSAGE-PLAYE

The figure shows the two-dimensions upon which the framework is based: namely,
source of the cognitive response and target of the response. As can be seen, the bottom sector
of the graph represents thoughts which are mere playbacks of elements of the message. At
the next higher level are the recipient-modified thoughts. These can be either reactions to a

message, inferences based on elements of the message, or additional illustrations of material
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in the advertisement. The largest sector of all consists of the responses which originate
entirely with the recipient - that is, the self-originated thoughts. The authors also invoke
Greenwald's (1968) findings as additional support for the greater number of self-originated
cognitive responses.

The other dimension is seen superimposed on the first. Two features are especially
noteworthy: First of all, the fact that the most common target for self-originated thoughts
appear to be the advertised product. Secondly, the fact that thoughts targeted at oneself (e.g.,
one's own concerns, beliefs, experiences) cannot be mere playbacks of the commercial.

According to the authors, "The self in cognitive responding can be investigated in the
context of this cross-cutting framework, by focusing on either or both dimensions" (1986,
p.154). Basing themselves, on this framework, the authors hypothesized and confirmed that
"self" thoughts instigated by a commercial are more persuasive, as well as more predictive of
attitude, than other cognitive responses - regardless of whether the focus is on the self-as-

origin or on the self-as-target.

3.3.4 Reasons for the Superiority of Self-Generated and Self-Targeted Thoughts

Perloff and Brock (1980) have advanced an explanation for the superiority of own-
thought to message argument rehearsal. Earlier work by Greenwald (1968) and Slamecka and
Graf (1978) had shown self-generated responses to be more influential than those generated
by another subject. According to Perloff and Brock (1980, p.8§):

...people have a tendency to value products and aspects associated with the self;

consequently, they attach value to their own cognitive responses to persuasive
communications. Because these cognitive responses "belong to" or are associated
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with the self, they accrue more value and exert more influence than the arguments
contained in the message

This tendency is termed "ownness bias" by the authors. Both territorial and non-territorial
motives are thought to give rise to this bias. With respect to the former motive, for instance,
they point out that an individual tends to value his personal space even though this space may
be identical to that of others. As they state:
We prefer our own bed, even though it is the same as other beds in the barracks or
dormitory. We prefer our own place or chair at table. We prefer our towel, although
it is identical to your towel. If external objects associated with self can become so
coveted, it is not surprising that internal extensions of the self, such as thoughts,
dreams, fantasies, and the like, can be accorded special value. Coveting and protecting

personal space extends, we assume, to cognitive components of that space. A
territorial perspective is sufficient to account for an "ownness bias." (1980, p.82).

A number of non-territorial motives are also proposed as explanations as to why
individuals "assign greater weight to mental products that they felt they generated themselves"
(1980, p.82). Psychoanalytic theories, for instance, have explained the egocentric tendency
on the basis of an individual's propensity to value extensions of the self. Similar to this
approach is that based on Kohlberg's contention that people have an intrinsic tendency to

value like-self objects and traits.

Another approach to explain the "ownness bias" is centered on the theory that
individuals have a need to feel unique, distinctive, and different. Brock (1968), for instance,
proposed commodity theory which posits that individuals value scarce and unavailable objects

simply because of their rarity, regardless of whether this scarcity brings with it 2 monetary
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reward or demand. This affinity for scarce resources apparently arising from its ability to

enhance one's uniqueness. In a similar vein, Snyder (1992) and Fromkin (1968, 1970, 1972)

and Snyder and Fromkin (1980 ) believe that individuals esteem resources associated with the

self because they satisfy the need to perceive the self and its associated attributes as unique;

that is, unique vis-a-vis other members of their society. As Perloff and Brock (1980, p.83)

state:

Uniqueness and commodity theory suggest that own-thought rehearsal is more
persuasive than message-argument rehearsal because people place a greater value on
products associated with themselves (their own thoughts) than on exogenous
products (such as arguments contained in a message). In essence, people may view
their own thoughts as more unique, original, creditable, and of greater value than
arguments contained in someone else’s persuasive message. Studies by Greenwald
(1968) and Slamecka and Graf (1978) lend support to this position.

The authors point out, however, that individuals will vary in their "uniqueness

motivation." This will have important implications, according to them with respect to the

differential persuasibility of individuals. As they state:

...individuals who have a strong need to be unique may be more sensitive to their own
cognitive responses than individuals low in uniqueness needs. Subjects high in
uniqueness needs should be especially motivated to regard their thoughts about a
message as "unique, and distinctively their own." They should attach greater value and
respect to these thoughts and may even be more confident about their cogency and
intellectual value than subjects low in uniqueness needs. As a result, cognitive
responses should predict attitudes better for these subjects than for subjects low in
uniqueness needs. (1980, p.88)
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3.3.5 Some Caveats on the Cognitive Response Approach

As Eagly and Chaiken (1984) have pointed out, the approach has provided valuable
insights on the cognitive mediation of the effects of only a limited number of distal persuasion
variables and "does not constitute a general theory of persuasion” (p.287). Specifically, the
approach has been useful to explain persuasion variables "that seem intuitively to be clearly
related to recipients' abilities or motivation to engage in message-relevant thinking (e.g.,
distraction, involvement, message repetition)" (p.284). "Clear-cut predictions are limited to
a relatively narrow class of persuasion variables that affect extent of processing when these
variables are crossed with argument strength or perhaps with other variables affecting the
valence of message recipients' thoughts" (p.287). This seems, however, to apply to the
findings regarding two-sided versus one-sided appeals. Such appeals have been shown to
interact with the audience's educational level, the audience's familiarity with the issue, and the
audience's initial opinion on the topic - all variables which influence the ability or motivation
to process message-relevant thinking. As was seen in the review of research on message-
sidedness in advertising, the cognitive response theory is very powerful in explaining such
effects.

Research thus supports the greater validity of the cognitive response model over
McGuire's information-processing model - at least for the class of variables that Eagly and
Chaiken (1984) have indicated (see Petty, Ostrom, and Brock, 1981). Moreover, the theory
partly overcomes one major weakness of the Yale chain-of-response and McGuire's model,
namely, that people were not active in the persuasion process, reacting to persuasive

messages in a stimulus-response fashion. Cognitive response "suggests that people are, in fact,
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active agents generating their own messages in response to incoming information, that people
respond to messages they create for themselves" (Smith 1982, p.218). As she further states:

Greenwald, of course, broke with this mechanistic tradition, preferring to emphasize
what people "do with" messages, rather than what messages "do to" people. Thus, his
cognitive response approach focuses on people as choice-laden, self-directed agents
who respond to their personalized interpretations and goal-oriented cognitive
responses to externally produced messages. For that reason, we believe the cognitive
response model is the most valuable theoretical contribution arising from the Yale

model. Certainly, Greenwald's approach is quite compatible with our own action-
oriented approach to persuasive communication. (p.237)

Since the cognitive response approach has been the pre-eminent theory used to explain
the persuasive effects of message sidedness and refutational vs non-refutational messages -
the focus of the present study - as well as a number of other message content and structural
factors (e.g., repetition, the use of rhetorical questions, etc.), the cross-cultural implications
of this theory and information processing in general will be examined in detail in chapter 5.
However, prior to examining the cross-cultural implications of cognitive response theory, it
is essential to examine how cognitive responding forms part of modern theorizing in attitude
formation and change and the role of individual difference variables in moderating cognitive
responding.

In sum, the cognitive response mechanism has been shown to be a critical mediator
of persuasion effects. It has greater validity than the previous theories and, moreover, it
integrates the notion that message recipients play an active role in the persuasion process.
Related to this, are the findings that cognitive responses owe their effectiveness to the fact

that the "Self" is implicated in the processing of the cognitions. That is, at least in a North
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American setting, individuals put more weight on self-relevant cognitions because these allow

them to express their uniqueness.

3.4 Cognitive Response Theory and the Dual-Process Models of Persuasion

Process theories of attitude formation and change have evolved into the "dual-
process" models. These models recognize that "people may adopt attitudes on bases other
than their understanding and evaluation of persuasive argumentation (Eagly and Chaiken,
1993, p. 305). That is, persuasion may also occur without argument scrutiny and may occur,
instead, via peripheral or heuristic modes.

Perhaps the two most popular models among researchers over the past decade have
been the elaboration likelihood model (ELM; Petty and Cacioppo, 1981a, 1986) and the
heuristic-systematic model (HSM; Chaiken and Eagly, 1983; Chaiken et al., 1989; Eagly and
Chaiken, 1993). Both of these models incorporate the cognitive response approach in their
frameworks as part explanations of the "systematic" component of their models.

Aside from these dual-process models, the cognitive response approach is also an
integral part of the Olson, Toy, and Dover (1982) theory. Each of these models will now be

reviewed.
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3.4.1 The Elaboration Likelihood Model Revisited

The essence of Petty's model is given in Figure 3.6. According to this model, when
the receiver has both the motivation and the ability to process the message, various thoughts
may be generated. These thoughts may be affected by variables such as the quality of the
arguments presented and the person's initial attitude on the topic. Only when the elicited
thoughts produce a lasting change in the underlying cognitive foundation of the attitude can
there be an enduring attitude change. Thus, in order to have relatively permanent attitude
change, both the number of favorable and unfavorable cognitive responses generated as well
as the amount of rehearsal of these thoughts will determine whether or not any new
cognitions will be stored in memory. When the new cognitions stored in memory are more
positive than those available prior to message exposure an enduring positive attitude change
(persuasion) is likely; and when the new cognitions stored are more negative than those
available prior to message exposure, an enduring negative attitude change (boomerang) is
likely.

In terms of advertising, effective commercials will communicate information that is
central to the true merits of the brand and elicit verbalizable thoughts reflecting acceptance
of this information.

Petty's cognitive response theory is similar to the learning theories. The major
difference is that individuals will evaluate or critique persuasive messages and will therefore
generate and remember thoughts in favor of (or opposed to) the advocated position or brand.

These thoughts then mediate changes in attitude.



97
When motivation or ability for elaboration is low, attitudes can still be formed and changed but
through a different mechanism than central processing. This route is known as peripheral processing. It
includes a number of processes that can cause attitude change without a subject having to scrutinize the
arguments in the message: heuristic processing, classical and operant conditioning, and social role
mechanisms (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993).
Figure 3.6

Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion
(From Petty and Cacioppo, 1986)
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The Elaboration Likelihood Model sums up much of our previous discussion of
information processing. In emphasizing that the receiver who takes the central route must be
motivated to change, must be able to process information, must generate favorable thoughts,
and must store these thoughts, the model incorporates the attention, comprehension,
acceptance, and retention steps in the Yale model, and, by extension, the more elaborate steps
posited by McGuire. By demonstrating that different communication variables (message
relevance, distraction, repetition, and so on) become relevant at different points in the
process, it reminds us that persuasive techniques and information processing steps interact in
complex ways. By focusing on cognitive elaboration it reiterates the cognitive response
position. And in its inclusion of the peripheral route it incorporates insights from the heuristic
model and shows us how some of the standard Yale variables (source credibility and
attractiveness, number of arguments, etc.) can cue off short-term attitude change. The models
also indicate that the more active one's involvement, the more one learns - especially from

one's own thoughts (Trenholm, 1989).

3.4.2 The Heuristic-Systematic Model of Persuasion

3.4.2.1 Reconciling Persuasion Theory and Social Cognition

The other dual-processing model of persuasion was proposed by Chaiken and her
associates (Chaiken and Eagly, 1983; Chaiken et al., 1989; Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). Similar
to the ELM, this model proposes two mediational paths to persﬁasion: systematic processing
and heuristic processing. Also of note, is the fact that the model was originally conceived to

apply to "validity seeking" persuasion contexts.
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Systematic processing is analogous to Petty and Cacioppo's "Central Processing." In
a validity-seeking setting, systematic information processing is viewed as "judging the validity
of a message's advocated position by scrutinizing persuasive argumentation and by thinking
about this information in relation to other information they may possess about the object or
issue discussed in the message (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, pp. 326-327). Just as in the case
of the ELM, mediation is thought to occur through the understanding and cognitive
elaboration of persuasive argumentation. Hence, cognitive responding plays a key role in this
model as well. Moreover, the model "assumes that capacity and motivation are important
determinants of systematic processing, and that this mode of processing may sometimes be
biased" (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 8).

Heuristic processing, on the other hand, is viewed as a "more limited mode of
information processing that requires less cognitive effort and fewer cognitive resources than
systematic processing" (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 327). Because of cognitive limitations,
message receivers are thought to use simple decision rules or cognitive heuristics to arrive
at judgments and decisions. Thus, in this respect, it is similar to the ELM. However, the
heuristic systematic model has a narrower conceptualization of this mode of processing than
that of Petty and Cacioppo. In the latter, a variety of affective and cognitive mechanisms are
believed to operate in a low involvement situation, whereas in the former, only simple rules,
schemata, or heuristics can mediate the persuasion process.

Other important differences set the Heuristic-Systematic model apart from the ELM.
Heuristic processing in this model is thought to have minimal requirements vis-a-vis the

presence of heuristic cues and on the cognitive availability of their associated heuristics (Eagly
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and Chaiken, 1993). The model also allows for the possibility that both systematic and
heuristic processing can co-exist and exert both independent (ie., additive) and
interdependent (i.e., interactive) effects on judgments. This is sharp contrast to the ELM since
this model is vague as to whether or not the two mediating processes can occur
simultaneously. As will be seen in a later section, Eagly and Chaiken (1993) consider
attributional reasoning as one of three possible modes of persuasion which can, under certain
conditions, act in unison. They assert that attributional processes invoke more cognitive effort
than heuristic persuasion, but require less effort and cognitive capacity than argument
scrutiny. The possibility that systematic, heuristic, and attributional processing can exert
additive effects, makes the model particularly attractive in explaining the cognitive processes
underlying reception of two-sided messages.

Chaiken and her associates assume that systematic and heuristic (and, by extension,
attributional processing) processing can occur simultaneously. But they also believe that
"systematic processing typically provides people with more judgment-relevant information
than heuristic processing and, in some instance, with information that may contradict
heuristic-based judgments of message validity..." (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 328).

This contradiction between the information provided by heuristic processing and
systematic processing may cause the latter mode to "attenuate the judgmental impact of
heuristic processing (1993, p. 328). This attenuation could, in effect, "wash out" the effects
of the heuristic cues on judgment in situations that give rise to considerable amounts of
systematic processing. Perhaps for this reason, most situations involving considerable

systematic processing fail to reveal the operation of heuristic processes. However, citing
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Chaiken et al. (1989), Eagly and Chaiken point out that:
...Systematic processing need not invariably quash the judgmental impact of heuristic
processing, and when it does not, they assume that the two modes can exert additive
effects on judgment. Thus, even in settings that foster systematic processing, the
heuristic-systematic model (unlike the ELM) allows for the possibility that heuristic

processing can exert a significant - and independent - influence on persuasion. (1993,
p. 329).

Unlike the ELM, the HSM posits that heuristic processing may, at times, bias
systematic processing. As Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p. 329) state: "recipients' processing of
heuristic cues establish expectancies about message validity which, in turn, influence their
perception and evaluation of persuasive arguments." This biasing effect, however, is only
thought to occur when the argumentation in a persuasive message is ambiguous or subject
to differential interpretation (Chaiken et al., 1989; Chaiken and Maheswaran, 1992).

The HSM model also addresses the potential cognitive antecedents of heuristic
processing. The authors (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993) posit that two factors are necessary for
this type of processing to occur: (1) the heuristics must be cognitively available and (2) they
must be accessible. Moreover, the judgmental impact of heuristic cues increases with
increasing reliability of their associated heuristics (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 330). Thus,
both individual differences and situational factors that influence the perceived reliability of

heuristics should increase the impact of these cues on persuasion and judgment.
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3.4.2.2 Motivational Determinants of Processing Mode
Two principles have been proposed by Chaiken and her colleagues with respect to
motivation to use one or the other (or both) processing modes: the "least effort” and the
"sufficiency” principles. The first reflects people's desire to expend the least amount of
cognitive work in order to achieve their processing goals (e.g., achieving a valid interpretation
of the communication). This implies that, given a choice of heuristic or systematic processing,
individuals will choose the former. The second principle, on the other hand, attempts to
ensure that a minimum level of accuracy is attained in the interpretation of the message. Thus,
"In validity seeking persuasion settings in particular, it holds that recipients will invest
whatever amount of effort is required to attain a sufficiently confident assessment of message
validity" (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 330). They also posit that both sufficiency thresholds
and actual levels of confidence vary as a function of individual differences and situational
factors. The sufficiency principle implies that when the actual confidence equals or surpasses
the sufficiency threshold, processing effort will stop, but will continue as long as actual
confidence falls below the sufficiency threshold. Processing effort is believed to be a function
of the gap that exists between actual and desired levels of confidence. Taken together with
the least effort principle, the sufficiency principle implies that when either the heuristic mode
yields insufficient judgmental confidence or when heuristic processing cannot take place, say
because of the absence of heuristic cues, individuals will carry out greater amounts of
systematic processing (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993).
The HSM thus provides a mechanism for understanding the reasons why people are

motivated for systematic processing. The model explains this by positing "that any factor that
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increases processing effort has done so either by increasing people’s desired levels of
confidence (i.e., sufficiency thresholds), by undermining actual confidence, or by both
mechanisms" (1993, pp. 331-332).

Whereas the ELM provides a number of variables that are thought to motivate
systematic processing, the HSM explains how these variables achieve their impact on
motivation. They believe that these variables operate by acting on people's sufficiency
thresholds. For instance, the more an individivual sees a message as personally relevant the
more these individuals are believed to seek greater confidence in their assessment of message
validity. The same can be said of individuals high in need for cognition. These people,
according to Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p. 332) " are assumed to have higher sufficiency
thresholds...."

Of particular interest to the present study is the author's belief that other individual
difference and situational variables may serve to reduce or undermine actual confidence in a
message. This would essentially have the same effect on systematic processing as an increase
in the sufficiency threshold. One such factor appears to be particularly important, namely,
expectancy disconfirmation. (expectancy disconfirmation could be due to either an individual
difference variable and/or a situational factor). Maheswaran and Chaiken (1991) have carried
out research which demonstrates that expectancy disconfirmation "enhances the extensiveness
of information processing by undermining perceivers' confidence in their initial, heuristic-
based judgments" (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 332). Also, findings from outside the
persuasion literature that seem to indicate that mildly depressed persons and persons low in

self-esteem process information more extensively.
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What happens when motivational factors lead people to have high sufficiency
thresholds, but their ability for systematic processing is constrained or they doubt its efficacy?
(e.g., 2-sided messages) In such circumstances, Chaiken et al. (1989) propose that perceivers
might more carefully scrutinize the setting for judgment-relevant heuristic cues. In addition,
they point out that motivational variables that raise people's sufficiency thresholds (e.g.,
personal relevance) should, according to their model, also enhance the accessibility of goal-
relevant heuristics. For these two reasons, Chaiken et al. conjecture that when an individual's
actual or perceived ability is low, heuristic cues will often exert a greater effect on judgment
when the individual's sufficiency threshold is located at higher points on the confidence
continuum. This is essentially the enhancement hypothesis and is important since it signifies
that variables such as task importance and personal relevance can not only act as motivators
of systematic or central route processing, but can also, according to the HSM, motivate
heuristic processing.

Eagly and Chaiken (1993) provide an excellent review of the empirical findings which
support the HSM model. Two studies relevant for the topic at hand will, however, be
examined.

Chaiken and Maheswaran (1992) tested for the possible interaction between heuristic
processing and systematic processing. In this study, they manipulated source credibility,
argument ambiguity and strength, and task importance. They found that when the message
was unambiguous, the results replicated past research findings. That is, when task importance
was low, only source credibility influenced subjects' attitudes, message strength did not. When

task importance was high, only message strength influenced attitudes, source credibility did
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not. Very different results occurred, however, when the message was ambiguous. In this
situation, the heuristic cue - source credibility - had an impact in both the low and high
importance situation. In the low importance situation, the results simply confirmed the other
findings under low importance: namely, that heuristic processing plays the major role in
attitude change. In the high importance situation, on the other hand, very different results
appeared. Here, both source credibility and message processing appeared to be operating.
The heuristic cue - source credibility - apparently led them to form expectancies about the
validity of the message content. Thus, in the low credibility situation, the cue led subjects to
form expectancies of low message validity while in the high credibility situation, the cue led
to expectancies of high message validity. This, in turn, biased systematic processing in a
negative and positive manner, respectively. As Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p.337) further point
out, in the high importance, ambiguous message condition

...the effects of source credibility on attitudes was partially mediated by its effect on
the valence of subjects' attribute-related thinking. Consistent with the model's
assumption that heuristic and systematic processing can exert additive effects on

judgment, the direct path between source credibility and attitudes...was also
significant in this condition.

Maheswaran and Chaiken (1991) tested the notion that subjects in a low importance
situation who experience a reduction in their confidence in their heuristic-based judgments
will be motivated to increase their systematic processing. To achieve this, they manipulated
task importance and the congruency of consensus information and message content. In
support of this hypothesis, the authors found that low importance subjects who received

incongruent information exhibited just as much systematic processing as their high importance
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counterparts. The explanation proposed by the authors to account for these findings was that
the incongruency between the heuristic cues and the minimal systematic processing reduced
their confidence in the former. This, then, motivated them to greater systematic processing.

The attitude data from the above study also confirmed other assumptions of the HSM.
It confirmed, for instance, that although persuasion was mediated by systematic processing
in the study's high importance conditions - regardless of coﬁgruency - the heuristic cue,
namely, perceived consensus was also an important predictor of attitudes for subjects in the
high importance condition when consensus information and message content were congruent.
This shows that heuristic and systematic processing can exert additive effects on judgment.

Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p. 339) also point out that "The fact that perceived
consensus was not a reliable predictor of attitudes in the high importance/incongruent
conditions supports the model's attenuation hypothesis." It also supports "Chaiken et al's
(1989) claim that attenuation effects occur primarily when message content blatantly
contradicts the validity of heuristic cues.

What is important to note is that in the HSM, heuristic processing can have an
additive effect on judgment when the information provided by systematic processing "does

not contradict the validity of simple persuasion heuristics" (1993, p. 339).

3.4.2.3 The HSM and the ELM - Summary and Conclusions
The HSM goes beyond the ELM and makes some important contributions to
theorizing on persuasion. The main contribution is centered on the simple decision rules which

it proposes as moderators of attitude change and its assumption that such heuristics are
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learned knowledge structures (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). These concepts permit the bridging
of persuasion theory to recent developments in social cognition. That is, the HSM has applied
some important themes which have gained currency in social cognition: namely, the
importance of information stored in memory and its impact on processing and judgment; the
extent to which heuristic processes occur in a relatively automatic and spontaneous manner -
with little effort, intention, or awareness on the part of social perceivers; and the degree to
which these "theory-driven" effects can be overridden by motivational factors that lead
message receivers to carry out more of a systematic or data-driven form of processing (Eagly
and Chaiken, 1993). As the authors of the model state:

Although the model's conception of heuristic processing is narrower than the
elaboration likelihood model's definition of peripheral route persuasion, its clearer
linkage to the social cognition literature yields a more theoretically developed view
of persuasion that is not based on recipients' processing of persuasive arguments. For
example, the assumption that persuasion heuristics are learned knowledge structures
gives rise to the model's general proposition that the judgmental impact of heuristic
cues should be moderated by the availability, accessibility, and perceived reliability of
their associated heuristics. (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 342)

Although the ELM and the HSM appear to be competitors, Eagly and Chaiken (1993,
p. 345) seem to view them more as complementary to each other. As they state:

The elaboration likelihood model represents a highly integrative empirical framework
for investigating persuasion....Petty and Cacioppo and others who have used their
framework have shown that an impressively large number of situational and individual
difference variables can be understood from the perspective of the elaboration
likelihood model. The main limitation of the model is theoretical. For example, while
the model predicts that peripheral cues will have little impact when the elaboration
likelihood is high, it provides little insight as to why this should be the case....In
contrast, the unique strengths of the heuristic-systematic model are theoretical....the
model also goes beyond the elaboration likelihood model by suggesting ways in which
heuristic and systematic processing can exert independent and interactive effects on
attitude judgment, by illuminating the underlying psychological mechanisms by which
motivational treatments promote systematic or central route processing, and by
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suggesting ways in which heuristic and systematic processing can serve motivational
concerns other than the motive to achieve valid, correct attitudes.

Although the two models have often been treated as competitors...a more productive
viewpoint is to regard the two models as complementary. The empirical strengths of
the elaboration likelihood model together with the theoretical strengths of the

heuristic-systematic model make for a truly impressive dual-processing framework for
understanding a variety of social influence phenomena.

This section has reviewed the two principal dual process models of persuasion, the ELM and
the HSM. These models essentially evolved from the cognitive response model and, in fact,
incorporate this attitude change mechanism as part of central or systematic processing. They
also allow for the operation of other processes for the case where message recipients do not
have the motivation or ability to engage in argument processing. The ELM refers to this class
of mechanisms as peripheral processing; while the HSM limits itself to heuristic processes.
What is particularly important for the present study, is (1) the fact that attributional thinking
is seen as involving a level of cognitive activity intermediate between heuristic processing and
systematic processing and (2) that when argument-based proceésing does not contradict the
validity of an attributionally (or heuristic) based inference about message validity, the HSM
predicts an additive and/or interactive effect between the two (or three) modes of processing
(Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). More will be said about attributional processes in the following

chapter.
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3.5 Individual Difference Variables and Cognitive Responding

3.5.1 Mediating Role of Personality

When considering the research and controversies surrounding cross-cultural
differences in information processing, Tamilia (1977, p.84) points out that "it is generally
accepted today that there are no differences in the cognitive processes per se between cultural
groups, and that the processes are, in fact, pancultural (Cole, Gay, and Glick, 1968)". He cites
the following conjecture on the part of Triandis, Malpass, and Davidson (1973, p.371):

The most plausible hypothesis is that basic psychological processes, such as selectivity

in perception, are invariant across cultures, but the specific manifestations of the
processes, such as what type of stimuli are selected, differ across cultures.

Tamilia (1977) also points out the work of Wright (1973a) who states that differences
among consumers in information processing are not due to differences in the decision-making
processes; instead, they are a reflection of the way in which the decision-making process is
executed. This, in turn, arises from situational factors or certain personality traits which
impede the decision-making tasks. It is these situational factors or personality traits which are
culturally determined rather than the process itself (Tamilia, 1977). One important personality
variable proposed by Wright as having a potential moderating effect on information
processing was self-esteem®. Tamilia (1977) has reviewed the role of this variable, as well as
achievement motivation and fatalism, for information processing and, especially, with regards

to differences between French and English Canadians. These variables have served as the

¢ Other researchers, notably, Larson (1978) and Heesacker, Petty and Cacioppo (1983) have also proposed the
cognitive style variable of Field-Dependence/Independence (FDI) as an important moderator of persuasion.
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basis for his "Source Moderator Model." The self-esteem conStruct will be reviewed in the

next section, while the other two variables will be briefly examined in Chapter 5.

3.5.2 Influence of Self-Esteem

A number of factors warrant that we examine the seif-esteem construct in greater
detail. First of all, a fairly extensive literature exists dealing with the relationship of a
receiver's degree of self-esteem and persuasive effects - part of which was reviewed in an
earlier section. Secondly, is the fact that this construct is intimately related to a person's view
of the "self" and to another important variable, namely, "self-acceptance.” As was seen earlier,
this latter construct appears to play a key role in a person's affective reaction to two-sided
messages. Thirdly, some researchers have found differences in modal levels of self esteem
across cultures (see, for e.g., Hendersen, Long, and Gantcheff, 1970; Long et al.,, 1972;
Lambert, 1970; cited in Tamilia, 1977). And, finally, there is the considerable marketing
literature already accumulated on the influence of self-esteem on information processing (see,
for e.g., Schaninger and Sciglimpaglia, 1981; Schaninger and Buss, 1982; Bither and Wright,
1973; Wright, 1971). For instance, Schaninger and Scilimpaglia hypothesized and confirmed
that during an information - display-board task, individuals high on self-esteem examined a
greater number of cues and alternatives than their low self-esteem counterparts. Wright
(1971) has found that consumers with high self-confidence were more active in generating
counterarguments to persuasive messages than those having less confidence. Bither and
Wright (1973) also indirectly provided confirmation of this in their test of the "distraction

hypothesis."
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Perloff and Brock (1980) have proposed that the impact of individual difference

variables on persuasion is also mediated by the value people attach to their own cognitive
responses to persuasive appeals. An individual's "uniqueness motivation" is believed to play
an important role in this mediation (Perloff and Brock, 1980). Individuals with high
uniqueness needs, as is the case of persons having high self-esteems, should "attach greater
value and respect to these thoughts and may even be more confident about their cogency and
intellectual value than subjects low in uniqueness needs. As a result, cognitive responses
should predict attitudes better for these subjects than for subjects low in uniqueness needs"
(Perloff and Brock, 1980, p.88). In conclusion, the studies reviewed above indicate that high
self-esteem individuals generate more counterarguments and assign more weight to them
when altering their attitudinal structures than their low-self-esteem counterparts.  Thestudy
by Chebat and Picard (1988) reviewed in chapter two found that message sidedness interacted
significantly with self-acceptance: High self-accepting individuals revealed a more favorable
attitude toward two-sided messages than individuals low in self-acceptance. Given the
importance placed so far on the self-esteem construct, the question which now arises is the
specific relationship between this variable and self-acceptance. As Robinson and Shaver
(1973, p. 45) point out, the two constructs are empirically and conceptually related:

In general, self-acceptance might be considered a necessary but not sufficient basis for

high self-esteem. Researchers may often attempt to distinguish conceptually between

self-esteem and self-acceptance. However, empirically the two are usually highly
related...

What this implies, is that high self-esteem individuals will also tend to show high levels of self-
acceptance; while low self-esteem subjects may or may not show high self-acceptance. More

will be said about these constructs in Chapter 5.
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In the next chapter we review attribution theory. Although this theory does not form
part of the "mainstream” persuasion approaches, it is important for our research since:
1- The formation of attributions represents one form of cognitive responding;
2- It has been the object of a great deal of research in marketing;
3- It has important cross-cultural implications.

4- It is another paradigm used to explain the effects of message sidedness.

3.6 Chapter Summary

Chapter 3 reviewed the extant theories of persuasion, with a view to highlight the
evidence for their validity and their comparative superiority. Emphasis was placed on the
cognitive response theory and related dual-process models.

Research reveals that the formation of cognitive responses plays a key role in the
processing of persuasive communication. Moreover, as Shavitt and Brock have demonstrated,
it is primarily the self-relevant cognitions which appear to be responsible for the mediational
properties of these thoughts. It was also shown that individuals could differ in the extent to
which they rely on these cognitions to alter their cognitive structures.

Cognitive responding tends to occur primarily in high involvement situations - during
systematic or central processing. A number of other processes are posited by the ELM and
HSM to account for persuasion in low involvement conditions; Heuristic, attributional, and
systematic processes were also compared and contrasted with a view to demonstrate that,

under the right conditions, these mechanisms can exert additive and/or interactive effects on

attitudes.
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The chapter concluded by examining two related individual difference constructs,

namely, self-esteem and self-acceptance, and their role in the persuasion process.
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CHAPTER 4

ATTRIBUTION THEORY APPLICATIONS IN PERSUASION

4.1 Introduction

As Seibold and Spitzberg (1982) point out, human communication involves three
fundamental processes: coordination, transaction, and accomodation. Underlying these three
processes are interpretive activities. Attribution theory deals with these activities and is an
important tool to help us understand human communication and persuasion.

Attribution theory looks at how people seek knowledge in order to predict and control
events in their lives. It is centered on the rules the average person uses in attempting to infer
the causes of behavior which s/he has observed (Jones et al., 1972). An attribution, then, is
an inference which is made in order to explain why an event has occurred (a causal
attribution), which attempts to determine the dispositions of an individual (variously known
as dispositional, characteristic, or trait attributions), or which assigns responsibility for a
particular outcome (a responsibility attribution) (Lord and Smith, 1983). Individuals can ask
themselves this question regarding their own behavior or that of others or of any other
occurrence. The explanation given following this questionning becomes the perceived cause
of an event or behavior which represents the attribution.

Using an information processing approach, Hamilton (1988) describes attributional

processes as one specific type of inferential process that is used by observers to extend the
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perceiver's conception of the person, group, or behavior characterized in the perceived
information. Thus, he argues that it is one of the elaborative processes used by observers in
information processing, others being attentional and encoding processes, cognitive
representation and retrieval. When an observer carries out attributional analysis, he or she
uses the information available to infer what were the causal antecedents that led to the
occurence of a particular behavioral event. He further states: "When such attributional
analysis occurs at all, and if so, to what extent, presumably will vary depending on a number
of factors. When it does occur, however, it represents another way in which the perceiver
extends and elaborates on the stimulus information that initially was available." (1988, p.362)

But he emphasizes that not all elaborative or inferential processes are attributional in
nature:

Thus, we see attribution as an inference process that may or may not occur during

information-processing, and when it does occur, it may vary in the cognitive task

demands that it places on the perceiver. Both of these variations would have

implications for how the available information is represented in memory, and hence

for the perceiver's "social knowledge" or understanding of the persons, event, and
circumstances portrayed in that information. (Hamilton, 1988, p.368)

Attributions are thus seen as one type of cognitive response since they represent the
interaction between incoming and stored information (see also Edell and Mitchell, 1978).
A number of researchers have advanced the notion that attributions occur in
persuasive communication situations (e.g., Eagly et al. 1981; Gottlieb and Ickes, 1978,
Seibold and Spitzberg, 1982, see also the review by Eagly and Chaiken, 1984). Moreover,

the theory has seen wide use among advertising researchers (see, for example, Smith & Hunt,
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1978; Sparkman & Locander, 1980; Settle & Golden, 1974; Golden & Alpert, 1978; Kamins
& Assael, 1987). The behavioral event which instigates attributional thinking is the ad itself
(Sparkman and Locander, 1980). But even the message on its own, can instigate causal
thinking: "the message can be regarded as an observable effect which can be attributed to an
underlying cause such as (1) the desire of the advertiser to sell his particular brand, or (2) the
actual characteristics of the brand being advertised" (Settle & Golden, 1974, p. 181).
However, as Eagly and Chaiken (1984) point out, a serious limitation of the
application of attribution theory to persuasion results from the fact that the theory only deals

with persuasion cues that have causal relevance. In a persuasion setting, there are many cues

and only some have causal relevance.

42 Levels of Information Processing and Typology of Attributional Principles

The processes leading to the formation of attributions differ according to the level of
information processing that takes place. Kelley (1973a), Jones and Davis (1965), and Weiner
(1972) postulate that attributions occur as a result of individuals seeking explanations for
behavior. They emphasize a rational or effortful process in which the individual weighs or
considers multiple pieces of information in a conscious attempt to explain situations or
understand individuals. However, recent research points out that sometimes one responds to
cues in a "mindless manner" (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977) or one responds via an established
pattern or script (Abelson, 1981; Langer and Abelson, 1972). In these cases, the attributional
process requires little effort. Lowe and Kassin (1986) have also advanced the notion that

attributions in everyday situations may be guided as much by perceptual factors as by the
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cognitive factors emphasized in experimental studies.
Lord and Smith (1983) have proposed a typology of attributional principles based on
the two dimensions - type of attribution and level of information processing. This typology

is presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1
Principles Used by Attribution Theories

(Adapted from Lord and Smith, 1983)

—

Type of Attribution
Level of Causality Responsibility Personal
Information Characteristi
Processing
High (1) Covariation (2) Intent (3) Corresponder
Configuration Control :
SAugmentation/ Justification
iscounting)
Low (4) Salience | (5) Formal role |(6) Prototype fi
Temporal Critical fee
Proximity ture fit
Spatial ! Context
Proximity

As will be noted in the table, Lord and Smith classify correspondent inferences as
attributions involving a high level of information processing. However, as will be seenin a
subsequent section, other authors (e.g., Gilbert, Petham, and Krull, 1988; Smith and Miller,
1983; and Trope, 1986; Trope and Lieberman, 1993) believe that the formation of
correspondent inferences also involves a fairly effortless, spontaneous stage. As Lord and

Smith point out, in general people appear to rely on well-learned and general 'schemas’ or
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'scripts’ to resolve attributional questions. That is, attributional questions tend to be resolved
by the passive unconscious processes shown in the bottom row of the typology given in Table
6 (Lord and Smith, 1983). However, the factors described below will tend to shift the
information processing toward the effortful end of the continuum. We will briefly review the
factors most pertinent to causal thinking in moderate to high involvement persuasion. A more
detailed review can be found in Lord and Smith (1983).

I - SITUATIONAL FACTORS

1 - The degree to which the event or outcomes being evaluated tends to disconfirm
prior expectations. The disconfirmation of expectations tends to increase the degree
of information processing. Comparative and two-sided advertising, by comparing
two brands or by presenting both positive and negative attributes of a brand, are
relatively unusual advertising strategies which tend to disconfirm receivers'
expectations. Receivers expect spokespersons to talk only about their own brands and
avoid saying negative things about the products they are trying to sell.

2 - Norms or cues inherent in a situation. If the attributional context involves a
performance evaluation, subjects would tend to produce more systematic, consciously
directed attributions. Advertising appeals would probably represent such a context
since receivers are called upon to evaluate either the spokesperson or the product
attributes or both.

3 - The informational context to which an attributor is exposed. When attributionally
relevant information is easily available and is in a form consistent with conscious,
reflective processes (e.g., written, or graphic information), more cognitive modes of
attribution should be elicited (Lowe and Kassin, 1980).

II - MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS

1 - The involvement of the observer. The fact that the processing of the arguments or
issues in a message is something which tends to occur in moderate to high
involvement situations means that effortful processing will be favored.

Also closely related to involvement is what Jones and Davis (1965) call "hedonic
relevance" - the positive or negative effects of an actor's choice for the perceiver. The
higher the "hedonic relevance" the greater the propensity for the perceivers to make
dispositional attributions. As Lord and Smith ( 1983) state "An individual who
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depends on another for rewards probably engages in conscious efforts to understand
that other individual" (p. 54). Product advertisements would tend to represent
situations of high "hedonic relevance" because of the positive or negative implications
for the consumer of the advertiser's appeal. The source's position vis-a-vis one brand
or model rather than another will impact on the consumer's ultimate choice and
satisfaction.

In sum, higher levels of involvement or hedonic relevance to the perceivers will lead
to more effortful information processing.

2 - Cogritive consistency. People find cognitive dissonance stressful (Festinger, 1957)
and, as a result, subjects experiencing this condition will use a number of strategies
to achieve consonance. Some of these can occur unconsciously; however, in
"situations of extreme stress and when both cognitions are important, the individual
may have to engage in an active search or review of information to reduce the
dissonance" (Lord and Smith, 1983, p.54). Two-sided appeals, by their somewhat
ambiguous nature (see, for e.g., Sorrentino et al., 1988), should cause greater
dissonance than one-sided appeals.

[T - INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES

Self-esteem. One of the individual difference variables cited by Lord and Smith
(1983) which influence the degree of effortfulness or consciousness of information
processing, is self-esteem. This comes as no surprise in view of the fact that
attributions represent a form of cognitive response. Low self-esteem individuals are
less attentive to relevant information, spend less time in making decisions, prefer
secondary sources of information rather than first hand experiences and have less
tendency to engage in abstract reasoning. As a result, we would expect such
individuals to make greater use of available schematic information rather than taking
a "bottom-up" or effortful approach in forming attributions.

From a consideration of the above factors, it is apparent that persuasive appeals of the
two-sided variety would tend to generate effortful attributional processes of the kind given

in boxes (1) and (3) of Table 6. We now turn to a review of these processes.
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4.3 Attributional Paradigms Applied to the Study of Persuasion
Two major attributional approaches are most relevant to the present topic: (1) Kelley's
theories - both the covariation and configuration principles; and (2) Jones and Davis's
Correspondent Inference Theory. This section will briefly review the main features of each

of these theories and their applications to the study of the effects of message sidedness.

4.3.1 Kelley's Theories

Kelley's attribution theory (1967; 1971; 1972; 1973) distinguishes between the
attributional process for two types of information: information from multiple observations
over time and information from a single observation. In a multiple observation-over-time
situation, the "covariation principle" of causal attribution is evoked. In the single inference
situation, "configuration principles," or single inference rules, are used. Kelley's theories are
basically concerned with the question of what information is used to arrive at a causal

attribution. The covariation theory will be reviewed first.

4.3.2 Covariation Theory

In Kelley's covariation principle, the observed effects are attributed to that which is
present when the effect occurs, and is absent when the effects are absent. More specifically,
variations in effects are judged in relation to how they covary with other persons' behaviors
at different times and in different settings. Kelley's central notion is that attributions made to
the environment, instead of the self, demand that the actor be perceived as responding

differentially to the entity in question compared with other entities (distinctiveness), that the
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response be consistent over time and over modalities (consistency), and that such responses
be similar to others' responses to the entity (consensus). To the degree that these four criteria
for external attribution are met (distinctiveness; consistency over time; consistency over
modality; consensus), a person will feel more certain that his view of the world is veridical.

With respect to persuasive communications, then, an entity attribution would be
favored (and therefore the message would be considered valid) if a communicator took a
position that (1) was in agreement with that of other relevant information sources
(consensus), (2) was stated on various occasions to various audiences (consistency), and (3)
was tailored to the particular issue under consideration (distinctiveness).

As Eagly and Chaiken (1984, p.290) point out, "the relevance of Kelley's (1967)
ANOVA analysis to understanding persuasion is clearest when message recipients have
multiple observations of communicators and messages that would enable them to fulfill
consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness criteria with respect to communicators' positions
on issues." In fact, they believe that the ANOV A model has tremendous potential to account
for perceivers' evaluations of persuasive messages in natural settings because very often,
people have extensive experience with various communicators who state their positions on
related issues on multiple occasions. The ANOVA model is also applicable in situations of
single observations. Although at first sight one may think that the recipient cannot build a
Persons X Occasions X Entities matrix, Eagly and Chaiken (1984, p.290) indicate that
"various cues in such persuasion situations may allow perceivers to make reasonable
assumptions about how such a data matrix would be completed if more detailed information

were available." Such cues can be found, for instance, either in the message itself, or in the
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source of the message (Eagly and Chaiken, 1984). They emphasize, however, that few
independent variables have been systematically studied from this perspective, an exception
being the work of Goethals and his associates (Goethals, 1976 and Goethals and Nelson,
1973) on communicator similarity.

Settle and Golden (1974) were among the first to apply Kelley's model to a
promotional situation (see also, Settle, 1972). They hypothesized that readers of
advertisements would evoke covariation analysis to interpret the validity of message claims.
Specifically, consumers were expected to attribute the promotional claims to either the actual
characteristics of the product or to the advertiser's desire to sell the product. If message
claims were attributed to the actual characteristics of the product, consumers would be more
confident in the claims and form more favorable attitudes toward the brand (as measured by
an expectancy model). If the message claims were attributed to the advertiser's desire to sell
the product, consumers would be less confident in the claims and form less favorable attitudes
toward the brand.

Results of their experiment confirmed that "product claims that vary over product
characteristics will result in higher confidence ratings" (Settle and Golden 1974, p.184) and
"the increase in confidence obtained by disclaiming two of the five product features [in their
ad] did exactly compensate for the loss of expectancy value resulting from the two features
disclaimed" (p.185).

Their study, however, was the object of considerable controversy (see, for example,
Burmnkrant, 1974; Hansen and Scott, 1976). One criticism was centered on the possibility that

the experimental procedure may not have evoked causal inference processes. Another
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important criticism dealt with the possibility that Settle and Golden did not have the
appropriate conditions to warrant the use of the covariation principle discussed above. Since
the researchers allowed only one observation of the experimental stimulus, Hansen and Scott
(1976) believe that the covariation principle (which requires observations over multiple
exposures) is not the appropriate attributional mechanisms. Instead, they believe that Kelley's
(1973a) configuration theory and its principles of discounting and augmentation are the
operative causal inference processes. This is echoed by Mizerski et al. (1979, p.128) who
state:

The covariance principle is most applicable for understanding how consumers learn
to make attributions, particularly in extended information-processing/attribution
situations. However, it is generally too unmanageable for actual application in
understanding a specific consumer response. Consumers rapidly learn to associate
causes with event, and to generalize across similar attribution situations. These
generalized causal expectancies and the attributional rules governing the inference

procedure are captured in the derivatives of the covariance model referred to as causal
schemata or "configuration” [augmentation/ discounting principles] concepts.

4.3.3 Configuration Theory and the Discounting and Augmentation Principles

4.3.3.1 A Simplified Analysis of Causation

Kelley (1972) also suggested that recipients of persuasive messages may engage in
simpler analysis of causation based not on the ANOVA cube, but on the plausibility of
possible causes of the communicator's position. According to this analysis, perceivers scan
available information for possible causes of the communicator's stand, and take into account
whether there are one or more causes that seem plausible and whether these causes would be
facilitative or inhibitory in relation to the position that the communicator states in the

message.
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When there are several factors present which would cause the effect, the discounting
principle may help explain the causal attribution made. In this case, "the role of a given cause
in producing an effect is discounted if other plausible causes are also present" (Kelley, 1971,
p.8). On the other hand, in a situation where inhibitory factors are present, the augmentation
principle may be operating: "if for a given effect both a plausible inhibitory cause and a
plausible facilitative cause are present, the role of the facilitative cause in producing the effect
will be judged greater than if it alone were present as a plausible cause for the effect” (1971,
p.12).
As a result of the operation of these principles, Hansen and Scott (1976) believe that
when only positive claims are made, the internal or true beliefs should be discounted because
other plausible causes are also present. The role of these beliefs in negative claims, however,

should be enhanced because they are made in spite of situational factors which should inhibit

disclaimers. As they go on to state:

The augmentation principle is akin to the concept of information value developed by
Jones and Davis (1965) in that an act performed by an individual that is consistent
with what normally would be expected from other people in similar positions (in-role
behavior, socially desirable behavior) tells less about the unique characteristics of that
person than an act which goes against social expectations (out-of-role behavior).
(Hansen and Scott, 1976, p.195)

They conclude:
Disclaimers in an advertisement should in fact increase the perceived trustworthiness
of the source, according to the augmentation principle and the notion of information
value. (p.195)
The augmentation and discounting principles also form part of a more elaborate theory

of persuasion proposed by Eagly, Wood and Chaiken (1978). The essence of their theory is
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that recipients "construct a minitheory of the communicator's behavior" based on information
or cues that recipients obtain prior to receiving the message. Some of these cues are often
embedded in the message itself (e.g., information about the communicator's personality) or
presented simultaneously with the message (e.g., the audience's reactions to the
communicator). A causal analysis is made and generates expectancies about the position the
communicator should take on the issue presented in the message. This expectancy is then
confirmed or disconfirmed by the position the communicator actually takes in the message.

When recipients' expectancies are confirmed, they tend to attribute the communicator's
view to the personal characteristic or situational pressure that generated their expectancy.
Such a causal inference accounts for the message in terms of a personal or situational factor
instead of the external reality the message purports to describe. This attribution to the
personal or characteristic of the source or situational pressure will weaken the perception that
external reality is at the root of the message. This is in keeping with the discounting principle.
Message recipients thus infer that the message source is biased.

On the other hand, when the communicator disconfirms an expectancy by not taking
the predicted position, recipients must generate a new theory of why the communicator took
the position he or she did. Usually, the most likely alternative theory is that especially
compelling evidence made the communicator overcome the bias that was expected to affect
his or her behavior. This strengthening of the entity attribution is consistent with Kelley's
augmentation principle. Under these circumstances, a communicator is regarded as especially

unbiased, and the message is relatively persuasive.
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4.3.3.2 The Priester and Petty Study

A recent study by Priester and Petty (1993) sheds more light on the effect of
disconfirmed expectancies on perceived source honesty, on increased information processing
activity, and its impact on persuasibility.

The authors' principal hypothesis - based on both the ELM and the HSM - was that
the perceived honesty of the communicator will moderate the extent to which individuals
engage in the scrutiny of the arguments in a persuasive message. Specifically, they sought to
show that individuals low in need for cognition (NFC), i.e., cognitive misers, will carry out
little if any message scrutiny when a communicator is assumed to deliver an accurate message.

In their preliminary study they set out to determine which of 17 source characteristics
were the most highly associated with providing an accurate message. The characteristic which
ranked the highest was "honesty." This variable was then manipulated either directly or
indirectly in their experiments. The direct manipulation involved simply providing information
about past honesty of the communicator; whereas the indirect manipulation was carried out
through an expectancy confirmatior/ disconfirmation method from the Attributional Analysis
of Persuasion approach originally proposed by Eagly, Chaiken, and Wood (1981) and
reviewed above.

As we have seen previously, the ELM assumes that individuals are motivated to hold
correct attitudes and situational and individual factors govern the extent to which message
receivers carry out effortful message scrutiny (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). In a similar way,
the HSM predicts that people will expend as much cognitive eﬁ'ort as necessary in order to

attain their desired confidence that their processing goals are accomplished (Eagly and
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Chaiken, 1993). Thus, these theories predict that when individuals' needs for accuracy is very
high and when simple cues cannot provide the necessary accuracy, these people will engage
in effortful message processing. This led them to their principle hypothesis: "...that
perceptions of communicator accuracy would moderate the extent to which attitude change
is based on message processing" (1993, p.3).

Their second hypothesis was that need for cognition would also interact with the
effect of source honesty. Thus, for individuals who do not characteristically enjoy thinking
such as people who are low on need for cognition, they expected that they would use simple
message cues to avoid having to carry out effortful message scrutiny. On the other hand,
individuals high in need for cognition enjoy cognitive activity and should not be influenced
as much by perceptions of source accuracy.

The results of their first two experiments confirmed the above predictions. In both
experiments, it was found that only for the case of low NFC individuals did high source
honesty result in reduction in message scrutiny in comparison to subjects who perceived a low
level of source honesty. In this latter case, considerable message scrutiny appeared. For the
case of high need for cognition subjects, however, there was no significant difference between
the high and low levels of honesty perception. Also worth mentioning, was the fact that
subjects who were high in NFC and who perceived the source as trustworthy did experience
greater attitude change than for the subjects who perceived the sources as untrustworthy.
Only directional support for this was found, however, since the results did not reach
statistical significance. Again, this may add support to the study by Chaiken and Maheswaran

(1992) which showed an interaction between source credibility (a heuristic cue) and message
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content on attitudes (It may be recalled that the study also demonstrated an additive effect of
source credibility on attitudes.)

In their third experiment, they used the Attributional Analysis of Persuasion (AAP;
Eagly and Chaiken, 1975, Eagly, Wood, and Chaiken, 1978; Wood and Eagly, 1981; Eagly,
Chaiken, and Wood, 1981) to indirectly manipulate a source's level of trustworthiness.
Essentially, this method was described above and will not be described again. In this
experiment they hypothesized, first of all, that when a communicator disconfirmed
expectancies about the message position he/she would take, it would produce a higher level
of honesty in the source than if expectancies had been confirmed. Their second hypothesis
proposed that low NFC individuals would tend to engage in less message processing when
the source was perceived as relatively honest than when the source was perceived as relatively
dishonest.

A third hypothesis was that in the case of expectancy confirmation on the part of the
source it was possible to equal or exceed the persuasive effect of a disconfirming source. This
could occur when the arguments in the message are very compelling. Since expectancy
confirmation is posited to increase information processing, compelling messages would
receive more careful scrutiny and could lead to higher persuasion than if subjects had not
engaged in message scrutiny. This would go against the Attributional Analysis of Persuasion
which had posited that expectancy disconfirmation would inevitably lead to greater
persuasiveness. The AAP did not explicitly consider the strength of the arguments presented
by the source. According to Priester and Petty, disconfirmed expectancies should lead to

greater persuasibility of the message only in the case where the message contained weak or
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moderately compelling arguments or when the ability to engage in message scrutiny was
reduced. As the authors state:
Disconfirmation of expectancies and attributed message accuracy would be less likely
to have persuasion advantages over confirmation of expectancies if the message
arguments are strong. If these results are obtained, they would provide an important
caveat to the general AAP prediction of greater persuasion of expectancy
disconfirming sources. A second caveat to the AAP is that the effects of expectancy

confirmation/disconfirmation on message processing should be most evident for
subjects low in need for cognition. (Priester and Petty, 1993, p. 22)

Results of their third experiment confirmed the above hypotheses. First of all, in
support of the earlier findings reviewed in this paper on two- versus one-sided appeals,
subjects exposed to an expectancy disconfirming source rated the latter as more honest than
receivers exposed to an expectancy confirming sources.

A significant three-way interaction on the attitude measure was in line with the
authors' conjecture on source honesty. Low NFC subjects based their attitudes on message
scrutiny only when their expectancies were confirmed. When their expectancies were
disconfirmed, very little message scrutiny took place and their attitudes were based on the
message accuracy inferred from the source. In the case of high NFC individuals, on the other
hand, there was no interaction with respect to expectancies: subjects exposed to either
expectancy confirmation or disconfirmation scrutinized the message to the same extent. In all
three experiments, the role of message scrutiny as determinant of the attitudes of low NFC
subjects decreased as the source was perceived to be more honest. Thus, this study adds
considerable support to the notion that the extent of message scrutiny is determined to a large

extent by a receiver's perception of source accuracy. It also shows the important role of



130
individual differences with respect to this effect. It was only the low NFC subjects whose
message processing was affected by perceptions of source accuracy. Attitudes of subjects
who enjoyed cognitive activity, that is, high NFC subjects, weré shaped by message scrutiny
to the same degree regardless of their perception of source trustworthiness.

They point out that their findings should lead to two modifications to the Attributional
Analysis of Persuasion discussed earlier:
1- Although expectancy disconfirmation involves less information processing than in
the case of expectancy confirmation, this tendency appears to manifest itself to a
greater degree in low need for cognition individuals.
2- The second caution is that expectancy disconfirmation does not in all cases lead to
greater persuasion. Their findings seem to suggest that persuasion due to inferred
source honesty or message accuracy applies most likely to individuals who do not
enjoy thinking and who are exposed to only weak or moderately strong messages.
When message arguments are forcefull, the increased information processing activity
brought on by a confirming source can result in as much or more persuasion than that
resulting from a disconfirming source. The authors conclude:
Despite these questions, the current studies clearly indicate that low NC
individuals choose to expend the energy necessary to process in conditions
where they cannot be certain as to the truthfulness of the information
presented by a knowledgeable communicator. When the source is perceived

to be highly accurate, attitudes are formed in the absence of much message-
relevant thinking. (Priester and Petty, 1993, p.32)
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The study also addresses an important issue dealing with the degree of information
processing implied by expectancy disconfirmation and arising from the Attributional analysis
of Persuasion. Although the authors found support for the AAP prediction that expectancy
disconfirmation leads to decreased message processing, they still believe that the AAP's
prediction is "somewhat puzzling" (1993, p. 32)’. As they state:
This prediction, validated in our third experiment, is somewhat surprising in light of

evidence from several sources that expectancy disconfirmation is more typically
associated with greater information processing activity than is confirmation.

The authors cite research by Enzle and Schopflocher (1978), Pyszczynski and
Greenberg (1981) and Wong and Weiner (1981) as showing that targets that disconfirm
expectations will engage in more attributional inferences than those that confirm expectations
- in line with the present author's earlier review of factors that will cause increased
attributional thinking. They reconcile these findings with their own and the postulates of the
AAP as follows:

This finding is not necessarily inconsistent with the AAP or the current research in

that subjects who were confronted with the disconfirmed source may have engaged

in more thinking to understand why this source disconfirmed their expectancies than

did subjects who were faced with an expectancy confirming source. However, once

subjects effortfully judged (via attributional processing) that the source disconfirmed
expectancies because he was an honest individual who was telling the truth regardless

"The authors point out that the evidence regarding the prediction that disconfirmation of expectancies produces less
processing of the persuasive communication than confirmation of expectancies has been inconclusive. They note, for
instance, that in the Eagly and Chaiken (1975) study, expectancy disconfirmation led to more argument recall than did
expectancy confirmation; in the second AAP study Eagly, Wood, and Chaiken (1978) showed no differences in argument
recall due to confirmed versus disconfirmed expectancies; while the third study (Wood and Eagly, 1981), did reveal that
expectancy disconfirmation led to less argument recall. In the authors' words: "In sum, although the AAP has correctly
predicted the outcome of greater persuasion with disconfirmed expectancies, the data have been conflicting as to the
differences in message processing induced by confirmation versus disconfirmation of an expected message position” (1993,
p-20).
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of his previous and current self-interests, this inference allowed the more miserly of
our subjects (i.e., those low in need for cognition) to forego processing of the
subsequent persuasive message. (Priester and Petty, 1993, p. 33).

This is basically along the same lines as Eagly and colleagues (1981) who had
proposed that increased message processing for those individuals who perceived an
expectancy confirmation may reflect receiver’s response to attributional ambiguity (Eagly and
Chaiken, 1993). When messages disconfirm expectations according to them, receivers "can
usually be quite confident that the communicator is unbiased and that the message
corresponds to external reality...[and as a result] recipients of disconfirming messages may
feel that they can dispense with a careful analysis of message content" (1993, p. 359).
However, they believe that when messages confirm expectations it introduces ambiguity.
Although receivers may believe that the most plausible cause of the communicator's
persuasive message was the person-based or situation-based factor that was originally at the
root of their expectancy, receiver's cannot completely eliminate the possibility that it was the
external reality that was the basis of the communicator's message. This ambiguity may then
give rise to greater scrutiny of the message expounded by the communicator in order to solve
the question of message validity. As Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p. 360) state:

This explanation is consistent with the heuristic-systematic model's sufficiency

principle, which implies that systematic processing will be more likely when recipients

cannot attain reasonable judgmental confidence on the basis of less effortful modes
of processing.
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Priester and Petty (1993) are of the belief that it is not the expectancy disconfirmation

that reduces processing of message argument, but rather the subjects' inference of source
trustworthiness and message accuracy which causes this effect. This is, essentially, also in

keeping with the view of the AAP. They go on to state that:

If this attributional result was prevented or did not occur, other processing outcomes
are possible. For example, if expectancy disconfirmation did not lead to differences
in source honesty or accuracy, but merely induced surprise— such as when a
presumably unknowledgeable source presents compelling arguments (e.g.,
Maheswaran & Chaiken, 1991), or when people learn that a majority of their peers
endorse a presumably unpopular position (Baker and Petty, 1994), expectancy
disconfirmation could be associated with greater information processing activity as
a result of this surprise or curiosity. Although people are probably always surprised
when their expectancies are violated, when this surprise also leads to an attribution
that the source of the message is highly likely to be accurate, this can attenuate
subsequent message processing activity. When surprise is not accompanied by
inferences of greater source trustworthiness, however, the surprise alone would be
expected to enhance message processing. These speculations should be investigated
in future research. (Priester and Petty, 1993, p. 33, emphasis our own)

A number of conclusions can be drawn from the Priester and Petty study. First, the
study confirmed that when subjects are exposed to an expectancy disconfirming manipulation
(similar to what one would experience following reception of two-sided messages) source
honesty will be higher than when the expectancy is confirmed. Second, the study found that
when the need for accuracy is high, and subjects have a low NFC, if there are source
credibility cues in the communication, then these individuals will simply use these to form
their attitudes. On the other hand, if there are no source credibility cues, then even low NFC
subjects will tend to rely on the quality of the arguments. As for high NFC subjects, there do

not appear to be significant differences in the level of message scrutiny between those who
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perceive the source as more honest and the others. The experimenters did find, however,
directional support for greater attitude change in the case of high NFC subjects exposed to
the more "honest" source, than for the subjects who perceived the source as untrustworthy.

A number of implications for the study of the mediating mechanisms of two-sided
advertisements follow from this study. First of all, in a typical advertising situation, the
audience is thought to be made up of both high and low NFC individuals. When this audience
is exposed to an expectancy disconfirming message, we would expect the low NFC subjects
to rely more on inferences of source credibility to form their attitudes than on message
scrutiny (assuming that these individuals can carry out the minimal argument processing to
detect the sidedness manipulation). The opposite would be expected in the case of high NFC
individuals. However, it should be kept in mind, that both groups of subjects are still expected
to carry out some of the other type of processing. As was also .found, high NFC individuals
still made inferences to higher source honesty following reception of the expectancy
disconfirming message; and, moreover, they appear to have used this information if forming
their attitudes. Also, the fact that a typical advertising audiencé should contain both high and

low NFC individuals, means that both modes of processing will tend to occur.

4.3.3.3 The Hunt, Domzal, and Kernan Study

Hunt, Domzal, and Kernan (1982) applied the above theory to persuasive appeals in
advertising. According to them, the value of the model for consumer analysis is centered on
how it hypothesizes persuasive effects. Two features are noteworthy: First, explicit

recognition is given to the effect on a recipient of simply expecting to have to deal with a
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persuasive communication. Second, this anticipatory process is explicated through
attributional analysis. The model thus proposes that in order to increase their credibility,
communicators should transmit messages that disconfirm recipients' pre-message
expectancies, when those expectancies manifest reporting bias.

These researchers carried out an operational test of that model by explicitly testing the
pre-message schemata and expectancies that attend realistic, consumer-related
advertisements. The question which they asked was whether advertisements that disconfirm
pre-message expectancies -- that don't say what one would expect an advertisement to say
about a product — engender "entity" attributions (those which infer the cause of the message
to be the product, per se, rather than some situational, reporting bias).

Their findings revealed that in three of the four performance attributes, subjects who
were exposed to a persuasive appeal accepted the promotional message more when they
received 2 message that disconfirmed expectancies (it should be noted that in this experiment,
the authors manipulated the expectancy confirmed/disconfirmed factor by using messages that
either claimed superiority on all four product features, or that made such claims on only three
of these attributes, while on the fourth attribute the product was not claimed to be superior --
in other words, they used two-sided, versus one-sided appeals®).

Another finding was that the confirmation/disconfirmation of expectancies factor did
not have any significant main effect on source credibility. However, there was directional
confirmation of the hypothesis since the means of the two measures were in the hypothesized

order.

® Their results may also have been affected by NFC and the operation of cognitive responding. Also, it should be kept
in mind, that although a two-sided message disconfirms expectancies, a message that disconfirms expectancies need
not be two-sided.
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The attributional approach that they were testing rested on a pre-message process -
message recipients are thought to utilize pre-message schemata, which result in pre-message
expectancies. Messages that conﬁrrﬁ these expectancies are taken to be evidence confirming
pre-message schemata. When a promotional message confirms bias-related expectancies,
message recipients should explain that message in terms of their bias- related pre-message
schemata. On the other hand, when a seller's message disconfirms such expectancies, message
recipients have evidence indicating their pre-message reasoning should be rejected.
Accordingly, their explanation of the seller's message should emphasize factors other than the
biasing element(s). Unfortunately, results did not fully support the hypothesized pre-message
process. For the case of the attributions about the corporation, it appears that the expectancy-
confirmed subjects changed their schem?.ta in terms of the cause that appears "most plausible”
in explaining messages of superior claims. While for the expectancy-disconfirmed group, "if
such an ‘up-dating' process did occur, it was not as prevalent" (Hunt et al., 1982, p.291).
In sum, we only have partial support for the Eagly et al. model applied to the
advertising context. Firm support was only found for the bypothesis that disconfirmed
expectancies - as operationalized by two-sided appeals - lead to enhanced message acceptance
and "entity" attributions when pre-message expectancies anticipate reporting bias’. That is,
receivers will be more likely to attribute the message to "real facts" about the product and less
likely to assign cause to the situational factor. However, no support was found for the causal

attributions based on pre-message schemas for the expectancy-confirmed group, and for the

9 Confirmation for the tendency of unexpected stands to be more persuasive than expected stands also comes from
studies by Eagly and associates (Eagly, Wood, and Chaiken,1978; Eagly and Chaiken, 1975; Eagly and Chaiken,
1976; Wood and Eagly, 1981).
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up-dating of schemas for the expectancy-disconfirmed group. As Hunt et al. point out,
however, the greater probability of receivers making "entity" attributions in the case of two-
sided messages could just as easily be explained "solely in terms of the discounting and
augmentation principles...these rules... are post-dictive and db not require the use of pre-
message schemata or expectancies"'® (1982, p.291). It is important to note, however, that
their study has confirmed the important role of expectations in the formation of attributions
following advertising appeals. What did not receive full support was the hypothesized
relationship between the pre-message and terminal causal schemas. But as the authors state:

That these comparisons did not emerge as hypothesized, however, might well be a
function of the study's execution rather than a fault with the conception of pre-
message schemata as mediators of marketing communication. Inasmuch as the post-
dictive (confirmed/disconfirmed) comparison did behave as hypothesized, it might

well be that we simply failed to operationalize the pre/post comparison properly.
(1982, p.291)

4.3.4 Jones and Davis' Correspondent Inference Theory

The Jones and Davis' Correspondent Inference Theory is centered on dispositional
attributions. According to this theory, attribution of a disposition to an actor is based on the
observation of his action and its consequences or effects. An immediate problem faced by the
perceiver is in deciding which of these effects, if any, were intended by the actor. Two factors
are assumed to influence the extent to which the actor will be perceived to have intended a

given action: the first, is the assumption of knowledge on the part of the actor and the second

[ a post-dictive application, the discounting and augmentation principles explain the superiority of 2-sided
messages in a way similar to the Jones and Davis paradigm.
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is the assumption of ability on the part of the actor. For intention to be inferred, both of the
above conditions must be present.

In making dispositional attributions, two questions arise: (1) What dispositions will
be attributed to an actor? (2) What factors influence the confidence with which such
attributions are made? Most theoretical effort has been centered on the latter question, rather
than the former.

According to Jones and Davis (1965) the certainty of correspondent inference depends
on two factors: the desirability of the effects produced by the acﬁon, and the degree to which
these effects are common to other behavioral alternatives that were available to the actor.
Assume that an actor is observed to perform one of two possible behaviors, and that these
behaviors would produce some common and some noncommon effects. The lower the
perceived desirability of the effects produced by the behavior that is performed and the fewer
the unique effects (i.e., noncommon effects) produced by that behavior, the more confident
an observer will be in attributing a disposition to the actor. The particular disposition that is
attributed will correspond to the unique effects produced by the behavior.

Jones and Davis suggested, and others have demonstrated (Ajzen, 1971; Lay, Burron,
& Jackson, 1973), that the less a behavior is expected, given the actor's situation, the stronger
is the perceiver's inference that the actor's disposition corresponds to the actor’s behavior.
When applied to persuasion, this principle suggests that the less a communicator’s position
is expected, given the pressures in his or her situation, the stronger is the recipient's inference
that the communicator's attitudes correspond to the position taken in the message. Eagly,

Wood, and Chaiken (1978) found support for this proposition when the situational pressure



139
on the communicator stemmed from the opinions of the members of the audience. Numerous
studies (e.g., Himmelfarb & Anderson, 1975; Jones & Harris, 1967; Jones, Worchel,
Goethals, & Grumet, 1971; Miller, 1976) on the attribution of attitudes have also supported
this principle, in relation to a variety of situational pressures.

Smith and Hunt (1978) have applied the Jones and Davis (1965) theory to explain
how message recipients would invoke attributional processes to interpret the validity of the
claims in an advertising message. Their research was prompted by the belief that covariance
analysis may not be the optimal process operating in promotional situations. Their study
proposed and tested the application of the theory to the varied-nonvaried product claim
paradigm (i.e., two-sided versus one-sided approach). The results supported their hypothesis
in that the varied product claim treatment had low prior probability and generated
dispositional attributions just as correspondent theory predicfed (Smith and Hunt, 1978).
Other subsequent studies have given additional support to the correspondent inference
approach (see, for example, Kamins and Assael, 1987). The Smith and Hunt study also put
to rest the doubts as to whether or not individuals were in fact making product claim
attributions in promotional situations.

The above findings are in sharp contrast to Eagly and Chaiken (1981) who find the
Jones and Davis theory "less useful than Kelley's (1967, 1972a) analyses which emphasizes
causal attributions about the message itself" (p.294).

According to Eagly and Chaiken, when recipients are deciding whether to adopt the
communicator's advocated position, causal explanation of this position is the central problem.

Recipients may also use a causal analysis to infer the communicator's dispositions. Yet, to
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decide whether to accept the communicator's position, they must determine whether these
dispositions, along with situational pressures, can or cannot be ruled out as causes of the
position taken in the message. They go on to say that:

Although it may seem than inferences about the communicator’s attitudes may have
direct implications for message persuasiveness, it is doubtful that this is so. It is true
that an inference that the communicator’s attitude does not correspond to the position
taken in the message covaries with perceived lack of communicator trustworthiness
and with lowered message persuasiveness (Eagly et al., 1978). Yet these inferences
of attitude-message noncorrespondence and communicator untrustworthiness stem
from the congruence of the communicator's position with external pressures acting
on him or her. And it is the causal prominence of these pressures, and the consequent
discounting of external reality as a cause of the message, that are critical to lowering

the persuasiveness of the message. Thus, the impact of attributions about the
communicator’s attitudes is, at best, indirect in relation to persuasion. (1984, p.295)

Eagly and Chaiken's position seems to imply that a two-step (or more) causal process
(i.e., a causal chain) may be taking place. Inferenceé may be made about the disposition of the
spokesperson and this disposition could be evaluated along with situational pressures to
determine the cause of the position taken in the message. This second causal step appears to
be critical and would be carried out using either the covariation or discounting/augmentation
principles.

Work in the area of social cognition by Gilbert, Pelham, and Krull (1988), Quattrone
(1982), Smith and Miller (1983), and Trope and associate (Trope, 1989; Trope, 1986; and
Trope and Lieberman, 1993) seems to be partly in line with Eagly and Chaiken (1984) by
demonstrating that person perception is a multistage process. For instance, according to
Gilbert et al. (1988), perception would involve three stages: (a) categorization (i.e.,

identifying actions), (b) characterization (i.e., drawing dispositional inferences about the
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actor), and finally, (c) correction (i.e., adjusting those inferences with information about
situational constraints).

Basing themselves on two response-time measures, Smith and Miller (1983) were able
to show that the quickest attributional judgments are those of intentionality and the actor's
traits or dispositions, whereas the slowest judgments are those dealing with affective
judgments and inferences about the repetition of an event and the event's personal or
situational causation. On this basis they concluded that trait attributions occur earlier in the
comprehension of an event than the determination of the causal locus.

The study by Gilbert et al. (1988) hypothesized and confirmed that the first
attributional subprocess of characterization (the formation of trait attributions) is much more
like categorization (the preattributional process) than it is like the second attributional
subprocess - correction. In effect, they set out to show that characterization "is generally an
overlearned, relatively automatic process that requires little effort or conscious attention,
whereas correction (in essence, the causal inference of Smith and Miller) is a more deliberate,
relatively controlled process that uses a significant portion of the perceiver's processing
resources" (p.734). Their experiments confirmed their hypotheses. Perception appears to be
a combination of lower and higher order processes, with the former requiring less effort than
the latter.

In sum, the above two studies seem to indicate that during the person perception
process, correspondent (dispositional) attributions may occur with a relatively lower degree
of effort than the identification of the causal locus (i.e., the detemination of person-cause or
situation-cause). At first sight this appears to be contrary to Kelley (1971, 1973), Jones and
Davis (1965) and Lord and Smith (1983), who posited that dispositional attributions were

effortful processes. However, if one considers the entire person perception process, we have
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both automatic and effortful stages occurring. Also, if one takes into account the factors
thought to increase the effort expended in attributional thinking, two-sided advertisements
should provide the right conditions for effortful attributions, including attributional
corrections.

As was seen in chapter two, when attribution theory has been invoked to explain the
processing of two-sided appeals”, the tendency has been to (1) assume a one-step mechanism
and (2) apply either the Jones and Davis or the discounting/ augmentation approach. Both of
these approaches are closely related through the notion of "information value" (Jones and
Davis, 1965) and have yielded satisfactory results (see for example, Kamins and Assael, 1987,
footnote (2); and Golden and Alpert, 1987). Although the research findings point to a
multistage process in person perception, this has not been tested in a marketing context and,
more specifically, during perception of two-sided messages.

Another model which is rapidly gaining currency in the area of social cognition is that
by Trope and associate (Trope, 1989; Trope, 1986; and Trope and Lieberman, 1993).
Although it also posits a multi step process similar to those of Gilbert et al. (1988) and Smith
and Miller (1983), it is a more comprehensive model which, among other things, posits
indirect effects from the various stimuli or cues onto other cues as well as taking into account
the perceiver's prior information about the actor. Since a complete review of the model is
given elsewhere (see, for e.g., Trope, 1986; Trope and Lieberman, 1993) only an overview
of the framework will be given, while stressing the aspects which are most relevant to the

present study.

11 As mentioned earlier, the other major theory applied has been the cognitive response (inoculation) theory.



43.5 Trope's Two-stage Model of Social Judgment'?

4.3.5.1 Overview of the Model

Trope's (1986) model consists of two stages. In the first stage, termed the identification stag
incoming stimuli are construed and identified. These subsequently serve as input into a second stage - ti
inference stage - where observers use them to generate dispositional attributions. These two stages a
shown in figure 4.1. Three factors appear to influence an observer's reverse inference of a particul
disposition on an actor: The behavior itself following identification as given by (Ib); the effect of ti
situation as given by (Is); and the prior knowledge which the observer brings to his perception of the actor

behavior, given by (Ip).

Figure 4.1

TROPE'S 2-STAGE MODEL OF DISPOSITIONAL ATTRIBUTION
Adapted from Trope (190886)

SITUATIONAL CUES (“*) SITUATIONAL IDENTITY (Is)

BEHAVIORAL CUES (%b) BEHAVIORAL IDENTITY (Ib) —e DISPOSI

)
PRIOR CUES (%p) PRIOR IDENTITY (Tp)
L | [
M A4
IDENTIFICATION DISPOSITIONAL INFERENCE

12 The description of Trope's (1986) model which appears below is based on his article entitled: "Identification and
Inferential Processes in Dispositional Attribution.”
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It will be noted from figure 4.1 that the attribution of a personal disposition is
inversely related to the magnitude of the situational identity. This is due to the fact that both
personal dispositions and situational inducements contribute to behavior. Hence the
contribution of situational inducements must be subtracted from the personal disposition
implied by the behavior itself. This is the familiar discounting/aﬁgmentation effect described
by Kelley (1972). The exact nature of the dispositional inference stage will be described in
greater detail in a later section.

The input to the dispositional inference process are stimuli which have been identified
by the observer in attribution-relevant categories. Three sets of cues are involved in this first
stage. The central factor, of course, is the actor's behavioral cues. However, this behavior can
also be influenced by situational cues, and from past information about the actor. Trope's
model, in effect, attempts to capture two important processes of perception: top-down and
bottom-up effects. Top-down processes occur when actors apply their various schemas and
expectations to categorize incoming stimuli. According to Trope, one important source of
expectations is the knowledge of the context in which the stimulus occurs. "Context may
imply, or at least prime an associated category, which, in turn, will be used in the processing
of the stimulus information" (1986, p.240).

The diagonal arrows shown in figure 10' - for example those from situational cues or
prior cues to behavior identity - represent the contextual effects of these cues on behavior
identification. As each set of cues becomes better defined in meaning it provides contextual
information for categorizing one or more of the other incoming stimuli. The meaning that a

particular situation holds for a behavior and the meaning that prior information holds about
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an actor serve as contextual information in the categorization of behavior cues. An example
may help to clarify this: Knowledge that a message source has tended to display biased
behavior with respect to his/her product and that the behavior is a result of a lucrative
endorsing contract creates the expectation that the source will display biased behavior (or lack
objectivity) in an advertising situation. As a result, it increases the chances that the behavior
will be identified as biased behavior. The meaning of behavioral cues can also act in a similar
way on the identification of situational and prior cues. In order to predict the outcome of the
identification process, one must, therefore, also specify the determinants of the contextual
effects. The strength of the contextual effects will vary directly‘with both the level of clarity
(level of unambiguity) of the focal cues (i.e., the source of the contextual effect) and the level
of ambiguity of the nonfocal cues (the target of the contextual effect). When the nonfocal
cues are unambiguous, they tend to point to one and only one category. As a result,
contextual information which might indicate a different categorization of the nonfocal cues
is unlikely to affect the latter's meaning. On the other hand, when the nonfocal cues are
ambiguous, and thus associated with more than one category, fairly clear contextual cues will
strongly influence the observer's categorization of the former.

Since the identification process tends to be highly practiced and closely related to the
properties of the stimulus information, this process is thought to-be performed unconsciously
and automatically. Although the dispositional inference phase can also occur spontaneously,
as will be seen later, individuals can also carry out this stage in a more effortful and reasoned
manner. Thus, according to Trope, the ultimate formation of dispositional attributions can be

experienced as a quick, almost spontaneous perception on the part of perceivers. But as he
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states: "As noted by Heider (1958), the speed and immediacy of such attributions do not rule
out stagelike, partly inferential mediation" (1986, p.241).

The author develops an algebraic model of the joint operation of the two processing
levels. In stage II, the attribution of a personal disposition (D) is assumed to be positively
related to the identification of behavior (Ib), positively related to the identification of prior
information (Ip), and negatively related to the situational identity (Is). These effects are given
by Db, Dp, and Ds, respectively. Another way to consider these factors, is as weights given
by the observer to the various identified cues in arriving at an overall attribution of personal
disposition to the actor. These identifications are themselves the product of a previous
process which involves the transformation of behavioral cues (), prior cues (g ) and
situational cues (¢,) into more abstract representations. Each identification depends directly
on the stimulus information from the corresponding stimulus cue as well as contextual
information from the other stimulus cues. The direct effects of the cues on the respective
identifications are represented by Sb, Sp, and Ss, with the latter being inversely related to the
level of ambiguity of the former. The contextual effects, on the other hand, are given by Cij
and are shown as diagonals in the figure.

Of critical importance is the way each of the cues are seen to affect the ultimate
attribution of personal disposition. As indicated earlier, both a direct effect as well as indirect
effects are thought to occur. The direct influence of the cue on the ultimate attribution of
personal disposition is represented by the product of the direct stimulus effect (Si) and the
inferential effect of the identified stimulus on dispositional attributions, represented by (Di).

The indirect effect, on the other hand, is represented by the product of the contextual effect
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of the cue on the identification of a nonfocal cue (Cij) and the inferential effect of the latter's
identification on the dispositional attribution represented by (Dj).

These relationships are basically captured by the following formula:

D(e)= & (S;d + Zed;) (1)

where D ( o) denotes the attributional effect, SiSi represents the direct effect of focal cues
on dispositional attributions, and Z; denotes a summation over the different nonfocal cues
affected by the focal cues; that is, the total indirect effect of focal cues on dispositional
attribution.

Equation 2 represents the indirect contextual effect occurring during the identification
process (i.e. the equation represents the generic contextual effect).

Cij=Si(1-Sj G ..Q2)
where Cij represents the effect of the focal cue (i) on the non-focal cue (j) and Cj is 2
normalizing factor reflecting all possible contextual influences on the identification of the
nonfocal cues. As can be seen, contextual effects will vanish when either the nonfocal cues
are completely unambiguous (that is, Sj = 1) or when the focal cues are completely ambiguous
(that is, Si=0). Contextual effects increase as the ambiguity of the nonfocal cues increases and
as the ambiguity of the focal cues decreases. Keeping in mind equation 2, it is possible to
relate this equation to the consequences of the cues' ambiguity for the attributional effect D
( o ) as given in equation 1. In the case in which the nonfocal cues, namely (Sj), are
ambiguous, this would tend to strengthen the indirect effect via the identification of the
nonfocal cues. When the direct and indirect inferences have the same sign, ambiguity of the

nonfocal cues can only increase the attributional effect of the focal cues. In contrast, when the
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direct and indirect effects on attribution have opposite signs, as is the case with situational
cues, ambiguity of the nonfocal cues attenuates or reverses the attributional effect of the focal
cues. Thus, in the case of two-sided messages, a reversal of the attributional effect of the focal
cues means that less discounting for the situation will take place. Trope provides an example
which helps clarify the above interactions. Take for instance the case of an actor which shows
an ambiguous facial expression after having received his grades from a recent exam.
Assuming that the observer is fully aware of the situation that prompted the individual's facial
expression (i.e., that the actor's expression occurs following news of his/her grades), he/she
will tend to carry out the two processes described above. Since the observer is cognizant of
the constraints imposed by the situation, he/she may properly discount the contribution of the
direct effects of the behavior cue. However, the behavior from which the situation is
discounted, may already have been perceived in accordance with the situational effect
(because of the behaviour's ambiguity). In this case, the facial expression may itself be
identified according to the grades received. The same facial expression will be identified as
happier in the context of success than in the context of failure. Because of the positive nature
of the behavioral inference effect, this contextual effect of the grades may attenuate or even
reverse their negative attributional effect. Hence, we can see that an ambiguous nonfocal cue
canresultina wékm@g of the attributional effect of the situation (This may also help explain
why two-sided messages are more effective than their one-sided counterparts in generating
higher credibility). In referring to the contextual effect of the situation, Trope (1989, p.311)

states:
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In general, at the identification stage, the situation leads to the identification of
behavior as expressing the very disposition from which the situation is subtracted at
the inferential stage. Consequently, to the extent that the raw behavioral information
is ambiguous, intrinsic or extrinsic situational inducements may produce little or no
subtractive effect on tendency and dispositional inference....Even if fully subtracted,
situational inducements may have little effect on tendency and dispositional inference
because of their contextual effect on the perception of behavior.

In referring, on the other hand, to the effects of ambiguity of the focal cues, Trope
(1986, p.243) states:
Ambiguity of the focal cues (low Si) weakens both their direct and indirect effects on
attribution. Hence, when these two effects have the same signs, ambiguity of focal
cues always weakens their attributional effect. When the direct and indirect effects
have different signs, this ambiguity will weaken or strengthen the attributional effect,
depending on the other components of the direct and indirect effects. However,
Equations 1 and 2 suggest that when the identified focal and nonfocal cues have the
same inferential effect (i.e., Di = Dj) ambiguity of the focal cues will weaken their

direct effect more than it will weaken their indirect effect. Under these circumstance,
ambiguous focal cues will always attenuate their attributional effect.

Experiments by Trope (1986), Trope and Cohen (1989), Trope, Cohen, and Maoz (1988),
Trope, Cohen, and Alfieri (1991) confirmed the hypothesis that behavioral ambiguity reduces

the negative effects of situational cues on dispositional judgments.

4.3.5.2 Effects of Prior Cues on Identification and Dispositional Attributions

Trope's model also incorporates the effects of "priors" into the model. These consist
of past information about the actor. These could be an actor's past behavior, his/her
appearance, and beliefs about the social groups to which the actor belongs - in other words,

stereotypes.
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The effects of priors can be expressed by the following equation:

D(a)= o(Sd, + Cud) ..05
where the various terms have an analogous meaning to the previously discussed effects of
situational cues. However, as can be seen, unlike the case with situational cues, the
attributional effect of priors is always equal to or greater than zero. This is because both (Dy)
and (D) are positive relationships. This also means that the maximal (absolute) value of the
attributional effect of priors is greater than that of the situation.

The contextual effect of priors on behavior identification can be ;xpressed as follows:

Ch=S8,(1-8,)/C, ..{(6)

In a manner similar to the effects of situational cues, the contextual effects of priors
increases with increasing ambiguity of behavior (1 - S,) and decreases with increasing
ambiguity of priors (1 - S,) and the presence of other contextual cues (Cy). In effect, then,
ambiguity in the priors will attenuate both the direct inferences and indirect inferences through
behavioral identification. Behavioral cue ambiguity, on the other hand, can only increase the
attributional effect of priors even beyond their own inferential effect. Trope points out an
interesting aspect of the effects of priors:

Evidently, the contextual effect of priors biases the observer in favor of their

confirmation. The very behavioral evidence used to confirm or disconfirm one's initial

beliefs is perceived in a manner that already guarantees their confirmation. The effect
of priors on identification thus acts to perpetuate initial stereotypes or specific beliefs
about the actor....This may be particularly true for members of the out-group.

Specifically, the relative unfamiliarity with the meaning of the behavior exhibited by

members of the out-group may render their behavior ambiguous and, therefore,
particularly susceptible to contextual effects of stereotypic beliefs. (1986, p.250)
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The above effects may persist despite the fact that observers may make a concerted

effort to discount the attributional effects of the stereotypes. First of all, the unconscious

nature of the identification process means that perceivers may still be susceptible to the

contextual effect of the stereotypes. Secondly, "the contextual effect of priors may result in

the encoding of the priors-consistent meaning of behavior. Subsequent inferences from

behavior are likely to rely on retrieval of that same behavioral meaning rather than that of the
original stimulus information" (1986, p.251). In summarizing, Trope (1986, p.251) states:

...the model suggests that identification processes influence the attributional effects

of situational cues and prior cues in oppositive ways. Specifically, identification

processes attenuate or reverse the attributional effect of situational cues but magnify

the attributional effect of priors. This implication of the two-stage model is consistent

with a large amount of anecdotal and research evidence showing the ubiquity and

strength of prior expectancy effects, on the one hand, and the inconsistency and
weakness of situational effects, on the other hand.

It is clear from the above, that since two-sided messages represent a fairly ambiguous
behavioral cue, priors should have an important contextual effect on this cue (and
concomitant indirect attributional effect) in addition to having a direct effect on dispositional
attributions. Since priors represent the stored information which the message receiver brings
to the perception task, it is clear that this could have a serious confounding effect on the study
of the interaction of situational and behavioral cues - the main focus of this study. This
problem being further compounded in a cross-cultural study. In order to prevent this effect,
it will be necessary to carefully control for the prior information, for example, in the form of
stereotypes, which subjects from various cultures will bring to the experiment. This will be

further discussed in the chapter on methodology.
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Just as situational and prior cues can have a contextual effect on behavioral cues, so
can behavioral cues exert a similar influence on the former. One effect of this is that "from the
alternative meanings of the situation and the prior evidence about the actor, those that are
consistent with the immediate behavior are more likely to be selected. The identification of
prior and situational cues is thus likely to shift in a behavior-consistent direction" (Trope,
1986, p.251). These contextual effects are also a function of tﬁe degree of ambiguity of the
situational and prior cues as well as that of the behavioral cues.

In the current study, the contextual effect of the behavioral cues are believed to be
rather weak. This is due to two factors: First of all the fact that the focal behavioral cue - the
two-sided message - is ambiguous; secondly, because the situational and prior cues are
expected to be fairly strong and unambiguous, and thus not susceptible to contextual effects

from behavioral cues.

4.3.5.3 Cognitive and Motivational Resources and Judgement Accuracy

Trope and Lieberman (1993) point out that motivation for accuracy and cognitive load
are more likely to affect inferential adjustment rather than identification - in line with the work
of Gilbert et al. (1988). High accuracy motivation and low cognitive load primarily increase
inference effects but not identification effects. This is largely due to the fact that the latter
effects tend to occur spontaneously. As a result, these factors make it more likely that
situational inducements will have negative effects on dispositional judgments. As they further
point out, salience of situational demands may also primarily influence inferential adjustment

if subtle situational demands are sufficient to bias behavior identification but only highly
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salient situational demands are adjusted for at inference (check Fiske and Taylor, 1991; Jones,
1990).

Although the identification effects of prior information are similar to those of
situational information, they are used differently at inference. Prior information about the
target person is integrated with the current behavior in inferring the target's dispositions, so
that prior information that increases the perceived likelihood of a behavior and biases its

identification, also increases the likelihood of dispositional inference.

4.3.5.4 Dispositional Inference as a Hypothesis Evaluation Process
Trope and Lieberman suggest that during dispositional inference, observers in effect
evaluate the dispositional hypotheses suggested by behavior identification. This is made up

of two aspect:

1) the assessment of the diagnostic value of the identified behavior regarding

such hypotheses; and

2) the integration of prior information about the target person.

The diagnostic value of a behavior depends on two kinds of behavioral probabilities:
1) the probability that a situation would produce such behavior given that a
target has the hypothesized disposition (P under the hypothesis); and
2) the probability that the situation would produce the behavior given that the

target does not have the hypothesized disposition (P under the alternative).
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To have diagnostic value, a behavior should be probable for an individual possessing
the hypothesized trait, but unlikely for someone without that tralt Strong inducements
stemming from the situation diminish the diagnostic value of a behavior by making the
behavior appear probable regardless of whether the actor actually has the hypothesized
characteristic. Thus, the likelihood of the behavior under the alternative is used to adjust
dispositional inferences for the impact of situational inducements. The uncertainty regarding
behavior identification should also diminish the diagnostic value of a behavior.

Prior beliefs are combined with the diagnostic value of the immediate behavior at the
inference phase. The immediate behavior is given greater weight at inference when it is highly
diagnostic but prior beliefs are weak and nondiagnostic; conversely, prior beliefs are given a
greater ponderation when these are strong but the immediate behavior lacks diagnostic value.

Insufficient motivational or cognitive resources may decrease the willingness or ability
of perceivers to engage in the above inferential calculus. Specifically, lack of incentives may
result in little or no motivation to make accurate judgments while distraction or time pressure
may leave little cognitive resources to deal with the requirements of the inferential task. As
a result, according to the authors, perceivers would resort to heuristic rules.

One heuristic rule which has a high probability of being used is the "pseudo diagnostic
inference" (Trope and Lieberman, 1993). In this approach, "the probability of a hypothesis
given some data is taken simply as a function of the probability of the data given the
hypothesis" (Trope and Lieberman, 1993, p. 558). Howeuver, this is not an optimal decision

rule according to the authors.
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The analysis of the dispositional hypothesis shows that under motivational or cognitive
constraints, perceivers may base their judgments on the likelihood of a behavior given the
hypothesized disposition without sufficient ponderation of the likelihood of the behavior
under the alternatives. "Thus, under unfavorable motivational or cognitive conditions,
perceivers may fail to properly adjust their dispositional inferences for the influence of
situational inducements on the target person" (1993, p.559). Work by Gilbert and his
associates have also shown that cognitive load lowers the sensitivity of perceivers' dispositio-
nal inferences to situational constraints.

Another effect resulting from insufficient motivation or cognitive constraints is
insensitivity to uncertain behavior identifications. Trope's (1978) earlier research on inferences
from evidence recalled from memory, suggests that perceivers may experience difficulty in
making allowance for the uncertainty present in the identification stage. This research found
that individuals did not sufficiently adjust their inferences for inaccuracies in their memory,
even when they were cognizant of such errors. Rather, they "focused on the diagnostic
implications of the remembered evidence, acting as if their memory were accurate" (1993,
p.559). These findings point to the fact that poor motivation or cognitive limitations may lead
an observer to give less weight to the uncertainty inherent in the identification of behavior.

Lastly, limitations in motivation and cognitive resourées can also give rise to the
improper integration of prior and immediate behavioral information. Trope and Lieberman
(1993) point out that when prior beliefs are based on strong stereotypes or considerable
familiarity with an actor, they are likely to be combined into judgment. This integration may

be more difficult to carry out, however, when prior beliefs are founded on abstract base rates
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or on an actor's membership in categories where the base rates are known but which lack
well-developed stereotypes. In such cases, the salient behavioral information will most likely
play a predominant role in judgment (Kahneman and Tversky, 1973, cited in Trope and
Lieberman, 1993) and cognitive and motivational constraints may serve to augment this
dominance. In other words, when the priors are not based on strong and clear information -
e.g., strong stereotypes - there is a greater likelihood that judgment will be based on
immediate behavioral information. This effect will be even stronger when there are insufficient
cognitive or motivational resources.

Trope and Lieberman (1993, p.559) sum up the consequences of insufficient
motivation and cognitive constraints as follows:

The common outcome of these deficits is overconfident correspondent inferences.

When behavior is probable regardless of the hypothesized disposition, when behavior

is identified with uncertainty, or when priors are inconsistent with the immediate

behavior, perceivers' confidence that the target possesses the hypothesized disposition

should be low. But if limited motivational and cognitive resources reduce sensitivity

to these sources of uncertainty, this should result in unwarranted confidence that the
target possesses the hypothesized disposition...

4.3.5.5 Comparison of the Gilbert et al. and Trope Models

Both the Gilbert et al. and the Trope model have a number of similar features. First
of all, they both posit that social judgment - in particular the generation of dispositional
inferences - involve a multi-step approach. Although the number of stages varies across
theories, they all propose that the initial stage(s) are invariably automatic and spontaneous
while the latter stages can involve more controlled and reasoned processes. For instance, in

the Gilbert et al. (1988) framework, the first two stages, namely, categorization (the
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identification stage in the Trope model) and characterization (the.dispositional inference stage
in the Trope model) are relatively automatic while the third stage, correction, is more
deliberate and controlled. By contrast, Trope's model postulates only two stages:
identification and dispositional inference. The first stage is thought to occur spontaneously
while the second stage can involve either relatively quick and easy heuristic rules or more
controlled and accurate inferential processes. Thus, instead of a three-step approach, as in the
Gilbert et al. model, Trope's framework only stipulates two stages. However, the principal
consequences of insufficient motivation to process or limitations in cognitive resources appear
to be the same: the failure on the part of the observer to "properly adjust their dispositional
inferences for the influence of situational inducements on the target person" (Trope and
Lieberman, 1993, p. 559). In other words, in the Gilbert et al. model, correction for the
effects of situational inducements is a separate step requiring more control and processing
resources on the part of the observer. In the absence of these resources, little correction will
take place. In the Trope model, correction for these inducements will occur at the same time
as the formation of dispositional inferences and the integration of prior information. Lack of
processing resources should lead to the use of judgmental heuristics, most likely
"pseudodiagnostic inference." The use of this heuristic means that perceivers will base their
judgments on the probability of behavior given the hypothesized dispoéition without making
sufficient allowance for the effects of the situation. Thus, the ultimate effects of the two
models is the same. It should be pointed out, however, that the Trope model appears to be
more in-line with the Heuristic-Systematic Model. For instance, at lower levels of cognitive

ability and motivation, the Trope model posits that fairly effortless processing should occur
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based largely on the use of quick and effortless heuristics. As the cognitive resources and
motivation increases, the observer is more motivated to make accurate judgments and, as a
result, will fully carry out the inferential calculus (Trope and Lieberman, 1993). However, this
does not preclude the use of heuristics. Both heuristics and bottom-up processing may occur.
After all, individuals with greater motivation and ability will still execute the first stage in a
relatively automatic manner. With an automatic first stage and a greater motivation to
accurately discount the effects of the situation in the second stage, both processes will occur.
This is similar to the tenets of the HSM model. What this means, of course, is that, strictly on
the basis of the identification and inferential processes outlined in the above models, an
observer should have a greater propensity to form "overconfident correspondent inferences"
after observing an actor, say, presenting a two-sided message. In other words, on this basis
alone, individuals in low levels of involvement should have a greater tendency to attribute
more credibility to a message source following a two-sided message than in the case of higher
levels of involvement. Other factors, however, are thought to reverse this effect. More will

be said about this in a later section (in chapter 6).

44  Synthesis of Findings on the Attributional and Cognitive Response Mediation
of Two-Sided Appeals.

As discussed previously, the principle objective of this thesis is to compare the
differential impact of a particular advertising strategy, namely two- versus one-sided
advertising, across cultures. To accomplish this it utilises an approach analogous to that
described by Eagly (1981) for examining the relationship between personal characteristics of

message receivers and their reaction to persuasive appeals: We examine how cultural variables
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or dimensions of cultural variability influence persuasion through their action on the mediating
processes specified by attitude theories. The method used also allows us to validate certain
mediating processes in attitude change. Hence, a secondary objective of this study is to
examine more closely the mediating factors at work during reception of two-versus one-sided
appeals. Specifically, it examines the relative role or importance of attributional and cognitive
response processes as mediators of such ads.

Two-sided appeals are not always more effective than their one-sided counterparts.
From the evidence which was reviewed earlier, the following conditions favor two-sided ads:

1- When subjects are faced with a counterattitudinal ad.;

2- Related to (1), when subjects tend to counterargue the arguments in the
appeal;

3- When subjects already have knowledge about the issue;

4- When the level of involvement is moderate to high.

The study by Sorrentino et al. (1988) revealed that two-sided messages are more
effective when message receivers engage in systematic processing; whereas one-sided
messages are more persuasive under conditions which favor heuristic processing. For the type
of individuals most commonly thought of by researchers, namely, "uncertainty-oriented”
individuals, systematic processing occurs under high levels of personal relevance, while
heuristic processing occurs under low levels. On the other hand, for the "certainty-oriented”
person, systematic processing would occur under conditions of low personal relevance, while
heuristic processing is favored under high personal relevance conditions. These authors

hypothesized and confirmed that for the former type of individual, two-sided appeals are more
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effective than one-sided messages under high personal relevance; while the contrary occurs
for people who are "certainty-oriented." The present study focuses on the "typical” individual
as assumed by attitude theorists, namely "uncertainty-oriented" subjects (see Sorrentino et al.,
1988). For these individuals, two-sided messages have a differential advantage over their one-
sided counterparts under conditions of high personal relevance, but not under conditions of
low relevance®. This study thus provides another important reason for controlling the level
of involvement in the present study.

The findings from the studies by Kamins and Assael (1987), Priester and Petty (1993),
and Hennessey and Anderson (1990), as well as the postulates; of the Heuristic-Systematic
model support the present author's contention that both mediating mechanisms are at work
in the moderate to high involvement conditions.

In Kamins and Assael's experiment the focal product of the advertisement was a pen
priced at $20.00. Although pens may not create the highest levels of involvement (say,
compared to some of the highly involving topics used in social psychology experiments; see,
for e.g., Olson, Toy, and Dover, 1982), the higher price of this product, coupled with the fact
that the experimental guise called for the subjects to give feedback for a proposed ad
campaign, means that the task involvement was most likely quite high. Under these

conditions, the researchers found significant evidence for the operation of both mediators.

13 Although attitude theorists assume that the "typical” message receiver is "uncertainty-oriented,” most likely, an
audience exposed to an advertisement will also contain subjects who are "certainty-oriented.” This is similar to
the NFC construct discussed earlier as part of the Priester and Petty (1993) study. Thus, studies examining the
relative effectiveness of two-sided versus one-sided appeals may have to separate out the effects of these individual-
level variables either by using them as blocking factors or as covariates.
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The Priester and Petty (1993) study revealed that low NFC subjects tended to utilize
the heuristic cue of source honesty (following the attribution of honesty from the
disconfirmed expectations); whereas, in the same conditions, high NFC subjects tended to
base their attitudes on argument scrutiny. However, for this latter group, there was also
directional support for an interaction effect between source honesty and argument scrutiny.
Hennessey and Anderson (1990), basing themselves on a recent clarification of the
ELM by Petty, Kasmer, Haugveldt, and Cacioppo (1987), set out to test the hypothesis that
both high and low involvement subjects use both central and peripheral cues in generating
cognitive responses. In the analysis of negative cognitive responses to peripheral cues, a
marginally significant Involvement x Endorsement x Argument Strength interaction occurred.
For the involved subjects it was found that Jess negative cognitive responses to peripheral
cues occurred (i.e., a more desirable result) in the weak message situation when the
endorsement was absent (i.e., the peripheral cue) as compared to when the endorsement was
present, while a reversal occurred in the case of strong arguments. In this latter case, less
negative cognitive responding occurred when the peripheral cue of "endorsement” was
present than when it was absent. This adds further support to the notion that both argument
quality and source honesty should exert either interactive or additive effects in high
involvement situations. More support for this comes from the postulates and findings of the
HSM model to be discussed below.
As was seen in the last chapter, the Chaiken and Maheswaran (1992) study supports
the HSM's hypothesis that heuristic processing, for instance the effects of source credibility

(or extrapolating to attributions) can affect the nature of systematic processing when a
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message receiver is presented with ambiguous persuasive argumentation. In such conditions,
a credible source should cause receivers to view the message in a more positive manner
whereas a noncredible source should cause one to view the message negatively. More
importantly, perhaps, is the finding that a direct path could form between the heuristic cue and
attitudes, demonstrating the operation of additive effects. It is important to note, however,
that "...the bias hypothesis is presumed to apply only to situations in which persuasive
argumentation is ambiguous, or amenable to differential interpretation” (Eagly and Chaiken,
1993, p. 329).

When a receiver is exposed to a two-sided message, the perceived source
credibility/honesty (a heuristic cue) can generate expectancies in the mind of the receiver
which will influence the receiver's perception and evaluation of the persuasive arguments.
Two-sided messages by presenting both positive and negative aspects of a product may be
perceived as ambiguous. As Sorrentino et al. (1988, p.359) state: "...two-sided messages
introduce uncertainty or ambiguity into the issue and require active integration of inconsistent
material." As a result, we can expect that during a recipient's processing of such messages,
the source credibility heuristic can bias systematic processing and (i.e., the generation of
cognitive responses) as well as exert additive effects. The latter effects can also be
conjectured from the findings of the earlier study by the authors (viz., Maheswaran and
Chaiken, 1991). As they demonstrated, when systematic processing does not furnish
information that contradicts the validity of the heuristic information, the heuristic processing
can also exert an additive effect.

A two-sided message with negatively correlated primary and secondary attributes

should display congruence between the heuristic cue and the message content. For instance,
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returning to the stimulus ad used by Pechmann (1992), namely, the premium ice cream high
on calories, the disclaimed attribute, the high caloric value, serves a dual role: it serves in the
attributional process to enhance credibility and it serves to reinforce the primary attributes
through the correlational inference process described earlier. Thus, the enhanced credibility
about the source/claims brought on by the disconfirmed expectancies is reinforced by
(congruent to) the natural association which exists between the rich and creamy taste of the
ice cream and the high caloric value invoked by the message content. It is hoped that the
present study will contribute to the persuasion literature by demonstrating the simultaneous
action of these mechanisms in a cross-cultural setting. This is an important area of research
since, according to Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p. 344), "it is probable that existing research
considerably underestimates the extent to which heuristic cues influence persuasion when

recipients engage in systematic (central) processing."
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CHAPTER 5

CULTURE AND INFORMATION PROCESSING

5.1 Cultural Factors and Cognitive Responses

This chapter will examine how culture interacts with the mediating processes
described in the previous chapters. Tamilia's work on the source evaluation process across
cultures will also be reviewed. This is one of the few studies which has incorporated ethnicity
into a cognitive response model of persuasion. The main thrust of the chapter, however, is
centered on theories dealing with culture's effects on the construal of the "self." This is an area
which is rapidly drawing the attention of cross-cultural psychologists (e.g., Triandis, 1989;
Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Bochner, 1994; Morris, 1993). We will review this literature
and "tease out" the implications of the theories for dispositional attributions and the
generation of cognitive responses following reception of one or two-sided appeals. This
chapter will also present the covariates to be used in the study. These are the individual
difference and cultural variables that could contribute to error variance and which will be the

object of statistical control.

5.1.1 The Source Moderator Model
Tamilia's Source Moderator Model as depicted in Figure 5.1 represents a conceptual

modeling of the source evaluation process, and is based in part on the information processing
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approach to persuasion. As Tamilia (1977, p.58) indicates, "It is a more comprehensive model
appropriate for the study of not only the persuasion process, but also of the persuasive
process on a cross-cultural level." It is centered on the communicator and not on structural
or content aspects of the meséage. In particular, it focuses on:

1- The specific characteristics possessed by the communicator;

2- The similarities-dissimilarities of these characteristics to the audience and the
saliency of these properties to the audience;

3- The resultant perception and subsequent hierarchical evaluations of the source
by the audience;

4- The final hierarchicai cognitive responses to the message (or the brand
presented in the message) as mediated by the audience's perception and
evaluation of the source. The advertising message is considered only in terms
of how its acceptance is facilitated or inhibited by the source.

Figure 5.1

The Source Moderator Model
(From Tamilia, 1977)
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The framework relies heavily on the generation of cognitive responses on the part of
the message receivers. Exposure of the receiver to a message source in essence places him/her
in a situation very similar to the face-to-face interaction which occurs in small groups. This
interaction leads to the first set of cognitive responses. These, however, will be moderated
by the extent to which the audience is either oriented toward the source or toward the
message, and by the degree of its similarity/ dissimilarity to the source. These differences in
orientation being functions of the cultural orientation of the receivers.

Culture is posited to influence the information processing which occurs throughout
the persuasion process. Some cultural groups are believed to give less attention to relevant
information, make faster decisions, extract more of its information from source cues than
message cues, etc., than other cultural groups. This aspect of the model was inspired by the
work of Wright (1973a). As seen earlier, Wright advanced the notion that consumer
information processing was not the result of a differential decision-making process, but
reflected instead the way in which the decision-making process.was executed. In turn, these
executional differences are thought to arise from culturally determined situational or
personality traits which impede the decision-making tasks. Three personality constructs were
proposed: Achievement Motivation, Fatalism, and Self-Esteem. Tamilia (1977) examined the
role of these variables in shaping the differences in information processing between French
and English Canadians. They also provided a basis for his "Source Moderator Model." His

findings are reviewed next.
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5.1.1.1 Achievement Motivation

Wright (1973, as cited in Tamilia, 1977) has indicated that low achievement
motivation fostered by rigid parental control and father-dominated families tends to produce
individuals that have different information processing styles. Such adults appear to have Jess
differentiated cognitive systems, with the result that they have more difficulty in making fine
distinctions among objects. In addition, as Tamilia (1977, p.87) points out: "such adults seem
to use a limited number of independent dimensions in making judgments, which means that
their affective-meaning system is structured differently from that of adults brought up in a
more relaxed environment."

He cites a number of studies which have shown a difference in achievement motivation
for French Canadians relative to English Canadians, with the former having lower scores than
the latter. Thus, he concluded that "Based on this n Ach variable alone, and extending the
previous findings to a French-English context, information processing differences would be

expected between the two groups" (Tamilia, 1977, p.87).

5.1.1.2 Fatalism

This construct is closely related to the self-esteem personality construct according to
Wright (19734, cited in Tamilia, 1977). It has also been shown to'lead to variations in the way
information is gathered and acted upon. Individuals who are highly fatalistic tend to be less
attentive to pertinent information, are quicker at making decisions, have a greater inclination
for secondary sources of information instead of primary sources, approach new information

more from a source orientation than from a message orientation, and generally tend to be
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more persuasible (Tamilia, 1977). Differences between FC and EC have also been reviewed
by the author. Based on his literature review, it appears that the former have higher fatalistic
scores and lower self-esteems than their English Canadian counterparts (Tamilia, 1977).

As Tamilia points out, groups showing the above traits (low achievement motivation,
high fatalism and low self-esteem) have a lesser propensity to carry out abstract reasoning as
opposed to concrete thinking. Such groups find extrinsic reward (i.e., concrete, tangible or
observable rewards) more motivating than intrinsic rewards such as those generated from
abstraction or internal imagination. He concludes that, as a result of such differences in
personality traits, FC subjects should differ from their EC counterparts in information
processing. In his words:

...projecting these findings to the French and English groups means that the French

seem to evaluate objects more along concrete, objective, direct, sensual or sensorial
dimensions. Therefore, in a source-message orientation context, the French would
exhibit perhaps a greater affinity for source characteristic cues which are objective and

direct and proceed to evaluate the source more along affective lines...than cognitve
ones. (Tamilia, 1977, pp.88-89)

The Source Moderator Model was not intended as a predictive model nor was he
testing it in his dissertation. He simply used it as a conceptual framework to enable him "to
give form and content to source characteristic effects in an advertising communication
situation" (p.73).

Tamilia proposed and tested a number of hypotheses using simulated radio
commercials. Four are particularly relevant to the present study. The first hypothesis proposed

that attitudinal responses toward the advertised brands will be more favorable for the French
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group than for the English group. It was not confirmed. This implies that for higher levels,
at least, the two groups displayed a remarkable similarity in information processing activities.
The results for the following hypotheses, however, point to the existence of differences for
lower level processing (see Tamilia, 1977).

The second hypothesis is based on Kelman's (1961) source-message orientation
theory. This theory posited that the more source-oriented a person was (the French subjects,
in his experiment), the greater the likelihood that this person would have lower message
retention scores. Conversely, the more message oriented the person (the English group in his
case), the greater the recall. As Tamilia indicates, the source is believed to facilitate message
transmission in the case of the English, while inhibiting it in the case of the French, hence, a
lower recall. The hypothesis was confirmed. a French-English cultural difference existed on
the retention measures. In both measures that he used, and across all three commercials
tested, the French scored lower than the English respondents, sﬁpporting, according to him,
the greater source-orientation of French Canadians.

He also hypothesized that the two groups should display different attitudes toward the
source of communication because certain cues (message or source cues) will be more salient
for one group than for the other. As Tamilia states:

...given a difference in content and orientation of the perceptual and evaluative

processes between the two groups, it should follow that source evaluations would

reflect these differences. (1973, cited in Tamilia, 1977, p. )
This hypothesis was also strongly supported. Source cues appeared to have been processed

differently across the two groups. The differences in retention scores and the different

attitudes displayed toward the source points to a difference in information processing at lower
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levels (Tamilia, 1977). This led Tamilia to conclude that, overall, there are information

processing differences between the groups - at least at lower levels.

The last hypothesis relevant for the present research is the following (H14):

"The source evaluation equation will be different between the French and English

groups in predicting attitude toward the advertised brand." (p.183)
The rationale for this hypothesis stems from the source moderatqr model. In fact, the notions
that the source and audience similarity-dissimilarity continuum produce differential effects on
source evaluations (e.g., credibility, attraction, etc.) and that these different dimensions in turn
have a differential impact on message acceptance factors (e.g., attitudes toward the advertised
brands) summarizes the major theme that underlies the model. Essentially, the hypothesis
states that for the French group, attraction and status (source-oriented source evaluations)
will be better predictors of attitude change; while for the English groups, credibility
(competence and trust - message-oriented source evaluations) will explain more of the
variation in attitude change. The findings failed to support this hypothesis. The regression
equation did show, however, that the groups attached differential weights to the source
evaluation factors in formulating attitudes toward the brand: most of the source variables
entering the equation at the various steps of the step-wise regression procedure were different
between the two groups.

In conclusion, Tamilia's research demonstrated that, in the case of French and English

subjects, culture can influence source evaluation in two ways: through the differential
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orientation of the audience toward the source and message, and through the differences in
cognitive processes.

The differences in information processing (and cognitive responding) were centered
on the processes by which observers perceive and evaluate the source based largely on source
cues. However, Tamilia does not specify the exact nature of the cognitive responding which
occurs. No mention is made of the production of counter- or support- argumentation. All we
can conclude is that the two groups showed a difference, albeit subtle, in information
processing, partly as evidenced by differences in retention scores and weighings of the source

evaluation dimensions.

5.1.2 Culture and Construals of the Self and Impact on Cognitions
As we have seen in Chapter 3, Perloff and Brock (1930) have advanced the notion
of "ownness bias" and of a person's "need to feel unique, distinctive, and different" in order
to explain the mediating role of cognitive responses in persuasion. Moreover, they believe that
individuals will vary in their uniqueness needs. In this section we will review the literature
which links the different construals of the self across cultures and variations in uniqueness
needs among individuals. This will enable us to establish a direct linkage between culture and
cognitive responding.
According to Cooley (1902), the "self consists of all statements made by a person,
overtly or covertly, that include the words I,' 'me,' 'mine,' and 'myself." As Triandis (1989,
p-506) points out, "all aspects of social motivation are linked to the self" including attitudes,

intentions, norms, roles, and values. For instance aspects of the self are revealed in overt or
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covert statements such as "I like object X," "I think that doing X results in Y," or "I think that
peace is very important in our society.” These statements representing attitudes, beliefs, and
values respectively. Since cognitive responses represent a person's self-generated thoughts

or beliefs, we would expect these to be heavily influenced by a person's construal of the self.

5.1.2.1 Markus and Kitayama Conceptualization

In their monograph on culture and the self, Markus ana Kitayama (1991) reviewed
evidence which indicated that the construal of the self "can influence, and in many cases
determine, the very nature of individual experience, including cognition, emotion, and
motivation" (1991, p.224). Moreover, culture is also believed to influence this construal. As
a result, we would expect the self to act as a mediator of culture's effects on the above
individual experiences. Two particular construals and associated cultures were the focus of
the study: cultures which have an independent view of the self and cultures which have an
interdependent view.

Although there are aspects of the self which are universal, many other aspect of the
self are specific to particular cultures (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). In their article, the
authors focus on what they feel in an important difference across cultures: the perception that
individuals have of the relationship between the self and others and, especially, the degree to
which they see themselves as separate from others or as connected with others. They posit
that "the significance and the exact functional role that the person assigns to the other when

defining the self depend on the culturally shared assumptions about the separation or
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connectedness between the self and others" (1991, p.226). This leads to two construals of the
self: Independent and Interdependent. In the former, which is found in many Western cultures:

The normative imperative...is to become independent from others and to discover and
express one's unique attributes.... Achieving the cultural goal of independence requires
construing oneself as an individual whose behavior is organized and made meaningful
primarily by reference to one's own internal repertoire of thoughts, feelings, and

action, rather than by reference to the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others. (1991,
p.226, emphasis our own).

The authors also point out that this construal has other labels such as individualist and
idiocentric. They believe that, on average, a greater number of individuals from Western
countries will adhere to this view than will individuals in non-Western countries. For these
individuals it is their "inner attributes that are most significant in regulating behavior and that
are assumed, both by the actor and by the observer alike, to be diagnostic of the actor. Such
representations of the inner self are thus the most elaborated in memory and the most
accessible when thinking of the self..." (p.227).

In contrast to cultures whose members hold more of an independent construal,
members of many non-Western cultures hold more of a connected view of the self. As the
authors state:

a normative imperative of these cultures is to maintain this interdependence among

individuals....Experiencing interdependence entails seeing oneself as part of an

encompassing social relationship and recognizing that one's behavior is determined,

contingent on, and, to a large extent organized by what the actor perceives to be the
thoughts, feelings, and actions of others in the relationship. (p.227)
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They go on to add that
Unlike the independent self, the significant features of the self according to this

construal are to be found in the interdependent and thus, in the more public
components of the self. (p.227).

The terms "collective" and "allocentric" have also been variously used for this view of the self.
In this view, the others in the collectivity become an integral paﬁ of the definition of the self.
Although internal attributes also play a role in the interdependent self, these tend to be elusive
and unreliable. As a result, they are not thought to play an important role in regulating overt
behavior especially if this behavior involves significant others. An important distinguishing
characteristic of the interdependent selves from independent selves is that in the former the
individual's autonomy is subservient to the p‘rimary task of interdependence (Markus and
Kitayama, 1991).

Among the cultures which exhibit more of an Interdependent construal of the self, the
authors mention the mainland Chinese, Hispanics, Filipinos, Thais, Japanese, Africans, and
East Indians.

In sum, the degree to which an individual feels "connected to others" will have an
impact on the formation of the individual's self which, in turn, will regulate his/her behavior.
Construing oneself as independent implies that he/she will have a propensity to feel more
unique and independent from others; whereas construing oneself as interdependent means
defining oneself in terms of significant others and thus putting less stress on uniqueness. Two
studies, one by Radford et al. (1991) and Bochner (1994) have given empirical support to the

above differences in self-concept.
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It should be pointed out, however, that "others" play an important role only insofar
as the "others" are members of the actor's in-group and, moreover, that the actor has a
reasonable assurance that the "others" will "continue to engage in reciprocal interaction and
mutual support” (p.229). As the authors state:

Attention to others is not indiscriminate; it is highly selective and will be most

characteristic of relationships with "in-group" members. These are others with whom

one shares a common fate, such as family members or members of the same lasting
social group, such as the work group. Out-group members are typically treated quite
differently and are unlikely to experience either the advantages or disadvantages of
interdependence. Independent selves are also selective in their association with others
but not to the extent of interdependent selves because much less of their behavior is
directly contingent on the actions of others. Given the importance of others in

constructing reality and regulating behavior, the in-group-out-group distinction is a

vital one for interdependent selves, and the subjective boundary of one's "in-group”

may tend to be narrower for the interdependent selves than for the independent selves

(Triandis, 1989)" (p.229).

A number of researchers had previously shown that the self-system plays a key role
in the regulation of both intra personal and interpersonal processes. Among the former can
be cited self-relevant information processing, affect regulation and motivation; whereas
among the latter processes can be found person perception, social comparison and the seeking
and shaping of social interaction.

The authors hypothesize that the way the self is construed, either from an independent
or an interdependent perspective, forms one of the "most general and overarching schemata
of the individual's self-system. These construals recruit and organize the more specific self-
regulatory schemata” (1991, p.230). As a result, if a cognitive activity involves the self, the

nature of the self-system will have a major impact on this activity. Specifically, the authors

posit that the divergent self-systems will impact cognition in three ways: (1) Individuals with
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interdependent selves are expected to be more sensitive to others than their independent
counterparts; (2) For the case of individuals with interdependent selves, the unit of
representation of both the self and the other will also contain a specific social context. It is
within this context that the self and other are embedded; (3) The social context and the
presence of others will also influence some basic, nonsocial cognitive activities such as
categorizing and counterfactual thinking.

One of the major assumptions of their theory is that the process by which an individual
thinks in a social situation is intimately related to what the individuals are thinking about. As
a result, the way the self (or any other object for that matter) is construed, should impact the
way one thinks about the self or any cognition relevant to the self, others, or social

relationships.

5.1.2.2 Components of the Self and Dimensions of Cultural Variability -Triandis'
Conceptualization ‘

In a similar vein to that of Markus and Kitayama (1991), Triandis (1989) also posits
that the way individuals perceive the self has implications for the way the individuals sample
information, the way they process information, and the way they assess information. More
specifically, people will sample information that is self-relevant more frequently than that
which is not self-relevant; people will process self-relevant information more quickly than
information that is non-self-relevant; and, finally, individuals will assess information that
supports their current self-structure more positively than information which challenges this

self-structure.
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Triandis' (1989) conceptualization of the self is based on earlier work by Baumeister
(1986) and Greenwald and Pratkanis (1984). These researchers had advanced that the self
was made up of three components - the private, public, and collective selves. The private self
refers to the cognitions that involve traits, states, or behaviors of the persons"”; the public self
refers to "cognitions concerning the generalized other's view of the self"; while the collective
self refers to cognitions dealing with a view of the self that is formed from an identification
with some collective (e.g., family, coworker, tribe, etc. ). Triandis' contention is that,
depending upon the culture that an individual is a member of s/he will sample the above kinds
of selves with different probabilities. As a result of this differential sampling of the selves
across cultures, one can expect to see differences in social behaviors. The extent of sampling
will depend essentially on the complexity of the universe of units to be sampled as well as on
the probability of selection of a unit from that universe (Triandis, 1989). The higher the
complexity of a self, in turn the result of the effects of cultural variables, the greater the
probability that they will be sampled. For instance, if the collective self is complex, there are
more "collective-self units" that are available for sampling, thus raising the probability that the
collective self will ultimately be sampled. The same applies to the public and private selves.
Also, through the process of stimulus and response generalization and spreading activation,
when a unit of a particular self is activated, it increases the chances that other units of the
same self will be activated and thereby increase their salience. Increasing the salience of a unit
increases its probability of being sampled (Triandis, 1989).
The sampling process will result in a particular blend of selves and this, in turn, will

influence social behavior. As Triandis (1989, p.508) states:
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Depending on which elements are sampled and if the elements have action
components, social behavior will be influenced by the particular self. Sampling of both
public and collective elements suggests an allocentric self, sampling of exclusively
private elements suggests an idiocentric self. Of course, in most cases the elements
that are sampled are of all three (private, public, collective) kinds.

From this it appears that although all three selves will be sampled, one predominant
orientation will manifest itself. He further goes on to say:

Sampling of a particular self will increase the probability that behaviors implicated in

this aspect of the self will occur, when situations favor such occurrence. For example

data suggest that people from East Asia sample their collective self more frequently
than do Europeans or North Americans. This means that elements of their reference
groups, such as group norms or group goals, will be more salient among Asians than

among Europeans or North Americans. (Triandis, 1989, p.508).

Triandis' theorizing thus converges with that of Markus and Kitayama. a particular
individual's background will determine the complexity of the self and will determine the extent
to which various aspects of the self will be sampled or invoked in a specific situation. This will
not only determine the ultimate nature of the individual's self, but will also result in the most
salient sets of beliefs, attitudes, values, etc. being sampled at the same time. For instance, if
an individual has a fairly complex private self, the cognitions and attitudes associated with this
self will be most salient and will impact his/her behavior to a greater extent than the elements
from the other selves. As part of the salient cognitions of this individual we would expect an
acute need for independence and uniqueness. In the case of individuals who sample more

complex collective selves, on the other hand, we would not expect this need to be as strong

and/or be as salient as in the former case.
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Although even an individual with a complex collective self could ostensibly generate
the same number of cognitive responses or self-generated thoughts as a more "private”
individual, the latter would probably value these thoughts to a greater extent because they
represent one of his’her own products and helps set him/her apart from the others.
Triandis (1989) points out that evidence has been found for different selves across
cultures (see, for e.g., Marsella et al., 1985). However, this evidence according to him "has
not been linked systematically to particular dimensions of cultural variation" (p.508). One of
the aims of Triandis (1989) was thus to define three dimensions of cultural variability which
are thought to be responsible for different samplings of aspects of the self across cultures. The
three dimensions are individualism-collectivism, cultural complexity, and tight versus loose
cultures. Only the first dimension will be examined here. Individualism/Collectivism is
equivalent to the dimension proposed by Markus and Kitayama (1991). Thus Triandis'
discussion offers a rationale for their work as well.
Numerous cross-cultural theorist (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Hsu, 1981; Hui & Triandis,
1986; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961) have identified individualism-collectivism as the major
dimension of cultural variability (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988). The construct is found
to be important in both Western and Eastern philosophy and is fundamental to analyzing the
norms and rules underpinning different cultures (Hsu, 1981). It is a key variable to
understanding differences between cultures on a variety of different psychological and social
aspects (see, for e.g., Trubiski, Toomey, and Lin, 1991; Kagitcibasi & Berry, 1989). It also
seems to have strong etic endorsement (Ting-Toomey, 1989). In essence, the

individualism/collectivism dimension deals with the relationship between the individual and
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the collectivity. Members of individualistic societies are more centered on their own needs,
goals, and interests rather than on those of the collectivity. On the other hand, members of
collectivistic societies are more focused on the in-group and its needs, goals and interests.

There is also considerable within-culture variation of the above construct. At this
level, it is considered a psychological property of the individual. Different terminologies are
used to represent the within- and between-culture variations of the construct. The personality
attribute corresponding to the culture-level variable of collectivism is the trait of allocentrism,
the analogue of individualism is known as idiocentrism. (T riandis et al, 1993). Allocentric and
idiocentric individuals can be found in all cultures; although there will be more of the former
in collectivist societies, and more of the latter in individualist cultures. Whether we are
looking at the between-culture or within-culture variation of individualism-collectivism,
conceptually the constructs appear to be the same (Triandis, personal communication,
August, 1994). More will be said about the similarities and differences in the construct in the
methodology section of this paper.

Triandis notes that child-rearing patterns in individualistic cultures stress self-reliance,
self-actualization, independence and finding yourself. This pattern increases the complexity
of the private self. The corresponding increase in elements in the private self means that more
will be sampled by members of these cultures, leading to a greater likelihood that the private
rather than the other selves will be sampled as individualism increases. In collectivist cultures,
on the other hand, child-rearing stresses "the importance of the collective..." (p.512). As a
result, the collective self is more complex, and the probability that the collective rather than

the other selves will be sampled increases with greater collectivism.
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Preliminary support for these hypotheses was provided by research findings cited by
Triandis. In this research, Northern European and Asian students were compared with respect
to their rates of sampling of the collective self. More specifically, the students had to complete
20 sentences that started with "I am...," and the mean percentages of their responses that
referred to "social category” were obtained. Results revealed that subjects from individualistic
cultures (e.g., Northern Europe, Illinois) had lower mean percentages than students from
Asian and Pacific backgrounds (e.g., Japanese, Chinese, Filipino).

Triandis (1989) also posits that a number of variables should also moderate the degree
of sampling of the collective self, namely, social class, ethnocentrism, degree of homogeneity
of the cultures, as well as the size, number, and stability of the in-groups. For instance, he
claims that the upper class individuals will have a lower propensity to sample the collective
self; in contrast to the lower classes who would tend to sample the collective self with greater
frequency. a reversal should occur, however, among members of the lower-lower classes
where these individuals may again sample the private self with a higher frequency.

Cultures that are faced with external threats, competition with out groups and
common fate tend to experience greater degrees of ethnocentrism. These are, according to
Triandis, the same factors that increase the likelihood that individuals will sample the
collective self.

With respect to ingroups, the author posits that increases in the size of the in-group,
increases in the number of in-groups with which an individual is associated; and decreases in

the stability of the in-groups will lead to a lower probability of sémpling of the collective self.
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In sum, the self is constituted of three components: the private, the public, and
collective selves. a person's perception of his/her self will most likely be made up of varying
amounts of these components, but will most likely show a predominant effect toward one
specific orientation. Subjects from individualistic cultures will sample the "private" self with
greater frequency; while individuals from collective cultures will tend have a bias toward the
"collective" self. As a result, the behavior of individuals from the former cultures will tend to
be governed more from the elements drawn from the "private” self. In contrast, the behavior
of members of collectivist cultures will be governed by "collective” self elements. Members
of individualistic cultures should thus have a greater drive to achieve independence from
others and to define themselves in terms of their own products rather than in terms of the
thoughts, feelings and actions of others. In short, such individuals should have a greater
uniqueness motivation.

According to Snyder (1992) and Fromkin (1968, 1970), individuals develop their self
theory to achieve a sense of uniqueness vis-a-vis other members of their society. This strong
motivation to be unique, however, appears to hold more in individualistic societies than in
collectivistic ones (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). As a result, these differences in "uniqueness
motivation” should also moderate the causal effects of self-relevant thoughts in persuasion.
More specifically, self-generated and self-targeted thoughts from members of collectivistic
societies should be less persuasive (and less predictive of attitudes) than the thoughts invoked

by members of individualistic societies.
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5.2 Cultural Variations in Attributional Processes

A number of researchers have recognized the importance of the effect of ethnicity on
attributional diversity (e.g., Pettigrew, 1978; Detweiler, 1978; Bond, 1983; Miller, 1984,
Shaw, 1990). According to Detweiler (1978), "it can be concluded ... that culture can have
an important impact on the attribution process, at least in certain contexts” (pp. 260-261).

Culture appears to impact the attribution process in two ways: By influencing the
factors that people use to explain events and others' behavior; and by regulating or
moderating the degree to which individuals engage in active, conscious information
processing (Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey, 1988). Two variables are thought to have an
important influence on the propensity of individuals to infer either dispositional ot situational
attributions to an actor’s behavior: individualism-collectivism and control-subjugation
(Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961). Control-subjugation, as well as a third variable, namely,
Hofstede's (1980) uncertainty-avoidance, also appear to inﬂuence the degree of effort
expended in attributional thinking.

Considerable research has examined the impact of the different construals of the self,
and the related dimension of individualism-collectivism, on the first form of influence. This
literature points to a fairly strong treatment effect, and will be reviewed in the following
section. Since the literature is not as well developed in the case of the last two variables, these

will be reviewed in the covariates section of this chapter.
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5.2.1 Culture and the Dispositionalist Bias
The two most current theories proposed to explain cultural influences on the extent
to which observers explain actors' behavior in trait terms are those centered on differences in
the construal of the self and cultural meaning systems (e.g, Miller, 1984; Morris, 1993; and
Newman, 1993) and differences in level of context between cultures (Ehrenhaus, 1983).
Miller (1984) advanced the notion that cultural differences in dispositional attributions
result from the fact that in Western cultures the person is conceived as a discrete, individual
entity, whereas, in non-Western cultures the person is perceived in a more holistic fashion.
These conceptions of the person being acquired by individuals over their developmental
spans. Thus, according to her, when members of Western cultures are about to make
inferences on the causes of behavior, dispositional or internal properties of the agent will tend
to be primed as explanations for the behavior. In contrast, since the primary normative unit
in Eastern cultures is the social role, this will tend to prime situational/ contextual factors as
explanations for an agent's behavior. This hypothesis was supported in her study examining
U.S. and East Indian subjects. In still another East Indian - American comparison, in this case
assessing reactions to simulated descriptions to a rape trial, L'Armand, Pepitone, and
Shanmugam (1981), found that 28% of the U.S. subjects vefsus 12% of the East Indians
blamed the victim for the incident. Newman (1991) also found this effect in comparing 10-11-
year old Anglo Americans with their Hispanic counterparts. Evidence for spontaneous trait
inferences were found in the former, but not in the latter. Thus, results from this research

shows that the dispositional bias may be a culture-bound phenomenon.
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Newman (1993) has reviewed the literature dealing with the influence of
individualism-collectivism on the construal of behavior. As he states: "How individualist or
collectivist a society is ... has implications for beliefs about what determines why people
behave the way they do" (p. 246). He cites the work of Markus and Kitayama (1991, p. 224),
which indicated that the construal of the self "can influence, and in many cases determine, the
very nature of individual experience, including cognition, emotion, and motivation."

As was discussed earlier, Markus and Kitayama (1991) believe that for people having
an independent view of the self, such as those from Western countries, it is their "inner
attributes that are most significant in regulating behavior and that are assumed, both by the
actor and by the observer alike, to be diagnostic of the actor" (p. 227). In contrast, members
of many non-Western cultures hold more of a connected view of the self. As the authors state:
" _the significant features of the self according to this construal are to be found in the
interdependent and thus, in the more public components of the self* (p. 227). a study by
Radford et al. (1991) has empirically demonstrated these differences (see also Bochner,
1994). The notion of independent and interdependent self is an individual-level construct. At
the cultural level, the key dimension is thought to be individualism/collectivism. In essence,
the individualism/ collectivism dimension deals with the relationship between the individual
and the collectivity. Members of individualist societies are more centered on their own needs,
goals, and interests rather than on those of the collectivity. On the other hand, members of
collectivist societies are more focused on the in-group and its needs, goals and interests. In
individualist countries, one should find more people with an indebendent view of the self than

individuals with an interdependent view; while the opposite would be the case with collectivist

cultures.
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According to Newman (1993), Markus and Kitayama's analysis seems to signify that
the Fundamental Attribution Error may be more applicable to individualist cultures than to
collectivist ones. He points to the findings of Miller (1984) as evidence of this.

Although the work of Miller (1984) was carried out with East Indians, Morris (1993)
has also been able to demonstrate the same effects with Chinese subjects. This study,
contemporaneous to that of Newman also aimed at showing th_at an attributor coming from
an individualist culture will have a social theory centered on the "person"; whereas his/her
counterpart originating in a collectivist culture will have a social theory centered on the
"situation." Starting from this central principle, Morris proposed and tested the following

three hypotheses:

1- During the formation of attributions, American subjects would be biased
towards dispositional explanations of the behavior of an actor; whereas

Chinese subjects would be biased toward situational explanations;

2- That this cultural difference in attributional biéses extended over the social

domain, but not to the physical domain; and

3- That this cultural difference could fundamentally influence all manner of
causal cognition - verbal explanations, social perceptions, as well as

counterfactual thinking.
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These three hypotheses received strong support. These. results - along with those of
Miller, L'Armand et al., and Newman - demonstrated that there are significant differences in
the attributions made by subjects from different cultures. Moreover, these differences extend
across the social domain and the different facets of causal cognition. In other words the effect
is robust and is not limited to one or two cultures.

One of the aims of the Newman (1993) study was also to better understand the
processes that mediate the cross-cultural differences in the tendency to emphasize
dispositional factors. Using the Gilbert et al. (1988) model as his framework, he conjectured
that differences in person perception across cultures may originate either from norms
governing the extent to which individuals will "correct" initial inferences for situational
factors, or, alternatively, may arise in the early stages of processing (Newman, 1993). He
believes that Miller's findings provide evidence for the former. These findings seem to suggest
that individualists overemphasize dispositional interpretations of behavior because they devote
less attention to situational factors in the correction process.

He points out, however, that the initial two stages of the dispositional inference
process differ in an important way from the final correction stage: they are relatively
automatic. Newman's two experiments were centered on examining differences across two
cultural groups, in terms of how they categorize behaviors into trait categories. He carried
out these experiments using as an independent variable the individual difference measure of
idiocentrism. At the psychological level, Individualism and Collectivism are reflected in
personality dimensions known as idiocentrism and allocentrism (Newman, 1993). As he points

out, "people in individualist cultures will be more idiocentric than those from collectivist ones,
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and people from the latter societies will be more allocentric" (p.250). For this reason he
assessed only the idiocentric dimension. Results confirmed his predictions that individualists
have a greater propensity to categorize behaviors in trait terms - even without an explicit
impression formation goal.

Although his experiments did not assess the differential effect of cultures varying in
terms of idiocentrism/individualism on the characterization of people (the second subprocess
in the Gilbert et al., 1988) model, Newman (1993, p. 262) does point out the following:

n__the relatively automatic use of traits to categorize behavior may facilitate

such inferences. Bassili (1989; see also Hamilton, 1988) notes that once a trait

concept is activated and used to identify a behavior, its mere accessibility

increases the likelihood that it will participate in subsequent information
processing. As a result, dispositional concepts will come to play a dominant

role in inferences about and cognitive representations of others. In general,

even simply identifying a behavior in trait terms can have important

consequences for subsequent social information processing (see Newman &
Uleman, 1993)."

Ehrenhaus (1983) applied Hall's (1976) high/low context framework to explain
cultural effects on attribution processes (see also Shaw, 1990). It appears particularly
applicable to the present topic since it is the only framework developed to date which is
communication-based and which has seen wide applications in this field (Gudykunst and
Nishida, 1986). According to Hall (cited in Ehrenhaus, 1953), in high-context cultures
(HCCs), much of the information to focus expectations and guide the attribution of meaning
is contained in the physical context or is internalized in the person. In low-context cultures
(LCCs), considerably less information to focus expectations and guide the attribution process

is contained in the physical context or is presumed to be shared by the individuals who are
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interacting (Ehrenhaus, 1983). In such cultures, messages must be high in information value,
and communication tends to "reflect more the character of the interactants than the character
of the situations, since constraints upon their behavior are fewer than in HCCs" (Ehrenhaus,
1983, p. 264).

Ehrenhaus (1983, p. 263) hypothesizes that members of HCCs would be
"attributionally sensitive and predisposed toward situational features and situationally based
explanations." Members of LCCs, on the other hand, would be "attributionally sensitive to
and predisposed toward dispositional characteristics and dispositionally based explanations."
Unfortunately, to the best of the authors' knowledge, Ehrenhaus has not empirically tested his
theory. According to Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988), however, the previous study by
Miller (1984) as well as a study by Tannen (1979) offer support for his argument.

There is a strong similarity between the two theories especially with regard to the
relationship of the person to his/her environment and with the notion of "context." Miller sees
individuals from Eastern cultures, for instance, as being closely integrated with their
surroundings, in contrast to individuals from Western cultures which are separate and
independent from their context. Thus, in the former cultures the context plays a much greater
role in an individual's interpersonal behavior than in the latter case - in line with Hall's
framework. Also, the notion of "context" as used by Ehrenhaus (1983) is intimately related
to the individualisny/ collectivism dimension. Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988) posit that
the dimensions of low- high-context communication and individualism/collectivism are
isomorphic. They indicate that all cultures that Hall (1976, 1983) has labeled as low-context

are individualist given HofStede's scores; whereas all the cultures labeled as high context are
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collectivistic. Thus, according to them, low- and high-context communication are the most
common forms of communication found in individualist and collectivist cultures, respectively.

In sum, the common thread running through both theories is the individualism-
collectivism dimension. Implied by both approaches is the notion that an individual's
perception of an agent - especially in a communication setting - depends upon a culture's

orientation on this dimension (see also, Hall, 1976).

5.2.2 Culture and Causal Dimensions in Achievement-Related Contexts

Studies by Smith and Whitehead (1984) and Schuster, Forsterlung, and Weiner (1989)
also provide support for the above findings. In the first study, for instance, the author
examined attributions for promotion and demotion made by American and East Indian
subjects. The author hypothesized and confirmed that the Indian subjects would attribute
external power factors more frequently as explanations of work-related positive and negative
outcomes than American subjects. The latter, instead, should have a greater propensity to
invoke the salient factors of ability and effort (attributions to the person) in their explanations
for the same outcomes. Since situational and dispositional attributions imply external and
internal causal explanations, respectively, the findings are pertinent to the present study.

The above studies thus support the notion that members of collectivist cultures would
have less of a propensity to explain an actor's behavior in trait terms than would a member
of an individualist culture. Moreover, there is strong evidence that this effect acts by

moderating the subprocesses of person perception proposed by Gilbert et al. (1988).



191

5.2.3 Level of Individualism-Collectivism of Focal Cultures

Much of the research in support of the above theories has compared subjects from
Western (mostly the U.S.) and Eastern societies, in particular, the East Indians and Chinese.
There is, thus, strong evidence that the latter tend to ascribe more situational causes to
behavior than the former. Most of the Eastern cultures have also been shown to be highly
collectivistic. For instance, studies by Hofstede (1980), Hui (1988), Leung (1987, 1988), and
Kwan-Shing Chan (1994) have shown the Chinese to be strongly collectivistic. As for the
East Indians, the evidence seems to be mixed. For instance, work by Miller (1984) and Nedd
and Gruenfeld (1976) point to relatively high levels of collectivism in this society, while Sinha
and Tripathi (1994) believe that both individualistic and collectivistic characteristics co-exist.
In Canada, Richer and Laporte (1973) have conjectured that French Canadians are more
collectivistic than their English Canadian counterparts. Two studies by Lortie-Lussier and
associates (Lortie-Lussier, Fellers, 1991; Lortie-Lussier, Fellers, and Kleinplatz, 1986) have
supported Richer and Laporte's conjecture and demonstrated that French Canadians are more
collectivistic than their English counterparts. a recent study by Punnett (1991) is especially
revealing. Anglophone and Francophone managers in a government department were
surveyed with respect to their cultural values orientations, their language, and their preferred
leadership style. The values orientations were those based on Hofstede (1980) and consisted
of Individualism/ Collectivism, Uncertainty Avoidance, Power Distance, and Masculinity. The
only significant difference found between the groups, was on the dimension of Individualism.

The Anglophones had a score of 62, while the Francophones had a score of 48.
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Given that there may be anomalies with some particular cultures on this dimension,

the present study, in contrast to earlier cross-cultural studies with two-sided appeals, will first
measure the degree of individualism-collectivism of the samples to ascertain whether the

Anglo Canadians and HKC samples are, indeed, polar opposites on this dimension.

5.3 The Covariates

5.3.1 Self-Esteem

As was seen earlier, Self-Esteem (SE) is an important factor in influencing the
persuasibility of individuals as well as their propensity to engage in attributional thinking,
Moreover, there is empirical evidence that SE varies across cultures, including the four focal

cultures of this study.

5.3.1.1 Self-Esteem and Cognitive Responding

The research reviewed in Chapter 3 gave considerable support to the influence of SE
on the propensity to counter-argue. Thus, individuals with high self-esteems should generate
more Counterarguments and assign more weight to them when altering their attitudinal

structures than their low SE counterparts.

5.3.1.2 Self-Esteem and Cognitive Effort
As noted earlier, individuals with low SEs are less attentive to relevant information,
spend less time making decisions, and have a lower tendency of engaging in abstract

reasoning. High SE individuals, on the other hand, have a greater propensity to engage in
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"bottom-up" or effortful processing. It should be pointed out, hqwever, that although low SE
individuals will have less propensity to engage in effortful attributional thinking, they should,
nevertheless, be able to carry out the initial person-perception processes to the same extent
as their high SE counterparts. Thus, for both low and high SE subjects, the identification
stage should occur to the same extent. Because of the indirect effect of the situation on the
behavioral cues, we should see a strong identification of the behavior in attribution-terms and,
consequently, this should lead to a fairly strong dispositional inference on this basis.
However, since high SE subjects have a greater propensity for carrying out extended
information processing, they should engage in a greater level of correction or discounting (for
situational cues). Hence, on this basis, the final dispositional inference should be weaker than
for the case of low SE subjects. In order to detect the message sidedness manipulation -
embedded within the message itself - receivers will require a minimum amount of information
processing. One can hypothesize that as the inclination for information processing increases,
as in the case with high SE subjects, there should be a greater "awareness" of the message
sidedness cue. Hence, despite the fact that high SE individuals tend to "discount" the
dispositional attributions of source credibility to a greater extent than their low SE
counterparts, the fact that they are better able to detect the sidedness manipulation would

make them more sensitive and responsive to two-sided messages.

5.3.1.3 Self-Esteem and Attitude Toward Two-Sided Messages
The study by Chebat and Picard (1988) reviewed in chapter two found that message

sidedness interacted significantly with self-acceptance. High self-accepting individuals
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revealed a more favorable attitude toward two-sided messages than individuals low in self-
acceptance. However, self-acceptance is intimately related to self-esteem (see, for e.g,,
Robinson and Shaver, 1973): high SE individuals should consistently show high levels of self-
acceptance; while low SE subjects may or may not show high levels of self-acceptance. What
this implies is that a sample of subjects with a high level of SE, should have a higher mean
level of attitude toward two-sided messages than would a sample of low SE subjects.

In sum, the above findings show that individuals with high self-esteems have a greater
propensity to counter-argue, are better able to detect sidedness manipulations, and have more
positive attitudes toward the ad than their low self-esteem counterparts. The effect of this
individual difference variable should manifest itself both within a given culture as between
cultures. Considerable empirical research has also shown that modal self-esteem varies across
cultures (see, for e.g., Bond and Cheung, 1983; Leung and Drasgow, 1986; Rohner, 1975).
Thus, cultures which have a lower modal level of self-esteem should tend to be less persuaded
by two-sided messages than cultures ranking high on this variable.

In collectivist cultures, however, an additional factor comes into play: the fact that
self-esteem in these cultures has different antecedents that in the case of individualist cultures.

This is the topic to which we now turn to.

5.3.1.4 Terror Management Theory of Social Behavior: The Psychological
Functions of Self-Esteem and Cultural Worldviews.

Solomon, Greenberg, and Pyszczynski (1991) have proposed a broad theory of human

social behavior known as Terror Management Theory which shows the relationship of self-
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esteem to culture. This theory is based on a number of premises about human behavior which
distinguishes human beings from other animals. First of all, in contrast to other animals,
human beings share three cognitive abilities: the ability to conceptualize reality in terms of
causality, the ability to conceive future events, and the ability of a person to reflect upon
him/herself. Secondly, these unique abilities cause us to recognize problems with respect to
various aspects of our existence which are largely beyond our control; a particularly important
problem being our knowledge of our ultimate doom or death. Thirdly, this knowledge is a
source of constant anxiety. This constant anxiety in turn motivates humans to seek some
assurance that one can be spared from these terrifying outcomes.

Becker (1962, 1971, 1973, cited in Solomon et al., 1991) had earlier posited that
human beings, faced with such terrifying prospects, used a symbolic means to help them cope
with these events. This means involved the creation of culture. As Solomon et al. (1991, p.96)
state:

These cultural worldviews imbue the world with meaning, order, stability and

permanence, and by so doing, buffer the anxiety that results from living in a terrifying

and largely uncontrollable universe in which death is the only certainty.

But they also point out that adopting a particular culturai worldview is necessary, but
not sufficient to "assuage the terror resulting from our awareness of vulnerability and death"
(p.97). The other important element is self-esteem. They claim that cultural worldviews "are
constructed so that security can be maintained only through the belief that one is a valuable
member of a meaningful universe" (p. 97). Thus, culture provides the standards of behavior

for individuals to aspire to, but also the ultimate "rewards" to the individuals who meet these

standards.
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Self-esteem arises when an individual attains these standards and thus sees
himself/herself as a valuable member of the culture. This self-esteem attenuates the anxiety
that comes about from an individual's knowledge of vulnerability (Solomon et al., 1991). As

they state: "By meeting these standards, people can sustain a sense of their own immortality"
(.97).

Self-esteem is also posited to consist of two components: (1) faith in a cultural
worldview, and (2) the perception that one is meeting those standards of value and therefore
has a significant role in the cultural conception of reality. This also implies that an individual's
lack of self-esteem can arise in two ways: either from the feeling that s/he is not attaining the
standards of value set out by the culture or from a lack of faith in the cultural worldview.

Of particular importance to the present paper are the éuthors' contention that self-
esteem is a cultural creation. As they state:

People simply cannot have a sense of value without meeting the standards of the
cultural worldview to which they subscribe; such prescriptions consist of both general
standards and more specific role expectations (for both occupational and social
positions).

By conceptualizing self-esteem as the individual's perception of the extent to which
he or she is meeting cultural standards of value, terror management theory implies that
the effect that a given behavior will have on an individual's self-esteem is largely
dependent on how that behavior is viewed within a particular cultural context. Given
the great diversity of cultural values revealed by anthropological research, this analysis
suggests that the standards through which people acquire and maintain self-esteem are
not intrinsically tied to goodness or value. These standards have meaning only because
they are derived from a particular cultural worldview. Although specific cultural
standards for acquiring value can probably be traced to some extent to historical
events and pragmatic concerns, the theory posits that these standards acquire their
power because they are legitimized by the cultural worldview rather than because of
any adaptive or utilitarian function that they might serve (cf Berger & Luckmann,
1967. (1991, pp. 103-104).
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The above is clearly related to the work of Markus and Kitayama (1991). They have
stated that "What constitutes a positive view of self depends...on one's construal of the self"
(p.242)*. This becomes readily apparent since this construal is a function of one's cultural
worldview. As they point out, for those with independent selves, feeling good about oneself
means accomplishing the tasks needed to feel a "unique" independent individual. This means
focusing on one's inner attributes and asserting oneself.

In contrast, for individuals with interdependent selves "Feeling good...may not be
achieved through the enhancement of the value attached to oné’s internal attributes and the
attendant self-serving bias. Instead, positive feelings about the self should derive from
fulfilling the tasks associated with being interdependent with relevant others: belonging, fitting
in, occupying one's proper place, engaging in appropriate action, promoting others' goals, and
maintaining harmony.

In sum, from the work of Salomon et al. and Markus and Kitayama, it is evident that
the concept of self-esteem is universal in the sense that, across all cultures, it plays a key role
as an anxiety buffer. However, because of cultural differences in the construal of the self,
significant differences will appear in how the self-esteem is formed.

Since the self-esteem is ubiquitous across cultures, the same should apply to the "self-
acceptance” construct discussed earlier. As we have seen, self-accepting individuals are
people who have a realistic assessment of their own strengths and weaknesses and who,

nevertheless, feel "worthy" in terms of the standards of their culture. Thus, regardless of

U Markus and Kitayama even go so far as stating that "Esteeming the self may be primarily a Western phenomenon,
and the concept of self-esteem should perhaps be replaced by self-satisfaction, or by a term that reflects the
realization that one is fulfilling the culturally mandated task” (1991, p. 230).
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which culture a person is a member of s/he will still be capable of developing his/her sense of
self-acceptance. However, this will be done on basis of the standards of the cultural values
and beliefs to which s/he subscribes. |

The work of Chebat and Picard (1988) was carried out in a North American context.
In such a context, individuals will tend to base their self-esteems on their own inner attributes
rather than on their relationships with others, since this is the way the self is defined in such
cultures. Weaknesses will tend to be defined in terms of a person's own characteristics (i.e.,
characteristics of the person or extensions of the self - such as products, their
communications, etc.). Under these conditions, higher levels of "self-acceptance” (or higher
levels of SE ) should lead to a higher propensity on the individual's part to accept a
communicator who also projects "internal" weaknesses, say, in the form of a two-sided
message. Subjects with lower levels of self-acceptance (typically associated with low levels
of SE) will have less of a propensity to accept such a communicator.

On the other hand, for the case of individuals subscribing to an "interdependent"
cultural worldview, their self-esteems are based on fulfulling the tasks associated with being
interdependent with relevant others. These self-esteems are not based on internal attributes
or on whether one revealed negative elements of a product (i.e., presented a balanced picture
of a product in a commercial) or only positive elements. Hence, self-acceptance (and SE)
should have no effect on preference for two-sided versus one-sided messages. This is further
reinforced by the work of some researchers (e.g., Weiss, Rothbaum, and Blackburn, 1984)
who argue that while self-esteem is a powerful psychological force in individualistic cultures,

it may have a much weaker effect in collectivistic cultures (cited in Solomon et al., 1991).
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The upshot of this, is that in collectivist cultures self-acceptance (or SE) should not act as a

mediator of attitude toward the ad in the case of two-sided messages.

5.3.1.5 Self-Esteem and the Focal Cultures
Research seems to indicate that the two focal cultures should vary in terms of SE.
Research by Bond and Cheung (1983), as well as Chiu (1993) have shown that Chinese

subjects tended to have lower levels of self-esteem than Americans.

5.3.2 Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s Control/Subjugation Dimension

The need or motivation for control is intimately linked to the attributional process: it
can both serve to instigate causal thinking or it can lead to attributional distortions (see Hui
and Toffoli, 1992, for an extended discussion).

Forsyth (1980) has pointed out that attributions have two functions: (a) to assist in
better understanding the social world through implicit theories (the explanatory function) and,
(b) to help in the development of expectations about the likelihood of the occurrence of future
events (the predictive function). He asserts that both of the functions increase an individual's
sense of personal control. Weiner (1985) has also argued that there are two key factors that
trigger attributional thinking: (a) unexpected (vs expected) events, and (b) nonattainment (vs
attainment) of a goal. Both goal attainment and predictability are essential antecedents of an
individual's perceived level of control in a situation (Averill, 1973; Wortman, 1975). Empirical
studies by Pittman and Pittman (1980), Pittman and D'Agostino (1985), and Burger and

Hemans (1988) support the above theoretical assertions: individuals who are deprived of
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control or who have a high need for control will have a greater propensity for carrying out
attributional thinking. This greater propensity for engaging in aﬁnbutional or causal thinking
can also manifest itself in the enhanced tendency for effortful rather than automatic
attributional thinking.

There is also ample evidence that perceived control not only serves to instigate
attributional processing, but also distorts the nature of the causal inferences generated by an
individual. Pittman and Pittman (1980) have reviewed several biases which provide evidence
for this distortion. Among these is the "fundamental attribution error," or the greater tendency
for people to attribute dispositional, rather than situational, causes to behavior. Other biases
discussed: the self-serving biases, or the tendency for individuals to accept responsibility for
success and deny responsibility for failure (Fiske and Taylor, 1991); and reactions to
victimization. The first form of distortion is the most pertinent to the present study.

Empirical studies by a number of researchers (e.g., D.T. Miller et al., 1978; Smith and
Brehm, 1981; Berscheid et al., 1976; Swann et al., 1981) have also supported the above
contention. For instance, in D.T Miller's experiment, the researchers had subjects listen to two
individuals playing a "prisoner's dilemma" game. After having viewed the two actors, some
of the subjects were led to believe that they would be asked to play a similar game with one
of the actors. It was found that the subjects who were led to believe that they would also play
the game, "tended to make more dispositional attributions for that player's behavior as well
as to believe that they knew the player's personality better" Bains, 1983, p. 132). Miller
explained the findings on the basis of the greater confidence generated in the subjects by

making confident dispositional attributions; that is, for the subjects who thought they would
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also engage in the game, making confident dispositional attributions enhanced their own
confidence vis-a-vis their anticipated performance. a follow-up study by the same authors
supports this interpretation: The researchers administered a need for control scale to the
subjects and found that the above effect was most marked for those subjects who had high
scores on that scale (cited in Bains, 1993). The study by Swann et al. (1981) is also of
particular interest to the present research: They found that individuals who had just
experienced control deprivation demonstrated an increased tendency to search for personality
information in subsequent interaction with others. Bains (1983, pp.132-133) further notes

that:

The generalizability of all the above findings to ordinary social life may be quite high,
since many social interactions resemble a game of strategy in which success is
crucially dependent upon accurate knowledge of one's partners. Against this
background it would not be surprising if people exaggerated the extent to which they
could infer a person's true character on the basis of predictor information purely in
order to given them greater confidence and certainty in social interaction. Certainly,
the literature seems to suggest that people have exaggerated notions concerning the
stability of behavior across situations (Mischel, 1968) and that they tend towards ‘non-
conservative' prediction of one variable from knowledge of another (see, for instance,
Ross, 1977; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974).

However, it should be emphasized that strong dispositional inferences about a person
are likely to increase one's sense of control only if it is important to predict that
person's behavior in the future. If, however, one's objective is to change the behavior,
then situational attributions may be more appropriate.
The evidence discussed above thus points to the strong impact that a person's need for control
will have on (1) the generation of attributions and the effort expendent on them; and (2) the

greater propensity to assign dispositional causes to an actor's behavior, at least under

conditions in which it will be necessary to predict the actor's behavior in future. This last
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assumption seems to hold in the case of subjects exposed to advertisements. For instance, as
(individualist) receivers attend to a two-sided message, they will tend to attribute greater
credibility to the source as a means of assessing the validity of the message.

Although a number of individual difference variables are related to people's motivation
for control, for example, "desire for control" (Burger and Hemans, 1988), and "locus of
control" (Rotter, 1966), another variable appears to have a greater bearing on the present
cross-cultural study. This is the "control/ subjugation” dimension of Kluckhohn and
Strodtbeck (1961). This variable has the advantage that it represents a dimension of cultural
variability and appears to capture the concept of "motivation for control'>," (see also
McCarty, 1995, for a review). It will be reviewed next.

Control/subjugation represents the relation between humans and nature, and is
classified into the three following value orientations: mastery-over-nature, harmony-with-
nature, and subjugation-to-nature. Some cultures, e.g., the U.S. culture, place a strong value
on controlling or harnessing natural forces. This also affects the individual members of the
culture in that they feel that it is incumbent upon them to overcome obstacles and control the
events surrounding them. The Chinese, on the other hand, subscribe more to the "harmony-
with-nature" orientation. In this orientation, no distinction is drawn between or among human
life, the natural environment, and the supernatural - each is an extension of the others
(Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey, 1988). In the last cultural orientation, "subjugation-to-nature"

there is a prevalent belief that human beings are powerless vis-a-vis the forces of nature:

15 According to Triandis (1984) the control/ subjugation dimension of cultural variability can be represented at the
individual level by differences in internal versus external locus of control (Rotter, 1966; cited in McCarty
1995).



203

Nothing can be done to control these forces. Adler et al. (1986) point out that India would
be an example of a culture adhering to this value orientation: Hindus believe that they cannot
control the forces shaping their personal circumstances.

Because cultures which are oriented toward "mastery" of their environment display
a higher need for control, these should have a higher propensity to engage in attributional
thinking (Bond, 1983) and to carry out effortful attributions; in contrast to members of
"subjugation to nature" cultures who would engage in more aufomatic processing (but see
Shaw, 1990). What are the implications of this for the person perception which occurs during
reception of two-sided messages? Although cultures which take a "subjugation to nature"
stance should have less propensity to engage in effortful attributional thinking, they should,
nevertheless, be able to carry out the initial person-perception processes to the same extent
as cultures that value control over nature. Thus, for members of both "mastery" and
"subjugation" cultures, the identification stage should occur to the same extent. Because of
the indirect effect of the situation on the behavioral cues, we should see a strong
identification of the behavior in attribution -terms and, consequently, this should lead to a
fairly strong dispositional inference on this basis. However, since members of "mastery"
cultures have a greater propensity for carrying out extended information processing, they
should engage in a greater level of correction or discounting (for situational cues). Hence, on
this basis the final dispositional inference should be weaker than for the case of members of
"subjugation” cultures. In order to detect the message sidedness manipulation - embedded
within the message itself - receivers will require a minimum amount of information processing.

One can hypothesize that as the inclination for information processing increases, as is the case
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with "mastery" cultures, there should be a greater "awareness" of the message sidedness cue.
Hence, despite the fact that individuals from "mastery" cultures will tend to "discount” the
dispositional attributions of source credibility to a greater extent than subjects from
"subjugation" cultures, the fact that the former are better able to detect the sidedness
manipulation should make them more sensitive and responsive to two-sided messages than
the latter.

Although the above effect is important, the impact of the fundamental attribution
error associated with "mastery" cultures may be even greater and in the same direction as the
previous effect. The upshot of this, is that cultures which take a "mastery over nature" stance
will tend to attribute greater dispositional causes to observed behaviors than would

"subjugation” cultures.

5.3.3 Hofstede's Uncertainty Avoidance Dimension

In contrast to cultures low in uncertainty avoidance, cultures which demonstrate high
levels on this variable have a lower tolerance "for uncertainty and ambiguity, which expresses
itself'in higher levels of anxiety and energy release, greater need for formal rules and absolute
truth, and less tolerance for people or groups with deviant ideas or behavior" (Hofstede,
1979, p. 395).

Both Bond (1983) and Shaw (1990) conjecture that this; dimension will be related to
attributional activity. For instance, since individuals in high-uncertainty avoidance cultures
dislike uncertainty and ambiguity, they will tend to depend on rules and regulations to provide

a structure to their environment (Shaw, 1990). This led Shaw (1990, p.641) to hypothesise
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that: "Individuals from high-uncertainty-avoidance cultures are less likely to rely on
preexisting schemas to categorize the behavior of others.” In order to reduce uncertainty,
these individuals are driven to a careful analysis of all information. By contrast, individuals
from low-uncertainty-avoidance cultures "are more willing to base categorizations on limited
information" (Shaw, 1990, p.641).

Shaw, however, proposes the competing hypothesis that individuals from low
uncertainty avoidance cultures might be more willing to engage in information search because
their need to immediately reduce uncertainty is less. According to him, opposite effects can
be argued logically.

There is another way in which this dimension may exert its effect. Since two-sided
messages tend to be more ambiguous than one-sided messages (Sorrentino et al., 1988), and
since individuals from high-uncertainty-avoidance cultures have an aversion to uncertainty and
ambiguity, one could conjecture that these individuals would tend to favor one-sided
messages. It would thus appear that the mechanism through which this variable operates may

be more complex than the former.

5.3.4 Level of Education

There is also ample evidence which shows that two-sided messages are more effective
for persons of higher education. For instance, Hovland, Lumsdaine, and Sheffield (1949)
found that two-sided appeals were more effective for high school graduates; whereas one-
sided messages were more effective with subjects having lesser education. a more recent

study by Golden and Alpert (1982) also demonstrated this effect in a advertising context.
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Subjects in their study were divided into two categories: subjects having some college
education or less, and subjects having a college degree or better. They found a significant
interaction between education and message sidedness for believability, information
usefullness, and purchase intentions. As they indicate, across all three dependent variables,
the highest means were found for subjects who possessed a collége degree or higher and who
were exposed to two-sided messages. These were followed by subject with some college or
less, exposed to two-sided appeals; and, finally, subjects with some college or less exposed
to the one-sided treatment. The least effective approach occurred using the one-sided
treatment for subjects having a college education or higher. As they state: "The differential

effectiveness of the two-sided treatment was much stronger for persons having graduated

from college than for persons who had not graduated from college" (1982, p. 31).

5.3.5 Need for Cognition (NFC)

A study by D'Agostino and Rebecca Fincher-Kiefer (1992) demonstrated that NFC
moderates the tendency to emphasize dispositional factors to observed behavior. High NFC
subjects, in contrast to their low NFC counterparts, were shown to be less prone toward this
bias by virtue of the fact that they can better take into account situational factors during the

attributional correction stage of the Gilbert et al. (1988) model.
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CHAPTER 6
OVERALL THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to integrate the findings of the literature review into an
integrative model of the differential effects of message sidedness and of the moderating effects
of culture. As well, a number of research hypotheses will be generated from the literature
review and from the framework presented. |

As can be seen in Figure 6.1, the starting point for the framework is the reception of
either a one-sided or a two-sided advertising message. Based on Hall's (1976) high-context,
low-context culture concept, Kelman's source-message orientation theory, as well as the work
of Tamilia (1977), it appears that different groups will display a differential orientation vis-a-
vis the message or source component of a communication. This differential inclination is
thought to influence the ability of members of different cultures to detect the sidedness cues

within the communication.



Figure 6.1

Processes Mediating Two-Sided Ads and Cultural Moderating Effects
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This first process then feeds into three other mediational mechanisms: the evaluation

of source honesty (credibility); the attenuation (enhancement) of Counterarguments (support-

arguments), and the formation of correlational inferences between the primary and secondary

attributes. This last mechanism is thought to be necessary in order to counteract the effects

of disclosing some negative aspect(s) of the brand. As Chebat and Picard (1988) have pointed
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out, however, the judgment of source honesty (credibility) can be further decomposed into
two aspects: the cognitive and affective aspects. This is also depicted in Figure 6.1. The
affective aspect, thought to be moderated by a person's degree of "self-acceptance," impacts
the attitude toward the ad. This, in turn, impacts the overall brand evaluation. The cognitive
aspect of source honesty (credibility) is thought to operate through the formation of
dispositional attributions. Both the cognitive aspect of source credibility as well as the
attenuation of Counterarguments (or enhancing of support arguments) impact the judgment
of the brand on the primary attribute, which, in turn, impacts the overall brand evaluations.
The present study focuses primarily on the latter two mechanisms. One objective of this study
is also to confirm, using a structural equation modeling approach, the mediational role of
these cognitive mechanisms, and assess their relative contribution to the judgment of the
brand on the primary attribute and to the overall brand evaluations. These can be seen in
Figure 6.1.

As the literature review has shown, culture moderates each of the mediating
mechanisms. This occurs either through differences in the way individuals construe the "self"
and the differential orientation toward the person or situation, or through differences in the
level of context in the cultures. These orientations are related, in turn, to the antecedent
dimension of individualism-collectivism. Although culture is extremely difficult to define,
there appear to be a number of dimensions which make up a culture and which manifest
themselves across the cultural spectrum. These offer us the possibility of "decomposing" a
fairly complex notion into more manageable dimensions which then become "surrogates" for

culture. This approach has been pioneered by Hofstede (1980) and Triandis and associates



210
(Triandis 1989; Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca 1988; Triandis, McCusker, &
Hui 1990). As Morris (1993, p.8) points out, this method overcomes the traditional
"piecemeal quality" of cross-cultural psychology and allows for the generalization of results.
According to Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988), the broadest and most widely used
dimension is that of individualism-collectivism. Moreover, it has been found to have strong
etic endorsement (Gudykunst, 1987; Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede and Bond, 1984; Hui and
Triandis, 1986; Ting-Toomey, 1989; Trandis, et al, 1986; Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal,

Asai, and Lucca, 1988).

6.2 Statement of Hypotheses
The proposed research will test a number of hypothesized relationships between the
independent variables of message sidedness and individualism- collectivism on the one hand,
and the following dependent variables:
0 source/message orientation
o recognition of two-sided feature of message
o degree of internal versus external attributions (correspondence score)
o source honesty
o favorability of cognitive responses expressed as a favorability score.
- The favorability of the following three levels of cognitive responses:

self-originated CRs (FSSO)'S, self-modified CRs (FSSM)"’, and low-

¢ This level of cognitive responding comprises thoughts which originate in the self.

7 These are the intermediate CRs, excluding the ones which are targeted toward the self.
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level CRs (FSLL)"8. Favorability is defined as the difference between

the sum of positively valenced cognitive responses and the sum of
negatively valenced cognitive responses. Thus, favorableness captures
the attenuation of CAs and enhancement of SAs. A favorability
“index” - which corrects for the differences in fluency between the
cultures - will also be used as dependent variable (see Shavitt and

Brock (1986).

o judgment of the brand on the primary attribute
o judgment of the brand on the secondary attribute

o overall brand evaluation

HYPOTHESIS 1la:

Following exposure to a two-sided message, members of individualist cultures will
tend to assign greater causality to internal, dispositional properties of the source and,
hence, make more correspondent attributions than would members of collectivist
cultures'®. The latter, on the other hand, would have a greater tendency to invoke
external, situational factors as explanations for the advertiser's behavior than would
the former. (Refer to Figure 6.2).

' These are the cognitions which represent playbacks of the message or execution.

** A main effect is being tested in this hypothesis. No "behavioral event” occurs with a one-sided message since
no message disclaimer is given; hence no attributional thinking is instigated.



HYPOTHESIS 1b:

CORRESPONDENCE SCORE
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Subjects from individualist cultures will perceive a greater positive change in source
honesty following reception of a two- versus one-sided message than will members
of collectivist cultures. (Refer to Figure 6.3).

(LEVEL OF PERCEIVED INTERNAL CAUBALITY)

PERCEIVED SOURCE HONESTY

FIGURE 6.2
HYPOTHESIS 1A

1 |
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FIGURE 6.3
HYPOTHESIS 1B
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RATIONALE

Work by Miller (1984), Newman (1993), Morris (1993), and others have provided
substantial evidence that culture impacts the attribution process, specifically the formation of
dispositional inferences. Members of individualist cultures (e.g., Anglo Canadians), have a
social theory more oriented toward the "person," and have a greater propensity to explain an
actor's behavior in terms of "internal" or person factors. On 'the other hand, members of
collectivist cultures (e.g., HKC), are more oriented toward the "situation” and relations within
their ingroups. Hence, they would be more inclined to assign "situational" causes to an actor's
behavior. While individualism/collectivism is a culture-level construct, the analogous
construct at the psychological (within-culture) level is idiocentrisn/ allocentrism. Newman
(1993) has shown this attributional effect for groups varying on this dimension as well.

These tendencies should influence the three person perception phases, namely,
identification, characterization, and correction, in the same direction. Thus, a message
receiver coming from an individualist culture, such as an Anglo Canadian, should be more
inclined to identify behaviors in dispositional terms; should be more inclined to infer a
"corresponding” trait to the actor; and, finally, should have a lesser propensity to discount
those dispositional attributions to take into account situational forces impinging on the actor.
The greater tendency of individualists to infer dispositional causes of behavior would mean
that, following reception of a two-sided message, these individuals would assign greater

honesty to the source than would members of collectivist cultures.
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HYPOTHESIS 2a:

When exposed to an advertisement, members of collectivist cultures will be more source oriented
than members of individualist cultures who will tend to be message oriented. Thus, the former will
show lower scores on the Stone and Hoyt (1974) measure of source-message orientation than the

latter. (Refer to Figure 6.4).

HYPOTHESIS 2b:

Following exposure to a two-sided message, members of collectivist cultures should not be as able
as their individualist counterparts to recognize the two-sided feature of the message. (Refer to

Figure 6.5).
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HYPOTHESIS 3a:
When members of collectivist cultures are exposed to either one-sided or two-sided appeals, the
should be no significant differences in the favorability of the lower-level, the self-modified, or t!
self-originated cognitive responses. (Refer to Figures 6.6, 6.7, and 6.8)

HYPOTHESIS 3b:
Following exposure to a wo-sided advertisement, members of individualist cultures will genera
less favorable lower-level CRs (i.e., message- and execution- originated CRs) than their collectivi

counterparts. In contrast, the lower-level CRs of individualists should be more favorable then tho
of collectivists when exposed to one-sided messages. (Refer to Figure. 6.6)
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HYPOTHESIS 3c:

Following exposure to a two-sided advertisement, members of individualist cultures will gener:
more favorable self-modified and self-originated cognitive responses than their collecti
counterparts. In contrast, members of individualist cultures exposed to one-sided appeals v
generate less favorable self-modified and self-originated cognitive responses than their collectiv
counterparts. (Refer to Figures 6.7 and 6.8)
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HYPOTHESIS 3d:

In individualist cultures, self-originated cognitive responses (CAs and SAs) will be the mo
numerous and most heavily weighted cognitions acting as mediators between two-sided appeals ar
cognitive structure variables. In contrast, for members of collectivist cultures, self-modifie

cognitive responses will be more numerous and weighted more heavily than either self-originat
or low-level (LLCR) cognitive responses (Refer to Figures 6.9 and 6.10).

FIGURE 6.9

HYPOTHESIS 3D (INDIVIDUALIST CULTURES)

OF COGNITIVE RESPONSES
(CAs andSAs)

RELATIVE NUMBERS OR WEIGHTS

N

8OCRs erCRs
TY'PES OF COCNITIVE RESPONSES

FIGURE 6.10

HYPOTHESIS 3D (COLLECTIVIST CULTURES)

RELATIVE NUMBFRS OR WEIGHTS
OF COGNITIVE RESPONSES
(CAs and SAs)

/7

8MCRs LLCRs
TYPES OF COGNITIVE RESPONSES

i

7




218

HYPOTHESIS 3e:
The self-modified cognitive responses generated by collectivists following exposure
to two-sided messages, will largely be targeted to the execution or peripheral elements

of the ad. That is, these will be more numerous than those targeted to the product or
message topic. (Refer to Figure 6.11).
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HYPOTHESIS 4:

JUOGMENT OF BRAND

Members of individualist cultures will be more persuaded by two-sided arguments
than will members of collectivist cultures. The former will develop more positive
Jjudgments of the brand on the primary attribute(s) as well as a more favorable overall
brand evaluation than the latter. (Refer to Figures 6.12 and 6.13).

FIGURE 8.12

HYPOTHESIS 4

w
- .
2
-
[ \
-
- -
: £ TWO-8IDED
e 2 ONE-8IDED
z /
[ 3
(-9
z
(<]

§ 1

INDIVIDUALIST COLLECTIVIST
CULTURE CULTURE
FIGURE 6.13
HYPOTHESIS 4

x
S
%
2
-
[ 4
W o~ TWO-8IDED
s - ONE-8!DED
-
o4
o«
- 4
s
o

1 1

INDIVIDUALIST COLLECTIVIST
CULTURE CULTURE



220

RATIONALE

As was seen in Chapter 3, Shavitt and Brock (1986) had proposed a typology of
cognitive responses in which cognitions were classified on the basis of two dimensions,
namely, origin and target. Notwithstanding the fact that ultimately all thoughts are instigated
by the commercial (Shavitt and Brock, 1986), a cognitive response could originate either
directly in the message (or execution) and manifest itself as a mere playback of the
information (i.e., the LLCRs); it could originate as a recipient- or self-modified thought (i.e.,
the SMCRs), such as an inference based on the message arguments; or, at the highest level,
it could represent a purely self-originated thought (i.e., the SOCRs). In a similar manner,
thoughts could have the self, the product/message, or the execution as target. The two
dimensions, along with the various sub-sets of cognitive responses formed from cross-cutting
these two dimensions are shown on Figure 3.5. In the present study, the primary focus will
be on the dimension of origin. In sum, the three classes of cognitive responses forming the
object of the present study are the following (Refer to Figure 3.5):

The SOCRs: These correspond to all the thoughts which are self-originated.

The SMCRs: These are all the recipient-modified thoughts.

The LLCRs: These low-level cognitive responses correspond to the thoughts which

are merely playbacks of the message or execution.
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In addition to classifying cognitive responses on the basis of origin (and target) it is
also possible to classify them on the basis of polarity (i.e., counter- or support-arguments).
The possibility of classifying a receiver's cognitive responses simultaneously along these
dimensions makes both theoretical and intuitive sense. Take the category of
"Counterargument,” for example. Wright (1973b, p. 62) has defined this "class" of cognitive
responses as:

Statements which are directed against the idea or the use of the products in the

advertising communication and which:

(a) state a specific unfavorable consequence of using the product

(b) state a specific undesirable attribute of the product

(c) suggest an alternative method for handling one of the problems cited in the
advertising message '

(d) state a specific favorable or desirable consequence or attribute of an alternative
product

(e) challenge the accuracy or validity of a specific argument contained in the
advertising message.

These statements may take the form of declarative sentences or rhetorical questions.

From the above definition, it would seem that these thoughts could span the range
from message-originated thoughts to receiver-originated thoughts, with intermediate stages
represented by receiver-modified thoughts. For instance, an example of a message-originated
negative thought would occur when a receiver simply repeated or played back a negative
factor that s/he picked up in the advertisement - say the high price of the product. As an
example of a receiver-originated negative thought, one can cite a subject's recall of the

satisfaction s/he experienced in the past with a rival brand.
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Further evidence that counter- or support-arguments do not appear to be restricted
to cognitive responses directly originating in the message comes from Toy's (1982)
theorizing. According to Toy, Counterargumentation occurs when belief structures encounter
and must deal with discrepant information. Under these conditions, a "cognitive crisis" occurs
with the result that cognitive activity is increased. "This cognitive activity tends to defend
existing beliefs through retaliatory Counterargument. In contrast, little or no cognitive threat
is produced by information that is similar to or only mildly discrepant from present beliefs. In
this perspective, Counterargumentation is a defensive mechanism whose purpose is to defend
the existing cognitive structure of the message recipient. As such, it could theoretically
comprise responses whose origin can be traced directly to either the message, the subject, or
which result from inferences made by the receiver regarding the message. The same argument
could be applied to the target dimension: Counterarguments could be directed toward the
product, the execution (although in this case, they might sometimes take the form of source
derogations), and, perhaps to a lesser extent, toward the self.

Although most of the research upon which this typology is based was carried out in
the U.S., it should apply in all cultures: all subjects, regardless of ethnic background, should
have the ability to generate the various kinds of cognitive responses. For instance, according
to Cole and Scribner, 1974, p.193), "There is no evidence...that any cultural groups wholly
lacks a basic process such as abstraction, or inferential reasoning, or categorization." Instead,
it would appear that cultural differences impact which of the alternative processes come into

play in particular circumstances (Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey, 1988). This would also mean
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that cultures would differ in the orientations taken by the various subjects to their surrounding
cues, and the differential emphases placed on the various classes of cognitive responses.

The form of communication which occurs in collectivist cultures tends to be of the
"high-context” variety. In this form of communication, "most of the information is either in
the physical context or internalized in the person, while very little is in the coded, explicit,
transmitted part of the message" (Hall, 1976, p.79). Stress is placed on interpersonal
relationships, past knowledge of the speaker, non-verbal expression, physical setting, and
social circumstances. On the other hand, the communication in individualist cultures tends to
be of the "low-context" form. Here, "the mass of the information is vested in the explicit
code" (p.79); stress is placed on clearly articulated and spoken messages (Miracle, 1989).
Okabe (1983) adds that verbal skills are more necessary, and prized more highly in low-
context cultures than in high-context cultures. As a result, we would expect the members of
collectivist cultures to be more execution/source oriented, but less message oriented than
members of individualist cultures. That is, for collectivists, execution or source cues will be
more salient than message cues; while the reverse would hold for individualists.

Two-sided messages reveal a potential Counterargument (CA) within the body of the
message itself. These embedded CAs® could lead to the following form of cognitive

" responses on the part of individualist receivers:

1- At the lowest level of cognitive responding (the LLCRs), that is, the simple

playback of ad information, the embedded CAs would result in less favorable

0 In this paper the definition of counterargument or support-argument follows those of Wright (1973b).
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message-supplied thoughts® because they are unprocessed by the receiver. The
message CAs (or SAs) would simply be repeated by the receiver. Thus, compared to
subjects exposed to one-sided messages, those shown a two-sided appeal will tend to
generate relatively more CAs and less SAs (i.e., less favorable LLCRs). (Refer to

Figure 6.6)

2- For intermediate and higher level cognitive responses, namely, the self-modified
(SMCRs) and self-originated thoughts (SOCRs) respectively, we would expect more
favorable cognitive responses (i.e., less CAs and more SAs) for subjects exposed to
two-sided messages than for those exposed to one-sided appeals (Refer to Figures 6.7
and 6.8). This is because the cognitive responses generated are based more on
inferences or other forms of self elaborations of the message. At these levels,
receivers - especially when highly motivated - actually seek out potential CAs in a
message (Petty and Cacioppo, 1981b). In the words of Sorrentino et al. (1988, p.
360):
...it seems reasonable to argue that when people are motivated to
systematically process information, they will be looking for counterarguments.
Because a one-sided communication does not have counterarguments but a
two-sided co