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I. INTRODUCTION

A. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF PERSUASIBILITY
Qverview

Social psychologists have been studying the persuasion process for decades by
dissecting persuasive situations into the basic components of the source, the message,
the audience, the medium, and the effect (Lasswell, 1948), and by placing each of
these components under the research microscope. Hundreds of studies have brought
into sharper focus our understanding of how different sources, different messages, and
different media affect the development and change of attitudes.

Our understanding of one component, however, remains largely blurred. That
component is the audience, and what remains out of focus is our understanding of
individual differences in attitude formation and change. Relative to their research
interest in the source and the content of the message, social psychologists have shown
little interest in what makes individuals respond differently to a given message. This
is unfortunate because as long as our understanding of the audience remains out of
focus, social psychologists may never get a clear picture of attitudes and attitude
change.

One of the earliest attempts to integrate the many different components of
persuasion was put forward Janis and Hovland (1959). Using Lasswell’s (1948)

framework, Janis and Hovland painted a model of persuasion in which changes in
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attitudes are affected by 1) communication stimuli (such as the characteristics of the
communicator or the content of the message), 2) predispositional factors of the
individual audience member (such as an entrenched attitude or a wavering personal-
ity), and 3) internal mediating processes (such as the listener’s attention, comprehen-
sion and acceptance of the message).

A major element of the Janis and Hovland (1959) model, and the focus of this
paper, is the notion that some people, regardless of what is being argued, are
consistently more open to persuasion than others. Janis and Hovland labeled this

tendency to agree with most persuasive messages "unbounded persuasibility,” and
suggested that persuasibility is a stable personality characteristic that causes some
people to be easily persuaded across a variety of situations, and others to remain
highly resistant to most attempts at persuasion. In formulating the notion of
persuasibility Janis, (1954) claimed that studies

"...apparently contradict the assumption that individuals exhibit completely

unrelated degrees of susceptibility that are unique to each opinion topic or

to each communication situation. Consequently, there is reason to suspect

that some more or less general factors of persuasibility will be eventually

isolated upon which accurate predictions can be made as to how different

individuals will respond to various discrete communications on different

topics" (p. 506).

This quote points to two areas where our understanding of persuasibility is still

cloudy. Janis (1954) envisioned that psychologists eventually would isolate a general
trait of persuasibility, and then be able to predict who is open to persuasion and who

is resistant to persuasion. Yet, decades later only a handful of researchers have tried

to isolate a persuasibility trait, and only occasionally have they been able to make
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accurate predictions about who will and who will not be persuaded by a variety of
messages. Therefore, the current study will examine (a) the existence of an
unbounded persuasibility trait, (b) whether individual differences in unbounded
persuasibility can be predicted accurately from several social psychological measures,
and (c) whether paper-and-pencil scales that were designed to measure unbounded

persuasibility can accurately predict individual differences in persuasibility.

Distinctions Among Different Types of Persuasibility

In discussing how persuasibility might affect the persuasion process, Janis and
Hovland (1959) made an important distinction between "bounded" and "unbounded"
persuasibility factors. According to Janis and Hovland, bounded persuasibility factors
are personality traits that leave a message recipient susceptible a limited range of
persuasive messages. Unbounded factors, on the other hand, are personality factors
that leave a recipient susceptible to an unlimited variety of messages.

Bounded Persuasibility. Janis and Hovland (1959) proposed several
subdivisions of bounded persuasibility. For instance, they speculate that some person-
ality types may be more persuaded on a particular topic than others. In line with this
topic-bound factor, Cacioppo and Petty (1980) report that men are more persuaded
than women on stereotypically feminine topics (namely, female fashions) while
women are more persuaded than men on stereotypically masculine topics (namely,
- football issues). Janis and Hovland also suggest that some personality types might be

more influenced by a particular style of message, regardless of the topic. Recent
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examples of such content-bound factors include studies showing that high self-
monitors are particularly susceptible to messages that stress "image" over "substance"
(Snyder & DeBono, 1987), and other studies that find people low in "need for
cognition" are unpersuaded by messages that require large amounts of mental
processing (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).

The notion that certain people may be susceptible to certain types of
communication is not unique to Janis ‘and Hovland’s (1959) vision of bounded
persuasibility. Another early attempt to link personality variables to a limited range
of persuasive messages was put forth in the "functional theories" of attitude change
(see Katz, 1960; Smith, Bruner & White, 1956). Common to all functional theories
is the assumption that people maintain their attitudes because their attitudes fulfill
some psychological needs. According to Katz, attitudes can serve four basic functions
-- instrumental, ego-defensive, value-expressive, and knowledge functions. Attitudes
that serve the instrumental function are maintained because holding the attitude
produces some external benefits. For instance, voters may support a liberal
presidential candidate only because of the praise they can receive from like-minded
friends. Attitudes that serve the ego-defensive function, on the other hand, exist
because the outward expression of the attitude might protect a person from unpleasant
inner-truths. For instance, other voters may support the same liberal candidate in
order to repress inner fears that they lack compassion for other people. Value-
expressive attitudes are maintained in order to advertise personal values. Thus, a

third block of voters may support the liberal candidate as a way of expressing their
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personal ideologies. Finally, attitudes that serve the knowledge function are held in
order to simplify a complex array of information into a single, efficient mental
structure. Toward this end, some voters may support the same candidate after
distilling everything they know about the candidate into a single supportive attitude.

Although the functional theories have not generated much research (for a good
example, see Snyder & DeBono, 1987), they have reminded researchers that a
persuasive message will only be effective vif its content is targeted toward the specific
function being served by an attitude. Stated another way, a message that presents
cogent, factual information may help change knowledge-based attitudes but would not
change instrumental, ego-defensive, or value-expressive attitudes. An implication of
this for persuasibility is that people will only be open to messages to the extent that
the messages address the functional bases of their attitudes.

Along with the functional theories, the more recent "Person x Situation
interaction" approach (see Kahle, 1984) has been another direct extension of bounded
persuasibility. According to this appréach, a given personality variable might only
affect persuasibility in a narrow range of communication situations. For instance, the
finding that men are easily persuaded on fashion issues but are not easily persuaded
on football issues is consistent with the Person X Situation interaction approach.
Similarly, the finding that high authoritarians are more persuaded by high authority
sources (Berkowitz & Lundy, 1957; Centers, Shomer, & Rodrigues, 1970; Johnson
& Izzett, 1969) is also consistent with the predictions of both the Janis-Hovland model

and the Person X Situation interaction model.
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The Person X Situation interaction model has generated a closer look at the

role of personality in persuasion. And, while some prominent theorists (McGuire,
1985; Sorrentino & Hancock, 1987) have welcomed the renewed focus on personality

variables, the focus has been limited to bounded persuasibility. Researchers have

focused almost exclusively on how a given personality variable (e.g., self-monitoring
or authoritarianism) affects persuasion within a particular situation or for a certain
kind of message. There has been far less research on the second half of Janis and
Hovland’s (1959) persuasibility model -- unbounded persuasibility.

Unbounded Persuasibility. Consistent with the adage that suggests "you can
convince some of the people all of the time," Janis and Hovland (1959) use the
concept of unbounded persuasibility to suggest that there may be some personality
variables that leave a person more (or less) open to persuasion across all situations,
or across all types of messages. Surprisingly, however, the notion of general or
unbounded persuasibility has stayed in the shadows of research on attitude change for
over 30 years with only a small number of researchers venturing a closer look. These
past research efforts have typically approached unbounded persuasibility from one of
three different angles. The first angle has been to explore the strength of unbounded
persuasibility as a personality trait, to see how strongly attitude change on one topic
is related to attitude change on other topics. The second angle has sought personality
variables that can predict unbounded persuasibility across topics. Finally, the third
angle has aimed at devising, and validating relatively simple paper-and-pencil

measures of persuasibility that could be used in place of more cumbersome ways of
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assessing openness to persuasion. Each approach to studying unbounded persuasibility

is discussed below.'

B. PERSONALITY AND UNBOUNDED PERSUASIBILITY

All of the studies of unbounded persuasibility share a common research strategy
that sets them apart from the more frequent studies of bounded persuasibility. Studies
that investigate how personality variables relate to bounded persuasibility measure
participants’ attitudes after exposure to a single message on a single topic. (See Line
A of Figure 1.) Studies that investigate how personality variables relate to unbounded
persuasibility, however, measure attitudes after exposure to messages on several
topics. "Unbounded pérsuasibility" is then defined as the amount of persuasion
produced across all of the messages. (To avoid confusion between bounded and
unbounded persuasibility, the terms "bounded persuasion” and "unbounded
persuasibility” will be used throughout the remainder of this paper. "Bounded
persuasion” or simply "persuasion” will be reserved for the effects of a single message
on one attitude. "Unbounded persuasibility” or simply "persuasibility” will be

reserved for the effects of several messages on several attitudes.)

The Strength of the Unbounded Persuasibility Trait

Unbounded persuasibility could only be considered a strong trait if there were
consistently strong correlations between the amount of persuasion produced by one

message and the amount of persuasion produced by other messages (see Line B of
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Figure 1: Characteristics of Persuasibility Studies

Note: Line A represents studies that relate individual difference variables to attitude
change; B represents studies that relate levels of persuasion among multiple topics; C
represents studies that relate individual difference variables to unbounded
persuasibility; and D represents studies that assess the criterion-related validity of
persuasibility measures.
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Figure 1). Janis and his colleagues provided the earliest evidence of an unbounded
persuasibility trait. In his first study, Janis (1954) exposed undergraduates to
messages on three different topics and found that participants who were persuaded by
one message were moderately more likely to be persuaded by the other two messages.
In a second study, Janis (1955) presented undergraduates with editorials on five topics
and again found a small, but consistent tendency for participants either to change
opinions on all topics or to change none of their opinions. In a third study (Janis &
Field, 1959), high school students read ten editorials, thereby allowing Janis to
correlate ten measures of attitude change. Eighty-seven percent of these correlations
were positive (although not all reached traditional levels of statistical significance),
indicating that the amount of persuasion produced by one editorial was generally
related to the amount of persuasion produced by another editorial.
In the studies that followed, other researchers (Ally, 1980; Cronkhite & Goetz,
1971; Epting, 1967; Glass et al., 1969; Jenks, 1965; Jones, 1976; Lee, 1977;
Silverman, Ford & Morganti, 1970; Touhey, 1973; Whittaker, 1965; Whittaker &
Meade, 1967) often found that the best predictor of persuasion on one topic was the
amount of persuasion on other topics. These studies suggest that some people are
generally more open to persuasion than others, and that a disposition toward
unbounded persuasibility plays an important role in determining who does and does
not accept a message. However, past research also suggests that unbounded
persuasibility does not play a dominant role in the acceptance of a message. When

they are reported, correlations among persuasion scores across topics tend to be
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modest, at best.’

Overall, past research on unbounded persuasibility as a personality disposition
does suggest that some people are moderately more open to persuasive messages
whereas other people are moderately more resistant to persuasive messages. Although
unbounded persuasibility appears to be a modest trait’, the existence of even a modest
trait is surprising. Given that the effect of any one persuasive message depends on
the complex interaction of source, message, style, and bounded recipient factors, it

is surprising that any unbounded persuasibility can be detected.

Individual Difference Correlates of Unbounded Persuasibility

Since Janis first isolated a modest disposition toward unbounded persuasibility,
many researchers have studied how personality variables relate to persuasion.
However, most researchers have studied the effect of personality variables on bounded
persuasion by exposing participants to a single message on a single topic (for recent
reviews, see Kahle, 1984; McGuire, 1968, 1985; Wood & Stangor, in press). Only
relatively rarely have researchers studied the effect of personality variables on
unbounded persuasibility by exposing participants to messages on multiple topics
(Ally, 1980; Cronkhite & Goetz, 1971; Epting, 1967; Glass et al., 1969; Janis, 1954,
1955; Janis & Field, 1959; Jenks, 1965; Jones, 1976; Lee, 1976; Pietscher, 1981;
Silverman, Ford & Morganti, 1965; Whittaker, 1965; Whittaker & Meade, 1967).
(See Line C of Figure 1.) The individual difference correlates that have generated the

most research are dogmatism, gender, social desirability, self-esteem, and anxiety.
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Dogmatism (Closed-mindedness). In his seminal work on the topic, Rokeach
(1960) defined dogmatism in a manner that, at first glance, seems counter-intuitive.
Intuitively, most people think of dogmatism as the tendency to be self-opinionated and
to reject all ideas that are not consistent with established beliefs. Counter-intuitively
however, Rokeach defined dogmatism as the tendency to "compartmentalize” one’s
beliefs. By this Rokeach meant that dogmatic (or closed-minded) people rarely
attempt to integrate intrinsically related beliefs about a topic into a single overall
impression. Rather, dogmatic people tend to maintain closely related and often
contradictory beliefs in isolation of each other. Less dogmatic people, on the other
hand, tend to integrate their beliefs.

Based on this definition, highly dogmatic people should be more likely to agree
with a message that runs counter to their past beliefs because they will not attempt to
integrate their past beliefs with the message they are hearing. Less dogmatic people,
on the other hand, should be less likely to agree with a counter-attitudinal message
because they will try to integrate past beliefs with a discrepant message. Although it
may seem counter-intuitive to hypothesize that dogmatism and unbounded
persuasibility should be positively related, two studies support this contention.
Cronkhite and Goetz (1971) reported that dogmatism correlated .40 with
persuasibility, and Jenks (1965) reported a smaller (but still significant) correlation of
.20 between these two variables.

Gender. Results from gender studies are not as clear cut. Based on bounded

persuasion studies that exposed men and women to a single message (for a review see
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Eagly & Carli, 1981), some researchers have hypothesized that women might be more
persuasible when exposed to a variety of messages. However, the research evidence
is somewhat inconclusive for two reasons. Foremost, the findings are often
contradictory.  Although several studies have found that females were more
persuasible than males (Epting, 1967; Glass et al. 1969; Janis & Field, 1959b; Jones,
1976; King, 1959; Silverman et al. 1970, Study 3; Whittaker, 1965), other studies
found either no differences between men and women (Abelson & Lesser, 1959;
Cacioppo & Petty, 1980; Lee, 1976; Pietscher, 1984; Silverman et al., 1970, Study
1; Whittaker & Meade, 1967) or found that men were actually more, not less,
persuasible than women (Silverman et al., 1970, Study 2). Second, Eagly and Carli
(1981) have argued convincingly that men may only appear less persuasible because
men have been more interested and more invested in the particular messages that
researchers have used in the past. Additional research is needed to see if men and
women differ in unbounded persuasibility after differences in interest in the messages
are factored out.

Social Desirability (Approval Motivation). Silverman et al. (1970) predicted
that people who are more motivated to attain social approval would be more
persuasible than people who are less motivated by social approval. The results from
three studies (Silverman et al., 1970, studies 1, 2, and 3), however, do not support
this hypothesis. Two of those studies (Study 1 and Study 3) found that social
desirability was not related to unbounded persuasibility, and another study (Study 2)

- found that social desirability was negatively related to unbounded persuasibility, not



13
positively as predicted. This last ﬁn;iing suggests that resisting persuasion may be
more socially desirable than agreeing with a message.

Self-Esteem. As with gender, past research on self-esteem and unbounded
persuasibility is inconclusive. Janis (1954) first suggested that people who think
highly of themselves might also think highly of their attitudes. Accordingly, people
of high self-esteem might be very resistant to most persuasive messages, whereas
people of low esteem might be more open to persuasive messages. Although most
studies have predicted and found that self-esteem is negatively correlated with
unbounded persuasibility (Janis, 1954, 1955; Janis & Field, 1959, Silverman et al.,
1970, Study 2), other studies have found no linear relationship between self-esteem
and unbounded persuasibility (Glass et al., 1969; Silverman et al., 1970, Study 1).

This inconsistency of findings coulc-i exist because self-esteem might share a
curvilinear relationship with unbounded persuasibility. Supporting this notion,
Silverman et al. (1970, Study 3) did report that participants with low and high self-
esteem were less persuasible than participants with moderate self-esteem. A
curvilinear relationship between self-esteem and unbounded persuasibility is consistent
with McGuire’s (1969, 1985) information processing model of personality and
persuasibility. McGuire pointed out that persuasion is the result of two-stage process.
Before being persuaded, a message recipient must (a) pay enough attention to a
message to comprehend its meaning, and (b) accept or yield to the message’s
_conclusions. He also noted that a curvilinear relationship would occur between a

personality variable and unbounded persuasibility if the personality variable related
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positively to attention, but related negatively to acceptance, or vice versa.

To clarify McGuire’s (1969, 1985) model, Figure 2 displays the theoretical
relationship between self-esteem and unbounded persuasibility. According to
McGuire’s theory, as self-esteem moves from low to high levels, message recipients
are more likely to attend to a variety of messages, thereby increasing their opportunity
to be persuaded. However, as esteem moves from low to high levels, recipients are
less likely to accept messages, and are therefore less likely to be persuaded. In effect,
as self-esteem grows people compensate for their increased attention by decreasing
their acceptance of messages. The result of these two competing processes is an
inverted U-shaped or quadratic relationship between self-esteem and unbounded
persuasibility where the greatest amount of persuasibility should occur at moderate
levels of self-esteem.

Anxiety. Curvilinearity might also explain the relationship between unbounded
persuasibility and anxiety. Reasoning that anxiety would interfere with attention to
a message, Janis (1954) originally hypothesized that anxiety should correlate
negatively with persuasibility. Supporting this notion, he found that participants who
were more neurotically anxious were less persuasible than participants who were not
neurotically anxious (Janis, 1954; 1955). However, he also found that measures of
test anxiety showed a marginally positive correlation with persuasibility (Janis &
Field, 1959).

The negative correlations in one study and positive correlations in another study

might suggest a curvilinear relationship across studies. Using McGuire’s framework,
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one could predict that a small amount of anxiety might promote acceptance (thereby
increasing persuasibility), but large amount of anxiety might interfere with attention
(thereby decreasing persuasibility). People with moderate levels of anxiety might be
the most persuasible because they are both attentive and motivated to accept a
message.

Other Personality Variables. Two other personality variables might be
related to persuasibility. The first is need-for-cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982).
Persons who have a strong need-for-cognition enjoy cognitive activity and may be
more likely to enjoy the intellectual stimulation that comes from pondering counter-
attitudinal editorials. Persons who have a weak need-for-cognition are cognitive-
misers who may try to avoid any serious consideration of a counter-attitudinal
message. Using McGuire’s (1968; 1985) theory, we can expect a curvilinear
relationship between unbounded persuasibility and need-for-cognition. As need-for-
cognition moves from low to high levels, message recipients ought to be more willing
to ponder counter-attitudinal editorials, and therefore be more generally persuasible.
However, as need-for-cognition moves from low to high levels, message recipients
might consider arguments against each editorial, and therefore be less persuasible.
The end result is that people who are at moderate levels of need-for-cognition should
be the most persuasible. To date no study has investigated either the linear or
curvilinear relationship between need-for-cognition and unbounded persuasibility
across a variety of messages.

Another personality variable that might be related to unbounded persuasibility
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is ambiguity intolerance. Phillips (1981) suggested that some people have trouble
tolerating inconsistencies among their beliefs that come from complicated and
ambiguous issues. According to Phillips, people who can tolerate ambiguities will not
feel compelled to change their attitudes when faced with counter-attitudinal messages.
On the other hand, people who cannot tolerate ambiguities will be compelled to
change their attitudes. Unfortunately, Phillips did not test this hypothesis directly,
and no other studies have addressed the relationship between unbounded persuasibility
and ambiguity intolerance.

Summary. Given the inconsistencies in research findings and the possibility
of non-linear relationships, more research is needed before psychologists can draw any
straightforward conclusions about how personality variables relate to unbounded

persuasibility.

Paper-and-Pencil Measures of Unbounded Persuasibility

The last, and least explored angle to studying unbounded persuasibility has been
through the use of self-report measures of persuasibility. In order to study
persuasibility, most previous researchers adopted the laborious strategy of measuring
participants’ attitudes toward several topics both before and after reading counter-
attitudinal messages on those topics (see Line B, Figure 1). This strategy allowed
researchers to define, post hoc, each participant’s degree of unbounded persuasibility
by summing across the amount of persuasion produced by each message.

The main advantage of this pretest-posttest strategy is that unbounded
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persuasibility scores can serve as a criterion that researchers can try to predict using
other variables (e.g., self-esteem). Two disadvantages of this strategy, however,
make unbounded persuasibility a very difficult area to study. First, because
participants must be exposed to pretests, posttests, and messages on several topics, this
strategy is cumbersome and impractical for most research settings. Second, the
pretest-posttest strategy only provides a post hoc method of defining persuasibility
after exposing participants to several messages. The pretest-posttest strategy was
never intended to produce a priori predictions of how susceptible a person is to a
variety of messages. In effect, the pretest-posttest strategy allows researchers to
define the criterion of persuasibility, but does not provide researchers with an
independent, a priori measure of unbounded persuasibility.

Janis and Field Persuasibility Qu-estionnaire JFPQ). To facilitate more
research on persuasibility, researchers have tried to feplace the inefficient pretest-
posttest strategy with relatively short paper-and-pencil rating scales that could measure
unbounded persuasibility efficiently and successfully. (See Line D, Figure 1.)
Toward this goal, Janis and Field (1959) devised an 11-item paper-and-pencil scale
that asked subjects for self-ratings of susceptibility to influence by mass
communication and friends. However, when attempting to validate the Janis-Field
Persuasibility Questionnaire (JFPQ), Janis and Field found that scores on their paper-
and-pencil scale could not predict a,criterion score of unbounded persuasibility, and
_ therefore could not be used as a measure of persuasibility.

In retrospect, the JFPQ may have failed for two reasons. F ifst, the JFPQ was
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based on only 11 items. Perhaps, a test with more items would have been more
predictive. Second, Janis and Field (1959) did not subject these items to any form of
item analysis. Instead, they simply combined all 11 items into a single score without
first eliminating items that weakened either the internal consistency or predictive
validity of the total score. An item analysis strategy might have produced a short
self-rating scale that was both a reliable and valid measure of persuasibility.

Phillips Persuasibility Inventory (PPI). The next and most recent attempt to
develop a paper-and-pencil measure of unbounded persuasibility was made by Phillips
(1981) who relied on th;ee hypotheses to guide his development of a persuasibility
scale. Phillips reasoned that highly persuasible people are probably highly dogmatic,
generally intolerant of ambiguity in their beliefs, and more likely to conform to social
pressure. Following Rokeach’s (1960) notion of dogmatism and closed belief-
systems, Phillips reasoned that highly dogmatic people less often try to integrate
persuasive messages with existing beliefs. As a result, highly dogmatic people ought
to be less likely to argue against, and more likely to accept a wide range of persuasive
messages than should less dogmatic people. Adopting Norton’s (1976) notion of
ambiguity intolerance, Phillips then suggested that some people have trouble
integrating inconsistent beliefs into an existing attitude structure without changing their
attitudes. As a result, people who are intolerant of ambiguity are more likely to
change their attitudes when exposed to counter-attitudinal messages than are people
who are tolerant of ambiguity. Finally, Phillips reasoned that highly persuasible

people probably rely on other people to define their own attitudes, rather than relying



20
on their own beliefs or experiences. Such other-directed people, therefore, ought to
comply more readily with persuasive messages.

Based on these hypotheses, Phillips devised a paper-and-pencil scale of
unbounded persuasibility that included the twenty item Short-Form Dogmatism Scale
(Trodahl & Powell, 1965), nine items from the Measure of Ambiguity Intolerance
(MAT-50, Norton, 1975), seven items from the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI,
Shostrom, 1964) as a measure of social compliance, and six bogus items to evaluate
potential response biases. To test the validity of the Phillips Persuasibility Inventory
(PPI), Phillips (1981) administered his inventory to participants just before they were
placed in group discussions. As a group, participants then discussed four risk-taking
situations, and came to a consensus about how to best solve the issues raised in each
situation. Participants had to decide whether a fictitious person should take a new
job, whether another fictitious person should take a gamble in a game, whether a
young couple should risk marriage, and whether a company should build a factory in
a foreign country. Results revealed thaf those participants who changed more of their
opinions scored significantly higher on the PPI, suggesting that the PPI may be a valid
paper-and-pencil measure of unbounded persuasibility.

There are, however, strong reasons to question the validity of the PPI as a
measure of unbounded persuasibility. One reason centers on how Phillips (1981)
developed his measure of persuasibility (the PPI). By including the Personal
Orientation Inventory (POI) into the PPI, Phillips (1981) intentionally included a

conformity scale as a central component of his persuasibility scale. However, when
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defining unbounded persuasibility, Hovland and Janis (1959), and later McGuire
(1968) were careful to distinguish between conformity from persuasibility. According
to these and other theorists (Kelman, 1958), conformity involves publicly stated
agreement with a message, whereas persuasibility involves privately felt agreement.
People may publicly conform to the ideas being presented by other people without
privately agreeing with those ideas. Given this important distinction, Phillips should
have factored conformity out of the PPI, rather than include it as a central component.
By including the POI, the Phillips measure of persuasibility blurs the distinction
between persuasibility and conformity.

Another related criticism is that Phillips’ criterion of persuasibility also blurs
the distinction between persuasibility and conformity. In order to get a criterion
measure of persuasibility, participants in Phillips’ study were put into small groups
and told that each group had to come to a common consensus on several issues.
Before debating each issue, participants privately stated their own opinions. Group
members then publicly debated each issue until all members agreed upon one common
position.  Using this strategy, Phillips defined his criterion of unbounded
persuasibility by how often participants abandoned their private opinions and publicly
conceded to a consensus opinion. This strategy, however, may have produced a
criterion measure of generalized conformity rather than a criterion of unbounded
persuasibility.

Because both his paper-and-pencil measure and his criterion of unbounded

persuasibility included components of conformity, these two criticisms suggest that
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Phillips might have developed a valid measure of conformity, rather than a valid
measure of persuasibility. In line with this argument, Pietscher (1984) found that
scores on the PPI were unrelated to criterion scores of unbounded persuasibility when
persuasibility was defined using a more traditional persuasion design. Rather than
putting participants into small groups and requiring them publicly to come to a
common opinion on several issues, Pietscher had participants complete the PPI and
then read persuasive messages on three topics (the military draft, the Equal Rights
Amendment, ?.nd capital punishment). To get a criterion score of persuasibility, she
then allowed participants to state privately their agreement with the messages. Using
this more traditional persuasion design, Pietscher found, as expected, no relationship
between unbounded persﬁasibility and PPI scores, suggesting that the PPI is not a pure

measure of persuasibility.

C. UNRESOLVED QUESTIONS IN PERSUASIBILITY RESEARCH

The issues raised in the above discussion suggest three unresolved questions in
persuasibility research. The first concerns the strength of unbounded persuasibility
as a personality disposition, and asks how strongly the amount of persuaston produced
by one message relates to the amount of persuasion produced by other messages.
Although some studies suggest that a person who is persuaded by a message on one
topic is moderately more likely to be persuaded by messages on other topics, research
on this question is rare. For this reason, another study on the strength of

persuasibility can increase substantially our knowledge of unbounded persuasibility.
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A second question asks how strongly various personality variables relate to
unbounded persuasibility. Given the largely inconsistent findings in this area, no
straightforward conclusions can be drawn about any particular personality variable.
Furthermore, given the possibility of non-linear relationships between personality
variables and unbounded persuasibility, additional research that tests specifically for
non-linear relationships is needed.

The third unresolved question is whether a valid paper-and-pencil measure of
unbounded persuasibility can be devised. At this point there is no measure that can
predict a priori who will most likely and who will least likely change their attitudes
across a variety of topics. Such a measure would have both important theoretical and
practical uses. For instance, such a measure would be helpful in testing theories that
predict individual differences in attitude change. It could also be helpful, among other
possible applications, in determining who might benefit most from cognitively based

therapy programs that rely in large part on persuasion and attitude change.

D. GOALS OF THE CURRENT STUDY

The current study was conducted with the above three issues in mind. The first
goal was to assess the strength of unbounded persuasibility as a personality
disposition. This was assessed by computing the average correlation between the
levels of persuasion produced by four different messages.

The second goal was to see how several personality variables relate to

unbounded persuasibility. The answers to the following questions were sought.
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1. Does gender relate to unbounded persuasibility? Specifically,
are women more open to a variety of persuasive messages than
men (cf. Eagly & Carli, 1981)? Moreover, if there are gender
differences, can these differences be attributed to male-female
differences in interest in the topic of the message?

2. How does dogmatism relate to unbounded persuasibility? As
others (Cronkhite & Goetz, 1971; Jenks, 1965; Phillips, 1981)
have predicted, is there a positive relationship such that highly
dogmatic people are more susceptible to a wide range of
persuasive messages than less dogmatic people?

3. How does social desirability relate to persuasibility? Common
sense would suggest that people who are highly motivated to
attain social approval should be more likely to adopt the
attitudes of other people. However, past findings suggest the
opposite is true and that people who are motivated to attain
approval generally resist persuasion. '

4. How does self-esteem relate to persuasibility? Are people low
self-esteem more open to general persuasion than people with
high self-esteem? Or, is there a curvilinear relationship between
esteem and persuasibility?

5. How does anxiety relate to persuasibility? Is the relationship
negative as Janis (1954, 1955) predicted, or curvilinear as
McGuire’s theory (1968, 1985) would predict?

6. How do individual differences in need-for-cognition relate to
persuasibility? If there is a relationship between need-for-
cognition and persuasibility, is the relationship curvilinear as
would be predicted by McGuire’s theory (1968, 1985)?
7. How does ambiguity intolerance relate to persuasibility? Are
people who less tolerant of ambiguity more likely to agree with
a range of counter-attitudinal messages (cf. Phillips, 1981)?
The third goal of this study was to develop and evaluate psychometrically a
new paper-and-pencil measure of unbounded persuasibility. Toward this last goal, the

current study sought the following:
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1. To derive a new paper-and-pencil measure of unbounded
persuasibility. This new scale was not based on a series of
personality tests that were initially designed to measure other
personality traits. Instead, a new scale was derived from a large
pool of items that were specifically written to measure
persuasibility. Stated differently, this study did not follow the
multiple-construct approach used by Phillips (1981), but instead,
attempted to build a more homogeneous, more straightforward,
and more direct measure of persuasibility. (This test is hereafter
referred to as the P-Scale.)

2. To compare the predictive validity of three paper-and-pencil
measures of persuasibility tests. Scores on the JFPQ, PPI, and
the newer P-Scale test were correlated against a criterion of
persuasibility in order to learn which of these measures was
most predictive of attitude change across topics.



II. METHOD

A. PILOT RESEARCH.

Before these goals could be met, four pilot studies were conducted. The first
of these studies identified four attitude issues on which undergraduates were
ambivalent and could be persuaded to change their attitudes. These issues involved
the practice of euthanasia, the traditions regarding marriage for Catholic priests, the

use of selective admissions policies at publicly funded universities, and the imposition

of mandatory drug testing for employees of private companies. The second pilot
study identified the salient and cogent beliefs that served as the foundation of attitudes
toward these four issues. The third pilot study helped create attitude scales and
editorials that could effectively persuade undergraduates to adopt new attitudes toward
euthanasia, married priests, university admissions policies, and drug testing. Finally,
the fourth pilot study assessed the internal consistency of the P-Scale and its initial
pool of items that were written as a paper-and-pencil measure of persuasibility. (See
Appendix A for a detailed discussion of the exact goals, procedures and findings from
these studies.)

Having produced reliable attitude measures, persuasive "pro" and "con"
editorials on four issues, and an internally consistent pool of paper-and-pencil items
for a persuasibility measure, all of the necessary stimulus materials were assembled

to test hypotheses regarding the degree, the correlates, and the measurement of
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persuasibility.

B. THE FINAL STUDY
Subjects

Three-hundred and twenty-seven students from Loyola University of Chicago
were recruited for a study on how people’s personalities relate to their attitudes.
Students in five introductory psychology courses and two statistics courses were given
credit toward~their course grades for participating in two experimental sessions that
were separated by at least one week. Participants were predominantly female (68 %)
and averaged 18.7 years of age (§=1.80). Because 13 (or 4%) of participants who
attended the first expefimental session failed to attend the second session, the
following analyses were conducted using data from 314 participants who attended both

sessions.

Materials

Attitude Scales. Participants were asked to complete scales that assessed their
attitudes toward four issues: euthanasia, married priests, university admissions, and
drug testing. Two different response formats were used to assess each attitude. First,
participants used a seven-point Likert-style format to indicate how strongly they
agreed with or disagreed with various statements about a particular issue. For
instance, participants used a scale that ranged from 1 (disagree very strongly) to 7

(agree very strongly) to indicate whether they thought "there are good reasons to



28
support euthanasia.” Second, participants used a 7-point semantic-differential format
to describe their feelings about each issue. For example, respondents used a 7-point
scale to indicate whether euthanasia was closer to being "good" or closer to being
"bad,” in their personal opinion. Ten Likert-style statements and 14 semantic-
differential pairs were used to assess attitudes toward each of the four issues.

Furthermore, participants were asked how much they had heard (1=none,
4=very much) previously about euthanasia, married priests, university admissions
policies, and drug testing, and how important each issue was to them (1=very
unimportant, 5=very important). (See Appendix B for copies of all attitude scales.)

Counter-attitudinal Editorials. Each participant was asked to read, in all, a
set of four editorials dealing with euthanasia, married priests, university admissions,
and drug testing. Because each of these editorials had to run counter to a participant’s
attitudes, eight different editorials were used in this study. For each of the four
iséues, both "pro" and "con" editorials were used. In all, there was one editorial that
supported the use of euthanasia, and one that opposed euthanasia; one that supported,
and one that opposed marriage for priests; one that supported, and one that opposed
open admissions to universities; and, one that supported, and one that opposed
mandatory drug testing. Each editorial was written specifically for this study, and
ranged between 630 and 740 words. Pilot research found that each editorial was
effective in changing the opinions of its readers. (See Appendix C for copies of the
eight editorials.)

Personality Scales. Participants were also asked to complete several
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personality scales that measured dogmatism, social desirability, self-esteem, anxiety,
ambiguity intolerance, and need-for-cognition. Specifically, participants completed
the Marlowe-Crowne Social-Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1967), the
Feeling of Inadequacy Scale (Eagly, 1967), the Trait Anxiety Inventory (Speilberger
et al., 1983), and the Need-For-Cognition Scale* (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). (See
Appendix D for copies of these personality scales.)

Participants also completed the Phillips (1981) Persuasibility Inventory (PPI).
(See Appendix E.) This last inventory was built with subscales that allowed us to
measure dogmatism and ambiguity intolerance. The first subscale consisted of 20
items (numbers 1, 3, 4, 7,9, 12, 13, 16, 18, 21, 24, 27, 28, 31, 33, 36, 37, 40, 41,
and 42) from a short-form of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Trodahl & Powell,
1965). The second subscale consisted of nine items (6, 10, 15, 19, 22, 25, 30, 34,
and 39) from the Ambiguity Intolerance Scale (Norton, 1975).

Paper-and-Pencil Measures of Persuasibility. Finally, three paper-and-
pencil measures of persuasibility were used in this study. These self-rating scales
included the Phillips Persuasibility Inventory (PPI, 1981), the Janis and Field
Persuasibility Questionnaire (JFPQ, 1959), and a newly devised persuasibility scale
(P-Scale). It should be kept in mind that the PPI itself was used as a measure of
persuasibility, and its subscales were used as measures of personality variables. (See
Appendix E for copies of each persuasibility scale.)

The newly devised ?—Scale contained initially 62 items that were written

specifically to measure persuasibility. Various personality traits and attitude change
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processes served as a basis for devising these items. The items were written to reflect
the working assumptions that highly persuasible people are:

. more certainty-oriented than uncertainty-oriented;

. less confident of themselves and their attitudes;

. more likely to compare their attitudes to the attitudes of other people;
. more able to see issues from different perspective;

. less reactive in the protection of current attitudes; and

. less apt to see attitude change as a negative event.

AN AW -

Two personality traits -- certainty orientation and self-esteem -- were included
in these assumptions, and served as a fouhdation for some of the initial items. First,
certainty orientation (Sorrentino & Hancock, 1987) represents a person’s mofivation
to process carefully any messages that might complicate or contradict established
attitudes. Uncertainty-oriented people are motivated to process messages thorough-
ly, and tend to be very critical in their acceptance of a message. Certainty-oriented
people, however, simply want to be given the "correct” attitude, and try to avoid
careful processin;g of messages, tending to accept messages uncritically. Thus, several
items were written that addressed how carefully participants process messages, and
how often they accept messages uncritically. Second, self-confidence and self-esteem
wére used as a basis for some questions. Because some past research on persuasibility
suggests that people who suffer from low self-esteem are more open to persuasion,
several items were included that addressed how confidently participants hold their
opinions and how often they believe their opinions are correct.

Along with these two personality traits, three attitude change processes were
included in the working definition of a highly persuasible person. First, the notion

of social comparison (Allen & Wilder, 1977) was used. We reasoned that highly
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persuasible people more often compare their attitudes to the attitudes of other people.
Second, the notion of a perceptual shift or a qualitative change in how a person views
an attitude issue was used. Based on the theorizing of Upshaw and Ostrom (1984) we
reasoned that people who more frequently report being able to see an issue from a
"new point of view" would be more likely to change their opinions than those who
rarely shift their perspective. Finally, the notion of psychological reactance (Brehm
& Brehm, 1981) served as a basis for some items. It was assumed that people who
are not highly protective of their attitudes will be easier to persuade. Based on these
three attitude change processes, several items were written that addressed how often
participants compare their attitudes to the attitudes of others, how easily they can see
an issue from another point of view, and how protective they are of their own
attitudes.

In addition, several questions were written to assess participants’ feelings about
attitude change. It was assumed that participants who thought attitude change was a
negative event and indicative of persoﬁal weakness would be resistant to messages,
and that participants who thought attitude change was a positive event and indicative

of self-improvement would be more open to persuasive messages.

Procedures
Session 1. Participants were given a packet of questionnaires to complete when
they arrived for the first experimental session. In the beginning of the packet,

participants were asked to describe some recent occasions during which another person



32
tried to influence their opinions. This was done under the assumption that participants
could more accurately complete persuasibility measures if they first spent some time
remembering their reactions to recent attitude change situations.

After describing these situations, participants were instructed to work their way
thrqugh the rest of the packet which began with the P-Scale, followed with the PPI,
the JFPQ, and the MCSD scale, and ended with thg scales that assessed participants’
attitudes toward euthanasia, married priests, university admissions policies, and drug
testing. After completing these scales, participants made arrangements to attend a
second experimental session. Most participants (58.4 %) returned within 10 to 14 days
after their first session (average number of days between sessions=10.9, §=5.0), and
none were allowed to return before at least three days had passed.

Interim Period. Before attending t-l second session, a series of counter-
attitudinal editorials were selected individually for each participant. To determine
which editorials to select, the four attitude scales were scored by research assistants.
After (a) averaging together responses to individual Likert-style and semantic-
differential scales, and (b) determining whether the average scores were greater than
or less than the midway point of 4.0 on the scales that ranged from 1 to 7, research
assistants determined which attitude positions a participant favored (i.e., those with
average scores greater than 4.0) and which positions a participant opposed (i.e., those
with average scores less than 4.0). Based on these determinations, four counter-
attitudinal editorials were then selected for individual participants. In those rare cases

where the average score on the attitude items was exactly 4.0, research assistants
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selected editorials based on the flip of a coin.

Session II.. During the second session, participants were given another packet
of materials. This second packet contained the four counter-attitudinal editorials, each
followed by its corresponding attitude scale. This packet also contained three
personality scales, including the Feeling of Inadequacy Scale (Eagly, 1967), the Trait
Anxiety Inventory (Speilberger et al., 1983), and the Need-For-Cognition Scale
(Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). After completing the post-editorial attitude scales, and
filling out the personality scales, participants were debriefed. (The ordering of
materials and potential order-effects are discussed further in Endnote 5.)

The most important feature of this method was that four bounded persuasion

scores (one produced by each counter-attitudinal editorial) could be computed for each
participant. These scores, in turn, allowed us (a) to assess the strength of unbounded
persuasibility as a personality trait by analyzing the relationships among the four
bounded persuasion scores, (b) to test hypotheses regarding the relationships among
personality variables and unbounded persuasibility scores, defined by summing across
the four bounded persuasion scores, and (c) to evaluate the validity a three paper-
and-pencil measures of persuasibility. Results will be discussed in light of these three

goals.



II. RESULTS

A. STRENGTH OF UNBOUNDED PERSUASIBILITY

If unbounded persuasibility is a personality trait that plays a dominant role in
determining someone’s acceptance or rejection of a message, then there should be a
positive correlation between the amount of persuasion produced by a message on one
issue and the amount of persuasion produced by different messages on different issues.
That is, people who are unpersuaded (or highly persuaded) by messages about
euthanasia should also be unpersuaded (or highly persuaded) by messages about
married priests, university admissions, or drug testing. If, on the other hand,
persuasibility plays an unimportant role in the acceptance or rejection of a message,
there should be a non-significant correlation between the amount of persuasion
produced by different messages.

Before the strength of unbounded persuasibility could be assessed, the amount
of persuasion produced by each editorial (i.e., bounded persuasion scores) had to be
computed for each participant. This was done in two stages. First, item change
scores were computed for each of the Likert-style and semantic-differential items that
measured attitudes toward each of the four issues (euthanasia, married priests,
university admissions, and drug testing). Item change scores were based on the
difference between pre-editorial (Session I) and post-editorial (Session II) respoﬁses

-on each item. It is important to note that not all change between pre- and post-
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editorial responses indicated persuasion, and that some change in responses actually
indicated reactance, the very opposite of persuasion. If a response changed reactively
in the direction opposed by an editorial, then the item change score (i.e, Session I -

Session II) obtained a negative value. If, however, a response was coaxed in the
direction advocated by an editorial, then the item change score obtained a positive
value.

After change scores were computed for each item, bounded persuasion scores

were computed separately for each of the four editorial topics by averaging together

the 24 item change scores that were derived from the Likert and semantic differential
items.® The bounded persuasion scores produced by the editorials on euthanasia,
married priests, university admission policies, and drug testing all reached acceptable

levels of internal consistency (Standardized Alphas = .89, .93, .91, and .93,

respectively). As can be seen by the high number of positive bounded persuasion
scores in Table 1, most participants were persuaded by the different editorials.
Depending on the topic, between 72 and 75 percent of the participants changed their
attitudes in the directions advocated by the editorials they read. However, a
substantial minority (between 28 and 25 percent) of participants did change their
attitudes in the direction opposed by an editorial.

After the four bounded persuasion scores were computed, it was possible to
assess the strength of unbounded persuasibility by inter-correlating the four bounded
persuasion scores. As can be seen in Table 2, all of the correlations between

persuasion scores were significantly greater than zero. The average correlation among
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Table 1

! Both bounded and unbounded scores had a potential range of 14
points.

? Bounded persuasion scores represent the average of 24 item change
scores. Positive (Negative) scores represent a change in attitudes in
the direction advocated (opposed) by an editorial. For example, a
persuasion score of +2.0 (-2.0) indicated a participant changed
his/her responses by two points in the direction advocated (opposed)
by an editorial.

3 Unbounded persuasibility scores were computed for each participant
by averaging together the four bounded persuasion scores. Higher
unbounded persuasibility scores represent greater agreement across the
four editorials.
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Table 2

Correlations Among Bounded Persuasion Scores.

| Married Priests - esting
| Persuasion Scores ersuasion S ersuasion Scores -

1699 1469 1401

(285) (277) (281)

<.001 <.005 <.005

1840 3318

(276) (279)

<.001 <.001

2484

(273)

<.001

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type, one-tailed probabilities are in light-faced type
and N’s are in parentheses.
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among the four bounded persuasion scores (using Fisher’s transformations) was .21
(df=271, one-tailed p < .025), indicating that the level of persuasion produced by one
editorial was positively associated with the level of persuasion produced by different
editorials on different topics.

However, the modest size of this correlation also indicates that unbounded
persuasibility was not a dominant factor in persuasion. Levels of persuasion produced
by one editorial were not closely related to the levels of persuasion produced by other
editorials. Furthermore, the average correlation increased to only .22 after we
adjusted the correlations among bounded persuasion scores for the lack of reliability
inherent in each of the four persuasion scores. As a result, an average of only 4.8%
of variance in one persuasion score could be predicted from variance in the remaining

persuasion scores.’

B. INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE CORRELATES OF PERSUASIBILITY
Next we investigated the linear and non-linear (quadratic) relationships between
persuasibility and several individual difference variables. Before investigating these

relationships, unbounded persuasibility scores were computed by averaging together

the four bounded persuasion scores. (See Table 1 for the distribution of unbounded
persuasibility scores.) As could be expected of any scale that was based on only four
items that are modestly related, the resulting unbounded persuasibility scores had only
modest internal consistency (Standardized Alpha=.50).

The first set of analyses tested the hypothesis that women are, on the average,
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more persuasible than men. There was only qualified support for this hypothesis.
Independent samples t-tests on unbounded persuasibility scores revealed that women
were only marginally more persuasible across topics than men. (See Table 3 for
results of this analysis.) Subsequent analyses of bounded persuasion scores revealed
that women were only more persuaded than men after reading editorials about
mandatory drug testing. Women, however, were not more persuaded than men by
editorials dealing with euthanasia, marriage for Catholic priests, and university
admission policies. (See Table 3 for results of these analyses.)

To see if gender differences in the acceptance of drug testing messages could
be attributed to gender difference in interest in that issue, an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was performed on bounded persuasion scores using gender as a grouping
variable and participants’ interest in drug- testing as a covariate. "Interest" was
defined as how important drug testing was to each parficipant (1=very unimportant,
S=very important). Using "interest," however, did not appreciably change the
difference between men and women in response to messages on drug testing. Women
remained marginally more open to messages on drug testing than did men
[E(1,279)=3.168, p=.075].

The second set of analyses assessed the linear relationship between unbounded
persuasibility scores and scores on the various personality scales (i.e., dogmatism,
social desirability, self-esteem, anxiety, need-for-cognition, and ambiguity

_intolerance). Analyses revealed that unbounded persuasibility scores were not linearly

related to either higher levels of dogmatism, stronger motivation for social approval,



Table 3

nded Persuasibili

cores and Boun Per i

Unbounded Persuasibility
Scores

1.37

4510

Euthanasia Persuasion 4434 -0.08
' (196) (93)
Married Priests 4633 4219 0.37
Persuasion (193) (93)
University Admissions .6065 5132 0.78
Persuasion (190) (89)
Drug Testing Persuasion .6642 4356 1.84*
(189) (93)

Notes: Means are in bold-faced type and N’s are in parentheses. * p<.05, one-tailed.
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higher anxiety, higher needs for cognition, or lower self-esteem. (See Table 4 for
correlations between generalized persuasibility scores and each personality scale. For
completeness, both the inter-correlations among the various personality scales and
descriptive statistics for each scale are also provided in Table 4.) Only ambiguity
intolerance showed a significant, albeit modest, relationship with unbounded
persuasibility. As expected, participants who were less tolerant of ambiguity in their
lives were generally more persuaded by a variety of messages.

Given that only ambiguity intolerance showed a linear relationship with
unbounded persuasibility scores, linear relationships between the various personality
scales and the four bounded persuasion scores were examined. That is, each
personality scale was correlated with the amount of persuasion produced on gach issue
separately, rather than on all issues simultaneously. As can be seen in Table 5,
dogmatism, social desirability, anxiety, and need-for-cognition could not be used
accurately to predict any of the bounded persuasion scores. Only ambiguity
intolerance and self-esteem were, at bést, modestly related to any of the bounded
persuasion scores.

As an exploratory follow-up, we used polynomial regression techniques to test
for non-linear (quadratic) relationships between personality variables and unbounded
persuasibility scores. In all of these analyses, we used non-linear equations to predict
unbounded persuasibility scores from scores on the personality scales. Analyses were
done separately for each personality scale, and each analysis was done hierarchically

by entering second-order polynomials to test for quadratic relationships after entering



Unbounded -002 | -042 | -017 | -010 138 039

Persuasibility (283) | (278) | (284) | (285) | (283) | (280)
g <.50 <25 <.50 <50 <.01 <50
(D) Dogmatism -081 | -137 | 224 469 | -162

(303) | (307) | (308) | (311) | (302)
<.10 <.01 | <.001 | <.001 | <.005

(SD) Social Desir. 193 | -297 | -052 | .144

(302) | (303) | (303) | (287)
<.001 | <.001 <.25 <01

(SE) Self-Esteem .
(310) | (307) | (304)
<.001 | <.10 | <.001

(TA) Trait Anxiety

(AI) Ambig, Intol. I

Mean 3.230 1438 | 3469 | 2.130 | 3.903 | 6331
Standard Deviation 523 150 598 475 669 | 1.181
Obtained Range 3350 | .818 | 3.600 | 2.550 | 3.778 | 7.625
Potential Range 5.000 | 1.000 { 4.000 | 3.000 | 5.000 | 8.000
Skew -271 192 | -233 .084 -180 | -373

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type, probability levels are in light-faced type
~ and N's arc in parentheses. * Denotes Need-For-Cognition.
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rrelations Amon

un Persuasion

Personali

025 032 -.047

(284) (277) (280)

<.50 <.50 <.25

-.040 -.043 -043

(279) (272) (275)

<.25 <.25 <.25

031 -106 064
(284) (278) (282) -

<.50 <.05 <.15

-016 068 -078

(285) (279) (283)

<.50 <.15 .10

089 172 062

(284) (277) (280)

Gl <.10 <.005 <.15
Need-For- 042 -.028 -018 095
Cognition (283) (280) (274) (278)
i <.25 <.50 <.50 <.10

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type, probability levels are in light-faced type,

and N’s are in parentheses.
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first-order polynomials. As can be seen Table 6, there were no significant quadratic
relationships between generalized persuasibility and any of the personality scales.
There was, however, a marginally significant curvilinear relationship between social
desirability and unbounded persuasibility such that people with moderate MCSD
scores were more open to persuasion than people with either high or low MCSD

SCOres.

C. VALIDITY OF PAPER-AND-PENCIL MEASURES OF PERSUASIBILITY
The last objective of this study was to evaluate the validity of three paper-
and-pencil scales that were designed as measures of unbounded persuasibility.
Specifically, the goal was to see how accurately the Phillips Persuasibility Inventory
(PPI, 1981), the Janis and Field Persuasibi-lity Questionnaire (JFPQ, 1959), and the
newly devised P-scale could predict unbounded per#uasibility scores. However,
before reporting on these last results, the procedures used to select items from the P-

scale will be described.

Item Selection for the P-Scale

Rather than measure persuasibility with the entire pool of 62 items (see
Appendix D for copies of these items), an attempt was made to reduce the number of
individual items into a more manageable set of common factors. For this reason, a
_ factor analytic approach wasrused to select and reject items from the initial item pool.

The factor analysis was done in eight stages.
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Table 6

Summary of Findings from Quadratic Regressions of Unbounded Persuasibility Scores
on Personality Scales

P | Slope - | o p<
(D) Dogmatsm | .00 .04 280 1.00
(SD) Social Desir. | -174 -1.46 275 15
(SE) Self-Esteem | .00 .00 281 1.00
(TA) Trait Anxiety 00 - 04 282 1.00
(AI) Ambig. Intol. ' .05 98 280 35
(NFC) Need-For-Cognit. 01 65 277 50
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In the first stage, the total sample of 314 participants was divided randomly

into two sub-samples: an initial or exploratory sample (n=157), and a hold-out or

validation sample (n=157). Dividing the total sample into sub-samples made it

possible to cross-validate the findings in the eighth and final stage of the item
analysis.

In the second stage, a principal components analysis was performed on the first

sample to estimate the number of factors within the initial item pool. The number of
factors was initially estimated by the number of components that (a) had eigenvalues
greater than 1.00, (b) explained at least 5% of the total variance in the correlation
matrix, and (c) contained at least three items with loadings of absolute value greater
than .40. As seen in Table 7, only three components met these criteria in the first
sample. Moreover, an inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 3) from the first
sample gave further support to a three-factor solution.

The third stage in selecting items was to rotate the components. To determine
if the three components were oblique dr orthogonal, a principal component analysis
with oblique (oblimin) rotation was performed on the first sample. The resulting
correlations among components revealed that the three components were, in fact,
orthogonal. Scores on the first component correlated only .025 and .079 with scores
on the second and third components, respectively, and scores on the second
component showed virtually no correlation (r=-.006) with scores on the third
component (all p’s=n.s.).

Having determined that the 62 items in the initial item pool could be reduced



Table 7

Eigenval nd Percent of Varian lai Principal Componen
Analysi he Initial Pool of 62 Item mple 1; N=1

1 6.84

2 536 8.6 12
3 373 6.0 6
4 255 4.1 6
5 238 38 2
6 1.88 3.0 0
7 1.80 29 1
8 170 27 0
9 1.60 26 1
10 151 24 0
11 147 2.4 0
12 133 2.1 0
13 1.29 - 2.1 1
14 1.26 2.0 0
15 1.24 2.0 0
16 118 1.9 0
17 116 19 0
18 1.10 18 0
19 1.08 18 0
20 105 17 0
21 1.00 16 0

Note: Components with eigenvalues less than 1.0 are not shown.
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Scree Plot from a Principal Component Analysis
: N=157)

of the Initial Pool of 62 Items (Sample 1

Figure 3
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to three orthogonal components, the fourth step was to reject the items that did not
load strongly on any component. To accomplish this, a factor analysis (as opposed
to a principal component analysis) was performed, using a three-factor solution with
an orthogonal (varimax) rotation. The size of the orthogonally rotated loadings for
each item were then inspected. A decision was made to reject those items that did not
have loadings with absolute values greater than -40 on any of the three factors, and
to retain for further analyses those items that did have loadings with absolute values
greater than .40. Using this criterion, 13 items (numbers 2, 11, 12, 13, 15, 22, 23,
25, 33, 37, 42, 53, and 58) were retained for the first factor, and 11 items (numbers
1, 3, 6,9, 10, 16, 18, 19, 32, 49, and 52) were retained for the second factor. The
third factor was dropped entirely because only two items (numbers 40 and 42) had
loadings with absolute values greater than' .40 in the first sample. This procedure
reduced the initial item pool from 62 to 24 items.

The fifth step was to repeat the above procedures (again, for just the first
sample) using only the 24 items that were retained from the initial pool. To re-
estimate the number of factors among the 24 items, another principal components
analysis (rather than a factor analysis) was conducted. Results revealed that the first
two components accounted for 19.4% and 16.0% of the total variance in the reduced
correlation matrix, respectively, and that no other component accounted for more than
6% of the total variance, or had more than two items with loadings of absolute value
_ greater than .40 (see Table 8).

After determining that the reduced pool of 24 items contained two components,



Table 8
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1 4.66 19.4 13 1 4.47 18.6 13
2 3.85 16.0 11 2 3.62 15.1 8
3 1.40 5.8 1 3 1.49 62 2
4 1.29 5.4 1 4 1.46 6.1 2
5 1.08 4.5 1 5 1.34 5.6 2
6 1.03 43 2 6 1.13 4.7 2
7 1.08 45 1
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the sixth step was to derive factor loadings for each of the items. To accomplish this,
a second factor analysis was performed, using a two-factor solution with an oblique
(oblimin) rotation. However, because this analysis revealed that the two factors were
again orthogonal (factor correlation =.070, p=n.s.), the two-component solution was
rotated orthogonally (using a varimax rotation) to produce factor loadings.

The two-factor solution and the resulting rotated factor loadings (from the sixth
stage) were derived from the initial (or exploratory) sample only, and needed to be
cross-validated. Therefore, in the seventh stage of item selection, a principal
component analysis was repeated on the reduced item pool using the hold-out (or
validation) sample. Compared to the components in the initial sample (described in
the fifth stage), the components in the hold-out sample explained similar proportions

of total variance (see Table 8) and produced similar scree plots (see Figures 4 and 5).

In the eighth and final stage, orthogonally rotated factor loadings were derived
from the second sample. As can be seeﬁ in Table 9, there was a close correspondence
between the rotated factor loadings in both samples [Cattell’s S (Factor 1) = .883,
Cattell’s S (factor 2) = .832].° (See Table 9 for factor loadings.) Based on the cross-
validation, only one additional item (number 19) was dropped because it loaded more

highly on different factors in the two samples.
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Note: Asterisks represent factor loadings with absolute values less than .40,



55
Interpretation of P-Scale Factors

Given the close correspondence between factor loadings in each sample, the
samples were recombined and a single set of factor loadings was derived (see Table
10). An inspection of the items that load on each factor suggested that Factor 1 of
the P-scale represented participants’ doubt or confidence in their own opinions (e.g.,
"I sometimes do not trust my own judgments,” "I usually give into people because
I eventually realize they are right.") and that Factor 2 represented the negative or
positive reactions participants have during attitude change (e.g., "I feel uncomfortable
if someone convinces me to adopt a new opinion," "It bothers me to‘change my
opinion.").

The interpretations given to these two factors echo two of the assumptions
made earlier when defining a highly persuasible person. It should be recalled that
highly persuasible people were assumed to be (a) more certainty-oriented, (b) more
likely to compare their attitudes to the attitudes of other people, (c) more apt to see
issues from different perspectives, (d) less confident of themselves and their attitudes,
(e) less apt to see attitude change as negative and (f) less reactive in the protection of
current attitudes. The last three of these assumptions -- low self-confidence, the
tendency to see some benefits to attitude change, and the lack of defensive resistance
to attitude change -- are consistent with the interpretations that Factor 1 represented
self-doubt and that Factor 2 represented reactions to attitude change.

The above interpretations, however, are only subjective. To get a more



Table 10

Final Vg- rimax Rotated Factor Loadings for the Full Sample (N=312)
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People win me over to their point of view.

I usually hold onto my opinions even when
other people hold the opposite opinions.

I usually feel confident about my beliefs.

I usually trust that my own opinions are right, §
| even when people try to change my mind.

In a discussion I probably change my mind
more easily than most people.

During discussions with people, I hold onto
my opinions more strongly than most other
people.

I've found that I am usually correct if I trust

| my own judgment.

J I put more trust in my judgment than in the
1 judgment of other people.

1 1 sometimes do not trust my own judgment.

I usually "give in" to people because I
eventually realize they are right.

Compared to most people, I'm an
independent, free thinker.

Many times I am more convinced that my
opinions are correct after someone tries to
change my mind.

I almost always believe that my opinions are
correct.

Continued on the next page.



Table 10 (Continued)
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I feel uncomfortable if someone convinces
me to adopt a new opinion. -

Changing my opinions make me doubt by
integrity.

I get defensive when people try to change my
opinions.

Ususally I've felt uncomfortable when people
try to convince me of their ideas.

It bothers me to change my opinions.

It is more important that people see my
point of view than it is for me to see things
from their point of view.

When people try to change my mind, I try
hard to prevent them from accomplishing it.

Rather than listening while people are
talking to me, I am usually thinking of things
to rebut what they are saying.

Usually I've wanted to do the opposite of
what people try to convince me to do.

I think people who change-their opinions are
usually weak.

Note: Asterisks represent factor loadings with absolute values less than .40.
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objective interpretation of each factor, we computed scores on two scales. P-Scale 1
(Self-Doubt) was created by averaging together responses to the 13 items (numbers
2, 11, 12, 13, 15, 22, 23, 25, 33, 37, 42, 53, and 58) that had loadings with absolute
values greater than .40 on Factor 1 in the combined sample. All items were coded
such that higher scores on this scale represented greater doubt in one’s own attitudes.
P-Scale 2 (Reactions to Attitude Change) was created by averaging responses to the
10 items (numbers 1, 3, 6, 9, 10, 16, 18, 32, 49, and 53) that had loadings with
absolute values greater than .40 on Factor 2. All items were coded such that high

scores represented positive reactions to attitude change, and low scores represented

negative reactions to attitude change.

After computing §cores for P-Scale 1 and P-Scale 2, each scale was correlated
with the various personality scales (see Table 11). Consistent with subjective
interpretations, P-Scale 1 (Self-Doubt) showed a strong negative relationship with self-
esteem such that people who doubted their attitudes reported lower self-esteem.
Furthermore, people who doubted their attitudes tended to be more anxious and to get
less satisfaction from cognitive activity.

Consistent with the interpretation of P-Scale 2 (Reactions to Attitude Change),
people who scored high on this scale tended to be less dogmatic and more open to
attitude change, less anxious, and better able to tolerate ambiguity. People who
scored low on this scale appeared anxious, intolerant of ambiguity and perceived
attitude change as more negative. These findings suggest the P-Scale 2 represents the

emotional reactions participants had to changing their opinions. Higher scores on this
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Table 11

-062

(309) (306)
<.15 <.001

-.182 231

(304) (301)
<.001 <.001

- Self-Esteem - 422 222
(308) (305)
<.001 <.001

299 -301

(309) , (306)
<.001 <.001

’-}vf:Amb_lggvl‘;y -076 -240
- Intolerance (309) (306)
o <.10 <.001
For- = .303 114
e g <.001 <.025

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type and
probability levels are in light-faced type.
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scale appear to represent more acceptance of attitude change, whereas lower scores

represent the cognitive, emotional and behavioral rejection of attitude change.

riterion-Related Validity of Paper-and-Pencil Measur

The last objective of this study was to evaluate the validity of the different
paper-and-pencil measures of persuasibility. Specifically, analyses were performed
to see how accurately unbounded persuasibility scores could be predicted from the
Phillips Persuasibility Inventory (PPI, 1981), the Janis and Field Persuasibility
Questionnaire (JFPQ, 1959), P-Scale 1 (Self-Doubt) and P-Scale 2 (Reactions to
Attitude Change). To accomplish this, scores on the PPI were computed by averaging
together scores on its three subscales (Ambiguity Intolerance, Dogmatism, and
Conformance)’, scores on the JFPQ were computed by averaging together responses
to its 11 items, and scores on each factor scale (Self-Doubt, and Reactions to Attitude
Change) were computed by averaging together responses to those items with loadings
greater than .40 in absolute value.

Although all of these measures produced acceptable levels of reliability (alphas:
PPI=.729, JFPQ=.737, P-Scale 1=.817, and P-Scale 2=.778), none of them
produced significant validity coefficients. (See Table 12 for correlations between
paper-and-pencil persuasibility measures and unbounded persuasibility scores.) Doubt
in one’s attitudes (P-Scale 1), and negative reactions to attitude change (P-Scale 2)
tended to be associated with low persuasibility, but the correlations did not approach

acceptable levels of statistical significance. High scores on the PPI tended to be
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nboundk

UNBOUNDED -034 044 045
PERSUASIBILITY (284) (282) (283) (286)
<.30 <25 <.25 <.10
P-SCALE 1: Self-Doubt 135 -069 582
: (309) (309) (312)
<.01 <.15 <.001
P-SCALE 2: Reactions -284 -097
(306) (309)
<.001 <.05
PPI 207

Mean 2.356 3.383 3.637 2.112
Standard Deviation S509. 632 526 S21
Obtained Range 2923 3.600 2.808 2.636
Potential Range 4.000 4.000 5.000 6.000
Skew 235 -374 -311 -.188

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type and probability levels are in light-faced

type.
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associated with higher levels of unbounded persuasibility but, like P-Scale 1 and P-
Scale 2, failed to correlate significantly with the criterion. It is interesting to note
that the JFPQ was negatively related (at a marginal level) to unbounded persuasibility
despite the fact that items were scored such that the JFPQ should have correlated
positively with the criterion. "
The correlations among the four paper-and-pencil measures of persuasibility
(see Table 12) represent the convergent validities of each measure. It is worth noting
that, with one exception, these scales seemed to measure largely independent
constructs. Only the P-Scale 1 (Self-Doubt) and the JFPQ were strongly correlated.
All other correlations suggested that P-Scale 1, P-Scale 2, the PPI, and the JFPQ
were not measuring the same construct. These findings call into question the
convergent validity of all paper-and-pencil measure of unbounded persuasibility.
Although the paper-and-pencil measures failed to correlate significantly with
unbounded persuasibility scores, there was a possibility that these measures could

predict each of the four bounded persuasion scores, separately. To test for this

possibility, we computed the correlations between the four paper-and-pencil measures
and four bounded persuasion scores. Results revealed, however, that P-Scale 1 (Self-
Doubt) and P-Scale 2 (Affective Value of Attitude Change) failed to correlate with
any of the bounded persuasion scores. Furthermore, both the PPI and the JFPQ were
only slightly better predictors of bounded persuasion, correlating with only one of the
bounded persuasion scores. (See Table 13 for correlations between each paper-and-

pencil measure and each bounded persuasion scores.)
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Table 13

Correlations Among Paper-and-Pencil Measures of Persuasibility and Bounded

Persuasion Scores

__:P-S’éalelz»': P

i Doubt -

‘Euthanasia =~ -062 -020 -017 -038

Persuasion Scores (288) (276) (287) (290)
e e <.15 <.40 <40 <30
Married Priests 021 081 030 -.009
Persuasion Scores o (285) (273) (284) 287)
g : <40 <.10 <.30 <.50
University Admissions 040 -.038 114 -034
Persusion Scores : (278) (266) 277 (280)
e <25 <.30 <.05 <.30
Drug Testing -051 050 -.008 -144
Persuasion Scores (281) (269) (280) (283)
Lol ; <.20 <.20 <.50 <.01

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type and probability levels are in light-faced type.
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As a follow up analysis, separate validity coefficients were computed for
women and men. Although these analyses revealed that the correlations between
unbounded persuasibility, P-Scale 1 (Self-Doubt) and P-Scale 2 (Reactions to Attitude
Change) did not differ for women and men, the analyses also revealed that scores on
both the PPI and JFPQ were more predictive for women than for men. (See Table
14 for validity coefficients by gender.) Unlike men, women who scored higher on
the PPI were more open to persuasion than women who scored lower on the PPI.
Moreover, women who scored higher on the JFPQ were less open to persuasion than
women who scored lower on the JFPQ. This last finding is surprising because JFPQ

scores were expected to correlate positively with persuasion.

D. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The findings suggest that unbounded persuasibility is a modest personality trait;
people who are persuaded by one message are more likely to be persuaded by
different messages on different issues. As evidence of this, there was a significant
correlation (r=.21, p<.025) between the amount of persuasion produced by one
message and the amount of persuasion produced by other messages. However, the
size of the relationship was modest and explained less than 5% of the variance in
bounded persuasion scores.

The findings also suggest that predicting who will * . open to messages and
who will be resistant is remarkably difficult. Although women were more open to

persuasion than men on one topic (drug testing), unbounded persuasibility could not
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_UNBOUNDED | Doubt
ERSUASIBILITY |

-.026 058 111 -123
(191) (190) (190) (193)
<.35 <.21 <.10 <.05
-.034 012 085 013
(92) (91) (92) (92)
<.40 <.45 <.21 <45

Notes: Correlations are in bold-faced type, and probabilities are in light-faced type.
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be predicted accurately from gender, even when controlling for individual differences
in interest in the topic. In addition, using either linear or curvilinear equations,
individual differences in unbounded persuasibility could not be predicted from
participants’ dogmatism, social desirability, self-esteem, anxiety, or need-for-
cognition. Finally, unbounded persuasibility could not be predicted accurately from
four paper-and-pencil scales that were designed to measure persuasibility. Scores on
P-Scale 1 (Self-Doubt) and P-Scale 2 (Reactions to Attitude Change) were not at all
related to unbounded persuasibility; scores on the JFPQ were (surprisingly) negatively
related to persuasibility, but only for women; and, scores on the PPI were positively
related to persuasibility, but again only for women.

In the entire study, only ambiguity intolerance showed a consistent relationship
with unbounded persuasibility: both men and women who were. intolerant of
contradictions among their beliefs were more open to persuasion than people who
were unbothered by contradictions. Based on these findings, we can safely conclude
that, at this point, there are no conéistently valid paper-and-pencil measures of
persuasibility. Although people do differ in their general openness to persuasion, no
measures seem capable of predicting these individual differences for both men and

women.



IV. DISCUSSION

Research on individual differences in unbounded persuasibility is surprisingly
rare in social psychology. Only a small number of researchers in the last 30 years
have studied whether people differ in openness to persuasion, and what factors might
relate to such differences. Research in persuasibility is l.ike research in any other
sparsely studied area: the research questions are not well integrated and the findings
are inconclusive.

The current study tried to add integration and conclusiveness to research on
unbounded persuasibility by addressing three issues. First, the current study
addressed the strength of unbounded persuasibility as a personality disposition.
Second, the relationships between persuasibility and numerous personality variables
were addressed. Last, the current study addressed the validity of three paper-and-
pencil scales that were designed to measure individual differences in persuasibility.

Several conclusions can be drawn from this study.

A. UNBOUNDED PERSUASIBILITY AS A TRAIT

Is unbounded persuasibility strong enough to merit serious attention by attitude
change researchers? Clearly, the evidence from this and earlier studies weighs against
looking closer at unbounded persuasibility. Given the modest correlations among

bounded persuasion scores in this and other studies, unbounded persuasibility might
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not deserve serious attention. If, as this study found, approximately 5% of the
variance in persuasion produced by one message is related to persuasion produced by
other messages, then researchers might be justified in ignoring persuasibility as a
research area.

However, there are two reasons why ignoring persuasibility might be
premature. First, all studies of persuasibility (including this one) have found that
people who are persuaded by one message are more likely to be persuaded by another
message. Although the relationship is small, it has enormous implications for the
understanding of attitude change. Even the most basic principals of persuasion might
need to be re-evaluated in light of individual differences in persuasibility. For
instance, a long-standing principal holds that expert sources on a topic are more
persuasive than novice sources (cf., Aronson, Turner & Carlsmith, 1963; Hovland &
Weiss, 1952). Individual differences in persuasibility, however, might force a new
look at this principal to see if speakers who are novices on a topic might be as
persuasive as expert sources when the message recipient is highly persuasible. If
persuasibility affects even the most basic principals of persuasion, then turning our
eyes away from unbounded persuasibility would be accepting a blind spot in our view
of the persuasion process.

Second, the small size of the correlation among bounded persuasion scores in
this study might be an artifact that is peculiar to labo‘ratory studies in general, and to
this study in particular. The current study used a fairly homogeneous sample (i.e, 18

and 19 year old undergraduates), and presented participants with four counter-
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attitudinal editorials. By using such a homogeneous sample, we may have reduced
the variability of bounded persuasion scores, thereby restricting the range of the
correlations among these scores. Moreover, and more likely, by using only counter-
attitudinal editorials, we may have restricted the range of variability among unbounded
persuasibility scores. As shown in Table 1, the variance of unbounded persuasibility
scores was almost 50% smaller than the variance of any of the bounded persuasion
scores. Perhaps participants who were normally open to persuasion in their daily lives
became unusually resistant to persuasion in an experimental setting that presented
them exclusively with counter-attitudinal editorials. Basing our impressions of
unbounded persuasibility on studies conducted in highly reactive laboratory settings

may distort our view of unbounded persuasibility.

B. INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE CORRELATES OF PERSUASIBILITY

Implicit in many theories that link personality variables to attitude change is the
notion the personality variables will also relate to persuasibility. For example,
Cacioppo and Petty (1982) suggest that individual differences in need-for-cognition
should relate to individual differences in the responses (i.e., yielding) to a given
message. However, to generalize their theory to a wide range of messages, one has
to assume that need-for-cognition will also relate to people’s responses to a variety of
messages. The same is true of any other individual difference variable. There is a
small, but inevitable leap from attitude change theories to persuasibility theories.

This study found that several individual difference variables were not related
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to unbounded persuasibility. Neither gender, dogmatism, social desirability, self-
esteem, anxiety, or need-for-cognition were related to unbounded persuasibility.
Furthermore, these variables were only rarely related to levels of bounded persuasion.
As shown in Table 5, only ambiguity intolerance and self-esteem were related to
bounded persuasibility scores.

This gloomy conclusion, however, must be tempered. Although this study
found that many individual difference variables were unrelated to unbounded
persuasibility (or even bounded persuasion), earlier studies have uncovered some
pronounced relationships. For example, Cronkhite and Goetz (1971) reported that
dogmatism correlated .40 with persuasibility, whereas the current study found that
dogmatism correlated .00 with persuasibility. The source of this discrepancy might
lie in methodological differences in how the two studies»operationalized persuasibility.
Cronkhite and Goetz operationalized persuasibility by exposing participants to five
counter-attitudinal editorials and five pro-attitudinal editorials, whereas the current
study used only four counter-attitudinal editorials. If the latter method of
operationalizing persuasibility induced unusual levels of reactance and range
restriction, we cannot accept the blanket conclusion that individual difference vari-

ables rarely relate to persuasibility."

C. PAPER-AND-PENCIL MEASURES OF PERSUASIBILITY
In the history of social psychology, only three attempts (Janis & Field, 1959;

Phillips, 1981; and the current study) have been made to develop paper-and-pencil
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measures of persuasibility, and none of those attempts have succeeded. In the current
study, only one measure -- the PPI -- showed even a modest relationship with
persuasibility. Moreover, that relationship held only for women and was not large
enough for us to make reasonably accurate predictions as to who was open to a variety
of persuasive messages and who was resistant to such messages.

The modest success of the PPI and the failure of the JFPQ, P-Scale 1 (Self-
Doubt) and P-Scale 2 (Reactions to Attitude Change) point to some future directions
in the development of a valid paper-and-pencil measure of persuasibility. The PPI
was built from items whose intent (to measure persuasibility) was not transparently
obvious to participants. Using item #1 from the PPI as an example, or;Iy the most
sophisticated participants would realize that the PPI was intended to measure
persuasibility by asking if "the ideas which get printed nowadays are worth the paper
they are printed on."

On the other hand, the JFPQ, P-Scale 1 and P-Scale 2 were built from items
whose intents were far more transparent. These scales asked participants very directly
about their susceptibility to attitude change. For example, the JFPQ included
questions asking participants how influenced they are by their friends, P-Scale 1
included items that asked participants how often they are "won over" to the point of
view of other people, and P-Scale 2 included items that asked participants how
comfortable they feel when people try to persuade them.

All of these "transparent” measures of persuasibility failed. In fact, the JFPQ

tended to "backfire.” People who admitted to being open to persuasion were actually
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resistant to messages, and people who denied being susceptible were actually
susceptible to persuasive messages. Therefore, this study suggests that future attempts

to measure persuasibility use less transparent items.

D. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

In recent years, researchers have been casting new looks at individual
differences in persuasion. Very few researchers, however, have looked at unbounded
persuasibility to learn why some people are generally more open to a variety of
messages. Given that this and earlier studies strongly suggest that unbounded
persuasibility may be, at best, a modest contributor to individual differences in
persuasion, unbounded persuasibility may remain in the shadows and generate very
little future research.

Although understandable, this would be unfortunate because of the theoretical
importance of persuasibility. Thus, unbounded persuasibility should not remain in the
shadows forever. Future research is needed to clarify why some people are, in fact,
more open to messages in general than are other people. At the same time, however,
researchers should take great care when planning future studies. Future researchers
are advised to take extraordinary precautions when planning studies of unbounded
persuasibility. To ensure that there is enough variance in unbounded persuasibility
scores, researchers should avoid using homogeneous populations (such as only college
freshman) and should not use exclusively counter-attitudinal editorials. By using more

diverse populations and including some pro-attitudinal editorials, future researchers
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might increase the range of persuasibility scores.

Another recommendation for future researchers is to focus closer attention on
bounded persuasibility. Rather than focus on unbounded persuasibility and whether
some people can be persuaded all of the time, future researchers should focus on
bounded persuasibility and the conditions under which some of the people can be
persuaded some of the time. Toward that end, the functional theories can cast some
light on why some people might be more susceptible to certain types of messages.
Early functional theorists (Katz, 1960; Smith, Bruner & White, 1956) pointed out that
messages will only be persuasive if they appeal to the psychological needs being
served by particular attitudes. The more researchers know about the functions being
served by an attitude, the more likely they will understand why some people can be
persuaded with certain types of message whereas others are unpersuaded by those
same messages.

Recent research by Snyder and Debono (1987) is a good example of how
functional theories can be applied to individual differences in bounded persuasibility.
These investigators found that high self-monitors (people who were especially
concerned about attaining social approval) were more persuaded by advertisements
that stressed the social attributes of a product (e.g., the popularity to be gained
through its use) than by advertisements that stressed a product’s physical attributes
(e.g., quality and craftsmanship). Conversely, they also found that low self-monitors
(people who were less concerned about attaining social approval) were less persuaded

by advertisements that stressed the product’s social attributes than by advertisements
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that stressed the product’s physical attributes. These findings suggest that researchers
should focus their attention on bounded persuasibility and the personality variables
(such as self-monitoring) that leave people open to one kind of message, but resistant

to other kinds of messages.

E. SUMMARY

After his earliest research on persuasibility, Janis (1954) envisioned that

"...some more or less general factors of persuasibility will be

eventually isolated upon which accurate predictions can be made as

to how different individuals will respond to various discrete

communications on different topics" (p. 506).

To date only part of that vision has been fulfilled. This study, like the few that
preceded it, did succeed in isolating a general factor of unbounded persuasibility,
finding that people who were persuaded by a message on one topic tended to be
persuaded by other messages on unrelated topics. However, the strength of the
unbounded persuasibility factor appears weaker than perhaps Janis (and the current
author) expected.

The second part of Janis’ vision has not yet come true. Previous studies have
not uncovered factors on which to make accurate predictions about who will resist and
who will accept messages on different topics. With the exception of ambiguity
intolerance, the current study also failed to find any personality variables or any
paper-and-pencil measures of persuasibility that could predict accurately individual

differences in unbounded persuasibility.

The two parts of Janis’ vision are not unrelated. Researchers will never be able
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to uncover accurate predictors and measures of persuasibility until they are able to
identify a stronger persuasibility trait. This may never happen because unbounded
persuasibility may not be a strong personality trait. On the other hand, accurate
predictors and measures might be uncovered if more heterogeneous populations and
potentially less reactive methods of operationalizing persuasibility are used. This
study cannot untangle whether unbounded persuasibility has so few predictors because
(a) there iS, in fact, only a small and unreliable relationship between levels of attitude
change across topics, or (b) current methods artificially restrict the range of
persuasibility scores, thereby truncating all subsequent correlations with unbounded
persuasibility.

As is usually the case, more research is needed. We need more careful
research on unbounded persuasibility, particularly research that uses less reactive
methods of operationalizing unbounded persuasibility. We also need more research
on bounded persuasibility in order to identify the conditions that leave some people

susceptible to some messages some of the time.



REFERENCES

Abelson, R. P. & Lesser, G. S. (1959). A developmental theory of persuasibility.

InI. L. Janis & C. I. Hovland (Eds.), Personality and persuasibility (pp. 167-
186). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Alexander, R. A., Carson, K. P., Alliger, G. M. & Carr, L. (1987). Correcting
doubly truncated correlations: An improved approximation for correcting the
bivariate normal correlation when truncation has occurred on both variables.

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 47, 309-315.

Allen, V. L. & Wilder, D. A. (1977). Social comparison, self-evaluation, and
conformity to the group. In J. M. Suls & R. L. Miller (Eds.), Social

comparison processes: Theoretical and empirical perspectives (pp. 187-208).
Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere.

Aronson E., Turner,J. A., & Carlsmith, J. M. (1963). Communicator credibility
and communication discrepancy as determinants of opinion change. Journal of

Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67, 31-36.

Berkowitz, L. & Lundy, R. M. (1957). Personality characteristics related to
susceptibility to influence by peers or authority figures. Journal of Personality,
25, 385-397.

Brehm, S. S., & Brehm, J. W. (1981). Psychological reactance: A theory of freedom
and_control. New York: Academic Press.

Cacioppo, J. T.,'& Petty, R. E. (1980). Sex differences in influenceability: Toward

specifying the underlying processes. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 6, 651-656.

Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1982). The need for cognition. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 42, 116-131.

—1

Cattell, R. B., Balcar, K. R., Horn, J. L. & Nesselroade, J. R. (1969). Factor
matching procedures: An improvement of the S index with tables. Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 29, 781-792.

Centers, R., Shomer, R. W., & Rodrigues, A. (1970). A field experiment in
interpersonal persuasion using authoritative influence. Journal of Personality,
38, 392-403.

Chaiken, S. & Stangor, C. (1987). Attitudes and attitude change. Annual Review of
Psychology, 38, 575-630.

76



77

Crowne, D. P. & Marlowe, D. (1967). The approval motive. New York: John Wiley
& Sons.

Eagly, A. H. (1967). Involvement as a determinant of response to favorable and

unfavorable information. Journal of P i ial Psychology, 7, 1-
15.

Eagly, A. H. (1981). Recipient characteristics as determinants of responses to
persuasion. In R. E Petty, T. M. Ostrom & T. C. Brock (Eds.), Cognitive
response in_persuasion (pp. 173-195). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum
Associates.

Eagly, A. H., & Carli, L. L. (1981). Sex differences in influenceability.
hological Bulletin, 85, 86-116.

Epting, F. R. (1967). nitiv mplexi rsuasibili ross cognitive
domains. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State University,
Columbus, OH.

Glass, D. C., Lavin, D. E., Henchy, T., Gordon, A., Mayhew, P., & Donohoe,
P. (1969). Obesity and persuasibility. Journal of Personality, 37, 407-414.

Hovland, C. I., & Weiss, W. (1952). The influence of source credibility on
communication effectiveness. Public Opinion Quarterly, 15, 635-650.

Janis, I. L. (1954). Personality correlates of susceptibility to persuas10n Journal of
Personality, 22, 504-518.

Janis, I. L. (1955). Anxiety indices related to susceptibility to persuasion. Journ
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 51, 663-667.

Janis, I. L., & Field, P. B. (1959a). A behavioral assessment of persuasibility:
Consistency of individual differences. In C. I. Hovland & I. L. Janis (Eds.),

Personality and persuasibility (pp. 29-54). New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Janis, 1. L., & Field, P. B. (1959b). Sex differences and personality factor related
to persuasibility. In C. I. Hovland & I. L. Janis (Eds.), Personality and
persuasibility (pp. 55-101). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Janis, I. L., & Hovland, C. L. (1959). An overview of persuasibility research. In C.

I. Hovland & I. L. Janis (Eds.), Personality and persuasibility (pp. 1-28). New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.



78

Jenks, D. J. (1965). A study of the relationship between dogmatism, an intentional
orientation, and persuasibility. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Iowa State

University, Ames, IA.

Jones, R. S. (1976). Sex differences in opinion change: A cross-sectional study and

a_test of the unbounded general persuasibility. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Michigan State University, Lansing, MI.

Johnson, H. H., & Izzett, R. R. (1969). Relationship between authoritarianism and
attitude change as a function of source credibility and type of communication.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 13, 317-321.

Kahle, L. R. (1984). Attitudes and social adaptation: A person-situation interaction
approach. New York: Pergamon Press.

Katz, D. (1960). The functional approach to the study of attitudes. Public Opinion
Quarterly, 24, 163-204.

Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification, and internalization: Three
processes of attitude change. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2, 51-60.

Lasswell, H. D. (1948). The structure and function of communication in society. In
L. Bryson (Ed.), Communication of ideas (pp. 37-51). New York: Harper.

Lee, J. W. (1976). Psychological and physiological correlates of individual differences

in_persuasibility and internal-external locus of control. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC.

McGuire, W. J. (1968). Personality and susceptibility to social influence. In E. F.
Borgatta & W. W. Lambert (Eds.), Handbook of personality theory and
research (pp. 1130-1187). Chicago: Rand McNally. v

McGuire, W. J. (1985). Attitudes and attitude change. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson
(Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (3rd ed., pp. 233-364). New York:
Random House.

Mischel, W., & Peake, P. K. (1982). Beyond deja vu in the search for cross-
situational consistency. Journal of Personality, 51, 578-604.

Norton, R. W. (1975). Measurement of ambiguity tolerance. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 39, 607-619.




79

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The elaboration likelihood model of

persuasion. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psych-
ology, Vol. 19 (pp. 122-205).

Phillips, E. D. (1981). The role of persuasibility in decision choice shifts.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio University, Athens, OH.

Pietscher, K. E. (1984). Persuasibility, gender, and topic bias as variables in attitude
change: Anexperimental investigation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio

University, Athens, OH.
Rokeach, M. (1960). The open and closed mind. New York: Basic Books.

Shostrom, E. L. (1964). An inventory for the measurement of self-actualization.
Education and Psychological Measurement, 24, 207-218.

Silverman, 1., Ford, L. H., & Morganti, J. B. (1970). Inter-related effects of social
desirability, sex, self-esteem, and complexity of arguments on persuasibility.
Psychological Reports, 27, 545-568.

=

Smith, M. B., Bruner, J. S. & White, R. W. (1956). Opinion and personality. New
York: Wiley.

Sorrentino, R. M., & Hancock, R. D. (1987). Information and affective value: A
case for the study of individual differences and social influence. In M. P.
Zanna, J. M. Olson, & C. P. Herman (Eds.), Social influence: The Ontario
Symposium, Vol. 5 (pp. 247-268). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Sherif, M. & Hovland, C. (1961). Social judgment: Assimilation and contrast effects
in communication and attitude change. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Speilberger, C. D., Gorsuch, R. L., Lushene, R., Vagg, P. R., & Jacobs, G. A.
(1983). Manual of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Form Y). Palo Alto,
CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Snyder, M., & DeBono, K. G. (1987). A functional approach to attitudes and
persuasion. In M. P. Zanna, J. M. Olson, & C. P. Herman (Eds.), Social

influence: The Ontario Symposium, Vol. 5 (pp. 107-128). Hillsdale, NI:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Touhey, J. C. (1973). Individual differences in attitude change following two acts

of forced compliance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 27, 96-
99.



80

Trodahl, V., & Powell, F. (1965). A short-form dogmatism scale for use in field
studies. Social Forces, 44, 211-215.

Upshaw, H. S. & Ostrom, T. M. (1984). Psychological perspectives in
attitude research. In J. R. Eiser (Ed.), Attitudinal judgment. New York:
Springer-Verlag.

Whittaker, J. O. (1965). Consistency of individual differences in persuasibility.
Journal of Communications, 15, 28-34.

Whittaker, J. O., & Meade, R. D. (1967). Sex and age as variables in persuasibility.
Journal of Social Psychology, 73, 47-52.

Wood, W., & Stangor, B. H. (in press). Are some people easier to influence than
others? To appear in T. Brock & S. Shavitt (Eds.), Psychology of Persuasion.
San Francisco, CA: W.H. Freeman.



1.

2.

ENDNOTES

Eagly (1981) provides another way of classifying research on individual
differences in persuasion. She classified research as falling into one of three
camps. First there are those who approach individual differences in persuasion
armed with personality theories. As an example, Eagly includes in this camp
researchers who have suggested that individual differences in persuasion are
caused by personality differences in. self-esteem. Second, there are those who
approach persuasibility armed with attitude theories. For instance, Eagly cites
Sherif and Hovland’s (1961) social judgment theory as an example. According
to social judgment theory, people who maintain an attitude with a vx.'ide latitude
of acceptance will be easier to persuade than those who have narrower ranges of
acceptance. Finally, there are those who combine both personality theories and
attitude theories in an attempt to understand persuasibility. The best example
from this camp is McGuire’s (1985) theory which claims that a personality
variable (such as self-esteem) may increase persuasion by increasing the amount
of attention a person donates to a message, but simultaneously decrease persuasion

by decreasing the chance that a person will accept a message.

The work of Janis and Field (1959) stimulated only a handful of studies that
assessed attitude change across multiple topics. Although these studies invariably

compute unbounded persuasibility scores by adding together persuasion scores
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produced by several different messages, two problems make it difficult to compare
across studies the correlations among persuasion scores. The major problem is
that, in general, correlations among persuasion scores have not been reported by
most researchers (Ally, 1980; Cronkhite & Goetz, 1971; Glass et al., 1969;
Jenks, 1965; Jones, 1976; Silverman et al., 1970; Whittaker, 1965; Whittaker &
Meade, 1967). Another problem is that those researchers who have reported the
correlations among persuasion scores (Epting, 1967; Lee, 1976; Touhey, 1973)
have used such widely different techniques to induce persuasion that comparison
among correlations is difficult. Touhey induced persuasion by having participants
write two counter-attitudinal editorials. Using this self-persuasion technique,
Touhey reported an unusually strong correlation of .47 between two persuasion
scores. Epting used contrived results from two sets of opinion polls to induce
persuasion. This technique produced a correlation between persuasion scores of
.37. Only Lee induced persuasion by having participants read editorials on
several topics. Using this more traditional approach, Lee found that persuasion

scores were correlated only .14.

3. The size of the internal consistency of unbounded persuasibility scores is based on
correlations between attitude change scores across several topics. Although the
exact correlations are often not reported in past research, earlier researchers have
described modest correlations among the persuasion scores produced by different

messages. The modest correlations among persuasion scores is reminiscent of
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Mischel’s (1984) contention that there is only modest correlations among

behaviors that any one person produces in different situations.

Rather than use all 45 items from the Need For Cognition Scale, 16 items were
selected to serve as an abbreviated version of this scale. The items (numbers 1,
10, 15, 16, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 29, 31, 32, 33, 39, 40, and 43 from the original
scale) were selected based on the size of the item-total correlations reported in two

studies by Cacioppo and Petty (1982, p. 123)

Some additional mention should be given to the ordering of materials in the first
and second sessions. Given the amount of effort required of participants in this
study it was impossible to include all persuasibility and personality measures in
a single session. Therefore, a choice was made to include in the first session only
the attitude scales, the paper-and-pencil measures of persuasibility (i.e., the PPI,
JFPQ, and the P-Scale) and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale.
The paper-and-pencil measures were purposely excluded from the second
session because we wanted to eliminate the possibility that respondents would

infer their general level of persuasibility from how much they changed their

. attitudes in the experimental session. If the paper-and-pencil measures were

included in the second session, a potential self-perception bias that might have
artificially inflated the correlation between the paper-and-pencil measures and the

criterion of unbounded persuasibility.
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There was, however, a disadvantage with this ordering. By completing the
persuasibility measures in the first session, participants might have been
forewarned of impending attitude change attempts. This forewarning might have
led participants to bolster their attitudes before they received counter-attitudinal
messages, thereby making them less open to persuasion. The end result might
have been (a) that the range among unbounded persuasibility scores was restricted
and (b) that all subsequent correlations between bounded persuasibility scores and
any other yariable were attenuated by that restricted range.

Another point about the ordering of materials should be mentioned. With the
exception of the P-Scale always being the first instrument in the first session, all
other materials were' randomly ordered within the sessions. That is, the PPI,
JFPQ, and MCSD scales were randomly ordered for participants during the first
session, and the various personality scales were randomly ordered for the second

session.

6. Whenever multiple items (such as item-change scores) had to be combined, items
were averaged together rather than summed together. This strategy was selected
to minimize the effect of missing data. If several items were summed together,
missing data would have spuriously lowered the respondent’s total "sum score,”
making them appear less affected by the message than they might have been. Of
course, missing data could have been handled by disqualifying participants who

had missing data. However, this strategy would have disqualified from all
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subsequent analyses anyone who had missing data on only one item. Averaging
items together avoided these two problems, producing more accurate scores for
participants and retaining participants who had missing data on some items.
Nevertheless, a participant’s data was disqualified if more than 20% of the items

being averaged were blank.

It remained possible that bounded persuasion scores would be more strongly
correlated if the effect of "issue importance" were factored out of each persuasion
scores. It was reasoned that the more important an issue was to a participant, the
less open to persuasion that participant would be. By affecting the size of
bounded persuasion scores, issue importance could have affected the size of the
correlation among persuasion scores.

Because all subsequent analyses in this study were directly affected by the size
of the correlation among bounded persuasion scores, preliminary analyses were
conducted into the effects of "issue importance” on bounded persuasion scores.
First, the importance of each issue (at the time of the first session) was correlated
with the level of persuasion produced by each editorial. Surprisingly, only
nonsignificant correlations between issue importance and bounded persuasion
scores were found [average r (283)=.034, p=n.s.]. These correlations suggest
that "issue importance” had virtually no effect on bounded persuasion scores and
that "issue importance" would not affect the size of the correlations among

bounded persuasion scores.
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Second, the small effect of "issue importance" was factored out before
correlating the four bounded persuasion scores. This was done by regressing each
persuasion score on "issue importance” scores and then creating residualized
persuasion scores. For example, each participant’s "euthanasia persuasion score”
was regressed on the importance placed on that issue, and a "residualized
euthanasia persuasion score." After creating residualized persuasion scores for
each issue, the correlations among thgse scores were then computed. Because the
average correlation among residualized persuasion scores (r=.20) was no different
than the average correlation among the non-residualized persuasion scores
(r=.21), "issue importance” was not used as a covariate in any subsequent

analyses.

8. Cattell’s S reflects the correspondence between factor loadings in different
samples. The closer S comes to 1.00, the closer the correspondence between

factor loadings.

9. Although the PPI consisted of three subscales, these subscales were combined
into a total PPI score because (a) Phillips (1981) designed the PPI to be used in
this manner, and (b) previous uses of the PPI (Phillips, 1981; Pietscher, 1984)

combined the PPI’s three subscales into a single score.

10. The predictive validity of each item in the P-Scale, the PPI, and the JFPQ was
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also examined. This was done by (a) randomly splitting the total sample into
two halves, (b) computing separately for each half of the sample the correlations
between each item and the criterion measure of unbounded persuasibility, and (c)
comparing the item-criterion correlations from each sample in order to see which
items had significant item-criterion correlations in both samples. This approach,
however, was no more successful than examining the criterion validities of total
scale scores for the pooled sample. Only four items from the P-Scale (numbers
24, 34, 38 and 60), one item from the PPI (number 26), and no items from the

JFPQ had correlations greater than .10 in both samples.

The problems with the restricted range of unbounded persuasibility scores might
explain this study’s overall inability to find accurate predictors of persuasibility.
There are two potential causes of restricted range in this study; one
methodological, and one theoretical. First, the combination of potentially reactive
methods and a homogeneous sample may have truncated the range of unbounded
persuasibility scores. This methodological problem might account for the lack of
significant correlations. A second, and more theoretical possibility is that
unbounded persuasibility scores might have regressed inward because
persuasibility might, in fact, be only a modest personality trait. If, beyond the
confines of the current study, the amount of persuasion produced by one message
is not strongly related to amount of persuasion produced by other messages, a

person’s average persuasion score (i.e., unbounded persuasibility) would regress
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toward zero.

Given the restricted range in this study, there was some temptation to
"correct” the correlations between unbounded persuasibility scores and other
measures for range restriction, thereby increasing the number of significant
predictors of persuasibility. However, correction formulas (see Alexander,
Carson, Alliger & Carr, 1987) were not used given the important (and likely)
theoretical possibility that unbounded persuasibility is, in fact, only a modest

personality trait.



APPENDIX A:
GOALS, METHODS, AND

FINDINGS OF PILOT STUDIES



STUDY 1: IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE ISSUES

Wood and Stangor (in press) suggest that the more ambiguous the issue, the
more likely one’s personality will affect the acceptance or rejection of a message.
Therefore, the goal of the first pilot study was to identify social issues about which
undergraduates felt ambivalently and could just as easily support one view as support
another. To accomplish this, 40 introductory psychology students read statements on
32 controversial topics. For example, participants were shown a statement claiming
that hospital patients with AIDS should be isolated on a separate AIDS unit.
Participants were than given 15 seconds to access their reasons, if any, for supporting
each statement (e.g., to think of reasons to support isolating AIDS patients), and 15
seconds to access their reasons for opposing each statement. Participants were then
asked to use 5-points scale to indicate how easily (1 =difficultly, 5=easily) supporting
beliefs came to mind, and how easily opposing beliefs came to mind.

This procedure made it possible to identify issues for which undergraduates
could access supporting beliefs as easily as opposing beliefs. Although equal access
of both supporting and opposing beliefs could arise from a host of factors (such as
familiarity with the issue), we reasoned that equal access to both supporting and
opposing beliefs was one sign of ambivalence in attitudes.

Based on this logic, five out of the original 32 issues were selected for further
use because participants could just as easily generate supporting and opposing beliefs.
Specifically, for each of the five issues, the mean accessibility of supporting beliefs

- did not differ significantly from the mean accessibility of opposing beliefs, all two-
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tailed t’'s < 1.63, p’s > .10. The selected issues involved the use of active
euthanasia, marriage for Catholic priests, mandatory drug testing, open admissions
policies at public universities, and increased government support for the homeless.
All other issues were rejected because the mean accessibility of supporting beliefs did

differ significantly from the mean accessibility of opposing beliefs.

STUDY 2: IDENTIFYING SALIENT BELIEFS

The goal of the second study was to generate a pool of cogent arguments that
could be used to change a person’s attitudes toward euthanasia, married priests, open
admissions, drug testing, housing shelters. To accomplish this, 29 introductory
psychology students wrote down the various beliefs they had about each of the five
experimental topics. Participants spent three minutes writing down beliefs that
supported a particular position on an issue (e.g. beliefs that favor the use of
euthanasia) and three minutes writing down beliefs that opposed that position (e.g.,
beliefs that argued against euthanasia). After generating a series of supporting and
opposing beliefs toward each issue, participants evaluated the cogency of each belief
by assigning it a grade from A (a very persuasive belief) to F (a very unpersuasive
belief).

Although no quantitative analyses were performed on the responses, it was
possible to identify the most common and cogent beliefs that undergraduates held
about the five issues. After reading and sorting through the responses, many of the

underlying beliefs were later incorporated into ten editorials. Some of these beliefs
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were used in editorials that favored euthanasia, married priests, open admissions, drug

testing, and housing shelters (referred to at "Pro" editorials), whereas other beliefs - -

were incorporated into editorials that opposed these issues (referred to as "Con"

editorials).

STUDY 3: PERSUASIVENESS OF EDITORIALS

After the second pilot study, several Likert-style statements and semantic-
differential pairs were devised to measure attitudes toward euthanasia, married priests,
open admissions, housing shelters, and drug testing. (See Appendix B for copies of
all items.) To assess the reliability and validity of these measures, introductory
psychology students responded to each item. Table 15 lists the internal consistencies
of the Likert-style and the semantic differential items, as well as the correlation
between the two scales for each of the experimental issues. As can be seen, all items
were internally consistent and the Likert-style and semantic-differential scales were
strongly related.

Another goal of this pilot study was to evaluate the editorials (see Appendix C).
Specifically, we needed to ensure that the "pro" and "con" editorials for each issue
successfully manipulated attitudes without using widely different styles. To evaluate
the editorials, participants were randomly assigned to read either a "pro" or "con"
editorial on each of the five topics. They then rated each editorial on 21 different
stylistic dimensions and completed the Likert-style and semantic-differential scales.

Table 16 lists the t-values for the differences between the "pro" and "con" editorials
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Table 15

fficient Alphas for, and P n Correlation n Likert- 1 mantic-

Differentials Attitude Measures on Five Experimental Topics

Alpha
Likert-style Semantic
Topic Scale Differential r o)
Active Euthanasia .91 .96 .87 .001
Married Priests .95 .97 .82 .001
Open Admissions .96 .97 .86 .001
Aid to the Homeless .90 .94 .72 .001

Mandatory Drug Tests .88 .96 .77 .001
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Table 16

V fi
Atti I
kert Scale

Semantic Differ.
EDITORIAL...

Persuasiveness
Powerfulness
Convincingness
Logicality
Emotionality
Truthfulness
Simplicity
Clarity

Bias

Fairness
One-sidedness
Humorousness

Interestingness
No. of arguments

CONCLUSION...

Clarity
Strength
Implicitness

WRITER. ..

E1
E2
E3
E4
E5

NOTE:

Expertise

Trustworthiness

Powerfulness
Likability

ifferen

1 le Dimension

94

"Con" itorial Along Tw

EXPERIMENTAL TOPICS

E3 E4 ES
6.30 5.00 3.56
6.04 5.06 1.78

-1.63 2.49% 5.18%%*
- .44 1.50 4.61%*
-1.45 3.12%% 4.,34*%%*
-1.04 3.37%% 2.80%*
3.71%% -1.09 2.31*
- .98 2.51%* 3.98%%*
2.11%* - .52 - .19
-1.45 .00 3.06%*
1.34 -2.19%* .77
- .50 1.99% 2.49%
- .59 ~-1.36 - .24

.52 - .26 - .47
1.63 .51 3.49%%

.83 1.29 .12

-1.21 .64 3.61*%*
- .45 1.52 4.,45%%
1.17 .57 - .18
.13 =-1.70 ~-1.62

- .85 .47 .98
- .65 - .30 1.69
- .61 - .44 2.16%*

represents
represents
represents
represents
represents

the
the
the
the
the

El E2
2.74 4.47
2.72 3.04

.62 1.81

- .05 1.25
1.43 2.43%
- .31 1.76
1.85 -1.52
- .04 1.05
.39 .74
- .94 .63
- .76 - .59
.17 2.21%
- = .50 -1.67
- .08 .19
1.04 - .05
- .31 .82

.58 .69

.80 .76

.50 1.26

.85 - .22

- .86 .41
-1.23 - .12
.34 .38
two editorials on
two editorials on
two editorials on
two editorials on
two editorials on

active euthanasia.
marriage for priests.
open admissions policies.
mandatory drug testing.
more aid for the homeless.

Items composing the Likert scales and semantic differ-

entials were recoded so that higher values represent more support
for the experimental topics.
Positive (negative) t-values indicate the "Pro" ("Con")

editorial was rated higher than the "Con" ("Pro") editorial on a
given dimension.

** p<.01, two-tailed
* p<.05, two-tailed
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on the two attitude scales and the 21 different dimensions. As can be seen, the
editorials on four of the five issues did manipulate attitudes in the intended direction,
without differing along the majority of style dimensions. Only the editorials dealing
with shelter for the homeless differed in style, and had to be dropped from further
use. In all, this third pilot study ensured 1) that attitude measures for this proposal
were internally consistent and highly correlated, and 2) that the editorials were, in

fact, persuasive.

STUDY 4: PRELIMINARY ANALYSES OF THE P-SCALE.

The last pilot study began the preliminary analysis of the P-Scale. In this last
pilot study, 51 introductory psychology students were presented with a preliminary
version of a newly devised persuasibility s;:ale (see Appendix D). Results revealed
that the P-Scale had sufficient internal consistency fo merit additional research,

coefficient alpha=.8S.




APPENDIX B:
ATTITUDE SCALES



Attitudes Toward Euthanasia Scale

ACTIVE EUTHANASIA

Recently the medical profession and religious leaders have
debated the use of active euthanasia -- where doctors
actually help terminally ill patients die by counseling the
patients and then giving them a lethal dose of medication.
Many people support active euthanasia and see it as a
necessary "mercy killing®. Others, however, oppose active
euthanasia, saying it is not merciful.

We are interested in discovering what people know about
active euthanasia and how they feel about it. Please answer
the questions on this and the following page.

1. Before today, how much had you 1=none
heard about active euthanasia? 2=very little
3=a fair amount
4=very much

2. How important is this topic 1=very unimportant

to you before today? 2=unimportant
=hard to decide
4=important

5=very important

We would like to know your opinion about active euthanasia,
even if you have heard very little about it. Please read
the statements on the following page and indicate how
strongly you disagree or agree with each. Please use the 7-
point scale on the top of following page to answer each
question.
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DISAGREE AGREE

VERY DISAGREE AGREE VERY

Strongly Strongly DISAGREE NEITHER AGREE Strongly Strongly

l-—m————— 2-——mmm =3 f-———————- S~ 6-————————- 7

1. There are good reasons to support active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(physician-assisted) euthanasia.

2. There are good reasons to oppose active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
~ (physician-assisted) euthanasia.

3. All things considered, the reasons for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

opposing active euthanasia are stronger
than the reasons for supporting it.

4. Physicians should be banned from helping 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
a terminally-ill patient die, even if the
patient wants to die.

5. If both the physician and patient agree, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
physicians should help a terminally ill
patient die.

6. It is a doctor’s duty to prevent death 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
whenever possible.

7. Active euthanasia goes against the goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
of the medical profession.

8. Terminally ill patients have the right 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
to end their suffering.

9. The patient’s wish to die should outweigh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
all other consideration. '

10. In many cases, active euthanasia is the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

only humane thing to do.

THERE ARE 14 PAIRS OF ADJECTIVES BELOW THAT CAN BE USED TO DESCRIBE
YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT ACTIVE EUTHANASIA. FOR EACH OF THESE 14 PAIRS,
PLACE AN "X" IN THE SPACE THAT BEST REFLECTS YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT

ACTIVE EUTHANASIA.
ACTIVE EUTHANASIA IS...

1. Good : : : s Bad

2. Valuable : : : t_ % __t __ HWorthless

3. Important : : : :__:___:___ Unimportant

4. Helpful _ &t 0+ s sz Barmful

5. Needed : : : : : : Not Needed

6. Fair : : : $t ___:___: _ Unfair

7. Unethical : : : : : : Ethical

8. Inhumane : : : ¢t ___:____ Humane

9. Cruel : : : P :___:__ Merciful

10 Misguided : : : :i__ it  Well Thought Out

11. Foolish : H : Ttz HWise

12. A Problenm : : : $__ ¢t An Answer

13. HURTS HELPS
MEDICINE : : : :__:___:___  MEDICINE.

14. Within a Outside a

- - patient’s - - : patient’s

rights : : : T3 1 rights




Attitudes Toward Married Priests Scale

MARRIED PRIESTS

Recently many Catholics have argued about whether priests
should be allowed to get married and have children. Some
believe that allowing priests to marry would be good for the
Church. However others, believing that it will harm the
Church, have argued that the Church should keep its long
tradition of unmarried priests.

We are interested in discovering what people know about
the debate over married priests and how people feel about
married priests. Please answer the questions on this and
the following page.

1. Before today, how much had you 1=none
heard about allowing priests 2=very little
to marry? 3=a fair amount
4=very much
2. How important is this topic l1=very unimportant
to you, today? 2=unimportant
3=hard to decide
4=important

5=very important

We would like to know your opinion about marriage in the
Catholic priesthood, even if you have heard very little
about this issue. Please read the statements on the
following page and indicate how strongly you disagree or
agree with each. Please use the 7-point scale on the top of
‘the following page to answer each question.
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DISAGREE AGREE

VERY DISAGREE AGREE VERY

Strongly Strongly DISAGREE NEITHER AGREE Strongly Strongly
1-—=—m—m—- 2---—m——— 3 4-———————- Smmmmm 6~————m———- 7

1. There are good reasons to support marriage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
for catholic priests.

2. There are good reasons to oppose marriage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
for Catholic priests.

3. All things considered, the reasons to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

support marriage for priests are stronger
the reasons to oppose such marriages.

4. Marriage for priests probably goes against 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the teachings in the Bible.

S. I can see very few reasons for allowing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
priests to marry.

6. It would help the Catholic church if 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
priests were allowed to marry.

7. It would hurt Catholic church-goers if 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
priests were allowed to marry.

8. It would hurt the profession of the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

priesthood if priests could marry.

9. The Church should not break a long-standing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tradition of single priests.

10. The tradition of single priests is outdated. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

THERE ARE 14 PAIRS OF ADJECTIVES BELOW THAT CAN BE USED TO DESCRIBE
YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT MARRIAGE FOR CATHOLIC PRIESTS. R (0) E
14 PAIRS, PLACE AN "X" IN THE SPACE THAT BEST REFLECTS YOUR FEELINGS

ABOUT MARRIAGE FOR CATHOLIC PRIESTS.
MARRIAGE FOR CATHOLIC PRIESTS 1IS...

1. Good : : : : : : Bad

2. Valuable : : : : : : Worthless

3. Important : : : H : : Unimportant

4. Helpful : : : : : : Harmful

5. Needed H : : : : : Not Needed

6. Fair : : : : H : Unfair

7. Unethical : : : : : : Ethical

8. Inhumane : : : : : : Humane

9. Cruel : : : : : : Merciful

10 Misguided : : : : T3 Well Thought Out

11. Foolish : : : : : : Wise

12. A Problem : : : : $i__:____  An Ansver

13. HURTS THE HELPS THE
CHURCH : : : : : : CHURCH.

14. Within a Outside a
priest’s priest’s
rights : : : : T s rights




Attitudes Toward Open Admissions Scale

OPEN ADMISSIONS AT PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

One issue that is frequently debated by education experts is
whether publicly funded universities, like the University of
Illinois, should admit all Illinois residents who apply.
This "open door policy® is controversial because there would
be no requirements (such as acceptable high school grades or
standard test scores) to enter public universities.
Supporters of the policy arque that publicly funded schools
should accept anyone in the public who wants to attend.
Critics argue that state universities would become over-
crowded and public education would suffer.

We are interested in discovering what people know about
open admissions and how they feel about it. Please answer
the questions on this and the following page.

1. Before today, how much had you l1=none
heard about open admissions? 2=very little
=a fair amount
4=very much

2. How important is this topic 1=very unimportant
to you, today? 2=unimportant
3=hard to decide
4=important

S5=very important

We would like to know your opinion about open admissions at
publicly funded universities, even if you know very little
. about it. Please read the statements on the following page
and indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each.
Please use the 7-point scale on the top of the following
page to answer each question.

101



102

DISAGREE AGREE

VERY DISAGREE AGREE VERY

Strongly Strongly DISAGREE NEITHER AGREE Strongly strongly

l-m=—————- 2=———————— Jommmm 4-———————=- S—=mm———— 6w m

1. There are good reasons to support the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"open admissions policy."

2. There are good reasons to oppose the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"open admissions policy."

3. All things condisered, the reasons for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

supporting “open admissions" are stronger
than the reasons for opposing it.

4. State universities should adopt the "open 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
admissions policy."

5. There is very little to gain by adopting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the "open admissions policy."™

6. Many benefits would come if the "open 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
admissions policy"™ was adopted.

7. Open admissions would make a mess of state 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
universities.

8. State universities would suffer if open 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
admissions is adopted.

9. Public universities must keep some selec- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tive standards when deciding who to admit.

10. The state owes each citizen a chance at 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

higher education, even citizens who will
probably fail.

THERE ARE 14 PARIS OF ADJECTIVES BELOW THAT CAN BE USED TO DESCRIBE
YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT OPEN ADMISSIONS AT PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES. FQR EACH
OF THESE 14 PAIRS, PLACE AN "X" IN THE SPACE THAT BEST REFLECTS HOW
YOU FEEL ABOUT OPEN ADMISSIONS AT PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES.

THE OPEN ADMISSIONS POLICY (IS)

1. Good _ : : : : : Bad

2. Valuable _ : : 3 : : : Worthless

3. Important __ : : : : : : Unimportant

4. Helpful 3 : : : : H Harmful

5. Needed 2 : : : : : Not Needed

6. Fair s : : : : : Unfair

7. Unethical : : : : : : Ethical

8. Inhumane : : : : : : Humane

9. Cruel s : : : : : Merciful

10 Misgquided _ : : : : : : Well Thought Out

11. Foolish __ : : : : : : Wise

12. A Problem __ @ : : : : : An Ansver

13. HURTS THE HELPS THE
SCHOOLS e : : : : : SCHOOLS

14. Within a Outside a
citizen’s citizen’s
rights : : : : : : rights




Attitudes Toward Drug Testing Scale

MANDATORY DRUG TESTING

In the past few years there has been much debate over the
use of mandatory on-the-job drug tests for employees. Those
who favor these tests argue that drug testing will help keep
drugs and accidents out of the work place. Those who oppose
drug testing argue that the tests are inaccurate and an
invasion of privacy.

We are interested in discovering what people know about
mandatory drug testing and how they feel about it. Please
answer the questions on this and the following page.

1. Before today, how much had you 1=none
heard about mandatory drug tests? 2=very little
3=a fair amount
4=very much

2. How important is this topic to l=very unimportant
you, today? 2=unimportant
3=hard to decide
4=important

S=very important

We would like to know your opinion about mandatory drug
tests for employees of private companies, even if you have
heard very little about this topic. Please read the state-
ments on the following page and indicate how strongly you
disagree or agree with each. Please use the 7-point scale
on the top of the following page to answer each question.
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DISAGREE AGREE

VERY DISAGREE : AGREE VERY

Strongly Strongly DISAGREE NEITHER AGREE Strongly Strongly
1l 2-—m—————— - 4 Sr—mmme——— 6= 7

1. There are good reasons to oppose mand- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
atory drug tests of private employees.

2. There are good reasons to support mand- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
atory drug tests of private employees.

3. The reasons for opposing mandatory drug 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

test are stronger than .the reasons for
supporting drug tests.

4. Employees should be required to take 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
regular on-the-job drug tests.

S. An employee’s private drug habits are 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT the business of the employer. .

6. Drugs .are so dangerous that the company’s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

right to a safe and drug-free environment
outweighs the rights of the employee.

7. Drug tests provide an accurate way to see 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
if employees are taking illegal drugs.

8. Drug tests provide ethical ways to see if 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
employees are taking illegal drugs.

9. Drug tests provide a good way to prevent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
drug abuse in the work place.

10. There ought to be a law that protects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

employees from mandatory drug tests.

THERE ARE 13 PAIRS OF ADJECTIVES BELOW THAT CAN BE USED TO DESCRIBE
YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT MANDATORY, ON-THE-JOB DRUG TESTING. FOR FEACH OF
THESE 13 PAIRS, PLACE AN "X" IN THE SPACE THAT BEST REFLECTS HOW YOU
FEEL ABOUT DRUG TESTING.

MANDATORY DRUG TESTING IS...

1. Good : : : : : : Bad
2. Valuable S : : : : Worthless
3. Important __ : : : : : : Unimportant
4. Helpful I : : : : Harmful
5. Needed i : : : : Not Needed
6. Fair : : : : : : Unfair
7. Unethical ___ : : : : : : Ethical
8. Inhumane t e : : : : Humane
9. Cruel R S : : : : Merciful
10 Misguided __ :__ : : : : : Well Thought Out
11. Poolish __ ' : : : : : Wise
12. A Problem ___: : : : : : An Ansver
13. HURTS A HELPS A

COMPANY : : : : : : COMPANY




APPENDIX C:
COUNTER-ATTITU'DINAL EDITORIALS



Editorial Supporting Active Euthanasia

WHOSE LIFE IS IT, ANYWAY?

A recent medical article
made public an ethical dilemma

faced by more and more doctors -

and their patients. The
dilemma involved active euthan-
asia or the merciful killing
of a terminally i11 patient by
her doctor. In the article, a
cancer patient asked her young
doctor to help her "erd it,
now,” to stop her endless pain
and hopeless suffering with a
deadly injection. The physic-
ian agreed and the patient
died within mimites.

Should doctors actively
participate in euthanasia?
Should we allow doctors and
patients to plan and carry out
mercy killings? Although
active euthanasia is widely
practiced in Hollard, the
American Medical Association
{(AM) and most of its members
stand firmly against physician—
assisted euthanasia.

But support for active

Bar Association, aml two-
thirds of the public feel the
time has come for active
euthanasia.

The nation's legal cossmm-
ity has recently decided that
patients have the right to
cantrol their lives and their
deaths. In the past, the AMA
has overlooked the rights of
their patients, and claimed
that a doctor's decision to
keep patients alive — and
sometimes in pain — outweigh
patients' rights to control
their lives. Fortunately,
federal courts have recently
ruled that the rights and
wishes of dying patients
outweigh the decisions of the
medical profession.

The nation's law makers
are now forming strict rules
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to control the use of active
euthanasia. With strict legal
controls, active euthanasia
will be very different than
either suicide or murder. A
patient's request to die can
only be granted when the
patient is psychologically
competent; when two qualified
doctors agree the patient will
die within six months; and
when those doctors agree to
help the patient die. The
patient's wish is the critical
factor. Family, doctors, and
priests can advise the patient,
but the patient must make the
ultimate decision. Amd,
that's the way it should be.
Patient should be in control

science is develcpinj the
technology to prolong life
beyord cur wildest dreems.
However, the dreams of tech-
nology have become the night-
mares of patients and their
families. Machines may prolong
life, but often it is a life
of unrelenting pain and suffer-
ing. With all the best inten-
tion, the medical profession
has created a situation that
it must now deal with.

As technology grows, the
call for active euthanasia

active euthanasia because-they
are afraid that rather than
die naturally they are going
to be kept alive by well-
meaning physicians to the
point where they are no longer
in control of their ainds or
bodies. This fear is real.
More than 10,000 patients in
this country are maintained in
a permanent vegetative state
at a yearly cost of $125,000
each. We live in an era when



patients mnistrust the motive
of physicians who order expen—

sive, and hopeless life—sumort
systems, and then send the
bill to the patient's family.
Trust in medicine can be
restored if doctors help
patients with difficult deci-
sians, rather than ignore
their final wishes.

Dealing with death will
not be easy for doctors, and
many doctors will say "we've
never been in the business of
killing." To that we must
reply that "you've never been
in the business of prolonging
suffering, either." A doctor's
business is to help patients.
At times, the best way and
anly humane way to help a
dying patient is to help that
patient die.

Active euthsnesia can

w:uld'lave reached a new low.”
We understand the well-

should not be forced to suffer.
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Editorial Opposing Active Euthanasia

NEVER GIVE UP ON YOUR PATIENTS

A recent medical article
made public an ethical dilemms
faced by more and more doctors
ard their patients. The
dilemma involved active euthan-
asia or the merciful killing
of a terminally 111 patient by
her doctor. In the article, a
cancer patient asked her young
doctar to "end it, now," to
stop her pain and suffering
with a deadly injection. BHer
doctor agreed and the patient
died within mimites.

Should doctors actively
participate in euthanasia?
Should govermments and hosp-
itals allow patients and
doctors to plan and carry out
mercy killings? The young
physician and those who
active euthanasia obviocusly
feel that a patient has the
right to die and endure no
more pain. PFurther,
claim that death is often the
anly merciful response and
that a physician should respect
a patient's desperate wish to
die.

The arguments for active
euthanasia, however, sound
better the leas they are

_examined. When the American
Medical Association (AMA)
closely exanined active euthan-
asia it found scme fatal
flaes.

Doctors take an cath to
heal and a vow to respect the
wishes of their patients. If
the patient wishes to take no
medication, a doctor must
respect that wish. If a
patient does not want to be
kept alive by respirators and
intravenous feeding, the choice
of the patient must prevail.
Doctors can never legally or
morally treat a patient who
wants no treatment. If the
patient asks, the hand of

healing can be withdrasn.

But, the AMA said the
hard of healing can never be
replaced with the hand of
death. No matter what the
request, a doctor must never
intentionally cause a patient
to die. That is simply not a
doctor's role. There is a
world of difference between not
treating somecne who wants no
treatment, and physically and
deliberately ending the life a
patient who wants to die.

These two worlds should never
be confused.

This does not mean that
doctors should stand by and
watch patients suffer. As
mch as doctors should prevent
death, they should also prevent
suffering. Dr. Steven Miles,
a noted ethical specialist from
the University of Chicago says
that pain controlling drugs
are too often overlocksd

that patients can literally
sleep through their pain.

Miles says that controlling
pain in terminally 111 patients
is no problem; the problem is
"one of physician ignorance.®
Because many physicians do not
mow how to control pain, they
wrongly believe that pain
cammot be controlled. Through
ignorance, they see euthanasia
as the only way cut. This is
a deadly mistake that can be
avoided if active euthanasia is
banned.
Allowing active euthanasia
is likely to open a Pandora's
Bax of troubles that we may
never be able to close.

First, there are legal troub~
les. What will be the legal
consequences of doctors who
agree to help a person die?
Will the doctor be an accomp-
lice in a crime? What if the
diagnosis was wrong and the



patient could have really
survived? Is the doctor
respansible for a wrongful
death?

Next, there are psycho-
logical problems. Even if a
doctor faces no legal problems,
knowingly injecting a patient
with a lethal dose is bound to

many will,
Finally, there are social

problems. If active euthanasia

is allowed, it is safe to
asswme that many desperate
patients will ask to die. In
time, active euthanasia may
become the norm. If that ever
happens we may move from an
atmosphere that recognizes the
right to die to a dark climate
in which a patient feels the
obligation or duty to die. If
that ever happens, active
euthanasia will cause more
suffering that it could ever
m!

There are no simple
answers for the problems
raised in medicine. The
problea of active euthanasia
is no different. Even prom-
inent religious scholars
disagree cver the morality of
euthanasia. However, until
there is absolutely no debate
over euthanasia, physicians
mst stay aay from helping
patients die.
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Editorial Supporting Marriage for Priests

MARRIED PRIESTS, IT MAKES
SENSE AGAIN

A debate is rising again
in the Catholic Church about
the priesthood. The debate is
rising because the mmber of
young men entering seminaries
is dropping, the mmber of
priests is shrinking, and as a
result the quality of pastoral
service is tested as too few
men are spread too far.

marriage for priests. Doubts
about marriage in the priest-
hood are not new. For cent-
uries theologians have argued
that requiring young men to
refuse wives and families in
service of God may push many
devout men swmy from the
service of God.

This argusent is not
without its critics. Those
who oppose clerical marriages
argue that the scriptures
mevent {t, the traditions of
the Charch oppose it, and that
it will interfere with the
bard between a priest and his
parish.

However, marriage for
Catholics does have support in
the scriptures; it does have a
long tradition in the Charch;
and it is a sensible way to
improve the Charch and improve
ths bond between a priest and
his parish.

The evidence.

® MARRIAGE AND THE APOSTLES
Many Catholics believe that
the Apostles never married and
that their celibacy set a
precedent for an urmarried
priesthood. This is not the
case. Some apostles were
married, others were not.
Purthermore, ane of the celib-
ate apostles, Paul in the
First Corinthians 7:2, defended

marriages at large when stating
that "each man should have his
ovn wife and each women her
own hsband.® It is hard to

" reconcile celibate Pamul's

support of marriage with the
Church's current doctrine of
an umarried priesthood.

* MARRIAGE AND PRIESTS.
Many Catholics also believe
that the Catholic Church has
never allowed priests to
marry. Not so. To the sw-
prise of many, the Charch
allowed clerical marriages for
over 1000 years! The majority
of priests were married until
1139 when the Chrch changed
its policy, forbidding priests
the same rights to marry that
are offered to parishioners.

Wy the change in 11397
Surprisingly, the change was
not for scriptwral ressons.
Rather, the tredition
to make the Charch fit the
spiritual needs of the day.

In 1139 influential Catholics
believed that poverty and
self-suffering were symbols of

bacy and isolation from mar-
Catholics, in 1139,

The first is indelicate
but must be raised. Forced
celibacy leads many priests
into sexual sins like adultery.
No man should be required to
beccme celibate if he does not
have the strength for it. If

the charch., Celibacy and



marriage must both be options
for priests, not regquirements.

Secard, marriage in the
priesthood gets support from
the wisdom of Paul who (in
Timothy 3:1-12) encouraged
priests to marry when he noted
that "for if a man does not
know how to manage his own
household, how can he care far
God's house?” A priest who
can experience the love amd
problems of a family can
better care for God's house.
A priest whan can marry can
stand with his parishioners
ard their families rather than
stand isolated from thea.

If the Charch updates its
rules on marriage and allows a
priest to choose between
marriage and celibacy — an
option that is offered to all
other Catholics — then the
priesthood will become more
appealing to young Catholics
and the Church will be free to
respond to the spiritual needs
of our age rather than the
cutdated needs of centuries

past.
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Editorial Opposing Marriage for Priests

WANTING THE MOST FROM PRIESTS

Adebateisrisiminthe'

Catholic church about the
priesthood. The debate is
rising because the mmber of
young men entering seminaries
is dropping, the mmber of
priests has been shrinking,
and as a result the quality of
pastoral service has been
weakened as too few men are
spread too far.

Some people believe that
the Church's stand on marriage
for priests is the cause of
the problem. They argue that
requiring young men to sacri-
fice marriage and family in
service of God may push many
devout men away from the
priesthood. To solve this
problen scme people are asking
that priests be allowed to
marry. Allowing priests to
marry, so the argument goes,
will refill the seminaries
with men devoted to do God's
work, and will rejuvenate the
Church.
This argument, however,
has scme problems. To begin -
with, it is too easy to point
to the shrinking seminaries
and conclude that the problem
comes from the Chanrch and the
edicts on marriage. In fact,
much of the decline in seminary
enrollments happened simply
because the "Baby Booa" genera-
tion has gromn up. With fewer
young men around today, there
are fewer young men to enter
the seminaries this year. A
new ruling on marriage in the
priesthood will not change
this situation, and will not
refill the seminaries.

Even if marriage in the
priesthood could incresse the
mmber of priests, the Charch
should not change its histor-
ical position. The reasons

are many.

¢ BIBLICAL TEACHINGS ¢
First, Christ made it clear
that the Apostles should not
divide their devotion. At the
Last Supper. Christ told the
Apostles, "Come follow Me!
Leave all things, and everyone
vwho has left house, or brother,
or sister, ar father, or
mother, or wife, or children
for My sake shall receive a
hindredfold.” PFollowing His

sentatives of God. For centur-
jes, those who have spread
God's Words have also lived by
Those Words. Tens of thousands
of priests, monks and muns
have married the Charch and no
one else. John the Baptist,
Peter and Paul sacrificed
marriage for God. In fact,
all the Apostles, except one,
sacrificed marriage in devotion
to God. The only Apostle to
marry was Judas.

¢ PART-TIME PRIESTS *
Being a priest means being
first, last, and always a
representitive of God who
serves all people, and serves
all people equally. It is
hard to deny that the demands
of a wife and family would
interfere with a priest’'s
ability to serve his parish.
In fact, if he is to be a good
husband and . the desmands
of his family should interfere
with his wcrk. In the end,
the Church and church-goers
would suffer from the part-
time priesthood.

$ LOWFRING THE STANDARDS
* If Catholic parishioners
truely wanted priests to be
like ministers in other faiths,
Catholics would let it be
known. But most Catholics are
silent about marriage for
priests because they want and
expect more from their priests.
Catholics want a priest to be



scmecne special, someone they
can trust, sameone who by his
example guides and inspires
them

ib.ﬂdthemlssetby'

married priests inspire Cath-
olics? Unfortunately not. A
married priest would be a
leader who arnounces that he
cannot devote himself to God,
that he is only partially
comnitted to his special job.
If we allow priests to marry,
we may get more priests, but
we will also get priests who
are less devoted. Just as the
airlines and hospital would not
lower their standards to
attract more pilots and doct-
ors, the Church canmot lower
its standards to attract more
priests.

The Church ard its fol-
lowers have very little to
gain and very much to loose if
priests are allowed to marry.
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Editorial Supporting Open Admissions Policies

OPENING THE DOORS AT STATE
UNIVERSITIES

Same recent rumblings cut of
Springfield are coming from
education experts who want
reforms at the State Higher
Education Board, the office
that makes policy for Illinois'
13 publicly funded univer-
sities. Although few agree on
how to solve the problems or
which problems are most impor-
tant, experts and interested
spectators have much to say
about the public universities.
For instance, critics say that
the budget for state univer-
sities is either too high or
not high enough. Experts say
the deans ard presidents have
either too mach power or not
encugh power. Tax payers say
that too many courses are
offered ar not enough are
offered.

Through this noise we
heard a complaint that caught
our attention. For over a
century the State Higher
Education Board had a mission -
- to provide high quality and
low cost educatian to the
people of Illinois. The Board
should be cammended for their
efforts. Illinois universi-
ties are among the best in the
nation and provide a first
class education for Illinois
residents. Our state univer-
sities have also made higher
education affordable. Even
though students and their
famjilies usually save and
borrow to pay for college, tax
support from all Illinois
residents helps keep the cost
down.
Where the State Education
Board has failed is in its
admissions policy. Under the
current "selective admissions”
policy. acceptance into a
state university is based on

two criteria: a high school
diplama, and the potential for
success in college. "Poten-
tial" is usually based an

the doors to the state univers-
ities open. Most of Illinois'
high school students easily
meet the minimm standards,
but same do not. Under selec-
tive admissions, acceptance
into I1linois universities
remains a privilege that not
all Illinois residents share.

Now the tradition of
selective admissions into
state funded universities is
being challenged by many
education experts in Spring-
field. They recommend that
the Board replace the selective
admission policy with an “open
admissions” policy. Under open
admissions, past grades amd
test score would be ignored.
Acceptance into Illinois'
state universities would
require only a high school
diplama and the desire to
learn.

The challenges to selec-
tive admissions are simple. A
university that is built and
maintained with public money
should be open to the public.
Each person's tax dollars help
support the schools. In
return for this tax support,
each person should have the
right to attend. By closing
the doors of the university we
do two things. We deny people
the right to use samething that
they help pay for. And, we
serd a message to people that
while their mney is good
enough to go to the univer-
sities, they are not.

Selective admissions is
also challenged because it's an
unfair burden an low income



families. Tax payers from all
income levels — high, middle,
and low — help suppart the
state schools. But, students
from the low income families
are admitted into state schools
far less often, usually because
they came from the warst
public high schools and suf-
fered the lowest test scores.
We believe that the education
system that failed theam in the
past should not ignore their
dreams to enter college in the
future. With private univer-
sities remaining too expensive,
the publicly funded univer-
sities are tho only hope for
low income students.

Opening the doors to all
high school greduates does not
mean that unqualified students
will remain enrolled when they
are failing., The door that
shows the way into the univer-
sity must be used with a door
that shows the way out. No
ane benefits from classrooms

tut with proper control and an
out door that swings as easily
as an in door, the pains will
be replaces with gains. The
issue of open admissions is an
emotional ane. Its foes
believe in their hearts that
education will suffer if
everyone is offered it. 1Its
friends, however, believe that
with education, like health,
everyone benefits if everyomne
has {t.
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Editorial Opposing Open Admissions Policies

USING THE STATE UNIVERSITIES
WISELY

Some recent rumblings out of
Springfield are coming from
education experts who want
reforms at the State Higher
Education Board, the office
that makes policy for Illinois'
13 publicly funded univer-
sities. Although few agree an
how to solve the problems or
which problems are most import-
ant, experts and interested
spectators have much to say
about the public universities.
For instance, critics say that
the budget for state univer-
sities is either too high ar
not high enough. Experts say
the deans and presidents have
either too much power or not
encugh power. Tax payers say
that too many courses are
offered or not enough are

of fered.

Through this noise we
heard a complaint that caught
our attention. For over a
century the State Higher
Education Board had a mission -
- to provide high quality and
low cost educatian to the
pecple of Illinois. The Board
should be comsended for their
efforts. Illinois universi-
ties are among the best in the
mation and provide a first
class education for Illinois
residents. Our state univer-
sities have also made higher
education affordable. Even
though students and their
families usually save and
borrow to pay for college, tax

froe all Illinois
residents helps keep the cost
down.

Saome experts are rumbling,
however, that the State Higher
Bducation Board has failed an
important part of this mission.
The ccaplaint centers an the
Board's admissions policy.

Under the current "selective
admissions™ policy., acceptance
into a state university is
based on two criteria: a high
school diplama, and the poten-
tial for success in college.
"Potential” for college is
usually based on a history of
past success in high school.

state universities open.
high school grades and tests
scares are low, the doors to
state universities remain
closed. Most of Illinois’
high school students easily
meet the ninimm standards,
but some do not. Under selec-
tive admissions,
into Illinois universities
remains a privilege that
I1linois residents need to
eam.

Now the tradition of
selective admissions into
state funded universities is

being challenged bty a few

replace the selective admission
policy with an "open admis-
sions" policy. Under open
admissions, past grades and
test scare would be ignored.
Acceptance into Illinois’
state schools would require
only the wish to attend, but
not the history of success or
the potential to graduate.
Supporters of open admis-
sions reason that taxpayers
have earned the right to a
college education by building
and maintaining state univer-
sities with their tax dollars.
Since their tax dollars help
pay for it, they should get to
use it. True, but only to a
point. By the same logic,
paying taxms to the federal
govermment would entitle the
wealthy to get food stamps, and



would entitle average citizens
adventures on the space shut-
tle. Tax dollars do not give
us carte blanche to all state
service,

At some point, the state
has to be realistic. The
state can afford — but just
barely — to educate all of
its residents through high
school. The cost of a college
education is so high and in
such short supply that the
state must use its colleges
wisely.

Open admissions is a well
intended, but urwise use of
public universities. The
direct result of open admis-

lenging and uninspiring because
lectures would be slowed down
by or brought down to less
able students. In all likeli-
hood, open admissions would
weaken the universities. If
the State Higher Education
Board wants to succeed in the
ajssion of providing high
quality, low cost education to -
the peocple of Illinois, it
should stay with the selective
admissions policy that made
I1linois' 13 state universities
among the best in the country.
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Editorial Supporing Mandatory Drug Testing

THE CASE FOR MANDATORY DRUG
TESTING

When the comissioners of
both the Kational Baseball
League and the National Foot-
ball League first announced
that all players mst regularly
urdergo mandatory tests to
detect illegal drug use, many
players — and most private
employees — were caught
without a solid legal defense
and with few good arguments.

A federal court told
players and non-goverrment
employees they don't have the
legal deferses of the constit-
ution that protect our privacy
from unreasanable search and
seizure "by the goverrment."
But, when privete companies
are doing the. searching,
employees do not have the
canstitution on their team.

At present, companies are
wimning the contest over
mandatory drug tests, espec—
ially for jobs that involve
the safety of other people.
The caurt rulings do not just
apply to ocver-developed foot-
ball players. For instance,
the courts have included truck
drivers, canstruction workers,
factory workers, and others as
open for drug testing.

The silence of the canst-
itution takes away the major
defense of private workers.
There are other reasons,
however, to favor drug testing.
In fact, we think the case far
mandatory tests in safety-
sensitive jobs is strong.
Opponents of mandatory tests
make some arguments that
simply don't stard up.

Oppanents argue that drug
tests are not accurate and that
many irmocent people will be
falsely accused of drug use.
After all, mistakes do happen.
While this fear had some

grounding in the past, it has
little grounding today.
Recently the federal courts
began ruling that companies
mist uee drug tests with great
care. Great care includes
using a secord, more accurate
test for anyone that test
positive for drug use. If the
employee does not test positive
oan the secand test, he is in
the clear. If a secand test
is not used the company can
expect to be dragged to court
by employees and can expect to
loose. By ensuring that no
people are wrongly accused of
drug uwse, the argument about
test accuracy is more fear
than fact.

Employees also argue that
mandatory testing, while not
technically illegal, ought to
be illegal. We disagree. In
fact, we see clear reason to
believe that compenies are
morally obligated to use
mandatory tests. In the
1930's the American labor
movement helped the country
recognize that every employer
must maintain a workplace free
from hazards that are likely to
cause death and serious injury.
In the 1980's we must recognize
the hazards of drugs in the
workplace. Statistics from the
American Medical Assoclation
warn that 1 out of 20 co-
workers has a drug problem,
ard 1 of 10 has an alcohol
problem. Many of these prob-
lems are left at home, but
some come to work. In safety-
sensitive jobs, ane person's
drug problem can cost another
person his life. If testing
helps identify people who are
using drugs, or if it helps
prevents employees fruom trying
drugs, then the company must
use testing to protect innocent
people.

Finally, opponents of



mardatory testing argue that
our private life is a private
matter amd is no business of
our employer. We would agree,
but anly if what we do at home
does not affect what we do at
work. Smoking marijuana on
Saturday should not concern
our bosses if it does not
affect us on Monday. Using
cocaine in the evening is
private if it leaves us clear
minded in the morning. These
are big "ifs" though, ard with
drug abuse, private life and
work life do overlap. All too
often, drugs at home become
absenteeism and serious acci-
dents at work. BExployers have
been forced to leammn this
lesson, and are forced to do
something about it.

No company relishes the
idea of regular drug testing.
Testing is expensive and
unpopular. But, if a company
feels that drug abuse poses a
serious and real threat to
other workers, the company has
the right — if not the cbliga-
tion — to talke this uwnpopular
step. Scmetimes the public
interest must weigh heavier
than private interests. When
it comes to protecting imnocent
people, companies should be
allowed to conduct mardatory

drug testing.
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Editorial Opposing Mandatory Drug Testing

THE CASE AGAINST MANDATORY
DRUG TESTING

When the commissioners of
both the National Baseball
League and the National Foot-
ball League first armounced
that all players must regularly

mandatory tests to
detect 1llegal drug use, many
players — and most private
employees — were caught
without an important legal
deferse but with many valid -
ts.

A federal court told
players and non-goverrment
employees they don't have the
legal defenses of the constit-
ution that protect ocur privacy
fram unreasonable search and

canstitution on their team. At
present, companies are winning
the contest over mandatory drug
tests, especially for jobs
that involve the safety of
other people. The court
rulings do not just apply to
over-developed football play-
ers. For instance, the coxrts
have included truck drivers,
costruction workers, factory
workers, and others as open

far drug testing.

The silence of the const-
itution takes away only ane
defense of private employees.
There are other reasons,
however, to oppose drug test-
ing. In fact, we think the
case against mandatory tests
in safety-sensitive jobs is
still very strong because
supporters of mandatory tests
make some arguments that simply
don't stand wp.

Supporters argue that
drug tests are accurate. The
makers of these tests say
their tests make only 3 errors

far each 100 employees. Nice
results. But, when the tests
are re-checked by less profit-
oriented scientists the results
are appallingly bad. The
American Medical Association
foud that drug tests make not
3, but 25 mistakes in 100.

Bad enough being arournd other
people who are smoking mariju-
ana may cause you to test
positive for drug use, these
"state-of-the-art tests”
confuse cold medicines with
amphetamines, aoriental teas
with marijuana, and the poppy
seeds an your bagel with opium
and heroine, Twenty-five
mistakes in 100 represents 25
people who might loose their
jobs, their futures, and their
reputations because they are
guilty of nothing more than
working for a company that
requires drug tests.

Companies using these
tests also argue that mandatory
testing falls with the bound-
aries of the law. We agree.
These tests are technically
legal, but we also feel they
are a gross distortion of the
legal system. Our legal
system leans in favor of
irmocence where scmetimes a
guilty person goes free to
ensure that innocent people
are never canwicted. Drug
testing leans in the opposite
direction and favors guilt —
many imnocent people get fired
to ensure that the few pedple
guilty of using drugs are
caught. This notion of just-
ice, we feel, is hard to
defend.

Finally, defenders of
mardatory tests argue that
companies have the right to
protect their company, their
employees, and their customers
fram drug abuse. No argument,
here. Drugs don't belang in
the workplace. When drugs are



used, productivity stumbles,
profits fall, and insurance
premiums get as high as the
mmber of accidents. But,
there are better, more hmane
ways to control drug abuse
than faorcing worleers to provide
urine samples. When drugs
become a problem there are
clear signs — regular tardi-
ness, absenteeism, job impair-
ment, poor canduct and emo-
tional troubles. If a ocompany
educates supervisors and co-
workers about these signs
there is no need for expensive
ard inaccurate tests. Drug
abuse is a problem that is
best spotted and treatsd by
peoble, not by test tubes and
laboratory tests.

- One issue we feel that
companies too often txry to
ainimizae is an employee's
privacy. Just because the
canstitution does not prevent
our bosses from snooping into
our private lives doesn't mean
that they should be snooping.
If — and this is a big *if" -
- what we do at hame has o
effect an what we do at work,
it should be respected as
private. If we decide to use
marijuana on Saturday night we
should answer to the police,
not to our bosses. It is none
of their business, and ocutside
of their rights. Mandatory
drug testing ought to be banned.
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APPENDIX D:
PERSONALITY SCALES USED IN THE STUDY



Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale

MCSD
Listed below are a number of statementsvconcerning personal attitudes
and traits. Read each item and decide whether the statement is true
or false as it pertains to you personally. Then circle "T" if the
statement is true for you, and "F" if the statement if false for you.

(1) T F Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qual-
ifications of all the candidates.

( 2) T F I never hesitate to go out of may way to help
someone in trouble.

( 3) T F It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work
if I am not encouraged.

( 4) ‘T F I have never intensely disliked anyone.

( 5) T F On occasion I have doubts about my ability to
succeed in life.

( 6) T F I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.
( 7) T F I am always careful about my manner of dress.

( 8) T F My table manners at home are as good as when I eat
out in a restaurant.

( 9) T F If T could get into a movie without paying and be
sure I was not seen, I would probably do it.

(10) T F On a few occasions, I have given up doing something
because I thought too little of my ability.

(11) T F I like to gossip at times.

(12) T F There have been times when I felt like rebelling
against people in authority even though I knew they
were right.

(13) T F No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good
listener.

(14) T F I can remember "playing sick" to get out of
something.

(15) T F There have been occasions when I took advantage of
someone.

(16) T F I’'m always willing to admit it when I make a
mistake.

(17) T F I always try to practice what I preach.
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(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

(32)

(33)
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I don’t find it particularly difficult to get along
with loud mouthed, obnoxious people.

I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive
and forget.

When I don’t know something, I don’t at all mind
admitting it.

I am always courteous, even to people who are
disagreeable.

At times I have really insisted on having things my
own way.

There have been occasions when I felt like smashing
things.

I would never think of letting someone else be
punished for my wrongdoings.

I never resent being asked to return a favor.

I have never been irked when people expressed ideas
very different from my own.

I never make a long trip without checking the
safety of my car.

There have been times when I was quite jealous of
the good fortune of others.

I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone
off. '

I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors
of me.

I have never felt that I was punished without
cause.

I sometimes think when people have a misfortune
they only got what they deserved.

I have never deliberately said something that hurt
someone’s feelings.



Feelings of Inadequacy Scale

FII

Please answer each of the following questions by circling the
answer that best describes you.
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1.

How often do you have the feeling

that there is nothing you can do
well?

When you have to talk in front
of a class or group of people
your own age, how often do you
feel afraid or worried.

How often do you worry about
whether other people like to
be with you?

How often do you feel self-
conscious?

How often are you troubled with
shyness?

How often do you feel that you
handle yourself well at social
gatherings?

How often do you have the feel-
ing that you can do everything
well?

When you talk in front of a
class or group of people your
own age, how often are you
pleased with your performance?

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0Once in a Great While
S=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0Once in a Great While
S=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0nce in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
S=Practically Never



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

How often do you feel comfort-
able when starting a conversa-
tion with people who you don't
know?

How often do you feel that you
are a successful person?

How often do you feel inferior
to most of the people you know?

How often have you felt that
you are a worthless individual?

How much do you worry about how
well you get along with other
people?

How often have you felt that
you dislike yourself?

How often have you felt so
discouraged with yourself that
you wondered whether anything
is worthwhile?

How often do you feel that you
are a success at the things
that you do?

How often have you felt that
you will be a success in your
future job or career?
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1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0nce in a Great While
S=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0nce in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0nce in a Great While
S=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0Once in a Great While
5=Practically Never



18.

19.

20.

How often have you felt sure of
yourself when among strangers?

How often do you feel that some
day people you know will look
up to you and respect you?

In general, how often have you
felt confident in your abilities?

127

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=Once in a Great While
S=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0Once in a Great While
S=Practically Never

1=Very Often

2=Fairly Often
3=Sometimes

4=0Once in a Great While
S5=Practically Never



Speilberger Trait Anxiety Scale

SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
STAI Form Y-2

DIRECTIONS: A number of statements which people have used to
describe themselves are given below. Read each statement and then

blacken in the appropriate circle to the right of the statement to in- 764, %
dicate how you generaily feel. There are no right or wrong answers. Do o"> . *r,
not spend too much time on any one staternent but give the answer ﬁ?,
which seems to describe how you generally feel. 4
21 Ifeelpleasant ........ ... i il ®
22. I feel nervous and restless ................. it O]
28. | feel satisfied with myself ............ et (0]
24. I wish I could be as happy as others seemtobe ................. ®
25. Ifeellikeafailure ...... ... ... . it ®
26. Dfeelrested ... . ..ot ®
27. I am “calm, cool,. and collected” ......... ... i, ®
28. I feel that difficulties are piling up so that I cannot overcome them @
29. | worry too much over something that really doesn't matter ...... ®
30. Iamhappy ... ... 0]
31. I have disturbing thoughts .............. ...l 0]
32. Ilack self-confidence ............. ... il ®
33 Ifeelsecure ... ... . i 0}
34. I makedecisionseasily ................. ...l @
35. 1feelinadequate ............ .. ... il 0]
36. [amcontent ... ... ... e O]
37. Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and bothers me @
38. I take disappointments so keenly that I can’t put them out of my

MINA .. e e (0]
39. Iamasteady person ..ol e ®
40. 1getin astate of tension or turmoil as I think over my recent concerns

ANd INTETESIS . ...ttt e e @

Copyright 1968, 1977 by Charies D. Speetbergrr. Repruduction of this irst v axy purtion thereef
by amy process wathwu! writien permission of the Publuher s prokibued.

® © & © © ® © © © © © ® & © O e e

© © © © © © © e o o e

@ © ©®© o e 9o

® & ®© ©®© © © ® © © © ©®© ©®© ©®© © 6 ©® ©
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Need-For-Cognition Scale

NFC

We would like you to read the following statements and then
indicate how strongly you agree or disagree each. There are no
"correct" responses to these statements, only those responses that
best describe you and your personal feelings.

You can indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
Please circle the one

statement by using the following scale.

number that best describes you and your personal feelings.

-4 = Very Strong Disagreement
-3 = Strong Disagreement
-2 = Moderate Disagreement
-1 = Slight Disagreement
0 = Neither Disagreement or
+1 = Slight Agreement
+2 = Moderate Agreement
+3 = Strong Agreement
+4 = Very Strong Agreement

Agreement

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

I really enjoy a task that
involves coming up with new
solutions to problems.

Learning new ways to think
doesn’t excite me very much.

The idea of relying on thought
to make my way to the top does
not appeal to me.

The idea of thinking abstractly
is not appealing to me.

I only think as hard as I have
to.

I like tasks that require little
thought once I’ve learned them.

I prefer to think about small,
daily projects to long-term ones.

I would rather do something that
requires little thought than some-
thing that is sure to challenge
my thinking abilities.

I find little satisfaction in
deliberating hard and for long
hours.

-4

-4
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-4 = Very Strong Disagreement
-3 = Strong Disagreement
-2 = Moderate Disagreement
-1 = Slight Disagreement
0 = Neither Disagreement or Agreement
+1 = Slight Agreement
+2 = Moderate Agreement
+3 = Strong Agreement
+4 = Very Strong Agreement

10) I don’t like to have the respon-

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

sibility of handling a situation
that requires a lot of thinking.

I feel relief rather than satis-
faction after completing a task
that required a lot of mental
effort.

Thinking is not my idea of fun.

I try to anticipate and avoid
situations where there is a
likely chance I will have to
think about something in depth.

I prefer my life to be filled
with puzzles that I must solve.

I would prefer complex to simple
problems.

It’s enough for me that some-
thing gets the job done, I don’t
care how or why it works.

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+3

+4

+4

+4

+4

+4

+4

+4
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P-Scale

No doubt, there are many times in a day that people try to
convince you of something. People you live with may suggest that a.
relative is dishonest because of something he or she did. After
seeing a movie together, you and a friend may disagree about the
movie, and that friend then tries to point out something about the
movie that you had not considered. You may have read a newspaper or
magazine article that concluded some government policy ought to be
changed, or that one political candidate is better qualified than
another candidate. Even authors of text books may try to convince
you which theories are best.

For the next few minutes we would like you to think about three
occasions in the last few days when a someone tried to influence any
of your opinions ~-- important or unimportant. For example, think
about some conversations you have had recently when you mildly or
sharply disagreed with another person. Think about some articles in
the papers or some theories in your texts you recently read. Think
about any occasions when someone tried to persuade you.

IN THE SPACES BELOW, PLEASE WRITE A SHORT SENTENCE OR TWO TO DESCRIBE
EACH OCCASION, and DESCRIBE HOW YOU FELT AT THAT TIME.

OCCASION 1:

- s - e . o - = . P M n . TP = - - ———

OCCASION 2:

OCCASION 3:

khkxttht et 4P EASE WAIT FOR FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS#*#*ktttitrstx%

132
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With these occasions in mind, we would like you to indicate how
accurately a list of statements describes how you feel, in general,
whenever somecne tries to persuade you. We have included many
different statements to cover the many feelings you might have when
someone tries to persuade you. You may find that some of these
statements describe how you feel very accurately, some only describe
you somewhat accurately, and some do not give an accurate description
of your feelings at all. Whether these statements describe you or
not, you can be sure that many people feel the same as you.

You can indicate how accurately each statement describes you by
using the following scale:

IN GENERAL, THIS STATEMENT DESCRIBES ME...

1=VERY Accurately
2=FAIRLY Accurately
3=HARD TO SAY
4=FAIRLY Inaccurately
5=VERY Inaccurately

Please draw a circle around the one number that best describes how
accurately each statement describes you.



01.

02.

03.

04.

05.

06.

07.

08.

Usually I’ve wanted to do the opposite
of what people try to convince me to
do.

In general, this statement describes me:

I sometimes do not trust my own judgment.

In general, this statement describes mne:

When people try to change my mind, I
try hard to prevent them from accomp-
lishing it.

In general, this statement describes me:

After listening to someone, it is easy
for me to see things "in a new light."

In general, this statement describes ne:

It is hard for me to see things from
someone else’s point of view when they
are trying to convince me of something.

In general, this statement describes me:

Rather than listening while people are
talking to me, I am usually thinking of
things to rebut what they are saying.

In general, this statement describes me:

When listening to someone, I usually
realize that there can be more than one
correct opinion.

In general, this statement describes me:

I am often surprised at how convincing
people can be.

In general, this statement describes me:

It is more important that people see
my point of view than it is for me to
see things from their point of view.

in general, this statement describes me:
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1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

l1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Usually I've felt uncomfortable when
people try to convince me of their ideas.

In general, this statement describes me:

People often win me over to their point
of view.

In general, this statement describes me:

During discussions with people, I hold

onto my opinions more strongly than

most other people.

In general, this statement describes me:

I usually "give in"™ to people because 1
eventually realize they are right.

In general, this statement describes me:

In most cases, changing my opinions is
better than hanging on to old opinions.

In general, this statement describes me:

I usually hold onto my opinions even
when other people hold the opposite
opinions.

In general, this statement describes me:

I feel uncomfortable if someone convinces
me to adopt a new opinion.

In general, this statement describes me:

It is important for me to share opinions
that are compatible with the opinions of
my friends.

In general, this statement describes me:

Changing my opinions makes me doubt my
integrity.

In general, this statement describes me:
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1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

- -~ —— — - ———— - —————

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly 'Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

i1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

- - —— - ———— - —— - — - —— - - - ——— - - - - -

I am usually uncomfortable when my
opinions are at odds with the opinions
of other people.

In general, this statement describes me:

Once I form an opinion, I frequently
wonder if my decision was correct.

In general, this statement describes me:

I am a better listener than leader.

In general, this statement describes me:

Many times I am more convinced that my
opinions are correct after someone tries
to change my mind.

In general, this statement describes me:

I put more trust in my judgment than in
the judgment of other people.

In general, this statement describes me:

- —— - ——— " —— P Y A - W - = D - -

I think that people who don’t change
their opinions are usually stubborn.

In general, this statement describes me:

Compared to most people, I’m an indep-

endent, free-thinker.

In general, this statement describes me:

I think people who hold onto their
opinions are admirable.

In general, this statement describes me:

I believe it takes a strong person to
admit that their own opinions are
wrong.

In general, this statement describes me:
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1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

- - - ——— - - —— -

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S=Very Inaccurately



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

When someone is trying to convince me of
something, I try hard to listen to what
they are saying.

In general, this statement describes me:

My opinions are very important to me.

In general, this statement describes me:

When people try to convince me of things,
they usually have good ideas.

In general, this statement describes me:

My opinions rarely change because they
are rarely wrong.

In general, this statement describes me:

I get defensive when people try to
change my opinions.

In general, this statement describes me:

- —— - — = - - — - -

I’‘ve found that I am usually correct if
I trust my own judgment.

In general, this statement describes me:

- e > - — = = . - A - ———— - -

I believe that changing your opinions
is a sign of maturity.

In general, this statement describes me:

I think it is better to be open-minded
than it is to be strong-willed

In general, this statement describes me:

to rethink my position.

In general, this statement describes me:
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1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S=Very Inaccurately

- ——— o -— — ————— ——

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3J=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44 .

45.

I usually feel confident about my
beliefs.

In general, this statement describes me:

When listening to people, I usually learn
that an issue in pnot as simple or as
"black and white" as I first thought.

In general, this statement describes me:

My opinions usually turn out to be right.

In geheral, this statement describes me:

- — = —— - —— ——— - —— - ——— o — ———n A - —————

After listening to someone, it is easier
for me to see things "in a new light"
than it is for most other people.

In general, this statement describes me:

It is important for me to hold onto my
opinions.

In general, this statement describes me:

In a discussion, I probably change my

mind more easily than most people.

In general, this statement describes me:

It is important for me not to let people
persuade me.

In general, this statement describes me:

Many times my opinions may "bend but not
break".

In general, this statement describes me:

I usually see if my opinions are reason-
able by listening to what other people
are saying.

In general, this statement describes me:
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1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

l=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

——— -

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say

4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately -

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately



46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

People think I am stubborn.

In general, this statement describes me:

I usually feel like I’ve improved myself
if I form a new opinion, and get rid of
an old one.

In general, this statement describes me:

I sometimes worry when my beliefs are
different than the beliefs of most
people.

In general, this statement describes me:

It bothers me to change my opinions.

In general, this statement describes me:

. - ————  —— —— - ——— " == — - ——— =

It is sometimes better to trust the
judgment of other people than to rely
on my own feelings.

In general, this statement describes me:

In a discussion, I am more open-minded

than most people.

In general, this statement describes me:

I think that people who change their
opinions are usually weak.

In general, this statement describes me:

I almost always believe that my opinions
are correct.

In general, this statement describes ne:

I think people who hold onto their
opinions have strong characters.

In general, this statement describes me:

139

l=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

l=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

- ———— —— - —— - ——— -

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
S=Very Inaccurately



55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61,

62.

63.

When 1 disagree with someone, I rarely
change my mind because they are usually
wrong.

In general, this statement describes me:

I usually listen to the opinions of
people I like.

In general, this statement describes me:

I believe it takes a strong person to
admit that someone else’s opinions are
right.

In general, this statement describes me:

I usually trust that my own opinions are
right, even when people try to change my
mind.

In general, this statement describes me:

In a discussion, I usually work hard
to hold onto my beliefs.

In general, this statement describes me:

- - - ————— —— A —— —— ——— - — - - -

I think that changing your opinions is
a sign of open-mindedness.

In general, this statement describes me:

I am usually an assertive person.

In general, this statement describes me:

- - - ——— - - — A —— - — -

Changing my opinions is no big deal.

In general, this statement describes me:

GENDER: (circle one) 1. Male

2. Female
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1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly lnaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

o ———— ——————— i ————

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately

1=Very Accurately
2=Fairly Accurately
3=Hard To Say
4=Fairly Inaccurately
5=Very Inaccurately
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Phillips Persuasibility Inventory

PPI1

On the following pages are 42 statements. The best answer to each
statement is your personal opinion. We have tried to cover many
opposing and different points of view. You may find yourself
strongly agreeing with some of the statements, disagreeing just as
strongly with some, and perhaps less certain about others. Whether
you agree or disagree with any statement, you can be sure that many
pecople feel the same as you do.

Draw a circle around the number in the left margin preceding each
statement according to how you agree or disagree with it. Please

circle one number for each statement.

6: I AGREE VERY MUCH 3: I DISAGREE A LITTLE
5: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE
4: I AGREE A LITTLE 1: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH
1) 65 4 3 21 Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays
aren’t worth the paper they are printed on.
2) 654321 I do what others expect of me.
3) 654 321 My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly

refuses to admit he or she is wrong.

4) 6 54 3 21 There are two kinds of people in this world;
those who are for the truth and those who are
against the truth.

S) 654321 I would like to see the inflation and energy
problems solved soon.

6) 65 4 3 21 Once 1 start a task, I don’t like to start
another until I finish the first one.

7) 65 4321 People just don’t know what’s good for them.

8) 654321 I must justify my actions in the pursuit of

my own interests.

9) 6 54 3 21 Of all the different philosophies which exist
in this world, there is probably only one
which is correct.

10) 65 4 3 21 Before any important job, I must know how
long it will take.

11) 654 3 21 I would support a large city-income tax which
placed a heavy burden on me.

12) 654 3 21 The highest form of government is a demo-
cracy, and the highest form of democracy is a
government run by the most intelligent people



13)

14)

15)
16)
17)
18)
19)

20)

21)

22)

23)
24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

6: 1 AGREE
5: I AGREE
4: 1 AGREE

6 54 321
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VERY MUCH 3: I DISAGREE A LITTLE
ON THE WHOLE 2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE
A LITTLE 1: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

The United States and Russia have just about
nothing in common.

I live by the rules and standards of society.

In a problem-solving group it is always best
to systematically attack the problem.

I’'d 1like it if I could find someone who would
tell me how to solve my personal problems.

Proper rest is necessary for good health.

In this complicated world of ours the only
way we can know what’s going on is to rely on
leaders or experts who can be trusted.

A problem has little attraction for me if I
don’t think it has a solution.

Reasons are needed to justify my feelings.

People on their own are helpless and miser-
able creatures.

I do not 1like to get started in group
projects unless I feel assured that the
project will be successful.

Education 1is a waste of time for children;
they should be free to do as they want.

It’s only when a person devotes himself to an
ideal or cause that life becomes meaningful.

In a decision-making situation in which there
is not enough information to process the
problem, I feel very uncomfortable.

I only feel free to express warm feelings to
my friends.

Most people just don’t give a damn for others
To compromise with our political opponents is
dangerous because it usually leads to the
betrayal of our own side.

Moderation in most activities is not a
perfect rule, but it’s a good one.
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MUCH 3: I DISAGREE A LITTLE
HE WHOLE 2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE
TTLE 1: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

I don’t like to work on a problem unless
there is a possibility of coming out with a
clear-cut and unambiguous answer.

It is often desirable to reserve judgment
about what’s going on until one has had the
chance to hear the opinions of those one
respects.

I will continue to grow only by setting my
sights on a high-level, socially approved

goal.

The present is all too full of unhappiness.
It is only the future that counts.

Complex problems appeal to me only if I have
a clear idea of the total scope of the
problen.

Highway speed limits should be raised to 100
miles per hour, even if 10 times as many
people get killed.

In a discussion I often find it necessary to
repeat myself several times to make sure I am
being understood.

While I don’t like to admit this even to
myself, my secret ambition is %0 become a
great person like Einstein, Shakespeare,
Beethoven, or Madam Curie, Eleanor Roosevelt,
or Susan B. Anthony.

People should always control their anger.

A group nmeeting functions best with a
definite agenda. :

Even though freedom of speech for all groups
is a worthwhile goal, it is unfortunately
necessary to restrict the freedom of certain
political groups.

It is better tc be a dead hero than to be a
live coward.

The main thing in 1life is for a person to
want to do something important.
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Janis & Field Persuasibility Questionnaire

JFPQ

Please answer the following questions

in a way that best describes you.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

How often do you change your
opinion if you discover that
most of the people you know do
not share your point of view?

When one of you friends wants
to convince you of his point
of view, does he usually have
a hard time or an easy time?

As compared with the average
person your own age, how much
are you usually influenced by
the ideas expressed by your
friends?

As compared with the average
person your age, how strongly
do you usually hang onto your
own opinions at times when
your friends are trying to
get you to change your mind?

How easy is it for your friends
to get you to do what they want
you to do?

When other people criticize
your ideas or object to your
opinion, how often do you end
up feeling that they are right
and you are wrong?

How often do you become uneasy
when the opinion of one of your
friends is different from your
own on some important topic?

= Less than 1 time in S

About 1 time out of S
About 2 times out of §
About 3 times out of §
About 4 times out of 5

= More than 4 times in 5

= An Extremely Hard time

A Moderately Hard time
A Slightly Hard time
A Slightly Easy time
A Moderately Easy time

= An Extremely Easy time

= Very Infrequently

Infrequently

Somewhat Infrequently
Somewhat Frequently
FPrequently

= Very Frequently
Very Strongly

Strongly

Somewhat Strongly
Somewhat Mildly
Mildly

Very Mildly

= It’s Very Difficult

It’s Difficult

It’s Somewhat Difficult
It’s Somewhat Easy

It’s Easy

= It‘’s Very Easy

Very Infrequently
Infrequently

Somewhat Infrequently
Somewhat Frequently
Frequently

Very Frequently

Very Infrequently
Infrequently

Somewhat Infrequently
Somewhat Frequently
Frequently

Very Prequently



8)

9)

10)

11)

[ N S
W H

How often do you feel sure you 0= Very Infrequently
know what is right or wrong = Infrequently

about the ideas expressed by 2= Somewhat Infrequently
the people you know? . = Somewhat Frequently

4= Frequently
5= Very Frequently

How regularly do you agree or disagree with the articles that
you read in newspapers and magazines?

I Agree with practically everything I read.

I Agree with most of the things I read.

I Agree with about half and Disagree with about half.
I Disagree with most of the things I read.

I Disagree with practically everything I read.

b wN -
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Nowadays when people listen to the radio or watch TV, they
hear a great deal of advertising, publicity, and information
that attempts to influence their opinions. When compared to
the average person your own age, how much are your own- ideas
influence by the things you hear on the radio or TV?

am much more influenced than the average person.
am somewhat more influenced.

am slightly more influenced.

am influenced about as much as the average person.
am slightly less influenced.

am somewvhat less influenced.

am much less influenced than the average person.

NOAOdWwN e
W mnano
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Consider all the wmagazine articles and newspaper columns
presenting a specific point of view which you may have read
during the past year. About how many of them may have
influenced your opinions?

Practically none of thenm.
Very few of thenm.

Some of then.

A fairly large number
Most of thenm.
Practically all of them.
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