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1 Introduction
® Attitude judgments
> ZIEEOA v — VBT 5 9 IRAE
(e.g., Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989; Petty& Cacioppo, 1986).

® KHIWALREET 7V u—FICHd 215 (Mackie’s ,1987)
>  Jh#ER A v —UHBEERE (RO Y —A > DEIRO Y —R)
> ZEIROY — A TEWEEMENELIEZEWRT D]

® LfTHFFE 1 (Moscovici ,1980)
> BEIROEEE T
S ZEEE, ZEIROEELZ T CEROLK Y 0t A EF
> BEARE ZEENRR DG O5E
> ZEIRD A v — V& HEE AR & R

® EATHIZE 2 (Erb et al., 1998)
> DEIRSCEZEIROIRREIZEI T 2 1FHIT, A v — ORI /) % &K
> AEIEROERAOFETRA v — Y N RS

® JiTHFSE 3 (Baker and Petty ,1994)
> V= ADNFFONY DO EIMED IR & Et
S VAR, BHIRDERSODBARTZ TN T AL 97 T R&EbD) 72
HIE, IR - DEIRO—FDOXFFTH A v — Uk 25k
® KAF5E
> DEARE ZEIROEDN & DIRPLDO T T, A v E—IUREICOWTEEE OFER
REOREZRD
> G
< moderate prior attitude : ZHIRD A v &— D XV JL#i /2L
< opposing prior attitude : DEIRD A v E—T D XV JRFEAL LB
> DEIRESZEIRO 2 I 2= — a3 VIEG IOV CHATEEE ORI B
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Prior Attitudes and Processing Effort
TR O (Moscovici, 1980)
> RISINRER) 72 E 2 o
> BEURIC K - TEASNIZXSLOYE
FRUME E I B9 2 LB S N
AT 2D 2 & CRBEE OGN LI OB E S 2 M TD
> DEARD Y — ZDFIR THAL
KNET DIEE, BHRORERIT LV AZH IR B RO BEEIC e

25 WA PR O FERERR
> BINE & XIS 5792 premeasures 1 (Mackie)
> strongly 7213 mildly (dis) O RJE
> DR - ZHIROGENME L —B LT ANTH D% X5
> BN O premeasure DL R TEEIR - DEIRO AL 2 JIE

Moscovici’ s DA F
> RINIDVUDEIROEETICH D A v &— Y DM &Lt
>  %Z[3% 7 opposing prior attitude Z £ L TV HE
> DHEIRE OFEROFMER, JREHO A vt — U 2k (Moscovici, 1980)
>  Z{5% ) moderate prior attitude Z{rFF L T\ D54
> ZEIRIEFBIREGEZR L TWD LW D BB

> ZEEE, ZEIRD A v — ORI EF
> DEIRO A v —UREEIT, Ham OB OO TIC L » TR S
72 (Mackie, 1987)
STUDY 1
Topic
> MUFROVEEREIEIIZOWVWT O A vE—Y

g
> ZRZEORIEIL EE ) 25195 X 912Gt (Baker & Petty, 1994)

BMENZETS O
> VRO (DR vs IR
> R RAERHEICERAEREY LEREN0bE A v —

Ayt —UREEZIT 572D DFE
> EmmOEEEE (H X, SIS0 THY, strong 5L weak ([Z%FL)
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0 X oub—URERICEELY 5 2 5 FE(Petty, Wells, and Brock ,1976)
> FEBRTIE, WBRENERE LT, weak BL W strong iEmm A LT, AN
DA =TV NOFERDE &2 X 7-(see Erb et al., 1998, for details).
>  weak ¥ XU strong @&l Z k9 B RERE DFE W
> A vB—UHEOME A OWEZIEIET 5 2 L3 ATHE

o ERMIfY
> opposing HRTIEME & FF o2 34
> ZHIROFBLV b, DEIROZE T T weak 35 L U strong Ol TXHBI L,
JREGPHIC A » b — kR
> moderate FHIEHE A FFOZ(EH
> DEIROEE LD b, ZEIROEE T T weak 3 L U strong Ol TXAIL,
JREFEIZ A v B — UK

® Method
® PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

® Participants
> 114 A OB FRFAEGHLE : U.S.$4)

® Design
> 2 (FFHIAEE: moderate vs. opposing) X 2 (V —ZADIRIEZHIR vs. DEIR) X 2
#am DE: weak vs. strong) DIEAET /LD ANOVA
> WA - TR [ — 20Kk
> BBRENER R OE

® Pocedure
> FHMEEOBIED=, 23—V DT v 7 Ly MEFHEETERIDR
> Avb—UL, FURVERREHE 2 EFT D 25k - DEIRO WIS TR

e INDEPENDENT VALRIABLES
® Prior attitudes.
> 2 O0FFX, opposing F 721 moderate DREFLIZFHET 5 HIY
< moderate attitudes % @5
AR TE FIE ORI 2 F§F-OFL S
b UORNVERITERN EABOM S 2BET 52 L2 HE LT H5H
<> opposing attitudes % 5%
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b RNV DT E RSSA ERZEN NS L a1 550 F
> 7LT7 AN =30
< opposing article % i A TV =FE DR L7= opposing attitudes
(M =-1.93, SD = 2.09)
< neutral article ZFHi A TV 274D R L2 moderate attitudes
(M= +0.43, SD = 2.47),
 RFMICHEEED Y $(27) =2.79, p <.02.

Minority versus majority source status.

> HFEEZED 13%DDEIR (F721F 8T%DZEIR) 75 b o RV ERR EHl & X 3

Persuasive message. Gifs/10OHH A vE—)

> hUxoViEtEiE RS B oDk A A v E—VICERY AT
< 52 O strong, FEROZOOFEEZERY EIF AR
> B4 OFERIE weak, FRFHIRA Y > b &R LA
< FE D Of%FalE moderate, TEEEDONE

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Manipulation checks.
> BT N o ROVEER B OV T 9 HE THEE & A

Postmessage attitudes.
> HUTFOXEIZOWT 9 kL W THE Z 7
S CEANE  TAND SRR T D MNER D D
< HFED strong, weak, moderate fllfiZFFOA vE—TDOWT T RN

Results

> 94 DA

> FERR RIS MRS T & 97(x 2(3, N = 114) = 2.00, p > .57)

> 2 (FFHIMEEE: moderate vs. opposing) x 2 (V' —ZDIKAE: VIR vs. ZEIR) D
ANOVA
< weak & strong igEam ORI %2 F£FO A v B — kT D REEE THOMT
> WRERE N

MANIPULATION CHECKS

Prior attitudes.



>

>
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A vy b7 A NOFBRER
< opposing &/ T DRIEE
» unfavorable attitude (M =—-2.04, SD = 2.13)
< neutral §M T ORIEHE
> moderate attitude (M= +0.66, SD = 2.61),
< SEFEMICHEZED Y F(1, 90) = 30.22, p <.001; for all other effects, F < 1.
prior attitudes D EIEITHED

® Source status

>

>

N ROV EHE & SRR D Y — A B R E

> BEIRSGMEOBINE 1 81.87%DEIA % HEE(SD = 5.29)

S BB, DEIREFOSINE L 17.00%OE A 2 HEE (SD=1.93)

> KUERICHEZED Y FQ, 89) =6,250.01, p < .001; for all other effects, F < 1.
VIR (ZEIR) OSHITIE LS 58k S vz

® MAJOR DEPENDENT VARIABLES

® Postmessage attitudes toward strong and weak aspects.

>

vV VvV

HAET VO ANOVA

> HBRFER  THATRE) [5E)

> R NELR R OHE ]

R OEICESREDH Y FQ, 89) =57.42, p <.001

FHTEE Lm0 EOLZAEFEMH Y F(1, 89) = 3.66,p <.06

e D'E & FATREE L RO HEAEMH Y

(F(1, 89) = 4.24, p < .05; for all other effects, F < 1.)

A v —MLEMETA (moderate attitudes > opposing attitudes) : (Tablel)
< moderate [A]& 3

DEIRO A v =2 10 HIRHFIICZBIRO A v — V% 0
<~ opposing [FI&

ZHEIRD A vt —V L0 HIRFHIZDBIRD A v — D &L
moderate (2<% 52 1L, moderate [IZHE L7c A& 12X L CRISD R0 D
< moderate attitudes DIREET, HIIAE /> HIfEHT

ANOVA TiE, ZN—7 ORI ) DENIHE LT E < 1)

® Postmessage attitude index.

>
>

4 SOREEEH L, attitude index (a = .73) D CYH)E 2 B H
REINT-NHETORE
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<~ opposing prior attitude < moderate prior attitude
> FUREICHEZEDH Y F(Q, 89) = 9.56, p <.004; for all other effects, F<1.

® Discussion
> BINEITIRE O H D A v — OMIEIZ O THERE O
>V —ADEHR
< moderate attitudes 23 ZER Y — A DIE#
<~ opposing attitudes 2/ VEIR Y — A DIEH
<> A vbB—UIZ, weak F 7213 strong ikam DM Z £ 5
> moderate HFRIHESE F 721 opposing attitudes Z {£FFd 5 Z(5H &t
> A — VOB ST DN & R
> B RIIRR A SR
<273 moderate attitudes Z A
<conflicting prior attitudes D5/F F T, AHEGHIZ L - TP Sz a 842
SR A KA wE—T O attitude index |E, prior attitudes OFFEEIE L L &b

4 STUDY2
Topic
> Rk D 7 v 3
> RNAnvy b T AT, 2Oy Z7IZkTDREEIT A E— X VB THOAR
> T EAEDOSNEL, 7 v FEDOIREIT opposed 2> moderate D EH 57>
> BIENHLA -
> DEIRE 72T BRI L > THFRFE I D weak F 7213 strong i D £ H H D>

® Method
® PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE
® Participants

> 110 4o &+54 (U.8.$2.50)

® Design
> 2 (%ﬁﬂ‘i : clearly opposed vs. moderate) x 2 (A& DIk vs. Z5IR) x 2 G&
7 weak vs. strong) O#ERFE R E A
@E DER~DOEID B TIE, BEOT LT X FREICHESS
> BINEE, EBRNIC ZOOMN LR EENLTWD Z L &2l
S O RPNS, ATy NED MYy ZIZIaT ToHRITHE R & R
WMATIRIZ, T —h

\

Y
%Hﬁjf tnm
1‘

<>
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INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Prior attitudes.

>
>
>

7 ALREIZ AT TRINE OFEFTRE 230 (9 %)

LE W OLERER S Tedll 7 v RACEBIKBILE (74 7—H V)
L7 A~ (N=38)

> BEHITEIT D 7 v RIFINIR 3 2 REE M = 3.74) TRERITA DR R

< AR EVSD = 2.32)

> AT EAEDOSNIE D moderate 72 IEMED 43 AR

FERTIE, 7y REINZWTFRTRRE S 7 LT A b & RBEDOS

(M=3.72, SD=2.49)

H LA 53 # (Mdn = 3.00)

< opposing attitudes ZfREF L TV D& MED 7 L—7 (M=1.49, SD=0.78)
< moderate attitudes Z{RFF L TV A SMEF D 7 —7 (M=5.96, SD=1.59)

Minority versus majority source status.

>

DET 12% DDEIRD (F721%, 88%DLEIR) D7 v FEfbz L F

Persuasive message.

> Avb—UlE, 7y FEITT 0457 OmEs A Foi im0 N
< EamOWER (weak X4 , strongX4)
> RAmy b7 AL (N=32)
< strong A vt&—Y (M=5.00, SD=2.29) [I@EmWiifS a2 HE
< weak AvE—Y (M = 340, SD = 1.55, and M = 3.33, SD = 2.46,
respectively) J Y (strong>weak)
< RMEMICHEEES Y F(1, 30) =5.20 and 5.71
< respectively, all ps <.04
DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Cognitive responses.

>
>

A v—UFitk, ZMEITTAL D RIS LIEEER2TE 30 LINIC TR
2 DOITHT IS LI HENE, #%ICK 4 >0BE L LTHE

Attitudes.

>

SINEIL LT, 7 v FE IOV TD DD XL E DEE I
<> 1 BRI, WEOTFEHICT v FEEENDHERETHD
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S W2 Rk D T v EIE, BEOTEDICERTHS

Manipulation checks.
> BABINE L9 ML TS & R

(1 = not at all convincing to 9 = totally convincing)
> [EEET 9 MHE CEEIROALE % 7T

(1 = strongly opposing fluoridation to 9 = strongly in favor of fluoridation)

Results

> 110407 — & i

> 2 (FHTHESE: strongly opposed vs. moderate) X 2 (A& /D EIR vs. Z5IR) x 2 G
FDE: weak vs. strong) > ANOVA

MANIPULATION CHECKS

Perceived consensus.

> DEIRGME ORISR (M= 2.44, SD=2.14) < 545 25k % 7

> ZEIRGMEOEEE (M=8.43, SD=0.72) RO OLEIRE L 0
> SREMICEEZESDH Y FQ, 101) = 367.39, p <.001.

Source status
> TR EIFFT LY —RAEEAE
> HEE ST BRSO RIE R 12.46% (SD = 2.85)
> HEE S-S BRSO A& 86.81% (SD = 5.09)
SIEMICEEZDH Y F(1, 102) = 8,604.15, p < .001;
for all other effects, p > .11.
> DEIR (BEIR) OSBNE LRI

Argument persuasiveness.
2ERDFNRPAE
< WS : strong iim > weak idenm
F(1, 101) = 4.75, p < .04.
<~ opposing attitudes > moderate attitudes
F(1, 101) = 9.06, p < .005.
wenm O OEAEIZ D)

MAJOR DEPENDENT VARIABLES
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® Attitudes.

> index («=0.91) 26 D>DOHEEIEH
> prior attitudes ® TR H 2 FHIF(1, 100) = 89.71, p <.001)
> HEATRREL LA E LR OB O AAEM(FQ, 100) = 6.70, p < .02)
> for all other effects, p > .18 (Table 2 O _E4-%7).
> opposing M = 3.22, SD = 1.34) > moderate prior attitude (M =5.76, SD =
1.53)T, AEIIT v RIFMOGESD R0
> HHIO
> BEIRNOREEE
moderate [P 13 weak i L ¥ b strong ik lC A&
AEZH Y (£(100) = 2.20, p < .02 (one-tailed))
> ADEIRMORTIE X
moderate attitudes [FIZE (X, EimDOEOHELZZITT
A E A7 L((100) = -1.11, ns)
opposing D[FIEHDEE. (weak > strong)
AEZH Y (£(100) = 1.91, p < .03 (one-tailed))
> FEBR 1 EFERRIC, s BT
< Moderate IREEIZFWT, mildly (2B E mildly (29 2325 OLERIZ
FEERL F<1
Thought valence.
> BEEBMmofEHE, BirrE %0)%'1/\7%%7@ REEORIGDETH
>  ZOEE? Interjudge (AR X EENEW (r=0.71, p<.001)
> (2, M) &Ry L“C%ﬁ
> B BB
< moderate attitudes > opposing attitudes % FF>FA4
$ FfFMICHEEZEH Y F(1, 101) = 8.12, p <.006
> HETRE L AGE LHmOEICZAEEMDHY
< F(1,101) =4.25,p<.05
< for all other effects, p > .10
> ZEIRO A v &— VI 472 moderate attitudes & FF oSN
< weak i & D HTr LA strong i s L C LD BIF72 55 % Rk
> VIR A v — %5 AT opposing BNE
< weak i &LV strong @i a B ATV D & XL HRR BB & AR
> AEZEDY t(101) = 1.82, p < .04 (one-tailed)
> DBOROHR % Bl LS moderate 2N



>
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& EEMITEROEOBIEL L TEVRENS t<1
ZEIR Dt % e~ I D opposing SN
< EEBMITER O OMEEL L TEITRD HT t<1

REGRESSION ANALYSES

>

RN 57 ) 25 T S AT Stk

(0 ¥Jk/ moderate prior attitude; Z%&Jk/opposing prior attitude)

i WLER ST ) 93 Tl S AT S

(Z%k/moderate prior attitude; /> #%Jk/opposing prior attitude)
KT, BRI

> O OTIRIZEE I (coded 0 = weak, 1 = strong) & valenced E& R &
R

< REEEFEIE(attitude index)

WA Y B — RO SME(D Rk lopposing; %#4Ik/ moderate)

OB X, valenced A v E—VBEOMEZ T (B=.31,p<.04)
wenm OB VA B RREEFEE %2 T 1B = .26, p < .05)

valenced BN GHTICE ENTWIZEE, 2hRILHED (8=0.15, ns)
REENFHMOEIZE 2 DA R LTINS

WA = UREEORE Y OS540 HRkR/moderate; £ %)k/opposing)

& BIMEDOEEER = -.05, ns) LS OREEB = —12, ns) D EL S biEmOED

4 T4

e e om

Discussion

>
>

HATRRE L OB EHRimOE IR B S Y (]G A 3R

moderate O EHDIAFIFIZ A vE— U0 (DEIkR < Z2EIk )
opposing D HNLHPAIC A v — VW0 (ZBHIR < DIk )

GENERAL DISCUSSION
ZODFEBRRERDEL

>

A o — VBRI BT 5 BINE D5 T)
< prior attitudes LV EIRCLIELIRD Y — A DIER & AR HAEAR 72 BE 2 Fi o

10
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>  Z[Z% 7 opposing prior attitude % {f#F
S ZEIROA v E—V X0 DEIRO A > 2—T % K0 RGP I L
< Moscovici DEHEFHIZNE D (e.g., Moscovici, 1980; Nemeth, 1986).
® Gl TX%A

>  ZA54E ) moderate attitudes ZREFT 5 & X DORNIR EBILL
> A vV BT S et

> DEIRE ZBIRD Y — ADNRE R T

< weak 7213 strong #Eim DO E B OO ORFESRMFICHEN T L L AR LT
> DEURRCZEIRDZ < OWELTT 1 % FHEIT 27078 9 )Mo T

> AvbE—VOZEICHEL H 2 DR ORES R AT D 2 & TR

e Il
> BRBREEOT 7n—F L EHERRIIE SV TR A S
> DBIRESEIRD 2 2 2= —3 g OMPITEHY L L- 38 aisEE, %(E
FOFEFREEIIKFET D
> 2ODEBRORER
< %Z{Z% 7\ moderate prior attitude Z {4 54
SEIRD A > 2 —T % DEIROD A v — L0 JREFHIZ AP
< Z{ZF 7 opposing prior attitude Z{RFF T 554
DHAIRD A > —T % ZHIRD A v 2— L0 JRFFHI 0P
> Bon 2 oM, EiE K

11
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TABLE 1: Study 1: Attitudes Toward Strong and Weak Aspects of the
Message and Attitude Difference as a Function of Prior At-

titude and Consensus
Opposing Muoderate
Prior Aitilude Prior Altitude

Minority ~ Majority  Minovity  Majority

Strong aspect

M 5.63 552 .48 6.91

S0 2.43 2.23 2.13 2.36
Weak aspect

M 3.50 4.52 4.44 3.71

S0 2.25 2.30 1.59 2.08
Strong minus weak

M 213 1.00 2.04 3.20

S0 2.40 3.25 2.12 2.66

NOTE: Number of cases per cell from left w right 25, 25, 23, 21,
Higher numbers indicate more favorable attitudes (range from 1 = un-
Jfavorable wo 9 = favorable) .

TABLE 2: Siudy 2: Attitude Index and Thought Valence as a Function
of Prior Attitude, Consensus, and Argument Quality

Oiybosing Muoderate
Prior Attitude Prior Attitude

Minority  Majority ~ Minonity  Majority

Autitude
Strong arguments
M 366 3.19 563 6.18
yal 1.26 1.39 1.31 1.29
‘Weak arguments
M 269 3.24 6.26 5.01
SD 1.11 1.56 1.87 1.42
Thought valence
Strong arguments
M -39 —A7 -.33 -15
50 a7 28 51 A0
Weak arguments
M —.fil —47 -28 —42
S0 .22 .32 26 33

NOTE: Number of cases per cell from left to right, first row: 18, 14, 13,
12;second row: 12, 12, 14, 15. Higher numbers indicate more favorable
attitndes (range from 1 = unfavorable o 9 = faverable) and more favor-
able thoughts (range from -1 = unfaserable vo 1 = favonable).
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