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ABSTRACT 

The effects of vividness have been argued to be weak, elusive, and illusory. This study 

reconceptualized vividness as a language characteristic along four dimensions: emotional 

interest, concreteness, proximity, and image valence, and attempted to extend Language 

Expectancy Theory as the explanatory mechanism for vividness. Based on LET, it was proposed 

that an interaction effect between source characteristics (sex and credibility) and message 

characteristics (vividness) would occur. No support for the hypothesized interaction effects were 

found although the extension of Language Expectancy Theory to vividness is, ultimately, 

supported. Based on this study's finding that vivid messages were only slightly persuasive 

(creating more positive message evaluation and message agreement than did pallid messages), it 

is concluded that vivid language is not a promising message strategy for the health context. 

Refinements of Language Expectancy Theory in terms of expectancy strength and source 

credibility are suggested, and directions for future research advanced. 
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CHAPTERI 

RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES 

Introduction 

Almost everyone can recall and recite phrases from literature, film, and everyday life. 

Generally, these recollections contain image-laden language. Examples of such vivid language 

are found in a wide range of formats including sonnets, advertisements, novels, films, songs, and 

childhood tales. The conventional wisdom related to vivid language is that it would not be so 

common if it were not so effective (Taylor & Thompson, 1982). However, while widely 

perceived as a common and effective message strategy, the actual persuasive impact of vivid 

language has not been well explained, nor has the concept of "vividness" been well 

conceptualized. In fact, some researchers have even gone so far as to claim the effects of vivid 

language are weak, elusive, illusory, or nonexistent (Collins, Taylor, Wood, & Thompson, 1988; 

Frey & Eagly, 1993; Taylor & Thompson, 1982; Taylor & Wood, 1983). This study will attempt 

to refute these claims and demonstrate that vivid language is a promising yet overlooked 

message strategy. 

A vivid message is emotionally interesting, concrete, image laden, and proximate (Nisbett 

& Ross. 1980). Further, vividness is "the emotional interest of information, the concreteness and 

imaginability of information, and the sensory, spatial, and temporal proximity of information" 

(Nisbett & Ross, 1980, p. 62). Given these features, vividly presented information may have 

unique importance in persuasive settings where highly detailed information is critical, such as 

during courtroom testimony (Bell & Loftus, 1985), or where imagery has particular 

effectiveness, as in advertising (Hitchon, 1997; Lutz & Lutz, 1978). Another setting where 

vividness may be important is the medical arena where, as some (e.g. Rogers, 1996) have 

suggested, "communication plays the key role in determining whether medical research and 
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health programs that seek to apply research-based knowledge are effective in helping to solve 

health problems" (p. 15). 

M. Burgoon and J. Burgoon (1990) argued that the medical context is characterized by a 

number of unique attributes. These attributes include that (a) patients voluntarily enter into 

interactions with physicians and, thus, have perceived choice to comply or not, (b) patients 

ultimately pay to receive compliance-gaining directives, (c) compliance with such directives 

almost always provides self-benefit and often provides other-benefit as well, (d) physicians and 

patients differ in perceived normative status and expertise, (e) physicians as high credibility 

sources have the freedom to employ a wide variety of compliance strategies, (f) actual coercion 

of patients on the part of physicians is minimal, and (g) non-compliance is highly aversive. 

These attributes are supposed to make the medical context particularly capable of achieving 

compliance. 

Nonetheless, in spite of these unique features, compliance still remains stunningly low and 

non-compliance is argued to be the most important problem facing medicine (Eraker, Kirscht, & 

Becker, 1984). For example, the U.S. Public Health Service Office of Disease and Health 

Promotion reported that up to half of the 2.1 million American deaths in 1990 were potentially 

preventable. Cigarette smoking alone accounted for almost one-quarter of these deaths (Atkin & 

Wallack, 1991). Americans also are more overweight than ever before (Elmer-Dewitt, 1995), 

exercise infrequently (Harris, 1993), smoke in spite of the threat of lung cancer (Homik, 1989), 

and, particularly in high risk populations, use condoms sporadically despite the danger of HTV 

infection (Catania, Coates, & Stalls, 1992). 

Considerable effort has been expended toward determining the factors that impact patient 

compliance. While prior research concluded that compliance is not consistently linked to any 

specific demographic or personality variables (see Lane, 1983), more recent research suggests 

that some personality factors, such as misanthropy, acculturation, and sensation seeking, may 
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influence compliance (M. Burgoon, 1996). Given the relative inability of researchers to employ 

structural, demographic, or personality characteristics to determine compliance, attention has 

instead focused on examining and improving doctor-patient communication specifically, and 

messages utilized in the health promotion context more generally. 

This interest in gaining compliance and preventing non-compliance via communication is 

age-old. As M. Burgoon (1996) argued, "since the practice of medicine began, attention has 

been given to communication strategies that were intended to persuade or even coerce patients to 

comply with the requests, injunctions, prescriptions and dicta of physicians to treat injury, illness 

and disease" (p. 280). Developing message strategies to stimulate health promoting behaviors 

continues to be one of the major challenges faced by those in health promotion (Breslow, Lloyd, 

& Shumaker, 1994; D. Buller& M. BuIIer, 1991). 

Exactly which message strategies to use, and which to avoid, has frequently been a debated 

topic and the array of results obtained across the compliance literature is seemingly contradictory 

(see M. Burgoon & J. Burgoon, 1990). One certainty is that "physicians can be more effective in 

gaining compliance if they attempt certain compliance-gaining message strategies, many of 

which are not presently used with great frequency in either treatment or prevention protocols" 

(M. Burgoon, 1996. p. 283). Those message strategies with the greatest promise, according to 

M. Burgoon, utilize a communication perspective in their theoretical formulation. 

Deliberately employing vivid language may be a message strategy useful to the medical 

arena, particularly when also coupled with the communication perspective emphasized by M. 

Burgoon, for three reasons: (a) vividness has demonstrated effectiveness in the health context, 

(b) vivid language and health directives may share processing features that enhance their 

effectiveness, and (c) vivid language and health directives share a number of distinguishing 

characteristics. First, Rook (1987) tested the persuasive impact of vivid messages in the health 

context and, in two studies, found that vivid case histories were more persuasive and created 
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more affective responses than similar summary versions. In Rook's first study, college students 

read either an individual case history (vivid condition) about the benefits of using generic 

medical drugs or equivalent information in a summarized form (pallid condition). Subjects in 

the vivid case history condition were more persuaded that generic drugs offered cost savings and 

reported greater concern that purchasing name-brand drugs was financially wasteful. In a second 

study, women reading a case history, in comparison to women reading a general summary, were 

more persuaded to engage in behaviors likely to prevent osteoporosis and were more optimistic 

that osteoporosis could be prevented. 

Second, beyond the specific demonstration of the effectiveness of vivid language in a 

health context. Rook (1997) further argued that health directives and vivid language share a 

number of characteristics. She noted that the factors likely to explain the effectiveness of vivid 

messages, such as enhanced message comprehension and recall, affect arousal, and increased 

motivation, also underlie successful health promotion messages. 

Third, the features characteristic of vivid language may also be common to health 

directives. As M. Burgoon (1996) specifically noted "compliance can almost always be viewed 

as a self-benefit (in the vested interest) to the patient or significant others" and "the aversive 

consequences of non-compliance vary in severity from continued illness and/or discomfort to 

decreased quality of life or even death" (p. 280). In these respects, health directives are 

potentially emotionally interesting since they note consequences for oneself or those one cares 

about. Moreover, given that these directives dictate specific behaviors to be followed or 

avoided, they are also concrete. Health directives are also proximate since patients typically 

receive such information via first-hand experience. These shared characteristics suggest that 

vividness could impact patient compliance and other health-related outcomes. 

Unfortunately, examinations of vividness typically utilize a psychologically or cognitively 

driven approach focusing on how judgments of such messages are made. The common 
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theoretical rationale behind the effect of vivid language is that it either requires more processing 

and, thus, receives more attention, or that it is more memorable and, thus, more easily recalled 

(Bell & Loftus, 1985, 1988; Borgida & Nisbett, 1977; Chaiken & Eagly, 1983; Frey & Eagly, 

1993; Heath, McCarthy, & Mothersbaugh, 1994; Holmes & Langford, 1976; Kirchner, 1969; 

Kisielius & Stemthal, 1984, 1986; McGill & Anand, 1989; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Reyes, 

Thompson, & Bower, 1980; Shedler & Manis, 1986). As a result of either this additional 

processing or ease of recall, such language is thought to be more effective and persuasive than 

what is generally described as a more "pallid" form of language. As such, while intriguing, 

explanations such as these are primarily focused on the processing of such messages instead of 

on the features of the message itself. Given this emphasis on message processing, it is perhaps 

not surprising that most research on vividness has been conducted in the field of cognitive 

psychology, not communication. 

Based on the above, this study has three overarching purposes. First, to explain the effect 

of vivid language from a communication perspective that remains focused on the persuasive 

impact of message features, not merely on message processing. To accomplish this primary 

purpose. Language Expectancy Theory will be employed to demonstrate that the persuasive 

effect of vivid language rests in the interaction between the source of a message and the 

language employed in the message. Moreover, this examination will utilize health messages in 

an explicitly persuasive context. In other words, this study examines vivid messages in a setting 

where persuasive impact is clearly desired, instead of in a setting where persuasion may occur. 

Second, to demonstrate the need to reconceptualize vivid language—a task not undertaken since 

the Nisbett and Ross (1980) review was published. Ultimately, this study advances a 

reconceptualization of vivid language along four dimensions: a) emotional interest, b) 

concreteness, c) proximity, and d) imagery valence. This reconceptualization incorporates a 

previously ignored, yet critical, component: image valence. Third, to document that vivid 
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language is an effective strategy for persuasive messages. Although a number of researchers 

have claimed that vividness effects are elusive if not illusory, this study hopes to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of vivid language when it is thoughtfully conceptualized and tested. 

Vivid Language 

Nisbett and Ross (1980), in their text Human inference: Strategies and shortcomings of 

social judgment, presented a comprehensive description of vivid language that has since become 

virtually the only definition of vivid language utilized in the field.' Drawing extensively from 

past research, Nisbett and Ross argued that a message can be deemed vivid if it can attract and 

hold attention as well as excite the imagination. As noted previously, "vividness is defined as 

the emotional interest of information, the concreteness and imaginability of information, and the 

sensory, spatial, and temporal proximity of information" (p. 62). More specifically, a message is 

vivid "to the extent that it is (a) emotionally interesting, (b) concrete and imagery-provoking, and 

(c) proximate in a sensory, temporal, or spatial way" (Nisbett & Ross, 1980, p. 45). Typically, 

messages lacking these features are described as "pallid".-

Nisbett and Ross argued that the first element, emotional interest, derives from two factors. 

The first of these is essentially the hedonic relevance of the event to the receiver. In other words, 

emotional interest derives from the "nature of one's acquaintance with the participants in the 

event" (Nisbett & Ross, 1980, p. 45). Specifically, events happening to oneself are more 

interesting than those events that happen to another. Events are also more interesting when they 

happen to those the receiver knows, or happen to those whom the receiver feels strongly about. 

Thus, emotional interest can derive from a receiver's familiarity with or feelings toward the 

events or persons described in a message. The second factor triggering emotional interest is "the 

^ For this reason, Nisbett and Ross will be heavily cited in this discussion of vivid language. 
^ The term pallid will be used throughout this study to describe what is best regarded as a non-
vivid or neutral message. 
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hedonic relevance of the event to the participants" (Nisbett & Ross, 1980, p. 46). As such, 

emotional interest derives from how much the events described affect the actors in a message. 

Nisbett and Ross (1980) provided an extended example to illustrate these points: 

Consider the information that "Jack skidded on an icy road and demolished a parked car." 
If the demolished parked car belongs to an individual whom one does not know, the 
inference is apt to be that Jack was a bit unlucky ... If the car belonged to a close friend or 
relative, one might regard Jack as a careless driver who ought to be indicted for his offense 
... If it were one's own car that was destroyed, one might well conclude that Jack is a 
menace who ought to be barred for life from operating any moving vehicle ... The news 
that Jack demolished an old Edsel will affect our inferences in proportion to our previous 
affective involvement both with Jack and with Edsels. Finally, one is apt to make stronger 
inferences about Jack's carelessness if the accident proves to have great rather than small 
personal consequences for Jack and for others affected by it. For instance, stronger 
inferences will be made if one leams that the demolished car was expensive and dearly 
loved by its owner... than if one leams that it was a heap ready for the junk yard. (p. 46) 

Thus, according to Nisbett and Ross, emotional interest derives from the relevance of events to 

oneself or others one cares about and from the seriousness of these events. The impact of these 

events can relate either to the needs, desires, motives, or values of oneself or others. 

The next factor, concreteness, refers to the degree of detail inherent to a message. Nisbett 

and Ross (1980) described concreteness as "the degree of detail and specificity about actors, 

actions, and situational context" (p. 47). Concreteness impacts the imaginability or sensory 

imagery of a message. For example, to state that, "the family's dog, Norris, had his head 

brutally crushed under the wheels of a rampaging, out-of-control pickup carrying several 

drunken teens" triggers more images than the statement that, "the family's dog, Norris, was hit 

by a speeding car." The first message is vivid and image-filled regardless of how one feels about 

dogs, pickup trucks, or drunken teens. The second message, however, provides essentially 

factual information and little else. In addition to detail, Nisbett and Ross also noted that 

descriptions of events that have occurred are more concrete than descriptions of proposed or 

non-events. In other words, a description of an enacted behavior is more concrete than a 

description of a non-enacted behavior. For example, stating that "Carol smiled at Lisa" is more 

concrete than stating "Carol did not smile at Lisa." 



19 

Finally, Nisbett and Ross (1980) stated that messages are vivid as a function of one's 

temporal, spatial, or sensory proximity to the subjects or objects of a message. In essence, 

messages will be vivid when they describe events that are recent, close, and/or available for 

firsthand experience. For example, a message describing events happening an hour ago in one's 

neighborhood is thought more vivid than a description of events that happened a month ago 

across town. Moreover, one's first-hand experience with an event or the first hand experience of 

those involved in the event enhances the vividness of the event. In this respect, an actor 

describing her first-hand experiences is more vivid than an actor describing the experiences of 

others. 

Although the dimensions of vividness as described by Nisbett and Ross (1980) are 

commonly cited in vividness studies, they are infrequently applied as operationalizations of 

vividness. In fact, no prior research has operationalized vividness according to all three 

dimensions specified bv Nisbett and Ross. Instead, studies examining the effect of vividness 

have operationalized the construct in a variety of ways including manipulations involving 

language characteristics (i.e., colorful, concrete, and specific language), message characteristics 

(i.e., messages utilizing pictorial illustrations, case histories, or statistical facts), message 

channels (i.e., videotaped, audio, or written messages), and as a mix of these factors (i.e., face-

to-face testimonials and written statements). What all these operationalizations have in common 

is that they typically include only one of the three factors Nisbett and Ross described. Thus, 

these operationalizations utilize emotional interest or concreteness or proximity individually or 

in pairs but not all three concurrently. 

Frey and Eagly (1993) can serve as a good example of a typical manipulation of language 

characteristics. Their study utilized concrete and colorful language to create vivid messages. 

For example, their vivid message stated, in part: 

There are a number of good reasons why airlines should not inform the public of terrorist 
threats. First, if airlines were to publicize every incoming threat, they would be doing 
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exactly what terrorists want. These foaming martyrs would then increase the numbers of 
their threats. In fact, they would compete to see whose blood-chilling threats could make 
headlines in the New York Times, (p. 43) 

The corresponding non-vivid message stated: 

There are a number of good reasons why airlines should not inform the public of terrorist 
threats. First, if airlines were to publicize every incoming threat, they would be doing 
exactly what terrorists want. Terrorists would then increase the number of their threats. In 
fact, they would compete with each other for news coverage, (p. 43) 

The differentiating factors in these messages is the amount of detail (e.g., "headlines in the New 

York Times" versus "news coverage") and frequency and intensity of descriptors (e.g., "foaming 

martyrs" versus "terrorists"). 

Dickson (1982) is a typical example of a study manipulating message characteristics. In 

the case history condition an appliance breakdown and its consequences were described in 

scripted story form. Specifically, the vivid condition stated: 

We didn't notice it for about a day. The ice cream was a bit soft at supper time, but I 
didn't give it a lot of thought. The next moming there was a smelly mess on the floor and 
a lot of sticky ice cream and other stuff had dripped down onto lower shelves. We threw 
out about $20 worth of food. Better to be safe than sorry. Other things we ate in a hurry. 
It took about three phone calls to get a repairman to come, and it didn't take him long to 
fix it, but it cost around $45. I remember now when he rolled the refrigerator back some 
jars and a jug toppled over inside and I had another clean up job. Altogether the 
breakdown must have wasted 3-4 hours of my time. I guess our experience was nothing 
special... it could have been worse . .. but I wish it hadn't happened. At the time I was 
very annoyed, (p. 401) 

In contrast, the statistical summary condition described the typical consequences of an appliance 

failure: 

The housewives whose appliances had failed indicated that generally quite a large clean up 
job resulted from the failure. On average, food wastage amounted to $20. The average 
repair cost was around $45. The number of phone calls made to get a repairman to come 
averaged four. The total time of the housewives that was wasted by the break down 
amounted to an average of about 3-4 hours (including time waiting for repairman to 
come). The majority of the housewives' reactions to the event at the time were that they 
wished it had not happened and they rated they were very annoyed (on a scale going from 
somewhat annoyed to extremely annoyed), (p. 401) 

Here the messages differ in that one provides an individual's testimony and the other presents 

that same basic information as an example of the normative experience. 
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Manipulations of vividness according to message channel are typically quite 

straightforward. For example, Chaiken and Eagly (1983) presented identically worded messages 

in combinations of either written (pallid), audiotaped, or videotaped (vivid) modalities. As for a 

mixed format manipulation, Borgida and Nisbett (1977) had subjects receive course evaluation 

comments either face-to-face (vivid) or via written summaries (pallid). However, the Borgida 

and Nisbett study also illustrates a common problem in vividness studies of this type since the 

face-to-face commentaries were not identical to the written summaries and were meant to be 

"vivid" only in terms of delivery channel and not necessarily in terms of any features of the 

message itself (such as emotional interest, concreteness, etc). In other words, it is assumed that 

face-to-face delivery results in a more descriptive (e.g., vivid) message. Such an assumption 

represents a serious confound for the results obtained since in this case the face-to-face messages 

may be vivid due to delivery channel and/or due to differences in the vividness (or lack of 

vividness) in the language used to present the information. Thus, the face-to-face messages may 

have varied greatly in terms of such uncontrolled factors as the amount of detail or frequency of 

images. 

Theoretical Explanations of Vividness 

Although vividness has been operationalized a variety of ways, considerably fewer 

explanations for the effect of vivid messages have been advanced. Taylor and Thompson's 

(1982) review provided a detailed synopsis of the supposed mechanisms underlying vividness 

effects: 

Vividly presented material, it is argued, is more effectively processed at encoding and, 
therefore, is more likely than nonvivid information to be available when judgments are 
made. Because a greater volume of vivid material is recalled it is purported to exert a 
disproportionate impact on judgments ... A second hypothesis suggests that it is not 
volume but ease of recall (availability) that is the route by which vivid information affects 
judgments. This argument maintains that vivid material has the advantage of being 
retrieved easier and faster than is nonvivid material. Vividly presented information is 
presumably more easily brought to mind because of its colorful, concrete nature and has a 
greater effect on judgments because of this greater availability when judgments are made, 
(p. 157) 
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Thus, vivid information affects judgments by influencing encoding, availability at recall, 

imaginability, and emotional involvement (Bell & Loftus, 1985, 1988; Borgida & Nisbett, 1977; 

Chaiken & Eagly, 1983; Frey & Eagly, 1993; Heath et al., 1994; Holmes & Langford, 1976; 

BCirchner, 1969; Kisielius & Stemthal, 1984, 1986; McGill & Anand, 1989; Nisbett & Ross, 

1980; Reyes et al., 1980; Shedler & Manis, 1986). According to these views vivid messages are 

persuasive either because they (a) are more elaborately processed or (b) are more easily recalled. 

Regardless of which mechanism triggers the effect, vivid messages are recalled moreso than are 

non-vivid messages and correspondingly exert more persuasive impact. Moreover, vivid 

messages are effective because of people's tendencies to use a simple heuristic such as 

availability in message processing (Heath et al., 1994; Reyes et al., 1980; Tversky & Kahneman, 

1973). 

Another explanation is the availability-valence hypothesis (Kisielius & Stemthal, 1984, 

1986) that proposes information is processed by relating it to relevant information previously 

stored in memory. In undertaking this task, people rely on the previous information that is most 

available instead of all the information that has been previously stored. In this sense, availability 

refers to the ease with which an association can be accessed from memory ... Subject to 
the capacity limitation of human memory, the greater the cognitive elaboration of 
information, the greater is its availability for rendering attitudinal judgments. Judgments 
depend on the favorableness, or valence, of the available information. (Kisielius & 
Stemthal, 1986, p. 420) 

According to this view, the vividness of information is thought to influence judgments by 

influencing the extent to which cognitive elaboration occurs. 

Moreover, as argued by Kisielius and Stemthal (1986): 

The conception of vividness that emerges from the availability-valence hypothesis is quite 
different from the view presented in the literature ... [that] is based on two assumptions: 
(1) that message information is more memorable when it is vividly rather than pallidly 
presented, and (2) that more memorable information is more persuasive. The availability-
valence hypothesis offers a different description of the process by which vividness 
manipulations affect judgments: vivid information evokes cognitive elaboration that may 
either enhance, undermine, or have no effect on the persuasiveness of a message, 
depending on the favorableness of the information elaborated, (p. 420) 
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Thus, vividness makes relevant information more available and the valence of such information 

determines persuasive impact. 

Empirical Tests of Vividness 

Although the explanations for vividness effects are contested, a number of examinations of 

these effects have been undertaken. These include studies examining immediate and delayed 

effects (Reyes et al., 1980; Shedler & Manis, 1986); message persuasiveness (Collins et al., 

1988; Frey & Eagly, 1993; Kisielius & Stemthal, 1984); perceived persuasion (Collins et al., 

1988); recall (Frey & Eagly, 1993; Holmes & Langford, 1976; Kirchner, 1969; Paivio & Csapo, 

1973; Reyes et al., 1980); source credibih'ty ratings (Bell & Loftus, 1988, 1989; Chaiken & 

Eagly, 1976); message comprehension (Chaiken & Eagly, 1976); attitude change (Chaiken & 

Eagly, 1983; Hamill, Wilson, & Nisbett, 1980; Heath et al., 1994; Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987; 

Rook, 1987); behavior change (Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987); behavioral intentions (Borgida & 

Nisbett, 1977; Meyerowtiz & Chaiken, 1987; Robberson & Rogers, 1988; Rook, 1987; Sherer & 

Rogers, 1984); and judgments of guilt (Bell & Loftus, 1988, 1989; Reyes et al., 1980), 

alternatives (McGill & Anand, 1989), negligence (Bell & Loftus, 1988, 1989), event frequency 

(Dickson, 1982; Tyler, 1980), parental fitness (Shedler & Manis, 1986), or information value 

(Ralston & Thameiing, 1988). 

These examinations have utilized problem drinking pamphlets (Sherer & Rogers, 1984); 

job applicants' letters of reference (Ralston & Thameiing, 1988); college course descriptions 

(Borgida & Nisbett, 1977); consumer product appraisals (Heath et al., 1994; Kisielius & 

Stemthal, 1984; McGill & Anand, 1989) and performance reports (Dickson, 1982); anti-terrorist 

and school privatization radio editorials (Frey & Eagly, 1993); juvenile crime reduction and 

space colonization print editorials (Collins et al., 1988); juvenile delinquency (Baesler & J. 

Burgoon, 1994), welfare recipient, and prison guard articles (Hamill et al., 1980); breast self-

examination (Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987), exercise (Robberson & Rogers, 1988), university 
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trimester system, and tuition increase advocacy messages (Chaiken & Eagly, 1983); and 

wrongful death (Bell & Loftus, 1988), robbery and murder (Bell & Loftus, 1988, 1989), parental 

fitness (Shedler & Manis, 1986), loss of wages (Chaiken & Eagly, 1976), and drunk driving 

cases (Reyes et al., 1980). 

Criticisms of Vividness 

While a variety of tests of vividness both in terms of settings, operationalizations, and 

outcomes have occurred, a number of critics have claimed that vividness has no or severely 

limited effects (Collins et al., 1988; Frey & Eagly, 1993; Kisielius & Stemthal, 1986; Taylor & 

Thompson, 1982; Taylor & Wood, 1983). For example, Kisielius and Stemthal (1986) argued 

there were three typical outcomes in vividness studies examining judgmental effect. In the first 

category, vividness had no significant effect. They noted that these studies typically manipulated 

vividness according to informational concreteness or presentation format. 

In the second category they placed studies manipulating vividness as comparisons of case-

history and base-rate information or pictorial and verbal statements. Kisielius and Stemthal 

argued that although these studies did demonstrate a significant effect, vividness may not 

account for the finding. For example, as noted by Taylor and Thompson (1982), in a case-

history versus base-rate information study, information unique to either condition, or the 

subjects' inability to process base-rate data may have created the significant judgmental effect. 

In the final category, they placed those studies which demonstrated significant vividness effects 

but only under special circumstances such as delayed judgment, or when interacting with 

message difficulty or communicator credibility. Regardless of category placement, the 

conclusion to be drawn is essentially the same: Vividness has severely limited effects. 

However, perhaps the harshest critics of all, and most frequently cited, are Taylor and 

Thompson (1982). Their review of vividness concluded that "the vividness effect" was elusive 

at best. In a series of tables presenting the results of vividness studies, they noted that of eight 
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studies testing vividness as a language factor (i.e., concrete versus abstract language), only one 

study found significant, albeit sporadic, persuasive effects when comparing vivid and non-vivid 

message styles. Four of six studies exanaining the effect of vivid language on recall had 

significant pro-vividness effects. Particularly damning was their conclusion that of 25 studies 

testing vividness according to visual imagery, presentation format, or direct experience, only six 

found significant vividness effects and four found significant non-vividness effects or negative 

vividness effects. The only vividness factor that did have consistently positive effects was that 

of case histories versus statistical information: Of these seven studies, six had significant pro-

vividness effects. Clearly vividness effects are not alwavs elusive. 

Yet, largely based on the Taylor and Thompson findings, Collins et al. (1988) sought to 

determine whether the effects of vividness were elusive or illusory. They reasoned that the 

effect of vividness is largely illusory and noted that "vivid information has some effect on 

perceivers that is not persuasion but is nonetheless perceived to be persuasion" (p. 3). They 

suggested that either the easier recall or more engaging nature of vivid information may lead 

receivers to believe they have been persuaded when, in fact, they have not. As a result, they 

proposed that the vividness effect may be related to people's judgments about their susceptibility 

to persuasion attempts utilizing vividness and not to whether people have actually been 

persuaded. 

Collins et al. (1988) tested three possibilities that could account for the illusory nature of 

vividness' suasory effect: 

(1) People believe that vivid material is generally more persuasive than less vivid 
presentations, but that they themselves do not succumb to its effects, (2) people believe in 
a general and pervasive vividness effect to which their own attitudes are vulnerable, and 
(3) people do not believe that vividness has any special effect to which they or others 
might succumb, (p. 4) 

Their two-part study first asked subjects to rate the persuasive effect of vivid and nonvivid 

messages concerning juvenile criminals. Study 1 demonstrated that subjects consistently 
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perceived the vivid messages as more persuasive than the nonvivid messages. However, in 

Study 2, a different group of students, pre-tested on message-related measures, were nm 

persuaded when exposed to vivid messages—even though these subjects judged the vivid 

messages as more persuasive than nonvivid messages. Given such results, it is not surprising 

that Collins et al. (1988) claimed the vividness effect was an illusion and deduced from these 

findings that "people infer persuasion based on interest and attention rather than recall" (p. 1).^ 

As similarly argued by Taylor and Thompson (1982): 

Judging from the research one can conclude that the vividness effect is surprisingly weak. 
The available evidence indicates that concrete descriptions have no consistently greater 
impact on judgments than do more pallid and dull ones; pictorially illustrated information 
is no more persuasive than is equivalent information that is not pictorially illustrated; 
videotaped information has no consistent impact on judgments compared with equivalent 
oral or written information; and personal contact is not inherently more impactful than 
vicarious experience, (p. 170) 

Reviving Vividness 

While Taylor and Thompson (1982) were relatively ready to record the time of death for 

the vividness effect, their conclusion was, at best, premature. First, by examining the published 

vividness studies manipulating language or message characteristics a consistent vividness effect 

for messages utilizing concrete language or case history formats is revealed (see Table 1). Of 

these 15 studies—most published after or not included in the Taylor and Thompson review—9 had 

pro-vividness effects (Bell & Loftus, 1988, 1989; Heath et al., 1994; Holmes & Langford, 1976; 

McGill & Anand, 1989; Ralston & Thameling, 1988; Rook (Experiments 1 & 2), 1987; Shedler 

& Manis; 1986; Sherer & Rogers; 1984); four had effects that may be interpretable as vividness 

effects (Baesler & J. Burgoon, 1994; Bell & Loftus, 1989; Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987; 

Robberson & Rogers, 1988); two had anti-vividness effects (Frey & Eagly, 1993; Rook 

(Experiment 3), 1987), and one found both vivid (story) and pallid (statistical) evidence were 

3 Their conclusion aside, this study may be underpowered: Of 58 pretest subjects, only 33 
agreed to participate in the second phase of Study 2 (roughly 16 subjects per cell). 
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persuasive (Baesler, 1997). The conclusion to be drawn from this literature is straightforward: 

Vividness can have significant effects when it is conceptualized as a language or message 

characteristic. Thus, those researchers who claimed the effects of vivid language are weak, 

elusive, illusory, or nonexistent (Collins et al., 1988; Frey & Eagly, 1993; Taylor & Thompson, 

1982; Taylor & Wood, 1983) did so prematurely. Moreover, these claims overlooked the 

consistent persuasive impact of vividness when conceptualized as a language or message feature. 
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Table 1 

Summary of Results for Vividness Studies 

Author(s) 
(year) 

Vividness manipulation Result(s) 

Baesler and J. 
Burgoon 
(1994) 

Baesler 
(1997) 

Bell and Loftus 
(1988) 

Bell and Loftus 
(1989) 

Frey and Eagly 
(1993) 

Heath, McCarthy 
and Mothersbaugh 
(1994) 

Vivid/nonvivid story 
and statistical evidence 

Story and statistical 
evidence 

Detailed and non-
detailed testimony 

Detailed and non-
detailed testimony 

Related and unrelated 
detail 

Detailed and non-
detailed 

Pallid and vivid 
editorials 

Vivid and pallid copy 

Statistical evidence more persuasive; vivid 
statistical evidence persuasive immediately 
and after delay. 

Story and statistical evidence both persuasive. 

Detailed testimony positively impacted 
subjects' credibility judgments of wimess. 

Vivid prosecution testimony resulted in higher 
judgments of guilt and more guilty verdicts. 
Vivid defense testimony resulted in lower 
judgments of guilt and fewer guilty verdicts. 

When defense detail was high, related 
prosecution detail influenced judgments of 
guilt. When defense detail was low, unrelated 
prosecution detail influenced judgments of 
guilt. 

When detail was high, in either prosecution or 
defense testimony, the wimess was judged to 
have higher relative credibility, to be more 
credible, to have a better memory for details in 
general, to have a better memory for the 
culprit's face, and to have devoted more 
attention to the culprit and his actions. 

Pallid editorial more persuasive and better 
recalled than vivid editorial in low attention 
condition. 

Vivid copy affected subjects' attitudes in 
competitive settings. 
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Table 1 

Summary of Results for Vividness Studies -Continued 

Author(s) 
(year) 

Vividness manipulation Result(s) 

Holmes and 
Langford 
(1976) 

McGill and Anand 
(1989) 

Meyerowitz and 
Chaiken 
(1987) 

Ralston and 
Thameling 
(1988) 

Robberson and 
Rogers 
(1988) 

Rook 
(1987) 

Rossiter and Percy 
(1978) 

Shedler and Manis 
(1986) 

Sherer and Rogers 
(1984) 

Concrete and abstract 
sentences 

Vivid and pallid 
messages 

Loss-oriented, gain-
oriented, no-argument 
and control pamphlets 

Vivid and pallid 
messages 

Negative and positive 
appeals 

Case histories and 
abstract information 

Concrete and abstract 
copy 

Colorful, concrete 
language and pallid 
language 

High and low emotional 
interest, proximity, and 
concreteness 

Concrete sentences had higher recall and 
greater comprehensibility. 

Vivid messages created greater desirability of 
product. 

Loss-oriented message created more positive 
attitudes toward breast self-examination. 

Vivid message created more favorable 
information value ratings. 

Negative appeal to health more persuasive. 
Positive appeal to self-esteem more persuasive 
than negative appeal. 

Case histories more impactful on health 
attitudes & behavioral intentions in two studies 
but not in third study. 

Concrete copy more persuasive. 

Vividness influenced judgments. 

Emotional interest message immediately 
effective. High emotional interest and high 
proximity messages had improved 
effectiveness with delay; low emotional 
interest and low proximity reduced with delay. 
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Nonetheless, this compilation of results does not reveal whv vividness is effective. 

However, a study by Frey and Eagly (1993) suggested an explanation for the effects of vivid 

language. In their study, they found the vivid version of a radio editorial was less effective and 

persuasive than a non-vivid version. The vivid message was operationalized to include colorful 

and concrete language. It stated, in part: 

The real answer to airline terrorism lies in replacing yawning, zombie-like security guards 
with savvy, eagle-eyed experts. It also lies in replacing simplistic metal detectors that go 
"beep" with state-of-the-art scanners able to detect plastic explosives concealed, for 
example, in a pair of cowboy boots or a bottle of imported wine. 
(p. 43) 

The pallid or non-vivid message in comparison stated: 

The real answer to airline terrorism lies in replacing bored security guards with better 
trained and more alert personnel. It also lies in replacing unsophisticated baggage 
inspection equipment with the modem technology that is necessary to detect even well-
concealed plastic explosives, (p. 43) 

The vivid message also included such phrases as "cold-blooded killing of innocent people," 

"foaming martyrs," and "hordes of shouting, terror-stricken people elbowing their way to the 

ticket counter" (p. 43). The correspondingly pallid phrases were "deaths of many of its 

passengers," "terrorists," and "hundreds of people trying to reschedule their flights" (p. 43). 

These statements are certainly fine examples of vivid and pallid language. However, the 

vivid message may also be a form of language readers would be more likely to expect in a News 

of the World editorial than one broadcast over a local radio station. Specifically, the modem 

U.S. press is argued to be biased by four traits: It is negative, detached, technical, and official 

(Schudson, 1995). The language used in Frey and Eagly's study could violate these 

expectations. In fact, if one considers that Kirchner (1970) describes vivid language as "active. 

fast, aggressive, new, and hard" (p. 240) then pallid language (e.g., inactive, slow, passive, old, 

and soft) might better reflect the traits of the modem press. 

Essentially, the persuasiveness of these editorials can be explained by considering 

receivers' expectations about the source and the content of the message delivered by the source. 
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In this case, the editorials were "broadcast" from a local radio station. If this source was 

considered to be less credible and the message content a deviation from what was expected, then 

the message could negatively violate the receiver's expectation. Thus, as found in their study, 

and as would be predicted by Language Expectancy Theory, the pallid editorial would be rated 

more highly than the vivid editorial. This further suggests that a communication based 

theoretical approach to explaining the effect of vivid language is more appropriate than a 

cognitive processing one. 

Reconceptualizing Vividness 

One aim of this study is to advance a reconceptualization of vividness. Such a 

reconceptualization is necessary for three reasons. First, vividness has typically been 

operationalized as a single-dimension construct. As noted previously, Nisbett and Ross (1980) 

stated that a message is vivid "to the extent that it is (a) emotionally interesting, (b) concrete and 

imagery-provoking, and (c) proximate in a sensory, temporal, or spatial way" (Nisbett & Ross, 

1980, p. 45). Although the Nisbett and Ross definition of vividness is frequently noted in 

vividness studies, it is not employed as the conceptual basis for operationalizing vividness. 

Instead most vividness studies utilize messages that are concrete (e.g., case studies versus 

statistical data) or image provoking (e.g., colorful language). One explanation for the 

inconclusive or null effects of vividness studies may be because the central construct (i.e., 

vividness) has not been conceptualized as a multidimensional construct. Thus, this study will 

operationalize vividness as a multi-dimensional construct that includes emotional interest, 

concreteness, and proximity. 

Second, vividness research tends to focus on imagery at the expense of image content. 

Imagery is undoubtedly the factor that helps to distinguish vivid language from other types of 

language. However, Nisbett and Ross (1980), like most vividness researchers, have assumed 

that the occurrence of imagery is all that matters. For example, Nisbett and Ross argued that 
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concreteness derives from the detail and specificity of a message, as well as the image(s) created 

in the minds of receivers by such a message. No vividness researchers have actively considered 

what type of image is created. Moreover, none have considered the valence of images created."^ 

In these respects vividness researchers seem to be concerned only that some kind of image 

occurs, instead of being concerned with what kind of image occurs. 

However, images can be positive or negative. For example, a detailed description of a 

rotting corpse is likely to be unpleasant and negatively valenced while a detailed description of a 

field of wildflowers is likely to be pleasant and positively valenced. Similar effects are likely to 

occur for metaphorical components. Thus, an image of different valence occurs when one says 

"My boss is a dictator" rather than "My boss is a prince": In the former case the valence is 

negative and in the latter, positive. Thus, images and the valence of such images are likely to 

derive from (a) descriptions which trigger specific, graphic images meant to replicate the 

event(s) or item(s) described, (b) the metaphorical components of a message meant to link 

divergent concepts and their connotative meanings together, or (c) a combination of both factors. 

In terms of metaphors. Beck (1978) noted that "the essential nature of the metaphor, then, 

is that it juxtaposes elements of a concrete image in order to formulate some set of more abstract 

relationships" (p. 83). Through such juxtapositions "the metaphor points to the existence of a 

given set of abstract relationships hidden within some immediately graspable image. By doing 

this, it helps to ground our conceptual structures in the reality of concrete experience" (Beck, 

1978, p. 84). By making concrete what was once abstract, metaphors can create vividness^. As a 

^ The availabiiity-valence hypothesis does consider valence but only in terms of the processing 
of information. Specifically, valence is positive when the processing of an image triggers 
associations with other positive images and is negatively valenced when negative links are 
created. 
^ It should be noted that although thought to be pervasive (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), many 
metaphors are now "dead" and provoke no elaborated meaning. For instance, "Whirlpool 
Dishwashers" no longer creates images of whirlpools to reinforce the benefits of a product 
(Hitchon, 1997). Nonetheless, metaphors that are "alive" clarify and create relationships 
between objects. 
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result metaphors create elaborated meanings and comprehension of abstract ideas (G. Lakoff & 

Johnson, 1980). 

As an example, Martin (1994) noted that metaphors of menstruation have taken a 

pathological turn that describe menstruation in terms of failed production. Thus, a medical 

textbook described menstruation in this way (cited in Martin, 1994): 

If fertilization and pregnancy do not occur, the corpus luteum degenerates and the levels of 
estrogens and progesterone decline. As the levels of these hormones decrease and their 
stimulatory effects are withdrawn, blood vessels of the endometrium undergo prolonged 
spasms (contractions) that reduce the blood flow to the area of the endometrium supplied 
by the vessels. The resulting lack of blood causes the tissues of the affected region to 
degenerate. After some time, the vessels relax, which allows blood to flow through them 
again. However, capillaries in the area have become so weakened that blood leaks through 
them. This blood and the deteriorating endometrial tissue are discharged from the uterus 
as the menstrual flow. (p. 225) 

As Martin highlighted "in rapid succession the reader is confronted with 'degenerate,' 'decline,' 

'withdrawn,' 'spasms,' 'lack,' 'degenerate,' 'weakened,' 'leak,' 'deteriorate,' 'discharge,' and, 

after all that, 'repair'" (p. 226). Martin claimed descriptions such as these have unnecessarily 

biased people's understanding of the female reproductive cycle. 

Martin suggested that textbooks could instead describe menstruation as: 

A drop in the formerly high levels of progesterone and estrogen creates the perfect 
environment for reducing the excess layers of endometrial tissue. Constriction of capillary 
blood vessels causes a lower level of oxygen and nutrients and paves the way for a 
vigorous production of menstrual fluids. As a part of the renewal of the remaining 
endometrium, the capillaries begin to reopen, contributing some blood and serous fluid to 
the volume of endometrial material already beginning to flow. (p. 230). 

Martin proposed that use of such terms as "creates," "perfect," "vigorous," "renewal," and 

"reopen," could greatly alter people's perceptions of menstruation as a positive rather than a 

failed process. Further, Martin's menstrual metaphors should help demonstrate that a change in 

metaphors and valence can alter perception. 

As noted by Hitchon (1997), "the issue for persuasion is not the amount of thought—the 

extent of elaboration—involved, but rather the valence of thought" (p. 56). Similarly, the issue 

for vividness is not just the amount of imagery but the valence of imagery. As a result, this study 
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proposes that the definition of vividness should be expanded to include a fourth dimension: the 

image valence. Thus, this study will operationalize vividness according to (a) emotional interest, 

(b) concreteness, (c) proximity, and (d) image valence. 

Third, conceptualizing vividness as a multidimensional construct aids in distinguishing it 

from other types of language. Tj^ically, a concept such as valence would be used to create a 

simple distinction such as positive vividness and negative vividness. However, when image 

valence is coupled with the other features of vivid language the notion of positive and negative 

vividness becomes somewhat simplistic. Consider this passage describing a pilot's flight from 

de Saint Exupery's (1939) novel Wind. Sand and Stars: 

I moved into this region bathed by the sun. No doubt about it, I was loafing along. 
Loafing at the rate of one hundred and seventy miles an hour, but loafing nevertheless. I 
smoked a few leisurely cigarettes. I lingered over my coffee. I kept a cautious fatherly 
eye on my brood of instruments. These clouds, this sun, this play of light, lent to my flight 
the relaxation of a Sunday afternoon stroll. The sea was as variegated as a country 
landscape broken into fields of green and violet and blue. (p. 135) 

This passage features language that is concrete and image provoking. If the pilot/speaker in this 

passage were one's lover and this flight had recently been over a region one knew quite well then 

the passage would likely comprise all four components of vividness: emotional interest (i.e., the 

hedonic relevance of the source and events), concreteness (i.e., the detailed descriptions), 

proximity (i.e., the recency of events), and positive valence. 

This passage can also be altered to represent what could be called negative vividness: 

I shuffled into this region drowned by the sun. No doubt about it, I was straggling along. 
Straggling at the rate of one hundred and seventy miles an hour, but straggling 
nevertheless. I smoked a few deliberate cigarettes. I meandered over my coffee. I kept a 
calculating masterly eye on my brood of instruments. These clouds, this sun, this scatter 
of light, lent to my flight the repose of a Sunday afternoon traipse. The sea was as 
splintered as a country landscape broken into fields of green and violet and blue. 

This passage features descriptors that are largely negative (e.g. drowned instead of bathed, 

straggling versus loafing, masterly versus fatherly). 
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A comparison of these two passages can illustrate a nonsummativity effect when vividness 

is conceptualized along four dimensions. Specifically, in the first passage the descriptions (i.e., 

"bathed by the sun," "loafing along," "fatherly eye," and "variegated as a country landscape") 

tend to elicit images from the receiver. The characteristics of vividness coupled with these 

positively valenced images evoke images from the receiver: A request rather than an order 

occurs. Thus, a vivid message that includes positively valenced images is best described as an 

evocatively vivid message. 

However, in the second passage the descriptions (i.e., "drowned by the sun," "straggling 

along," "masterly eye," and "splintered as a country landscape") instigate, rather than elicit, 

certain images from the receiver. Thus, vividness coupled with the negatively valenced images 

provokes or requires particular images from the receiver; There is moreso an order rather than a 

request. For this reason, a vivid message that includes negatively valenced images is best 

described as a provocatively vivid message. 

In summary, this study will operationalize vividness according to (a) emotional interest, 

(b) concreteness, (c) proximity, and (d) image valence. Specifically, when image valence is 

positive a message is evocatively vivid and when image valence is negative a message is 

provocatively vivid. 



36 

Language Expectancy Theory 

Language Expectancy Theory is a social influence theory whose development spans over 

25 years (M. Burgoon, 1995). Its roots lie in a number of variable analytic studies examining the 

relationship between language intensity and persuasion (M. Burgoon, 1970; M. Burgoon, Jones, 

& Stewart, 1975). These studies demonstrated that particular sub-groups of individuals, namely 

women and low credibility speakers, were expected to use less aggressive language strategies. 

When these speakers used more aggressive language strategies little attitude change occurred 

among the message recipients. However, these same aggressive strategies employed by high 

credibility speakers led to attitude change among receivers. 

This research suggested that persuasion resulted from the effect of both source credibility 

and message style. A propositional framework was developed based on the fundamental 

assumption that because language is rule governed, individuals develop preferences and 

expectations concerning language usage in different situations (M. Burgoon & Miller, 1985). 

These expectations are largely a function of cultural and sociological norms, and preferences a 

function of cultural values and societal standards. As M. Burgoon and Miller noted: 

Obviously, many cultural and sociological forces shape our patterns of ordinary language 
and determine normative and non-normative usage. As communicators mature, they not 
only leam the mechanics of language but also what to say and when to say it—or at least 
they think they do. Besides cultural and sociological forces that shape the appropriateness 
and effectiveness of language choices, several communicator, situational, and context 
variables also influence the persuasive effectiveness of different message strategies, (p. 
200) 

Expectations for language use and message strategy determine not only what type of 

communication is appropriate but when communication is appropriate. Moreover, the forces 

determining normative usage allow individuals to develop expectations about language in 

general, and persuasive messages in particular, in regard to both content and delivery style (M. 

Burgoon, 1989; M. Burgoon & Miller, 1985). These normative expectations and preferences 
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fonn a band-width of acceptable behaviors. When a receiver's expectation for appropriate 

language is not met, either a positive or negative violation of expectations results. 

Positive violations occur either when the enacted behavior is better or more preferred than 

what was expected in a given situation or when a negatively evaluated source conforms more 

closely than expected to normative standards (M. Burgoon, 1993). As described by M. Burgoon 

(1993): 

Change occurs in the first case because enacted behavior is outside the normative band
width in a positive direction and such behavior prompts attitude and/or behavioral 
changes. In the second condition, a person who is expected to behave incompetently or 
inappropriately conforms to cultural norms and/or expected social roles which results in an 
overly positive evaluation of the source and subsequently, change advocated by that actor, 
(p. 2) 

In both conditions the source's behavior is evaluated in a positive manner; in one case falling 

outside or positively above the normative band-width and in the other falling within it. As 

represented in Table 2, a positive violation occurs whenever "a line connecting expected and 

enacted behaviors crosses a normative band-width boundary moving in a positive direction" (M. 

Burgoon, Birk, & Hall. 1991, p. 182). Negative violations of expectations occur when enacted 

language choices or message strategies are outside or lie negatively below the band-width of 

socially accepted behavior. As seen in Table 2, in this circumstance the lower boundary is 

crossed. Contrary to a positive violation, a negative violation of expectations will impede 

persuasive attempts and reduce source evaluation (M. Burgoon & Miller, 1985). 
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Table 2 

Expectancy Theory Predictions About Message Strateeies and Attitude/Behavior Change 

Area of Positive Violation of Communication Norms 

A (Enacted) D (Expected) 

A (Expected) D (Enacted) 

Band-width of Normative, Expected Conununication Behaviors 

C (Expected) B (Enacted) 

C (Enacted) B (Expected) 

Area of Negative Violations of Communication Norms 

Positive violation of expectations by performing unexpected, positively valued 
behaviors. Enacted behavior outside the expected, normative band-width in positive 
direction. Attitude/behavior change in the direction advocated by the source. 
Positive violation of expectations by negatively evaluated source conforming more 
closely to norms of communication behavior. Enacted behavior within the expected 
normative band-width. Attitude/behavior change prediction in direction advocated by 
the source. 
Negative violation of expectations by performing unexpected, negatively valued 
behaviors. Enacted behavior outside the expected normative band-width in negative 
direction. No attitude/behavior change or actual changes in opposite direction 
advocated by the source. 
Negative violation of expectations by positively evaluated source conforming more 
closely to norms of communication behavior. Enacted behavior within the normative 
band-width. No attitude/behavior change or actual changes in opposite direction 
advocated by the source 

Case A: 

Case B: 

Case C: 

Case D: 

(M. Burgoon et al., 1991, p. 183) 
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For example, when a corporation's president delivers an especially poetic and eloquent 

speech to stockholders lauding the efforts of assembly line workers and calling for yet another 

increase in production output, a positive violation of expectations is likely to occur. An inner-

city resident of a housing project who uses standard American English to argue for increased 

security patrols can also trigger a positive violation of expectations if he or she was expected to 

use more colloquial language. In both instances, the speaker and his message is likely to be 

evaluated more favorably, and his recommended actions more likely to be followed. However, if 

the corporate president mentioned earlier uses "street lingo" in his speech to stockholders, a 

negative violation of expectations is likely. In this case, the speaker is likely to be derogated and 

his recommendations never enacted. 

Language Expectancy Theory focuses on broad social categories that determine the band

width of expected, and acceptable, behavior (M. Burgoon, 1993, 1995). As a result, source 

credibility moderates a speaker's band-width of acceptable choices. M. Burgoon has argued, and 

empirically demonstrated (M. Burgoon et al., 1975; Hamilton, Hunter, & M. Burgoon, 1990). 

that high credibility speakers and men have demonstrably larger or wider band-widths of 

acceptable language behavior than do low credibility speakers or women. Correspondingly, high 

credibility speakers and men have a relatively narrow band-width of unacceptable language 

choices. Thus, when a high credibility speaker or man violates a receiver's expectations, it is 

much more likely that a positive violation, rather than a negative one, will occur. In this way, 

men typically experience enhanced source credibility effects and enjoy greater suasory impact-

even when using a message strategy or language choice that can be considered non-normative. 

However, less credible speakers and women have a restricted band-width of acceptable 

behaviors. A less credible speaker or woman using a non-normative message strategy, given 

their narrower band-width of acceptable language choices available, will typically create a 

negative violation of expectations (M. Burgoon, 1995; M. Burgoon et al., 1991). Moreover, this 
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negative violation of expectations means that source derogation or noncompliance with message 

requests are likely. In this way, women and less credible sources are seldom persuasive. As M. 

Burgoon et al. specifically noted for women: "it is quite likely that any deviations, even 

relatively trivial changes, from the expected roles of females result in negative violations of 

expectations" (M. Burgoon et al., 1991, p. 182). 

A study by Hamilton et al. (1990) can illustrate the relationship between message style and 

source credibility proposed by Language Expectancy Theory. As noted above, high credibility 

sources will have a wider band-width of acceptable behaviors than will low credibility sources. 

A speaker's band-width of acceptable language choices also is moderated by the intensity of 

language he or she employs. Thus, high credibility sources are expected to use more intense 

language than are low credibility sources (Hamilton et al., 1990). Hamilton et al. demonstrated 

this relationship between language intensity and source credibility. Their results revealed that 

high credibility sources using intense language had increased persuasive impact while low 

credibility sources using intense language had inhibited persuasive impact. 

The relationship between expectancy, intense language, and source band-width was 

illustrated in a study by M. Burgoon et al. (1991). M. Burgoon et al. hypothesized that female 

physicians would be expected to use more affiliative and unaggressive strategies when seeking 

patient compliance. As they noted, "less credible communicators have a restricted band-width, 

and the use of aggressive message strategies is non-normative—clearly a negative violation of 

expectations" (M. Burgoon et al., 1991, p. 185). They predicted this expectancy would be 

carried over into the medical arena even though physicians enjoy relatively high status. M. 

Burgoon et al. (1991) specifically argued that 

A limited amount of research attests to the fact that while female physicians are held in 
high esteem by most people in this society, they are still seen as less credible than their 
male counterparts. Thus they should have less freedom than males to use aggressive 
strategies. This credibility differential coupled with socialization processes that result in 
the enactment, as well as expectations of unaggressive strategies as part of the female role 
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suggest that any deviation from verbally unaggressive compliance-gaining strategies will 
increase noncompliance, (p. 186) 

Their study found that when female physicians did employ more aggressive language strategies 

they were negatively evaluated. Perhaps more critically, patient satisfaction and compliance 

with their recommendations decreased. 

Further, the study hypothesized that male physicians would be expected to use more 

verbally aggressive strategies and would be most persuasive when doing so. M. Burgoon et al. 

(1991) reasoned that males' socialization and higher normative status would make receivers 

prefer high credibility sources who utilize aggressive strategies. Given that male physicians tend 

to use affectively neutral strategies, M. Burgoon et al. also hypothesized that males using more 

affiliative strategies would trigger a positive violation of expectations. Their results supported 

that when males used either more aggressive or more affiliative strategies they were positively 

evaluated, and both patient satisfaction and compliance with their recommendations increased. 

Overall, this study demonstrated that male physicians have a greater band-width of acceptable 

language choices than do female physicians. It also clearly demonstrated that expectations are 

based both on what is said and who says it. 

Although language intensity has perhaps been the most studied language type in Language 

Expectancy Theory research, it is by no means the only language choice or message strategy 

which has been explained by Language Expectancy Theory. Fear appeals, sequential message 

strategies, opinionated language, and compliance-gaining message strategies are well explained 

by the propositional framework of Language Expectancy Theory (M. Burgoon & Miller, 1985; 

M. Burgoon, 1995). This wide range of choices and strategies accounted for by Language 

Expectancy Theory suggests that other language based choices and strategies can also be 

explained according to its propositional firamework. 
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Extendine Language Expectancy Theon/ to Vividness 

Language Expectancy Theory is an appropriate theoretical firamework for vividness for 

two particular reasons: (a) expectancy violations can explain the results of some past vividness 

research, and (b) research examining the effect of vividness should consider both the content and 

source of a message to explain its effectiveness. The development of these points should 

demonstrate that Language Expectancy Theory can be used as the explanatory mechanism for 

the effects of vivid language. 

First, expectancy violations can explain the results of some past vividness research. 

Specifically, a negative violation of expectations can account for the results of at least two 

studies examining the persuasive effect of vivid language. Collins et al. (1988) operationalized 

vividness as concrete and colorful language and had subjects read what was described as a 

"news-story-like message about juvenile crime" (p. 5). The vivid message, in part, read "in one 

instance, a defenseless 70-year-old woman was jumped and brutally beaten by two teenage boys 

as she worked alone in her garden" and included the statement "young criminals must be held 

fully responsible for their actions, for the safety of us all" (p. 5). The corresponding nonvivid 

message stated "elderly people engaged in daily activities in and around their homes are often 

the victims of these juvenile criminals" and included the statement "a change in current 

legislation may help to prevent these kinds of crimes and to protect society from any future 

harm" (p. 5). These authors found that the vivid message was perceived to be persuasive in 

Study 1, yet created no actual persuasive effect in Study 2. 

A negative violation of expectations can explain these results. The vivid message is 

certainly concrete and colorful. It, and the pallid message, are also stating an opinion-

something most people would expect from an editorial, not from a news story. Moreover, given 

the dominant notion that news stories should present information in an unbiased fashion, these 
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messages may have negatively violated people's expectations. Such an occurrence would 

account for the finding that neither the vivid nor the pallid message was persuasive. 

The results of an additional persuasion study can also illustrate the applicability of 

Language Expectancy Theory. In this study, Frey and Eagly (1993) found that the pallid version 

of a radio editorial was more effective and persuasive than was a vivid version. The vivid 

message included such phrases as "cold-blooded killing of innocent people," "foaming martyrs," 

and "hordes of shouting, terror-stricken people elbowing their way to the ticket counter" (p. 43). 

Such phrases are certainly fine examples of vivid language. However, given the rather 

expressive and biased language employed in the editorial, people's expectation for detached 

professionalism may have been violated, even though this was an editorial stating an opinion. In 

this way, the vivid message may have negatively violated people's expectations for broadcast 

editorials. This negative violation would account for Frey and Eagly's finding that the pallid 

editorial was more highly rated than the vivid editorial and is exactly the result that would be 

predicted by Language Expectancy Theory. 

Second, vividness research should consider both the content and source of a message to 

explain its effectiveness. Past vividness studies have assumed that a message will be persuasive 

simply because it is vivid. Messages are persuasive not merely based on what is said but 

because of who says it. In fact, past vividness research has inadvertently demonstrated this fact. 

Chaiken and Eagly (1983) found an interaction between communicator likability and vividness 

(operationalized as message modality). Even Taylor and Thompson (1982), proponents of the 

lack of vividness effects, noted that source credibility may mediate vividness and that vividness 

is a condition "that emerges from the interaction of communication characteristics and perceiver 

attributes or needs" (p. 174). These "perceiver attributes or needs" could relate to expectations 

for language usage and/or source credibility. Thus, a framework which utilizes receiver 

responses to both the source and attributes of a message is necessary. Language Expectancy 
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Theory provides this: It examines how receiver expectations for both a message's source and 

content impacts persuasion. 

The information presented above demonstrates that Language Expectancy Theory is an 

appropriate theoretical rationale for vivid language for one overarching reason: Language 

Expectancy Theory addresses macro-social expectations for language use. Moreover, the 

propositions of Language Expectancy Theory address expectations for a number of message 

strategies such as fear appeals, sequential message strategies, opinionated language, language 

intensity, and compliance-gaining message strategies (M. Burgoon & Miller, 1985; M. Burgoon, 

1995). Vivid messages, as with all distinctive message types, are not persuasive merely because 

they are vivid but because they are judged appropriate to the source and setting. Thus, vividness 

is an additional message strategy to which Language Expectancy Theory can be extended. 

Hypotheses 

Language Expectancy Theory argues that people's expectations about language usage are 

derived from cultural and sociological expectations (M. Burgoon, 1995). Language Expectancy 

Theory notes that these expectations are tied to the credibility of a message's source. High 

credibility speakers have a greater band-width of acceptable behaviors and low credibility 

speakers have a narrower band-width (M. Burgoon, 1993, 1995; M. Burgoon & Miller, 1985). 

The wider band-width high credibility speakers enjoy means they can use a greater variety of 

language styles and message strategies than low credibility sources. This in turn means that high 

credibility sources are more persuasive than are low credibility sources. Given the greater band

width of acceptable language choices high credibility sources can employ, they should also be 

more persuasive than low credibility sources when employing either provocative or evocative 

vivid messages. However, given the narrower band-width of acceptable language choices low 

credibility sources may employ, they should positively violate expectations and, thus, be 

persuasive only when using evocatively vivid language. Further, low credibility speakers should 
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trigger a negative violation of expectations, and, thus, be unpersuasive when using provocatively 

vivid language. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hla: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that high credibility sources using either provocatively vivid or evocatively 

vivid language will be more persuasive than high credibility sources using neutral 

language. 

Hlb: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that low credibility sources using evocatively vivid language will be most 

persuasive and low credibility sources using provocatively vivid language least 

persuasive. 

Hlc: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that high credibility sources using provocatively vivid language will be more 

persuasive than low credibility sources using provocatively vivid language. 

M. Burgoon and colleagues have demonstrated that in addition to credibility, sex also 

impacts the acceptability of language behavior (M. Burgoon et al., 1991; Hamilton, et al., 1990; 

Montgomery & M. Burgoon, 1980). Females and low credibility sources have a narrower range 

of acceptable language styles to access than do males and high credibility sources. As noted by 

Tannen (1990) and others, women are frequently caught in a double bind based on their 

communicative style. Although a man can use aggressive language and be regarded as assertive 

and masculine, a woman using the same language is viewed as unfeminine at best and downright 

"bitchy" at worst. This suggests that women are seldom persuasive. 

Expectations for language choices employed by men and women are consistently 

differentiated along sex lines and rather stereotypical notions of appropriate roles for men and 

women. As a result, women are expected to use more pro-social and less aggressive language 

than men (M. Burgoon, Dillard, & Doran, 1983; M. Burgoon et al., 1991). They are also 
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expected to be more compassionate, polite, and open (R. Lakoff, 1975; Montgomery & Norton, 

1981). The expectations for men are largely the converse: They should be aggressive, intense, 

opinionated and argumentative (Bernard, 1972; M. Burgoon et al., 1983; M. Burgoon & Miller, 

1985; Trent & Sabourin, 1993). 

For example, M. Burgoon et al. (1983) found that language intensity and sex was related 

such that when women used more aggressive language than expected they were less persuasive, 

and when men used either more aggressive or affiliative language their persuasiveness was 

enhanced (M. Burgoon et al., 1983). Specifically, females using more intense language have 

reduced persuasive impact (M. Burgoon et al., 1983; M. Burgoon et al., 1991) and should also 

experience reduced credibility ratings. 

This study has noted critical differences when vividness is conceptualized as a 

multidimensional construct. Specifically, positively valenced messages tend to elicit or request 

images and negatively valenced messages tend to evoke or demand certain images. As a result, 

when women use evocatively vivid or pallid message strategies (e.g., more request oriented 

strategies) they should be adhering more closely to social norms than when they use 

provocatively vivid message strategies (e.g., a more demand oriented strategy). The converse is 

largely true for men: The demand orientation of provocatively vivid messages will adhere more 

closely to social norms whereas the request orientation of evocatively vivid messages will not. 

However, men enjoy a wider band-width of acceptable language choices such that when either 

more aggressive or more affiliative message strategies than expected are employed, credibility 

and persuasiveness is enhanced (M. Burgoon et al., 1991). As a result, men may be more 

persuasive and more credible using either provocatively or evocatively vivid message strategies 

rather than pallid messages. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
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H2a: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that male sources using either provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid 

language will be more persuasive than males sources using neutral language. 

EEb: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that female sources using evocatively vivid language will be most persuasive 

and female sources using provocatively vivid language will be least persuasive. 

H2c: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that males using provocatively vivid language will be more persuasive than 

females using provocatively vivid language. 

H3a: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that males using either provocatively or evocatively vivid language will have 

enhanced source credibility ratings in comparison to males using neutral language 

H3b: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that females using evocatively vivid or neutral language will have enhanced 

source credibility ratings in comparison to females using provocatively vivid 

language. 

H3c; There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that males using provocatively vivid language will have enhanced source 

credibility ratings in comparison to females using provocatively vivid language. 

M. Burgoon, et al. (1991) also found that male physicians achieved more compliance using 

either nonaggressive or aggressive message strategies than male physicians using moderately 

aggressive strategies. However, women achieved the most compliance using nonaggressive 

strategies. Thus, as female physicians' use of aggressive language increased their persuasiveness 

decreased. 
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As noted above, the request oriented nature of evocatively vivid messages suggests that 

women using such language will adhere to social norms and enhance compliance, and women 

using provocatively vivid language will violate social norms and impede compliance. The 

converse is largely true for men: The demand orientation of provocatively vivid messages will 

adhere more closely to social norms whereas the request orientation of evocatively vivid 

messages will not. Nonetheless, men's greater band-width of acceptable language choices 

should allow high compliance when using either provocatively or evocatively vivid language. 

Thus, females using evocatively vivid or neutral messages should trigger more intention to 

comply with message recommendations than females using provocatively vivid language. Males 

using provocatively or evocatively vivid language should achieve more intention to comply than 

when using pallid language. The following hypotheses are proposed as a result: 

H4a: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that male sources using either provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid 

language will achieve more intention to comply than male sources using neutral 

language. 

H4b: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that female sources using evocatively vivid language will achieve the most 

intention to comply and female sources using provocatively vivid language will 

achieve the least intention to comply. 

H4c: There will be an interaction between the source and persuasive message strategy 

such that males using provocatively vivid language will achieve more intention to 

comply than females using provocatively vivid language. 
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CHAPTERU 

METHODS 

Overview 

A number of vividness studies have exposed subjects to messages and then measured 

whether persuasion occurred. However, in a number of cases, it may be that the subjects did not 

regard the message as a persuasive one. For instance, reading a newspaper editorial may be 

regarded as a forum where a source's opinion is expressed, not one where the source is overtly 

attempting to persuade receivers to accept his or her opinion. In fact, when reading an editorial 

receivers may judge only if the source's argument is reasonable. Under such circumstances 

receivers may have no reason to weigh the merits of the source's argument in terms of altering 

their own position. Thus, no persuasion may result. However, this study employs a message 

when there is little doubt about its persuasive intent. Specifically, the messages used in this 

study were public health campaign messages designed to create attitude and behavior change. In 

other words, this study examined vivid messages in a setting that clearly attempted to create 

persuasive impact instead of in a setting where persuasion may occur. Specifically, the study 

included tests of three components: (a) vividness manipulations, (b) source credibility 

manipulations, and (c) hypotheses. 

Participants 

Subjects (N = 926) for all the components of this study were recruited from the jury 

assembly room at a county courthouse in a large South westem city. Jury members are randomly 

selected from voter registration and drivers' license records from throughout the county ensuring 

an essentially random sample of the population. This sample is typically very representative of 

the larger 600,000+ population when compared to U.S. census data (Walkosz, Melcher, & M. 

Burgoon, 1995). 
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Procedure 

Questionnaires were distributed at the jury room after subjects had completed necessary 

jury pool information, watched an orientation video, and received verbal instructions. At this 

point, court clerks introduced the investigator to prospective jurors and a short announcement 

asked for subjects to complete a skin cancer questionnaire. After this announcement, the 

investigator distributed questionnaires to subjects. 

Message Topic Rationale 

Skin cancer has reached epidemic proportions in the United States with over 1,000,000 

new cases of skin cancer expected each year (American Cancer Society, 1999). Skin cancer is 

the most frequently occurring cancer (Kopf, 1988) and has increased approximately 4% a year 

since the 1970s (American Cancer Society, 1999). Although most skin cancers are highly 

curable nonmelanoma malignancies, according to the American Cancer Society nearly 44,200 

cases of life-threatening malignant melanoma also will be diagnosed in 1999. An estimated 

9.200 deaths related to skin cancer will occur, of these, 7,300 will be from melanoma alone. 

Skin cancer is, however, largely preventable in that numerous studies have linked skin 

cancer to sun exposure (Kopf, ICripke, & Stem, 1984; Marks, Jolley, Lectsas. &. Foley. 1990; 

Osterlind, Tucker, Stone, & Jensen, 1988; Stem, Weinstein, & Baker, 1986; Vitasa et al., 1990). 

The U.S. Public Health Service and the American Cancer Society recommend reducing sun 

exposure (i.e., finding shade, limiting time in the sun, and avoiding artificial tanning), using 

sunscreen with a sun protection factor (SPF) of 15 or higher, and wearing sun protective clothing 

(i.e., sunglasses, long pants, long-sleeved shirts, and wide brimmed hats). Increasing people's 

sun safety is thought to be the best way to reduce skin cancer incidence and death (Kopf, 1988; 

Loescher, 1993). 

Southem Arizona is a unique region for skin cancer prevention efforts because its low 

latitude, high elevation, and clear skies place its residents at increased risk for developing skin 
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cancer. In fact, the ultraviolet radiation received in southern Arizona is among the most intense 

in the country: at noon in midsummer, fair white skin can bum in fifteen minutes (Sciireiber, 

Moon, Meyskens, & Murdon, 1982). Arizonans develop skin cancer at a rate 1.5-7.6 times 

greater than the national average (Moon, 1994) and over 30,000 Arizonans are diagnosed with 

skin cancer each year (Schreiber et al., 1982). In fact, Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the highest 

in the United States and second highest in the world. In addition to these geographic features, 

much of Arizona's populace is comprised of fair-skinned individuals of Celtic and Northern 

European origin. Generally speaking, those most at risk for skin cancer have the lightest skin. 

For example, white males have a relative risk of 13.8% for suffering cutaneous melanoma in 

comparison to blacks (Neugut, Kizelnik-Freilich, & Ackerman, 1994) and skin cancer incidence 

rates are 10 times higher among Whites than among African-Americans (American Cancer 

Society, 1999). 

Finally, advocating checking one's skin for signs of skin cancer is less likely to engender 

reactance or be blocked by a number of barriers in comparison to other skin cancer preventive 

behaviors. For example, one barrier to skin cancer prevention is people's complaint that 

sunscreens are sticky, smelly, and expensive (D. Buller et al., 1996). Sun-safe attire (hats, long-

sleeved shirts, long pants, and shoes and socks) is also regarded as too uncomfortable to be worn 

during Arizona's hot summer months. However, subjects may have few pre-existing attitudes 

related to checking one's skin and such a behavior should not challenge the value people may 

place on other behaviors, such as tanning. 
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Vividness Manipulation Check 

This study was a single factor between-subjects design (see Appendix A for the complete 

questionnaire). 

Subiects 

Subjects (N = 373) ranged in age from 18 to 88 (M = 45.7, Mdn = 45.0, mode = 41.0, SD 

= 14.9). The ethnicity of sample members was primarily Anglo (81.5%) with 14.6% Hispanic, 

1.1% Asian, 1.1% African American, and .3% Native American. The sample members were 

generally from families of middle-class standing (median income was between 530,000 to 

S40,(X)0). Most were married (63.4%), had received a four-year college degree or better 

(41.8%), and the majority (64.3%) worked full-time. Females comprised 64.4% of the sample (n 

= 233) and males 35.6% (n = 129). 

Procedure 

After subjects agreed to participate, they received a questionnaire consisting of an 

instructional cover sheet informing them that (a) all responses would be confidential, (b) the 

information was being gathered by researchers at a local medical facility, and (c) they would be 

asked questions about sun exposure and skin cancer. To begin the questionnaire, subjects 

completed items designed to assess skin cancer knowledge, attitudes, prevention behaviors, and 

risk level. Next, subjects completed the relevant experimental materials. For this vividness 

manipulation check the subjects were asked to read a skin cancer message and informed that it 

might be used in a future public health campaign. Subjects then read a message representing 

one of three message manipulation conditions (provocatively vivid, evocatively vivid, or pallid), 

rated its vividness, and completed source credibility measures. To complete the questionnaire, 

subjects answered a number of demographic items. The questionnaires took approximately 15 

minutes to complete. 



53 

Vivid Messaee Development 

In all, eight messages of approximately 300-400 words on the topic of skin cancer self-

examination were developed to represent three different types of vividness: provocatively vivid, 

evocatively vivid, and pallid (See Appendix B for complete text of messages). Each of these 

messages was varied in terms of the four dimensions of vividness proposed by this study: 

emotional interest, concreteness, proximity, and valence. In both the provocatively and 

evocatively vivid messages, a patient related that they were very concerned to receive a skin 

cancer diagnosis (high emotional interest), provided specific details (high concreteness), 

emphasized their first-hand experience and specified a diagnosis date (high proximity), and 

utilized metaphors and imagery (image valence). In all, five vivid messages were developed. 

Three messages, based on the predominantly negative metaphors and imagery employed, were 

conceptualized as provocatively vivid (e.g., the war, labor, and competition messages). Two 

messages, based on the more positive metaphors and imagery employed, were conceptualized as 

evocatively vivid (e.g., the justice, and cooperation messages). 

Ultimately, three messages representing pallid conditions were developed. The first pallid 

message was a patient narrative that indicated little concern about the cancer diagnosis (low 

emotional interest), provided few details (low concreteness), used no metaphors (image valence), 

and gave an unspecific date of diagnosis (low proximity). A second message also utilized a first-

person narrative that indicated little concern about diagnosis (low emotional concern), provided 

few or vague details (low concreteness), used no metaphors (image valence), and gave a very 

vague diagnosis date (low proximity). Neither of these pallid messages, however, was rated by 

subjects as significantly different in vividness from the provocatively and evocatively vivid 

messages. Thus, a third message was constructed that specifically manipulated emotional 

interest and proximity by utilizing a third person format. The source talked about skin cancer 

and skin diseases in general terms, emphasized the ease of skin cancer diagnosis and treatment 
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(low emotional interest), provided few details (low concreteness), used no metaphors (image 

valence) and indicated no direct experience with skin cancer (low proximity). 

Vividness Measure 

All of the vividness dimensions (emotional interest, concreteness, and proximity) were 

tested to verify that the manipulation was successful. Following the method employed by 

Baesler and J. Burgoon (1994) subjects were asked to rate a series of nine-point items assessing 

the vividness dimensions. For emotional interest, subjects rated terms as either very high or very 

low on emotional interest and seriousness. For concreteness the terms rated were imaeerv. 

abstractness. concreteness. detail and vividness. For proximity, subjects rated familiarity. 

recencv. and nearness. Very high responses were coded as a "1" and very low responses as a 

"9"; thus, lower mean scores denote greater vividness ratings. Although reliability of these ten 

items was good (a = .83), two items (abstractness and familiarity) were dropped to improve 

reliability (a = .88). 

A test of imagery valence was also attempted. Although there was no significant 

difference between messages in terms of positive imagery, F (7, 352) = .90, g = .51, there were 

significant differences in terms of negative imagery, F (7, 349) = 3.02, g, = .004 (see Table 3 for 

mean imagery ratings). However, subjects tended to rate the pallid messages as having similar 

or greater levels of imagery than the vivid messages and this seemed to indicate that subjects 

might be rating the topic (i.e., skin cancer) and not the imagery. For this reason, the conceptual 

distinctions made during message construction were retained as indicators of vividness valence. 

Specifically, the war, labor, and competition metaphors were regarded as negatively valenced 

and the justice and cooperation metaphors as positively valenced. 

A one-way analysis of variance revealed significant differences for the vivid message 

manipulations, F (7, 363) = 4.93, £ < .001. Based on these results three messages were selected 

to represent the vividness conditions (see Table 4 for mean vividness ratings): War metaphors to 
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represent provocatively vivid (M = 3.37, SD = 1.48), cooperation metaphors for evocatively 

vivid (M = 3.27, SD = . 1.21), and third-person text for pallid (M = 4.65, SD = 1.60) . The vivid 

messages were rated as significantly different (contrast coefficients of +1, 0, 0, +1, 0, 0, 0, -2) 

from the pallid message but not from each other in terms of vividness, L(363) = -5.05, g < .001. 

Source Credibilitv Test 

Source credibility was assessed using a twelve-item scale for character and competence 

(McCroskey & Young, 1981). These scales utilize a seven-point scale anchored with six bipolar 

adjectives each assessing competence fintellieent/unintelligent. untrained/trained, 

expert/inexpert, uninformed/informed, competent/incompetent, and stupid/bright) and character 

(sinful/virtuous, dishonest/honest, unselfish/selfish, sympathetic/unsympathetic, high 

character/low character, and untrustworthy/trustworthy'). Ratings of credibility were obtained by 

calculating a total score across all twelve items. Reliability of this scale was good (a = .83). 

One-way analysis of variance showed no significant differences in source credibility ratings 

based on message style, F (7, 354) = 1.34, £ = .23 (see Table 5 for mean source credibility 

ratings). 
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Table 3 

Mean Imagery Ratings 

Message Condition Positive Imagery Negative Imagery 
M. SD M,SD 

War Metaphors 3.76,2.39 4.98,2.34 

Competition Metaphors 4.28,2.06 4.50,2.21 

Labor Metaphors 4.26,2.14 4.26,2.15 

Cooperation Metaphors 3.74, 1.95 5.10,2.46 

Justice Metaphors 4.08,2.36 4.15,2.34 

Pallid #1 3.64,2.04 5.57,2.33 

Pallid #2 3.91,2.05 5.70,1.84 

Pallid #3 4.47,2.01 4.74,1.86 
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Table 4 

Mean Vividness Ratings 

Message Condition Vividness 
M, SD 

War Metaphors 3.37, 1.48 

Competition Metaphors 3.49,1.51 

Labor Metaphors 3.53, 1.52 

Cooperation Metaphors 3.27, 1.21 

Justice Metaphors 3.52,1.52 

Pallid #1 3.59,1.50 

Pallid #2 4.24,1.53 

Pallid #3 4.65,1.60 

Note: Lower scores indicate greater vividness 
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Table 5 

Mean Source Credibility Ratings bv Vividness Manipulation 

Message Condition Credibility 
M,SD 

Competence 
M, SD 

Character 
M,SD 

War Metaphors 53.75, 14.18 28.06, 7.22 27.40, 5.98 

Competition Metaphors 56.59, 16.05 28.13, 7.42 30.00, 7.35 

Labor Metaphors 54.05, 13.38 26.82, 6.46 28.75, 4.94 

Cooperation Metaphors 57.65, 11.56 28.92, 6.02 28.73, 6.79 

Justice Metaphors 55.76, 11.33 27.85, 5.37 28.53, 6.69 

Pallid #1 54.62. 13.80 27.28, 6.55 28.56, 6.08 

Pallid #2 51.98, 10.67 24.96, 5.71 27.60.5.13 

Pallid #3 58.67, 13.39 29.48, 6.56 29.81,7.51 
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Source Credibility Manipulations 

All source credibility manipulations were single factor within-subjects designs. Each of 

the three source credibility manipulations conducted is described in detail below. 

Manipulation Check 1 

Procedure 

As in the vividness manipulation check, once subjects agreed to participate they received a 

questionnaire consisting of an instructional cover sheet and a number of items designed to assess 

skin cancer knowledge, attitudes, prevention behaviors, and risk level. After these items, 

subjects completed the relevant experimental materials. Specifically, in this test of source 

credibility subjects rated one of two sets of 10 sources proposed as possible spokespersons for a 

future skin cancer prevention campaign. Finally, the subjects concluded the questionnaire by 

answering demographic questions. The questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to 

complete. 

Source Selection 

A variety of both local celebrities and fictitious sources were used in this manipulation 

check. Two versions of the questionnaire varying by source sex were developed. The same 

locally well-known sources were featured in both questionnaires. These sources were the mayor, 

the university president, and popular male and female television news anchors. Fictitious 

sources differed by sex in each questionnaire. The fictitious sources were a teacher, a city 

employee, a university student, an office manager, and two doctors, one affiliated with a well-

known medical center and the other with the university health center. In both questionnaires, 

source order was identical: news anchor (female), medical center doctor, mayor (male), student 

health physician, teacher, news anchor (male), city employee, university student, office manager, 

and university president (male). 
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Unfortunately, it became clear as subjects returned their questionnaires that the pairing of 

known and fictitious sources was unsuccessful. A number of subjects commented that they 

could not complete the questionnaire because they didn't know all the sources. In fact, many 

subjects completed source credibility measures only for the well-known sources and left the 

measures of fictitious sources blank. Since whatever results could be obtained from these 

questionnaires were likely to be highly suspect, these data were never analyzed and instead a 

questionnaire utilizing only fictitious sources was constructed. 
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Manipulation Check 2 

Subjects 

Subjects (N = 51) ranged in age from 19 to 79 (M = 38.6, Mdn = 37.0, mode = 21; SD = 

13.9). The ethnicity of sample members was primarily Anglo (85.4%) with 6.3% Hispanic, and 

8.4% other races. The sample members were generally from families of middle-class standing 

(median household income was between $30,000 to $40,000). Most were married (46.8%). had 

received a four-year degree or better (47.9%), and the majority (68.8%) worked full-time. 

Females comprised 72.9% of the sample (n = 35) and males 27.1% (n = 13). 

Procedure 

As in the first source credibility manipulation, once subjects agreed to participate they 

received a questionnaire consisting of an instructional cover sheet and a number of items 

designed to assess skin cancer knowledge, attitudes, prevention behaviors, and risk level. After 

these items, subjects completed the relevant experimental materials. Specifically, in this test of 

source credibility subjects received one of two versions of the questionnaire. Both 

questionnaires asked subjects to rate the same seven fictitious sources. However, the sex of the 

sources differed in each questionnaire. Finally, the subjects concluded the questionnaire by 

answering demographic questions. The questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to 

complete. 

Source Selection 

Seven fictitious sources thought to differ in credibility were created for this manipulation. 

Three sources (city employee, office manager, and college student) were expected to be less 

credible and four more credible (physician, computer engineer, teacher, and registered nurse). 

Although source sex differed, source order was identical in both questionnaires: city employee, 

office manager, physician, computer engineer, teacher, registered nurse, and college student. 

The order of source sex in one questionnaire was male, female, female, male, female, male, and 
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female. The second questionnaire used the order of female, male, male, female, male, female, 

and male. The names of sources were roughly similar; John/Jane Richter, Michelle/Michael 

Johnson, Christine/Christopher Stewart, Evan D. Wayne/Anne Dwayne, Carol/Carlos Lopez, 

Michael/Michelle Floyd, and Mary/Mark Brown. 

Source Credibility Measure 

Source credibility was assessed using McCroskey and Young's (1981) twelve-item scale 

described previously. Reliability of the overall scale was good (a = .88), as were the subscales 

for competence (a = .81) and character (a = .91). Source credibility was assessed using a 

multivariate analysis of variance treating source credibility as a within subjects factor. The 

MANOVA demonstrated that sources were rated as significantly different, F (6, 246) = 29.79, £ 

< .001 (see Table 6 for mean source credibility ratings). The physician was rated as most 

credible (M = 5.32) and the city employee least credible (M = 4.26). Oneway analysis of 

variance revealed no significant source differences based on source sex (see Table 7 for mean 

source credibility ratings by source sex). 

Since a physician might be expected to deliver a message on skin cancer more so than 

would a non-medical source, it was decided that using this source, even though rated as highly 

credible, could create bias. Based on this, a paired t-test was run on the two non-medical sources 

with the most extreme scores: the city employee and teacher. This analysis revealed a 

significant difference in source credibility ratings for the city employee (M = 4.26, SD = .62) and 

the teacher (M = 4.68, SD = .76), t (42) = -3.34; Etwo-tailed = -002. Although this revealed a 

statistically significant difference for source credibility ratings, the difference was 0.42 on a 

seven-point scale. For this reason, it was decided to conduct a third manipulation of source 

credibility. 
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Table 6 

Mean Source Credibility Ratines bv Source 

Source Credibility Competence Character 
M, SD M, SD M, SD 

City Employee 4.26, .63 4.22, .74 4.29, .67 

Office Manager 4.30, .54 4.29, .80 4.31, .53 

Physician 5.32, .90 5.80, .99 4.79, 1.00 

Computer Engineer 4.48, .62 4.64, .79 4.30, .58 

Teacher 4.65, .75 4.71, .82 4.58, .84 

Registered Nurse 5.09, .92 5.34, 1.09 4.78, .97 

College Student 4.28, .57 4.33, .76 4.21, .46 
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Table 7 

Mean Source Credibility Ratings bv Source and Source Sex 

Source Male Female F £ 
M,SD M,SD 

City Employee 4.09, .38 4.41, .76 3.03 .09 

Office Manager 4.28, .48 4.31, .59 .05 .83 

Physician 5.30,-81 5.36, .99 .05 .83 

Computer Engineer 4.52, .69 4.48, .59 .05 .82 

Teacher 4.61, .66 4.75, .86 .40 .53 

Registered Nurse 5.08,1.13 5.15, .69 .05 .82 

College Student 4.37, .65 4.37, .65 .86 .36 
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Manipulation Check 3 

Subjects 

Subjects (N = 43) ranged in age from 23 to 76 (M = 45.8, Mdn = 46.0, mode = 25; ̂  = 

14.2). The ethnicity of sample members was primarily Anglo (82.1%) with 15.4% Hispanic, and 

2.3% other races. The sample members were generally from families of middle-class standing 

(median household income was between $30,000 to $40,000). Most were married (81.6%), had 

received a four-year degree or better (38.4%), and the majority (74.4%) worked full-time. 

Females comprised 43.6% of the sample (n = 22) and males 56.4% (n = 17). 

Procedure 

As before, once subjects agreed to participate they received a questionnaire consisting of 

an instructional cover sheet and a number of items designed to assess skin cancer knowledge, 

attitudes, prevention behaviors, and risk level (see Appendix C for the complete questionnaire). 

After these items, subjects completed the relevant experimental materials. Specifically, in this 

test of source credibility subjects rated one of two sets of six fictitious sources proposed as 

possible spokespersons for a future skin cancer prevention campaign. Finally, the subjects 

concluded the questionnaire by answering demographic questions. The questionnaire took 

approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

Source Selection 

Six fictitious sources thought to differ in credibility were created for this manipulation. 

Two sources (office manager and store clerk) were expected to be less credible and four more 

credible (research scientist, physician, professor, and registered nurse). Although source sex 

differed, source order was identical in both questionnaires: research scientist, office manager, 

physician, professor, store clerk, and pediatric nurse. The order of source sex in one 

questionnaire was female, male, male, female, female, and male. The second questionnaire used 

the order of male, female, female, male, male, and female. The names of sources were roughly 
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similar: John/Jane Richter, Michelle/Michael Johnson, Christine/Christopher Stewart, Evan D. 

Wayne/Anne Dwayne, Carol/Carlos Lopez, Michael/Michelle Royd, and Mary/Mark Brown. 

Source Credibility Measure 

Source credibility was assessed using McCroskey and Young's (1981) twelve-item scale. 

Reliability of the overall scale was good (a = .85), as were the subscales for competence (a = 

.78) and character (a = .88). A multivariate analysis of variance treating source credibility as a 

within subjects factor demonstrated that sources were rated as significantly different, F (5, 160) 

= 14.49, 2 < .001 (see Table 8 for mean source credibility ratings). 

As in the prior manipulation check, two non-medical sources with the most extreme scores 

were selected: the research scientist and store clerk (see Table 9 for mean source credibility 

ratings by sex for all sources). A paired t-test revealed a significant difference in overall source 

credibility ratings for the research scientist (M = 5.00, SD = .88) and the store clerk (M = 4.08, 

SD = .79), t (32) = 6.57; Etwo-tailed < -001. Competence ratings for the research scientist (M = 

5.41, SD = .1.05) and store clerk (M = 3.98, SD = .95) were also significantly different, t (32) = 

7.22; Etwo-tailcd < -001), as were ratings of character for the research scientist (M = 4.5; SD = 

.89) and store clerk (M = 4.24; SD = .90), t (31) = 3.87; Etwo-tailed = -001- Oneway analysis of 

variance revealed no significant differences based on source sex for either the research scientist. 

F (1, 35) = 1.61, £ = .21, or store clerk, F(l, 31) = 2.26, e = -14. 
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Table 8 

Mean Source Credibility Ratings by Source 

Source Credibility Competence Character 
M,SD M,SD M, SD 

Research Scientist 5.00, .88 5.41, 1.05 4.55, .89 

Office Manager 4.38, .94 4.40,1.06 4.41, .88 

Physician 5.28, .96 5.88,1.09 4.64,1.10 

Professor 4.78, .85 5.11,1.00 4.46, .87 

Store Clerk 4.08, .79 3.98, .95 4.24, .68 

Pediatric Nurse 4.75, .95 4.99,1.16 4.49,1.01 
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Table 9 

Mean Source Credibility Ratings bv Source and Source Sex 

Source Male Female F 2 
M, SD M,SD 

Research Scientist 5.14,1.00 4.79, .58 1.61 .21 

Office Manager 4.65,1.08 4.05, .55 4.15 .05 

Physician 5.17, .84 5.36, .99 .40 .53 

Professor 4.98,1.02 4.50, .50 2.87 .10 

Store Clerk 4.28, .90 3.87, .62 2.26 .14 

Pediatric Nurse 4.86, .75 4.81,1.06 .02 .90 
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Hypotheses Test 

The final study was a two (source sex) by two (source credibility: high and low) by three 

(message style: provocatively vivid, evocatively vivid, and pallid) between subjects factorial 

design (see Appendix D for a complete copy of the questionnaire). 

Subjects 

Subjects (N = 459) ranged in age from 19 to 87 (M = 44.82; SD = 14.7). The ethnicity 

of sample members was primarily Anglo (78.7%) with 16.1% Hispanic, 2.2% African American, 

1.3% Asian, and .9% Native American. The sample members were generally from families of 

middle-class standing (median household income was between $40,000 to $50,000). Most were 

married (64.7%), had received a four-year degree or better (37.4%), and the majority (63.6%) 

worked full-time. Females comprised 66% of the sample (n = 295) and males 34.0% (n = 152). 

Procedure 

As in the manipulation checks, subjects received a questionnaire consisting of an 

instructional cover sheet and began by completing a number of items designed to assess skin 

cancer knowledge, attitudes, prevention behaviors, and risk level. After these items, subjects 

read a message representing one of the twelve experimental conditions (i.e., source credibility 

(high/low) by source sex (male/female) by message style (provocatively vivid/evocatively 

vivid/pallid), and completed measures related to source credibility, persuasion, and vividness. 

As before, subjects concluded the questionnaire by answering demographic questions. The 

questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

Independent Variables. 

Message Style. Message vividness was assessed using the vividness scale developed in the 

manipulation check. Reliability of the scale was very good (a = .91). However, the scale 

anchors were reversed on the final questionnaire so that higher scores denoted greater vividness 

ratings. A one-way analysis of variance revealed significant differences for the vivid message 
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manipulations, F (2, 430) = 44.31, g < .001. The provocatively vivid message was rated as the 

most vivid (M = 7.16, SD = 1.35), followed by the evocatively vivid message (M = 6.77, SD = 

1.31). The pallid message was rated as the least vivid (M = 5.54, SD = 1.85). The evocatively 

vivid and provocatively vivid messages were rated as significantly different fi-om the pallid 

message but not significantly different from each other (contrast coefficients +1, +1, -2), t (187) 

= 7-93, £<.001. 

Source Credibility. Source credibility was assessed using the twelve-item scale for 

character and competence (McCroskey & Young, 1981). Reliability of the overall scale (a = 

.85), and for the competence (a = .71) and character (a = .84) factors was good. One-way 

analysis of variance demonstrated significant differences in source credibility ratings, F (1, 440) 

= 6.03, E = .01. The high credibility source had higher ratings (M = 5.21, ̂  = .99) than did the 

low credibility source (M = 4.99, ̂  = .89) for each message condition. 

Dependent Variables 

Persuasiveness. Two measures. Message Evaluation and Message Agreement, assessed 

persuasive impact. Semantic differential scales were used to assess subject's attitudes toward the 

message. Subjects indicated message evaluation on a seven point scale anchored by 

wise/foolish, beneficial/harmful, good/bad and valuable/worthless (Mehrley & McCroskey, 

1970). Positive evaluations were scored as a "7" and negative evaluations as a "1". Reliability 

of this scale was very good (a = .94). 

Message agreement was assessed by asking subjects to rate the following statements using 

a five-point scale: "Skin cancer is a serious problem today," "I would be very concerned to 

receive a skin cancer diagnosis," "The consequences of a skin cancer diagnosis are serious," 

"Everyone should check their skin for signs of skin cancer," "Examining my skin for signs of 

skin cancer is a good idea," "Skin self examination is a good way to check for skin cancer," and 

"I would like to leam more about checking my skin for signs of skin cancer." Disagreement with 
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the statement was scored as a "1" and agreement with the message scored as a "5". Reliability of 

this scale was good (a = .89). 

Intention to Comply. Subjects were asked to indicate their agreement with the statements 

"I intend to check my skin for signs of skin cancer" and "I plan to pay more attention to possible 

signs of skin cancer in the fiiture." Disagreement was scored as a "1" and agreement as a "5". 

Reliability of this scale was good (a = .81). 
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CHAPTER in 

RESULTS 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 predicted an interaction between message style and source credibility. Hla 

proposed that in the case of high credibility sources, provocatively vivid and evocatively vivid 

language would be more persuasive than pallid language. Hlb expected that for low credibility 

sources the use of evocatively vivid language would be most persuasive and the use of 

provocatively vivid language least persuasive. Finally, Hlc proposed that high credibility 

sources using provocatively vivid language would be more persuasive than low credibility 

sources using this language. 

A factorial ANOVA revealed no significant interaction effect of message vividness and 

source credibility on either receivers' evaluation of the message, F (2,422) = 1.60, g = .20. or 

agreement with the message, F (2, 447) = .22, 2 = .80 (see Table 10 for mean scores of 

persuasiveness by source credibility and message style). Source credibility made no significant 

difference regardless of the vividness of the message employed: High and low credibility 

sources were equally effective using each of the three types of vivid language. 

An additional analysis of Hypothesis 1 tested only Caucasian subjects under the 

assumption that these subjects would be at greater risk for skin cancer and might be more 

susceptible to message effects. This ANOVA revealed a significant interaction effect for 

message evaluation F (2, 330) = 3.48,2 = -03, t]" = .02. As predicted, message evaluation was 

greater when high credibility sources used provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid language 

rather than pallid language (contrast coefficients = +1, +1, -2), t (81) = 3.87, g = .001 (see Table 

11 for mean persuasiveness scores by message style for Caucasian subjects). In addition, in 

comparison to low credibility sources, high credibility sources triggered greater message 
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evaluation scores when using provocatively vivid language (contrast coefficients = +1, -1), t 

(120) = 1.95,2 = -05. However, contrary to Hypothesis 1, low credibility sources were equally 

effective regardless of message style used, F (2, 162) = .07, g = .93. There also was no 

significant interaction effect for message agreement, F (2, 344) = 1.06, g = .35. liigh and low 

credibility sources created equal message agreement regardless of the message style employed. 

One significant main effect for vividness did emerge from the test of Hypothesis 1. The 

factorial ANOVA for all subjects revealed a significant main effect of message vividness for 

both message evaluation, F (2, 422) = 4.09, £ = .02, t]' = .02, and message agreement, F (2, 447) 

= 6.96, E = -001, ri" = .03. A test of contrast effects for message evaluation (coefficients = +1, 

+1, -2) demonstrated that vivid messages were evaluated more favorably than the pallid message, 

t (233) = 2.58, £ = .01 (see Table 12 for mean persuasiveness ratings by message style). 

Specifically, provocatively vivid (M= 6.03, SD = 1.18) or evocatively vivid messages (M = 

5.89, ^ = 1.19) were more favorably evaluated than pallid messages (M = 5.64, SD = 1.21). A 

test of contrast effects for message agreement (coefficients = +1, +1, -2) demonstrated that 

receivers had greater agreement with vivid messages than with pallid messages, t (231) = 2.26, £ 

= .03. Moreover, messages featuring either provocatively vivid (M = 4.69, SD = .60) or 

evocatively vivid language (M = 4.48, SD = .66) resulted in greater agreement than messages 

using pallid language (M = 4.42, SD = .71). 

A main effect for message vividness also was revealed in the factorial ANOVA of message 

evaluation for Caucasian subjects, F (2, 330) = 5.21, e = -006, T]" = .03. A test of contrast effects 

for message evaluation (coefficients = +1, +1, -2) demonstrated that vivid messages were 

evaluated by Caucasian subjects more favorably than the pallid message, t (174) = 3.04, g = .003 

(see Table 13 for mean persuasiveness ratings by message style for Caucasian subjects). 

Specifically, provocatively vivid (M = 6.06, SD = 1.14) or evocatively vivid messages (M = 

5.99, SD = 1.17) were more favorably evaluated than pallid messages (M = 5.58, SD = 1.24). 



74 

However, no significant main effect of message vividness was present for message agreement, F 

(2, 344) = 2.64, E = .07. 
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Table 10 

Mean Persuasiveness Ratings bv Source Credibility and Message Style for All Subjects 

Message Style 

Message Evaluation 

High Low 

Credibility Credibility 

M, SD M, SD 

Message Agreement 

High Low 

Credibility Credibility 

M, SD M, SD 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

6.14, 1.16 5.92, 1.20 

6.07, 1.03 5.73, 1.31 

5.56, 1.25 5.72, 1.17 

4.69, .53 4.68, .67 

4.47, .70 4.49, .63 

4.38, .70 4.46. .73 
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Table 11 

Mean Persuasiveness Ratings bv Source Credibility and Message Stvle 

for Caucasian Subjects 

Message Evaluation Message Agreement 

Message Style High Low 

Credibility Credibility 

M, SD M, SD 

High Low 

Credibility Credibility 

M, SD M, SD 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

6.24, 1.00 5.86, 1.26 

6.10, 1.09 5.88, 1.25 

5.38, 1.28 5.79, 1.17 

4.65, .57 4.67, .67 

4.58, .63 4.48, .62 

4.42, .66 4.57, .53 
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Table 12 

Mean Message Evaluation and Messaee Agreement Ratings by Message Style 

for All Subjects 

Message Style Message Evaluation Message Agreement 

M,SD M, SD 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

6.03, 1.18 

5.89. 1.19 

5.64. 1.21 

4.69, .60 

4.48, .66 

4.42, .71 
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Table 13 

Mean Message Evaluation and Message Agreement Ratings by Message Style 

for Caucasian Subjects 

Message Style Message Evaluation Message Agreement 

M,SD M, SD 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

6.06, 1.14 

5.98, 1.17 

5.58, 1.24 

4.66, 

4.53, 

4.49, 

.62 

.63 

.60 
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Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 predicted a pattern of interaction effects between message style and source 

sex. H2a proposed that males using provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid language would be 

more persuasive than males using pallid language. According to H2b, females would be most 

persuasive when using evocatively vivid language and would be least persuasive when using 

provocatively vivid language. Further, H2c expected that males using provocatively vivid 

language would be more persuasive than females using provocatively vivid language. 

A factorial ANOVA revealed no significant interaction effects for either message 

evaluation, F (2, 422) = .17, £ = .84, or message agreement, F (2, 447) = 1.91, £ = .15 (see Table 

14 for mean scores of persuasiveness by source sex and message style). Males and females had 

similar suasory impact on both message evaluation and message agreement regardless of the 

vivid message style used. 

Additional analyses of Hypothesis 2 were performed using only Caucasian subjects. These 

factorial ANOVAs revealed no significant interaction effects for source sex and message style on 

message evaluation, F (2, 330) = .02, 2 = .98, or message agreement, F (2, 344) = 1.97, g = .14 

(see Table 15 for mean persuasiveness scores by message style for Caucasian subjects). Male 

and female sources were equally persuasive regardless of the message style employed. 

The factorial ANOVA for all subjects revealed a significant main effect of message 

vividness for both message evaluation, F (2, 422) = 4.05, 2 = -02, t|^ = .02 and message 

agreement, F (2,447) = 6.94, e = -001, ri" = .03 (see Table 12 for mean persuasiveness ratings by 

message style for all subjects). As noted above for Hypothesis 1, provocatively vivid (M = 6.03, 

SD = 1.18) or evocatively vivid messages (M = 5.89, SD = 1.19) were more favorably evaluated 

than pallid messages (M = 5.64, SD = 1.21), t (233) = 2.58, g = .01. Messages featuring either 

provocatively vivid (M = 4.69, SD = .60) or evocatively vivid language (M = 4.48. SD = .66) 
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also resulted in greater agreement than messages using pallid language (M = 4.42, ̂  = .71), t 

(231) = 2.26, £ = .03. 

A main effect for message vividness was revealed in the factorial ANOVA of message 

evaluation for Caucasian subjects, F (2, 330) = 5.08, g = .007, T|* = .03. As noted above for 

Hypothesis 1, provocatively vivid (M = 6.06, SD = 1.14) or evocatively vivid messages (M = 

5.99, SD = 1.17) were more favorably evaluated than pallid messages (M = 5.58, SD = 1.24), t 

(174) = 3.04, £ = .003 (see Table 13 for mean persuasiveness ratings by message style for 

Caucasian subjects). However, no significant main effect of message vividness was present for 

message agreement, F (2, 344) = 2.60, e = -08. 
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Table 14 

Mean Persuasiveness Ratings by Source Sex and Message Style for All Subjects 

Message Style 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

Message Evaluation 

Females Males 

M. SD M, SD 

6.07, 1.09 6.00, 1.27 

5.92, 1.25 5.86, 1.13 

5.60, .99 5.68, 1.41 

Message Agreement 

Females Males 

M, SD M, SD 

4.66, .61 4.71, .60 

4.49, .74 4.47, .58 

4.29, .80 4.56, .58 



82 

Table 15 

Mean Persuasiveness Ratings by Source Sex and Message Style for Caucasian Subjects 

Message Style 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

Message Evaluation 

Females Males 

M, SD M, SD 

6.05, 1.12 6.07, 1-18 

5.99, 1.26 5.98, 1.08 

5.55, 1.01 5.61, 1.46 

Message Agreement 

Females Males 

M, SD M. SP 

4.62, .65 4.70, .58 

4.54, .71 4.51, .53 

4.35, .63 4.65, .53 
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Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 examined the effect of vividness and source sex on source credibility ratings. 

H3a proposed that males using provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid language would be rated 

as more credible than males using pallid language. According to H3b, females were expected to 

be most credible when using evocatively vivid language and least credible when using 

provocatively vivid language. H3c proposed that males using provocatively vivid language 

would be more credible than females using provocatively vivid language. 

A factorial ANOVA did not support the predicted interaction effect between source sex 

and message style, F (2,436) = .09, £ = .91 (see Table 16 for mean scores of source credibility 

by source sex and message style for all subjects). Males and females were equally credible 

regardless of the message style employed. There also were no significant main effects on 

credibility ratings by source sex, F (1, 436) = 1.25, £ = .26, or message vividness, F (2, 436) = 

1.68, g = .19 (see Table 16 for mean scores of source credibility by message style for all 

subjects). 

An additional analysis of Hypothesis 3 was performed on Caucasian subjects. This 

factorial ANOVA revealed no significant interaction effects for source sex and message style on 

source credibility, F (2, 335) = .05, g = .95. Male and female sources were rated as equally 

credible by Caucasian subjects regardless of the message style employed (see Table 17 for mean 

scores of source credibility by source sex and message style for Caucasian subjects). In addition, 

there were no significant main effects either for source sex, F (1, 335) = .31, £ = .54, or for 

message vividness, F (2, 335) = 2.18, £ = .12. 
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Table 16 

Mean Source Credibility Ratines bv Source Sex and Message Style for All Subjects 

Source Sex 

Message Style Females Males All Sources 

M, SD M. SD M.SD 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

5.29, .94 

5.25, .95 

5.05, .84 

5.20, .91 

5.23, .90 

4.98, .97 

5.18, .94 

5.11, .93 

4.98, .97 
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Table 17 

Mean Source Credibility Ratings by Source Sex and Message Style 

for Caucasian Subjects 

Source Sex 

Message Style Females Males All Sources 

M. S_D M, S_D M.SD 

Provocatively Vivid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

5.29, .94 

5.25, .95 

5.05, .84 

5.20, .91 

5.23,.90 

4.98, .98 

5.25, .92 

5.24, .92 

5.02, .90 
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Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 tested the effect of source sex and message vividness on receivers' intention 

to comply with skin cancer prevention behaviors. H4a specifically proposed that males using 

provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid language would create greater intention to comply than 

males using pallid language. H4b proposed that females would create the greatest intention to 

comply when using evocatively vivid language and would create the least intention to comply 

when using provocatively vivid language. Last, H4c expected that males using provocatively 

vivid language would create greater intention to comply than females using provocatively vivid 

language. 

A factorial ANOVA revealed no significant interaction effect of source sex and message 

style on intention to comply, F (2, 445) = 1.58, £ = .21 (see Table 18 for mean scores of intention 

to comply by source sex and message style). Source sex had no significant impact on receivers' 

intention to comply regardless of the message vividness employed. 

There was, however, a significant main effect of message vividness on intention to 

comply, F (2, 445) = 3.30, £ = .04, rj" = .01 (see Table 18 for mean scores of intention to comply 

by message style for all subjects). A test of contrast effects for intention to comply (coefficients 

= +2, -1,-1) demonstrated that the provocatively vivid message created significantly greater 

intention to comply than the evocatively vivid or pallid message, t (380) = 2.62, £ = .009. 

An additional analysis of Hypothesis 4 was performed on Caucasian subjects. This 

factorial ANOVA revealed no significant interaction effects for source sex and message style on 

intention to comply, F (2, 343) = 1.35, £ = .26 (see Table 19 for mean scores of intention to 

comply by source sex and message style for Caucasian subjects). Male and female sources 

created similar intention to comply rates among Caucasian subjects regardless of the message 

style employed. In addition, there was no significant main effect for message vividness. F (2, 

343) = .74, E = .48. There was a significant main effect for source sex, F (1, 343) = 3.85. £ = .05. 
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Ti" = .01. A contrast test (coefficients = -1, +1) revealed that females (M = 4.37, ̂  = .88) 

created significantly lower rates of intention to comply than did males (M = 4.54, SD = .75), t 

(344)= 1.98, e=.05. 
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Table 18 

Mean Intention to Comply Ratings bv Source Sex and Message Style for All Subjects 

Source Sex 

Message Style Females Males All Sources 

M, SD M, SD M,SD 

Provocatively Vivid 4.50, .80 4.59, .81 4.55, .80 

Evocatively Vivid 4.37, .96 4.34, .85 4.35, .90 

Pallid 4.16, .92 4.48, .78 4.32, .87 
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Table 19 

Mean Intention to Comply Ratings bv Source Sex and Messaee Style 

for Caucasian Subjects 

Source Sex 

Message Style Females Males All Sources 

M, SD M, SD M. SD 

Provocatiyely Viyid 

Evocatively Vivid 

Pallid 

4.45, .85 

4.39, .94 

4.23, .84 

4.59, .76 

4.41, .83 

4.62, .63 

4.52, .81 

4.40, .88 

4.42, .77 
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Additional Analyses 

The results presented above demonstrated virtually no support for the hypotheses and, 

more critically, the theoretical rationale employed. Given such an outcome, an analysis of 

whether expectancies were violated — a fundamental component to Language Expectancy 

Theory — was needed. In addition, other post-hoc analyses testing the influence of possible 

intervening variables were conducted. 

Tests of Expectancies 

A test of subjects' expectations for message sources was conducted using data collected 

during the vividness manipulation check. Expectations were assessed by asking subjects to rate 

the following statements using a five-point scale anchored with "Strongly Disagree" and 

"Strongly Agree": "I would expect a male to have said this," "I would expect a female to have 

said this," and "I would expect either a male or a female to have said this." Disagreement with 

the statement was scored as a "1" and agreement with the message scored as a "5". An 

additional question asked subjects to indicate whether they thought the author of the message 

was male, female, or could have been either male or female. 

A multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to determine the effect of message style 

on source expectancy ratings. The MANOVA demonstrated no significant difference between 

the vivid messages by source expectancy, F (7, 334) = 1.45, £ = .18 (see Table 20 for mean 

scores of source expectancy by message style). This analysis suggested that source expectancy 

differed across message types. To test these differences, a MANOVA for expectations of male, 

female, and either sex sources treating source expectancy as a repeated measure was conducted. 

This revealed a significant effect for source expectancy, F (2, 668) = 55.04, g < .001. 

Expectations for a source of either sex were highest of all (M = 3.56, SD = 1.32), followed by 
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expectations for a female source (M = 3.15, SD = 1.39), and for a male source (M = 2.46, SD = 

1.24). 

Finally, a test of subjects' perception of the source's sex was conducted using a Chi-square 

analysis. This revealed a significant effect, x' (14) = 38.88,2 < -001 (see Table 21 for perception 

of source sex by message style). Subjects most often reported the message source could be 

either male or female for the war metaphors, cooperation metaphors, work metaphors, first-

person pallid (Pallid 1), and third-person pallid messages (Pallid 3). Subjects most often 

reported the message source as female for the fairness and first-person pallid messages (Pallid 

2). Subjects equally reported the source as female or of either sex for the cooperation metaphors 

message. However, in all but one case, subjects more often reported the message's author to be 

female than to be male. In the case of the third-person pallid message (Pallid 3), subjects more 

frequently reported they thought the author was male than female. 
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Table 20 

Mean Scores of Source Expectancy by Message 

Source Expected 

Male Female Male or Female 

Messaee M. SD M. SD M. SD 

War 2.50, 1.47 3.02, 1.60 3.38, 1.36 

Competition 2.61, 1.22 3.37, 1.28 3.97, 1.10 

Work/labor 2.64, 1.25 3.19, L37 3.42. 1.34 

Cooperation 2.47, 1.24 3.22, 1.48 3.31, 1.44 

Fairness 2.28, 1.13 3.57, 1.24 3.74, 1.24 

Pallid 1 2.32,1.31 3.12,1.45 3.51,1.52 

Pallid 2 2.31,1.13 3.13,1.44 3.44,1.29 

Pallid 3 2.63,1.18 2.63,1.12 3.72,1.17 
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Table 21 

Perception of Source Sex by Message Style 

Source 

Male Female Male or Female 

Message Style n (percent) n (percent) n (percent) 

War 5 (10.4) 17 (35.4) 26 (54.2) 

Competition 2 (5.0) 14 (35.0) 24 (60.0) 

Work 6(16.2) 8 (21.6) 23 (62.2) 

Cooperation 6(12.5) 21(43.8) 21 (43.8) 

Fairness 2 (4.2) 24 (50.0) 22 (45.8) 

Pallid 1 (first-person) 4 (8.9) 17 (37.8) 24 (53.3) 

Pallid 2 (first-person) 3 (6.3) 26 (54.2) 19 (39.6) 

Pallid 3 (third-person) 8 (17.0) 4(8.5) 35 (74.5) 
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Post-Hoc Analyses 

BCnowledge, pre-existing attitudes, prior behaviors, and sex of receiver can often be related 

to a receiver's evaluation of and response to a message. To determine whether these factors 

masked the predicted interaction effects, a series of post hoc analyses was conducted. 

To assess skin cancer knowledge subjects were asked to respond "true", "false," or "don't 

know" to nine questions about skin cancer and sun safety. Correct responses were summed to 

create a total knowledge score. True statements were 'The sun in Arizona can bum your skin in 

winter," 'The amount of ultraviolet radiation is greatest between the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 

p.m.," 'The skin cancer rate in Arizona is higher than in other states," "Sun exposure during 

childhood can increase a person's chances of getting skin cancer later in life," "Sitting in the 

shade will not always protect you against a sunburn," and "Sunscreen with a sun protection 

factor or SPF of 15 or more can help protect your skin from ultraviolet rays." False statements 

were "Sunburn is caused by infrared rays from the sun," "The damage caused by a sunbum heals 

once the redness goes away," and "Fair-skinned people are less likely to get skin cancer than 

dark-skinned people." These scores were then summed to create a total score. Reliability of this 

scale was low (a = .60). 

Attitudes were measured by asking subjects to rate the following statements using a five-

point scale anchored with "Strongly Disagree" (scored as a "1") and "Su-ongly Agree" (scored as 

a "5"): "Skin cancer is an important health problem for me," "Compared to others, I have a 

greater chance of getting skin cancer," "I see myself as the kind of person who lies out in the 

sun," "Other people's opinions of my skin's appearance are important," "Having a tan is 

enjoyable," "Having a tan gives me pleasure." These scores were then summed to create a total 

score. Reliability of this scale was good (a = .75). 

Behavior was assessed by asking subjects to indicate how often they performed six 

specific sun safety behaviors using a five-point scale anchored with "Rarely" (scored as a 1) and 
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"Almost Always" (scored as a 5). The sun safety behaviors were applying a sunscreen, applying 

sunscreen with SPF 15 or greater, wearing protective clothing, limiting exposure during peak sun 

hours, staying in the shade, and checking for signs of skin cancer. These scores were then 

summed to create a total score. Reliability of this scale was good (a = .69). 

To determine if differences in subjects' knowledge, attitudes, or behavior affected the 

predicted interactions between source credibility or sex and message style, an ANOVA 

controlling for these potential covariates was performed. No significant source credibility and 

message style interaction effects were found on message agreement, F (2, 424) = .23, £ = .79, 

message evaluation, F (2, 403) = 1.44, £ = .24, or intention to comply, F (2, 423) = .39, p = .68. 

Similarly, no significant interaction effects between source sex and message style were found on 

message agreement, F (2, 424) = .92, p = .47, message evaluation, F (2, 403) = .78, p = .57, 

source credibility, F (2, 409) = 1.17, p = .31, or intention to comply, F (2, 423) = 1.19, p = .61. 

This same analysis performed on Caucasian subjects revealed a significant interaction 

effect between source credibility and message vividness on message evaluation, F (2, 320) = 

3.02, E = .05, ri' = .02. . As predicted, message evaluation was greater when high credibility 

sources used provocatively vivid (M = 6.24) or evocatively vivid language (M = 6.10) rather 

than pallid language (M = 5.38). In addition, in comparison to low credibility sources (M = 

5.87), high credibility sources (M = 6.24) triggered greater message evaluation scores when 

using provocatively vivid language. However, contrary to Hypothesis 1, low credibility sources 

were equally effective when using provocatively vivid (M = 5.87), evocatively vivid (M = 5.88), 

or pallid (M = 5.79) language. No significant source credibility and message style interaction 

effects were found on message agreement, F (2, 424) = .23, p = .79, or intention to comply, F (2, 

423) = .39, p = .68. No significant interaction effects between source sex and message style 

were found on message agreement, F (2, 334) = 1.77, p = .17, message evaluation, F (2, 320) = 
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.04, E = -96, source credibility, F (2, 325) = .10, g = .90, or intention to comply, F (2, 333) = 

1.11,E = -33. 

Given the greater number of female subjects in this study, a series of factorial ANOVAs 

were performed to assess whether subject sex interacted with message features. No significant 

interaction effects between source credibility, message style, and subject sex were found on 

message agreement, F (2,422) = .65, £ = .52, message evaluation, F (2, 397) = 1.87, £ = .16, or 

intention to comply, F (2, 421) = 2.14, ̂  = .12. Similarly, no significant interaction effects 

between source sex, message style, and subject sex were found on message agreement, F (2, 422) 

= .55, £ = .58, message evaluation, F (2, 397) = 1.24, 2 = -29, source credibility, F (2, 407) = .18, 

£ = .84, or intention to comply, F (2,421) = .72, g = .49. 

Factorial ANOVAs performed only on Caucasian subjects also revealed no significant 

interaction effects between source credibility, message style, and subject sex on message 

agreement, F (2, 325) = .21, £ = .81, message evaluation, F (2, 311) = 1.24, £= .29, or intention 

to comply, F (2, 324) = .52, £ = .59. Similarly, no significant interaction effects between source 

sex, message style, and subject sex were found on message agreement, F (2, 325) = .01, £ = .99, 

message evaluation, F (2, 311) = .37, £= .61, source credibility, F (2, 316) = .07, 2 = .93, or 

intention to comply, F (2, 324) = .09, £ = .92. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Three overarching purposes guided this research: (a) to explain the effect of vivid 

language from a communication perspective, (b) to demonstrate the need to reconceptualize 

vivid language, and (c) to document that vivid language is an effective strategy for persuasive 

messages particularly in the health context. This study, as discussed below, had mixed success 

in meeting each of these objectives. 

Vividness Effects 

The primary goal of this study was to provide an explanation for the effects of vivid 

language that was communication based (i.e., focused on message features) instead of 

cognitively based (i.e., focused on message processing). To that end. Language Expectancy 

Theory was employed as the theoretical rationale. Its critical claim is that persuasion results 

from the interaction between source and message features. Moreover, the theory assumes that 

the rule-governed nature of language leads individuals to develop preferences and expectations 

concerning language from cultural and sociological norms, values, and standards that determine 

what type of communication is appropriate and when. Violations of a receiver's expectations 

can be either positive (e.g., as when a source performs better than expected or a negatively 

evaluated source meets normative standards) or negative (e.g., a source performs worse than 

expected). Positive violations are more likely to be persuasive and negative violations are less 

likely to be persuasive. 

Research by M. Burgoon and colleagues has demonstrated that band-widths of expected 

and acceptable behavior are moderated by source features such as credibility and sex (M. 

Burgoon et al., 1991; Hamilton et al., 1990). High credibility speakers and men have wider 

band-widths of acceptable language behavior than do low credibility speakers or women. 
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Correspondingly, high credibility speakers and men have a relatively narrow band-width of 

unacceptable language choices. Thus, it is much more likely that a high credibility speaker or 

man will trigger a positive violation rather than a negative one, and more likely that they will be 

persuasive. A less credible speaker or woman using a non-normative message strategy, given 

their narrower band-width of acceptable language choices, will typically create a negative 

violation of expectations (M. Burgoon, 1995; M. Burgoon, Birk, & Hall, 1991). In this way, 

women and less credible sources are seldom persuasive. 

Given the past application of Language Expectancy Theory to a number of language 

features, such as fear appeals, opinionated language, and language intensity, it was expected that 

vivid language would be a meaningful extension of ±e theory. As such, and based on the 

theoretical propositions noted above, this study hypothesized a series of interaction effects based 

on source factors and message vividness. 

Hypotheses la-c predicted an interaction between message style and source credibility. 

Specifically, (a) high credibility sources using either provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid 

language would be more persuasive than when using pallid language, (b) low credibility sources 

would be most persuasive using evocatively vivid language and least persuasive using 

provocatively vivid language, and (c) high credibility sources using provocatively vivid language 

would be more persuasive than low credibility sources using this language. There was, at best, 

extremely limited support for these predictions. Among all subjects, the predicted interaction 

was not found: High and low credibility sources were equally persuasive regardless of message 

strategy employed. Among Caucasian subjects, only the predictions of Hla and Hlc were 

supported for message evaluation: Messages delivered by high credibility sources were more 

favorably evaluated when vivid language rather than pallid language was used, and 

provocatively vivid messages from a high credibility source were more favorably evaluated than 
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from a low credibility source. However, messages from low credibility sources were evaluated 

equally regardless of message style and no interaction effects were found on message agreement. 

Hypotheses 2-4 predicted a pattern of interaction effects between message style and source 

sex similar to those of Hypothesis 1. Specifically, these hypotheses proposed that (a) males 

using either provocatively vivid or evocatively vivid language would be more effective than 

males using pallid language, (b) females would be most effective using evocatively vivid 

language and least persuasive when using provocatively vivid language, and (c) males using 

provocatively vivid language would be more effective than females using provocatively vivid 

language. There was no support for these hypotheses: no significant differences resulted for the 

persuasion, source credibility, or intention to comply measures. Males and females, regardless 

of race, had equal effectiveness using each of the message strategies. 

These results can be concisely summarized: there was no support for this study's 

hypotheses, and no clear support for the theoretical approach employed. According to Language 

Expectancy Theory an interaction effect between message style (what is said) and message 

source (who says it) is fundamentally necessary. Thus, even more significant than the lack of 

support for this study's hypotheses, is that no significant interaction effect of any kind 

consistently emerged. Such a result is contrary to the theory's explanatory mechanism and 

demands either (a) retaining the theoretical rationale and determining where the study erred or 

(b) reconsidering the theoretical rationale employed. 

In terms of the first point, the essentially null results of this study necessitated conducting 

an analysis of whether expectancies ~ the critical component to Language Expectancy Theory ~ 

were violated. Analysis of the vividness manipulation check data revealed that subjects had the 

highest expectancy ratings for a source of either sex and more often indicated the source could 

be of either sex. Subjects also had similar expectancy ratings for each source regardless of the 

message style employed. These expectancy results can be used to explain the null results of 
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Hypotheses 2-4 according to Language Expectancy Theory. Subjects in the final study, like 

those in the manipulation check, may have had similar expectations for the use of vivid and 

pallid language by male and female sources. If subjects' expectancies were met instead of 

violated, no violation of expectations could occur, and male and female sources would be 

similarly effective. This is, in fact, exactly the result obtained: male and female sources were 

equally effective regardless of the message style employed. Thus, although the critical message 

source and message style interaction was not present, the results nonetheless support that 

Language Expectancy Theory is an effective explanatory mechanism for vivid language. 

One conclusion can be drawn with certainty: it was unreasonable to conceptually develop, 

rather than test, expectations for vividness. The expectations for vivid language, especially 

given the order and request characteristics advanced in this reconceptualization, are likely to be 

unique to this language style and, thus, not amenable to conceptualization using other language 

features as a guide. In either instance, what is needed is research that explicitly documents the 

expectations for vivid language based on source characteristics such as sex and credibility. 

However, these results also suggest that Language Expectancy Theory might require some 

refinement. First, as noted above, manipulation check subjects expected sources to be male or 

female. However, although sources of either sex were most expected, subjects had higher 

expectancy ratings for vivid messages delivered by female rather than male sources, and more 

often reported the vivid messages' source as female than male. These findings suggest that 

female sources would be expected to use vivid language moreso than men, but equally or less 

expected to use pallid language. Given the wider band-width of language choices men enjoy, 

according to Language Expectancy Theory, their use of vivid language could result in a positive 

violation of expectations and enhanced persuasive impact. Thus, these results could be used to 

predict that men would be more effective using vivid language than would women. However, 

the study's findings do not support such a prediction. 
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One possible explanation could be that expectancies vary in strength. It may be that there 

are cases where violations of expectations create null effects because the expectancy, although 

held, is not critical to a receiver's evaluation of and response to a message. In essence, people 

may hold expectations yet not be effected by them. In the case of this study, although sources 

may have had expectations for females to use vivid language instead of males to do so, their 

expectation that either males or females could use vivid language was ultimately a more critical 

determinant of message evaluation and persuasive impact. In this way, expectation strength 

might vary based on such factors as message context, source familiarity, or level of receiver 

interest or involvement. 

For example, when expectation strength is high, normative band-widths might constrict, 

and negative band-widths expand. In such a case, persuasion could be enhanced when a source 

performs better than expected, and persuasion impeded when a source performs worse than 

expected. However, it may be far more likely that a source creates a negative violation of 

expectation rather than a positive one. Thus, creating agreement with a message and its 

recommendations may be harder to achieve. Conversely, when expectation strength is low, the 

normative band-width might expand, and the positive and negative band-widths constrict. In 

such a case, persuasive impact of any kind becomes much harder to achieve. Sources might have 

to behave exceptionally better than expected to create message agreement. In a similar way, 

sources might have to perform far worse than one expected to trigger a negative violation of 

expectations. In the case of weak expectations, null effects might be most likely. 

In addition, further refinement might be needed of Language Expectancy Theory in its 

conceptualization of source factors, namely source credibility. Language Expectancy Theory 

studies typically employ fairly one-dimensional conceptualizations of source credibility. In this 

study, source credibility was conceptualized based on occupation role. Source credibility is a 

receiver-based perception that can result from a variety of factors including topic expertise. For 
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example, Albert Einstein may be perceived as a highly credible source on the topic of relativity 

but perceived as a less credible source on relational maintenance. However, receivers might also 

perceive Einstein's credibility based on his sex, ethnicity, and/or immigrant status. It is possible 

that in this study, one source initially judged less credible (store clerk) than another (research 

scientist) based on occupational role was later judged as equally credible based on their personal 

experience with the topic (skin cancer). In other words, personal experience became the 

primary determinant of source credibility, not occupation. If the sources were judged as equally 

credible, then the band-widths of acceptable language choices and the expectations for both 

sources would be similar, and neither a positive violation of expectations nor a source by 

message style interaction could occur. In the end, high and low credibility sources would be 

equally persuasive, as was was the result in this study. 

Reconceptualizing Vividness 

A second goal of this study was to demonstrate a need to reconceptualize vivid language, 

an act that had not occurred since the Nisbett and Ross (1980) review. As noted previously, 

Nisbett and Ross' (1980) definition of vividness is commonly cited in vividness studies, yet 

infrequently applied. Studies examining the effect of vividness have typically operationalized 

vividness as emotional interest, concreteness, or proximity and, thus, tested only a single 

dimension of vividness. This study was the first to operationalize vividness according to all 

three dimensions specified by Nisbett and Ross. 

Further, this study also advanced a fourth dimension: image valence. It was argued that 

images derive from (a) detailed descriptions meant to replicate as closely as possible the event(s) 

or item(s) described, (b) the metaphorical components of a message meant to link divergent 

concepts and their connotative meanings together, or (c) a combination of both factors. 

It was also proposed that images differ in valence and that image valence has differing 

effects. Negatively valenced messages were argued to instigate specific responses by the 
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receiver. Essentially, negatively valenced images may present such detailed information to 

receivers that particular images are created. Thus, negatively valenced messages may provoke 

certain images from the receiver. In this respect, negatively valenced images are moreso an 

order than a request. Messages featuring negatively vivid images were called provocatively 

vivid message. Conversely, positively valenced images were argued to present less detailed, yet 

nonetheless vivid, information to receivers. In this way they may provoke a wider array of 

images from the receiver. These positively valenced images may elicit rather than provoke 

specific images from the receiver and are moreso a request than an order. Thus, a vivid message 

that includes positively valenced images was called an evocatively vivid message. 

The critical test of any conceptual definition is if it is reliable and effective. This study 

had mixed success meeting this criteria. The vividness measures were highly reliable and the 

vivid messages, conceptualized as described above, were more persuasive in terms of creating 

more favorable message evaluation and message agreement than the pallid messages. However, 

the persuasive impact of vividness was quite small given its effect size of only two to three 

percent. Clearly, future research is needed to apply the vividness conceptualization advanced 

here to additional topics and settings to determine that these results are not merely a function of 

the topic used in this study or the study's execution. 

Effectiveness of Vividness 

A number of researchers have claimed that vividness effects are elusive if not illusory and 

this study hoped to demonstrate the effectiveness of vivid language when it was thoughtfully 

conceptualized and tested. Again, this study achieved mixed success. Vivid messages were 

demonstrated to be more persuasive messages than pallid messages. Specifically, vivid 

messages had a significant effect on message evaluation and message agreement such that 

provocatively and evocatively vivid messages were more persuasive than pallid messages. 

However, vividness accounted for only two to three percent of the variance, a slight amount. For 
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this reason, these results reinforce the claims made by others (Collins et al., 1988; Taylor & 

Thompson, 1982), that the effects of vividness are weak or elusive. 

A further aim of this study was to demonstrate vividness as a useful message strategy for 

health promotion. One of the major challenges faced by those in health promotion is the 

development of message strategies to stimulate health promoting behaviors (Breslow, Lloyd, & 

Shumaker, 1994; D. Buller & M. Buller, 1991). The selection of which message strategies to use 

(i.e., appeals based on information, affect, or threat/fear) has frequently been debated. The 

results obtained in this study suggest ±at those engaged in health promotion might be better 

served by more efficacious message strategies such as language intensity or fear appeals rather 

than exhausting resources on a message strategy with such potentially limited impact. 

Conclusion 

Ultimately, this study has succeeded in extending Language Expectancy Theory to 

vividness. This success must be fully tempered, however, by the stark reality of not supporting 

its hypotheses. Moreover, this study's failure may have been caused by conceptually developing 

a set of expectations for the use of vivid language when tests for these expectations should have 

first been undertaken. Thus, future research should explicitly document the expectations for 

vivid language based on specific source characteristics. Future research should also apply 

Language Expectancy Theory to vivid language in a non-health context to determine if this 

study's results are topic specific. 

In spite of these limitations, this study made potentially useful contributions to the study of 

Language Expectancy Theory and vividness. First, it suggested two avenues for further refining 

Language Expectancy Theory by considering the inclusion of expectancy strength and by 

expanding source credibility to a multidimensional factor. Second, this study demonstrated that 

vivid messages are more persuasive than pallid messages, albeit only slightly. Third, it 

developed a reliable reconceptualization of vividness based on three dimensions specified by 
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Nisbett and Ross (1980), (e.g., concreteness, proximity, and emotional interest) and an additional 

dimension that was previously overlooked: image valence. Future research should be conducted 

to determine if the effectiveness of this reconceptualization can be improved in other message 

contexts and utilizing different and/or enhanced methodology. 
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APPENDIX A 

VIVIDNESS MANIPULATION CHECK QUESTIONNAIRE 
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This survey is being conducted by researchers from the Arizona Cancer Center, a unit of 
the University of Arizona Medical Center. We are interested in learning about people's 
attitudes toward skin cancer prevention messages. This survey will ask you questions 
about skin cancer and sun exposure. Also included are some messages that may be used in 
a future public health campaign. Your thoughts on these matters are very important. 

Your assistance with this study is greatly appreciated. Your participation is strictly 
voluntary and you may stop your participation at any time. We guarantee you complete 
confldentiality and anonymity. Your responses will be combined with those of other 
respondents to provide general information about the topic of interesL If you return a 
completed questionnaire it will be assumed that you consent to have your responses 
included with those of other respondents. After you have finished, we will be happy to 
provide answers to any questions you might have regarding the purposes of this study and 
its design. 

Thanks again for your participation. 

Now, please turn to the next page and follow the instructions provided. 
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Please indicate whether you think each statement below is true or false. If you don't know 
whether a statement is true or false, please circle "don't know" instead of guessing the answer. 

True False Don't 
Know 

1. Sunburn is caused by infrared rays from the sun 

2. The sun in Arizona can bum your skin in winter 

3. The damage caused by a sunburn heals once the 
redness goes away 

4. The amount of ultraviolet radiation is greatest between 
the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. 

5. Fair-skinned people are less likely to get skin cancer 
than dark-skinned people 

6. The skin cancer rate in Arizona is higher than in other 
states 

7. Sun exposure during childhood can increase a person's 
chances of getting skin cancer later in life 

8. Sitting in the shade will not always protect you against 
a sunburn 

9. Sunscreen with a sun protection factor or SPF of 15 or 
more can help protect your skin from ultraviolet rays 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 



109 

p. 3 

These questions are about your opinions toward sun exposure and tanning. Please indicate your 
agreement with the statement by circling the number that best represents how you feel. Circling 
a "1" means you strongly disagree and circling a "5" means you strongly agree with the 
statement. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1. Skin cancer is an important health problem for 1 2 3 4 5 
me 

2. Compared to others, I have a greater chance of 1 2 3 4 5 
getting skin cancer 

3. I see myself as the kind of person who lies out 1 2 3 4 5 
in the sun 

4. Other people's opinions of my skin's 1 2 3 4 5 
appearance are important 

5. Having a tan is enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having a tan gives me pleasures 1 2 3 4 5 

These next questions are about the ways you may have protected yourself from the sun this past 
summer. Please indicate your agreement with the statement by circling the number that best 
represents how you feel. Circling a "I" means you rarely performed the behavior and circling a 
"5" means you almost always performed the behavior. 

Rarely Almost 
Always 

1. Applied a sunscreen 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Applied a sunscreen with a sun protection 1 2 3 4 5 
factor or SPF of 15 or more on all sun-exposed 
skin areas 

3. Wore protective clothing such as long sleeved 1 2 3 4 5 
shirts and long pants 

4. Wore a hat 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Limited exposure to the sun during the mid- 1 2 3 4 5 
day hours 

6. Stayed in the shade 1 2 3 4 5 
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These questions are about your skin's sensitivity to the sun. Please mark the appropriate 
response. 

1. What was the color of your natural scalp hair as a teenager; 
(1) Red 
(2) Blond 
(3) Light Brown 
(4) Medium Brown 
(5) Dark Brown 
(6) Black 
( ) Other (please specify: ) 

2. What color best describes your untanned skin? 
(1) Fair white 
(2) Medium white 
(3) Dark white or olive (Mediterranean skin type) 
(4) Light brown 
(5) Dark Brown 
(6) Very dark brown/Black 
( ) Other (please specify: ) 

3. Which of the following best describes how your skin changes when exposed for the first 
time to the summer sun at mid-day, without sunscreen, for 15 minutes? 

(1) Always bum 
(2) Usually bum 
(3) Sometimes mildly bum 
(4) Rarely bum 
(8) Don't know 

4. If you expose your skin repeatedly to the summer sun, it is 
(1) Unable to tan 
(2) Able to tan if you work at it 
(3) Able to tan easily 
(8) Don't know 

5. How many moles do you have on your body that are larger than a pencil eraser or larger 
than a 1/4 inch in diameter? 
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01 

Printed below is the text that we are considering for a new brochure on skin cancer prevention. 
Please read this message and then respond to the questions which follow it. 

Last June, i felt my life was demolished. I was stunned when my family doctor 
told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only stare numbly 
ahead at the jet black marble pen holder on his desk. His words bombarded my head. 
Even though I had lived in Tucson for most of my life, it had never crossed my mind that I 
was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leam more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. I teamed 
that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned that skin cancer is 
most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distoils a part of a skin cell so that it 
makes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I also learned that skin cancer is the 
most rapidly advancing form of cancer. I was suddenly a foot soldier in the war against 
cancer just like the other one in six Americans who will have to fight skin cancer during 
their lifetime. Most of all, I feared I would become one of about 6,500 Americans who are 
killed each year by melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the country. 
Over 30,000 Arizonans are besieged with skin cancer each year. My mind spun when I 
learned that over 80 Arizonans are invaded by skin cancer each day. I realized, too late, 
that Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and clear skies put everyone in Arizona at risk 
of attack from skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap on my 
leg, I suddenly noticed a bullet shaped mole flecked with bits of brown, black and white. 
I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it checked. My doctor immediately 
performed a biopsy and determined that it was cancerous. My doctor and I decided to 
actively fight the cancer. We realized that with the proper strategy and defensive 
treatment, we could ravage the cancer's advance. I knew that arming myself with a 
strong mental outlook would be critical. 

After six months of aggressive treatment 1 am cancer-free. I won my battle. My 
success is due to strategic treatment and watchfulness. Too many people ignore 
changes in their skin. If 1 had waited, 1 might not have won my battle with cancer. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 
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Please circle the number in the box closest to the word or phrase that best represents your 
evaluation of the message you just read. 

very high in 
emotional interest I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
emotional interest 

very high in 
seriousness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
seriousness 

very high in 
imagery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
imagery 

very high in 
abstractness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
abstractness 

very high in 
concreteness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
concreteness 

very high in detail 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
detail 

very high in 
vividness I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
vividness 

very high in 
familiarity I 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
familiarity 

very high in 
recency 

(e.g. happening a 
short time ago) 

1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 
very low in 
recency 
(e.g. happening a 
long time ago) 

very high in 
nearness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
nearness 

very high in 
positive images 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
positive images 

very high in 
negative images 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low in 
negative images 
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These questions are about your response to the message you just read. Please indicate your 
agreement with the statement by circling the niunber that best represents how you feel. Circling 
a "1" means you strongly disagree and circling a "5" means you strongly agree with the 
statement-

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1. I am similar to the person described in the 
message 

2. I would be very concerned to receive a skin 
cancer diagnosis 

3. The consequences of a skin cancer diagnosis 
are serious 

4. I can imagine the consequences of a skin 
cancer diagnosis 

5. The information is based on things the source 
directly experienced 

6. The message brought to mind concrete images 
or mental pictures 

7. I would expect a male to have said this 

8. I would expect a female to have said this 

9. I would expect either a male or a female to 
have said this 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

10. Do you think the author of this message was 

male 

female 

could have been either male or female 
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Please indicate your overall attitude toward the patient who created the text that you just read by 
circling the number in the box closest to the word or phrase that best describes your attitude. For 
example, if you think the speaker was very intelligent you would circle a "1", if you thought the 
speaker was unintelligent you would circle a "7", and if you don't know or have no opinion on 
the speaker's intelligence you would circle a "4". 

i n t e l l i g e n t  | l | 2 | 3 [ 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  unintelligent 

u n t r a i n e d  | l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  trained 

expert l l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  inexpert 

u n i n f o r m e d  | l [ 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  informed 

c o m p e t e n t  | l | 2 [ 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  incompetent 

s t u p i d  | l | 2 | 3 | 4 [ 5 | 6 | 7 |  bright 

s i n f u l  | l [ 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 [ 7 |  virtuous 

d i s h o n e s t  | l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 [ 6 | 7 |  honest 

u n s e l f i s h  | l | 2 | 3 | 4 [ 5 [ 6 | 7 |  selfish 

s y m p a t h e t i c  | l | 2 [ 3 [ 4 [ 5 [ 6 | 7 |  unsympathetic 

high character | l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 [ 7 [  low character 

u n t r u s t w o r t h y  [ l | 2 | 3 [ 4 | 5 [ 6 | 7 |  trustworthy 

i n v o l v e d  | l [ 2 | 3 [ 4 [ 5 | 6 | 7 |  uninvolved 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 highly 
corrunitted committed 

i n s i n c e r e  | l | 2 [ 3 [ 4 [ 5 [ 6 | 7 |  sincere 

c o n c e r n e d  [ l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  unconcerned 

u n i n t e r e s t e d  | l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 [ 6 | 7 |  interested 

i n f o r m a l  | l | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |  formal 

not at all intense | 1 [2|3|4|5[6|7| very intense 
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Please answer the following questions. Your responses are completely confidential and will be 
used only to create groups of respondents. 

What is your age? years 

Are you Male Female 

What is your marital status? Never married Married or living 
with a partner 

Widowed Divorced or 
separated 

Which of the following groups best represents your race? 
White/Caucasian Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 
Hispanic Other: 

(specify: ) (specify: ) 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
8th grade or less Some college, no degree 
9-11th grade 2 year college degree (AA) 
High School graduate 4 year college degree (BA or BS) 
Trade, technical or vocational Postgraduate education 
education beyond high school 

Employment status: Full-time Part-time 
Retired Unemployed 

What is your household's annual income (estimates only for statistical purposes): 
less than $10,(XX) $30,001 - $40,000 
$10,000-$20,000 $40,001 - $50,000 
$20,001-$30,000 over $50,000 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE 
TO THE FRONT OF THE JURY ROOM. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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APPENDIX B 

VIVID MESSAGES 
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Provocative: War Metaphor 

Last June, I felt my life was demolished. I was stunned when my family 
doctor told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only 
stare numbly ahead at the jet black marble pen holder on his desk. His words 
bombarded my head. Even though I had lived in Tucson for most of my life, it 
had never crossed my mind that I was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leam more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. 
I learned that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned 
that skin cancer is most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distorts a 
part of a skin cell so that it makes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I 
also learned that skin cancer is the most rapidly advancing form of cancer. I was 
suddenly a foot soldier in the war against cancer just like the other one in six 
Americans who will have to fight skin cancer during their lifetime. Most of all, I 
feared I would become one of about 6,500 Americans who are killed each year 
by melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the 
country. Over 30,000 Arizonans are besieged with skin cancer each year. My 
mind spun when I learned that over 80 Arizonans are invaded by skin cancer 
each day. I realized, too late, that Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and 
clear skies put everyone in Arizona at risk of attack from skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap 
on my leg, I suddenly noticed a bullet shaped mole flecked with bits of brown, 
black and white. I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it checked. 
My doctor immediately performed a biopsy and determined that it was 
cancerous. My doctor and I decided to actively fight the cancer. We realized 
that with the proper strategy and defensive treatment, we could ravage the 
cancer's advance. I knew that arming myself with a strong mental outlook 
would be critical. 

After six months of aggressive treatment I am cancer-free. I won my 
battle. My success is due to strategic treatment and watchfulness. Too many 
people ignore changes in their skin. If I had waited, I might not have won my 
battle with cancer. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 
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Evocative: Competition metaphor 

Last June, my life became a struggle. I was stunned when my family 
doctor told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only 
stare numbly ahead at the ink black marble pen holder on his desk. His words 
bounced in my head. Even though I had lived in Tucson for most of my life, it 
had never crossed my mind that I was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leam more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. 
I learned that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned 
that skin cancer is most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distorts a 
part of a skin cell so that it makes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I 
also learned that skin cancer is the most rapidly growing form of cancer. I was 
suddenly a player in a life or death match against cancer just like the other one in 
six Americans who will have to race skin cancer during their lifetime. Most of 
all, I feared I would become one of about 6,500 Americans who are overcome 
each year by melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the 
country. Over 30,000 Arizonans wrestle with skin cancer each year. My mind 
spun when I learned that over 80 Arizonans are gripped by skin cancer each day. 
I realized, too late, that Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and clear skies 
make everyone in Arizona a contender for skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap 
on my leg, I suddenly noticed a football shaped mole flecked with bits of brown, 
black and white. I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it checked. 
My doctor iirmiediately performed a biopsy and determined that it was 
cancerous. My doctor and I decided to actively challenge the cancer. We 
realized that with a strong game plan and strategic treatment, we could beat the 
cancer's advance. I knew that equipping myself with a solid mental outlook 
would be critical. 

After six months of marathon-like treatment I am cancer-free. I won my 
bout. My success is due to focused treatment and watchfulness. Too many 
people ignore changes in their skin. If I had waited, I might not have won my 
match with cancer. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 



Provocative: Labor Metaphor 

Last June, my life was taken over. I was stunned when my family doctor 
told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only stare 
numbly ahead at the ink black marble pen holder on his desk. His words were 
grinding together in my head. Even though I had lived in Tucson for most of my 
life, it had never crossed my mind that I was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leam more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. 
I learned that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned 
that skin cancer is most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distorts a 
part of a skin cell so that it niakes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I 
also learned that skin cancer is the most rapidly expanding form of cancer. I was 
suddenly toiling against cancer just like the other one in six Americans who will 
have to persevere against skin cancer during their lifetime. Most of all, I feared I 
would become one of about 6,500 Americans who are killed each year by 
melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the 
country. Over 30,000 Arizonans endure skin cancer each year. My mind spun 
when I learned that over 80 Arizonans are challenged by a skin cancer diagnosis 
each day. I realized, too late, that Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and 
clear skies put everyone in Arizona at risk for skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap 
on my leg, I suddenly noticed an irregularly shaped mole flecked with bits of 
brown, black and white. I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it 
checked. My doctor immediately performed a biopsy and determined that it was 
cancerous. My doctor and I decided to actively work against the cancer. We 
realized that with a careful agenda and laborious treatment, we could hammer 
away at the cancer. I knew that outfitting myself with a strong mental outlook 
would be critical. 

After six months of grueling treatment I am cancer-free. I took cancer to 
task. My success is due to industrious treatment and watchfulness. Too many 
people ignore changes in their skin. If I had not taken stock of my own skin, 
cancer might have won. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 
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Evocative: Cooperation Metaphor 

Last June, my life became a struggle. I was stunned when my family 
doctor told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only 
stare numbly ahead at the ink black marble pen holder on his desk, ffis words 
pooled in my head. Even though I had lived in Tucson for most of my life, it had 
never crossed my mind that I was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leam more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. 
I learned that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned 
that skin cancer is most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distorts a 
part of a skin cell so that it makes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I 
also learned that skin cancer is the most rapidly growing form of cancer. 
Suddenly, I was just like one in six other Americans who will have to join the 
confederation against skin cancer during their lifetime. Most of all, I feared I 
would become one of about 6,500 Americans who are overcome each year by 
melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the 
country. Over 30,000 Arizonans leam to stand shoulder to shoulder against skin 
cancer each year. My mind spun when I learned that over 80 Arizonans are 
united by their shared fight against skin cancer each day. I realized, too late, that 
Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and clear skies put everyone in Arizona at 
risk for skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap 
on my leg, I suddenly noticed an irregularly shaped mole flecked with bits of 
brown, black and white. I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it 
checked. My doctor immediately performed a biopsy and determined that it was 
cancerous. My doctor and I decided to band together against the cancer. We 
realized that with a united front and a cooperative series of treatments, we could 
team up against the cancer. I knew that combining treatment with a strong 
mental outlook would be very helpful. 

After six months of team-work I am cancer-free. We won the race 
against cancer in tandem. My success is due to both treatment and watchfulness. 
Too many people ignore changes in their skin. If I had waited, we might not 
have triumphed over cancer. Together, we can beat this disease. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 
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Evocative: Justice Metaphors 

Last June, I felt the world was unfair. I was stunned when my family 
doctor told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only 
stare numbly ahead at the ink black marble pen holder on his desk. His words 
rang in my head. Even though I had lived in Tucson for most of my life, it had 
never crossed my mind that I was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leara more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. 
I learned that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned 
that skin cancer is most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distorts a 
part of a skin cell so that it makes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I 
also learned that skin cancer is the most rapidly growing form of cancer. 
Suddenly, I was just like one in six other Americans who were duty bound to 
fight against skin cancer during their lifetime. Most of all, I feared I would 
become one of about 6,500 Americans who are overcome each year by 
melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the 
country. Over 30,000 Arizonans are sentenced with skin cancer each year. My 
mind spun when I learned that over 80 Arizonans are tempered by a skin cancer 
diagnosis each day. I realized, too late, that Arizona's low latitude, high 
elevation, and clear skies put everyone in Arizona at equal risk for skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap 
on my leg, I suddenly noticed an abnormally shaped mole flecked with bits of 
brown, black and white. I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it 
checked. My doctor immediately performed a biopsy and determined that it was 
cancerous. My doctor and I decided the right thing to do was aggressively 
confront the cancer. To ignore skin cancer would be wrong. We realized that 
we had a just cause and that with fitting treatment, we could stand up to the 
cancer. I knew that balancing treatment with an open-minded mental outlook 
would be very helpful. 

After six months of proper treatment I am cancer-free. I fought cancer 
fair and square and won. My success is due to watchfulness and treatment that 
was right for my cancer. Too many people ignore changes in their skin. If I had 
waited, we might not have triumphed over cancer. 

Do the right thing, I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer 
today. 
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Pallid Message #I 

One day last summer, my family doctor told me I had skin cancer. 
While he explained the diagnosis, I listened carefully. Even though I had lived 
in Arizona for many years, it had never occurred to me that I was at risk for skin 
cancer. 

Soon, though, I woui'd leam a great deal about skin cancer. For instance, 
I learned that skin cancer was an unusual growth of skin cells. In addition, I 
learned that skin cancer is probably caused by radiation in sunlight. The 
radiation is thought to distort a part of the skin cell so that it makes new diseased 
cells instead of healthy ones. I also learned that skin cancer is the most rapidly 
occurring form of cancer. In fact, one in six Americans will develop skin cancer 
at some point during their lifetime. Recent estimates suggest that about 6,500 
Americans die each year from melanoma, a deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that southern Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest 
in the country and the second highest in the world. Only Queensland, Australia 
has more cases of skin cancer diagnosed. However, over 30,000 Arizonans 
develop skin cancer each year. In fact, over 80 Arizonans a day develop skin 
cancer. My doctor told me that Arizona's geography and climate contribute to 
the frequent rate of skin cancer. Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and clear 
skies put everyone in Arizona at risk of developing skin cancer. 

I had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I bathed, I 
suddenly noticed an irregular mole. I'd never noticed the mole before and 
decided to get it checked. My doctor performed a biopsy and determined that it 
was cancerous. After discussing the options, my doctor and I followed a 
recommended treatment regimen. We realized that with the proper treatment the 
cancer could be contained. I knew that keeping a positive mental outlook would 
be helpful. 

After six months of treatment I am cancer-free. My success is due to 
good treatment and watchfulness. Too many people ignore changes in their skin. 
If I had waited, I might not be cancer-free today. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 
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Pallid Message #2 

Some time ago, my doctor told me I had skin cancer. It had never 
occurred to me that I could get it. In fact, I'd never even known anyone who'd 
had it before. 

My doctor gave me a lot of information about cancer of the skin. He 
told me that it was an unusual growth of skin cells. He said that it is probably 
caused by a special kind of light in sunlight. This type of light is thought to 
distort a part of the skin cell so that it makes cells that have cancer instead of 
healthy ones. My doctor also told me that skin cancer is very common and can 
usually be treated easily. However, each year many Americans suffer from a 
deadly form of skin cancer he said was called melanoma. 

He also said that some parts of the world have higher rates of skin cancer 
than others. My doctor told me that the geography and climate of a region 
contribute to its occurrence. Places near the equator, with high elevation and 
clear skies have higher rates. Yet no matter where you live, you can still get it. 

I found my skin cancer myself. I had noticed a new mole and eventually 
decided to get it checked. My doctor examined my skin, took a sample, and let 
me know that it was cancerous. After discussing the options, my doctor and I 
followed a recommended treatment regimen. 

After a few months of treatment my doctor told me the cancer was gone. 
My doctor said that I was lucky because too many people ignore their skin. I 
didn't think the cancer was a big deal, but I am still glad I took care of it. 

I think more people should check their skin for signs of skin cancer. 
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Pallid Message #3 

Doctors often have to tell someone they have skin cancer. It never 
occurs to most people that they could get it. In fact, many people have never met 
anyone with it before. 

Doctors can give people a lot of information about disease such as skin 
cancer. Doctors know that it is an unusual growth of skin cells. They know that 
it is probably caused by a special kind of light in sunlight. This type of light is 
thought to distort a part of the skin cell so that it makes cells that have cancer 
instead of healthy ones. Doctors also know that this type of cancer is very 
common and can be easily treated. However, each year many Americans suffer 
from a deadly type of skin cancer called melanoma. 

Doctor have realized that some parts of the world have higher skin 
cancer rates than others. Doctors recognize that the geography and climate of a 
region contribute to its occurrence. The closer a place is to the equator, the more 
likely it is to have a higher rate. Yet no matter where you live, you can still get 
it. 

Some people find skin cancer on their own. Typically, these people 
notice they have a new mole and eventually decide to get it checked. The 
person's doctor is likely to examine their skin, take a sample, and then let the 
person know if it was cancerous. After discussing the options, their doctor will 
recommend a treatment regimen. 

After a few months of treatment their doctor is usually able to tell them 
the cancer is gone. Doctors find that too many people ignore their skin. While 
most people don't think having skin cancer was a big deal, they are still glad 
they took care of it. 

More people should check their skin for signs of skin cancer. 
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APPENDIX C 

SOURCE CREDIBILITY MANIPULATION CHECK QUESTIONNAIRE 



126 

This survey is being conducted by researchers from the Arizona Cancer Center, a unit of 
the University of Arizona Medical Center. We are interested in learning about people's 
attitudes tovi^ard skin cancer prevention messages. This survey will ask you questions 
about skin cancer and sun exposure. Also included are some evaluations of people that 
may be used in a future public health campaign. Your thoughts on these matters are very 
important 

Your assistance with this study is greatly appreciated. Your participation is strictly 
voluntary and you may stop your participation at any time. We guarantee you complete 
confidentiality and anonymity. Your responses will be combined with those of other 
respondents to provide general information about the topic of interest. If you return a 
completed questionnaire it will be assumed that you consent to have your responses 
included with those of other respondents. After you have flnished, we veill be happy to 
provide answers to any questions you might have regarding the purposes of this study and 
its design. 

Thanks again for your participation. 

Now, please turn to the next page and follow the instructions provided. 
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Please indicate whether you think each statement below is true or false. If you don't know 
whether a statement is true or false, please circle "don't know" instead of guessing the answer. 

True False Don't 
Know 

1. Sunburn is caused by infrared rays from the sun 12 3 

2. The sun in Arizona can bum your skin in winter 12 3 

3. The damage caused by a sunburn heals once the 12 3 
redness goes away 

4. The amount of ultraviolet radiation is greatest between 12 3 
the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. 

5. Fair-skinned people are less likely to get skin cancer 12 3 
than dark-skinned people 

6. The skin cancer rate in Arizona is higher than in other 12 3 
states 

7. Sun exposure during childhood can increase a person's 1 2 3 
chances of getting skin cancer later in life 

8. Sitting in the shade will not always protect you against 12 3 
a sunburn 

9. Sunscreen with a sun protection factor or SPF of 15 or 1 2 3 
more can help protect your skin from ultraviolet rays 
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These questions are about your opinions toward sun exposure and tanning. Please indicate your 
agreement with the statement by circling the number that best represents how you feel. Circling 
a "1" means you strongly disagree and circling a "5" means you strongly agree with the 
statement. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1. Skin cancer is an important health problem for 1 2 3 4 5 
me 

2. Compared to others, I have a greater chance of 1 2 3 4 5 
getting skin cancer 

3. I see myself as the kind of person who lies out 1 2 3 4 5 
in the sun 

4. Other people's opinions of my skin's 1 2 3 4 5 
appearance are important 

5. Having a tan is enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having a tan gives me pleasures 1 2 3 4 5 

These next questions are about the ways you may have protected yourself from the sun this past 
summer. Please indicate your agreement with the statement by circling the number that best 
represents how you feel. Circling a "1" means you rarely performed the behavior and circling a 
"5" means you almost always performed the behavior. 

Rarely Almost 
Always 

1. Applied a sunscreen 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Applied a sunscreen with a sun protection 1 2 3 4 5 
factor or SPF of 15 or more on all sun-
exposed skin areas 

3. Wore protective clothing such as long sleeved 1 2 3 4 5 
shirts and long pants 

4. Wore a hat 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Limited exposure to the sun during the mid- 1 2 3 4 5 
day hours 

6. Stayed in the shade 1 2 3 4 5 
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These questions are about your sldn's sensitivity to the sun. Please naark the appropriate 
response. 

1- What was the color of your natural scalp hair as a teenager: 
(1) Red 
(2) Blond 
(3) Light Brown 
(4) Medium Brown 
(5) Dark Brown 
(6) Black 
( ) Other (please specify; __) 

2. What color best describes your untanned skin? 
(I) Fair white 
(2) Medium white 
(3) Dark white or olive (Mediterranean skin type) 
(4) Light brown 
(5) Dark Brown 
(6) Very dark brown/Black 
( ) Other (please specify: ) 

3. Which of the following best describes how your skin changes when exposed for the first 
lime to the summer sun at mid-day, without sunscreen, for 15 minutes? 

(1) Always bum 
(2) Usually bum 
(3) Sometimes mildly bum 
(4) Rarely bum 
(8) Don't know 

4. If you expose your skin repeatedly to the summer sun, it is 
(1) Unable to tan 
(2) Able to tan if you work at it 
(3) Able to tan easily 
(8) Don't know 

5. How many moles do you have on your body that are larger than a pencil eraser or larger 
than a 1/4 inch in diameter? 
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As part of a new skin cancer prevention program, we are considering asking a number of Tucson 
residents to act as spokespersons. These people would be asked to tell about their experiences 
with skin cancer. They would also tell other people how to prevent skin cancer. We are 
interested in finding out who might be good spokespersons for such a campaign. 

On the pages that follow, please give us your impression of the person listed. It is very likely 
that this person will not be familiar to you. However, your sense of this person as a source of 
information is important. Please circle the number in the box closest to the word or phrase that 
best describes your impression of this person. For example, if you think the person is very 
intelligent you would circle a "1", if you think the speaker is very unintelligent you would circle 
a "7", and if you don't know or have no opinion on the person's intelligence you would circle a 
"4"". 

Please provide your impressions about Evan D. Wayne, a research scientist, giving you 
information about skin cancer. How would you evaluate him on the items below? 

intelligent 

untrained 

expert 

uninformed 

competent 

stupid 

sinful 

dishonest 

unselfish 

sympathetic 

high character 

untrustworthy 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

trained 

inexpert 

informed 

incompete 

bright 

virtuous 

honest 

7 unsympathetic 

trustworthy 
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Please answer ihe following questions. Your responses are completely confidential and will be 
used only to create groups of respondents. 

What is your age? years 

Axe you Male Female 

What is your marital status? Never married Married or living 
with a partner 

Widowed Divorced or 
separated 

Which of the following groups best represents your race? 

White/Caucasian Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 
Hispanic Other: 

(specify: ) (specify: ) 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
8th grade or less 
9-11th grade 
High School graduate 
Trade, technical or vocational 
education beyond high school 

Some college, no degree 
2 year college degree (AA) 
4 year college degree (BA or BS) 
Postgraduate education 

Employment status: Full-time 
Retired 

Part-time 
Unemployed 

What is your household's annual income (estimates only for statistical purposes): 
less than $10,000 $30,001 - $40,000 
$10,000-$20,000 $40,001 - $50,000 
$20,001 - $30,000 over $50,000 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE 
TO THE FRONT OF THE JURY ROOM. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 



APPENDIX D 

FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
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This survey is being conducted by researchers from the Arizona Cancer Center, a unit of 
the University of Arizona Medical Center. We are interested in learning about people's 
attitudes toward skin cancer prevention messages. This survey will ask you questions 
about skin cancer and sun exposure. Also included is a message that may be used in a 
future public health campaign. Your thoughts on these matters are very important. 

Your assistance with this study is greatly appreciated. Your participation is strictly 
voluntary and you may stop your participation at any time. We guarantee you complete 
confidentiality and anonymity. Your responses will be combined with those of other 
respondents to provide general information about the topic of interesL If you return a 
completed questionnaire it will be assumed that you consent to have your responses 
included with those of other respondents. After you have finished, we will be happy to 
provide answers to any questions you might have regarding the purposes of this study and 
its design. 

Thanks again for your participation. 

Now, please turn to the next page and follow the instructions provided. 
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p. 2 

Please indicate whether you think each statement below is true or false. If you don't know 
whether a statement is true or false, please circle "don't know" instead of guessing the 
answer. 

True 

1. Sunburn is caused by infrared rays from the sun 

2. The sun in Arizona can bum your skin in winter 

3. The damage caused by a sunburn heals once the 
redness goes away 

4. The amount of ultraviolet radiation is greatest between 
the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. 

5. Fair-skinned people are less likely to get skin cancer 
than dark-skinned people 

6. The skin cancer rate in Arizona is higher than in other 
states 

7. Sun exposure during childhood can increase a person's 
chances of getting skin cancer later in life 

8. Sitting in the shade will not always protect you against 
a sunburn 

9. Sunscreen with a sun protection factor or SPF of 15 or 
more can help protect your skin from ultraviolet rays 

False 

2 

2 

2 

Don't 
Know 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

10. Has a doctor or other health professional ever said you had skin cancer? (circle one) 
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Don't know 

11. If yes, did this person tell you it was: 
(1) Basal cell carcinoma 
(2) Squamous cell carcinoma 
(3) Melanoma 
(8) Don't know 
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p. 3 

These questions are about your opinions toward sun exposure and tanning. Please indicate 
your agreement with the statement by circling the number that best represents how you 
feel. Circling a "1" means you strongly disagree and circling a "5" means you strongly 
agree with the statement. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1. Skin cancer is an important health problem for 1 2 3 4 5 
me 

2. Compared to others, I have a greater chance of 1 2 3 4 5 
getting skin cancer 

3. I see myself as the kind of person who lies out 1 2 3 4 5 
in the sun 

4. Other people's opinions of my skin's 1 2 3 4 5 
appearance are important 

5. Having a tan is enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having a tan gives me pleasure 1 2 3 4 5 

These next questions are about the ways you may have protected yourself from the sun this 
past summer. Please indicate your agreement with the statement by circling the number 
that best represents how you feel. Circling a "1" means you rarely performed the behavior 
and circling a "5" means you almost always performed the behavior. 

Rarely Almost 
Always 

1. Applied a sunscreen. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Applied a sunscreen with a sun protection 1 2 3 4 5 
factor or SPF of 15 or more on all 
sun-exposed skin areas. 

3. Wore protective clothing such as long sleeved 1 2 3 4 5 
shirts and long pants. 

4. Wore a hat. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Limited exposure to the sun during 1 2 3 4 5 
the mid-day hours. 

6. Stayed in the shade. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Checked my skin for signs of skin cancer. 1 2 3 4 5 
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p. 4 

These questions are about your skin's sensitivity to the sun. Please mark the appropriate 
response. 

1. What was the color of your natural scaJp hair as a teenager: 
(1) Red 
(2) Blond 
(3) Light Brown 
(4) Medium Brown 
(5) Dark Brown 
(6) Black 
( ) Other (please specify: ) 

2. What color best describes your untanned skin? 
(1) Fair white 
(2) Medium white 
(3) Dark white or olive (Mediterranean skin type) 
(4) Light brown 
(5) Dark Brown 
(6) Very dark brown/Black 
( ) Other (please specify: ) 

3. Which of the following best describes how your skin changes when exposed for the first 
time to the summer sun at mid-day, without sunscreen, for 15 minutes? 

(1) Always bum 
(2) Usually bum 
(3) Sometimes mildly bum 
(4) Rarely bum 
(8) Don't know 

4. If you expose your skin repeatedly to the summer sun, is it 
(1) Unable to tan 
(2) Able to tan if you work at it 
(3) Able to tan easily 
(8) Don't know 

5. How many moles do you have on your body that are larger than a pencil eraser or larger 
than a 1/4 inch in diameter? 
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p. 5 

01 

Printed below is the text that we are considering for a new brochure on skin cancer 
prevention. It was written by Evan D. Wayne, a research scientist. Please read this 
message and then respond to the questions which follow it. 

Last June, I felt my life was demolished. I was stunned when my family doctor 
told me I had skin cancer. While he explained the diagnosis, I could only stare numbly 
ahead at the jet black marble pen holder on his desk. His words bombarded my head. 
Even though 1 had lived in Tucson for most of my life, it had never crossed my mind that 1 
was at risk for skin cancer. 

Soon I would leam more than I ever wanted to know about skin cancer. 1 leamed 
that skin cancer was a grotesque growth of skin cells. And I learned that skin cancer is 
most likely caused by radiation in sunlight which distorts a part of a skin cell so that it 
makes new diseased cells instead of healthy ones. I also leamed that skin cancer is the 
most rapidly advancing form of cancer. I was suddenly a foot soldier in the war against 
cancer just like the other one in six Americans who will have to fight skin cancer during 
their lifetime. Most of all, I feared 1 would become one of about 6,500 Americans who are 
killed each year by melanoma, an extremely deadly type of skin cancer. 

I also learned that Arizona's rate of skin cancer is the greatest in the country. 
Over 30,000 Arizonans are besieged with skin cancer each year. My mind spun when I 
learned that over 80 Arizonans are invaded by skin cancer each day. I realized, too late, 
that Arizona's low latitude, high elevation, and clear skies put everyone in Arizona at risk 
of attack from skin cancer. 

1 had noticed a mole one day while taking a shower. As I lathered soap on my 
leg, I suddenly noticed a bullet shaped mole flecked with bits of brown, black and white. 
I'd never noticed the mole before and decided to get it checked. My doctor immediately 
performed a biopsy and determined that it was cancerous. My doctor and I decided to 
actively fight the cancer. We realized that with the proper strategy and defensive 
treatment, we could ravage the cancer's advance. I knew that arming myself with a 
strong mental outlook would be critical. 

After six months of aggressive treatment I am cancer-free. I won my battle. My 
success is due to strategic treatment and watchfulness. Too many people ignore 
changes in their skin. If I had waited, I might not have won my battle with cancer. 

I urge you to check your skin for signs of skin cancer today. 
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p. 6 

Please provide your impressions of Evan D. Wayne the research scientist who wrote the 
message you just read. How would you evaluate him on the items below? For example, if 
you think he is very intelligent you would circle a "1", if you think he is very unintelligent 
you would circle a "T', and if you don't know or have no opinion you would circle a "4". 

intelligent 

untrained 

expert 

uninformed 

competent 

stupid 

dishonest 

unselfish 

sympathetic 

high character 

untrustworthy 

sinful 

7 unintelligent 

trained 

5 I 6 I 7 I inexpert 

7 informed 

incompetent 

7 bright 

honest 

7 selfish 

7 unsympathetic 

7 low character 

trustworthy 

virtuous 
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p. 8 

These questions are about your response to the message you just read. Please circle the 
number in the box that best represents your evaluation of the message. 

very low in 
emotional interest 

very low in 
seriousness 

very low in 
imagery 

very low in 
concreteness 

very low in detail 

very low in 
vividness 

very low in 
recency (occurred 

a long 
time ago) 

very low in 
nearness (occurred 

far away) 

very low in 
positive images 

very low in 
negative images 

very high in 
emotional interest 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
seriousness 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
imagery 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
concreteness 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in detail 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
vividness 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
very high in 
recency (occurred 
a short time ago) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
nearness (occurred 
nearby) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
positive images 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very high in 
negative images 
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These questions are about your response to the message you just read. Please circle the 
number in the box that best represents your evaluation of the message. 

p. 7 

foolish 1 

harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

wise 

beneficial 

good 

valuable 

Please indicate your agreement with each statement below by circling the number that best 
represents how you feel. Circling a "1" means you strongly disagree and circling a "5" 
means you strongly agree with the statement. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1. 

9 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Skin cancer is a serious problem today. 

I would be very concerned to receive a skin 
cancer diagnosis. 

The consequences of a skin cancer diagnosis 
are serious. 

Everyone should check their skin for signs of 
skin cancer 

Examining my skin for signs of skin cancer is 
important 

Skin self-examination is a good way to check 
for skin cancer 

I would like to learn more about checking my 
skin for signs of skin cancer 

I intend to check my skin for signs of skin 
cancer 

I think I am capable of checking my skin for 
signs of skin cancer 

I plan to pay more attention to possible signs 
of skin cancer in the future. 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

5 

3 

3 5 

5 
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p. 9 

Please answer the following questions. Your responses are completely confldential and will 
be used only to create groups of respondents. 

What is your age? years 

Are you Male Female 

What is your marital status? Never married Married or living 
with a partner 

Widowed Divorced or 
separated 

Which of the following groups best represents your race? 
White/Caucasian Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 
Hispanic Other; 

(specify: ) (specify: ) 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
8th grade or less Sorr 8th grade or less 
9-11th grade 
High School graduate 
Trade, technical or vocational 
education beyond high school 

Some college, no degree 
2-year college degree (AA) 
4-year college degree (B A or BS) 
Postgraduate education 

Employment status: Full-time 
Retired 

Part-time 
Unemployed 

What is your household's annual income (estimates only for statistical purposes): 
less than $10,(X)0 $40,(X)I - S50,(XX) 
$10,(X)0-$20,0(X) $50,001 - S60,(XX) 
$20,001 -530,000 $60,001 - $70,000 
$30,001 -$40,000 over $70,000 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE FRONT OF THE JURY ROOM. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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