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CHAPTER I

| THEORETICAL BACKGROUND ON SIMILARITY AND EXPERTISE

AS COMMUNICATQR VARIABLES . INFLUENCING PERSUASION

The .present study was designed to consider the

impéct of source expertise and soufce—rééeiye: similar@ty
on persuasiqenéss in a nonfwgstérn culture. aie study
_examined changes in nutrition attitudes and knowledge
of Gusii seﬁondary school students of southwestern Kenya.
Both "similarity" and “ekpertise" a?e components
of the communicatién source. Relman (1958, 1961) and
McGﬁire (1969) pogtulate,three main communication source
components: crgdibility{ attractiveness and power. The
credibility of the source has itself been.analyzed into
tWO.Qléménts: .expertise (thé exﬁent to whicﬁ the source
is perceivea a; knéwing'tpe correct answers) and
érustworthiness (the'degree of confidence in £hé sburce's
' A

intent to communicate this knowledge objectively) : /,

(Hovland, Janis and Kelley, 1953 and McGuire, 1969). .

[
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In a 51m11ar manner, McGuire has analyzed attractlveness

in terms of llklng, familiarity, and 51m11ar1ty (the

.fextent to whlch thé receiver perceives the source as .

m51m11ar to hlmself/herself.) Therefore, thls stud?’“”

examined the expertise component of‘crediﬁility, and
tﬁe similarity component.of attraotiteness.

étudies of sourcevexpertise have found that
respondents exposed to a oessage attributed to ; high
expert source show‘greater attitude cﬁange than respondents
expoeed to a medium expert source (Aronson, Turner and
Carlsmith, 1963; Bochner and Insko, 1966) and respondents
exposed to a htghbexpert source show significant}y greater
attitude change than respondents exposed to a message h
attributed to a low expert source (Aronson and Golden,
1962; Bonchek 1967; Johnson and Izzett, 1972: Johnson

and Scileppi, 1969; Page, 1970:; and Rhine and Severence,

’1970).

X

In a communication setting where the expertlse /r

_-of the source is salient, the focus, of the 1nd1v1dua1

.x,._..’

is on attaining the correct position on an issue. -

b S
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The individual utilizes.his/her perception of the soufcé's
e#pertisg ésréxcﬁé'to»ﬁhe'"ébrre¢tness" of the pOsifion
_ad&ogatéd_bg the source. In contrast, whére source-
.reéeiQer.similarity'is pﬁesent, the focus of the individual
is.gn:maintaining attitudes in agreemen£ with some model,
whether an individual or a group. The individual utilizes
hié/her perception of the source's similarity as a cue
th;t.they both share common needs and goals.

In discussing source—recéivq; similarity it is
useful.to distinguish betweenlattitudinal similarity and
group—memberéhip similarity. ‘Similarity between source
a;d receiver based upon commonly held attitudes has been
shown to not only produce,interpérsonal attréction aqd
iiking fo; the similar person (Byrne, 1961), but also

. to have a positive effect uéon attitﬁde change (Berscheid,

1966) . Berscheid found that a source with similar

‘attitudes relevant to the message, produced greatér
. R ) 1

attitudinal change than a source with dissimilar k,

. v/
.attitudes relevant to thé message. This present study.

_ e
however, focused on source<receiver similarities due
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fo'groﬁpdmembership or demography. It is presumed that
. the chiéf function of-group-membership similarities is .
iﬁ serving as a. form of indirect suggestion. ;ndividualé
" receiving the meséage ﬁay then infer attitudinal
gsimilagities (ég. "sinée the speaker and I are both
farmers, he must sﬁare my‘concern.about e ¢« +") (Simons,
Berkowitz and Moyef,'1970, p.72).

The finding in the area of source-receiver "
similarity among such groups as young children (Dunéker; .
1938), primary sghool.boy57(Burnstein; Stotland and
_éander, 1961),7college'students ﬁstotland and Patchen,
1961, and Mills and Jellson, 1968), and adult paint
. customers (B;ock; 1965) ié that sou:ce.communic;tbrs
who-are perceived;to be high in similarité to their
'auéiences ténd to producé.significantly éreater,éttitude
change in the direction of the source's poéition than
source édmmunicators who are seen as low in similarity.
"ATproblem-arises when the source components of expé}tijg
_and similarity are both simg%tanegusly'preéent in the’

- N . s - o “:—“*’"y B ) .
communication source. For example, a source who is both
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high in expertise and low in similarity would gain per-—

suasiveness from his/her high expertise, but lose

persuasiveness from his/her low .similarity. °Conversely,

a soufcevﬁhq is low in expertise and high in similarity,
wbuld'gaiﬁ éersuasiveneés from his/her similarity, but
iose persuasiveness from his/her lack of expertiséA
(McGuire,'l969). Therefore, if the source components of
exﬁertise épd similarity are both present, dquestions ;rise

as to which component has the greatér influence on per-

.

sgasiveness,_and as how thé two variables might interact.
A number of studies among éollege students in

well—étfuctured."laboratary—type“ settings (Aronéon,
Turner, and Carlsmith, 1963; Bonchek, 1967; Haiman, 1949;
Mausner, 1953; Paulson, 1954; and Whittaker and Meade,
1968)_compa£ed sources which were éuthorities (high in
expertise, low in similar?ty) with coileggfstudgnts

(low in expertise, high in similarity) and found that

. . LY
authqrities.produced greater attitude change than college " -

students. In contrast, research among non-college

équ{étions in "natdral environménts" have fournd

"~ »
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atéhorities\to be less pe;sﬁasive than housewiveé (Katz
and L;éarfeid, 1955) and-less persuasive than neighbors
and friends (Rogers and Meyner, 1965). e

The difference in the findings may be due to a
difference between the natural-field and classroom—
iabdrator§ situafions in tﬁe reception of -a communication
message. In actual social settings, sociologists
(eg. Katz and Lazarfeld, 1955) have repeétedly found -
that people héve little contact with those unlike
themselves and are theréfore; less éxposed +o authorities
than to peoplg like themselves, In contrast, the
classrobm—}aborétory situation usually gives equal
- exposure to both expertise and similarity. Therefore,
when the expert gets his/her message heara,,(s)hefhas
more impact thah ﬁhe non—exbéft, but in the naturals
community the expert is heard less than thglnon—expert
(McGuife, 1969) ana‘therefore, has less;infiuence.:

A}

Field research by Rogers and Meyner (1965) adds

support to this explanation. They report that.in the

.adoption of an _innovation (weed épf;}) among farmers




‘than néighbors; friends and family. Therefore, it

. that places great empliasis on the admiration and respect

7

.

‘in Colombia neighbors, friends and family were more

persuasive than outside“experts (extension agents)
during the first three stages of the. adoption process
(awareﬁess, intereét and. evaluation). But by the fourth

(trial)-stage,“exéeggs were found to be more persuésive

appears that'the‘mofe a population has contact with
authoriﬁie;,.the greater the saliency of the expertise‘
compgnent, with the conseqguent reduction in the saliency
and influence of the simila;ity component. Hence, the
school environment, and especially the university
environmeqt with %ts strong emphasis on authorities
(egs..books aﬁd instructors), would influehce the
greater acceptance of expert opihion.“

This béeseht study, ;xamined thé persuasibility’
of secondary school students in Kenya. These students
have not oniy.completed'seven years of primary school,

: _ \

but as secondary school students are in an environment //

J

for authorities. Therefore, it is ﬁredicted that
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seconééEy_schbpl students.examined in a classroom setting,
would be;mofe'inflﬁencea”ﬁy the expertiSe.éompénent'thanv
the.éimilariti compénent, that is, "a source of'high‘
éxpertise/low similarity would be more persuasive than

a source of low expertise/high similarity.

‘ One criticism of the studies cited_abové.is that
they examined only two soufce descriptions: high experéise/
low similariﬁy and low expertise/high similarity. Therefore,
it is not possible’ to deterqine whether 'expertise, similarity
or some interaction of the fﬁo_is the reason for the
difference in persuasibility. This study, however,

separated the effects of expertise and similarity from

" the interaction of expertise and similarity.

Attitude Change and Knowledge Change

. : P -
In describing the source"s impact ‘on his/her
audience a distinction is made between the fevaluatioh—

perception” of the message and the "learning-retention"

.of its content. ‘- Hovland, Janis and Kelley (1953) report /

v

that how a message is perceived and.evaluated depends on
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whéther the source is perceived positively or negatively.
A given'mess;ge is jﬁdgé&Mas;féirer, morétfsctual, more ;}
Fhoréughly doéumented, its gonciuéians followiné more.
v;lidly from ifs premises, and even more grammatical,
wheh itAis‘ascribed, for exaﬁple, to a high' credible
as opposed to low credible source (McGuire, 1969):

Though aﬁple evidenéé has been presented

demonstrating differences in attitudinal change due
to source expertisé and sourge-receiver similarity,
evidence for differenéial learning or recall of the
mess#ée content due to the aétfibuted soﬁrce variable
is sparse. . The general finding,is that varying the -
'attrigutes of the source does not lead to differences
" in knowledge change (i.e., in?reasing the receiver's
knowledge of the messaée content.f

' The lack of significant differences in knowledge
gﬂange has been_;eported»between hiéh and low credible .
sdurceéW(Anderson, 1966; Tompﬁins and Samovar, 1964); '//

7

high and low trustworthy sources (Hovland and Weiss,

R S

1951 and Hovland and Mandell, 1952), high and low expert

>
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sources (Jaﬁnson and Sci;eppi, 1969 and Johnson and
Izzett, 1952), and between higﬁ and low source-receiver
siﬁilarity sources (Mills aﬁd Jellson, 1968). " In all
-of ghe above mentioned studies attitude differences
between gfoups were found (or no report‘of attitude

‘ cﬁénge was made) -at the same time that no significant

“knowledge differences betwéeq groups were reported;

In cbntrast to the findings reported in the

United States,_Lofd (1958) fopnd amoﬁg Ethiopian

- students tha£ though_educat;on had increased their
knowledge‘of‘science, theirvattitudeé still remained
non—scientific. ?herefore, the findings of Lord.as
well as the Americaﬁ.data on knowledge and aftitude
change are both o0f interest in examining knowledge

and dttitude changé in a non-western culture.

Sek Differences
, -~
Individual~difference characteristics interact.

with the communication source in effecting attitude

,,,,, change: —The™ first-order effect'og“;he_demographic
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variable of sg# on attitude change has been exténsivély
‘'studied, buﬁ the results”a;e inﬁonclusive. Many studies
'repéft that females,ére more persuasible than males.
This is rgpgrted among high school students (Janis and
Field, 1959 and King, 1959), college students (ﬁéiman,
194é; Littlejohn, 1970; Whittaker, 1965a and 1965b), and
among Hindi speaking Indian graduate students (Singh,
1970) .

Other studigs found no‘significang'difference
in attitude change-scores between male and female
respondents. This is repofted’by Anderéen (1961), and
.Cherringtqn and M;llér (1933), among college students;
* Abelson and Lesser (1959), among primary school stgdenﬁs;
and Rosenberg (1962) among five Israeli subcultures.
;n a céoss—cultural ;tudy, Whittaker and Meade
(1967), reported that femalgs were more persuasible
fhan males among American adolescents'and Hong Koné
, .
Chinesg university étudents. But no significant éex //
/

differences were found among university students from

L st

the United States, Rhodesia,'Brazil,'LebanQn and Peru.
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To explain tﬁe copflictfng findings, Aronson (1972)
proposed exémining the topics of the communication |
‘messages. He suggested that people.aré more persuasible
én topicg that they‘do no# care about or do not know about.
Therefore, fhe studies wﬁich réport that females are more:
perguasibie than males may have considered ﬁopics.in which
men are more interested and/or more expert than women.
Thisbpresent study examined nutrition attitudes.
If it can be assuMeq Ehat‘femaie students are more
in;erested éﬁd/or.more kno@ledgeable about nutrition
than malé students, then according to Aronson's hypothesis
male students should exhibit greatef attitudinal change
" than female students. On the other hand, a prediction
that females afe'more~persuasiblé'than males would be
‘“bAéedAon the hétion thaf woﬁénv(in'éusii sociefy as'wgil
as in American society) are socialized to be more -
éubmissive and less skeptical than men, apd‘are reWardéd

X
for submissiveness rather than assertiveness. Therefore,/,
it is one of the goais of this study to examine sex

, T
T - . e




- . o 13

differences as they pertain to nutrition attitudes and

knowledge. . = : ' ' -

Nutrition Studies -
- Nutrition kﬁowlgdge‘and attiﬁudés weregghégfp -
for ‘investigation because of their central importance
to thg cﬁlturé under study.l Food and nutritidniére both
invoived in many aspects of the life and values of the
pedple in EastIAfrica. Dietary practices in traditional
and transitioﬁél_sobigtiesl differ notably from those in
,western—sociéties, In the developing nations of Africa
tﬁ%-prevalence of'mainutrition is due in part to the
lack of knowledge about prope¥ nutrition practices. The
use of\experﬁs and non-experts, varying in terms of both
expertise and similarity, engaged-in prégrams fo ;nform
people about proper nutritionhhighlights the relevancy -
‘and importance of the research. .
’ 1The paucity of studies in all cultures concerniqg
nﬁtritiog knowledge and attitudes is striking. Boyd . /f
(1943) dévéloped a quéstionnaire for measuring food

L B

1A further discussion of the terms "traditional,®

"transitional" and "western" societies can be found in
Dawson (1969) .

- . “
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ptactices among primary school children in Kentucky, and
Doob (1972) conducted publlc health surveys in 1968 and
1970 among. Ugandan secondary school students. poob found
students to be well informed concerning some aspects of
public health and less'well.informed concerning mental
illness. He also reported non-significant relationships
between public health knowledge and sex, ethnicity,
religion and acculturation; |

Duncker (1&38) conducted an experlment to try to
modlfy young Engllsh chlldren s food preferences. He
found that other children were more effective perSuasive
agents tnan adults. Three studies under the direction
.of Kurt‘Lew1n (1958 reprinted) reported that the group
decision method was more effectlve ‘than the lecture- method
in changing the "food habits.of housewives.- An experiment
by Bavelas, Festinger, Woodwa;d and Zander [lcited, }95%)
studied the use of intestinal meats, another'study by-
Radke and Klisurich (1947) investigated increasing the )

use of fresh and evaporated milk and a third experiment -

-

R sl

also by Radke and Kllsurlch (1947) lnvolved persuading
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méthers to suppiement infant diets @ith orange juiée
and cod-live£ oil. - |

Benﬁettr(l955)'evaluating the three Lewinian
stﬁdies fognd that the.group decision method employed
in these studies differe§ from the iecture method not
‘only in terms of the channel variable (the means of’
conveying information), but in terms of three other
variables. Invgn éxtensive study of the four variables
that contribute to the Lewinian group decision method,
,Bennett reported‘that two .0f the factbrs, i.e., grou;- ~
decision as an influence téchniqﬁe and public committmenfh
were found not to be esséntial to the reproduction of
the results.prEVipuslyrfound by Lewin and his co-workers.
However, the combination of the other two variables,.the
process of makiné a decision é;d the degree to which
grouprconseﬁsus ié obtained and pefceived, tégetheé;
préduced differences as largé'as tho;e)reported in tﬁe

AY

three Lewinian experiments. Therefore, in re-evaluating /z
I : o
the Lewinian results in terms of Bennett's findings, the

ﬂgfoup—decision méthod" defined as "decision about
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' 1nd1v1dual goals in a settlng of shared norms regarding

such goals" (Bennett, 1955,.p. 272) is more effective
theh ﬁhe lecture method in changing the.food habité of
houséwives.

In aﬂether study,,Walbeck (1972) founé among
Colombién women that attendance a£ four weekly class

heetings concerning nutrition produced significantly

- greater knowledge and attitude change than non-attendance

at the class meetlngsh However, no significant differences
were.found between the dlfferent types of nutrition
class presentations.

Dge to the lack of s;udies, no‘generalization
can be made cencerniné knowledge apd attitude chaﬂge
that . focuses on nutiition in comparison to other content
areas. It is hoped that the results of this study will

contribute to a better understanding of the protess of

knowledge and attitude change in the area of nutrition.
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A Brief Description of a ) -

~The Research Design

Numerous studies investigating-communication

“u “

source variables and sex variables have been cited.

This doctofal dissertation study examined two levels

of expertise (high and Iow) and two levels of similarity

.

(high and low). Each of the.four experimental treatment
groups .received the same written message which aimed to

produce nutritionally-advantageous changes in nutrition

" knowledge and qttitudés, thle a control group did not

receiye any nutrition message.

In addition, within each experimental treatment
palf the reépondenté received a writfen message attributed
to a~mem@er of théir own sex and_half the respondents
received a written message attriﬁuted to a‘member-of the
opposite sex resulting in a 2 x 2X 2X2 factori&@?
design. After receiving the written communication,ra

qguestionnaire was given to all of the respondents, - \

'experimeﬁtai and control, to measure the effect of sourde }/)

“ «
M T
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- expertise and source-receiver similarity on nutrition

kho&ledge and aptitﬁdes. -

"Hypotheses

On the basis of the preceding discussion, the
followipg,hypbtheses were proposed.

. 1. Respondents receiving a message on nutrition
(thgxsixteen'expgrimenfal conditions) will exhibit
attitudes significantly closer to the position advocated
by‘the éommunicatibn éourcés than respondents not

receiving a nutrition message (the control conditions).

2. Respondents receiving a message on nutrition

(the sixteen experimental conditions) will exhibit - e

significantly greater knowledge scores than respondents
not receiving a nutrition message (the control conditions).

v

3. Respondents in the higb exPerfise condition -
will exhibit sigﬁificantiy greater attiﬁude scoresrthép )
respondents in the low experfise condition. A \
a.. "Respondents in the high similarity condition .
will exhibit significantly greater atﬁfg§ée scores than

respondents in the lq& similarity condition.

g

e
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5. Respondents in the high expertise/low
similérity condition will-exhibit significartly
gfeater aﬁtifude scoreé than respondénts in ‘the low
expertise/high similarity condition.

6.. No significagt diffe;ences‘are expected
ambng'experimental conditions in terms of knoﬁiedge
scores.

7. If females (males) prior to receiving a

K

message are more knowledgeable about nutrition than

.\ .
5

'males (females), which would be determined by}the
performance of the, control groups, then males (females)
_in the experimental’ conditions will exhibit significantly
greater attitude scores than females (maies).

8. If similarity of sex is perceived as the
most salient dimépsioﬁ of the'éource,;then méles will
~ be more influenced by a male.souéce, and females Qill'
bé'more influenced by a female'squrce.‘ .

9. If the sex of the nutrition expert is

perceived as the most salient‘&imension of the source,

and if nutrition experts are pé;éeiGEaﬁas femgie, then
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both maléé.and feméleg will be ﬁore influenced by a’
female séurce thaﬁ by.a malgﬁsoufge._ Comparable results
will occur.if nutrition experts are pgfceived as being

male.




CHAPTER II
, ' METHOD o

Respondents .

Thé'respondents in the study were 184 female and

178 male Gusii secondary school students. Based.upoﬁ a

survey of secondary schools in Kisii District, it was,

.decided that the population-of'the study would consist

‘vof lower-level (Form I and Form II) students from
‘“ﬁarambee (self—helé) secondary schools. It was found_

. that heaith science: which includes nutrition, is studied,
either formally as a’'school subject, or informally by

tﬁe étudents on their own time, in Forms III and IV.
Therefore; the popula@ﬁbn~was %estricted to Forms:I and

| II. it was also discovered that almost half of the

: sﬁﬁdents at government secondary schéols wére‘non;Guéii,
therefore, the.research did not examiné students from A

government schools, but only at private, self-help

harambee schools. Hence, the'fihal Eggfricted populatién

21




fand II harambee secondary school students
| ' ' . '
gbpuiation of ethnically homogeneous students

who had not studied nutrition. -

The Preliminary Phase of the Research

Since the content oﬁ the communication messagé
was on nutrition, the first phase of the research wasr
- to obtain information about the nutrition practices of
the Gusii of Kenya. Discussions were held with Kenya's
chief nutritionist-in.Nairobi, and with the provincial
nutritionist ovaYanza Province in western Kenya.

At the time';his preliminary work was.being
conducted; the Institute for Development Studies, of‘
thé University of Nairobi, was forming a "Nutrition
Stﬁdy Groué" to work on the prohlems of malnutrition
in Kenya. This writer was invited to join éhe Nutrition
Stﬁdy éroup. Discussiohs with doctors, nutritionists;
and o;her nutritiop researchers at mgetings of the
ﬁutrition Study Gréup were helpful during this stage

of the research. Also at this time, Egg:writer.ﬁresented
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a Qorking paper of the proposed research (Féldman, 1973)

at a seminar of the Institute for Developmgﬁﬁéstudies;

Discussions leld at this seminar alsq:p;oved‘to be
"helpful.

In Kisii District, the district of the research,
meetings were held with the two government nutritionists
work;ng iq the district. One of the nutritionists was
working at the district hospital, and the other
nutrit;onist was working at a rural health center.
Consultations were.alsb made with Gusii biologyrand

.

health science teachers,

Development of Research Materials

-

The‘secohd phase of the research was the develop@ent
af reséarhﬁ mater?als. A group of 22 Gusii seéondary
school students in Kisii Distr;i.ctl were asked-to elicit -
a list of similarity aﬁd_expertise characteristics. "Then
the researcher;in conjunction with a number of Gusii .

research assistants greatly expanded the list of _'_/f

characteristics. Additional lists wereralso made of

Eo—

1 e i
. It should be noted that all phases of the research
were conducted in classrooms in Kisii District among Gusii
.-harambee secondary school students.



' chatacteristics were then given to another sample of 42

. ) 24
attitude statements and knowledge questions about

nutrition. . ’ .

The expanded lists of similarjty and expertise

B VSN e

Gusii stu&eﬁts. They were asked to dedide for each
similaiity characteristic, whethér a person ha§ing this
characteristic was similar or different frém them., In
the same fashion, for each gxpertiSe charactefisﬁic they
were asked to decide.whe%her a person having this
gharactgéistic wasrériﬁas not an expert in nutrition.

-

For each chéracterigtic the degree of expertise and

similarity was measured on a five-point scale.

Form of the Attitude Questionnaire

Results from this sample seemed to indicate that
the respondénts were having difficulty utilizing a

five-point attitude scale. Therefore, another samplé

was chosen and given the expertise characteristics, with |

19 students receiving a five-point scale and 15 students . A/’

4

receiving a three-point scale. Sixty (80) expertise
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- characteristics made up each questionnaire form. With

five alternatives, the expected value of each alternatiye

is 12. It was decided that if a respondent chose an

alternative 50 percent or less of the expected value,
. i.e., six or less times, then this was an indicétionm
that fhe»respondEnt was not utilizing all Qf'tﬁe
alternatives, ’ o
Of the 19 respondents receiving the five~point
scale, six respondents chose two alternatives 50 percenﬁ
or less of the expected value, strongly demonstrating
that they were not,utilizing'all'df the alternatives.
A seventh re;pondent»did not.choése one alternative
even once out of 60'items, and an eighth respondent
appeared -to demonstrate a diagonal response pattern
(A-B-C-D-~E). Théiefore, 8/19 ar 42 percent of the
respondents who received a five-point,at;itude scéler
demonstrated difficulty utilizing the five;point scale.
In contrast, of the 15 respondents receiving a

three-point scale, only one respondentvpr seven percent

chose_one alternative. 50 percent or EEBS of the expected
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value, i.e., ten or less times. 1It, therefore, appeared
that the students have difficulty using a five-point

scalé. They had not experiencea attitude scales and '

were hot used to making such fine distinctions.
Examiﬁing.hutritidn'atﬁitudes, it was also found
fhat the students tended to cﬁoose the "agree“‘résponse
ﬁwie than the other twoq responses, "neither égree'nor dis-
agree”" or "disagree." This acquiescence or "yeéfsaying"
may yave been due to their'inexperience with attitude ques-
tionnaires or to the.férﬁ of the questionnaire. 1In an
attempt to reduce this type of response bias, two forms of-
éttitude questionnaires were édmihistered td another sample.
Thi;ty;three‘(é3) re§pongents‘receﬂ&gg(€h$ -
convent;onal~attitudé fo:m,'wiﬁh l-'a,b,c," written
to the right of the attitude statément. The attitude
" form was balanced with 16 respondents reéeiving the
versioén ;here "a" was "agfeg," "b" was "neither agree
nor disﬁgrée{“ éna "c" was "disagree" and 17 respondents

receiving the balanced version where "a" was "disagree," .

[
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1 N L - o s
"b" was "neither disagree nor agree," and "c" was
L]

"agree." o i

A simpiérj and less confusing'fgrm, especially

1

" for .students who have hever responded to an attitude
questioﬁpairé; wag also adminiétefed; In this form
-~each 9£ﬂ£he»three-possible alternafiveé were éléérly

"written-out." gor example:
I like - . .

(a) .soda better than juice.
(b) them both the same.
{¢) juice better than séda.
The respondent was asked to éhoosé the letter with the

" sentence that (s)he most agreed with, by putting a circle

around the letter a, b, or c. This attitude form was

also balanced with 16 of the 31 respondents receiving -

" the above version, and 15 of the 31 respondents receiving -
the version where (a) and (c) were reversed. That is,
I like -

(a)~ “juice better than soda.
(b) them both the same. .

{c) soda better than juice. ™~ o




.' , . | . | | 2

éombining both balanced‘yersions within each-fqrm
over 35 que;tibnngire_itemswproduced'diffe:ent results
for each questionnaire form. Excluding blanks, the

"a, b, c" form results were: 460 (41 percent) agrees,
2771(25‘pércént) neutral, andr394 (35 pé¥cent)ﬂdis§grees.
Excluding blanks, the "written-out" form results were:
400 t37 pegéent) first/third alternative, 272 (25 percent)
v‘second (néutralf,alternative, 407 (38 percent) third/firstf
alternative. In both forms, 25 percent of the responses
ygre the,neuffal o£ miéjié response. Though both forms
wéfe counterfbalanced, the first form, the "a, b, c"

form, proauced greafer "agree" responses than "disagree"
fespon;es (41 percgnt versus 35‘percent). That is,

there were'siightly‘mﬁfe "agree" fesponses than "disagreéJ

‘responses regardless of whether "a" was "agree" or "c

was "agree." Therefore, it appears that the "a, b, ¢
form tends to elicit slightly greater response bias.

The "written-out" form produced about an equal number

of polar fégponses (38 percent versus 37 percent).

L e
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More importantly, in‘debriefiné sessions with
the students who had utilized the."é; b,~c"~form and
Ehe'"written—oht" form, the general oéinion was that
the "written-out" form ﬁas clearer, less confusing and
.easier to un&efstand; A greater degree of conéenéus
of respbnses was aiso‘more apparent among respondents

form.

to the "written-out" form than to the "a, b, ¢
Based on these findings, the "written—out" form was

utilized in the remaining phases of the research.

igg Empirical Détérmination of
Simil;ritz ggg‘ExgerFise

After piloting determined the optimum form of
the attitude qugstiqnnaire, the next phase of the
‘research was to determine which characteristics the
stidents perceived.as high in siﬁilarity, médium-in
similarity, and low in similarity to themselves.
Seventy-three {73) similarity characteristics were
§iv¢n to a samplé of 70 students. The 70 students

consisted of 36 male and 34 female. ‘The students were

. given the following instructions:
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For each characteristic, you may feel that the
person having this characteristic is:-

(a) similar to you )

(b) a little similar and a little different to you

(c) different to you,
Theh they were asked to circle the appropriate letter -
for eachAcharaqteristic. The questionnaire was balanced
with approximately half the students receiving the above
version and the remaining students receiving the alternate
version with

(a) different to.yéu-

(b) a little different and a little similar to you

 {¢) similar to you.

In determining which similafity characteristics
were perceived -as being either similar, neutral, or
different to the’respondents,-the first basic criterion
was that ovér 50 percent of the respondents had to.
classify the characteristic £he same. It was found that )
none of the characteristics were classified as neutral
(a little similar and a little different) by 50 percent

of the respondents. Therefore, a second criterion was

utilized, which was that the characteristic had to be

L ™t

N
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classified iﬁto one category by at least 55 percent of
the total respondents; wiéh less than 20 percent of the
respbndents claésifying the characteristic in the polar
opposite category; For‘example, for the tribe
characterisﬁi; "Gusii" to be accepted as a high
similarify characteristic, more thaﬁ 55 percent of the_l
respondents would have to have classified "Gusii" as
"similar" wifh less than 20 percent of the respondents
classifying Gqsii'as disfferent.

. A third critérioﬁ for acceptance was that for
eéch class of characteristics, at least one charaqteristic
ﬁust be chosen as similar and one charaﬁteristic be
chosen as different.v For example, for the class, tribe,
if Gusii (tribe) was chosen as similar, then anothé;
tribe (eg. Masai) wduld have to héye met the ;écond
criterion as different (i.e., 55 pergént classifying
Masai as different and less than 20 percent classifying:
it as similar) for both Gusii and Masai ta be accepted;

In order to obtain a consensus on similarity

B3

.among the various groups, a fourth consEfisus criterion
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was formulated. At least 50 percent'of. each éroup
(males,'females, Form I andmgbrm II) would have to
classify the characteristic alike withwfewer than 25
percent classifying the'cﬁaraqtéristic in the opposite
direction.

"Based on thesé four critefia, five classes of
similarity characteristics were found: tribe, religion,
pl;ce of birth, landuage knowledge, and age.

In.a similar manner, expertise:characteristics
were determined. Sixty‘(GO) expertisg characteristics

wére given to a sémp}e of 82 students. The 82
'students consisted of 40 males and 42 females. ‘The
sfudents werelgiven tﬁe following instructions:
For each of the characterlstlc; listed below,
'how would you conSLder this person-—
‘(a) Knows very little about human nutrition
(b) Knows some about human nutrition
(¢) Knows very much about human nutrition.
Thén'thgy were asked to circle the appropriate letter

for each characteristic. The questionnaire was balanced

with half the students receiving the above version and

towem 0
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half the students rece1v1ng the alternative version with
(a) and (c) reversed that is.
(A) Knows gg;x much about human nutrltlon

(b) Knows some about human nutrition

(¢) Knows very little about human nutrition.

As with the similarityVcharacteristics, none

of the ekpertise characteristics were classified as
medium in expertise (i.e., knows some about human
nutrition) by 50 percent of the respondents. ‘fherefore,
the main criterion for .acceptance, was tﬁat at least

55 percent of all reeponaents had to classify the
characteristic in one category, with less than 20
éercent of the respondents claseifying the characteristic
in the polar Qéposite eategory. For example, if a World
Health Orgahisation doctor was classified by more than
55 percent-of the réspondents as ‘someone who knows very
,Mucﬁ about human nutrition, and’ was classified by fewer
than 20 percent of the respondents as someone who knows
‘ very little about human nutrltlon, then the World Health

Organisation doctor would be accepted as someone who is

o

.high in expertise.

=
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As with the similaritg characteristics, another
criterion was that at 1east;50 percent of.each group
(malés, females} Fofm I and Form II) would have to
classify alike the characteristic with fewer than 25
percent claésifying the characteristic in the opposite
directioﬁ. | |

Unlike the similarity chafacteristics, the
expertise charactéristics were not groupea into classes.
But, in deciding which -characteristic to aécept, another
cr%;erion was proposed. Since the final communication
source description was to be a description of a supposedly
real person, the set o? characteristics making.up the
description had to mgke sense together. Therefore,
expertise characteristics which fitted all of the above
criteria.éhd which £ogether forméé a coherent reasonablé
description were chosen.

After setting the criteria-for similarity and

expertise, and determining which characteristics met
! B ’ .
these criteria, .a large set of characteristics was found, .

[estig

Four classes of similarity characteristics strongly met

.
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the criteria, and a fif;h class, age, moderately met the
criteria. In détermining an”ekpertise description,
groﬁps.of four‘or five characteristics-made coherent
reasénable dgscriptions. The;efore, two problems haa
to‘be sqlved: (1) Which of the accepted chafacteristics
should ﬁe used? For example,-for the tribal chéracﬁeris—
tics, 52 respondents chose.Maséi as different, and eight 
chose Masai as similar. And 49lrespondents chose Kuria
as different and si3 ¢hose Kuria as similar. Therefore,
which tribe should be used as different, Masai or Kuria?
"‘Z)onﬁld a descriptioﬁ consisting of five characteristics
be stronger than a description consisting of four
chargcteristics?

In-order to solve these two problems, 14 similarity
descriptions made‘;p'of either f;ur or five characteristigs
with different combinationsiéf tribal and:religious
char;cteristics,'and eight expertise descriptions.madé
up of eithgr four or five different characteri;tics were '
given to‘another'sample of 195 students.1.The géneral_

i

finding from this phase of the research, wés that

——
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dasgriptions containing five characteristics produced
stronger results'aad showedrgreater.consénqus than“
descriptions containing four characteristics.

For examplé, responﬁentS‘given the four char-
vacteristics or dissimilar~(different) descriptions
chose different as the appropriate alternative Sé
percent of the time (twp percent chose armilar), while
the respOnQents given‘five characterisrics (age: over
30 years,‘being the fifth characteristic) of dissimilar
(different) descriptions.chose different as the N
appropriafe alternatiye 72 percent of the time (two
perceat cﬁose similar) . Therefore, the number of
cﬁaracteristics chosen-for_the descriptions was five
rather than_.four. Thar ia, high and low, similar and
expert deacriptioas;axl contaiped.five characteristics.

The characteristics that had the strongest‘
respoﬁses,»and which were chosen for the final source
descriptions)are listed below. A summary table of'the
responses tarthe'fOurrsource déscriptionsmara in

e gt

.Appendix A.
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The characteristics of the high similar source were:

& -

Tribe: Gusii

Place of Birth and Grew Up in: -Kisii District
Language: EkeGusii o -
‘Religion: Christian

Age: Under 30 years old.
The characteristics of the low similar source were:

Tribe: . Masai ,
Place of Birth and Grew Up in: City of Nairobi
Language: Masai o

Religion: not a Christian

Age: Over 30 Yeérs old.
The characteristics of the high expert source were: -

1) World Health Orgénisation Doctor

2) Teaches human nudtrition at a nutrition college
'3) Wrote a textbook on human nutrition

‘4) Worked at Kenyatta Hospital in human nutrition

5) Taught human nutrition.at Kenyatta Hospital
The characteristics of the low expert source were:

1) Clothing Shopkeeper

2) Helped a shopkeeper in a clothing shop . (
3) Been_a trader

4) Been a farmer

3

5) Worked in a coffee processing faetory =
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V;t,shohld be noted that the similarity deécriptions and
ﬁhe_expertise descriptions weigfexamined separately.
In_ the final phase of the study, the similarity
descriptions and the expertise descriptio;s were

combined.

The Development of the Message

The next phase of'the reéearch was the developmen£
of a communication sased on the deficiencies in the
students' knowledge of proper nutrition and a-messaée
advocating nutritious foods for which thé"étudepts hold
negative attitudes. Therefore, 'a 1afge battery of. -
knoﬁlédgejquestipns and attitude statements were giQén
to sdwples of s£udents;

‘A set of knowledge quéstions were given to a
sample of 65 student;.. For é kpowiedge question to be
acqeéted,,at least 2/3 of the total sample had to answer-
the quegtion incorrectly. Iﬁ;addition, a second criteridn
was formﬁlateg that at least 60 percent of éach group
(males, Females, Form I and Form Ii) had to, answer the

N 2™

question incorrectly. After selecting the quéstions;
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it was found £hat only 19 percent of the seiected questions
Qere—on.tﬂéAaveragelanéwered CQ{EéCtlyc that'is,'el péfcent
of the seiected qugstions wer; answered incbrreétly or not
answered.

Attiéude statements were given to a sample 70
students. For #n attitude statement to be selected,
fewer than 25 percent of thé total sample had to agree
with the statements. 'A second criterion was that fewer
than 30 peréent of_each'grgup (males, females, Form I
and Form II) héd to agréé wi{h the statement for it to
be acc;pted. . After selecting the statements, it was
foﬁﬁd that an average of 13 percent of the statements
':were aqreed upon by the tofal sample.

After qptaining all of the acceptable knéwfgdge
quéstions and all‘o§ the acceptable attitgde statements,
£he next steb waé,to develop a communication on a single
'topic. That is, to develop é meésage on a.topic which‘
the stuéénts both lacked knowiedge (as demonstrated by
incorrect answers on the knowledge questions) aﬂd held‘

negative attitudes (as demonstrated by the-attitude
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stateménts on food preferences.)
An informational (non—eﬁotional) message was

>

written about the vitamin:content of fresh fruits and.
vegetables that are found in Kisii Distriét. Another
sample of 67 students received a copy of the message,
to Qetermine whether the message-was readable and easy
to understand. Of the 67 students, 31 stu@ents received
the message together with knowledge questions about
the message. Results of.their post-message responses
;howed that 78 percent of Ehe gquestions were answered
corréctly. The remaining 36 students did not receive
the knowledge questions until they had read the written
message and the message was removed froﬁ them. That is,
they answered_the questions.without the message in view.
In this condition, 71-percent of the éuestions were
énswered correctly. *

,It, therefére, appeared that oﬁ the average, thei
students were able to comprehené and ieérn the information

of the messagé based upon the result that approximateiy‘

75 percent'of the questions were answered..correctly

5
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W(the“raﬁgE"af'individual‘questioné answered cofrectly'
was from'43 percentﬂts 88 percent). It should be noted
that the message was read by the students without a
soﬁréé aé;ociated with the message.

Minor wo£d<modifications gere made in the messaée

and a\"dry—#un" of the final phase of‘the study was‘
conductéd. This dry-run was heélpful to familiarize

the administrators with the final phase of the study

and with the materials and the procedures.
. 1 .
Materials™ and Setting

A sample of 362 Form I and Forﬁ II harambee
secondary school studénts-took part in the final
phase 6f the‘research..‘There were 331 experimental
respondents ané 31 control respondgnﬁs. .The studentg
attended four sgcondary schools in Kisii District. A

* Male and’female respondents were randomly assigned to

either a control.group, which did not receive a communica-

tion message—ormtouone—oﬁweight-experimentalmtreatmenté:,”“

(1) high similar/high expert/male, - (2) highr§imilar/high

-

The communication materials are found in

-Appendix B.
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: e#pert/female, (3) high simila;/;ow expert/ﬁale, (4) high
similar/loQ equf&/fé@ale, (5) }QQ similar/high expert/
male, (6)4low-simi1a£/high exéert/female, £7) low
§imila;/low expé;t/male and (8) 10Q similar/low expert/
female. That is; the communication source varied in .
termsgof high or‘low similarit&,rhigh or‘low experfise,

and whether the sex of the sougce was male or.female.
Each_of the eightiexperimental treatments consistéd of
~about 40 respondengs‘(zo male and 20 fémale).l The

. 2
control.group\of 31 resﬁondénts consistéd of 15 male

3

and 1é female réspondent;.

Since each source deécription-contained both"a_
" similarity déécriétion ané an éxpertise description,
the manner in which the source was described was
controlled. That is, within each of:the eight experimental
treatments, half of the descriptions had the simiiarity
aéscription first and the expertise description second

while the other half had the expertise description first,

and the similarity description second.

lrhe -data for all-the experimental and control
respondents sare found in Appendix C.
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Since.both attitudes and knowleagé were being
measured, to contr61 for a Rgésiblg‘primacy and/or
¥ee;nc§ éffeég;maféer reaéing the message, half of the
respondents received the attitude statements first
knowledge queétions seconé and the remaining half of
the respondents received the knowlédge questions first
attitude statements second; The attitude statements
were presented in the "written-out" form and wére
balanced, that is, half of the respondénts received
the statements with the élternativés "(a)" and "(e)"

r

reversed.

Classroom Procedure

s 1 :
An administrator went into each classroom and

30 students were fandomly selected: 28 experimental

respondents and two control respondents. The students

were spread out as far as possible within each classrodm.

.

The administrator introduced himself and told the

students that he was interested in finding out how they

felt about various topics and that they were going

[

to read some materials.

lihe administrators were Gusii, males who had

recently graduated from secondary school.
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.'Then three pages were distributed toveaEh of the

28 experiméntél résp&gdents.'AAil of the materials
réceiVed by th; respondents ({experimental and control)
‘weré numbered. .Thisvw;s to enhance the students’
belief that eacﬁ student received a unique set of
‘materials{; On page one of the first set of materiéls
was a short introductory statement, on pagé two was the
descriptidn of theVSOurce,|and'on page threé were
,further instrﬁctions. The two'coﬁtrol rgspondents,

at the same time, received'eithér the attitude
statéments or the knowledge qgestiqné#

After the expefimental respondents finished
reading the threé pages,-they xeceived a one page
written message about proper nutrition. The description
ofuthe source)remainea wi£h the resbondents as they
read the megéage.

"After the experimental respondents read the
message,.both the message and the source description

were collected. It took approximately ten minutes to

read the message. After the message and “gburce
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description were collected the experimental respondents

‘received either attitude statements or knowledge questions.

After the experihental anaAcontrol respondents finished
filliné-out one section (either attitude ér kﬁowledge)
then this section wasAcollected. Next, they received
the secon& section (either knowiedge oriattitude);
Since all of the materials were numberéé, this ensured
that each respondeﬁt received both attitude statements
and knowledge questions.:

L After the second sgection was collected, a third
section, or set of materials were distribﬁted. This(
third sec;ion cqnsisted_of statements of behavioral
intent and baciéroupd‘information about the respondents.
In addition, -the experimental réspondents‘received
statements concerniné (1) their péécepfion of the
source's similarity to them, (2) their perception of

the source's expertige in the area of nutrition, (3)

their evaluation of the source (in terms of cleverness

(i.e., how smart), likeability, honesty and believability),

and (4) their evaluation of the messagé’fzﬁ tefmS\gf

v
/
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whethér the messaée made. sense and was easy to understand).
These statements Wefe presented. in the "written-out" form
and ﬁere balanced, that is,'ﬁalf of the respondents
received the statements with thg alternatives "(é)" and
"(c) " reversed; The experimental respondents also
received a set of questions inténded to test wgether
they .could correctly identify the source in terms of-

sex, ethnicity (similarity. dimension), age (similarity

diﬁensiop), present occupation (expertise dimension),
and former occupation‘(exéertise dimension) .

After all of tﬁe students coﬁpleted the last
séction, the studeﬁts were thanked for taking part
-in the study ana explaiged the natu?e of the research.
Sﬁortly after the study was completed all of the schools,
including the schools which took pﬁrt in the piloting and
exploratory phases of the stgdy, received a variety of

books for their school libraries as a way of thanking

them for Eaking part in the investigation{




‘CHAPTER III .
RESULTS -

A sample of 36é respondents (331 experimental
and 31 control) received attitude statements, knowledge
Questibns, and message‘and source evaluation materials.
The attitude section consisted of 17 attitude statements.

The poésible range of scores was from 17 to 51; the

cbtained experimeﬁtal conditions scores ranged from 21
to 51 with 'a mean score of 38.7 and standard deviation
0f 6.6. The KQde;fRichérdson 20 reli‘;ability equalled
.77, |

‘The knowledge section consisted of 17 knowledge
questions. Tﬁe possible range of spores:was from 0 to
17; the obtained séores from the e#perimental conditions
ranged ?rom 2 té 17 with a mean of 10.3 and a standard
deviation of 3.3. Thé-Kuder-Richardson>20 reliability

equailéd .71.-

47
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Exgerimental versus Control

To test the~differehce between experimental and

control‘conditions‘Dunnett's t statistic (Winer, 1971,-

p. 201) Qas emplqyed. Each comparison was made between
the ioweét experimental group écore and the appropriate
control group. For each sex there were eight experimental
groups (similarity (2) ﬁ& expertisé (2) by sex of source
“(2)) and one tontrol group. Examining attitude scores
among male respondents ;egulted in a significant
difference (t = 5.0, df = 8, p<.005.) The attitude
difference between feﬁale experimentgl-and control
respondents was also sigm',flic'ant with £ = 3.2, df = 8,
P<.005. The.knowledge differenge between male experimental
and control respondents was significant with t = 6.9,

df = 8, p<.005. The knowledge différence between
.exéerimeﬂtal and control female respondents was also
signific;nt with & = 5.9,‘g; = 8, p<.005. Therefofe,

the difference between the experimental conditioﬁs and

the control conditions were significant for'bpth male

o

s
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and female respondents in both attitudes and knowledge;

thus hypotheses one and two were confirmed.

.y

. Validation of Iﬁdegendent Variables

The independént manipulations were source-receiver
similarity, sourcezexpertise and sex of source. A chi-
square analysis was employed to test whether the high
similar treatment condition was perceived as higher in

oy

source-receiver similarity than the low similar treatment

condition. The result was significant with §2 = 18.2,

ag = 2, ;g<.001.l
To test whéthér the high exéertise treatment

condition was  perceived as higher in source'expertise

thaﬁ the low expertiée treatment condition a chi-square

analysis waé used. The result was ;ignificant with

32 = 31.6, df = 2, _g<.001.2

v A chi-square analysis was also employed to tesf

whether the reépondents correctly identified the sex of

the source.‘»The result was significant with §2 = 151.4,

df = l; p<.001l. Therefore, the respogdsgﬁs (i) peréeived-

the high similar source higher in similarity than the low

1The high similar source was perceived higher in
similarity than the low similar source.

2The high expert source was perceived higher in
expertise than the low expert source.



similar source, (ii) perceived the high expert source
higher in expertise than the “low expert source and
(iii) correctly identified the sex of the source.

Hence, the independent variables were successfully

manipulatéd and validated.

Experimental Results--Attitudes

To determine the statistical significénce and

i

contribution of each of the independent treatmeﬁt

variables, ;s well és'the'interaction of the variables,
. the'general.linear hypothesié model-was employed.
Utilizing the BMDOS5V p;ogram (Dixon, 1970) the fopllowing
résuits were obtained for attitudes (see Table 1).
Sex of subject was a sign%ficant factor. Malé

-.subjects had higher attitude scores than female subjects
(the male mean score was 39.6 and the female mean score

was 37,.8)._]T
Since thl\male‘students came from two predominantly '

male schools and the female students came from two

predominantly female schools, an examination was made

s

/
i

" lIt should be noted that no significant attitude

difference was found between male and female control
groups, t<1.0, 4f = 1/29, n.s.
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/}%“ﬁ Table 1
Summary Analysis of -Attitude Change
éeneral Lineéf'Hypothesis
Variable dasf 8s M O E ot
Similarity (a) 1 52.1 52,1 1.3
Expertisev (B) 1 69.1 69.1 1;7
Sex of Source (C) 1 54.1 54.1 1.3 .
Sex of Subject (D) 1 290.5 290.5 7.0%* 017
AXB o 1 201.8 201.8 4.8%  .0ll
AxXC 1 66.7 66.7 1.6
AXD 1 10.4 10.4 <1.0
BXC 1 123.5 123.5 3.0
B XD 1 18.5  18.5 <1.0 .
C.X D 1 25.9  25.9 <1.0
AXBXC 1 110.5 110.5 2.7
AXBXD 1 .19.9 19.9 <1.0
AXCXD 1 . 31.0 31.0 <1.0
BX CXD 1 136.7, 136.7 3.3
AXBXCXD 1 ' 86.7  86.7 2.1
Error- 315 13148.2 - 41.7
* p<.05 .

**% _p<.0l
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to determine whether the se# difference held across
séhoels (see Table-2). An analysis of a school effect

£ = 3/327,

for attitude scores was significant, F = 3.2,
P <.025;‘ No school effect was found for knowledge scores,
F = 1.2, df = 3/327, n.s. o -

No‘significent difference was found between the
twé male schools end no significant difference w;s found .
between the two femele schoole. The higher scoriﬁg male
school was eignificantlylﬂif%erent from both the female
schools, and the lower‘scofing female school'Qas
significantly different from both the male schools.
Though the lower scoring male school had a higher mean
attitqae score (39r2) then the higher scoring female
school (38.1), the differenqe was eot significant.
Therefo#e, though the“difference between the ﬁale and
female’sgbﬁects may be due to é sex differeﬁce. There-
fore, the differeﬁce‘between the male and female subjects-
may be due to a sex difference or to a school difference.

The results from the general linear hypothesis

Bl

model failed to confirm hypotheses three *and four, that




Table 2 *
Differences in Sek—School Attitude Mean Scores

Tested by Duncan's New Multiple Range Test

Male School-1
X = 40,519
(N=54)

DIFFERENCE
Male Sch—l
Male Sch-2
Female Sch-1
Female Sch-2

Male School-2 Female School-1l "~ Female Scﬁoolfg
X =.39.174 X = 38.144 X = 36,735
(N=109) . - (N=111) ’ (w=49)
Male Sch-1 Male Sch-2 . Female Sch-1 Female §gg{g
. . 1.345 o T2.375% o 3,748
- ' 1:030 2.439%
- 1.409!

*p<.05
**g<,01

E—

€S
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is, there was neithep'a first-order effect for expertise
nor for similarity\(see Figure™1l).

A similaritj by expertise interacti&ﬁ effect,
however; was evident. To determine the source of the
effect Duncan's New Multiple Range Test (Kirk, 1968,

P. 93) was.empldyéd to examine ail pairwise tcomparisons
. -
-among the means (see Table 3). The Low Similar/High
Expert condition and the High Similar/Low Expert
condition showed signiﬁichntly greater mean scores than
the Low Similar/Low Expert condition.‘ Though the High
Néiﬁiiér/ﬁiéﬂwﬁiﬁertrcénditién mean score was greater
than £he Low Similar/Low Expert condition's mean score,
it did not reach .05 level of significche. It did
however reach the .10 level.of significance. The
relationshipAbetween tgese means is:shown in Figure 1.
The results from Duncan's test therefore failed to
~confirm hypothesis fiée, that is, thére was no

significant difference between the High Similar/Low

Expert condition and the Low Similar/High Expert condition. -

g

» -
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Table 3

Similarity X Expertise Attitude Mean Scores

Tested by Duncan's New Multiple Range.Test

LoSim,HiEXp

HiSim, LOExp

HiSim HiExp -

LoSim, LoExp

X = 39.488 X = 39.349 X = 38.776 X'= 37.049

(N=82)' (N=83) (N=85) (N=81)
DIFFERENCE Losim,HiExg ‘HiSim, I,oExp HiSim,HiExE LoSim, LOEXp
LoSim, HiExp ) 0:139 0.712 2.439%%
HiSim, LOEXp 0.573 2.300%%
HiSim, HiExp - l.727%
LoSim, LOEXpP :

* p<.10
*% p<.05"

1
“u
L

9s
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E&gerimental Results--Knowledge

.

The general~liﬁear hypo@hésis model was #tiligéd
in dete#mining knowledge score,regults (see Table 4).
No significant results were found and hypothesis six
was confirmed. It should also be noted that no signif-
icant knowledge difference was found bétween the male
and female control groups, t<l1.0, df = 1/29, n.s.,
therefore, the antecedent clause of hypothesis sevén

was not satisfied, and thus, it is not possible to

test hypothesis seven.

Degree of Association

The relationship or degree of association among
vthe different variables was examined. The two main
dependent variables under investigation were attituées
and knowledge. The Pearson correlation between attitudes
and knowledge was r = .48, which was significant, §<.001.
Statement; coﬁcerning behavioral inteﬁt were also

examined and the Pearson correlation between attitudes

and behavioral intent was significant with % = .52, p<.o01,

. S




Table 4
Summary Analysis of Knowledge Change

General Linear Hypothesis

Variable . af S8 : MS F
Similarity (a) 1 6.4 6.4 <1.0
Expertise (B) 1 22.9 22.9 2.1
Sex of Source (C) 1 0.1 0.1 <l.0
Sex of Subject (D) 1 28.7 28.7 2.6
AXB 1 2.8 2.8 <1.0
AXC 1 25.0 25.0 2.3
AXD 1 " 30.4 T 30.4 2.8
BX C 1 4.9 4.9 <1.0
BXD 1 0.1 0.1 <1.0
CXD 1 4.0 4.0 <1.0
AXBXC 1 11.1 11.1 1.0
‘A X B X.D 1 11.9 11.9 1.1
AXCXD 1 5.5 5.5 <1.0
BXCXD ‘ 1 30.8 ©30.8 2.8
‘AXBXCXD 1 4.8 4.8 <1.0
Error 315 3453.1 11.0
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and the Pearson correlation between knowledge and

. behavioral intent was significant-with r = .28, p<.00l.

‘In Appendix D the point-biserial correlations .
between attitudes and knowledge, and perception of
simiiarity, perceétion of expertise, source evaluation,
message eva;ﬁation, and knowledgeidf source are shown.
The general finding is that perception of e#pertise,
source evaluation, meésage evaluation, and source
knowledge are all significantly and positively related
to bot@ attitude and kno&ledée scores. Perception of
similariﬁy, however, is npt significantly related to
eithér attitude or knowledge scores.

.Appendix E presepts the relationship between
the independent.variables (source~receiver similarity,
source”exﬁertise,'sex of source, and‘éex of subject)
and the dependent variables concerned wiph source and
message evaluation and perception (perception of

similarity, perception of expertise, source evaluation,

message evaluation, and knowledge of source).

P
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As reported above in ‘the disc&gg;g;'of the
manipulation of the independent-variables, the high
similar source was perceived to>be higher .in similarity
than the low similar source, and the high éxpert source
was perceived‘po'be higher in expertise than the low
expert source. It was also fouﬂd that the high expert
source and the high similar source were evaluated higher‘
in terms of source eﬁéiuation thah the low expert source
and low similar source, respectively. That is, the '
high Expert source and the high similar source were
evaluated in terms of the four-item evaluation list as
being more clever (smarter), more likeable, more honest
and more believable thén the low expert source and the
low similar source, respectively.

Perceived simiiarity was ﬂoftrelated to sex of
" source for either male or female subjects. That is,
male subjects did not éerceivé the male sourcé as being
more similar than the'female source for all values (3)
of perceiveq sipi}arity, gz = 3.2, df = 2, n.s. and for

the wrecoded (high versus low) values, 32';"5;6; df = 1, n.s.




61

‘ Female subjects did not perceive the* female source as

being more similar fhan_the male-source for all values
. ;

(3) of perceived similarity, zz = 1.3, df =. 2, n.s. and

for the recoded (high versus low) values, 52 = 0.6, df =

1, n.s. Therefore, sourcé-receiver similarity due to sex

was not peréeived as a salient dimension and the antécedent

clause of hypothesis éiéht was not satisé;éd, andvthus,

it is not possible to test hypothesis eight.
Also,.according to' Appendix E, no significant

relatignship was found between sex of source and

perceived expertise for all values of perceived

expertise (3), gz'= 0.2, 4f = 2, n.s., and for the

‘rgcoded (high versus low) values, 3? = 0.1, d£ = 1, n.s.
That is, male sources were not perceived as knowing more
ab;ut nutrition than fémale sources,;and female sources
,were not perceived as knowing more about nutrition than
male soufces. gherefore, the sex of gource was not

related te nutrition expertise and the antecedent clause

of hypothesis nine was not satisfied, and thus, it is

| -
ey

not possible to test hypothesis nine.
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Appendix F presents the relationship between
the source and messagé evaluatioﬁ and perception
variables. The results of chi-square analyses show
that all of the variables, except knéwledge of source,

are significantly related to each other.

Order and Form Effects

.

To control fqr a possible order effect, each
source description Qas balanced. That is, half the
descriptions had the simiiarity description first
expertise description second and the remaining half had
thé expertise descriptioh first simila#ity description
seeond. No significant difference in order effect on.
attitude scores was found, t = 0.2, 4f = 329, n.s.
Also, . no significant difference in order effect on
knowledge scores was evident, t = 0.8, df = 329, n.s.

Both attitudes and kﬁowledge were measured.

To control for a possible order effect, half of the
respondents received the attitude statements first

knowledge questions second and the remaining:half of

the respondents received the knowledge questions first
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attitude ééatemeﬁts second. A significant order effect
was found with attitudé 9c9res;ﬁgi= 3.9, 4f = 329, p<
.005 and a significant order effect was found with
knowledge scores, t = 4.1, df = 329, p<.005.

In both cgsesva primacy effect was qund. The
respondents'who‘réceived the attitude statements first
had higher mean attitude scores (39.8) than the
respondents wpo received the attitude statements
second (37.6). The respondents who received the
knowlgdge questions firét h;d higher mean knowledge
scores (11.1) than the respondents who-received the
knowledge quéstions second (9.6). For all subjects
i the correlation bétween aétitudes and knowledge was

.48. For subjects who received attitude measure first/
knowledge measure second the correlation betwegn attitudes
and knowledge was .55 For subjects who received the
kndwledgé measure first/attitude measure second the
correlation between attitudes and knowleage was .53.
7 Testing the difference between the two‘indepgﬁdent

correlations (i.e., between the attitude £iFfst/knowledge
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second group and thé knowledge first/attitude second
group) was not sigﬁificant, with 2z<1l.. Therefore, the
order of the measures did not effect the correlations -
between the variables.

In addition, the form of the attitude statements
was balanced with half the respondents receiving the
statements with the alternatives “(a)" and "(c)" reversed.
No form effect was found with t = 1.1, df = 329, n.s.
Also, a third set of materials, statements concerning
perception of source siﬁilafity, perception of source
expertise, source eQaluation, message evaluation and
behavioral intent were also balanced with half of the
respondents recei&ing the.statements with the alter;;tives
"(a)" and "(c)!" reversed. None of these statements
showed a form effect.

. Therefore, the materials, as a whole, exhibited
no form effect, and no order effect Was_founa for source
description. However, a strong attitude/knowledge order

effect was found. A primacy effect was evident with

higher scores on the first set of materiaigﬂkeffﬁer
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attitudes or knowledge) than on the second set of

materials. ’ -
Other Results =

Sincé %he-respondents of the study were students
from the first and second year of secondary schocl, an
analysis was done t§ determine whether a significant
difference existed between first and second year students
in terms of mean attitude and knowledge scores. No
significant difference was.found for attitude ;cores,

t = 0.8, df = 329, n.s. and no significant difference
was found for knowledge séores, £'= 0.5, df = 329, n.s.

An examination was-made of the contribution of‘
all of éhe variables of fhe study in determining attiéude
and knowledge séores.‘ An overall mui;iple regression
equation for detefmining attitude scores using 16
Variableslﬁas found to be significant, F = 2.65, df =
16/314, p<.00l. Knowledge of source (SOURCEKN), attitude/
knowledge order }ORDATKN), and sex of subject (SUBJSEX)

were all found t6 make significant contributions (see

Appendix G). The total amount of variance explained
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by the multiple regression equation (total R square)

equalled 0.12, ) -
- . . -
An overall multiple regression equation for
determining knowledge scores using 14 variables was
also found to be ;ignificant, F = 4.29, 4f = 14/31e6,
p<.001. Attitude/knowledge order (ORDATKN), messagé
evaluation (MESEVAL), knowledge of source (SOURCEKN),
and sex of subject (éUBJSEX) were all found to make
significant contributions .see Appendix H). The total
amount of variance expléinea by the multiple regression
+ " equation (total K square) equalled 0.16.
! The source and message evaluations and perceptions
"were recoded to binary vaiues and new multiple regression
equations were determined. Using 15 variables an overall
multiple regression eqdation for detérmining attitude
scores was found to be significdant, F = 3.39, 4f = 15/315,
p<.001. Attitude/knowleage'order (ORDATKN) , message
‘evaluation (MESEVAL), sex of subject (SUBJSEX), and

knowledge of source (SOURCEKN) made.significant

contributions (see Appendix I). TheAtotaihgﬁount of

~
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Qariance explained by the multiple regression equation
- (total square) equélléd 0.4, ..

_ Using 16 variables an overall mulfiple‘regression
equation for determining knowledge scores was found to be
significant, F = 3’.86;, daf - 16/314,7_E<.001. Attitude/
knowledge (ORDATKN) , perception of source expertise
(EXPPERC), message evaluation (MESEVAL), and knowledge
of source (SOURCEKN) made significant contributions *
(see appendix J). The total amount of variance explained
by the multiple regressioﬁ eqﬁation (totall2 square)
equalled 0.16. Thereforéh in general, multiple regression
equatioﬁs for both attitudes and knowledge explain less

than 20 percent of the variance.




CEAPTER..IV
DISCUSS ION b

The primary object of this study was to assess
the influence of source-receiver similarity and source
exéertise on knowledge and attitude change in a non-
western society. The general findingé in the area of
attiétude change in western societies are: (i) the
greater the perceived simiiarity of the source to the
receiver, the greater the attitudinal change toward the
position advocated by the source ‘and (ii) the greater
the perceived expertise of -the sggrce, the gréater the
‘attitudinal change toward the position advocated by thé

N
_ source. — . . -

The results fér this study report neither a
main effect for similarity nor for expgrtise. However,
a similarity-by-expertise interaction was found. A
source which was both low in similarity and low in

expertigse induced less attitude change thag sources

which were either low similar/high expert, high

68
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similar/léw expeft; or high similar/high expert. The
failuré to obtain similarity énd'expertise main effects
does not weaken the results of the study because (i)
the inteéraction of similarity and expertise had not
been previously ¥e§orted, and thefefore} it was not
known whether main effects would appear when both
similarity and expertise characteristics were present,
an? (ii) the similarity-by-expertise interaction found
in this study was readily-interprgtable and consistent
with past attitudinal geseaich.

In terms of expertise, if a low expert was also
highly similar, than the source was as influential as a
high expért source. That.is, Gusii secondary school.
students were persuaded comparably by a non-expert
{clothing shopkeeper) Gusii as by a"éoctor (whether
high or low similar).

In terms of similarity, if a low similaf source
was at tﬁe same time an expert, than the source was as
influential as a high similar source. Tpat_is, Gusii

secondary school students were persuaded Eﬁﬁbarably by
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a non-Gusii (Masai) doctor as by a Gusii communicator
{(whether high‘or low éxpert). ,I# 6ther wordétofor
Gusii secondary school students an outsider was
signif{céntly ipfluential if the outsider was an
expert. If the éoﬁhunicator wereran ingider, then
his/her degree of expertise was'épparéntly irrelevaﬁt.
Therefore, it appears that a source having at least one
favorable attribute (i.e., high similarity and/or high
expe;tise) is at advantage in changing the attitgdes
of Gusii seéondary schoél séudents.

Past.studies have not reported similarity-by-
expertise interactions. A study by Aronson and Golden
(1962) , however, elosely ;pproximates a similarity-by-
expertise approach. Their subjects were white sixth-
grade American students. - Their sources varied in terms
of expertise (high — engineer, low -— dishwasher) and
race (white versus black). If it can be éssumed that.
the”white students.perceived the white communicator to

be more similar than the black communicator {(Aronson

and Golden's measure of the students' prejiidice to
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blacks seems to'confirm this) %hen this study exaﬁines )
the;similarity—by—éxéertise interaction.

Aronson and Golden fail to report, and/or compute
the resglts of significant tests on main effects, that
is, expertise aﬁd }ace (similarity). BHowever, they do
mention that £he engineé} (highAexpert) induced gréater
attitude change than the dishwasher (low expert), but do
not report whether the difference was significant.

They do report no significant differences between
tﬁe high similar/high éxpeft (white engineer) and either
the high similar/low expert (white dishwasher) or‘the
low similar/high expert (black engineer). They also
report no sigg}ficant difference between the high
similgr/low expert and the low similar/high expeft.

These were the same_résults reportéé in this study
(see Table 3).

‘Significant differences were found between the
low similar/low expert and the other three éources, '
that is, the high similar/high expert, lqw similar/high

expert and high similar/lgw expert. Henégf“the findings
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in the Aronson and Golden study are in the sdme direction
as this study—-the'siénificant_finéings in ﬁbth_studies
were the same, however, the level of significance differed.

'In conclusion, if a source ha; at least one
favorable qualit§ feither high siﬁilar and/or high
expertise) then the éource is likely to induce mo¥é
attitude change than a source with no favorable qualities

(low similar and/or low expertise.)

Degree of Association

‘.A hiéﬁvaééiééwﬁf”aSEééiatiqn between attitude
change and perception of expertise, soﬁrce evaluation,
message evaluation; and knowledge of source was found.
These ?esults can be inferpreted in terms of cogniti&e
dissonance thébry, as proposed by Festinger and Aronson
(1968) . Dissonance is produced when an individual‘

* recéives a message discrepant from the individual's
position. Alternative modes of dissonance reduction

are (i) attitude change, (ii) derogation of the source,

(iii) derogation of the message, (iv) chang{ng the
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sourée's attitudeé and (v) seeking social support.
In this study, as in mos£ attitudeméhapge studies,
"changing 'the Source's attitudes" and "seeking social
suppor£f weére unavailable modes of dissonance reduction
since the receivérs'oé the message wére not allowed/
unable to communicate with either the source or other
people. - Therefore, according to cognitive dissonance
theory, the only available modes of dissonance reduction
was attitude change or derogation (or devaluation).
A significant positive'relation was found between
_attitudes and perception of expertise, source evaluation,
message evaluation and knowledge of source. That is,
the higher thé atti£ude sqoge, éhe higher the evaluation
‘of the source and message. Respondents with lower post-
‘communication attitude scores tended to evaluate both
the source and the message lower than respondents with
higher attitude scores. That is, the lower attitude
scoring respondents, may have tended to utilize devaluation

or derogation of the source and}message as a mode of

dissonance reduction more than the higher attifude
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‘scoring responaents.l Therefofe, the relationship between attitude
change scores and sourcé and messgée evaluation or
derogation found in this study is also consiitent with
a cognitive dissonance interpretation.

This relationéhip is al'so consistent with a
stimulus-response-reinforcement approach. This approéch
views source characteristics and message content as
stimuli, and attitudes ‘as responses. Attitude change
(response) occurs when the stimuli are associated Qith
incentives. Té guote Insko, ﬁThe persuasive communication
may proJide incentives in Fhe form of arguments‘or
r:gsons th the advocated point of view should bé
accepted, or the pefsuasiye-communicatién may arouse
eépectationé of phenomena that are reinforcing (incentives)

‘or that in the past have been associatéd with reinforce-
ment" ~(1967, p. 14).

Sources which are evaluated highly (i.e., high

expert and/or high,similgr sources), are sourcesbwhich
’ 4

have been associated with positive reinforcement. For

example, to quote Insko, "Since experts are‘th6u§ht of
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as usually being right, and since the expectation of
being righf“has been_assdciated wifyireinforcement,
conclusions aévocated by expert égurces will, other
things being equal, be;more readily accepted tﬁén
conclusions advocated by nonexpert sources" (1967,

p. 14)._ An equivalent argument could be used for

similar sources. Therefofe, stimulus-response theory

wb ld conclude that greater attitude change would occur
with higher evaluated sources (i.e., sburces associated
with positive reinforcement) than lower_evaluated sources.

Hence, this reiationship can be interpreted in terms of

stimulus-response theory.

Sex-School Differences

A signifigant main effect for sex was found.s
Gusii male secondary schoél students e#gibited hiéher
attitude scores than Gusii female secondary school
students. ﬁowever, upon further investiéation it seems
that the differénce between the male and female students may

) ) Ll
be due to either a sex difference or to a school difference.

t
R —
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Past research examining sex'differences has
reported either that femeles are more persuasible than
males (egé. Janis and Field (1959) and King (1959)),
or no significant differences in persuasibility between
males and females (égé. Andersen (1961) and Abelson and
Lesser (1959)); The trend from this stuay, however, |
differs from these findings. '
In explaining wﬁy females may be more persuasible
than males in American society, Aronson suggests, "This
is probably because, in our society, women are socialized
. ) L
.to be more submissive and less skeptical than men, and
are rewarded for submissiveness rather than assertiveness"
(1972, p..-80). In Gusii society women are also socialized
to be more submissive and less ekeptical than men.
Therefore, the feported tiend that Gueiﬁ males were
mqre persuaded tﬁan Gusii females cannot be explained
due to sociélization, since Gusii males are not socialized
to be more submissive and less skeptical.
A ;Feldman (1972) exaﬁining traditionalfmo§ern

attitudes between male and female lower leveiMTForm I
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and Form II) Gusii secondary school §tuden£s reported
ﬂo significant sex differences. Therefore, the
difference'betﬁeen male and female persuasibility
cannot be explained due to any differential in
modernization of attithdes.

In a fﬁrther examination Qf'male and female
persuasibility, Aronson (1972) suggests that people
may be more persuasible on topiés that they are less

knowledgeable or 1less interested.l The message content

~in this study was based upon an extensive piloting.of

the.knowledge of male and female students. The message
content was based upon questions that were incorrectly
answered by both male and female students. Also, no
significant differences were found in knowledge scores
be{ween male and female cdﬁtrol subjecté. Therefére,
the difference between male and female attitudes cannot
be attributed to differences prior to the communication,
or in fact to differences after reading the me;sage,

since no significant sex difference was found for

. -
e 35"

knowledge séores of the experimental groups. Hence,

lInterest in the topic under consideration was -
ndt examined, therefore, no conclusions can be made
whether male and female students differed in terms of

‘interest in nutrition.

-
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comparison of male and female Gusii.socialization,
-moéernization and knowledge do not-readily explain
differehces in persuasibil;£y. Therefore, the,discussion
) . e
returns to the examination of school differences.

All of the seEondary schools were self-help
harambee schoels in Kisii Districf-and all of the
teachers at these schools were African. In egaminingA
the schools for any‘apﬁarent differences, it was noticed
that of the four secondary schools, the lower scoring
- female echool had the largest number of non-Gusii
. students and was the geographically closést to Masailana
{the low similar source was Masai). ;t was found that
the lower scoring female school students were persuaded
least by the Masai source of the four schools. Their
‘mean attitude ecore for éhe low similéi Masai source
was 35.5, compared with 38.2, 38.8, and ?9.1 for the
ether three schools.

It is possible that feﬁale Gusil students

exposed 'to other ethnicétribal groups in a competitive

school situation responded to this situatiéﬁnﬁy being
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less open, to a persuasive com@unication.from a low
similar Masai source. Howevér, this argument does. not
1_explain tﬁe_laék of a significant difference .in overall
sources beEween the two female schools (the other
female school had fewdnon—Gusii.students and was
geographically furthest from Masaiiand of the four
schools). Therefore, a thorough explanation at thi;
point would be speculative due to the lack of data and

information on this issue. -

" Order of.Attitudes and Knowledge

A significant ordef effect was found. Respondents
who received the attitude statements first had higher
attitude‘scores than iespdhdents who received the
~attitudes second,-and respandents who ;eceivéd the
knowlédge questions first had higher knowledge scores
than reéponﬂents who received the knowledge questions
second. Therefore, it appears that‘ﬁeasurement of the

first dependent variable (either attitudes or knowledge)

_ and/or the passage of timé interferes with ﬁ&pﬂiesponses
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on the second measure. That is, mggsuring both attitudes
and knowledge resulfs.in thei}ossible proactive inhibition
of the seéond variable by the first variable...
‘ Past studies measuring both attitudes and
knowledge have usuallg measured attitudes first and
knowledge secohd (Hovland and Maﬁdéi (1952), Hovland
and Weiss (1951), Johnson and Izéeﬁt (1972), Johnson_
and Scileppi (1969), Keiman and Hovland (1953), and
Tompkins and Samovar (1964);: Mills and Jellison (1968)
studying,the_effects of source similarity measured
.knowledge first and attitudes second and still reported
the usual similarity‘findingf

Fewagpudiés have reported-the effect of varying-
théaorder of the two measures in the same study. Miller
and Campbell (1959) examiﬁed attitude/khowledge order-
aqg'repogted no order effect. Insko (1964), however,
found attitude/knowledge order effected knowledge, but

not attitudes. Respondents who received the knowledge

section first/attitude section second had higheg knowledge

o e ™

- scores than respondents who received the attitude section
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first/knowledge section se;ond. Therefore; no gene;aliza—
-tioﬁ can be made from the differentkfindings of Miller
and Campbéll,‘and Insko. Since this research éroduced
a third finding, if is clear that attitude/knowledge
order is a methodoiog&cal problem that needs further

investigation.

Summary

The effects of source-receiver similarity and
source expertise on‘nutriti;n'attitudes and knowledge
were exéﬁined among Gusii'secondary school students in
Kenya. No differences in knowledge gcores among the
various experimentéi groups "were found. Neither a
similariéy main effect nof an expertise main effect waé

_ found for attituées. Howeéer, a'simi%arity—by—expertise
interaction was fo&%dl ‘The low similar/low expert
communication source was less persuasive than either
the low similar/high expert source, high similar/lo&
expert sourée_or ﬁigh similar/highxéxpert source.

A main efﬁsct for sex of subject wa%_ggpofted.
¢

Male students had higher attitude scores than
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female students.’ However, upon further examihation it
_see#s that the difference between_ﬁhe malé and fe%aie
students may be due to gither a sex differen?e or to a
school difference.:

The order of the measurement of attitudes and
knowledge was ‘balanced and an order effect was found.
Respondents who received the attitude statements first
had higher attitude scores than respondenté who recéived
the attitude statements second, and respondents who
received the knowledge quéstidns first‘had higher

knowledge scores than respondents who received the

knowledge questions second.

TImplications

Nutrition attitudes and knowledge were chosen
for investigation because of their ceﬂfral importance
to Kenyén society. The prevalence of malnutrition is
due in paré to the lackf:% khowledge about proper
nutrition practices. 1In any program to improve nutrition

practices, an essential element is nutrition education.

. L e
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The question that arises is what is the most effective
" means of transmitting‘nutr;tion education, that is,
who would be the most effective communicatéonmsource
of proper nutrition practices?
This researéh }eported that a low similar/low
vexpert source Was'less persuasive than either a low
similar/highiexpert source, high similar/low expert
source, or high similar/high expert source., But the
attitude scores of the students receiving a message
from the low éimilar/low eéperﬁ'source were still
.significant;y greater than the control group which
did not receive any messége at all. This research aia’
not contain a group of respoédents who received a
message and no communicatiop source description.
Therefore it is not possiﬁle to ascertdin the effect
of the message by‘itself. But the research did examine
eiéht(diffefent sources (similarity (2) by expertise
(2) by sex of source (2)) given to two different populéf

tions (male and female) and. found significant differences

(that is, improvement) in both attitudes and Khowledge

i
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scores between each of the'sixteen experimental groups
and the two control (maie and female) groups.

) Thefg;pré, based on this study, the following
recommendatiéns are made. To improve the éttitudes
'and knowledge of Gusii/keny;n secondary school students
v'it is essentialxto communicate a nutfition meésage. A
general improvement in attitudes and knowledge will be
achieved by any source (differing in similarity,
expertise and sex).. However, thg greatest degree of
attitude change will be achieved by a source thch has
at least one positive attribute, that is, a source
which is either high'in expertise and/or high in

similarity.
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PERCEPTION OF SIMILARITY AND EXPERTISE

CHARACTERISTICS BY GUSII STUDENTS
2
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- Perception of Similé;itv Characteristics

Description = . Similar - Neutral - Different
High Similar ' 12 2 . 0
Low Similar 0 5 10

'Percegtibn of Nutrition Knowledge (Expertise)

Description High Medium Low
High Expert 23 1 : 1
Low Expert o 3 - 4 ‘ 17.,

¢
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Introduction: People have many beliefs about food and
human nﬁtritiog. You are going to read about a person.
Also, you are going to read about the food.and nutrition

beliefs of that person.

RN
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ONE OF THE SOURCE DESCRIPTIONS

A person is described below: - Read -the following
description of the person carefully.

Description of a Person

She is a Gusii by tribe, She was born and grew

.up in Kisii District. She speaks EkeGusii. She is a

Christian. She is under 30 years old.
she is a World Health Organisation doctor. She
teaches human nutrition at a nutrition college. She’

wrote a textbook on human nutrition. . She worked at

Kenyatta Hospital in human nutrition. She has taught

human nutrition at Kenyatta Hgspital.
o ;
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ONE OF THE SOURCE DESCRIPTIONS

A person is described below. ~"Read the following
description of the person carefully.

Description of a Person

) He is a clothing shopkeeper. He has helped a
shopkeeper in a clothing shop. He has been a trader.
He has been a farmer. He has worked in a coffee
processing factory.

He is a Masai by tribe. He was born and grew
up in the city of Nairobi. He speaks Masai. He is
not a Christian. He is over 30 years old.

~e
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You have read a description of a person. Be
sure you know exactly who this person is. If you do
not remember who this person is, then~please read

.

again the description of the person. o
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" Below is a passage. This passage is about the
food and” nutrition beliefs.of the person you read about.
Read the passage carefully. . .. .

,

In Kisii District there are many healthy foods
which are cheap to buy. . For example, -gquavas which are
a good source of vitamin A and vitamin C, are cheap to
buy. Of the fruits found in Kisii District, guavas are
one of the most healthy fruits. Guavas have more

" vitamin C than oranges, lemons or pineapples. A very

good source of vitamin A is pawpaw. Pawpaw has more
food value than sugar cane. Though oranges, bananas,
and pineapples are good sources of vitamin A, pawpaw
is a better source. All of these fruits are easily
found in Kisii District and are cheap to buy.

~

Other good sources of vitamin A are deep yellow
coloured vegetables. It is most healthy to eat deep
yellow coloured vegetables evéry day. Deep-yellow
coloured ‘vegetables have more vitamin A than light
yellow coloured vegetables. Sweet potatoes (amarabwani)
which are deep yellow in colour have more vitamin A
than posho (obokima) made from maize. Cartgts and
pumpkins are other examples of deep yellow vegetables
that are good sources of vitamin A. English potatoes,

however, are a poor source of vitamin A.

Another way to stay healthy without spending a
lot of money, is to eat guavas, pawpaw, oranges, and
lemons that' are locally grown rather than drinking squash
drinks or sodas such as coca cola and fanta. Fruit juices
(omochununu bw'amatunda) also have more food value than
soda or squash drinks. Sodas, squash drinks and sweets
contain lots of sugar and are poor in food value. If a
person eats a lot of sugar, he may get togth decay.
Children often get tooth decay from eating sweets.

Sugar, however, does not cause malaria. ;

Therefore, to get the right amount of vitamin A
and vitamin C without spendlng a lot of money, g person
should eat fresh fruits and deep’ yellow vegetables that

‘grow in Kisii District. h‘w~h§_
ol
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Please answer the questions below.

You will find a choice of answers in each
question. Put a clrcle around the letter A, B, C,
or D to show which answer you think is best.

Example. Which is the capital of Kenya?
(a) Mombasa - (B) Kampala (C) Nairobi (D) Kisumu
Correct Answer is C. ' :

1) Bananas are a gogd.source of - , -
(a) Riboflavin Vitamin A (C) Vitamin-'Bl (D) Fat
2) Qf.the following fruits, which has the most food value?
Guavas (B) Lemons (C) Oranges (D) Pineapples

3) English potatoes are -

(a) A good source of v1tam1ﬁ I‘B) A good source of fat

A poor source of
vitamin A

4)l- mpkin is.a good source of - ] f
Vitamin'A (B) Vitamin ¢ (C) Vitamin Bl (D) Iron

Wl ”

(C) A good source of protein

'5) Squash drinks -

(A) Can mhke you strong (E) Have lots of food value
Are poor 1n food value (D). Have vitamin c

Y

6) Of the following,. whlch colour of frults and vegetables
would hate the most vitamin A?
(a) viole (B) white (C) Light yellow .Deep yellow

7) Soda -

(A) Can make you ‘strong Is poor in food value
(c) Has vitamin C (D) Has lots of food value

8) Guavas are a good source of -
(A) Riboflavin (B) Iron (C) Fat VitamlinﬁA

9) “a‘persoﬁ'eats a lot. of sugar, he may get
Tooth decay . (B) Malaria (C) Tetanus (D) Polio
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12)
13)
14)

15)

16)

17)
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Sweet potatoes are a good sourge of - - .
(A) Vvitamin Bl (B) Protein ‘%Vitamin A (D) Fat

Of the following, which h _the most vitamin A?
(3) Bananas (B) Lemons @Pawpaw (D) Pineapples

It is most healthy to eat deep yellow coloured
vegetables - —

(A) Once a week Every day (C) Many times a month
(D) Once a month 3 .

Orapnges are a good source of - '
Vitamin A (B) vitamin Bl (C) Iron (D) Protein

Of the following, which has the most vitamipn C?
(A) Oranges (B) Lemons (C) Pineapples. Guavas

Carrots are.a gogd, source of =
(A) vitamin Bl Vitamin A (C) Vitamin ¢ (D) Iron

Guavas are a good source - )
(a) Fat (B) Vitamin Bl Vitamin C¢ (D) Protein

Pineapples are a good source of -

(a) Fat . (B) Vitamin Bl .(C) Niacin ’Vitamin a

o
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How do you feel about food? Below you will find
sentences with three possible choices. - Pick the letter
with the sentences you most agree with by puttlng a
circle around the letter a, b or c.

Note: This is gg; a test. THERE ARE NO RIGHT NOR WRONG
o ANSWERS.
. ‘ -1
Example: i) I like - °
‘ (a) Swahili books better than
English books..
(v) them both the same.
(¢) English books better than
Swahili books.

- If you like Swahili. books better than English books,
then you would put a circle around the letter 'a.'

- If you like them both the same,- then you would put a
circle around the letter 'b.

- If you like English books better than Swahili books,
then you would put a circle around the letter 'c.'

Remember: You are to choose onlx one letter for
' each sentence.

1) I like - : S :
guavas better than pineapples. T

(b) them both the same.

(c) plneapples better than guavas.

2) I'like - -
oranges ‘better than fanta orange soda.
{(b) them both the same.

(c) fanta orange soda better than oranges.

n
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a)

5)

6)

7)-
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It is —
(a) necessary to spend a lot of money in °
© order to eat healthy foods.

" (V) sometimes necessary to spend a lot of
© money in order to eat healthy foods.

(:::)not necessary to spend a lot of money
in order to eat healthy foods.

I like - _—"" C
: .£a) lemons better than guavas. .
(b) them both the same.

<:::>guavas better than lemons.

I like -

carrots better tHan English potatoes.

(b) them both the same.
(c) English potatoes better than carrots.

I like -

(a) soda better than fruit juice.
(b) them both the same.

(:::)fruit juice~be£ter than soda.
pawpaw begtter than pineapple.

(b) them both the same.

I like

(c) .pineapple better than pawpaw.

If a persau has a lot of money -
ahe should not buy sweets for his children.

(b) it does not matter whether he buys sweets
for his children.

ey

"(c) he should buy sweets for his chlldren.



9) I like - e .
- (a) oranges better than guavas.
(b) them both the same.

@guavas better than oranges. -

10) I like -
: (a) coca cola better than pawpaw.
(b) them both the same.
@pawpaw better than coca cola.
11) 1 like -
deep yellow coloured vegetables better
than light yellow coloured vegetables.
(b) them both the same.
.
(c) light yellow coloured vegetdbles better
, than deep yellow coloured vegetables.
- 12) T like -

(a) soda better than guavas.
(b) them both the same.

@guavas better than soda.

13) T like
sweet potatoes ‘with meat better than

posho with meat.
(b) them both the same.

" (¢) posho with meat better than sweet
potatoes with meat. ’ i

14) I like = . ‘ .
1emons better than fanta lemonade.
(b) them both the same.

. ]
o 2

(c) fanta lemonade better than lemoné.

a
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15) (a) I do not like to eat deep yellow
oy * N
vegetables every day. -

(b) It does notﬂﬁatter whether I eat deep
yellow vegetables every day.

w

(::::)I.like to eat deep yellow vegetables

every day. ) <i>
16). T like - ' \

< (a) squash drinks‘b't%@r than -guavas.
(b) them both the gdme.
guavas better than squash drinks.
17) I like = . .
pawpaw better than sugar canq:\
(b) them both the same. '

(¢) ,sugar cane better than pawpaw.
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I. You have read about a ‘person. EDecide whether this
person is similar to you, or’'a.little similar and a
little different to you, or different “to you.

Pick the sentence you most agree with by puttlng a*ﬂ
circle around the letter a, b, or c.
(a) The .person 1°Y8ad about is similar to me. . .

(b) mhe person I read about is a llttle gsimilar and s
- a little different to me.

(c) The person I read about is different to me.

II. Decide whether the peréon you read about knows verY“‘

_much about human nutrition, or knows some about human

nutrition, or knows very little about human nutrition.

Pick the sentence you most agree with by putting a
circleharounq the letter a, b, or c.

(e)lThe pe¥56n I read about knows very much about
human nutrition.

(b) The person I read about knows some about human
nutrition,

(¢) The person I read about knows very little about
human nutrition. .

III.How do you‘feel about ‘the person you read about?
Below you will find sentences with three possible
ch01ces. Pick the letter you most agree with by
puttlng a c1rc1e around the letter a, b, or c.

1).The‘persoh:I‘read-about is -

- . . o .

. - (a) very clever. : .
(b) a little clever.

(c) not clever. a
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x(s.

2) The person I read about is -

(a) very likeable. - 4
() a little likeable.
(¢) not likeable.

3) The person I read about is -
(ah/very honest. ’
(b) a little honest.

(c¢) not honest. . 4

4) The person I read about is -
(a) very believeable.
(b) a little believeable,-

" (c) not helieveable.
0 /— i
IV. The passage you have read was about food and nutrition.
How do you feel about the passage? Below you will find
sentences with three possible choices, Pick the letter
you most agree with by putting a circle around the
letter . a, b, or c.

1) The passage - o
(a) made very much sense.
"(b) made some sense.

(c) made-very little sense. . Lo

2) The passage';
(a) was -easy to understand.

(b). was a little.easy and a little difficult .
- to understand.

(e) was difficult to understand. e

PR

S
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V. Do you remember who is the person you read about?
Answer each of the following .questions by putting a
circle around. the correct -answer.

1) The person ‘I read about is =
(a) Male (B) Female

2) The person I read about is -
(a) Kuria' (B) Gusii (C) Luo (D) Masai

3) The person I read about is a -
' (A) Clothing Shopkeeper (B) New Teacher
(C) World Health Organisation Doctor (D) Biologist

4) The persoﬁ'I read about is - -
(A) Under 30 years old (B) Over 30 years old

5) The person I read about has- worked at —

(A) Kenyatta Hospital (B) A Primary School

(c) A coffee Processing Factory (D) A Hotel
VI. Now that you have read a passage about food and
nutrition, what would you do? Below you will find
sentences with three possible‘choices. Pick the
sentence you most agree.with by putting a circle
around the letter a, b, or c. ’

1) If I haye extra moﬁey when I go to town ~
T 51 would buy fresh fruits rather than
squash drihks or soda. ’

(b) I would buy either one. -

{c) I would buy squash drinks or soda rather
than fresh fruits.

2) If I have extra money when I go to town -
(a) I would buy pineapple rather than pawpaw.

(b} I would buy either one.

[

C::>I would buy pawpaw rather than pineapple.
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3) When. eave secondary school - =
- I will not spend a lot of money in order

to eat healthy foods. e

~ ~ (b) T will sometimes spend a lot of money in
- order to eat healthy foods.

(c) I will spend a lot of money in order to
eat healthy foods.

-4). When I le&ve secondar{yschool and 1f“I have a lot

of money -
(2) I will buy sweets for my chlldren.

(b) I do not know,whether 1 will
my children.

R
(:::>r will not buy sweets for.my chifs

sweets for

N VII.Thank-you very much., Would you please answer the
follow1ng questlons about yourself
1) Your Tribe
2) Your Location ) .
3) Your Sex . A - J
4) Your Form '
5) Your Religion ‘-

6) Your Age (Circle One) (a) Under 20 years (b) 20-25 years
(c) 26-30 years (d) Over 30 years .

7) Your Place of Birth (Circle One)
(a) Kisii District (b) Nairobi (c) Other i -

e
Sl
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.

Instructions for Reading Raw Data Table

Each line represents theAfesponses of-an individual
responde;t. ', . -
Cdiumn 1 isl5 for all respondents.
Column 2'feérgsgnts school with values.3, 4, 5, 6.
Column 3 represenfs grade with 1=Fdrm i, 2=F9£m II.
columns 4, 5, 6 represents ID number.
Column 8 represents similarity with 1=High, 2=Low, 9=Control.
" Column 9 represents expertise’with 1=High, 2=Low, 9=Control.
Column 10 rgpre;en£s éex of source with 1¥Ma1e, 2=Female,
9=Control.
Column 11 represents sex of subject with l=Male, 2=Feméle.
Column 13 represents order of.source description with
-3=similarity first/expertise second,
4=expertise first/éimilarity seéénd, 9=control.
Colump 14 represents order of attitude/knowledge with
3=at£itudé first/kno&ledge second
4=knowlédge first/attitude second.
Column 15 represents the form of the attitude statements

e 5™

with 6=standard form, 7=reverse form ("a" and

“c" reversed)..
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- Column 16 represents the fafm'qf tﬁg third set of
métefials With 6=étandard farnm, 7=reverse
form‘("a".and et reverséd). “
Columns 51—37 represents knowledge responses.
To calculate the knowLedge score for eaqh respondent,
firét see Appendix é;-Communicétion M;tefials where the
correct knqﬁiedge answers are circled. Eaéh correct
answer is worth one point. Blanks and incorrect answers
are worth zero points.‘ Since theré'are 17 questions,
'the possible range of poiﬂts is from 0O tp 17.
Columns 41-57 represent attitude responses.
To calculate the attitude score fqr each respondent
first see Appendlx B——Communlcatlon Materials where
the nutr1t10nally-advantageous attitudes are circled.
Thls is the standard form (As) of the attltude statements.
Elank responses are treated as neutral responses.and‘
given the value ng, Respondents who received the
standard form have "6" in column 15. To determine
‘the scores for respondents receiving the standard form

W 2™

the following transformation is necessary: _in columns
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41, 42, 45, 47, 48, 51, 53, 54, and 57 (i.e., where

"a" is the nutritionally-ad&antageous response) change

" the response 3 to 1, and the response 1 to 3. -

Respondehts having a "7" in column 15 have the

reversed form with "a" and "c" reversed. To determine
their scores the following transformation is necessary:
in columns 43, 44, 46, 49, 50, 52, 55, and‘56 change the

responses 3 to 1 and the response 1 to 3. Now, for both

the standard form and the reverse "form, 3=nutritionally-

~advantageous response, 2=neutral response, l=nutr}tionally—

_ disadvantageous response. Summirg the 17 responses yields

a\po;sible range of scores from l? to<51.'

" It should be.hoted that -columns 58-70 refer to
items about the sounce -and message. Since the control
reépohden@s_did not receive soﬁrce and messéée materials
these ipems are blank for control respondents.

Columns 58-65 represent part of the third set
of materiais. Blank responées are treated as neutral

responses and given.,the:value "2." Respondents having

' a "6" in column 16 received the standard form (form A) .

-
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To determine their scores the.gpllowing transformation

is ﬁecessary: change the reéponses 3 to"1 and the

responses 1 to 3.' Respondents having a "7" in column

16 received the feverse form with "a" and."c" reversed.

No transformation is neceséary'for these respépses.

Ccolumn 58 repreéents.perceived~similéf;ty-with
3=similar, 2=neutral, l=different.

Column 59 represents perceived expertise with
3=kno§s very much, 2=kpoWs'some, l=knows
very little.

Columns 60-63 (four items) represent source evéiuation
with a possible range from 4 to 12; higher
the score, the higher the evaluation.

Columns 64—6§ (two items) represent message evaluation
with a pos;ible range.from 2 to 6§‘;he5higher

. E _ the scoré?he highef the evaluation.

Columns 66-70 (fiée items) repreéént source knbwledge,

with a possible range from 0 to 5. To

determine the score it is necessary to

P

examine columns 8, 9, and 10 (source deécription).

L5
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Each correct identificaﬁion receives onerpoiﬁt.
Apolumns~7l-74‘fepresent'behavior§; inteqt

responses. Blank responses aré trea;ed as neutral

sy

‘fesponseé and receive the value "2." To determine the
score for respondents receiving the standard form ("6:¥
in column 16) the following transformation is necessary:
in columns 7i and 73 change the response 3 to 1 and the
{espohse 1 to 3. To determine the scores for respondents
receiving the reverse form ("7" in column 16) the
following transformation is neceséaryé in columns 72

aﬁd 74 clidnge tﬂe responsé.3 to 1 aﬁd the response 1 to 3.°
ﬁow, for both‘thelstandard form and the .reverse form
3=nut£itionally—gdvantagéoué'behaviéral intent, 2=neutral
behaQioral intent, 1=nut;itionallf—dis;dvaﬁtageous
behavioral intent. Summing the 4 items yields a possible
range of scores from 4 to 12. .

Column 75.representé religidus affiliation with

. . 1=Christian, 2=non-Christi$n.

Column 76 represents age with l=under 20 years, 2=20-25

years,l3=26—30‘yeafs, 4=over 30 years. .. =
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Column 77 represents place of birth with 1=Kisii District,

1

2=Nairobi, 3=other. -

*

&
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES

o>

A
TESTED BY POINT BISERIAL CORRELATIONS
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(é) All values

Variable. ) ‘Attitudes .. Kno&iedge
Perception of Similarity (3) .03 -.02
Perception of Expertise (3) e lgw* .18k
Source Evaluation 29) .13% ‘ .10
Message Evaluation (53 ' L15%%* L19%% %

Source Knowledge (6) - s19%*% . LL7**

(b) Recoded (High versus Low Values)

Variable Attitudes Knowledge
~ Perception of Similarity (2) -.07..- - =.02
Perceétion of Ekpertise (2) Lle** L20% %%
Sourceé Evaluétion (2) L 19%%x - W13%
MésSage Evaluation (2) ’ J2LAxk L 18% %%
Source Knowledge (2) .1l4%*% L13*

( ) -~ number of values
*. p<.02
** p<,Ol Tl _
*%% p<,001 o




APPENDIX E

THE DEGREE OF ASSOCTIATION BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
" ¢ * '
AND SOURCE AND MESSAGE EVALUATIONS AND PERCEPTIONS

TESTED BY CHI SQUARE ANALYSES

oy,




(a) All Values
Independent

Measures ' Dependent Measures. .

' SIMPERC(3) EXPPERC(3) VSRCEVAL(9) MESEVAL(S) SOURCEKN (6)
SIMIIARITY (2) 18.2%%% 4.4 18.9% 6.9 8.6
EXPERTISE (2) 7.4% 31.6%%* 24 ,7%% 5.8 5.6
SEX OF SOURCﬁ (2) 0.7 0.2 - 11.9 5.5 5 2
SEX OF SUBJECT -(2) 4.7 0.2 5.4 3.0 2 4
{(b) Recoded (ngh versus Low Values) * §<.05, ** p<,0L, *** p<,001

¥

Indegendent .

Dependent Measures

Measures

SIMPERC(2) EXPPERC(2)
SIMIIARITY (2) 14 ,3%%%* 3.7
EXPERTISE (2) 0.3 29 .5%k* ‘
SEX OF SOURCE (2) 0.2 0.1
SEX OF SUBJECT(2) 2.4 0.0

SRCEVAL(Z) MESEVAL(Z) SOURCEKN(Z)

5.6 1.0 3.7
6.0% 1.1 0.8
1.4 0.0 0:7
0.0

0.8 0.3

SIMPERC - Perception of Similarity, EXPPERC -

SRCEVAL - Sourge Evaluation, MESEVAL -~ Message Evaluatlon, SOURCERN - Source

() -~ Number oﬁ}Values

Perception of Expertise,

Knowledge

[4AN



APPENDIX F -
THE DEGREE OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SOURCE AND MESSAGE’
*
EVALUATIONS AND PERCEPTIONS

TESTED BY CHI SQUARE ANALYSES

2

)
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(a) All values
; SIMPERC EXPERC SRCEVAL MESEVAL SOURCEKN
SIMPERC(3) 18.7%%% 44,0%%% 16 ,2% 12.2

EXPPERC (3) ‘ . 120.2%*% 24.6%* 10.3
SRCEVAL(9) o 59.2% 50,6
MESEVAL(5) ' " 18.6
SOURCEKN (6) ' _—

(b) Recoded (High versus Low Values) .
SIMPERC EXPPERC SRCEVAL MESEVAL SOURCEKN

SIMPERC(2) . 12.6%%*x 23 _Gk*% 6 1% 0.0-
EXPPERC(2) o 52.9%¢* T9,2%% 0.0

SRCEVAL(2) ) o 24.4%%%: 0.0

MESEVAT (2) . 0.5.
.SOURCEKN(2jI * '

SIMPERC - Perception- of Similarity
EXPPERC - Perception of Expertise
SRCEVAL - Source Evaluation -
MESEVAL - Message Evaluation
SOURCEKN- Source Knowledge

*~ p<,05

** p<, 01 . e
*%% p<,001 '
( ) - Number of Values




N

125
KEY FOR INTERPRETING VARIABLE IABELS FOR APPENDICES G, H, I, J
Variable Labels ‘ ’ : -

AGE - age of the respondent ) “
ATTFORM - form of the attitude statements

BIRTHPL - place of birth of the respondent

EXPERT - expertise of the source

EXPPERC - perception of éxperfise

GRADE - grade of the respondent

MESEVAL - evaluation of the message

ORDATKN - order of attitude/knowledge materiais

ngESCRP - order of the source description (similarity/éxbeftise)
RELiG - religion of the resp;;dent A

SCHOOL - school of ‘the respondent

SIMILAR - similarity of the source

SIMPERC - perception of similarity

SOURCEKRN ~ knowledge of the source

SRCEVAL - evaluation of the source

SRCSEX - sex of the source )

SUBJSﬁX - éex of the subject
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“DFFENCE ENTI VAR

.lAPIﬂFL’(Q) EN= EEE".(QJSTFPHNLwBERAlé-- _.. SIMPFRC _

TATTrR

i-tfﬁfﬁviittft*ﬁﬁﬁﬁttttt MU

" NTNTUDE CHANGE -"ALL VALUES "";""""’

LTIPLE REGFFE

MNTIOLE R ool | 0e24515 ... L ANALYSIS CF VARTANCE __ NF _SuM _0F SOUARES MEAN $OHARE F e

R SnHACE f.110912 PEGRFSSINN - 1¢. 1719,7R068 T T T TI0T6RRR8 T T T T FURSATON NS .

STANFEFN ERANA 6,763GR RESIDUAL L 12716,97165 40 ,4090% :
fmmmmme———— VARTARLFS NOT IN THE FOUATION -~-=- B

et —— e . e e e e

VARTABLE ] RFTA $TD FRPNR R F VARTARLF RETA IN 77T PARTIAL T TALFOANCE T F

SOUBCERN .. __1,7723% _ 0,17470 Neea0&? . 9.729KRES GRANE -7,.,003495 R PR RLSL] 1493721 2.035

ORCATKN =2,15620  =9,16725 0.71009p . 198 ¥ RN T rmER T

EXPPEEC 0.P5672 f.noazs ‘0457040 2.194

SURJSEX . . .o=14%2128  -0.14544 0.72622  _ T.0%63% e

MECF VAL N 651813 VYT TRY Ne22904 1.973 o

EOrEFY 0.FN17S 0.06070 0.70P54 1.281

ST AR . =DTTAY . =0,05R1] 0,76063 1.n82 S hof f’"wf»
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PROFSCPP -n.64170 ~-0,03343 © 0.71092 n.294 31t pe.ol
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PELIN ~3.4031)  =),6fQ90 Y 3,pallr 0.033 . oI T
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. L N o SUMMARY TARLF o T R
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