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Abstract 

 

Despite the exponential growth in internet usage for personal 

communication over the last 10 years (Madden & Zickuhr, 2011) little is 

known of the online interpersonal persuasion process. Whilst some 

psychological research has been undertaken in this area, the findings are 

somewhat contradictory (e.g. Di Blasio & Milani, 2008; Murphy, Long, 

Holleran, & Esterly, 2003). These studies also fail to give consideration to 

cues used in online persuasive interactions due to the absence of 

paralinguistic cues. Further, the extant research in this domain has not 

explicitly examined the persuasion process in terms of a theoretical model. 

This thesis aims to address these issues and provide a foundation from 

which future research can be based.   

 

This thesis comprises two studies. The first study examined participants’ 

reactions to anonymous persuasive requests. These requests were presented 

using three situational contexts, each of which elicited different self-interest 

motivations (i.e. social, learning, and political). It also compared 

participants’ reactions to these contexts across three different 

communication modes both online and offline (i.e. instant messaging, 

email, and face to face). Language cues (i.e. language power and emotion) 

contained in the messages presented were also manipulated. The findings 

from this study show that in anonymous interactions communication mode 

does not affect compliance decisions. Instead, individuals are sensitive to 

situational context in online interactions and they process information in 
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accordance with their self-interest motivations. Further, it was also found 

that, despite the anonymity, individuals are able to engage in impression 

formation by using the available cues and utilise these impressions when 

making compliance decisions. 

 

In response to these findings, Study 2 examined the effect of prior 

information in online interpersonal persuasive interactions and found that 

this information influences message evaluations over and above those in 

anonymous interactions. This study also examined the persuasion process in 

terms of a theoretical model finding that individuals engage in hypothesis-

testing utilising all the information they perceive to be relevant to a 

compliance decision. Thus, it was concluded that Kruglanski and 

Thompson’s (1999) unimodel of persuasion provides the best explanation 

for online interpersonal persuasion processes.  

 

The findings from this thesis provide a broad foundation from which to 

base future research. They demonstrate that context is important in online 

communication and affects compliance decisions. They also show that cues 

are attended to in online interactions and are used in the evaluation process 

as they provide relevant evidence from which to base a compliance 

decision. From the findings of this thesis a model of the interpersonal 

persuasion process is proposed. 
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Glossary of Terms 

 

Concepts 

 

Central Processing Message receivers are highly motivated to process the 

information presented and engage in careful consideration of 

the arguments presented (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

 

Computer-Mediated 

Communication (CMC) 

Interactions taking place using two, or more, electronic 

devices – typically email and instant messaging. 

 

Correct attitude An attitude held that is commensurate with those held by 

others in that social group and so maintains those social 

relations (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

 

Cues Hidden signals which unintentionally convey information 

(Maynard-Smith & Harper, 2003). Information conveyed by a 

cue is not explicitly stated but arises as a consequence of the 

interaction (e.g. impressions of the source, message, and 

context. 

 

Email An electronic mail operating across the internet. Interactions 

are typically asynchronous as email operates using a store and 

forward system. 

 

Emotion Refers to the inclusion of an affective component inducing 

emotional intensity in a message. Emotion can be induced by 

emotion laden words, memory induction, and written 
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paralinguistic cues such as exclamation marks and ellipses 

(Blankenship & Craig, 2011; Delfina & Manca, 2007). 

 

Heuristic Processing The use of judgemental rules such as existing knowledge and 

schemas upon which to base a compliance decision (Chaiken, 

Liberman, & Eagly, 1989).  

 

Instant Messaging (IM) A form of online chat which offers synchronous interactions 

via real-time texting over the internet. 

 

Language Power (LP) Refers to strength of language used in a message. Weak 

(powerless) language power is characterised by speech 

markers such as hedges, hesitations, and tag questions. These 

language markers are absent in strong (powerful) language 

power (Areni & Sparks, 2005). 

 

Peripheral Processing Message receivers are not motivated to process the message 

and so attend to simple, easy to process cues (e.g. message 

source is attractive) which are then used as the basis for a 

compliance decision (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

 

Persuasion  Gaining of compliance by “shaping, reinforcing, or changing 

message receivers’ responses” (Wilson, 2003; p.2555). 

 

Systematic Processing The comprehensive and analytic processing of information 

presented (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989). 
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Models of Persuasion 

 

Elaboration Likelihood 

Model of Persuasion 

(ELM) 

Developed by Petty and Cacioppo (1986). A dual-process 

model of persuasion. Basic tenets: Individuals are motivated to 

hold correct attitudes. Individuals process persuasive 

information using either central processes (requiring high 

message elaboration) or peripheral processes (no elaboration). 

 

Heuristic-Systematic 

Model of Persuasion 

(HSM) 

Developed by Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly (1989). A dual-

process model of persuasion. Basic tenets: Individuals are 

motivated to hold correct attitudes. Individuals process 

persuasive information using either systematic processing 

(requiring careful message evaluation) and/or heuristic 

processing (using heuristics and schemas). The two processes 

can co-occur. 

 

Unimodel of Persuasion 

(UM) 

Developed by Kruglanski and Thompson (1999). A single-

process process model of persuasion. Basic tenets: Individuals 

are motivated to hold attitudes which facilitate goal 

achievement. Individuals process persuasive information by 

attending to any salient information (regardless of whether it is 

central/systematic or peripheral/heuristic) and assessing it for 

its evidentiary relevance.  
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Theories 

 

Hyperpersonal Model of 

Communication 

Developed by Walther (1996). Refers to interactions in 

computer-mediated communication (i.e. online). Suggests that 

message senders engage in selective self-presentation (i.e. 

strategically mange their online image); and message 

receivers’ make over-attributions (i.e. they exceed those in 

face to face interactions) based on the paralinguistic cues 

contained in a message and “without interference from 

environmental reality”( p.33).  

 

Regulatory Focus Developed by Higgins (1997). Individuals are motivated to 

achieve regulatory fit between their goals and their actions to 

ensure that their beliefs and values are upheld.  

 

Situational Awareness 

(SA) 

Developed by Endsley (1995). To make effective decisions, 

individuals need to appraise situational cues and use this 

knowledge to evaluate the information presented. By being 

aware of the situation individuals can assess the impact of a 

decision on goals. 

 

Social Identity 

Deindividuation (SIDE) 

Developed by Reicher, Spears, & Postmes (1995). In 

computer mediated communication individuating social 

markers are unavailable and individuals become 

deindividuated. To compensate, individuals seek out salient 

social markers to provide identity information and aid 

impression formation. 
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Social Information 

Processing (SIP) 

Developed by Walther (1992). To develop online relationships  

individuals adapt non-verbal social information found in face 

to face interactions by using linguistic content suitable for 

communicating online. 
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Chapter 1 

 

1.1 Persuasion and Computer-Mediated Communication 

 

Persuasion plays an integral part in everyday life and can be defined as “a symbolic process 

in which communicators try to convince other people to change their attitudes or behaviours 

regarding an issue through the transmission of a message in an atmosphere of free choice” 

(Perloff, 2010; p.12). Critical to persuasion is, therefore, the communication process which 

relies on the use of symbols, in the form of language and paralanguage (i.e. non verbal cues), 

to transmit meaning (Dillard & Pfau, 2003; Perloff, 2010). These symbols act as signals and 

cues which aid individuals in discerning meaning in both online and offline (i.e. face to face) 

communication and are integral to the persuasion process (Donath, 2007; Petty & Briñol, 

1986). Signals are directly perceivable and explicitly demonstrate intention by conveying 

information designed to alter behaviour. Cues, however, refer to hidden signals which 

unintentionally convey information (Maynard-Smith & Harper, 2003). Thus, in this thesis, a 

signal is defined as being the actual information verbally expressed in the message presented 

by the speaker; whereas cues are defined as being those which are derived as a consequence 

of the communication and not explicitly expressed or stated (i.e. source impressions, message 

impressions, and context related impressions).  

 

Whilst, at the outset, it is necessary to distinguish between signals and cues it is also 

necessary to differentiate differing forms of persuasion. Indeed, persuasion can occur either 

en masse whereby one person (or organisation) attempts to influence many people (as in 

advertising campaigns); or it can be interpersonal whereby only one or a few people are being 



2 
 

persuaded. To further distinguish mass and interpersonal persuasion it is useful to note that in 

interpersonal persuasion personal feedback occurs and that there is a fit between remarks and 

actions – behaviours which are absent in mass persuasion which is impersonal in nature 

(Wilson, 2003). This thesis will, therefore, focus on determining the nature of interpersonal 

persuasion in an online context as, according to Wilson (2003) individuals are bound to 

utilise this communication medium to persuade others.  

 

Integral to persuasion, and the communication process it entails, are the actors and the 

information being transmitted. Hovland, Janis, and Kelly (1953) were the first to formally 

identify and research the factors through which cues and signals are transmitted – the sender 

(or message source), the message, the receiver. This depiction of the components necessary 

for persuasion has provided the foundation for the extensive research into this area although, 

to date, this research has largely focussed on persuasion in face to face (FtF) interactions. 

Indeed, this research has found that one of the major influences in a FtF persuasion attempt is 

the role played by non verbal communication (NVC). These cues (e.g. gestures, facial 

expression, body language, paralanguage, and physical characteristics) serve to provide 

essential information to the participants of a given interaction to reinforce, or determine, the 

veracity of the statements being made (Burgoon, Dunbar, & Segrin, 2002; Olivola, & 

Todorov, 2010).However, the nature of computer mediated communication (CMC) demands 

that these cues are either absent or diminished. As a result, inducing attitude change in an 

online environment is likely to be compromised unless other cues available in such an 

environment (for example, cues derived from the language used within the message) assume 

an increased salience when processing a message and are attended to instead. 
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To account for attitude change, several models of the persuasion process have been proposed. 

The most dominant (and most researched) models are the dual process models – Petty and 

Cacioppo’s (1986) Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) and Chaiken, Liberman, and 

Eagly’s (1989) Heuristic-Systematic Model (HSM). Essentially both these models suggest 

that individuals are motivated to hold correct attitudes (i.e. they ascertain the correctness of 

an attitude held by comparing it to those held by others) and that this guides the decision 

making process. Further, these models distinguish between two types of processing which are 

determined by the level of motivation to process information presented. The two processing 

types are central and peripheral in the ELM and systematic and heuristic in the HSM. 

Essentially, central and peripheral processing dictate that the individual is motivated to 

process the information presented in the message (i.e. central/systematic information) due to 

its personal relevance. Conversely, peripheral and heuristic processes are activated under 

conditions of low motivation leading the individual to attend to cues (i.e. i.e. 

peripheral/heuristic information) which are more easily processed than the information 

presented in the message.  

 

However, the Unimodel (UM) proposed by Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) challenges the 

notion of two separate processes. Instead, these authors advocate a single process whereby 

individuals are not motivated to hold correct attitudes but to achieve goal satisfaction. To this 

end, individuals’ process all information presented for its evidentiary relevance – attending to 

any information which is perceived as relevant be it from the message itself (i.e. 

central/systematic) or from the cues (i.e. peripheral /heuristic) presented. Whilst this model 

has not been as extensively tested as either the ELM or HSM in FtF interactions, there has 

been recent research evidence to suggest that the persuasion process in online interactions 

may follow UM processes (e.g. Duthler & Palmgreen, 2003; San José-Cabezudo, Gutiérrez-
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Arranz, & Gutiérrez-Cillán, 2009; Tam & Ho, 2005). Consequently, whilst the ELM and 

HSM are the more dominant models of persuasion it is important to consider whether online 

persuasion processes do follow the dual route or if they follow the single route as advocated 

by the UM.  

 

Understanding how persuasion occurs in CMC is of major importance as this mode of 

communication is becoming widespread and increasingly indispensible in everyday life. In 

the UK alone statistics show that over 72% of the population (44 million people) regularly 

use the internet for many diverse activities from interpersonal communication to searching 

for information and shopping. Indeed, approximately 40 million of these users utilise the 

internet for sending and receiving email, and there are almost 15 million users (43%) who use 

it for blogging, and posting messages on chat sites (i.e. instant messaging [IM]). Interestingly, 

whilst email use appears to be generic, and spans all age groups, the use of the Internet for 

social networking purposes is largely confined to individuals between the ages of 16-24 

(75%), 25-44 (49%), and 45-54 (31%) (von Abrams, 2010). 

 

To illustrate the impact CMC is having upon everyday life wide-ranging examples can be 

drawn from many diverse areas, for example political persuasion, persuasion used in 

education, and that used in social contexts. Indeed, anecdotally, political persuasion has been 

shown to be very effective in CMC with the success of Barak Obama’s election to the office 

of President of the USA – giving rise to the so-called “Obama Effect”. During this election 

campaign Democrat supporters were more likely to use the internet (e.g. email, social 

networking, and text messaging) for political purposes and interact with either the campaign 

directly or with other voters than Republican supporters (50% compared to 40%; Smith, 
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2009). Similarly, according to a report in the Guardian, in the 2012 elections the Democrat 

party extended their use of the internet by using Twitter and Facebook extensively. Obama 

also conducted a surprise “ask me anything” session on Reddit.com whilst his opponent, Mitt 

Romney, used a more traditional campaign style (Naughton, 2012). 

 

The major advances in information technology have also lead to an increase of more than 

300% in the number of US students choosing to learn via distance learning courses (from 

1.6m students in 2002 to 4.6m students in 2008) (Allen & Seaman, 2010). A similar trend can 

be seen with the UK education system where the Open University now has more than 

250,000 people enrolled on its courses and has seen a 30% increase in 18 – 24 year olds 

undertaking distance learning between 2010/11 and 2011/12 (Open University, 2011). To 

support this change in education practice the Open Learning Innovation Fund has been 

established which has the potential to invest up to £20 million in developing online distance 

learning (Department for Business & Innovation Skills, 2009). However, one of the major 

issues with online learning concerns the high attrition rates with reportedly, an average of a 

43% drop-out rate in the US. Although there are often personal reasons for this (e.g. 

financial, health, and life events issues) lack of motivation (21%) and faculty interaction and 

support (21%) are major contributors to a decision to withdraw from a course of study (Betts 

& Lynch, 2009). Research on effective persuasion and motivation techniques therefore has 

tremendous applied impact for tutors engaging in online mentoring and student support. 

 

With social networking accounting for 23% of time spent on line the online social 

environment is booming, with 57% of the UK adult population (including 91% of 16-24 year 

olds) and 65% of the US adult population  (2008 = 29%) now using some form of social 
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networking (Madden & Zickuhr, 2011; Office for National Statistics, 2011). Not only do 

individuals exchange information in these situations, but they also make social arrangements 

(57%; Lenhart, 2009). Consequently, when engaging in this activity, individuals are likely to 

utilise persuasion techniques in order to achieve the social outcome they desire. Thus, from 

these examples, it is evident that the online environment functions as a text-based 

communication tool and, as such, will provide opportunities for persuasion (Duncan & 

Moriarty, 1998; Pfau & Dillard, 2002).  

 

These examples also draw attention to the fact that CMC allows individuals to interact across 

a varied range of situations which vary in personal salience and communication goal. Thus, it 

is likely that online persuasion is as complex as offline persuasion (Perloff, 2010). Further, 

persuasion is a highly malleable skill which is developed and refined throughout the lifespan 

in response to situations encountered and contextual cues evaluated (Friestad & Wright, 

1994; Petty & Briñol, 2010). Thus, it is possible that individuals will adapt persuasion 

strategies, which have been effective in FtF interactions, to fit persuasive situations 

encountered online. It is, therefore, these issues which provide the research focus of this 

thesis. Specifically, this thesis will consider the effect that different online communication 

modes have on persuasion. Further, as cues assume importance in the persuasion process this 

thesis will also examine the role that they play in online persuasion - focussing on the role of 

context and language cues (i.e. language power and emotion).  
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1.2 Online Persuasion: Communication Synchronicity and Situation 

 

With 65% of the UK population using email as a form of communication and increasing 

numbers of people using social networking tools  (von Abrams, 2010) it is, perhaps, 

inevitable that persuasion is one of the online communication goals an individual will have as 

almost all social interactions are persuasive (Briñol & Petty, 2009; Perloff, 2010). However, 

despite the major impact CMC has had on communication practice, to date scant attention has 

been directed towards uncovering the mechanisms used in online persuasion and whether or 

not these differ according to communication mode and situational context. Indeed, much of 

the research has adopted a very narrow stance focussing on issues such as whether or not 

persuasion does occur online (e.g. Murphy, Long, Holleran, & Esterly, 2003; Sassenberg & 

Boos, 2003) and assessing if source cues (such as credibility and expertise) are influential 

(e.g. Eastin, 2001; Rains, 2007), as well as examining the persuasiveness of systems/website 

design (e.g. Lehto & Oinas-Kukkonen, 2011; Tam & Ho, 2005). The main issue is that given 

the broad range of activities facilitated by internet use, and the familiarity users have with 

technology, it is unlikely that outcome of CMC-based persuasion is the product of a simple 

interaction. If this is the case then it is probable that persuasion in an online context is the 

consequence of a complex interpersonal process – as it is in FtF contexts (Petty & Briñol, 

2010). 

 

The issue with interpersonal persuasion in an online context is that it is likely to occur 

through two differing communication channels - email or forms of instant messaging (IM) 

such as IM, blogs, Skype, Twitter, and Facebook. Although both communication media are 

computer mediated their nature is fundamentally different with email being asynchronous in 
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nature and IM being synchronous – and, therefore, more comparable to FtF interactions. Such 

a distinction between these modes of communication inevitably raises questions concerning 

the processing of information as, according to the hyperpersonal model of CMC (discussed in 

Chapter 2), it is likely that email conversations are carefully contrived with attention being 

paid to message construction, whilst IM conversations are fluid and less controlled (Walther, 

2007).   

 

With respect to email, current research suggests that individuals adopt different persuasion 

strategies as compared to those used in FtF interactions (Wilson, 2003). It has also been 

proposed that communicating via IM encourages individuals to process information more 

carefully utilising a more central route as the absence of distractions in the form of non-

verbal communication allows attention to be directed towards the message itself (DiBlasio & 

Milani, 2008). However, although these authors suggest that their findings are applicable to 

CMC in general these research papers use two different types of online communication 

medium and different contexts which renders any conclusions and generalisations drawn to 

be tentative at best. Also, of interest is the apparent contradiction between DiBlasio & 

Milani’s (2008) findings and those presented by Ofcom (as cited by von Abrams 2010) 

concerning the level of attentional focus in IM. This conflicting research suggests that the 

processing issues related to divided attention, seen in offline environments (Fernandes & 

Moscovitch, 2000), may also occur in online contexts and this is addressed in Study 1 of this 

thesis. 

 

Situational context in CMC interactions is likely to have an influence on persuasion as, even 

though the situation is not a physical presence, the social rules governing interactions in a 
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specific environment are still going to be relied upon when making decisions and presenting 

persuasive messages. The concept of regulatory fit (which is explained and discussed in 

Chapter 2) has been demonstrated to dictate how people present and receive persuasive 

messages in FtF contexts. This theory suggests that persuaders (i.e. the message source) tailor 

messages to fit a given situation and their communication goals. Further, message receivers, 

in these situations, evaluate and attend to a message according to their expectations which are 

often based on prior experience and/or social convention. By behaving in this manner both 

parties to the interaction experience a sense of “rightness” about their course of action 

(Koenig, Cesario, Molden, Kosloff, & Higgins, 2009; Novak & Hoffman, 2009). However, to 

date, little research has explicitly examined regulatory fit with regard to CMC 

communication. An exception to this was a study by Wilson & Lu (2008) who demonstrated 

the importance of communication goals in online persuasive situations. Their results found 

that message receivers evaluated messages in terms of benefits, costs, personal values, social 

values, and emotions. This research would suggest that there is a benefit in considering 

situational context further and this is addressed in the thesis.  

 

1.3  Message Factors in CMC 

 

One of the major identifying features of online interpersonal communication is the absence of 

identity and source cues – cues which are highly influential in conventional FtF persuasive 

interactions as they foster perceptions of credibility, expertise, and likeability (e.g. Briñol & 

Petty, 2009; Ziegler & Diehl, 2001). As such the perceived anonymity of the sender, in CMC, 

is thought to have a negative effect on an individual’s perceptions of sender characteristics 

resulting in a diminished ability to influence (Rains, 2007). The social identity model of 
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deindividuation effects (SIDE model – to be discussed in Chapter 2) acknowledges this 

shortcoming in CMC and argues that, to compensate for sender anonymity, users  shift focus 

from using non verbal cues (to establish social identity) to using information readily available 

(e.g. prior knowledge of the issue, cues contained in the message itself). This enables users to 

make inferences and judgements, about the message and message sender, based upon 

considered cognitive evaluation (Hancock & Dunham, 2001; Tanis & Postmes, 2007). 

However, to date, research is limited and has not specifically addressed what message cues 

are specifically attended to and whether, or not, differences exist in message evaluation 

across CMC communication modes. 

 

The suggestion is, therefore, that the absence of source cues in CMC should, theoretically, 

encourage individuals to seek substitute cues (McLeod, 2000). In FtF communication the 

strategic use of both language power and emotion have been found to influence persuasion as 

they act as a peripheral cue by, respectively, affecting perceptions of credibility and creating 

a sense of rapport (De Steno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, & Braverman, 2004; Sparks & Areni, 

2008). From a CMC perspective, therefore, it is possible that both language power and 

emotion could serve as cues in a persuasive interaction as they are readily conveyed by the 

written word.  

 

This thesis, therefore, explores how the potential use of language power and emotion act as 

cues in online persuasive interactions. More specifically, this research builds on the findings 

that, due to the increased salience of language cues in CMC, message quality and content 

assume increased prominence when processing persuasive messages (DiBlasio & Milani, 

2008; Rains, 2007). Also of research interest is the notion that language power can act as 
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motivation to attend to a message in the first place (Areni & Sparks, 2005; Zhou, Burgoon, 

Zhang, & Nunamaker, 2004). Motivation to attend to a message is especially important in 

CMC as the relative anonymity of online interactions, and the distance between message 

sender and receiver, could lessen an individual’s desire to direct valuable cognitive resources 

towards attending to, and evaluating, the message presented (Bradner & Mark, 2002). 

 

1.4 Message Processing in CMC 

 

Due to the written nature of both online communication modalities (i.e. email and IM) 

individuals are likely to utilise a combination of central and peripheral processing (San José-

Cabezudo, et al. 2009). Central processing refers to attitudes being formed or altered by 

careful consideration of the arguments presented, i.e. central information. Peripheral 

processing, however, refers to decision making being accomplished merely by making 

associations between the attitude expressed and the cues presented by virtue of the 

interaction, i.e. peripheral information (Choi & Salmon, 2003).  

 

As such, it is possible that the processing of email interactions is, therefore, likely to favour 

the central route (and be supported by peripheral information) as individuals have time to 

process information carefully; whilst IM processing should favour the peripheral route (with 

individuals basing any attributions made on a limited consideration of central cues) due to 

limited processing time. This mixed processing of cues has been noted in web-based, 

impersonal, CMC interactions (e.g. San José-Cabezudo, et al., 2009) and it is not 

unreasonable to assume that this will occur in online interpersonal interactions. Thus, 
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individuals, in an attempt to assess the veracity of a persuasive message will, depending upon 

their level of motivation to attend, use as many available cues as possibly to make a valid 

evaluation.  

 

Such conjecture is likely to raise questions as to which model of persuasion provides the most 

fitting account of the online interpersonal persuasion process. Indeed, the proposal that mixed 

processing occurs presents a challenge to the dual process models of the ELM (Petty and 

Cacioppo, 1986) and the HSM (Chaiken, et al., 1989) in terms of whether or not there is a 

distinction between two types of processing. As such, the UM processes as proposed by 

Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) may provide a better explanation. To date, however, there 

is little research examining the online interpersonal persuasion process in terms of the 

existing models of persuasion and so this point will be addressed in this thesis. 

 

1.5 Conclusions 

 

Research into online interpersonal persuasion is in its infancy. As such little is known about 

the mechanisms and conditions necessary for a successful persuasion attempt to be realised 

across the two main modalities of CMC – email and IM. The overall aim of this thesis is to 

provide a comprehensive account of the online interpersonal persuasion process which 

accounts for not only the interaction itself (and the role to the source, message, and receiver) 

but also external variables such as context and communication mode. Indeed, to date, much 

of the research focuses on comparing either email or IM to FtF communication and avoids 

comparisons between different CMC modalities. This thesis will, therefore, compare 
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responses to persuasive information across email and IM. Also, in order to understand the 

meaning of these comparisons, responses from FtF interactions will be used as a benchmark. 

Further, as there is a dearth of research examining how persuasion actually occurs online due 

to the lack of cues which accompany FtF interactions, this research also aims to identify how 

individuals use, and make inferences from information, that is available and/or assumed. 

 

Of likely importance to the online persuasion process, therefore, is the role of readily 

available language cues. As such, this research will examine the role of message factors 

which can be manipulated by the message sender (language power and emotion) as these can 

be strategically utilised to exert influence over the message receiver and encourage 

motivation to attend to the information presented. Also, the role of the situational context will 

be examined to ascertain if the cues provided by virtue of the context influence compliance 

decisions in online persuasion. Further, comparisons will be made between communication 

modalities (i.e. email and IM using FtF as a control) and situational contexts (political, 

learning, and social) as to source and message perceptions and persuasiveness. The results 

from these comparisons should begin to explain the online interpersonal persuasion process 

by showing how message delivery medium and environmental context influences information 

processing and persuasive outcomes. Further, once these effects have been established this 

programme of research will give consideration to the online interpersonal persuasion process 

itself in terms of the persuasion process models (i.e. the ELM, HSM, and UM). It is 

envisaged that this research will clarify how persuasive information is processed online and 

which of the models provides the most parsimonious account of this process. 
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In sum, in providing a comprehensive account of online persuasion, this thesis will develop a 

model of the online interpersonal persuasion process. This model will identify the various 

stages of the interpersonal persuasion process in terms of an evaluative decision-making 

process based upon available information and cues at each stage. Further, it will also identify 

the cognitive processes activated at each stage as well as distinguish between the roles of the 

message source and the message receiver. It is envisaged that this model will highlight the 

importance of both communication mode and situational context in the persuasion process 

due to the cues that they contain and their salience to the receiver. 

  

To place this thesis into context and provide the rationale for the two studies undertaken, the 

following literature review will encompass relevant research pertaining to the variables of 

interest. Chapter 2 will focus on issues pertaining to the importance of situational context and 

communication synchronicity in interpersonal persuasive interactions as, whilst these are 

outside the immediate persuasion process, they are likely to play an influential role in how 

persuasive messages are evaluated. This chapter will also consider the players in the 

persuasive interaction itself by focussing on issues pertaining to the role of the source, 

message, and receiver. Following this, Chapter 3 will present an evaluation of the models of 

persuasion which will be used to underpin the findings of this thesis. Finally, this section will 

conclude with Chapter 4 which summarises the persuasion process discussed in the previous 

chapters and provide the rationale for the thesis which will be accompanied by an illustration 

of the proposed persuasion process model. 
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Chapter 2 

 

2.1 The Persuasive Interaction and the Big 3 Essential Factors 

 

As stated in Chapter 1, communication is at the heart of persuasion and this phenomenon has 

been extensively studied in FtF interactions. However, due to the rapid development and 

diversification of internet technology from a predominantly web-based “exhaustive 

information store” (Okdie & Guadagno, 2008; p.478) to a burgeoning social networking 

arena, individuals are increasingly communicating and maintaining and forming, 

interpersonal relationships online (Postmes, Spears, & Lea, 2002). As a consequence, 

individuals using CMC for this purpose are able to exert social influence and engage in 

online interpersonal persuasion (Okdie & Guadagno, 2008).  

 

As in FtF persuasive interactions, online persuasion does not occur in isolation. Indeed, there 

has to be a method of communication to transmit the persuasive information and the 

information has to have a specified context (Perloff, 2010). With regards communication 

mode, one of the main differences between FtF and online persuasive interactions is response 

latency. In FtF persuasive interactions feedback is immediate allowing for synchronised 

interactions. However, in online interactions the picture is more complex as CMC responses 

vary in feedback according to communication mode. In email interactions responses are 

asynchronous; whereas in IM interactions responses are synchronous (but distinct from FtF 

responses due to the accompanying anonymity which is discussed later in this chapter) 

(Okdie & Guadagno, 2008). Thus, the asynchronous nature of email allows for increased 



16 
 

processing time (and, therefore, deeper processing); whereas the virtual synchronicity of IM 

should allow for increased feedback. According to Wilson (2003), the implication from a 

persuasion perspective is that under conditions of increased feedback a persuasive message is 

likely to be more effective. 

 

With regards the role of context, in FtF interactions research has demonstrated that context 

influences persuasion (e.g. Luytz & Kakkar, 1975). In online persuasive interactions, 

however, whilst the role of context has not been explicitly examined, Roseth, et al. (2011) 

have suggested that, in these instances, individuals do seek out social cues when evaluating 

information. This, therefore, provides initial evidence that context is important in online 

persuasive interactions and is used as a cue source. As such, it is reasonable to assume that, as 

in FtF interactions (Endsley, 2000), contextual information is used as an aid to making 

effective decisions. Thus, as Chaiken and Eagly (1983) state both situational context and 

communication mode are important considerations in persuasion as they affect attention to 

cues the message presented. 

 

However, for persuasion to occur, both online and offline, there has to be a message source 

(i.e. sender), a message, and a message receiver (Hovland, et al., 1953; Walther, 2007). 

Consequently, these factors are integral to persuasion and their role in the online persuasion 

process needs to be considered. First, one of the major differences between CMC and FTF 

persuasive interactions is the relative anonymity of the source which precludes the use of 

source cues such as attractiveness, credibility, and paralanguage (Hancock & Dunham, 2001). 

To compensate for this, in online interactions, the message source is able to engage in 

selective self-presentation by choosing what information to divulge and how to express it so 
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as to be portrayed in the most favourable light (Walther, 2007; Walther, van der Heide, Sang-

Yeon, & Tong, 2008). This also has ramifications for the message receiver who needs to 

make decisions and so, to compensate, they focus on any salient social identity markers that 

they can derive from the message and the contextual cues presented (Spears, Lea, 

Corneliussen, Postmes, & ter Haar, 2002).  

 

Second, in CMC (either IM or email) the only way in which a message can be communicated 

is through written language thus there are no vocal cues available. In FtF interactions vocal 

cues provide a lot of additional information (over and above the message itself) which 

influence persuasive outcomes (Burgoon, Birk, & Pfau, 1990; Burgoon, Dunbar, & Segrin, 

2002). Therefore, in the absence of paralinguistic cues, individuals examine the language 

used in persuasive CMC interactions for additional cues as to message veracity (Morse, 2003; 

Walther, 2004). Individuals can discover such cues by attending to the linguistic style used 

(i.e. language power) and the language intensity (i.e. emotion) conveyed (Blankenship & 

Craig, 2011; Derks, Bos, & von Grumbkow, 2007; Walther, 2007). 

 

Third, when evaluating persuasive information a receiver’s attention to the message is guided 

be personal relevance and evaluated in terms of self-interest to promote goal achievement. 

This implies that a receiver’s behaviour is motivated to minimise the costs and maximise the 

benefits associated with compliance (Darke and Chaiken, 2005). Whilst this behaviour 

pattern occurs in FtF interactions (e.g. Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Ratner & Miller, 2001) there 

is evidence to suggest it happens in online interactions as well (Dijkstra & Ballast, 2012). 

Thus, when receivers evaluate a persuasive message they examine it for its self-relevance 

and, furthermore, when responding and engaging in the interaction they often mimic the cues 
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used by the message source to facilitate interpersonal relationships (Maddux, Mullen, & 

Galinsky, 2008). In FtF interactions mimicry can be observed through the mimicking of 

verbal (e.g. expressions, speech patterns) and non-verbal behaviour (e.g. gestures, postures). 

In online interactions, however, there are no visual cues and so mimicry can only occur 

through text or verbal expression through linguistic similarity (Maddux, et al., 2008; Scissors, 

Gill, Geraghty, & Gergle, 2009).  

 

Thus, there are three essential components for persuasion in both online and offline 

persuasive interactions. However, they do not act in isolation as how they operate on message 

processing differs as a function of the affordances of the communication mode being used – 

these issues will be discussed further in this chapter. Although these differences have been 

recognised by researchers, the extant online persuasion literature has not considered how they 

differ between online communication modalities. Also, this research has not given 

consideration as to how these factors affect decision making in different situations with 

differing goal motivations. This thesis will, therefore, address these points so as to provide a 

more comprehensive account of the online persuasion process. 

 

2.2 The Persuasive Interaction 

 

Interpersonal persuasion involves an interaction, using verbal and nonverbal behaviours, 

between two, or more, individuals. Critical to this process is the role of “personal feedback, 

coherence of behaviours (relevance or fit of remarks and actions) and the purpose...of 

changing the attitudes and/or behaviours of the other(s)” (p.112) as these characteristics of 
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interpersonal persuasion distinguish it from impersonal persuasion (Reardon, 1991). 

Although the nature of online interpersonal persuasion dictates that verbal behaviour is 

replaced by the written word (Wilson, 2003), the feedback and coherence of response, which 

is present in FtF interactions, is still present in CMC thus providing the necessary conditions 

for interpersonal persuasion to occur. 

 

However, whilst there is a need for feedback and response coherence in a persuasive 

interaction, it is crucial to note that persuasion does not occur in isolation. For persuasion to 

occur the individuals taking part in the interaction attend to the cues available; and the level 

of attention paid to these cues can be influenced by communication mode and situation 

(Chaiken & Eagly, 1983). In the first instance, the communication mode used can affect the 

extent of evaluation due to response latencies inherent within a given form of communication 

(Moon, 1999). Further, the choice of communication mode can also influence interpersonal 

perceptions and impression formation by virtue of the level of feedback (Roseth, Saltarelli, & 

Glass, 2011). Therefore, whilst the communication mode used exerts conditions on 

processing due to synchronicity, it also serves to transmit information.  

 

Secondly, whilst communication mode transmits persuasive information, it also conveys 

information relating to the social context. As such, the information presented is likely to 

activate both social and contextual cues which are used in an evaluation of a persuasive 

message (Kalman & Rafaelli, 2011; Roseth, et al., 2011). In FtF interactions the situational 

context of a persuasive request has been shown to affect outcomes due to the cues it activates 

(e.g. Lutz & Kakkar, 1975; Argyle, Furnham, & Graham, 1981). In an online environment, 

however, the importance of context is yet to be explicitly examined although it is expected 
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that individuals interacting online are able to glean pertinent social cues. In so doing they are 

assumed to utilise and adapt existing knowledge from similar FtF interactions, apply this to 

the online interaction, and then attend to relevant social information to aid the evaluation 

process (Rafaelli, et al., 2011). 

 

2.2.1 The Persuasive Interaction and the Role of Communication Mode 

As previously stated, the communication mode used in a persuasive interaction could affect 

an individual’s evaluation of the persuasive request due to the relative processing time 

afforded by communication synchronicity. Communication synchronicity refers to the 

dynamic interplay during interpersonal interaction (Roseth, et al., 2011). FtF interactions are 

the most synchronous communication form, followed by video/audio formats, then IM, email 

and finally letter writing which is viewed as the most asynchronous in nature (Baltes, 

Dickson, Sherman, Bauer, & LaGanke, 2002). Thus, IM is considered to be relatively 

synchronous (allowing for increased feedback), whilst email is considered to be 

asynchronous (Okdie & Guadagno, 2008; Wilson, 2003).  

 

To date, there is little published online interpersonal persuasion literature explicitly 

addressing processing differences between differing forms of CMC. That said research by Ng 

and Detenber (1995) and Roseth, et al. (2011) has begun to address this issue in political and 

learning contexts. Ng and Detenber (2005) investigated the effect that online communication 

synchronicity has on impressions and intentions to participate in political discussions. This 

study comprised a synchronous IM (“chat”) simulation and an asynchronous version both of 

which comprised discussion threads taken from an online Yahoo discussion forum. Although 
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the asynchronous condition was not constructed as email, per se, the time stamps on the 

messages indicated a time lag which would be similar to that experienced if communicating 

via email. Participants in this study were presented with the discussions and then asked to 

evaluate the discussions presented on a series of Likert scales. The consequent findings 

revealed that synchronous communication was perceived to be more informative and 

persuasive than asynchronous communication – implying that IM is more suitable for 

persuasion purposes than email. This finding was contrary to expectation; the authors had 

expected that asynchronous communication would prove to be more informative and 

persuasive due to the comparative response latency which would enable deeper message 

processing. An explanation offered for these results was that the increased interaction and 

feedback of responses in IM could have lead to more favourable message evaluations as the 

participants have a greater sense of involvement.  

 

Roseth, et al. (2011) in a learning context study, examined the effects of asynchronous and 

synchronous CMC using three communication media of video, audio, and text. They found 

that motivation to learn was significantly higher using synchronous as compared to 

asynchronous media. Specifically, the motivational components of relatedness and interest 

were enhanced under synchronous learning conditions. This is due to the increased sense of 

interaction which is facilitated through increased feedback which is absent in asynchronous 

interactions.  

 

It is possible, as Roseth, et al. (2011) suggest, that media synchronicity theory (MST) as 

proposed by Dennis, Fuller, and Valacich (2008) could help explain an interaction between 

media and synchronicity. MST, in essence, posits that the communication medium should fit 
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the needs of the task in hand and that tasks requiring convergence processes benefit from 

communication synchronicity, whereas tasks utilising conveyancing processes demand 

asynchronous communication. Dennis, et al. (2008) propose that conveyancing processes are 

those associated with novel, or large amounts of information, which require increased 

deliberation and cognitive effort – as such, asynchronous communication modes provide an 

appropriate fit between information and processing requirement. Conversely, convergence 

processes are activated on the presentation of smaller, more familiar types of information 

which merely require verification, and possible negotiation, which necessitate low attentional 

focus and reduced cognitive effort – thus, synchronous communication modes are the most 

appropriate. This theory could have implications for possible situational effects in 

interpersonal online persuasion as, although this theory has been developed for task oriented 

business perspectives the task focus of MST could logically be substituted for situational 

context. If this is the case, then it is possible that any decisions regarding compliance could 

be the consequence of a match/mismatch between the communication medium used and the 

type of request being made. 

 

According to Ng and Detenber (2005), synchronicity of communication affects individuals’ 

perceptions of a message, and shapes impressions, through a chronemic code - a nonverbal 

cue concerning the use of time in interactions. As such individuals hold normative 

expectations with regards the timing of responses and response latency and adherence to 

these expectations exerts a positive influence on evaluations (Kalman & Rafaelli, 2011). This 

view is supported by Kalman, Ravid, Raban, and Rafaeli (2006) who, in an analysis of 

computer-mediated interactions, found that response latencies tend to be standardised within 

CMC and this creates an expectation, amongst communicants, that a response to a message 

should occur within a given time frame – akin to that found in traditional FtF interactions. As 
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a consequence response latency can have both positive and negative effects on perceptions 

dependent upon whether or not the latent response falls within an expected time frame or not 

– thereby acting as a nonverbal cue. Indeed, Moon (1999) found that too long or too short a 

response time in IM leads to negative perceptions of the sender and reduces persuasibility as 

the sender can be perceived as being thoughtless, deceiving, and not credible. Thus response 

timing can be critical in the online persuasion process as an average, or expected, response 

latency appears to be the most conducive to persuasion. 

 

Thus, communication mode can affect persuasion due to issues associated with response 

latency and the time available to process the information presented. It is also possible that in 

both online and offline persuasive interactions the communication media used can affect 

message evaluation as a result of the complexity or simplicity of the information presented. 

Using MST principles (Dennis, et al., 2008) more complex and novel information needs a 

longer response latency to ensure thorough processing (suggesting email may be more 

appropriate as it is asynchronous in nature. Further, if the information presented is familiar 

and simple less extensive message processing is needed and so synchronous forms of 

communication (e.g. IM or FtF) will yield an appropriate decision. As such communication 

mode is likely to be an important consideration when presenting messages as it affects 

information processing. 

 

Thus, the extant research appears to suggest that FtF interactions, which are highly 

synchronous, are more persuasive than either IM or email interactions (e.g. Guadagno & 

Cialdini, 2002, 2007; Wilson, 2003). Of further interest is that within CMC there is evidence 

to suggest that IM is more persuasive than email (Ng & Detenber, 2005) - implying that 



24 
 

synchronicity is key to persuasion. However, within this extant body the effects of context 

have not been accounted for and so conclusions may be over simplified. Consequently, in the 

first instance, in this thesis it is essential to confirm the effect that communication mode has 

on processing persuasive information and to determine if the use of IM or email, as compared 

to FtF, does have a differential impact upon persuasive outcomes. 

 

2.2.2 The Persuasive Interaction and the Role of Situational Context  

Situational context is likely to play a role in the persuasion process as any given task, or 

request, is implicitly embedded into a situation. This situation acts as a frame of reference 

and in order to perform a task (or evaluate a request) effectively individuals have to be aware 

of the context in which it is presented (Galinsky, Magee, Gruenfeld, Whitson, & Liljenquist, 

2008). Endsley’s (1995) theory of situational awareness (SA) lends support to this 

assumption as it states that SA is a necessary requisite, not only for task performance, but 

also for decision making. This, by definition therefore, has implications for interpersonal 

persuasion as when an individual is presented with a persuasive message consequent 

compliance, or non-compliance, is the outcome of an evaluation and decision making 

process. SA is defined as “the perception of the elements in an environment within a volume 

of time and space, the comprehension of their meaning and the projection of their status in 

the near future” (Endsley, 1988 as cited by Endsley, 2000; p.3). Thus, to make effective 

decisions, individuals need to appraise the cues contained in the environment, process and 

evaluate the information presented, and give due consideration to the consequences that an 

action may have in that given set of circumstances.  
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Whilst persuasion research has yet to consider the effect of situation in CMC, research into 

FtF interactions has already demonstrated that situational context affect on behaviour and, 

consequently, influence persuasion (Lutz & Kakkar, 1975). A situation, or situational context, 

in this thesis is defined as being a given setting, or environmental context, within which 

social behaviour/interactions occur which are governed by social norms, conventions, and 

expectations thereby influencing individuals’ evaluations and behaviour (Argyle, et al., 1981; 

Lutz & Kakkar, 1975). Implicit within this definition is the notion of subjectivity which 

suggests that individuals are aware of expected behavioural conventions, of a given situation, 

and respond accordingly (Hovland, et al., 1953). Consequently, if each situation is governed 

by normative behaviours specific to that particular circumstance then these factors become 

salient when evaluating a request for conformity and making a decision. However, the extent 

that an individual is sensitive to these cues is likely to depend upon the importance accorded 

by the individual to this group in relation to competing demands from other personal group 

memberships (Hovland, et al., 1953). Thus, acquiescence to a request is influenced by 

situational context and the cues which it contains (Endsley, 2000; Galinsky, et al. 2008). 

 

However, the issue is further complicated by a message receiver’s goals which are likely to 

vary according to situational context affecting information processing and, therefore, the 

consequent persuasiveness of a message (Wilson & Lu, 2008). An everyday example of this 

can be seen in work environments when individuals may be asked to carry out a task by a 

manager which they refuse to comply with as it will be detrimental to their work (Yukl, Kim, 

& Falbe, 1996). Such a situation should dictate that an individual comply with a manager’s 

request (as they have due authority) and, as a consequence, fulfil the message sender’s goals. 

However the individual views the request as having negative consequences on their job 

performance goals and so the request is resisted, thereby satisfying the receiver’s goal of 
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doing a good job. Thus, as both Slater (1997) and Wilson and Lu (2008) point out, the 

persuasion process is goal directed - the message sender’s goal is to gain compliance with a 

request whilst the receiver’s goal is to evaluate and respond to the message in terms of their 

personal motivations and needs for that situation.  

 

“Goals are cognitive representations of desired results” and are central to human cognition as 

they serve to regulate behaviour in a given situation (Wilson & Lu, 2008; p.2556). In 

persuasive situations the message sender’s primary goal is instrumental and aims to influence 

the sender to induce compliance (Wilson & Lu, 2008). According to Dillard’s (1990) Goals-

Planning-Action (GPA) model, the sender’s primary goal is supported by secondary goals 

which concern tactical communication and are motivated by a given situational context and 

its associated goals. Typically these fall into 3 categories: entertainment (i.e. attaining 

hedonic pleasure), information/skill acquisition (e.g. learning), and surveillance (e.g. seeking 

specific, or didactic information about government policies). The presentation of these 

situational contexts evokes the use of processing strategies commensurate with the request 

presented (Slater, 1997). For example, entertainment goals are typically associated with low 

involvement situations and low personal cost which often results in reduced attention to the 

message itself. Of note is that, in such instances, a message receiver is likely to exhibit 

increased identification with the sender therefore allowing source characteristics to guide 

decision-making. In information/skill acquisition situations information processing is often 

guided by task importance and the rewards or possible sanctions (and personal costs) 

associated with compliance, or non-compliance. Finally, individuals with surveillance goals 

are likely to scan messages to find the information which is personally relevant and then 

switch to an information acquisition strategy (Slater, 1997). 
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Wilson and Lu (2008) propose that the GPA model can be applied to receivers’ goals as their 

primary goal is to be motivated to attend to the message presented and interpret it in terms of 

maximising personal benefits and any reducing personal costs which could arise from 

compliance to the request. These authors also suggest that primary goals are not considered in 

isolation and that secondary goals in the GPA model are also relevant as they concern social 

interaction processes and arousal management – processes which a message receiver engages 

in during a persuasive interaction. Indeed, Wilson and Lu’s (2008) study concerning online 

persuasion (email) found that secondary communication goals are important to message 

receivers and facilitate decision making in compliance requests made via CMC. Specifically, 

these goals are used to establish attitude towards the message issue, behavioural intention, 

perceived information quality, level of message involvement, and source credibility. Thus, 

both primary and secondary goals have a role to play in the online persuasion process and are 

context dependent. The receiver’s goals, however, are more complex as although both 

primary and secondary goals are activated during a persuasive interaction, the level of 

message involvement (as dictated by the relative personal salience of the situational context) 

and the consequent processing strategies used are likely to interact with a message receiver’s 

goals and influence the outcome. 

 

With regard to an individuals’ primary goal of making a decision which maximises personal 

benefit and minimises personal costs, individuals are likely to process messages in a biased 

manner in accordance with regulatory focus theory (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Pelletier & Sharp, 

2008). Regulatory focus theory posits that individuals are motivated to process goal related 

information in a dispositional manner to satisfy either nurturance or security goals. 

Nurturance goals are seen as positive promotion goals which aim to achieve the “ideal” self; 

whereas security goals aim to avoid negative outcomes and rarely seen as prevention goals 
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which reflect the “ought” self (Higgins, 1997; Cesario, Higgins, & Scholer, 2008). Key to 

this theory is the notion that individuals are self-motivated to achieve a desired end-state 

which varies across situations (Higgins, 1997; Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe, 2004). Thus, 

when inducing compliance, research suggests that persuasion is more likely to occur when 

the message receiver perceives that the benefits to be gained through compliance are 

commensurate with their perceived self-regulatory focus (i.e. prevention or promotion focus) 

and goals for a given context (Aaker and Lee, 2001). In persuasive interactions, therefore, the 

concept of regulatory focus can be used to explain an individual’s purpose when making 

decisions (Meyer, et al., 2004) – i.e. to ensure their goals in a given situation are met. Indeed, 

research in FtF interpersonal persuasive interactions has demonstrated its value in explaining 

individuals’ responses (e.g. Cesario & Higgins, 2008).  

 

When considering the role that situation has in online interpersonal persuasion it is possible 

that individuals apply the same criteria as they do in FtF interactions. As such, it would be 

expected that individuals pay attention to the situation as it provides information as to how to 

respond in terms of goal achievement, the autonomy they have in making a decision, as well 

as providing information regarding normative social expectations. In terms of understanding 

online interpersonal persuasion, therefore, these factors need to be given examined as in the 

extant body of research assumptions as to online persuasion have been made without 

considering the influence of situational context. 
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2.2.3 The Persuasive Interaction: Summary and Hypotheses 

The extant research suggests that online persuasion does occur. However, this research 

suggests that although persuasion occurs in CMC, the degree of persuasion is stronger in FtF 

interactions (e.g. Di Blasio & Milani, 2008; Wilson, 2003) than in either IM or email. This is 

possibly due to communication synchronicity as there is some evidence to suggest that IM is 

more persuasive than email (Ng & Detenber, 2005). However, the research to date is limited 

and so, as a first consideration this thesis needs to establish if persuasion using IM and email 

is fundamentally different to that exhibited in FtF interactions. It is also necessary to 

determine if there are indeed differences in the extent of persuasion between IM and email 

interactions.  

 

Further, the extant body of research is very small and the studies have focussed on a single 

situational context with various goal motivations. For example,  Di Blasio & Milani, 2008 

focus on changes in the university refectory; and Guadagno & Cialdini, 2002 focus on the 

merits of implementing additional exams to graduate high school. As such, assumptions have 

been made with regards online persuasion with little acknowledgement of the role of context 

and its effects on evaluations. As context is known to be an important factor when evaluating 

messages in FtF interactions due to its impact on goal behaviour, it is also likely to play a role 

in online message evaluation (e.g. Wilson & Lu, 2008). As such, it is necessary to establish 

whether or not situational context influences persuasive outcomes as it does in FtF contexts.  

 

Consequently Study 1 of this thesis will focus on comparing the effects of communication 

modality (i.e. IM and email as well as FtF to act as a control condition) across different 
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situations which address different goal motivations (i.e. entertainment, information, and 

surveillance). In addressing the effect of communication mode in this manner it will be 

possible to determine whether the effects noted in prior research are an artefact of the context 

used or if they can be generalised across situations. Therefore: 

 

Hypothesis 1:  There will be differences in persuasion (as expressed as the extent of 

compliance to a request) across communication modalities. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Communication synchronicity will affect online persuasion with more 

synchronous modes of communication (i.e. IM) being more persuasive 

than asynchronous modes (i.e. email). 

 

Hypothesis 3: Recipients of persuasive messages presented online are sensitive to 

situational cues and respond differentially according to implied social 

contexts. 

 

Hypothesis 4a: Communication mode and situational context will influence source 

perceptions. 

Hypothesis 4b: Communication mode and situational context will influence source 

perceptions. 
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2.3 The Source Factor  

 

Integral to persuasion is the role of the source. The source not only presents persuasive 

information but also communicates information about him, or her, self enabling the message 

receiver to form an impression of the message sender. Source characteristics, per se, can be 

classified into three distinct groups: credibility (i.e. expertise/competence, trustworthiness, 

and goodwill); attractiveness (i.e. physical attractiveness, likability, and similarity); and 

social influence (perceived power and status/authority) (Dillard & Pfau, 2002; Nguyen & 

Masthoff, 2007; Perloff, 2010). These attributes are immediately apparent in FtF interactions 

and act as cues when forming an initial impression of the message sender. This impression is 

then used to assess the perceived validity and veracity of any claims made by the sender 

thereby reinforcing, or discrediting, the position being presented (Petty & Briñol, 2008; 

Perloff, 2010).  

 

As such, source characteristics are highly influential in the persuasion process and can act 

either as a cue to persuasion when an individual is not motivated (and/or not personally 

involved) to process the message presented; or, when an individual does engage in an 

effortful cognitive evaluation of the message (and/or is personally involved), can act as a 

biasing agent when evaluating the relative merits of the communication (Wathen & Burkell, 

2002; Tormala & Clarkson, 2008). Further, Tormala, Briñol, and Petty (2006) state that 

source characteristics are used to reinforce confidence in a judgement and, in so doing, they 

act as a form of self-validation of attitudes held and/or adopted by the message receiver – 

thereby affecting decision making and, possibly, compliance. 
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The influential nature of source characteristics has important ramifications for online 

persuasive interactions. In traditional FtF interactions these cues are unambiguous and are 

immediately apparent as they are visual (e.g. attractiveness) and vocal (e.g. accent) in nature 

(Hancock & Dunham, 2001; Liu, Gunther, & Zelhart, 2001). In CMC, however, these visual 

and vocal cues are absent raising questions as to the nature of any impressions formed in 

online interactions and the extent that they are influenced by motivation and personal 

relevance - issues which are activated by message context (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Thus, 

this thesis will consider these points and determine the effect of source cues in online 

interpersonal persuasion.  

 

2.3.1  The Source and Social Information Processing  

Early research into CMC suggested that interactions using this medium were impoverished 

due to the lack of non-verbal source cues available (Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuire, 1986; 

Walther, et al., 2008). This “cues filtered out” approach (e.g. Culnan & Markus, 1987) 

proposed that the lack of non-verbal cues (i.e. source cues) in CMC resulted in 

depersonalised communication and poorer interpersonal relations. Further, it was believed 

that this lack of cues hampered individuals’ ability to form impressions and then use them in 

decision making and persuasion contexts - thereby setting CMC interactions apart from those 

in FtF contexts (Hancock and Dunham, 2001). However, this approach, whilst accurately 

identifying the major distinction between CMC and FtF communication, provides only a very 

limited and simplistic account of the issues concerning CMC (Derks and Bakker, 2010) and 

has been  challenged by Walther’s (1992) social information processing theory (SIP).  

SIP suggests that a message source plays an active role in selecting, and presenting, personal 

and social information; and that message receivers will take an active role in finding cues 
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from text upon which to base their impressions and message in order to fulfil affiliation needs 

(Walther, 1992). Thus, SIP suggests that despite the perceived anonymity afforded by CMC, 

due to the lack of source cues) impressions are still formed by receivers online - although 

research does concede that impressions made via CMC may take longer to form than those in 

FtF contexts (Hancock & Dunham, 2001; Walther, Slovacek, & Tidwell, 2001). Further, in 

CMC the source is able to engage in selective self-presentation, making strategic use of 

personal information, to create the desired impression which will facilitate persuasion 

(Walther, 2007; Walther, et al., 2008).  

 

One of the most important impressions a source should create is credibility as highly credible 

sources are more persuasive than sources low in credibility (Tormala & Petty, 2004). Indeed, 

a message receiver looks for cues regarding a source’s expertise and trustworthiness and uses 

them to arrive at an overall assessment about the individual’s credibility which, in turn, 

influences the evaluation and influence of a persuasive message (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 

1953). Whilst these cues are more apparent in FtF interactions (due to the presence of non-

verbal cues), in CMC anonymous sources can still be perceived as credible as identified 

sources as individuals are able to utilse cues presented by the source and inferred from the 

context (Rains, 2007).  

 

In this study, Rains (2007) used an electronic meeting system (similar to IM) and facilitated 

interactions between a source (who was a confederate using pre-constructed interactions), and 

participants. In two unrelated conditions, participants were either given information about the 

source or the source remained anonymous. To convey credibility, information was presented 

using either strong arguments (which included information that was cited as from a credible 
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source) or weak arguments (which had no supporting information). The results found no 

differing perceptions in credibility for either an anonymous or identified message source. 

However, the message source in the anonymous condition was rated as being less 

trustworthy, less persuasive and generated more negative thoughts than in the condition 

where the source was identified. Thus, the choice of information presented (e.g. strong or 

weak arguments) can influence perceptions of credibility. Consequently, when constructing 

persuasive messages, it is likely that strategies such as including facts and figures; and using 

strong or weak language will influence perceptions of a message sender’s credibility in online 

interactions.  

 

Of relevance to building credibility in online persuasive interactions, Stephens, Cowan, and 

Houser (2011) have suggested that credibility in online contexts is related to perceived, or 

assumed, social norms which govern any given situational context. The findings from this 

study, which uses email interactions, show that individuals positively relate to each other (i.e. 

increased liking and perception of positive characteristics) if they perceive they are similar 

due to shared group norms. Further, McKenna and Bargh (2002) have also found that 

receivers engaging in online interactions use cues derived from perceived similarity, message 

composition, interests, and values in order to form impressions – and these cues affect 

perceptions of liking of the source in accordance with their valence.  

 

Taken together, these findings have implications for online persuasion, and this thesis, as they 

suggest that online impression formation is influenced by both the message (as presented by 

the source) and its context (i.e. the situation). As such the source must consider the impact 

that the cues presented will have on the receiver as any impressions formed using these cues 
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will influence message evaluations and, by default, the extent of persuasion. In examining 

online persuasion, therefore, the studies in this thesis will utilise this information when 

presenting persuasive arguments from the source. This will allow for the arguments presented 

being representative of how individuals engage in strategic self-presentation in everyday 

online persuasive interactions. For example, if an individual is emailing a superior at work (to 

ask for a pay rise) he will appear more credible if formal language is used and if politeness is 

incorporated into the message. Presenting a message in this manner is likely to enhance the 

attractiveness of the message source, due to its apparent conformity to the receiver’s 

perceived normative social expectations. Further, the use of such a presentation strategy 

should also increase the receiver’s perceptions of similarity and likeability – thus increasing 

the chance of persuasion (Stephens, et al., 2011).  

 

2.3.2 The Source and Social Identity Deindividuation 

When discussing the role of source credibility and attractiveness in impression formation and 

persuasion, research suggests that perceived group norms are important as they influence 

message evaluation and decision making. The social identity deindividuation model (SIDE) 

developed by Reicher, Spears, and Postmes (1995) explains this phenomenon. This model 

posits that, in CMC, individuals become deindividuated as individuating cues (such as 

physical characteristics and vocal cues) are unavailable and the message sender remains 

relatively anonymous. Consequently, individuals focus on any salient social markers 

provided by the sender in the hope that these cues will provide identity information and, 

therefore aid impression formation (Spears, et al., 2002; Walther, 2007).  

Within CMC these identity cues can be gleaned from the discourses presented within a 

message (e.g. social status, group membership) as well as from communication style (e.g. 
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words utilised and type of language) (Hancock Dunham, 2001). Thus, as SIDE 

acknowledges, impressions can be formed from very little information as individuals are able 

to make inferences and attributions based on their experiences and expectations with regards 

the person that the individual is interacting with (Hancock and Dunham, 2001; Walther, 

1996). This assumption has found support from research concerning mental imagery in 

cognitive neuropsychology which suggests that imagery is a top-down perception which 

enables individuals to “fill in the gaps” of information, based on expectancies from prior 

knowledge and/or experience, when only presented with a partial image (Kosslyn, 2007).  

 

However, Wang, Walther and Hancock (2009) suggest that in-group identification appears to 

be moderated by interpersonal perceptions and this, in turn, affects impression formation. 

Indeed, Epley and Kruger (2005) found that information presented via email was more 

ambiguous than that presented vocally; and that the effect of this ambiguity lead to biased 

message processing in accordance with the participants’ expectancies, or stereotype, of the 

message sender. Interestingly, Heilman, Caleo, & Halim, (2010) suggest that it is the mere 

anticipation of communicating online with an individual which can evoke a biased 

stereotypical impression of the message sender. Thus, it appears that individuals are aware of 

the ambiguity integral to email (and other online) communication and so try to compensate 

for the lack of non-verbal cues. Consequently, expectancies associated with online 

communication prime individuals to start searching for source cues and other heuristics to aid 

the decision making process.  

 

These findings do provide evidence for the SIDE perspective (in that salient group 

membership cues are acted upon in CMC) suggesting that individuals do form impressions of 
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those with whom they are interacting. Further, the impressions formed tend to be idealised 

based on heuristics (e.g. stereotyping) and intensified by the visual anonymity (Walther, 

Slovacek, & Tidwell, 2001). However, in both these studies limited source cues were 

available as the participants were presented with a picture and a brief description of the 

individual they were interacting with and so were primed before the interaction. As such 

impression formation under conditions of complete anonymity was not achieved. Tanis and 

Postmes (2007) addressed this point by testing the effect of no cues compared to minimal 

cues (i.e. a picture with a name) on impression formation in IM. In this study participants 

were asked to “exchange” opinions on five subjects with a “person” (who was actually a 

computer which generated pre-scripted opinions on the on five topics). After each topic, 

participants were asked to rate each interaction on several factors including satisfaction with 

the communication medium and positivity of impressions. Findings demonstrated that whilst 

perceptions of the source were slightly enhanced by the presence of minimal source cues; 

these cues reduced participants’ satisfaction with the communication medium. 

 

Taken together, these findings suggest (in accordance with SIDE) that when no cues are 

available individuals seek out individuating information from contextual information. 

(Postmes, Spears, Sakhel, & de Groot, 2001; Sassenberg & Boos, 2003). These cues can be 

deduced from the context of the information presented as any given situational context is 

accompanied by schemas which hold social identity cues. The effect of processing messages 

in this manner is that, rather than identifying with individual personal characteristics, the 

individual is identified in terms of perceived group membership and inferred group norms 

(Spears, et al., 2002; Tanis & Postmes, 2007). Thus, in the absence of source cues, 

impressions made during online interactions focus on existing schemas and social 
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information held about the context and the type of person expected to present the message. 

This information is then used to aid message evaluation. 

 

Impression formation is, therefore, an important factor in persuasive interactions as it can 

bias message evaluations (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994). As suggested above, in CMC 

interactions, due to reduces availability of cues, the evaluations individuals make are likely to 

be biased by source attributions based upon available, or implied, social markers. Therefore, 

as this thesis is investigating online interpersonal persuasion these issues are likely to have an 

impact upon the findings and so need to be given due consideration.   

 

2.3.3 The Source Factor: Summary and Hypotheses 

The processes discussed above concern how impressions of the message source are formed 

online. These processes effectively form part of the hyperpersonal model of CMC 

interactions (Walther, 1996; Walther, 2007) which attempts to synthesise the various theories 

of CMC and explain its complexities in terms of the three components of the communication 

(and, incidentally, the persuasion) model: sender, message, and receiver characteristics. 

Notably, in accordance with the preceding discussion pertaining to source characteristics, this 

model explains a message receiver’s perceptions of the source by adopting the principles of 

SIDE (which addresses how impressions of the message source is formed); and uses SIP and 

selective self-presentation to explain how the message source is able to take advantage of the 

anonymity afforded by the cue impoverished communication medium to construct an optimal 

self-image (Hancock and Dunham, 2001; Walther, et al., 2001).  
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As demonstrated, source characteristics can be communicated in anonymous CMC 

interactions and individuals are adept in presenting and interpreting cues contained within, 

and surrounding, a textual interaction in order to make decisions. Further, the research 

reviewed has made some important observations with regards the distinction between source 

perceptions and impression formation in CMC and those in FtF interactions. However, 

research to date has not explicitly examined differences within CMC itself – i.e. are there any 

differences in how a message source is perceived between email and IM interactions? 

Conceivably there could be differences due to time constraints, as when communicating via 

email there is less pressure for an immediate response than in chat interactions when 

communication synchrony is expected. Further, if there are differences this would suggest 

that a message sender would also need to take into account communication mode when 

presenting a message if the message is to be presented in an optimal way for persuasive 

purposes. Also of relevance is the notion that social norms are often implied during an online 

interaction and acted upon when forming impressions. Consequently, perceptions of source 

characteristics may also be influenced by a given situational context and its accompanying 

social norms.  

 

This thesis will, therefore, draw upon this research when making inferences as to how source 

impressions influence the online interpersonal persuasion process. Further, in so doing, this 

thesis will examine how different situations and communication modes online influence 

source impression formation and, ultimately, the persuasive outcome – something which the 

extant research has not yet examined. Therefore, when using FtF interactions as a control: 

 



40 
 

Hypothesis 5: In completely anonymous CMC interactions there will be a difference 

in the perceptions of source characteristics between email and IM 

interactions. 

 

Hypothesis 6: In completely anonymous CMC interactions, there will be a difference 

in the perceptions of source characteristics according to situational 

context. 

 

Hypothesis 7: Prior knowledge of a source which matches normative social 

expectations will have a positive impact on impression formation. 

 

2.4 The Message Factor 

 

In FtF interactions a message is communicated via language speech and is usually 

accompanied by various paralinguistic (e.g. tone, speed, accent, etc) and visual (e.g. 

attractiveness) cues which can, and do, influence persuasive outcomes (Burgoon, et al., 1990; 

Burgoon, et al., 2002). Within CMC, however, interactions are devoid of traditional 

paralinguistic cues and so the message can only be communicated through the use of 

language (Morse, 2003; Walther, 2004). Despite the lack of cues in CMC, the current body of 

research does suggest that online persuasion can and does occur (e.g. Guadagno & Cialdini, 

2007; Di Blasio & Milani, 2008; etc) which suggests that individuals glean information 

pertaining to source characteristics and the message from cues contained within the language 
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structure of the message. Within CMC, this should be possible as the very nature of online 

communication allows more time (over and above FtF interactions) for individuals to 

carefully construct messages using an appropriate linguistic style, providing the receiver with 

the necessary cues, which could help facilitate a persuasive outcome (Walther, 2007; 

Blankenship & Craig, 2011).  

 

So, whilst “persuasive messages contain various elements...one of the most crucial is 

language” (Hosman, 2002, p.371). Language itself has two elements – structure and use. 

Language use concerns how language is employed, by speakers, in social contexts as a means 

of communication. Indeed, language expectancy theory (LET) proposes that the violation of 

these norms can influence a message recipient’s responses and either facilitate or inhibit 

persuasion (Burgoon, et al., 2002). For example, if a message sender presents a message in a 

more favourable way than expected (i.e. positively violates expectations) then persuasion can 

be facilitated as it can be if a negatively perceived message sender communicates in 

accordance with expected group norms. However, persuasion can be inhibited if a source 

communicates in a manner deemed to be socially unacceptable (i.e. negatively violates social 

norms) as the receiver is likely to experience either no attitude change; or to distance their 

position away from that of the source (Wang, 2003; Cameron, 2009). This, therefore, 

suggests that how language is used can influence the persuasion process and, in this thesis, 

how a receiver interprets language use in terms of expectations, may influence their 

evaluations. 

 

When considering language structure, however, attention is directed towards the presentation 

elements of a communicated interaction, i.e. linguistic style (sentence construction and the 
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vocabulary used). Linguistic style, in essence, concerns the manner in which words are 

communicated to another and then interpreted by the message receiver who, in turn, makes 

attributions about both the message and the speaker (Tannen, 1995). Critically, according to 

Tannen (1995) an astute individual will use linguistic style strategically according to the 

demands of each individual situation – perhaps conforming to expected social and cultural 

norms of language behaviour (Burgoon, Denning, & Roberts, 2002; Neuman, Weinstock, & 

Glasner, 2006). Linguistic style can, therefore, be an important variable when presenting 

persuasive information as it can be strategically employed used within CMC contexts to 

promote goal attainment (Blankenship & Craig, 2011; Hosman, 2001). As such, it acts as a 

compensatory device for the lack of the more traditional non-verbal cues (i.e. visual and 

vocal cues).  

 

Within text linguistic style can be easily manipulated by two language devices: language 

power and language intensity (i.e. emotion). Indeed, LET provides a basic illustration of the 

effects of these cues in more traditional interactions. This theory suggests that if a source uses 

powerful language they are likely to be seen as credible and so to increase their 

persuasiveness they can use high intensity language (which, in accordance with LET, meets 

expectations). Conversely, if a source uses powerless language they are viewed as being non-

credible and should, therefore, use low intensity language if they wish to facilitate persuasion 

as using high intensity language is likely to inhibit expectations (Pornpitakpan, 2004). 

 

The effect of the variations in language structure has been well documented in the persuasion 

literature with changes in language structure being shown to affect impression formation (i.e. 

perceptions of the message source’s characteristics), message evaluation (i.e. processing, 
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recall, and comprehension), and attitude towards the message (e.g. Chaiken & Maheswaran, 

1994; Petty & Wegener, 1998; Areni, 2003; Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005). Therefore, 

how a message is presented is important as individuals are influenced, not only by what is 

said but also, by how it is said (Blankenship & Craig, 2011). Consequently, language itself is 

a powerful tool in the persuasion process and it is, therefore, likely that these cues will be 

effective in online persuasive interactions. This thesis will, therefore, consider the effects that 

these two linguistic cues – language power and language intensity – have on individuals’ 

perceptions and reactions to online persuasive information. The following sections will 

explain how these cues can be manipulated within the text of a message and this information 

will provide the basis for the creation of the stimulus materials used in this thesis. 

 

2.4.1 The Message Factor and Language Power 

There are two broad categories of language style used in a communication – powerful (which 

tends to yield more credible impressions of the source) and powerless (which tends to result 

in less credible impressions of the source) (O’Barr, 1982). To discriminate between the two it 

is usual to consider the features present in a powerless style which are absent in a powerless 

style, i.e. markers such as hesitations, hedges, tag questions, and language intensity within a 

message (Holtgraves & Lasky, 1998; Areni & Sparks, 2005). In essence, hesitations refer to 

either non-verbal expressions such as “umm...” and “err...” or to verbal expressions such as “I 

mean” and “I think” which can act as fillers in a conversation when a speaker is uncertain 

(Corley & Stewart, 2008). Hedges include verbal interjections such as “I’m not sure but” and 

“I guess” and often indicate that an individual is being tentative and uncertain with regards 

the position being advocated (Wesson & Pulford, 2009). Finally, tag questions refer to those 

language markers presented at the end of a sentence which turn the preceding statement into a 
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question - for example, “You do like carrots, don’t you?” The use of this language marker 

implies that the speaker may be unsure of the information possessed and so is asking the 

message receiver to confirm, or disconfirm, the statement made (Reid, Keerie, & Palomares, 

2003). As such the use of these language markers may be influential in the online 

interpersonal persuasion process as they could cast doubt on the speaker’s credibility in a 

given situation.  

This distinction between powerful and powerless language will be utilised in this thesis to 

assess the influence of language power in the online persuasion process as the use of such 

language markers has implications for impression formation and persuasion. Indeed, there is 

evidence to suggest that upon exposure to persuasive information individuals attend to 

language markers when engaging in impression formation and that the use of powerful 

language can lead to positive perceptions of the message speaker (Hosman & Siltanen, 2006). 

When a powerless message is presented, however, this increases the attention paid to speaker 

related thoughts with the language power (LP) used negatively exerting a negative effect on 

thought valence (Areni & Sparks, 2005). Consequently, a poorer impression is created of the 

speaker and this has a negative impact on persuasion. Such findings, therefore, lend support 

to the notion that persuasion can be mediated by speaker perceptions (Sparks, Areni, & Cox, 

1998; Holtgraves & Lasky, 1999; Hosman, Huebner, & Siltanen, 2002). This idea also 

implies that LP possibly acts as an unconscious influence on persuasion as individuals are 

largely unaware of the effects that language markers have on information processing and 

attitude formation/change (Areni & Sparks, 2005). 

 

Research therefore confirms that impressions of a message sender are influenced by LP, with 

more positive attributions being made in the powerful language conditions than in the 
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powerless conditions (e.g. Gibbons, Busch, & Bradac, 1991; Sparks, et al., 1998; Holtgraves 

& Lasky, 1999). However the findings with respect to the effect of LP on persuasion have 

been more difficult to ascertain as the relationship between LP and persuasion appears to be 

complex (Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005). Indeed, in one of the first studies exploring the 

impact of LP on persuasion, Gibbons, et al. (1991) failed to find any persuasive implications 

for LP. However, subsequent research has challenged these findings with Sparks, et al. 

(1998) suggesting that LP was likely to have a differential effect on persuasion according to 

presentation modality – a finding which has possible implications for persuasive information 

presented via email and IM. 

 

In this study, Sparks, et al. (1998) used 3 different presentation modes – written, audio, and 

video tape and presented persuasive messages using either a powerful or powerless language 

style. Participants’ reactions were assessed using Likert scales measuring, amongst others, 

attitudes towards the recommendations. Their findings revealed that in the written condition 

LP had no effect on persuasion and attitude change; whereas in the audio condition LP had a 

significant effect on persuasion and in the video condition the effect of LP on persuasion was 

approaching significance. Subsequently, Holtgraves and Lasky (1999) provided support for 

the effect that Sparks, et al. (1998) found in the audio condition namely that, when 

communicating in this modality, powerful language lead to increased persuasion over 

powerless language. These authors proffer an explanation for the lack of a significant effect 

of LP in written contexts by suggesting that, when a message is presented as text, individuals 

are able to scrutinise the arguments presented more carefully as they are not distracted by 

paralanguage cues and can see past the LP cues contained in the message.  

 



46 
 

These findings would suggest that in CMC, which is text-based and devoid of paralinguistic 

cues, persuasion is unlikely. However, more recent research concerning how hedges, 

hesitations, and tag questions influence information processing, source attributions and, 

ultimately persuasion has determined that persuasion can occur using text-based 

communication. In studies concerning the textual presentation of persuasive information the 

use of tag questions, generally, appears to negatively influence perceptions of source 

credibility and this, subsequently, has a negative effect on attitudes and persuasion 

(Blankenship & Craig, 2007b; Hosman & Siltanen, 2011). Further, it is suggested that 

suggests the very use of such language markers necessitates that individuals take account of 

situational factors and that that these factors affect the speaker’s position and viewpoint 

Blankenship and Craig (2007a & 2007b). 

 

Also, with respect to hedges and hesitations, Blankenship and Holtgraves (2005) have 

determined that the inclusion of these powerless language markers, in both written and 

auditory persuasive information, result in a negative evaluation (with hedges having the most 

negative influence) of both the proposal and the source. According to Durik, Britt, Reynolds, 

and Storey (2008) the consequence of the use of hedges (in text-based information 

processing) is that the negative evaluations of both the proposal and the source will reduce 

the likelihood of persuasion. Durik et al.’s (2008) findings also suggest that if hedges are 

presented as a statement of opinion a negative evaluation of both source and message can 

arise; however, if the hedges are presented as fact (or in a professional tone as in academic 

writing) this can have a positive effect rendering a powerless language marker powerful. The 

implication is that situational context may be influential in determining how powerless 

language markers are perceived due to association and consequent expectation – and this will 

be considered in Study 1. 
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One of the issues with conducting audio or FtF research into the effect of powerless language 

markers is that “noise” can interfere with message processing making it difficult to attribute 

any effects found due solely to LP and not to accompanying visual and vocal cues (Sparks & 

Areni, 2008). Consequently, due to the text-based nature of CMC, this existing research 

provides a good base from which to explore the effects of LP cues in online persuasive 

interactions; and this will be undertaken in this thesis. Although there is little recent research 

on this issue, an early study by Adkins and Brashers (1995) examined the effects of LP in 

CMC using a group support system (similar to IM). This study’s findings converge with 

those found in offline text-based interactions which suggest that the use of powerful language 

lead to more positive perceptions of the sender in terms of credibility and attractiveness than 

when using powerless language. Further, the powerful language condition resulted in higher 

levels of persuasion than was seen in the powerless language condition. However, technology 

has advanced considerably since 1999 and, rather than it being the exception, CMC is now 

the norm. As such, there is a need for more up-to-date research on the role of language power 

in online persuasive interactions which builds upon the findings of Adkins and Brashers 

(1995). 

 

2.4.2 The Message Factor and Emotion (Intensity and Affect) 

Whilst LP can influence persuasion so too can emotion and similar levels of affect transfer 

are exhibited in both FtF and CMC interactions (Walther, Loh, & Granka, 2005). However, 

the role of emotion in persuasion is complex, as it serves to create an awareness of various 

message associated cognitions concerning a receiver’s emotional state, goals, and the 

situational context (DeSteno, et al., 2004; van ‘t Riet, Ruiter, Werrij, Candel, & de Vries, 

2010). As such, affective information can influence receiver perceptions and behavioural 



48 
 

intentions by directing individuals’ attention to the source, environmental context, and 

associated goals (Hamilton, 1998; Derks, et al., 2007; Delfino & Manca, 2007; Cheshin, 

Rafaelli, and Bos, 2011). Further, the effectiveness of affect in interactions can also vary 

according to communication medium. For example, Riordan and Kreuz (2010) suggest that 

individuals are likely to choose synchronous communication (i.e. IM) when conveying 

positive news, and asynchronous (email) for conveying negative news. In this instance email 

is the more appropriate communication channel as it affords a message sender time to 

carefully construct and edit a message to ensure it is framed correctly. As such, despite the 

cue restrictions in CMC, affect can be effectively communicated (both implicitly and 

explicitly) online (Derks, Fischer, & Bos, 2008). Consequently, emotion is an important 

variable in CMC and is likely to play an important role in online persuasion – thus, its 

influence will be considered in this thesis. 

 

In persuasive interactions emotion is a useful tool as it effectively induces a state of 

readiness, or expectation, on behalf of the message receiver thereby priming a response 

(DeSteno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, & Braverman, 2004). As such, affective verbal cues 

convey information concerning the nature of the interaction (Gayle & Preiss, 1999). In FtF 

interactions these cues are usually accompanied by non-verbal cues (e.g. gestures, facial 

expressions, etc) and vocal cues (e.g. pitch, tone, pace, etc), rendering it a highly effective 

medium for communicating affect (Rogan & Hammer, 1998; Riordan & Kreuz, 2010) but 

also making it difficult to isolate the effects of affective language markers. In CMC, however, 

emotion can only be expressed through the use of verbal cues presented in a text format 

thereby removing visual and vocal cues (which could confound any emotion effects found) 

and placing emphasis and attention on available affective linguistic cues.  
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For example, in email interactions, Kato, Kato, and Akahori (2007) found that when high 

levels of emotion were included in messages then receivers experienced positive emotions 

and made positive attributions towards the message sender. However, in low emotion 

communications message receivers experienced unpleasant and negative emotions which the 

authors suggest contributed to feelings of frustration and misunderstanding. Whilst the 

findings from this study do suggest that individuals are sensitive to linguistic verbal cues, 

caution needs to be exercised when generalising these results as the research was confined to 

22 participants only. This issue was overcome by Harris and Paradice’s (2007) study which 

also sought to examine emotional cues in online interactions using 225 participants. These 

authors found that, instead of causing frustration, when no emotional cues were available 

participants turned their attention to examining message content associating positive and 

negative message content with positive and negative emotions 

 

Interestingly, the uses of emotional expression can also direct a receiver’s attention to 

situational context as shown by Derks et al. (2007). This study examined the influence of 

social context on emotional expression in IM situations. Although specifically concerned 

with the use of emoticons, the findings from this study (using a socio-emotional context - 

buying a birthday gift for a friend; and a task-oriented situation - division of tasks in an 

important project) clearly demonstrated that individuals adjust emotional expression to match 

situational expectations; individuals used more emotional expression in the social context as 

compared to a task context. This study also revealed that in online situations individuals do 

match emotional expression to perceived situational valence as in negative situations message 

receivers are likely to express negative emotions and in situations of positive valence 

individuals are likely to express positive emotions. However, the issue with this study is that, 
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although participants were presented with IM interactions these were presented on paper and 

not “online” per se which may have compromised the validity of these results.  

 

The findings by Derks, et al., (2007) suggest that individuals exhibit emotional contagion and 

mimic the emotion used in text. This can be viewed as being evidence of social influence as 

individuals are complying with an implied social norm i.e. an expected form of response – 

possibly associated with both situational context and their personal goals. Indeed, this study 

demonstrated that messages using emotional language affected impression formation as the 

source was viewed as being resolute and inflexible when reacting angrily (thereby forming 

negative impressions). It also demonstrated that positive impressions and attributions of a 

message sender could be elicited by utilising emotional words which suggested the sender 

was flexible. Interestingly, this study also found that if behaviour and communication were 

incongruent (i.e. uncompromising behaviour and pleasant words) then it was likely to elicit 

negative impressions of the message sender. Such a finding has implications for online 

persuasive information as it suggests that the strategic use of emotion could influence 

compliance – and this will be investigated in this thesis. 

 

In online persuasive interactions individuals are able compensate for the lack of non-verbal 

visual and vocal emotional cues by adapting and utilising those linguistic features which are 

available in text (Gayle & Preiss, 1999; Delfina & Manca, 2007). For example, in a recent 

study Andersen and Blackburn (2004) examined compliance in email survey responses, from 

a request by a highly credible source. In this study the authors strategically manipulated the 

intensity of the language used so that the messages were either presented using high intensity 

(i.e. emotive) language or low intensity (i.e. neutral) language. The results found that the 
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higher the level of language intensity, the higher the level of compliance as compared to low 

intensity (or neutral) language). This suggests that when a source is perceived as being 

credible presenting highly affective information can be the most beneficial way of facilitating 

persuasion. Li and Zhan (2011) offer a possible reason for this phenomenon and suggest that 

when interacting online, users tend to multitask and, although task oriented, are often 

overloaded with information. Consequently users are likely to scan information and pick out 

salient words and phrases thereby using heuristics (such as those related to source 

perceptions) and engaging in selective information processing.  

 

As demonstrated in this study, when utilising textual linguistic features to convey emotional 

expression, individuals effectively adjust the language intensity of a message (Hamilton, 

1998; Rogan & Hammer, 1998). Language intensity can be defined as being the “linguistic 

manifestation of a person’s affective state” (Rogan & Hammer, 1998; p.450) and key to its 

use is that, when used, it changes the position of the speaker from neutrality thereby 

influencing a receiver’s impressions of the speaker and attitudes towards the message. Thus, 

as Hosman and Siltanen (2006) suggest, affective intensifiers are a powerful tool as they play 

an important role in the persuasive impact of language intensity. As such, in this thesis the 

role of emotion in online persuasive interactions will be operationalised through varying 

language intensity in accordance with the research discussed below. 

 

According to Bowers (1963; as cited by Wang, 2003) language intensity can be conveyed in 

several ways: first by using words with several syllables (e.g. “big” versus “enormous”; 

“small” versus “tiny”) as polysyllabic words convey more intensity that monosyllabic words. 

Second, by using more obscure words (such as “unscrupulous” instead of “dishonest”) 
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intensity is heightened. Third, metaphors are also a useful tool to increase intensity as they 

create an analogy between two different concepts which heightens meaning (e.g. “she isn’t 

nice” versus “she’s a dog”). Finally, language intensity can be moderated by the use of 

qualifiers and intensifiers which enhance the intensity of the subsequent word (e.g. “the 

cottage is small” versus “the cottage is really small”).  

 

To utilise language intensity in messages there are two basic approaches: to use emotion 

laden words such as “excellent” and “dreadful”; and/or to use protestations which convey 

attitudinal extremity – both of which serve to increase the vividness of the information 

presented (Hamilton, 1998; Hosman, 2002; Wang, 2003; Harris & Paradice, 2007). For 

example, compare “this is a poor piece of work” to “this is a dreadful piece of work”. The 

second example reflects a more extreme and strongly advocated position towards an attitude 

object than the first purely due to the choice of adjective used. Thus the use of words which 

convey linguistic extremity indicate the degree of message valence (either positive or 

negative from a neutral position) and can encourage message processing and lead to a 

message recipient exhibiting an increased intention to comply (Craig & Blankenship, 2011). 

Whilst words are often used to convey language intensity it is important to note that these 

cues are often used, by message senders, in conjunction with other linguistic devices. These 

devices including memory induction and the use of paralinguistic cues such as exclamation 

marks, ellipsis, typing errors, colloquial spellings, etc (Gayle & Preiss, 1999; Delfina & 

Manca, 2007) - all of which can serve to influence the perceptions of a message recipient 

when engage in message evaluation.  
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In general, research has shown that, in offline interactions, linguistic intensity has a positive 

effect on attitude change by intensifying, qualifying, and/or contradicting non-verbal 

behaviours and by influencing impressions of the message sender (Rogan & Hammer, 1998; 

Andersen & Blackburn, 2004; Li & Zhan, 2011). In persuasive CMC interactions there is 

evidence to suggest that the manipulation of language intensity by changing levels of affect in 

a message has a similar effect. This is possibly a consequence of the reduced availability of 

paralinguistic cues which leads to increased attention being focussed on those still available - 

in this case affective cues (Nabi, 2002, Delfino & Manca, 2004; Derks, et al., 2008). Thus, 

emotion can be conveyed in text via the use of affective language markers and these cues can 

act as an aid to compliance (e.g. Andersen & Blackburn, 2004). Due to the impact that these 

cues can have on compliance and the complexity of their operation this thesis will examine 

the role of emotion in online persuasion in more detail. 

 

2.4.3 The Message Factor: Summary and Hypotheses 

The above discussions concerning the role of language power and emotion in online 

persuasive interactions demonstrate that, whilst these cues are likely to be useful in the 

strategic presentation of information, little is known as to how the use of these cues differs 

across online communication modalities and situations. Indeed, the extant CMC research is 

limited making it difficult to comprehend the effects these cues have on online persuasion. As 

such, there is a need to provide a basic framework which serves as a useful starting point for 

a systematic investigation into this phenomenon by establishing firstly, what effect that LP 

and emotion cues have across different online communication modalities (i.e. IM and email) 

compared to FtF interactions; and secondly, if situational context affects the perception of 

these cues. The establishment of these parameters should allow for researchers to start 
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unravelling how these cues are used strategically by individuals for goal attainment which 

necessitates compliance from another. This thesis, therefore, aims to ascertain: 

 

Hypothesis 8a: Language power and emotion will affect a message receiver’s 

impressions of the source 

       8b: Language power and emotion will affect a message receiver’s 

impressions of the message  

 

Hypothesis 9a: Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions the 

source differentially across communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, 

and FtF) 

                 9b: Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the 

message differentially across communication modalities (i.e. IM, 

email, and FtF) 

 

Hypothesis 10a: Language power affects a message receiver’s impressions the source 

differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, 

and political) 

                 10b: Language power affects a message receiver’s impressions of the 

message differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, 

learning, and political) 
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Hypothesis 11a: Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of source 

differentially across online communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, 

and FtF) 

                 11b: Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

and differentially across online communication modalities (i.e. IM, 

email, and FtF) 

 

Hypothesis 12a: Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the source 

differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, 

and political) 

                 12b: Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, 

and political) 

 

2.5 The Receiver Factor 

 

The third factor in the persuasion process concerns the message receiver and it has been well-

documented within the persuasion literature that receiver characteristics can influence a 

persuasive outcome. Specifically research has demonstrated that individual differences such 

as self-esteem, intelligence, and the need for cognition (e.g. Rhodes & Wood, 1992; Petty, 

Briñol, Loersch, & McCaslin, 2009) can influence receiver evaluations, as can factors such as 

recipient mood (Hullett, 2005). However, whilst personality and mood factors can influence 
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receiver evaluations, this process is also influenced by how salient the issue is to the receiver. 

Thus, when processing persuasive information individuals’ attention is guided by personal 

relevance and the message is evaluated in terms of self-interest - i.e. the receiver considers 

the costs and benefits associated with compliance (Darke & Chaiken, 2005). 

 

In this instance receivers are also likely to engage in thought processes concerning the source 

making attributions about credibility, trust, and attractiveness (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

Further, research suggests that if a receiver mimics a source’s behaviour patterns then the 

source has made a positive impression resulting and in more positive evaluations of the 

source and increasing the likelihood of persuasion (Hove & Risen, 2009; Campbell, Cothren, 

& Burg, 2010). In FtF interactions mimicry occurs in both verbal and non-verbal expression 

(e.g. copying gestures) (Ashton-James, van Baaren, Chartrand, Decety, & Karremans, 2007). 

In online interactions, however, behaviour matching is evidenced by linguistic similarity 

whereby receivers mimic textual language cues and research suggests that similar effects are 

seen in CMC and FtF interactions (Niederhoffer & Pennebaker, 2002). However, research 

has yet to determine if constructs of mimicry and self-interest are applied by message 

receivers when presented with persuasive information online and what, if any, role they play 

in online persuasion.  

 

Thus, in accordance with the notion that individuals engage in goal driven behaviour (as 

implied by the situational context) this thesis will focus on ascertaining if message receivers 

are motivated by self-interest when evaluating persuasive requests. Also, as research suggests 

that mimicry occurs where positive impressions this thesis will seek evidence to support this 

perspective as this behaviour is likely to be indicative of positive message evaluation. The 
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following sections will explain self-interest and mimicry in more detail and show how these 

constructs fit within the goal of this thesis. 

 

2.5.1 The Receiver Factor and Personal Relevance and Self-Interest 

Examining the role of personal relevance and self-interest in online interactions is important 

as many studies examining persuasion in FtF interactions have found that, as personal 

relevance increases, the message arguments presented assume increasing salience – resulting 

in increased processing (Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981; Wheeler, DeMarree, & Petty; 

2008). Petty, et al. (1981) suggested that, by presenting a message, the source is effectively 

activating schemata held by the message receiver concerning that situation. Therefore, when 

a message is personally relevant an individual is likely to hold a well defined schema which 

facilitates message processing and evaluation. In instances of low personal relevance 

however, these authors suggest that a message receiver is less motivated to process a message 

as he/she is less concerned with the consequences. As such the receiver is likely to be 

uninterested in making the correct decision and more concerned with either reducing the 

cognitive effort associated with thorough message processing, or responding in a socially 

desirable way. As such, as a recent study by Göckeritz, et al. (2010) suggests, descriptive 

normative beliefs influence behaviour. These norms are context related and are implied 

through the situation presented and effectively act as peripheral cues requiring little 

processing effort on behalf of an unmotivated message receiver.  

 

However, when a persuasive message is presented, which is high in personal relevance to the 

receiver, descriptive norms are not so important. In this instance the receiver is usually 
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sufficiently motivated to engage in conscious effortful thinking and so to process the message 

carefully (Göckeritz, et al., 2010). As such it is thought that if an attitude held is personally 

relevant to a message receiver it acts as a belief and this belief is used as a basis for 

processing information and decision making (Boninger, Krosnick, & Berent, 1995). Thus, the 

level of personal relevance contained within a message influences the receiver’s focus of 

attention. This focus can either be directed towards processing the information itself (in 

conditions of high personal relevance) or towards situational cues (i.e. peripheral cues) which 

serve to dictate appropriate behaviour norms in conditions of low personal relevance. 

Consequently, the evaluation of a persuasive message is shaped by perceived personal 

relevance. 

 

Personal relevance, or personal involvement, is a fairly inclusive term which refers to the 

salience of the attitude being presented to the message receiver (Darke & Chaiken, 2005). 

According to Johnson and Eagly (1989) this term broadly comprises 3 components: value-

relevant information, impression-relevant information, and outcome-relevant information – 

each of which activates a different element of a receiver’s self concept. Of relevance to this 

thesis is the notion of outcome-relevance which is concerned with a receiver attending to the 

salient costs and benefits associated with a given proposal (Johnson & Eagly, 1989). As such 

outcome relevance activates self-interest motivations associated with goal pursuit and the 

maximising of benefits and minimising of costs (Moscowitz, 2005). As a consequence the 

message receiver is likely to recognise the personal impact that a change in situation will 

have on the self (Boninger, et al., 1995). 
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Self-interest is perceived to act as a defence mechanism as, when activated (i.e. when 

personal consequences are likely), a receiver engages in biased processing which evaluates 

the information in a manner which favours and protects the individual’s self concept (Ratner 

& Miller, 2001; Darke & Chaiken, 2005). Conversely, if the information presented is not 

personally relevant the receiver does not perceive a threat to the beliefs and attitudes held and 

so no defensive reaction is required (Dijkstra & Ballast, 2012). This protection mechanism is 

necessary as persuasive messages are likely to have been strategically constructed (and, 

therefore, biased) to promote the source’s self-interest. Therefore, the receiver has to account 

for this when processing the information presented (Ratner & Miller, 2001). Thus self-

interest impacts upon a receiver’s cognitive processing, attitude judgments, and consequent 

compliance or non-compliance. To illustrate this, a negative attitude towards the message is 

created (leading to the reduced likelihood of compliance) should the consequences be 

perceived to contain significant costs and minimal benefits. Conversely, a positive attitude 

towards the message (and compliance) is generated when it is believed that personal benefits 

are to be gained (Darke & Chaiken, 2005).  

 

Despite the fact that self-interest can have important consequences for persuasion, it does not 

directly influence a persuasive outcome. Instead, self-interest moderates the relationship 

between the persuasive information presented and the attitude held (Leham & Crano, 2002) 

by increasing the level of attention directed towards the message itself  - thereby enhancing 

evaluation (Darke & Chaiken, 2005). Johnson and Eagly (1989) also suggest that this 

moderating effect occurs as self-interest interacts with argument quality under conditions of 

high involvement (as opposed to low personal involvement). Indeed their meta-analysis on 

research pertaining to the role of personal involvement in persuasion found that, in conditions 

where receivers were personally involved and concerned with outcomes (i.e. costs and 
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benefits associated with compliance), strong arguments facilitated persuasion whereas weak 

arguments hindered persuasion.  

 

To determine the role played by self-interest in persuasion, Darke and Chaiken (2005) 

undertook a series of studies investigating how this construct biases information evaluation. 

Overall, findings from these studies suggest that persuasive information is processed in a 

directional manner which is biased towards self-interest – i.e. increased personal costs lead to 

negatively biased systematic and careful evaluation. Specifically, message recipients are 

highly sensitive to their own self-interests and take account of the costs and benefits which 

may affect their goal achievement. In essence this supports the notion that self-interest acts as 

a defence mechanism as individuals are concerned with minimising personal costs and 

maximising personal benefits of compliance.  

 

Also of interest is the notion that contextual factors are likely to affect the level of self-

interest. Darke and Chaiken (2005) suggest that different situations hold different issue 

related costs and benefits which may, or may not, be salient to the recipient – and it is this 

perception of the possible consequences which influences the evaluation and decision making 

process. Thus contextual factors are an important consideration although they do not act in 

isolation. Indeed, it is believed that contextual factors interact with argument strength and the 

immediacy of the perceived consequences in the effect they have on self-interest and, 

ultimately, persuasion (Darke & Chaiken, 2005). According to these authors, in situations 

promoting benefits from compliance, a message receiver is likely to attribute strong 

arguments as offering greater benefits, more plausibility, and persuasion. However, both 

strong and weak arguments reduce a receiver’s persuasibility in high relevance, immediate 
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cost contexts. It is presumed by Darke and Chaiken (2005) that the arguments, in both 

instances, are perceived as being weaker (possibly due to increased scrutiny and biased 

processing) than those presented in delayed cost contexts and low personal relevance 

contexts. A possible explanation for this effect in delayed cost contexts is that the reduced 

immediacy decreases the relative salience of the issue rendering a defensive reaction 

unnecessary. Such findings do lend support to the notion proposed by Johnson and Eagly 

(1989) that self-interest acts as a moderator between attitude and persuasion as message 

receivers appear to make their decisions based upon personal impact. 

 

Whilst the role of self-interest in persuasive interactions has been examined in offline 

contexts, few studies have been conducted concerning online interactions - and those that 

have are largely focussed on web-based health interventions. A recent example is a study 

about a computer tailored smoking intervention (Dijkstra and Ballast, 2012). This study 

specifically examined the effect of personalisation on attitude change. Personalisation, in 

effect, triggers self-relevant encoding and activates self-interest. Whilst personalisation per se 

has no persuasive power, it does serve to increase the salience of message content to a 

message receiver and moderates attitude change. Indeed this study demonstrated that strong 

arguments coupled with personalisation lead to positive evaluations and increased persuasion; 

whereas weak arguments did not yield any persuasive effects and when coupled with 

personalisation this finding remained stable (Dijkstra & Ballast, 2012). The findings from this 

study suggest that similar processes operate in both online web-based and offline interactions 

with message receivers reacting to persuasive information in accordance with personal self-

interest. Consequently, it is possible that similar effects are likely to be found in online 

interpersonal persuasive interaction. This will be assessed in this thesis by using a qualitative 

approach to analyse participants’ reactions to the messages presented. 
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2.5.2 The Receiver Factor and Mimicry 

The second receiver factor which this thesis will consider is that relating to mimicry. 

According to research, mimicry provides evidence of good interpersonal relationships and 

task performance in both online and offline interactions (Hove & Risen, 2010; Campbell, 

Cothren, & Burg, 2010). Thus, evidence of mimicry is that a message receiver is likely to 

indicate that the receiver has made positive source attributions (with respect to credibility and 

trust) and, as a result, is more likely to yield to persuasion (Bailenson, Yee, Patel, & Beall, 

2008).  

 

Mimicry occurs in both verbal and non-verbal behaviour and is a form of behaviour matching 

as individuals typically mimic language cues (such as accent, speech patterns, expressions), 

gestures, postures, and affective responses (Maddux, Mullen, & Galinsky, 2008; Campbell, et 

al., 2010). Mimicry itself is a social behaviour which is often quickly established in an 

interaction as individuals use these cues to blend in with the social environment (i.e. use these 

cues to establish norms) leading to enhanced pro-social behaviour (Tanner, Ferraro, 

Chartrand, Bettman, & Baaren, 2007; Gonzales, Hancock, & Pennebaker, 2010). Campbell et 

al. (2010) suggest that those engaging in an interaction utilise non-verbal and social context 

cues to establish, maintain and regulate assumed normative behaviour – behaviour patterns 

that are in accordance with the assumptions made in both the SIDE and hyperpersonal models 

of communication. Such behaviour tends to be an unconscious response which has the effect 

of increasing perceived similarity, interpersonal closeness, identification, and rapport with 

those engaged in conversation due to the reflected symmetry of conversational style (Bavelas, 

Black, Chovil, Lemery, & Mullett, 1988; Ashton-James, et al., 2007).   
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In offline interactions, mimicry can take the form of both verbal and non-verbal actions. 

Research suggest that this is quite a robust phenomenon which affects perceptions (e.g. 

Ashton-James, et al., 2007;  Hove & Risen, 2009) and can have a positive effect on 

persuasive outcomes (Maddux, et al., Tanner, et al., 2008). With respect to online interactions 

Bailenson and Yee (2005) categorically state that social influence does occur online. Further, 

they suggest that when using avatars in immersive virtual environments those that mimic are 

more persuasive, and are rated more positively, than those who do not mimic. However, such 

mimicking behaviour is reminiscent of that in offline interactions as the mimicking behaviour 

is visual – an occurrence which does not often occur in interpersonal interactions using IM or 

email as these cues are unavailable. Instead, in these environments communication is text-

based which necessitates that mimicking behaviour is conveyed through this medium and so 

is confined to linguistic similarity (Scissors, et al., 2009). 

 

As such, in this thesis, evidence of mimicry will be sought by examining receiver responses 

for linguistic similarity. Linguistic similarity can occur in pragmatics, semantics, syntax, and 

phonology and at three different levels. At its broadest level language similarity can be 

matched by content where interactions focus on a similar semantic and categorical level. The 

other two levels are more particular and focus on mimicry being instigated at a structural 

and/or stylistic level. At a structural level linguistic similarity can be denoted through the 

convergence of sentence structure, verb tenses, noun phrases, adjectives, interjections, etc. 

between individuals. On the other hand stylistic markers are represented by accent and 

phonological markers which can, in online interactions, be conveyed through the use of 

similar jargon (Scissors, et al., 2009). Thus, linguistic similarity can be conveyed through the 

written word and, theoretically, can be utilised in online interactions. 
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Several online studies have demonstrated that language convergence does occur in online 

situations and that it does influence interpersonal relationships. These, in turn, are likely to 

influence compliance in persuasive interactions. Gonzales, et al. (2010) found that when 

using IM interactions during a group task, mimicry between individuals increased group 

cohesiveness and enhanced interpersonal relationships. Such findings lend support for 

Scissor’s et al. (2009) study in which dyads engaged in the DayTrader Task paradigm using 

IM to communicate. This study demonstrated that language similarity resulted in increased 

positive attributions and trust – however, this only occurred when positive expressions were 

used. If negative similarity was expressed, dyads were less trusting. Such findings have 

implications for persuasion as positive perceptions of the source enhance the likelihood of 

compliance (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Indeed, Huffaker, Swaab, and Diermeier (2011) 

highlighted the importance of language similarity in the political negotiation process. This 

study examined political coalition formation via IM and found that higher language 

convergence increased the sense of unity between possible political partners; leading to the 

formation of a coalition. Interestingly, this study also found that expressing negative emotion 

words lead to reduced trust and, consequently, reduced the likelihood of a coalition being 

formed. Such findings have implications for the persuasion process as they imply that if a 

message sender utilises positive words and presentation tactics (and these are mimicked in 

the receiver’s responses) then the receiver is primed to be receptive to the compliance 

request. 

 

These studies demonstrate that mimicry occurs in both dyadic and group IM situations. More 

recently research has shown that it also occurs in Twitter conversations (Danesu-Niculesu-

Mizil, Gamon, & Dumais, 2011) and in online review sites (Hemphill & Otterbacher, 2012). 

Interestingly, Hemphill and Otterbacher (2012) demonstrated that linguistic style converges 
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over review postings so that reviewers become increasingly in sync with each other – 

effectively converging as a FtF conversation would over several interactions and establishing 

a norm. However, Huffaker, Jorgensen, Iacobelli, Tepper, and Cassell (2006) suggest that 

over time (6 weeks in this study) speech may actually diverge. This study was conducted in 

an online community and it is possible that this finding is due to changes in topic (i.e. 

situational context) which is likely to change the level of personal and self-interest 

experienced by a message receiver. Such changes could alter a receiver’s unconscious 

motivation to mimic the message sender as there is no perceived need to foster this 

interpersonal relationship. Indeed Niederhoffer and Pennebaker (2002) have demonstrated 

that in both offline and online interactions individuals in dyads co-ordinate language style 

across situation contexts if they are engaged (i.e. motivated) in that conversation and that less 

convergence is seen when individuals are not engaged with the issue. This suggests that 

personal interest will dictate the level of mimicry expressed by the message receiver.  

 

2.5.3 The Receiver Factor: Summary and Hypotheses 

Mimicry is, therefore, likely to be seen in online interactions and is possibly indicative of 

engagement with the message presented and, consequently, personal interest. As such it is 

likely that contextual factors will affect the extent of mimicry as context (due to its personal 

relevance) will motivate attention to the message. Further, if personal relevance in a 

compliance request is noted, then a message receiver is likely to evaluate the message in a 

biased manner to ensure personal goals are met and that costs and minimised and personal 

benefits are maximised. However, whilst mimicry has been investigated in online contexts 

this has been largely limited to IM and online forums and not email contexts. Also, the extant 

research has not examined mimicry in terms of persuasive information and compliance. 
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Similarly, in terms of self-interest, existing research has not explored if, and how, self-

interest motives affect the evaluation of persuasive information and if these motives inhibit 

compliance. Consequently, as these receiver characteristics are likely to be exhibited in 

online persuasive interactions, this thesis aims to explore these notions using a qualitative 

approach; as such two research questions are proposed. However, as the resultant data will be 

analysed using a quantitative approach, for each of the research questions, a hypothesis has 

been derived. 

 

Research Question 1: Are message receivers’ responses to persuasive information 

guided by self-interest motivations?  

RQ Hypothesis 1: Self-interest motivations will influence receivers’ responses to 

persuasive information. 

 

Research Question 2:  Do message receivers mimic message senders’ language style 

when responding to persuasive information? 

RQ Hypothesis 2a:  Message receivers will mimic message senders’ language style 

(for content) when responding to persuasive information. 

RQ Hypothesis 2b:  Message receivers will mimic message senders’ language style 

(for structure) when responding to persuasive information. 

RQ Hypothesis 2c:  Message receivers will mimic message senders’ language style 

(for style) when responding to persuasive information. 
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Chapter 3 

 

3.1 Persuasion: Models and Processes  

 

The aim of this thesis is to provide a comprehensive account of online persuasion and 

highlight the role of language cues in this process. As such, Study 1 of this thesis will focus 

on ascertaining the role that the three communication factors (i.e. source, message, and 

receiver) and the effects that different communication modes situation contexts have on 

persuasion. Study 2 will focus on the persuasion process itself with the aim of understanding 

how the variables examined in Study 1 are used to come to a compliance decision. To 

underpin these aims it is necessary to consider and evaluate the various theoretical models of 

persuasion, which have been proposed for FtF persuasive interactions, for their suitability in 

explaining the online persuasion process.  

 

Whilst several models of persuasion have been proposed (Cameron, 2009) persuasion 

research has been dominated by two dual-process models – the elaboration likelihood model 

(ELM) as proposed by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) and the heuristic-systematic model (HSM) 

as proposed by Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly (1989). Briefly, these models suggest, in 

essence, that the processing of persuasive information is accomplished through two distinct 

modes of thought processes – high effort thinking which utilises a central or systematic route; 

or low effort thinking which utilises a peripheral or heuristic route (Bohner & Dickel, 2011). 

However, this dual-process approach has been challenged more recently by Kruglanski and 

Thompson’s (1999) unimodel approach which advocates a single route to persuasion. This 
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model proposes that the two thought processes characterising dual-process models can be 

integrated into one and also claims to synthesise much of the prior research into persuasion, 

attitude and behaviour change, and cognitive consistency accounts of attitude change 

(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). According to Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) such 

integration can be achieved as these theories all share the same underlying premise that 

individuals evaluate information (i.e. evidence) and assess if it supports (i.e. is consistent 

with) or contradicts (i.e. is inconsistent with) a desired conclusion (i.e. attitudinal position). 

 

Although presenting slightly different accounts of persuasion, these theories provide an 

organising framework from which to establish the effectiveness of persuasive information 

and to understand the various processes involved in message evaluation. Accordingly, in line 

with other psychological persuasion research, this thesis will focus on explaining its findings 

in terms of these three persuasion models with the goal of determining which provides the 

most parsimonious account of online persuasion and its processes. As these theories are 

complex this chapter will, firstly, outline these three models in order to establish each 

model’s propositions; highlighting where they overlap and differ in their theoretical 

assumptions. This will be followed by an evaluation which draws attention to the main 

criticisms and issues which have been raised as it is important to understand the potential 

explanatory limitations of the models. Finally, this chapter will then conclude by discussing 

the extant online persuasion in terms of how this phenomenon is explained by the models of 

persuasion used.  
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3.2 Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) of Persuasion 

 

Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) model of persuasion was the first modern theory of persuasion 

which aimed to integrate the growing plethora of research concerning attitude change under 

one “conceptual umbrella” (p.125). This theory essentially proposes that there are two 

primary, and distinct, routes to persuasion – the central route which necessitates the effortful 

cognitive processing of persuasive information, and the peripheral route which requires only 

a cursory consideration of the cues (e.g. source expertise) accompanying a persuasive 

message. From this standpoint, Petty and Cacioppo (1986) surmise that use of these routes is 

determined by several guiding assumptions and principles which serve to provide a 

framework for attitude change and persuasion. 

 

According to the ELM the fundamental principle guiding persuasion is that individuals, when 

presented with persuasive information, are motivated to hold correct attitudes (i.e. the 

attitudes held are in line with others’ beliefs) and that individual and situational factors are 

likely to influence the extent of message evaluation (i.e. elaboration). The amount of  

elaboration engaged in by the message receiver is determined by ability and motivation to 

process the information presented and, as such, is proposed to occur on an elaboration 

continuum which is anchored at one end by no thought (which is characterised by peripheral 

processing) and at the other by high levels of thought (i.e. central processing). Petty and 

Cacioppo (1986) suggest that the extent and/or direction of elaboration is often influenced by 

variables such as argument quality and any available peripheral cues which accompany 

message presentation. Indeed strong arguments (i.e. those which are plausible and contain 

compelling arguments supported by evidence) tend to lead to increased positive thoughts 



70 
 

about the message presented and weak arguments (i.e. those which contain irrelevant, or 

superfluous, information which has little evidentiary support) tend to lead to negative 

thoughts. However, this is a very simplistic illustration and this model recognises that 

variables such as distraction, repetition, need for cognition, personal responsibility, and 

personal relevance/involvement can affect an individual’s motivation and/or ability to process 

persuasive information objectively. For example, personal relevance influences a message 

receiver’s motivation to process the information presented with high personal relevance 

increasing motivation to scrutinise message content. However, if personal relevance is low, 

an individual is unlikely to be motivated to attend to message content preferring, instead, to 

use a less cognitively demanding evaluation method such as giving consideration to available 

peripheral cues. 

 

As such, Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM assumes that a receiver’s motivation to process 

information is key to message evaluation and persuasion. Indeed these authors state that 

peripheral cues become more salient to an evaluation when motivation to process is low and 

less salient. Source cues, for example, often act as a peripheral cue in these instances with 

high credibility sources being more persuasive than low credibility sources and likeable 

sources more persuasive than unlikeable. In instances of high motivation, however, message 

content itself becomes more important with attention being directed towards argumentation. 

Therefore, according to Petty and Cacioppo (1986) message cues influence central and 

peripheral processing and, hence, the extent of elaboration. Indeed, central processing is said 

to occur when an individual is motivated to attend to the arguments presented (thereby 

engaging in effortful thinking about the message) so, in this instance, argument cogency is 

important. In low motivation instances, however, individuals seek to conserve cognitive 

effort and so message related thoughts (not the arguments per se) such as message 
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presentation, reasons provided, quantity of arguments, etc. act as peripheral cues. Thus the 

ELM speculates that both source and message cues may serve as peripheral cues and 

influence message evaluation and persuasion. 

 

However, whilst these variables can influence message evaluation in an objective manner the 

ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) acknowledges that elaboration can be biased due to prior 

knowledge and forewarnings. Prior knowledge is, in essence, stored knowledge biased in 

favour of an initial opinion and can be based on situational, affective, role, and gender cues 

among others. Consequently any subsequent information is processed in a way to preserve 

any existing schemata. To do this, individuals construct counterarguments when presented 

with messages incongruent to existing knowledge and beliefs which serve to defend these 

beliefs; and when pro-attitudinal messages are presented this information is used to bolster 

and reinforce existing beliefs. Forewarnings can also bias message processing by effectively 

acting as a prime creating awareness of the situation. According to Petty and Cacioppo 

(1986), in situations where message recipients are unmotivated (e.g. the message is low in 

personal relevance) and/or have low ability to process information (e.g. receivers do not 

possess prior knowledge) then forewarning could have no effect on message evaluation. 

Alternatively, these conditions could facilitate a change in favour of the proposition presented 

due to the influence of peripheral cues or, possibly, the individual’s underlying motives.  

These cues (e.g. source attributes) or motives (e.g. impression management or identity goals) 

provide enough relevant information to lead to compliance without needing to consider the 

issue presented in any great depth. Under conditions of high motivation and/or ability 

however, it is likely that the message receiver’s attitude will be resistant to change as 

forewarning allows message recipients to access relevant schema and prepare 
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counterarguments to defend existing beliefs and attitudes when a counter-attitudinal position 

is being advocated.  

 

With regard to the persistence of attitude change, the ELM suggests that change resulting 

from in-depth consideration of message related arguments (i.e. central processing) will be 

persistent and durable. This change occurs as a consequence of a schema being accessed 

several times to evaluate each argument presented, and each time this happens the existing 

schema is modified, and strengthened as the new information is internalised and integrated 

into a modified attitudinal position. When attitude change is brought about by attention being 

paid to peripheral cues the ELM proposes that such change is likely to be less enduring as 

only simple, cursory associations and inferences have been made. Indeed, any given schema 

is likely to have been accessed a single time in order to retrieve the necessary association 

(e.g. source credibility: “he’s a doctor, therefore he is an expert”) and assess its acceptability.  

 

Thus, the ELM aims to account for attitude change in response to persuasive information. 

However, whilst it provides an account of the various mechanisms and synthesises various 

previously conflicting findings regarding persuasion, it has been criticised for failing to 

provide a strict definition for peripheral processing and for not fully explaining the conditions 

for central and peripheral processing – factors which are addressed by the heuristic-

systematic model of persuasion (Bohner, Erb, & Siebler, 2008). 
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3.3 Heuristic-Systematic Model (HSM) of Persuasion 

 

Like the ELM, Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly’s (1989) HSM model of persuasion main 

assumption is that individuals are motivated to hold valid and accurate attitudes. Therefore, 

the primary processing goal of individuals is to assess the validity of persuasive information 

in terms of perpetuating this stance. When presented with persuasive information, this model 

suggets that message receivers are exposed to two routes to persuasion – the systematic route 

and the heuristic route. However, unlike the ELM which suggests that individuals use either 

the central route or the peripheral route (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), the HSM suggests that 

both the systematic route and the heuristic route can be utilised when assessing the validity of 

persuasive information and making compliance judgements (Chaiken, et al., 1989). 

 

Chaiken, et al. (1989) propose that  the systematic route, like the ELM’s central route, adopts 

an analytic approach whereby individuals seek to scrutinise all the information presented to 

assess its relevance and importance to decision making before utilising it to make a 

judgement. As such processing requires both cognitive effort and cognitive capacity 

individuals need to be motivated to process information in this manner. Indeed, with respect 

to systematic processing the HSM recognises that information processing in this manner can 

be biased according to both motivational (e.g. personal goals) and cognitive (e.g. prior 

knowledge) factors. Heuristic processing, on the other hand, is more limited paying scant 

attention to the information presented as this requires cognitive effort. This type of processing 

is similar to the ELM’s peripheral processing as, in this instance, individuals focus on 

information which allows them to use heuristics, existing schemata, and inferential rules to 

make their decisions. As such, individuals do not seek to integrate or process new 
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information only to utilise existing knowledge such as declarative and procedural knowledge 

(e.g. social stereotypes and task procedures). Also, information needed for this type of 

processing can be consciously (i.e. deliberately) recalled or can be recalled unconsciously 

(i.e. spontaneously); whereas under systematic processing conditions information processing 

is both controlled and intentional (Chaiken, et al., 1989).  

 

Whilst motivational and cognitive factors influence the processing of persuasive information, 

the HSM acknowledges that both systematic and heuristic processing do not occur in 

isolation. Both situational variables and individual differences have an important role to play 

in the evaluation of persuasive messages as they can influence the extent of goal-driven 

behaviour. This is an important consideration as the HSM proposes individuals are motivated 

to process persuasive information in a manner which facilitates goal achievement. As such, 

Chaiken, et al. (1989) propose that individuals have three processing motives (accuracy, 

defence, and impression), which operate at both the systematic level of processing and the 

heuristic level of processing, and that the extent of persuasion is dependent upon three basic 

personal goals which are associated with these motives. The notion that there are 3 broad and 

basic motives at the heart of persuasive information processing represents a departure from 

Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) view that individuals are motivated by a single accuracy (or 

validity) seeking motive. Indeed, this assumption is more in accordance with the general 

view, determined by empirical research, that individuals are guided by multiple motives 

(Johnson, Maio & Smith-McLallen, 2005). 

 

With regard to the three basic motives, in the first instance, Chaiken, et al. (1989) propose 

that an individual’s goal is to seek to achieve valid attitudes by assessing the validity of 
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attitude-relevant information. Here accuracy motives are attended to which, in systematic 

processing conditions, is where an individual seeks to carefully examine all the relevant 

information available. This information is then evaluated making use of prior knowledge held 

and any available heuristic cues – which can result in a biased appraisal. Under conditions of 

heuristic processing, however, accuracy motives are fulfilled by the use of simple rules and 

heuristics (e.g. expertise heuristic, consensus heuristic, etc) which form the basis of a 

judgement.  

 

Second, individuals are motivated to by the goal to protect their vested interest. This goal 

effectively acts as a defence mechanism which is motivated by an individual’s desire to form 

or defend their preferred attitudinal position – i.e. confirm the validity of their own attitudes 

and disconfirm the position of others. In this instance Chaiken, et al. (1989) suggest that 

defence motivations are activated with individuals strategically selecting information, from 

all that is available, which validates and bolsters the attitudinal position held in heuristic 

processing conditions. Similarly, under systematic processing conditions individuals are 

selective in how they process information and direct more attention towards supportive 

arguments than those advocating counter-attitudinal positions.  

 

Finally, individuals are apt to pursue social acceptability goals which are guided by 

interpersonal relationships and desired group identity (i.e. social influence goals). Thus, the 

prime motives followed concern impression management which, under systematic processing 

conditions, necessitates that message receivers have knowledge of a given situational context. 

Consequently, individuals’ compliance decisions are made as a function of audience, 

salience, and situational factors. Under heuristic processing conditions, however, individuals 
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are likely to engage in social desirability responding which is guided by salient social 

identities and the perceived importance of social relationships. Indeed, such responding can 

reflect an individual’s desire to be accommodating to situational pressure and can also be 

strategic should the message receiver want to express attitudes that are likely to please the 

message sender. 

 

Whilst systematic and heuristic processing can operate independently the HSM surmises that 

they can operate in tandem yielding interactive or additive effects. Chaiken, et al. (1989) state 

that persuasive information can be processed systematically but that heuristic processing can 

also be used to provide additional supporting information to a judgement – thereby providing 

additive validity. Also, the authors state that when a message receiver does not glean enough 

heuristic cues to make a confident decision then they may resort to additive systematic 

processing. Finally, interaction effects may be found when individuals are motivated to 

process a message systematically yet heuristic cues are also salient and act to bias perceptions 

of message content. These additive and interaction effects represent a key difference between 

the HSM and the ELM as the ELM assumes that these central and peripheral processing act 

independently.  

 

3.4 Unimodel of Persuasion (UM) 

 

The unimodel (UM) of persuasion (Kruglanski and Thompson; 1999) builds upon both the 

ELM and HSM adopting a “more abstract level of analysis” (p.84) and is perceived to be “an 

evolution rather than a revolutionary break” (Bohner, et al., 2008; p.175) from the dual-
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process models. However, whilst this model accepts that the two processes specified by these 

models do occur, the UM proposes that there is no real difference in the underlying processes 

between central/systematic cues and peripheral/heuristic cues as ultimately they both share 

the same structure and are processed in a similar way. Indeed, Kruglanski and Thompson 

(1999) suggest that both message arguments (i.e. central/systematic processing cues) and 

cues (e.g. source, situation, message quality, etc) are all utilised as evidence when evaluating 

persuasive information. Consequently, both constructs refer to methods of obtaining 

information relevant to a conclusion.  

 

In essence, therefore, the UM suggests that a message receiver engages in syllogistic 

reasoning and hypothesis testing when evaluating persuasive information. As such, all 

available evidence is examined for its relevance to a conclusion and linked to existing beliefs 

which form the premise from which an evaluation can be made and an appropriate conclusion 

drawn. According to Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) this proposition is compatible with 

the assumptions of both the ELM and HSM as implicit within these theories is the notion that 

attitudes are guided by an individual’s beliefs. Consequently, when new persuasive 

information is presented it is then evaluated in terms of an existing attitude (i.e. belief). These 

authors extend this notion further and propose that syllogistic reasoning occurs in both central 

(or systematic) and peripheral (or heuristic) processing as any deductions made, or 

conclusions drawn, are based upon the evaluation of relevant available information – whether 

it relates directly to message processing or to available cues.  

 

In accordance with the ELM and HSM, when evaluating relevant evidence Kruglanski and 

Thompson (1999) suggest that, in the UM, issue-relevant (i.e. message argument) 
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information is accessed from memory thereby necessitating a cognitive response. This 

information essentially serves to activate prior beliefs (or schemata) making a valid 

conclusion possible. Consequently, if an individual is unfamiliar with the issue presented it is 

likely that they are unable to appreciate issue-relevant arguments (as there is no existing 

knowledge base) and so resort to seeking issue- irrelevant information (i.e. cues) from which 

to base an evaluation – suggesting that there is merely a quantitative difference between 

processing not a qualitative one (Bohner, et al., 2008; Chen, Yao, & Kotha, 2009). 

Furthermore, the degree of complexity of the evidence can affect persuasion as if, for 

example, the evidence is complex a message receiver needs to be motivated to process it 

necessitating the extensive use of cognitive resources (Bohner, et al., 2008). Accordingly, if 

motivation and cognitive capacity is low only simple persuasive evidence will be processed 

as complex evidence will be disregarded as too effortful. Thus, as in the ELM and HSM, 

persuasion is influenced by motivation and, according to Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) 

this includes the accuracy, defensive, and impression motivations as proposed by the HSM. 

Also, an individual’s motivations are proposed to include the need for both non-specific 

closure and various specific closures. Non-specific closure occurs when an individual is 

motivated to obtain a definitive answer irrespective of its directional valence and so any 

judgement made is likely to be unbiased. On the other hand, if an individual is motivated to 

seek specific closures (such as those governed by personal goals) then evaluations and 

decisions made are likely to be biased in accordance with goal directed behaviour 

(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). 

 

The UM therefore states that both cognitive resources and motivation are necessary in order 

for an individual to be able to evaluate a persuasive appeal. This model also implies that goal 

driven behaviour is important when processing persuasive information as an individual’s 
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goals are likely to affect how the evidence is processed and what strategies are used 

(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Keren & Schul, 2009). However, cognitive resources are 

limited and can influence the extent of hypothesis testing through restrictions in an 

individual’s cognitive capability and cognitive capacity. Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) 

define cognitive capability as referring to the availability and accessibility of relevant 

knowledge structures (i.e. existing beliefs, attitudes, and schemas) which facilitate decision 

making and increase the salience of available message arguments, cues, and heuristics. 

Cognitive capacity, on the other hand, refers to attentional capacity limitations and under 

conditions which tax cognitive capacity, for example, individuals are less likely to be able to 

process large amounts of information or complex information. This distinction between two 

elements of cognitive ability imply that it is these mechanisms which dictate the extent of 

information evaluation and not the distinction between cue type as proposed by the ELM and 

HSM. Thus, according to the UM, message arguments, cues, and heuristics do not differ in 

their relevance from conclusions drawn and they do not systematically interact with variables 

such as motivation and cognitive capacity. Instead all information is perceived to be 

functionally equivalent as central (or systematic) and peripheral (or heuristic) information 

both serve as evidence for evaluative inferences. As such Kruglanski and Thompson’s (1999) 

UM views the persuasion process as comprising three essential components: evidence, 

motivation, and cognitive ability - all of which are integral to both the ELM and HSM. 

 

4.5 One Process or Two? An Evaluation of the Models of Persuasion 

 

The three models of persuasion discussed above, whilst different, do share a similar 

theoretical foundation. All three models agree that cognitive resources are limited, and as 
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such, individuals cannot process in depth every piece of information presented. Thus, 

cognitive resources are utilised strategically with motivation and ability to process 

information dictating the extent of message evaluation (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; 

Chen, et al., 2009; Bohner & Dickel, 2011). For example, if the issue is personally relevant 

an individual is likely to be motivated to evaluate the arguments presented at a deep level; 

whereas if the issue is not personally relevant an individual is unlikely to be motivated and, 

instead wish to conserve cognitive effort, so information is processed shallowly. Also, these 

models all state that early information can bias the processing of later information under 

conditions of high motivation to process. However, in the dual-process models this 

phenomenon can only occur asymmetrically with peripheral/heuristic cues biasing later 

information as these are typically presented before the message itself. The UM, however, 

suggests that both cues and arguments can bias processing as long as the information is 

presented sequentially. Thus, any relevant information (i.e. information related to the issue) 

presented first can bias subsequent information (i.e. act as primacy effects) as this 

information serves to activate the relevant schemata needed to evaluate the evidence 

presented (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Bohner, et al., 2008; Bohner & Dickel, 2011). 

 

One of the major differences between the models is the notion of dual process versus single 

process – a difference which hinges upon the distinction between two specific information 

types. These information types are broadly be defined as having either a cue function 

(peripheral/heuristic) or a message function (central/systematic) and affect the extent of 

message processing (Kruglanski & Orehek, 2007). However, within the ELM this delineation 

has been criticised as the definition of peripheral cues is vague and is merely assumed to 

include affective and associational processes. Indeed, Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) 

challenge this position as they believe that these processes are not confined to this cue type 
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and that this type of information can be conveyed through the use of emotion laden 

arguments – thereby implying that there is no real difference between central and peripheral 

cues. Whilst Kruglanski and Thompson’s (1999) argument may hold true as a criticism 

against the ELM, this challenge to dual-process models is somewhat thwarted by the HSM’s 

clear definition of heuristics (i.e. they are learned knowledge structures which form cognitive 

heuristics, schemata, and the basis for inferential rules) and Chaiken et al.’s (1989) inclusion 

of the additivity hypothesis allowing both cue types to operate in tandem. That said, however, 

Kruglanski and Orehek (2007) state that heuristic (and peripheral) processing is essentially 

based upon associative processes which are, in effect, based on the prior learning of 

situational rules which are retrieved and activated upon message presentation. As such, 

heuristic/peripheral processing utilises the same process as systematic/central processing as 

relevant evidence is evaluated in light of existing, relevant schemata from which judgements 

can be made. 

 

A second issue which needs to be considered concerns the notion that, in the ELM, 

processing type occurs along a continuum with peripheral and central processing anchoring 

either end (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). However, this concept is ambiguous as the terms used 

then refer to both extent and type of processing. In other words peripheral processing refers to 

both limited processing and the processing of peripheral information; and central processing 

refers to extensive processing as well as the processing of message information. Such 

ambiguity therefore confounds the type of information processed with the way it is processed 

(Kruglanski & Orehek, 2007). Not only is information processing confounded in the ELM 

but so is cue type due to research methodology. Typically, in a research study cue 

information is presented prior to the message (thereby creating a priming effect) and is 

shorter, less complex, and easier to process than the message itself. Consequently, instead of 
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being mediated by cue type, persuasion is likely to be mediated by the length and complexity 

of the information presented leading to a confounding between cue and message information 

presented (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Lavine, 1999, Bohner, et al., 2008; Wagner & 

Petty, 2011). However, Wagner and Petty (2011) counter this accusation by suggesting that 

whilst argument and cue complexity is an issue in some studies, in others they have remained 

constant and that in these instances it is not the amount of elaboration which is the only 

concern but also how elaboration has been conducted (e.g. counting the number of arguments 

versus evaluating the arguments) – as such these authors reassert the notion that there are two 

qualitatively different processing styles. These issues concerning processing style will be 

addressed in Study 2 of this thesis. 

 

A further issue with the ELM’s elaboration continuum is that, whilst it proposes a trade-off 

between central and peripheral processing, it does not specify how and when this occurs 

(Choi & Salmon, 2003; Bohner, et al., 2008). This issue does not arise under the assumptions 

of the UM as all information is assessed for its evidentiary relevance and is evaluated in 

terms of an individual’s goals and motivations (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Kruglanski 

& Stroebe, 2005). Neither is this issue of concern with regard to the HSM as this model 

clearly specifies and defines the heuristic route stating that this type of cue can function either 

in tandem with systematic (central) processing or as a supplemental cue or a biasing cue to 

the persuasive information presented – alleviating the need to define and function as a trade 

off between cue types (Chaiken, et al., 1989; Bohner, et al., 2008). 

 

As a final consideration, with respect to the typical research methodology associated with the 

ELM, Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) draw attention to the apparent confounding of cue 
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information in dual-process research. Critically, these authors point out that cue information 

is habitually presented in a more simplistic manner than message information. As such this 

information is easier to process than that contained in the message itself and could possibly 

bias subsequent information. Should this be the case the biasing of subsequent information 

processing is likely to influence persuasive outcomes and any conclusions drawn. This notion 

is challenged by Miller & Pedersen (1999) who acknowledge that, whilst this is often the 

case, there are occasions when cue information cannot be made more complex. For example, 

source attractiveness, ethnicity, accent, language used, etc. all act as simple cues and are all 

immediately apparent when engaging in an interpersonal interaction; and while they can be 

strategically managed it is difficult to make them more complex. Consequently, this could 

imply that, in many instances the fact that cue information is often presented as a simple cue 

may be more ecologically valid as these types of cues are encountered in everyday persuasive 

interactions. This thesis will examine the effect of cue information and its influence in online 

compliance decisions in both Study 1 and Study 2. 

 

Whilst the ELM has attracted criticism, little critical attention has been directed towards the 

HSM. This is possibly due to the fact that its theoretical foundation is very similar to that 

proposed by the ELM and that the ELM has been more widely promoted and utilised in 

research. Similarly, the UM has also attracted relatively little attention from researchers. 

Although when the UM was first published persuasion researchers did raise concerns with 

regard to the adequacy of a unimodel process in place of a dual-process model of persuasion. 

Indeed, one of the major criticisms levied at the UM was that dual-process models effectively 

capture the notion that there is a fundamental distinction between persuasion accomplished 

through heuristic/peripheral means and systematic/central means (Eagly, 1999). This notion 

is ignored by the UM as when presenting this model, Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) assert 
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that rather than persuasion being mediated by processing style it is, in fact, mediated by how 

the evidence is presented – i.e. the complexity, length, salience, accessibility, and position of 

persuasive information (Chaiken, Duckworth, & Darke, 1999).  As such, it is an individual’s 

motivation and cognitive ability to process the evidence presented which dictates the extent 

of persuasion (Bohner & Siebler, 1999; Lavine, 1999). However, this assumption implies that 

information, or evidence, which is more difficult to evaluate requires increased motivation 

and ability over easier to process information. As such, in low motivation and ability 

instances Bohner and Siebler (1999) assert that, when presented with persuasive information, 

individuals are likely to use top-down processing and in high motivation instances bottom-up 

processing. This effectively equates to an individual ultimately resorting to 

heuristic/peripheral and systematic/central processing respectively – thus, the UM effectively 

replaces one dichotomy (cues versus arguments) with another (easy versus difficult to process 

information).  Also, such conjecture demonstrates that, although the distinction between 

processing types is not definitive, there is some merit in loosely distinguishing between the 

two types as persuasion is affected differentially according to motivational level and 

cognitive ability (Ajzen, 1999; Eagly, 1999). 

 

The idea that the persuasion process is a dichotomy is perpetuated by Manstead and van der 

Pligt (1999) and Ranganath, Spellman, and Joy-Gaba (2010) who propose that dual-process 

persuasion models (such as the ELM and HSM) can be conceptualised as having two 

systems: automatic and controlled. Ranganath, et al. (2010) state that system 1 consists of an 

automatic, low-effort, quick, and pragmatic style of processing; and system 2 consists of a 

controlled, high effort, slow, and analytic style of processing. Interestingly, such a distinction 

can be applied to the UM as processing within this model is based upon syllogistic reasoning 

and such reasoning is argued to be dual-process in nature (Ranganath, et al., 2010; Morsanyi 



85 
 

and Handley, 2012). Indeed, syllogistic reasoning is viewed as utilising not only conscious 

(and effortful) evaluation but also unconscious (which can be influenced by mood and 

affective primes) and intuitive (using prior knowledge and heuristics) evaluations (Morsanyi 

& Handley, 2012). Arguably, this reasoning process could effectively reflect associative and 

propositional processes. According to the Associative-Propositional Evaluation Model (APE 

model) these processes are fundamental in the evaluation process. Gawronski & 

Bodenhausen (2007) state that associative processes are indicated by an immediate affective 

reaction on encountering a stimulus and, as such, could be construed as an affective prime 

requiring minimal processing effort (as in system 1 type processing).  As for propositional 

processing, this reflects a more considered evaluation of a message (Gawronski & 

Bodenhausen, 2007) and so is reflective of system 2 type processing as it is characterised by 

an analytical approach. Thus, the information processing approach presented by the APE 

model could be mapped onto those associated with syllogistic reasoning principles. 

 

According to Ranganath, et al. (2010), system 1, of the syllogistic reasoning dual-process, is 

proposed to be activated when an individual deduces a believable conclusion from a premise. 

In this instance little effort is needed to evaluate the evidence (i.e. information) presented and 

justify the conclusion drawn; and system 2 is activated when a premise leads to an 

unbelievable conclusion as an individual then needs to engage with the information presented 

in order to explain and justify the conclusion drawn. Ranganath, et al., (2010) also identify 

several critical factors for persuasive syllogistic reasoning including cognitive ability, 

background knowledge and beliefs (as these are used in the evaluation process) and attention 

and time. The notion of attention and time is likely to have direct implications for persuasion 

in online contexts as, when engaging in syllogistic reasoning, divided attention (which often 

occurs in online interactions – see Chapter 2) takes resources away from system 2 processing. 
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Furthermore, if individuals experience time constraints when evaluating information (e.g. in 

IM interactions individuals are expected to respond more quickly than in email interactions – 

as discussed in Chapter 2) they are likely to allow their conclusions to be based on, and 

biased by, existing beliefs and knowledge (Ranganath, et al., 2010). Also, if APE model 

processes are accountable in this process then, according to Gawronski and Bodenhausen 

(2007), this draws attention to the importance of situational context in persuasive interactions 

as associative and propositional evaluations are firmly embedded in the social context (the 

importance of which is discussed in Chapter 2). Consequently, whilst this argument 

highlights the importance of communication synchronicity and social context in online 

persuasive interactions, it also firmly links both the dual-process and UM paradigms. This, in 

turn, raises the question as to whether the UM is actually one process or whether it is, in fact, 

another dual-process model. Study 2 of this thesis will, therefore, examine online persuasive 

interactions to ascertain if individuals adopt dual process strategies (as advocated by the ELM 

and HSM) or utilise syllogistic reasoning principles (i.e. UM) when evaluating messages. 

 

3.6 Persuasion Research in Online Interactions 

 

Whilst persuasion has been extensively researched in FtF contexts, the research pertaining to 

online persuasion is limited. Further, much of the research concerning online persuasion does 

not explicitly address persuasion in terms of the popular models as discussed above. As the 

focus of this thesis is to gain a broad understanding into online persuasion it is necessary to 

evaluate the extant research to ascertain how this research informs on this process, identify 

gaps in the research base which need clarification by the findings from this thesis, and 

consider what the implications are in terms of the theoretical process of message evaluation. 
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Thus, this chapter will conclude with an evaluation of relevant persuasion research. 

Specifically, it will address the extant research in terms of the three major models of 

persuasion and assess the implications for online interpersonal persuasion. 

 

The question as to how online interpersonal persuasion occurs needs to be addressed as there 

has long been evidence to suggest that persuasion differs as a function of communication 

mode. Indeed, this observation was first made over 25 years ago when Chaiken and Eagly 

(1976) noted that persuasion and the comprehension of persuasive information was better 

when presented in text (i.e. written) format than in either video or audio format. These 

authors concluded that this finding was due to the availability of peripheral, or heuristic, cues 

(i.e. nonverbal cues) which interfered with the comprehension and evaluation process in 

interactions presented by both video and audio formats. This therefore has implications for 

online interpersonal persuasive interactions as such cues are either unavailable or restricted.  

 

With regards to peripheral/heuristic cues in online interpersonal persuasion, Adkins and 

Brashers (1995) conducted a study concerning the role of language power and interpersonal 

perceptions (impressions) in online interactions (i.e. using a group support system – akin to 

IM). This study found that powerful and powerless language exert different effects on 

individuals with powerless language leading to perceptions of the source being less attractive, 

less credible, and consequently less persuasive; and the opposite effect being noted when 

powerful language is used. Whilst these findings are not explained in terms of a model of 

persuasion they do suggest that language power acts as either a peripheral/heuristic cue or as 

evidentiary information due to the effect it has on source perception and message evaluation. 
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Indeed similar assumptions can be drawn from later studies such as those conducted by Moon 

(1999) and Guadagno and Cialdini (2002, 2007). Moon (1999) examined the effect of 

perceived physical distance and response latency on persuasion as, unlike FtF interpersonal 

interactions, online interactions allow for interpersonal interactions to take place within these 

conditions. This study was conducted using a discussion based chatroom scenario in which 

participants took part in a desert survival problem ranking items individually before 

discussing the rankings with another via IM. Persuasion was measured by the change in 

rankings and it was found that the closer perceived physical distance, the increased likelihood 

of attitude change and, hence, persuasion. The authors explained this effect as being due to 

implied social presence – suggesting that perceived physical distance could act as a 

persuasive (peripheral) cue.  

 

Furthermore, Moon (1999) found that, with respect to response latency, a moderate response 

latency was the most persuasive (i.e. 5 – 10 seconds as compared to short, 0 – 1 second, and 

long, 13 – 18 seconds) suggesting that response latency could also act as a peripheral cue by 

influencing a receiver’s perceptions of the source. Indeed, the impact of response latency was 

examined by Ng and Detenber (2005) in a study which compared persuasion across IM and 

email conditions. This study found that persuasive information presented via IM was more 

persuasive than that presented via email. The authors suggest that as IM is synchronous in 

nature individuals perceive, and expect, greater interactivity (as compared to email 

interactions) due to a reduced expectation of response latency. As such latency can act as a 

peripheral cue due to the implied acceptability of an appropriate time lag. Also, Ng and 

Detenber (2005) point out that individuals’ may have a lower expectation of argument quality 

in IM (as there is little time to attend to argument construction). Consequently, if an argument 

is presented well in a chatroom environment receiver expectations are surpassed and the 
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receiver forms a positive impression which leads to increased persuasion – implying either 

that peripheral processing is taking place or that unexpected argument quality is being treated 

as beneficial evidence.  

 

The influence of implied social presence has also been noted by Guadagno and Cialdini 

(2007) who found that perceived shared identity (oneness) can influence the evaluation of a 

persuasive message. Indeed, this study found that in male dyads low identity cues lead to 

higher levels of agreement in males and low levels of agreement in women. The explanation 

offered states that the reduced identity cues prevent personal confrontation in males which, 

therefore, allows for more rational information evaluation. For females, however, the reduced 

identity cues prevent a personal connection being made leading to negative evaluations of the 

message sender. Thus, whilst Guadagno and Cialdini (2007) do not explain their findings in 

terms of ELM, HSM, or UM principles, it could be construed that perceived social identity 

acts as evidence or as a peripheral (or heuristic) cue influencing the evaluation of persuasive 

information. The impact of perceived social identity in online interpersonal interactions has 

been discussed earlier, in Chapter 2, and will be addressed in this thesis. 

 

Although the above studies are not explicitly evaluated in terms of theoretical models of 

persuasion logical inferences can be drawn. Di Blasio and Milani (2008), however, did 

address this issue in a study concerning a choice-dilemma task which compared FtF 

responses of interpersonal persuasion with those obtained using IM. Using a research 

methodology similar to that used by Moon (1999) participants initially discussed, in groups 

(either FtF or via IM), two proposals (one low risk and low personal cost, the other high risk 

and high personal cost) before coming to a decision, expressed as an individual, as to the 
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preferred option. Once the researcher had evaluated the decisions a counter-attitudinal 

message was communicated to the groups and they were, once again, invited to discuss the 

position before coming to a final personal decision. The findings demonstrated that the 

counter-attitudinal message was less effective online than in FtF interactions and that there 

was a significant level of attitude change in the FtF condition. The authors suggest that these 

findings imply that increased central processing occurs in IM as individuals have more time 

to consider the information presented and are less distracted by visual and vocal cues than in 

FtF interactions. Also, as Cialdini and Guadagno (2007) noted, it appears that social influence 

may be affected by online processing as, in this instance, participants appear to be resistant to 

social influence. Accordingly, Di Blasio and Milani (2008) explain this as being due to the 

fact that the decision group has not had time to establish group norms. It could also, however, 

be due to the fact that these cues were not available. As a consequence of these findings Di 

Blasio and Milani (2008) suggest that, with regard to the ELM, IM is more likely to activate 

central processing, whereas FtF interpersonal interactions are likely to activate peripheral 

processing. This assumption, however, does need empirical verification as it could be 

interpreted in-line with the UM. Indeed, this model would suggest that the participant is 

merely using any available and relevant evidence to process the information and that, in the 

absence of visual and vocal cues, the only available evidence is that pertaining to the 

message. Such a possibility will be examined in Study 2 of this thesis. 

 

Currently, the Di Blasio and Milani (2008) is the only study addressing online interpersonal 

persuasion in terms of a model of persuasion although the findings are limited as they only 

concern interactions using IM and not email. There are, however, several studies which 

examine this in terms of web-based persuasion (i.e. impersonal persuasion aimed at targeting 

a population in general) and the findings from these studies may be applicable to online 
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interpersonal persuasion. Duthler and Palmgreen’s (2003) study used web-based information, 

ostensibly presented as emanating from the participants’ university website, to examine the 

impact of peripheral cue complexity on persuasion outcomes. The aim was to address the two 

major criticisms of the ELM – namely the vague definition of peripheral cues (i.e. they relate 

to any available variable which may affect attitudes independently of message content) and 

the notion that central and peripheral cues can only be processed independently and not 

simultaneously. In this instance low peripheral cue complexity was operationalised by a 

website being presented with a plain background and hypertext and high peripheral cue 

complexity was operationalised through the use of colour, graphics, and clip art. The results 

were inconsistent with the ELM’s claims that peripheral cues are processed at the expense of 

central cues. Indeed, findings showed that high peripheral cue complexity had no influence 

on those who were personally involved but lead to increased attention and message scrutiny 

amongst those who were less personally involved. Specifically, participants who were 

uninvolved were able to distinguish between strong and weak arguments as effectively as 

involved participants in high peripheral cue complexity conditions.  

 

The finding for high involvement was expected and in accordance with the ELM in that high 

involvement coupled with strong arguments would increase persuasion; whereas in the 

presence of weak arguments the likelihood of persuasion would be reduced. For conditions of 

low involvement, however, this finding was surprising as it was expected that persuasion 

would be based upon PCC and that participants would not distinguish between strong and 

weak arguments. Consequently, Duthler and Palmgreen (2003) argue that this is evidence of 

dual processing in that both peripheral and central cues are processed in tandem when 

attention of uninvolved participants is increased through the use of high PCC. Duthler and 

Palmgreen (2003) argue that information processing is more in accordance with HSM 
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principles. Arguably, these findings could also be interpreted as supporting the UM’s 

assumption that individuals are merely processing relevant evidence and that both simple and 

more complex cues are processed as, despite the low involvement, individuals are still 

familiar with the issues presented. With regard to the second objective of the study (i.e. the 

definition of peripheral cues) this study does demonstrate that salient contextual peripheral 

cues can increase the level of attention among those who are perceived to be uninvolved. This 

suggests that peripheral cues can, in conditions of low involvement, increase attention and 

motivate an individual to process a message more carefully (and centrally) by, perhaps, 

instilling confidence and interest in the information presented. Such a finding, therefore, does 

lead to questions concerning the validity of the ELM – however, such a finding needs to be 

empirically substantiated. 

 

In light of these findings, Duthler and Palmgreen (2003) claim that the medium (i.e. online 

interaction) represents a more realistic way of presenting the information than in more 

traditional experimental pen and paper research methodology as participants are likely to see 

and evaluate this type of information presented online on an everyday basis. As a result, these 

authors state that online research methodology has increased external validity due to the more 

realistic stimuli presented. They also believe that these findings demonstrate that individuals 

are unlikely to be as involved, or uninvolved, to be at either end of the elaboration continuum 

which, once again, draws attention to the definition of involvement (an issue examined by 

Johnson & Eagly, 1989, who define different types of involvement and its influence on 

persuasion – see Chapter 3) and to possible methodological flaws in ELM research – a claim 

also made by Choi & Salmon, 2003. 
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Subsequent to this research, Tam and Ho (2005) also found that contextual peripheral cues 

(such as sorting cues, or directional tabs) contained on websites can appear to initially act as a 

peripheral cue but then trigger central processing. Once again, such a finding blurs the 

distinction between central and peripheral cues. Indeed, it raises the question as to whether 

there are two distinct processes in persuasion contexts (and, if so, what is the nature of the 

dichotomy) as these findings could be explained by UM principles and the use of relevant, 

available evidence. Also, in support of the notion that UM processes occur in online 

persuasion, San José-Cabezudo, et al., (2009) found that individuals attend to cues in 

accordance with their goals and motivations. Specifically this study found that, in a travel 

agency context, serious web-based information was more persuasive if an individual’s goal 

was information driven, whereas if an individual was motivated by entertainment goals then 

amusing web-based information was more effective. In both these instances the peripheral 

cues manipulated were those contained in the contextual information conveying serious and 

amusing (i.e. formal versus informal) cues. These authors conclude that their findings 

demonstrate that contextual cues, when they match an individual’s goals, can increase 

motivation to attend to all the information presented as both central and peripheral cues 

appear to act jointly to increase persuasion. They, also contend that, because of this, 

persuasion in an online environment acts more in accordance with HSM principles rather 

than those of the ELM. Similarly, it could be assumed that UM principles are in operation as 

all relevant information (i.e. relevant peripheral and central cue information) is treated as 

evidence and used in the evaluation process. 

 

Whilst the studies discussed above do have implications for online persuasion in terms of the 

models of persuasion discussed above, there are several other studies which also make a 

contribution to the online persuasion knowledge base. Wilson (2003) and Wilson and Lu 
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(2008) examined the impact of strategy choice and goal directed behaviour (respectively) in 

online interactions. Both studies used a series of Likert scales to evaluate the communications 

presented, and found that both strategy choice and goal-directed behaviour need to be 

considered when engaging on online persuasion as they do influence persuasion outcomes. 

Briefly, Wilson and Lu (2008) highlight the impact that communication goals have on 

persuasion in online web-based contexts as these goals, influence how the information 

presented is processed. Whilst this study is not evaluated in terms of a model of persuasion 

these findings do have implications for such models as both the HSM and UM recognise that 

goal-driven behaviour influences an individual’s processing strategy. 

 

With respect to strategy choice, Wilson (2003) found that strategies used in FtF persuasive 

communication were more effective than those utilised in email interpersonal persuasive 

interactions with logic and emotion strategies being the most effective. That said, in email 

interactions, Wilson (2003) suggests that message receivers do discriminate between 

strategies (e.g. reward based, punishment based, logic based, and emotion based) with reward 

and punishment strategies slightly more effective than logic or emotive strategies. This 

implies that individuals attend to how a message is written and presented and, as such it is 

likely that individuals do discern language cues (such as LP and emotion) contained in a 

persuasive message. Such a finding also suggests that, in online interpersonal persuasion 

interactions, individuals attend to contextual (i.e. peripheral) cues which have cost/benefit 

implications and that decision making is influenced by the perceived consequences. Thus, in 

terms of persuasion models, in online interpersonal persuasion interactions individuals attend 

to peripheral cues (such as language and contextual cues) as an aid to message evaluation. 

The aim of this thesis, therefore, is to determine if these cues act in isolation as 
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peripheral/heuristic cues or if they are treated as relevant evidence and used in conjunction 

with the message information itself. 

 

A further consideration is that the attention an individual accords either central/systematic or 

peripheral/heuristic cues is proposed to vary as a function of the individual’s motivation 

(Chaiken, et al., 1989; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Generally, the consensus is that a higher 

level of motivation increases central/systematic processing. However, in online persuasive 

interactions Murphy, Long, Holleran, and Esterly’s (2003) findings suggest that this might 

not be the case. These authors found that when information is presented online it is less easily 

understood, the message source is perceived more negatively, and the information presented 

is perceived as being less persuasive than if it was presented in a more traditional manner (i.e. 

text on paper). According to Murphy, et al. (2003) individuals perceive information presented 

online as being more complex and difficult to understand; necessitating increased levels of 

motivation and personal interest to process it. This finding implies that message presentation 

online is highly important as it could affect an individual’s motivation to attend to the 

message. If, for example, the information looks too complex, an individual’s motivation is 

likely to decrease which, in accordance with the models of persuasion, will result in a less 

comprehensive evaluation and, instead, lead to a search for simple cues from which to base a 

decision. This finding, however, seems to contradict those of Di Blasio and Milani (2008) as 

they suggest that increased attention is paid to online information. However, this discrepancy 

could be explained by the differing research methodologies used and the level of motivation 

participants experienced. However, it does suggest that more research is needed and so this 

point will be considered in this thesis. 
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On a final note, it is important to note that user familiarity could influence online persuasion. 

Whilst this is an ever increasing likelihood of individuals interacting online they are likely to 

vary in their degree of familiarity and expertise in the various forms of online 

communication. Indeed, Tanis and Postmes (2007) have noted how familiarity can affect 

impression formation and this, in turn, could have consequences for persuasion. In their study 

Tanis and Postmes (2007) tested the effects of user familiarity using IM. Participants’ were 

asked to rate the sender based on their interactions which included several pre-scripted 

interactions (ostensibly) from a message sender who either remained anonymous or was 

identified by a name and photograph. The evaluations of the interactions were rated on a 

series of Likert scales and the analysis found that cues to identity resulted in more positive 

ratings of sender impressions. However, for the experienced user the presence of source lead 

to increased dissatisfaction with the communication medium (in terms of how they felt about 

the interactions) compared to those users who were unfamiliar with communicating online. 

The authors explained these findings using the SIDE model and suggested that the presence 

of cues provides experienced users with individuating information and so disrupts 

individuals’ perceptions of shared group identity. By contrast, therefore, inexperienced users 

are less likely to make such assumptions and so use identifying cues as an aid to impression 

formation. Whilst these findings show that user familiarity can affect impressions, they also 

demonstrate that the effects of cues are complex and are inextricably linked with the social 

environment. As such user familiarity could influence the persuasion process as cue 

perception affects message evaluations (as discussed in Chapter 2). 
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3.7 Models of Persuasion: Summary and Hypothesis 

 

Whilst the online persuasion knowledge base is small, there does appear to be consistency in 

findings which suggest that online persuasion can occur and that individuals do search for 

additional cues in the environment from which to base, or affirm, their decisions. There is 

also research to suggest that, as in FtF contexts, motivation, goals, and strategies influence 

the extent of persuasive information processing. Thus, it would appear that individuals do 

utilise peripheral cues in online interpersonal interactions when attending to a persuasive 

message. However, the extant body of research is small and has yet to determine the exact 

nature of cue use. Also, this research does not address the online persuasion process in terms 

of a theoretical model. Thus Study 1 will begin to unravel the online persuasion process by 

considering the effects that cue availability, situation context, and communication mode, have 

on persuasion. Study 2 will then explicitly examine the nature of the online persuasion 

process by ascertaining which approach to persuasion provides the best fit. The persuasion 

literature reviewed suggests that a prime distinction between dual-process and unimodel 

approaches is the presence or absence of primacy effect in message evaluation. Thus the 

evaluation process used in online interpersonal persuasion should be exposed using this 

approach. This thesis will, therefore, test this through the hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 13: Primacy effects will occur when processing persuasive information 

presented online. 
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Chapter 4 

 

4.1 Thesis Objectives 

 

The aim of this thesis is to provide an account of online interpersonal persuasion which 

highlights the role that language cues play in this process. To facilitate understanding of the 

online persuasion process comparisons will be made with FtF interactions as there is a 

comprehensive research base in this area. In accounting for online persuasion this thesis will 

develop a stage model which illustrates this process. Specifically, this stage model is 

proposed to account for issues which arise due to the communication mode used, contextual 

factors, as well as the cues perceived (and used) in the evaluation process which arise from 

the communication factors of the source, the message, and the receiver.  

 

The preceding literature review highlights some of the main issues which need to be 

considered in order to achieve the aims of this thesis. Whilst Chapter 1 provides a general 

introduction to the issues and relevance of investigating online persuasion, Chapter 2 focuses 

on providing an account as to how the choice of communication mode and situational context 

may affect persuasive outcomes. This chapter also discusses the factors necessary for 

communication (i.e. the source, message, and receiver) and the cues that accompany each of 

these factors. Once the components and prerequisites for persuasion to occur have been 

discussed, Chapter 3 introduces the concept of the persuasion process and discusses the 

popular models of persuasion, the persuasion process as proposed by these models, and how 

the extant research concerning online interpersonal persuasion “fits” these models. One of the 
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main issues with this research, which is to be addressed in this thesis, concerns how the 

findings can be explained in terms of the models of persuasion as much of the research fails 

to consider the actual persuasion process. 

 

It is important to understand online persuasion processes in terms of the persuasion models 

(discussed in Chapter 4) as they focus on the role that cues play and how they can enhance or 

disrupt attention to the message presented. The dual process (i.e. the ELM and HSM) models 

suggest that the cues are attended to as a function of motivation to attend to the message; the 

UM suggests that it is their evidentiary relevance to the compliance request that dictates cue 

use (Chaiken, et al., 1989; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). The 

cues used by individuals when evaluating persuasive information can be derived from both 

the context and from the source. In FtF interactions source cues are found in both verbal and 

non-verbal behaviours. Thus, cues can be inferred from the message itself (which the source 

constructs) as well as from paralinguistic features presented by the source. In online 

interactions, however, paralinguistic cues are unavailable and so the cue base is restricted to 

language cues. According to Walther, Deandrea, and Tong (2010) this does not present a 

problem to the message receiver as CMC itself is adaptive and so, in anticipating the loss of 

cues in an online interaction, FtF processing strategies are adapted so that the online 

environment is accommodated. Consequently, as language cues are still available it is likely 

that individuals will use these when presenting and evaluating persuasive messages. 

Examples of available language cues are LP and emotion and it is their influence which will 

be examined in this thesis. 
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With regards LP, in FtF interactions there is much research to suggest that these language 

cues do influence impression formation and, as a consequence, persuasive outcomes. 

Generally, the use of weak LP directs a receiver’s attention away from the message and 

towards the source. Often, the receiver will develop negative impressions of the source (as 

the use of weak LP reduces the perceived credibility of the source) and this will reduce the 

likelihood of persuasion. However, in certain situations the use of weak LP can actually 

enhance compliance as it is perceived as socially acceptable to use this type of language 

thereby preventing the development of negative source impressions. A pertinent example of 

this can be found in academic and political contexts where the use of tag questions (i.e. a 

weak LP marker) reduces perceptions of dominance and enhances persuasion (Durik, et al., 

2008). In this instance the presence of tag questions effectively disrupts central processing 

directing attention towards the source encouraging the receiver to consider the broader 

situational context (Blankenship & Holgraves, 2005; Blankenship & Craig, 2007b; Hosman 

& Siltanen, 2011). This, therefore suggests (as discussed in Chapter 2) that the source needs 

to utilise language cues to fit the message receiver’s expectations in a given situation as 

contextual factors interact with LP cues to affect message evaluations (Wilson, 2003).  

 

In both offline and online interactions the source is able to utilise language cues to meet 

expectations In online interactions, however, there is little research examining the use of LP 

as a cue in persuasive interactions with the notable exception being the study by Adkins and 

Brashers (1995). Adkins and Brashers (1995) found that the use of strong language power 

within a message lead to more positive perceptions of the source, increased source attraction, 

and increased persuasion; whilst the use of weak language power had the opposite effect. 

Thus, the authors conclude, in CMC contexts text acts as a primary stimulus on which 

interpersonal perceptions are formed and persuasion is based. Whilst this finding has 



101 
 

important implications for online persuasion it is yet to be confirmed and needs further 

investigation given the prevalence of online communication today. 

 

With regard to the use of affective cues, research (as discussed in Chapter 2) does 

demonstrate that these cues are attended to, and can be conveyed, in online interactions (e.g. 

Derks, et al. 2007; Kato, et al. 2007; Cheshin, et al., 2011). For example, Derks, et al. (2007) 

found that high levels of emotive cues lead to a receiver experiencing positive emotions 

which, in turn, lead to positive attributions of the source. Conversely, in messages containing 

no emotion, Derks, et al. (2007) found that this resulted in a receiver experiencing negative 

emotions and making negative source attributions. As such, the findings from this study 

suggest that emotion acts as a peripheral cue as sender perceptions are influenced and, 

ultimately, these perceptions affect persuasion - although, in terms of the models of 

persuasion, this notion is yet to be empirically examined. 

 

However, both Harris and Paradice (2007) and Cheshin, et al. (2011) found that if no 

emotional cues are available then individuals’ direct attention towards the message itself. In 

this instance, message receivers are thought to associate positive and negative message 

content with positive and negative emotion respectively – thereby suggesting that emotion is 

processed centrally. The findings from these studies are contradictory in terms of how 

emotion is processed using a dual process account. However, if UM principles are applied 

these findings could possibly be explained by suggesting that individuals are simply 

processing all relevant information as evidence. That said it would appear that the role of 

affective cues in online persuasion is complex – just as it is in offline interactions (e.g. 

DeSteno, et al., 2004; van t’Riet, et al., 2010). In offline interactions, it has been suggested 
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that that the salience of emotional cues vary as a function of cue salience (Nabi, 2002) - a 

factor which is inextricably intertwined with a message receiver’s goals and the situational 

context (Derks, et al.; Cheshin, et al., 2011). Thus, the role of emotion in the online 

persuasion process needs further examination. 

 

Thus, the language cues of LP and emotion can be strategically used to influence persuasive 

outcomes (Chapter 2). Further, there is a suggestion that these cues interact with the 

situational context in online interactions (e.g. Derks, et al., 2007; Wilson, 2003). Indeed, 

whilst both LP and emotion are cues that message receivers are likely to utilise in online 

persuasion, they are also likely to attend to peripheral cues which are either presented 

explicitly or implicitly within the situational context (e.g. friends, family, activity, etc). These 

cues not only help reduce uncertainty and facilitate decision making but also serve to activate 

receivers’ self interest and goal driven motivations (Larrimore, Jiang, Larrimore, Markowitz, 

& Gorski, 2011; Wilson & Lu, 2008). As Wilson and Lu (2008) suggest, an individual’s 

goals are important to message receivers as they are influential in dictating how a message is 

to be processed and can influence both source and message perceptions. Indeed, a receiver’s 

aim is to make a compliance decision which maximises personal benefits, minimises costs, 

and is in accordance with their identity, interaction (e.g. socially appropriate behaviour), and 

arousal (e.g. minimise discomfort) goals. Thus, it is possible that context can shape a 

receiver’s evaluations of a persuasive request in two ways: first by activating goal driven 

behaviours relevant to that situation and, second, by interacting with the language cues used 

to influence the receiver’s perceptions of the source. 
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Of particular relevance, in online contexts is the receiver’s perception and evaluation of the 

source as, due to the inherent anonymity accompanying CMC, source cues are largely 

unavailable – a proposition which immediately distinguishes CMC from FtF interactions. 

Consequently, the receiver is likely to glean source identity cues from those implied by the 

situational context and by those contained in the message (Walther, 1992). Further, receivers’ 

decisions are likely to be based upon how strongly message receivers identify with the source 

(Lee, 2008). As such to facilitate a compliance decision the source needs to tailor arguments 

towards the situation and social expectations pertaining to the context (Reed, 1997). 

 

Source cues are, therefore, important in online interpersonal persuasion, be they presented 

explicitly or inferred from situational cues (e.g. Larrimore, et al., 2011). Indeed research 

suggests that, in online interactions, source identity and the relationship of that identity with 

the message receiver plays an important role in the online persuasion process (Lea & Spears, 

et al. 2002). This assumption has found empirical support as Guadagno and Cialdini (2007) 

pointed out that, in their study, the lack of identity cues, for females, resulted in the formation 

of negative impressions and reduced the likelihood of persuasion. However, in males, the 

lack of such individuating cues can be beneficial in online interactions as these authors found 

that communication via email increased persuasion for this gender. Inherent within these 

findings is the notion that impressions can be formed online which confirms the assumptions 

made by other researchers such as Walther (1992).  

 

Impression formation is important to persuasion as impressions are used by the receiver to 

verify the claims made by the source (Petty & Briñol, 2008). In online interactions a source is 

able to engage in selective self-presentation (due to the anonymity of the interaction) as they 
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have time to construct an optimal impression making strategic use of language cues (Sparks, 

et al., 1998). Thus impressions are conveyed, by the source, through the language (e.g. the 

choice of LP used and use of affect) used; and the receiver evaluates these cues for 

information as to the credibility and attractiveness of the source.  

 

The ability for a source to engage in strategic self-presentation is likely to be influenced by 

communication modality (Sparks, Areni, & Cox, 1998). Within CMC both email and IM are 

relatively anonymous forms of communication however they differ in their synchronicity. IM 

is synchronous in nature whereas email is asynchronous which affords the message source 

more time to construct a message due to expected response latencies. The impact that 

communication synchronicity has on persuasion has been clearly demonstrated in Ng and 

Detenber’s (2005) study which found that IM was more persuasive than email due to the 

increased interpersonal presence felt in IM interactions. Whilst communication modality 

influences impression formation it subsequently affects persuasion as Moon (1999) found 

that receivers hold expectations as to what is an appropriate response time in a given 

situation. This, therefore, implies that online persuasion can be influenced by the strategic 

timing of messages and that, whilst CMC allows for message senders to strategically 

construct their messages to selectively self-present, message receivers are also sensitive to 

social expectations governing context and the timing of interactions (Walther, et al., 2010; 

Larrimore, et al., 2011). 

 

Thus, persuasion outcomes are likely to be influenced by online communication mode. This 

notion could help explain the conflicting research findings to date. For example, Di Blasio 

and Milani’s (2008) study was conducted using IM whereas Guadagno and Cialdini’s (2002) 
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study used email. Although both these studies drew comparisons with FtF interactions they 

did not compare reactions across online communication modalities. Thus, there is a need for 

research to compare the influence of online communication modality in persuasive 

interactions. Further, the situations used in these studies were different – Di Balsio and 

Milani (2008) presented participants with two proposals regarding the restructuring of the 

university refectory; whereas participants in Guadagno and Cialdini’s (2002) study were 

asked to consider a proposal advocating the introduction of a compulsory exam in order to 

graduate university. As such, the differences in context are likely to have aroused different 

goal motivations, due to the perceived impact of compliance, in receivers and this could have 

affected evaluations and outcomes. Thus, it is necessary to establish the effect that context 

has on evaluations and persuasive outcomes. 

 

4.2 Rationale 

 

The above discussion demonstrates how all the issues discussed in the literature review are 

linked and are integral to the online persuasion process. However, to date, the research 

concerning online interpersonal persuasion has been limited and has not addressed the bigger 

picture by considering the influence of contextual factors and the difference between the two 

major online communication methods (i.e. email and IM). Further, whilst there is research 

concerning online impression formation (which ultimately influences evaluations and 

decision making) this research does not explicitly consider how the available cues (in the 

form of language cues) are used.  
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 As demonstrated in Chapter 3 there has been little empirical research specifically examining 

persuasion in CMC contexts and that which is available lacks coherence and consensus. Due 

to this situation, and given that individuals are increasingly using CMC for interpersonal 

communication and persuasion, this study aims to provide a basic framework to account for 

persuasion in online contexts determining and explaining the role of message and source 

cues. Integral to this investigation is to ascertain the role of communication modality and 

situational context in the persuasion process as these factors impact upon cue availability (i.e. 

visual and vocal cues in FtF interactions versus anonymity in online interactions), response 

latency, and self-interest motivations and goal achievement. Specifically, therefore, the aim 

of this study is to explain how language cues (i.e. language power and affect) are used in 

online interpersonal persuasion and how they, along with situational cues, influence source 

and message perceptions. Also, as few studies have explicitly examined persuasion in terms 

of the major models of persuasion (i.e. ELM, HSM, or UM) it is envisaged that this study 

will be able to define a conceptual process model of online interpersonal persuasion. This 

model will highlight the important considerations that individuals engaging in persuasive 

interactions need to attend to at each point of the persuasion process. 

 

The proposed model is illustrated in Figure 4.1 below and is based on the literature reviewed 

and the hypotheses made. Specifically, this model posits that at the start of a persuasive 

interaction, communication schemata are activated (for both the source and receiver) 

concerning expectations from that communication modality (e.g. expected response latency, 

cue availability). For the source, the choice of communication modality dictates the time 

available to engage in strategic self-presentation and provides the opportunity to decide how 

to present the persuasive message for maximum impact. In so doing, the source should also 

attend to the context as the situation presented activates schemas as to normative behavioural  



107 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1. Proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 
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expectations. Once the initial interaction is instigated a message receiver is able to discern 

contextual cues which activate relevant schemas, goal-driven motivations, and behaviour 

patterns. The activated motivations then dictate what and how the cues presented are attended 

to by the receiver. Thus, it is expected that the information presented (including message and 

source cues) will be evaluated in light of contextual information before the receiver makes a 

decision in accordance with self-interest motivations (i.e. perceived costs and benefits). 

Further, the extent of cue processing by the receiver is likely to be influenced by perceived 

personal relevance. The model includes FtF as a communication mode as it is being used in 

this study to provide a benchmark for comparison purposes. 

 

To illustrate the model, a newly appointed finance manager of a large company needs to 

persuade the internal auditors to delay the audit so that he can find out how the accounts 

system is run. Rather than use the company’s IM system he chooses to use email as this 

presents a more formal communication medium, allows him more time to consider how to 

present himself and how to present his request, and will also allow the auditor time to fully 

process the request. To ensure he is seen as being credible and trustworthy he presents the 

message using strong language power but also includes tag questions which should convey 

the impression that he is flexible. As a final consideration, before sending the email, he 

includes an affective component asking the auditor for his understanding as he is new to the 

company and needs time to understand its accounting practices.  

 

On receiving the email, the auditor knows that no identifying cues will be available other that 

the source’s own claim of authority. However, as the communication was made by email the 

auditor has time to process the information presented making assumptions about the manager 
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based on its context and how the message is written. Due to expectations of response latency, 

the auditor also has time to evaluate the message carefully, making use of the cues presented 

from the context and the message itself, to ascertain how compliance with the request would 

affect his goals. Of concern to the auditor is the impact that a delay in auditing the finance 

department would have on his meeting the deadline in reporting on departmental procedures 

to the chairman. In this instance, the auditor would be able to comply if he is able to 

rearrange the departmental audits so that the marketing department is audited before the 

finance department. To do this, the internal auditor has to engage in the online persuasion 

process with the manager to the marketing department and so the online persuasion process 

starts again with another interpersonal interaction. 

 

Thus, the example presented explains illustrates the online persuasion processes presented by 

the proposed model. As it does present a logical account of the process, the design of Study 1 

and 2 will incorporate the elements presented in the model. In Study 1 the three 

communication modalities used will be IM, email, and FtF (to provide a benchmark) as all 

three offer a different and distinctive communication environment which influence the 

availability and processing of cues and will enable cross-modality comparisons. As the 

research discussed in the literature review suggests that receivers are likely to engage in goal 

driven behaviour in persuasive contexts this implies that they are motivated to attend and 

evaluate information in terms of personal costs and benefits (Wilson & Lu, 2008). It is, 

therefore, proposed that the amount of attention and evaluation that is accorded to this 

process is influenced by secondary goals associated with situational context and activate 

relevant heuristics and schemata. Typically, these goals fall into three categories 

entertainment, information/skill acquisition, and surveillance. To address, and ascertain, the 

possible influence of these three goal types, this study will include three scenarios reflecting 
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each of these goals – socialising, learning, and political. Within these contexts, messages will 

be presented which contain differing levels of language (strong LP and weak LP) and 

affective (high emotion and low emotion) cues in order to ascertain if individuals are 

sensitive to, and utilise, these cues in an online environment. It is also envisaged that cue 

manipulation will not only explain how these cues are processed but also explain the extent 

of processing under different conditions. Thus, it is envisaged that a receiver’s evaluations 

will be dependent upon the impact that compliance will have on their self-interest.  

 

Study 1, therefore, aims to provide a broad foundation as to the processes involved in 

persuasive online interpersonal interactions (such as impression formation) under conditions 

of total anonymity. It also aims to ascertain the influence that both communication mode and 

context have on persuasion and to ascertain the underlying receiver motivations for message 

evaluation. Study 2 aims to extend the findings from Study 1 by seeking to clarify the effect 

that contextual and source information has on message evaluation by comparing responses 

under conditions of anonymity to those where identifying cues are available. Importantly, this 

study also aims to ascertain how persuasive information is processed online and so 

investigates the third processing stage of the proposed model. At this processing stage, the 

model proposed, suggests that cues could be utilised using either ELM, HSM, and UM 

principles. Thus, Study 2 aims to ascertain which set of principles explains the processing of 

information in online interpersonal persuasive interactions in order to refine the model. 

 

To conduct the studies, the methodology used will be similar to those used in prior research. 

Typically, in both online and offline contexts, persuasion research has been conducted under 

experimental conditions using pre-scripted interactions which provide the stimulus (e.g. 
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Guadgano & Cialdini, 2002; Ng & Detenber, 2005). Initially, participants are presented with 

a scenario providing background information (e.g. the context, source information, a 

statement of the problem), and this is then followed by the presentation of the experimental 

stimulus – i.e. the interactions. Once the participants have viewed (or have taken part) the 

interactions they are asked for their responses. Often participants may be asked to write their 

final response to the compliance request and also engage in a thought listing exercise which 

requires the participants to briefly note source, receiver, and message related thoughts 

(Rucker & Petty, 2004). This is then followed by a series of Likert scales asking participants 

to rate the interaction on a number of factors such as extent of persuasion/compliance, 

argument quality, perceptions of the source (e.g. Di Blasio & Milani; Ng & Deenber, 2005; 

Petty, et al., 1981; Tanis & Postmes, 2007). This methodology, whilst not ecologically valid, 

is typically used as it maintains experimental control. Indeed, all participants are exposed to 

exactly the same stimuli, allowing for comparison of responses. Thus, as this methodology is 

widely used in this field it will be adopted in the studies contained in this thesis. 

 

4.3 Statement of the Hypotheses and Research Questions 

 

The hypotheses and research questions which will be addressed in Study 1 are: 

 

Hypothesis 1: There will be differences in persuasion (expressed as the extent of 

compliance to a request) across communication modalities. 
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Hypothesis 2: Communication synchronicity will affect online persuasion with 

synchronous forms of communication (i.e. IM) being more persuasive 

than communication via asynchronous methods (i.e. email). 

 

Hypothesis 3: Recipients of persuasive messages presented online will be sensitive to 

situational cues and respond differentially across situations. 

 

Hypothesis 4a: Communication mode and situational context will influence source 

perceptions 

Hypothesis 4b: Communication mode and situational context will influence message 

perceptions 

 

Hypothesis 5: In completely anonymous CMC interactions there will be a difference 

in the perceptions of source characteristics between email and IM 

interactions. 

 

Hypothesis 6: In completely anonymous CMC interactions, there will be a difference 

in the perceptions of source characteristics according to situational 

context. 

 

Hypothesis 8a: Language power and emotion will affect a message receiver’s 

impressions of the source 
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       8b: Language power and emotion will affect a message receiver’s 

impressions of the message  

 

Hypothesis 9a: Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the 

source differentially across communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, 

and FtF) 

                 9b: Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the 

message differentially across communication modalities (i.e. IM, 

email, and FtF) 

 

Hypothesis 10a: Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the 

source differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, 

learning, and political) 

                 10b: Language power affects a message receiver’s impressions of the 

message differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, 

learning, and political) 

 

Hypothesis 11a: Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of source 

differentially across online communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, 

and FtF) 
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                 11b: Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

and differentially across online communication modalities (i.e. IM, 

email, and FtF) 

 

Hypothesis 12a: Emotion affects a message receiver’s impressions of the source 

differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, 

and political) 

                 12b: Emotion affects a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, 

and political) 

 

Research Question 1: Are message receivers’ responses to persuasive information 

guided by self-interest motivations?  

     RQ Hypothesis 1: Self-interest motivations will influence receivers’ responses to 

persuasive information. 

 

Research Question 2:  Do message receivers mimic message senders’ language style 

when responding to persuasive information? 

     RQ Hypothesis 2:  Message receivers will mimic message senders’ language style 

when responding to persuasive information. 
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Study 2 will, therefore, test the hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 7: Prior knowledge of a source which matches normative social 

expectations will have a positive impact on impression formation 

 

Hypothesis 13: Primacy effects will occur when processing persuasive information 

presented online. 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION 2 

The Studies  
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Chapter 5 

 

5.1 Pilot Study 

To develop and test the suitability of the stimulus materials, a pilot study was conducted. To 

undertake the pilot study, ethical approval was obtained which covered all the studies for this 

research programme. Once this was obtained an attitude survey was undertaken. This was 

followed by the pilot study which tested the manipulation of language power and emotion to 

be used in the materials for Study 1. 

 

5.2 Ethics 

 

A thesis proposal was submitted to the Ethics Committee outlining the proposed studies and 

any ethical issues. Briefly, the ethical considerations covered the fact that, whilst informed 

consent would be obtained, the information given had to be deliberately vague in order to 

preserve the validity of the studies to be conducted (i.e. they were not informed that their 

responses would be assessed to ascertain their impressions and extent of persuasion). As such 

it was stated that participants would be informed that they would be viewing interactions 

between two people and then asked to respond to questions. Thus, a minimal amount of 

deception was necessary. However, it was envisaged that this would not cause harm or 

discomfort to the participants as the interactions concerned everyday aspects of university 

life. Whilst it was envisaged that the studies should not cause participants distress, the ethical 

considerations stated that participants were to be advised that they had the right to withdraw 

at any time, that they were not obliged to answer the questions presented, and that any 
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responses given would remain confidential and anonymous. Finally, upon completion of the 

study the ethical considerations stated that debrief procedures would be undertaken to ensure 

that the participants were fully debriefed and the purpose of the study explained. In light of 

these considerations the ethics committee deemed that there were no ethical issues and the 

proposed project was approved (Appendix 1). 

 

5.3 Attitude Scale 

 

Prior to the construction of the materials for the study, an attitude scale was developed in 

order to determine initial attitudes concerning various aspects of university life. It was 

envisaged that the participants taking part in the attitude survey would also be taking part in 

Study 1 (although they were not made aware of the connection between the two studies). 

Thus, it was assumed, the attitudes indicated by the attitude scale should be representative of 

participants’ beliefs on the issues raised. This knowledge would consequently be used to 

develop stimulus materials for the pilot study (and Study 1); and, as such, should activate 

participants’ self-interest motivations due to their personal relevance to the participants. 

Further in order to be persuasive and encourage the processing of the information and cues 

presented, the materials developed would express attitudes counter to those indicated by the 

attitude scale. This methodology has previously been used by researchers, e.g. Darke & 

Chaiken (2005). 
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Attitude Scale: Materials 

A 32 item Likert scale questionnaire was constructed (Appendix 2) to ascertain attitudes 

towards various aspects of student life at Glamorgan University. The scale for each statement 

was measured on a scale of 1 to 5 with strongly disagree being rated 1 and strongly agree 

rated 5. In order to minimise response bias, for each of the 16 attitude issues being 

ascertained, there was a positive and negative attitude statement and these were randomly 

distributed within the questionnaire so as to encourage reading of the information presented. 

The areas included in the questionnaire were attitudes towards various social, learning, and 

political issues. There were 12 statements pertaining to attitudes towards social activities and 

these included statements concerning friendships, sports activities, and socialising – for 

example, “I enjoy using the university’s sports facilities”, “I am not interested in taking part 

in any sporting activities on campus”. To uncover attitudes towards learning 10 statements 

were developed which covered issues such as coursework, attendance, and teaching – for 

example, “I believe it is important to prepare for seminars/tutorials”, “Preparing for seminars 

is a waste of my time”. Finally, 10 statements relating to political issues surrounding 

university life were included and these covered issues such as disgruntled local residents, car 

parking, and binge drinking – for example, “I believe that car parking at the university should 

be free”, “I don’t think it’s fair that students have to pay to park”. In order to establish which 

attitudes were most dominant each pair of statements concerned a different attitudinal issue. 

 

5.3.1 Attitude Scale: Reliability 

The attitude scale was tested for its reliability by using a test-retest procedure over two 

consecutive weeks. Participants in this procedure comprised an opportunity sample of 54 
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students (19 males, 35 females) and their mean age was 20.09 years (SD = 4.54). The tests 

were scored and analysed using a Pearson’s correlation.  

 

The descriptive statistics revealed a mean of 116.00 (SD = 10.00) for the initial testing and a 

mean of 116.64 (SD = 11.74) for the re-test (see Figure 5.1). This would suggest that 

participants were consistent in their interpretation of, and their attitudes towards, the 

statements on the scale. This assumption is confirmed by the inferential statistics which 

demonstrate that the attitude scale was valid as r = 0.94. Whilst this does appear to be a 

surprisingly strong correlation it was not unexpected as the scale consisted of only 32 items 

which measured 16 different attitudes. As a result, it was assumed that there should be a high 

correlation between each pair of attitudes. 

 

 

Figure 5.1. Attitude scale scores for test re-test reliability 
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5.3.2 Attitude Scale: Participants 

Participants comprised a purposive sample of 143 first and second year psychology 

undergraduates who received course credit in return for their participation. There were 24 

males and 119 females. The mean age was 21.36 years (SD = 6.13). 

 

5.3.3 Attitude Scale: Procedure 

Participants were asked to complete a consent form (Appendix 3) before responding to the 

questionnaire. They were informed that the questionnaire was part of a study concerning 

attitudes towards student life at Glamorgan University. In return for their participation 

participants were given course credit. On completion of the questionnaire participants were 

debriefed (Appendix 4) and thanked.  

 

5.3.4 Attitude Scale: Results 

As the statements were rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) this 

provided the basis of the scoring with 5 representing the most positive attitude a participant 

could express and 1 the most negative – necessitating the reverse scoring of negatively 

framed statements. For each statement a score was given representing a point on the scale 

(i.e. 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5). This was done for every participant and then the number of instances of 

each score for each statement was calculated and then turned into a percentage of response 

(Appendix 5). The average response percentage for each pair of statements was then 

calculated (Table 5.1) in order to obtain an overall attitude score for each attitudinal issue. 
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Table 5.1 

Attitudes Held: Percentage of Attitude Favourability 

General 

Attitude 

Quest. 

Nos. 

Attitudinal Issue Unfav                                Fav 

1 2 3 4 5 

% % % % % 
        

Social 

Attitudes 

23,20 Socialising at the Student Union 7.0 14.0 41. 26.5 11.5 

2,25 Sporting activities 18.5 19.5 34.0 18.5 9.5 

11,15 Making friends 1.0 2.5 7.0 38.5 51.0 

8,22 Perceived importance of 

socialising 

10.0 21.5 20.5 26.5 21.5 

5,32 Joining in 1.0 6.5 32.5 37.0 23.0 

Learning 

Attitudes 

1,14 Completing coursework 4.0 12.5 29.0 44.0 10. 

12,21 Submitting coursework 2.0 0.0 1.5 17.0 80.0 

16,26 Preparing for seminars/tutorials 0.5 5.5 20.0 42.5 31.5 

17,28 Support of academic staff 2.0 6.0 19.0 43.0 30.0 

9,21 Utility of tutorials 2.5 7.0 24.5 41.0 25.0 

4,10 Lecture attendance 1.5 1.0 5.5 27.5 64.5 

Political 

Attitudes 

3,29 Integration with locals 2.0 9.5 67.0 19.0 2.5 

19,27 Binge drinking 6.5 7.5 29.5 32.5 24.0 

13,18 Paying for student car park 50.5 25.0 18.0 4.5 2.0 

7,24 Adequacy of car park size 44.0 18.5 26. 7.5 4.0 

6,20 Plagiarism checks 2.5 3.5 17.5 37.0 39.50 

 

The table demonstrates students’ attitudes towards university life. From a social perspective, 

students viewed socialising, making friends, and joining in as being very important and 

beneficial to them. Students also held positive attitudes towards their education and 

acknowledge the importance of being prepared for seminars and tutorials, submitting their 

work on time, and attending lectures. As for the political attitudes held, students feel strongly 

about parking issues and feel that the car park should be free and that it is not adequate for 
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the number of students who have to drive to university. Whilst students perceive plagiarism 

checks to be fair they are unconcerned with integrating into the local community. 

 

5.4 Materials for Pilot Study and Study 1 

 

As a result of the attitude scale analysis, the main study focussed on presenting counter 

attitudinal persuasive information to participants using three scenarios based on a differing 

attitude held: a social attitude (i.e. socialising, making friends, and joining in); a learning 

attitude (i.e. preparing tutorial work which counts towards the overall module grade); and a 

political attitude (i.e. car park issues). Thus, three different scenarios were developed 

reflecting differing underlying goal motivations (Wilson & Lu, 2008) and would be used to 

assess the impact of self-interest (based on contextual implications) on message perceptions.  

 

The stimulus materials (i.e. scenarios) to be developed for the pilot study would also be used 

in Study 1. In accordance with the methodology typically used in existing persuasion research 

(e.g. Guadagno & Cialdini, 2002; Ng & Detenber, 2005) each scenario was to comprise a set 

of pre-scripted interactions which represented the discussion between the message source and 

the receiver (i.e. participant). The development of these materials is discussed in section 5.4.1 

below. Further, as this thesis is examining the effect of language cues on message evaluation 

the scenarios were manipulated by using different levels of language power and emotion. 

This manipulation is explained in 5.4.2 and the validity of this manipulation is the focus of 

the pilot study. 
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To assess participants’ reactions to the messages presented a questionnaire was constructed 

based upon those typically used in persuasion research (e.g. Petty, et al., 1981 and Tanis & 

Postmes, 2007). Thus, reactions to persuasive messages were to be assessed using a series of 

questions requiring Likert style responses. As prior research often uses a thought listing 

exercise to aid evaluations of perceptions this will also be included in the questionnaire. 

Further, as this thesis is interested in ascertaining what information is attended to a free-

written response opportunity was also included as it was envisaged that this would provided 

evidence of message processing based on self-interest motivations. However, as the pilot 

study was only concerned with assessing the validity of the language cue manipulations, a 

shortened version of the questionnaire was used. This questionnaire focussed on the points of 

interest and is explained in 5.5.2 

 

5.4.1 Situation: Interactions in Context 

The study was based around three different scenarios representing motives related to 

entertainment, information, or surveillance goals (Slater, 1997; Wilson & Lu, 2008). These 

goals were to be simulated by using the social, learning, and political attitudes identified from 

the attitude scale which would be presented so as to activate self-interest motivations. 

Further, the scenarios were constructed strong arguments as individuals only discriminate 

between strong and weak arguments if they are processing them systematically (van Enschot-

van Dijk, Hustinx, & Floeken, 2003). This would ensure that participants were motivated to 

process the information (due its personal relevance), and that findings were not confounded 

by participants making evaluations based upon the weak arguments presented instead of the 

language cues used. Also, as Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) definition of a strong argument has 

been criticised for being vague (e.g. Choi and Salmon, 2003), the scenarios were developed 
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using strong arguments based upon inductive reasoning principles of logical thought 

progression and justifiable conclusions (Heit & Rotello, 2010). Within each of the scenarios 

language power and emotion were manipulated in order to assess the influence of these cues 

on message evaluation. 

 

Interactions: Length and Number 

In accordance with Ng and Detenber (2005) there were 12 interactions for each scenario – 6 

from the message sender (S) and 6 from the (R). The interactions provided by the sender 

contained all the persuasive information and those from the receiver contained only cursory 

information which, effectively, acted as an acknowledgement that the arguments were being 

processed. When developing the scenarios attention was paid to creating arguments of a 

similar length, complexity, and plausibility. Consequently, the length of the social and 

learning scenarios were 254 (Figure 5.2) and 253 (Figure 5.3) words respectively. However, 

due to the more complex nature of political arguments, in order to present valid, coherent and 

well-argued information, the length of the control scenario was longer – 398 words (Figure 

5.4). 

 

Scenarios 

The social scenario centred on the message sender attempting to persuade a receiver to join 

the university’s tennis club as the attitude scale revealed that students held ambivalent 

attitudes towards such activities. The sender presented persuasive arguments (such as the 

club’s social activities and the professional coaching available) which provided valid 

incentives for joining the club. The social scenario representing the control condition, before 



125 
 

treatment with the independent variables is presented in Figure 5.2 and is written using strong 

LP and no emotion. 

 

For the learning context,  as the attitude scale had revealed that students felt it was important 

to prepare for tutorials and hand work in on time this provided the focus for the scenario. In 

this scenario information was presented with the goal of persuading participants to go out to a 

concert (as socialising is important to participants) instead of preparing for an assessed 

tutorial the next day – as this would be counter-attitudinal learning behaviour. The arguments 

presented were justified by using logical arguments based upon the fact that losing marks 

from one tutorial are unlikely to make a difference and that it is the sociable thing to do. The 

learning scenario representing the control condition, before treatment with the independent 

variables is presented in Figure 5.3 and is written using strong LP and no emotion. 

 

Finally, as the attitude survey suggested that students objected strongly to paying for campus 

car parking and felt that the car park was inadequate a scenario reflecting these political 

concerns was developed. This scenario attempted to persuade the participant to support a 

proposal to increase car park charges using environmental issues as a valid justification for 

the request. The political scenario representing the control condition, before treatment with 

the independent variables is presented in Figure 5.4 and is written using strong LP and no 

emotion. 
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S: I’m going to join the uni’s tennis club tonight. They’re starting a 
beginner’s course so I thought I’d give it a go. Fancy it? 

R:         Nah. Not really. Never been a fan of racquet sports  

S: Well, you should come. I know you’ll enjoy it. Come on. It will be a good 
laugh. And we will make new friends and get fit at the same time. 

R: Possibly. But whenever we had to play in school I was hopeless and could 
never hit the ball!  

S: I know what you mean. It was the same for me but I’ve always fancied 
learning properly and this club has a professional tennis coach – so it has 
to be better than being taught by just a school PE teacher. 

R:         Yeah, I suppose that would make a difference 

S: Of course it will. And the club facilities look good. And they hold social 
events – they also get tickets for Wimbledon for club members. 

R: Do they? That’s cool! Those tickets are like gold dust! Now that would be 
good to go and see. 

S: I know. I had a look on the website – you should see the pictures and the 
reports about the trip. They had a wicked time. 

R:      I’d defo be up for the social stuff. I’m just not sure about actually playing 
tennis. 

S: Well, you won’t know till you give it a go and I reckon you should. 
Anyway, you have nothing to lose and it will be a laugh - we may even get 
quite good. 

R: I suppose so, so … 

 

Key: S = message source/sender; R = message recipient 

Figure 5.2. Social scenario using strong language power and no emotion 
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S: Hey are you going to come? It’ll be a good night. And it’s going to be ages 
before we get to go out to a gig like this again.  

R: Yes, I know. But I have a tutorial tomorrow and I have to do a presentation 
which I need to prepare for tonight so I don’t think I can come 

S: Oh, come on, don’t be boring. It’s one tutorial. You’re always working 
and finding excuses not to come out during the week. Let’s go, forget 
about work, and have some fun. 

R: No. I really can’t. I have to prepare and I haven’t got time to do it before 
we go out. 

S: Look, it’s just one tutorial. It’s not that important. You won’t fail the 
module because you haven’t prepared for it. 

R:           Yes, I know, but… 

S:           No buts. Come on. You know how much you enjoy going to gigs. 

R: Yeah…I’m not saying I wouldn’t enjoy it….it’s just that I really should 
prepare for the tutorial 

S: Well, if you were that keen on doing this tutorial you would have already 
prepared for it. Anyway, it’s up to you. I’ve already got the tickets and 
most of our friends are going 

R:    Are they? But Alex and Naomi have to do the presentation tomorrow       as 
well…. 

S: I know. But they’re not bothered and reckon they can pull something 
together in the morning which will get them some marks 

R: Oh….well….oh help…I don’t know what to do now…Let me have a think and 
I’ll text you in half an hour… 

 

Key: S = message source/sender; R = message recipient 

Figure 5.3. Learning scenario using strong language power and no emotion 
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S: Hey, I’ve got to speak at the student meeting about the proposed 
increase in car park charges. To be honest it’s a good idea to put them up 
again. 

R:            How on earth can you say that? It’s expensive enough as it is! 

S: Yeah, but if you think about it, a lot of the students who drive in can 
easily catch the train into uni. So if car parking prices were increased then 
they will catch the train, or other public transport, and this will free up 
space for those who can’t use it. 

R:  Maybe, but then those that still need to drive will have to pay more – and 
that’s not fair. 

S: On the face of it, no. But at the moment loads of students have to street-
park as they can’t get into the car park and the uni’s park and ride service 
is really inconvenient for them. And the problem with street-parking is 
that it’s limited to 2 hours and the traffic wardens are on the ball dishing 
out fines of £30 a time. Now that’s expensive. 

R: I hadn’t thought of it like that before. But I still don’t think it’s a good   idea. 

S: Well I do. Especially as the university is committed to becoming more 
ecologically friendly – and this will help. 

R: How will it help? Most students haven’t got a lot of money and putting 
prices up isn’t going to help. 

S: Well, for a start, using public transport is a lot cheaper than running a car. 
And if more students use public transport, then there will be less car 
emissions polluting the air. Also, for those who can’t use public transport 
the uni is offering parking discounts to those who car share – making the 
price of parking no different to what it is now as well as helping to reduce 
pollution. 

R: Yes, I suppose. I can see your point. But surely one university taking this 
approach isn’t going to have an impact, is it? 

S: No, but if this move is successful then other universities will do the same 
– especially as they all have targets to meet showing how they are 
becoming more environmentally friendly. So you see putting car park 
charges up will be beneficial. So, will you support me at the meeting? 

R:        Well, to be honest, I can see what you’re trying to say… 

 

Key: S = message source/sender; R = message recipient 

Figure 5.4  Political scenario using strong language power no low emotion  
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5.4.2 Language Power and Emotion 

To assess the effect of language cues on message evaluation and impression formation the 

language used in the base scenarios (i.e. strong LP and no emotion scenarios as presented in 

Figures 5.2 to 5.4) was altered in accordance with the extant research (discussed in Chapter 

3). This produced a total of 12 scenarios, four for each of the three contexts under 

investigation yielding the following conditions for each context: strong LP and no emotion, 

strong LP and high emotion, weak LP and no emotion, weak LP and high emotion. 

 

Language Power 

Whilst recent research suggests that weak language markers may exert a differential influence 

on message evaluation (e.g. Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005) there is, currently, no 

published research examining the effects of such markers in online interpersonal persuasive 

interactions. As such there is a need to, initially, establish if such markers are attended to and 

if they are influential. Consequently, when altering the control scenarios (which were written 

using strong LP) to create powerless scenarios hesitations, hedges, and tag questions were 

introduced. Each of the scenarios contained the same number of hesitations, hedges, and tag 

questions (Table 5.2) increasing the base word count for each scenario by approximately 

32%.  

 

In accordance with prior research (e.g. Holtgraves & Lasky, 1999; Areni & Sparkes, 2005; 

Wesson & Pulford, 2009) the powerless language markers used included those such as 

“um’s” and “err’s” (hesitations); “I suppose”, “I think”, “I guess” (hedges); “don’t you 
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think?” “isn’t it?”, “you know?”. Examples of the use of these linguistic devices for the three 

situational contexts are presented in Table 5.3. 

 

Table 5.2 

Number of /hesitations, Hedges, and Tag Questions used in the Scenarios 

 Social Learning Political 
 

   

Hesitations 3 3 3 

Hedges 13 13 13 

Tag Questions 14 14 14 

 

 

Emotion 

In accordance with prior research (e.g. Hosman & Siltanen, 2006) affective content was 

adjusted to reflect high emotion by including intensifiers such as “very”, “really”, “always”, 

“love”. Exclamation marks were also used as these add emphasis and affect (Whalen, 

Pexman, & Gill, 2009). In conjunction with these language devices, emotion-based 

persuasion strategies were included based upon emotional arousal and emotional appeals 

associated with the receiver’s goals (Miceli, et al., 2006). This was achieved by making 

specific personal references, evoking memories associated with the scenarios presented, and 

using vivid descriptions. Each of the scenarios contained the same number of intensifiers, 

exclamation marks, personal references, memories, and vivid descriptions (Table 5.4) 

increasing the word count of the low emotion (i.e. none) scenarios by approximately 45%. 

Examples of the inclusion of emotion in the scenarios are presented in Table 5.5. 
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Table 5.3 

Examples of Strong Language Power Compared to Weak Language Power used by the 

Sender 

Scenario Language 

Power 

Example Interaction 

   
Social Strong “Of course it will. And the facilities look good. And they hold social 

events – they also get tickets for Wimbledon for club members.” 

 
 Weak “I would have thought it would, wouldn’t you? And, I’m not sure, 

but, umm, the club facilities seem quite good and I think they hold 

social events, you know?” 

   
Learning Strong “Look, it’s just one tutorial. It’s not that important. You won’t fail the 

module because you haven’t prepared for it.” 

 
 Weak “Perhaps I’m wrong, but it’s one tutorial and it’s not likely to be that 

important, is it? I don’t think you could fail the module because you 

haven’t prepared for it, could you?” 

   
Political Strong “Well I do. Especially as the university is committed to becoming 

more ecologically friendly – and this will help.” 

 
 Weak “Oh, umm, well I do. And I sort of think that the university is 

committed to becoming more ecologically friendly – and, I suppose, 

that this position will encourage them to do this, right?” 
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Table 5.4 

Number of Intensifiers, Exclamation Marks, Personal References, Memories, and Vivid 

Descriptions used in the Scenarios 

 Social Learning Political 
 

   

Intensifiers 8 8 8 

Exclamation marks 17 17 17 

Personal references 1 1 1 

Memories 2 2 2 

Vivid descriptions 2 2 2 
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Table 5.5 

Examples of Source Interactions using Strong Language Power with no Emotion Compared 

to Strong Language Power with Emotion 

Scenario Language 

Power 

Example Interaction 

   
Social No 

Emotion 

“Of course it will. And the facilities look good. And they hold social 

events – they also get tickets for Wimbledon for club members.” 

 
 Emotion “Of course it will! And the club facilities look really good. And they 

hold loads of social events- they also get tickets for Wimbledon for 

club members! Can you imagine that – going to Wimbledon! Hey, 

how would we feel if we actually got to meet any of those players!” 

   
Learning No 

Emotion 

“Look, it’s just one tutorial. It’s not that important. You won’t fail the 

module because you haven’t prepared for it.” 

 
 Emotion “Look, it’s just one tutorial! It’s not that important! You won’t fail 

the module just because you haven’t prepared for just one. 

Remember how pleased you were when you gt 70% for a tutorial 

you had forgotten to prepare for!” 

   
Political No 

Emotion 

“Well I do. Especially as the university is committed to becoming 

more ecologically friendly – and this will help.” 

 
 Emotion “Well I do! It would be so nice to know you can drive to uni and not 

have to worry about being late because of traffic problems! Just 

think how much better you’d feel with less stress! Anyway, the 

university is committed to becoming more ecologically friendly and 

tackling parking issues will help even if it does mean putting prices 

up.” 

 

All the scenarios manipulated for LP and emotion are presented in Appendix 6. 
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5.5 Methodology 

 

The aim of the pilot study was to ascertain that the LP and emotion manipulations were 

effective, and that the participants could discriminate between strong and weak LP and high 

and no emotion. This study also sought to determine that, if effectively manipulated, these 

language cues should affect participants’ perceptions of argument quality. It was expected 

that a message presented with weak LP and no emotion would have a detrimental effect on 

perceptions of argument quality; whereas a message presented using strong LP and high 

emotion would have a positive effect. 

 

5.5.1 Design 

This was a related t-test design with the independent variable being the situation (i.e. social, 

learning, and political). The dependent variables were argument quality, LP and emotion. 

 

5.5.2 Participants 

Baker (1999) suggests that a pilot study consisting of a sample size between 10% and 20% of 

the expected number of participants in the main study is adequate. To meet this criterion 16 

(11%) participants took part in the pilot study and were personally known to the researcher. 

The sample comprised 4 males and 12 females and their mean age was 45.75 years. 
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5.5.3  Materials 

Six of the scenarios (2 from each of the social, learning, and political contexts) to be used in 

Study 1 (Appendix 6) were used in the pilot study. Each of the scenarios was presented on a 

MS-Word document and headed Scenario 1, Scenario 2, etc., and each pair of scenarios were 

presented one after the other. The scenarios used were: 

 

Social: Strong LP and high emotion 

Social: Weak LP and no emotion 

Learning: Strong LP and high emotion 

Learning: Weak LP and no emotion 

Political: Strong LP and high emotion 

Political: Weak LP and no emotion 

These scenarios were chosen as they would allow participants to assess the manipulation of 

either LP or emotion without interference from the presence of the other language cue. To 

elucidate, as the manipulation of LP was facilitated by taking the strong LP scenario 

(effectively the control LP condition) and introducing weak language cues (i.e. hesitations, 

hedges, and tag questions), the effectiveness of the weak LP manipulation can be assessed by 

using the weak LP no emotion scenarios as there would be no affective cues to compromise 

participants’ perceptions of LP. Similarly, high emotion was represented by the use of 

language intensity, emotional expression, and personal observations. Here the effectiveness 

of this manipulation was to be ascertained under conditions of strong LP where weak LP cues 

cannot interfere with the processing of affective content. 
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To assess participants’ responses a questionnaire was constructed which comprised three 

questions assessing participants’ perceptions in respect of argument quality, LP, speaker’s 

tone (i.e. emotion) used in the scenarios. These items were also included in the questionnaire 

for Study 1 as questions 3, 4, and 6 (Appendix 8). Both the argument quality and LP 

measures required 3 ratings whilst the emotion measure required 4 and all measures required 

a response to be noted on a 7-point Likert scale. In sum, the questionnaire comprised 6 sets of 

3 questions -1 set for each scenario presented. Each set was preceded by a heading indicating 

the scenario of interest to ensure that it was clear as to which scenario was being evaluated.  

 

5.5.4 Procedure 

The participants were informed of the nature of the study and what was required. Upon 

agreement to take part, they were asked to read and sign a consent form (Appendix 9) and 

provide the researcher with their email address so that the scenarios could be sent to them. 

The participants were then given the questionnaire and were told that the email (Appendix 

10) would contain instructions and the stimulus material which they were to use when 

making their responses. They were also informed that, as the main study concerned online 

interactions, they should read the stimulus material online and not print the materials. This 

procedure was included so that the responses made in the pilot condition would be indicative 

of objective, online perceptions. On completion of the study the questionnaires were collected 

and the participants debriefed (Appendix 11). The data were then scored, reverse scoring 

items where necessary and using 1 as the most negative anchor and 7 as the most positive 

anchor, and then input into SPSS 
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5.5.5  Results 

The data were initially checked for normal distribution and 5 scores (1.7% of the total 

number of scores) were transformed using the principle suggested by Tabachnick and Fiddell 

(2007) to ensure the data were normally distributed. This principle necessitated that the raw 

scores of the outliers were assigned the value of +/- 1 the next most extreme score. Following 

this procedure, descriptive statistics were obtained (Table 5.6) which suggested that 

individuals are able to discriminate between arguments presented using strong or weak LP 

and those presented with or without emotion. Paired t-tests were then conducted on the data 

to ascertain the nature of the differences observed (Table 5.6). Each pairing compared strong 

LP high emotion with weak LP no emotion for each of the 3 criteria (i.e. argument quality, 

LP, and emotion) and within each situational context (i.e. social, learning, and political). 

 

The results from the inferential statistics show that in a social context, on average, 

participants perceived that argument quality was perceived to be significantly more 

persuasive, valid, and convincing when LP was strong and emotion was high (M = 18.75, SD 

= 1.98) than when LP was weak and no emotion was used (M = 11.38, SD = 4.26), t (15) = 

5.85, p < .001. With regards the perception of LP and emotion in a social context, participants 

were able to distinguish between both strong LP (M = 19.31, SD = 1.82) and weak LP (M = 

5.75, SD = 1.34), t (15) = 23.80, p < .001 and between the presence of high emotion (M = 

24.13, SD = 2.16) and no emotion (M = 9.13, SD = 2.73), t (15) = 15.67, p < .001.  
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Table 5.6 

Results of Paired T-Tests Comparing Perceptions of Language Power and Emotion for each 

Situational Context 

Scenario DVs Strong LP 

High Emotion 

Weak LP 

No Emotion 

t df 

  Mean SD Mean SD   

Social Argument Quality 18.75 1.98     11.38 4.26 5.85** 15 

 Language Power 19.31 1.82 5.75 1.34 23.80** 15 

 Emotion 24.13 2.16 9.13 2.73 15.67** 15 

Learning Argument Quality 17.94 1.91 14.94 4.78 2.96* 15 

 Language Power 16.94 1.24 10.88 4.8 4.61** 15 

 Emotion 24.06 2.72 11.31 2.68 16.07** 15 

Political Argument Quality 19.25 1.53 10.75 5.01 6.00** 15 

 Language Power 18.31 1.96 6.38 2.06 14.67** 15 

 Emotion 23.75 3.04 9.31 2.12 17.16** 15 

Note. * p = .01, **p = <.001 

 

In a learning context, on average, participants perceived that argument quality was perceived 

to be significantly more persuasive, valid, and convincing when LP was strong and emotion 

was high (M = 17.94, SD = 1.91) than when LP was weak and no emotion was used (M = 

14.94, SD = 4.78), t (15) = 2.96, p = .01. With regards the perception of LP and emotion in a 

learning context, participants were able to distinguish between both strong LP (M = 16.94, 

SD = 1.24) and weak LP (M = 10.88, SD = 4.80), t (15) = 4.61, p < .001 and between the 

presence of high emotion (M = 24.06, SD = 2.72) and no emotion (M = 11.31, SD = 2.68), t 

(15) = 16.07, p < .001.  
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Finally in a political context, on average, participants perceived that argument quality was 

perceived to be significantly more persuasive, valid, and convincing when LP was strong and 

emotion was high (M = 19.25, SD = 1.53) than when LP was weak and no emotion was used 

(M = 10.75, SD = 5.01), t (15) = 6.00, p < .001. With regards the perception of LP and emotion 

in a political context, participants were able to distinguish between both strong LP (M = 

18.31, SD = 1.96) and weak LP (M = 6.38, SD = 2.06), t (15) = 14.67, p < .001 and between 

the presence of high emotion (M = 23.75, SD = 3.04) and no emotion (M = 9.331, SD = 

2.12), t (15) = 17.16, p < .001.  

 

These results provide assurance that the manipulations of LP and emotion are appropriate as 

participants were able to perceive significant differences between the scenarios presented due 

to language cue use. Specifically, across all 3 situational contexts, the use of weak LP and no 

emotion resulted in participants’ perceptions of argument quality being negatively affected; 

whereas perceptions of argument quality were positively influenced when LP was strong and 

high emotion was used. These findings also categorically demonstrate that participants were 

able to distinguish between weak LP cues and strong LP cues, regardless of situational 

context, as well as to note the presence or absence of affective cues. Consequently, it is 

reasonable to assume that the manipulation of LP and emotion cues are effective and can be 

used in Study 1. 
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Chapter 6 

 

6.1 Study 1 

 

Study 1 is based around the stimulus materials used in the pilot study which provided the 

basis for language cue manipulation across three situational contexts, each having a different 

goal motivation. These materials will, therefore, be used to address the hypotheses pertaining 

to situational context and the use of language cues in online persuasion. As this study is also 

concerned with ascertaining the effects of communication mode on message evaluation, the 

development of the methodology to be used will be discussed in this chapter. This chapter 

will also detail the development of the questionnaire used by the participants when recording 

their responses as well as the procedures used. Finally, this chapter will present the results of 

this study. 

 

6.2 Communication Mode 

 

To determine the effect that communication mode has on evaluations and impressions 

materials were developed which would facilitate the presentation of the three scenarios using 

either FtF communication or the online communication modes of email and IM. As finding 

actors for the FtF condition proved difficult these interactions were simulated by using voice 

recordings of the interactions and pairing them with photographs of individuals who were 

purported to be the message source and the message receiver.  
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6.2.1 Preparing the Face to Face Interactions 

According to Puckett, Petty, Cacioppo, & Fischer (1983), an attractive source can have a 

positive influence on persuasive outcomes when strong arguments are presented whereas 

unattractive sources can have a negative impact. Consequently, in order to minimise this 

effect and limit the biasing effect afforded from impression formation photographs of 

individuals deemed to be of average attractiveness were used. This strategy would also ensure 

that the effect of a visual presentation should have a similar influence on all participants’ 

perceptions. 

 

To ascertain which photographs to use, photographs of young adults who appeared to be in 

their late teens or early twenties were downloaded from Google Images. In total photographs 

of 24 males and 24 females were downloaded onto a word document with the females being 

presented first and then the males (Appendix 7). Each of these photographs was then rated by 

10 3rd year students (who were not taking part in the main study) on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 

being designated as indicating very unattractive and 5 as indicating very attractive. The 

midpoint, 3, was noted on the scale as indicating average attractiveness (Appendix 7). The 

ratings were then collated (Table 6.1) and the photographs used for the FtF presentation were 

those which were most frequently rated as being average (Table 6.2). These photographs 

were then paired (as message source and message receiver) and each pair was placed into 4 

separate PowerPoint presentations each representing one of the language cue manipulations. 

 

For the voice recordings, 6 individuals agreed to record the interactions. For each situation, 2 

individuals (playing the parts of the message source and the message receiver) made four  
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Table 6.1 

 Example of the Scoring for Attractiveness Ratings  

Male Respondent Majority No. of 

Picture No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Response 3’s 

30 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 4 3 6 

31 2 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 7 

32 2 2 4 3 2 4 2 4 2 3 2 2 

33 4 3 4 4 4 4 2 4 3 2 4 2 

34 1 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 1 3 7 

 

recordings of the interactions accounting for all the experimental conditions (i.e. 

manipulations of LP and emotion). Each recording was then embedded into the appropriate 

PowerPoint slide containing the photographs matching the gender of the voice recordings. 

These slides were then used as the stimulus in the procedure for the FtF condition. 

 

Table 6.2 

Photographs with the Highest Frequency of Average Attractiveness Ratings used for the Face 

to Face Conditions 

Gender Photograph 

Number 

Frequency of  

Average (3) 

Rating 
   
Female 6 6 

 24 7 
   
Male 31 7 

 41 7 

 45 7 

 46 7 
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6.2.2 Face to Face 

To present this condition a 10 slide PowerPoint presentation was used. Slides 1, 4 and 7 were 

used to indicate the scenario being presented (i.e. 1, 2, or 3) as the presentation contained one 

interaction from each of the 3 scenarios, for example: 

 

Scenario 1 

 

Slides 3, 6, and 9 contained instructions for the participants to respond to the appropriate 

scenario: 

 

Now answer the questions for scenario 1 

 

Slide 10 thanked the participants for taking part, indicating that they had completed the study. 

Slides 2, 5, and 8 contained the pictures of those purporting to engage in the interactions. On 

these slides the words “message sender” and “message receiver” were written. These slides 

were developed so that on the click of the mouse a picture of the message sender appeared. 

This picture was animated to “fly in” from the left. After a delay of 1 second a picture of the 

message receiver was set to “fly in” from the right. This delay enabled the participants to 

obtain a first impression of the source (which occurs in FtF interactions). After another 1 

second delay an audio recording started ostensibly representing interactions between the 2 

people represented by the pictures. Figure 6.1 provides an example of the slide from the 

learning interaction. 
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Figure 6.1. Example of face to face interaction presented in the learning scenario   

 

6.2.3 Email 

In order to present the scenarios by email 2 Yahoo email accounts were set up using names 

which gave no identity cues as to gender or social status. Within each of the email accounts 

12 folders were created (called Folder 1, Folder 2, Folder 3, etc.) each one containing a 

different set of interactions representing each condition. For example: 

Folder 1: Social scenario - strong language power, no emotion 

Folder 4: Social scenario – weak language power, high emotion 

Folder 5: Learning scenario – strong language power, no emotion 

Folder 12: Political scenario – weak language power, high emotion 

Emails were then sent by the send to the message recipient’s email (i.e. to the participant) and 

then a response sent back. Each email represented a single interaction presented by the sender 

(i.e. source). This procedure was undertaken for all conditions. On average, the time stamps 

indicated a 30 minute response latency between interactions. It was thought that this would 
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suggest to the participants that the emails were being sent from an individual who was 

working at a computer which notified them when an email had arrived. Each set of 

interactions, once sent, was then dragged into the appropriate folder to be opened by the 

participant when directed. 

 

6.2.4 Instant Messaging 

To simulate a IM environment a 3 slide PowerPoint presentation was used. The first slide 

provided the participant with instructions stating: 

 

 Click the mouse when you are ready to start the conversation 

 After your response has been “written” click on the mouse to 

send and receive a reply 

 

The word “written” was coloured using the same font colour as the message recipient (i.e. the 

participant) used when typing their response as this would reinforce the notion that this was 

their response and this was kept constant for all three interactions that each participant was 

presented with. This was then followed by a slide simulating a IM interaction (Figure 6.2).  

 

For the social scenario the message sender’s interactions were presented in green and the 

respondent’s words were presented in red. For the learning scenario the message sender’s 

interactions were presented in green and the respondent’s words were presented in red; and 

for the political scenario the message sender’s interactions were presented in purple and the 
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respondent’s words were again presented in red. This ensured consistency for the message 

receiver as their responses were readily identifiable. Also, as IM interactions progress fairly 

quickly, the use of different colours and identity tags for the speakers in each of the scenarios 

would suggest to the receiver that each conversation was possibly presented by a different 

speaker. This should preclude the receiver from identifying with a single speaker and biasing 

the evaluations of subsequent scenarios on initial impressions of a previous speaker. 

15:33:05 PM RT101: I’m going to join the uni’s tennis club tonight. They’re starting a 
beginner’s course so I thought I’d give it a go. Fancy it?

15:33:11 PM VixN: Nah. Not really. Never been a fan of racquet sports

15:33:17 PM RT101: Well, you should come. I know you’ll enjoy it. Come on. It will be a 
good laugh - and we will make new friends and get fit at the same time.

15:33:25 PM VixN: Possibly. But whenever we had to play in school I was hopeless and 
could never hit the ball!

15:33:32 PM RT101: I know what you mean. It was the same for me but I’ve always 
fancied learning properly and this club has a professional tennis coach – so it has to be 
better than being taught by just a school PE teacher.

15.33:37 PM VixN: I suppose that would make a difference

15:33:42 PM RT101: Of course it will. And the club facilities look really good. And they 
have loads of social events – they also get tickets for Wimbledon for club members.

15:43:47 PM VixN: Do they? That’s cool! Those tickets are like gold dust! Now that would 
be good to go and see

15:33:54 PM RT101: I know. I had a look on the website – you should see the pictures 
and the reports about the trip. They had a wicked time.

15:34:00 PM VixN: I’d defo be up for the social stuff. I’m just not sure about actually 
playing tennis.

15:34:05 PM RT101: Well, you won’t know till you give it a go and I reckon you should. 
Anyway, you have nothing to lose and it will be a laugh - we may even get quite good.

15:34:11 PM VixN: I don’t suppose we have anything to lose and it does sound like it could 
be fun …

 

Figure 6.2.  Example of the Instant Messaging interaction presented in the social scenario 

using strong language power and low emotion 

 

Within the IM conversations, each chat line was time stamped presenting a response latency 

of between 5 and 10 seconds as this, according to Moon (1999) is the optimal response 

latency for persuasiveness. During the presentation, this response latency was simulated in 

the time it took from finishing the reading of an interaction, clicking the mouse, and waiting 
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for the next interaction to be presented (as this had a 1.5 second delay after clicking the 

mouse). After the time stamp a IM name was presented (e.g. RT101) to identify who was 

speaking. These identity tags were deliberately constructed so as to provide no identity cues 

(e.g. as to whether the sender was male or female, social status) keeping the interaction 

totally anonymous and ensuring that any impressions formed were as a result of the 

interaction itself (and the presence language power and emotion cues). The identity tags were 

then followed by the interaction. When presenting this, a colour typewriter animation was 

used so that it appeared that someone was corresponding via IM. After the final response was 

presented, upon the click of the mouse participants were taken to the final slide. This slide 

contained instructions stating: 

 

 Now please answer the questions for Scenario 1 

 

As participants were required to respond to three different scenarios this instruction directed 

participants to respond to either scenario 1, 2, or 3. 

 

Once the scenarios had been developed they were saved using file names which identified 

them in the same manner as the email conditions (e.g. Folder 1 contained the social scenario, 

strong LP, and no emotion, Folder 2 contained the social scenario, strong LP, and high 

emotion, etc.). These files were then copied and pasted onto the desktops of the computers 

that the participants were going to use. 
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6.3 Questionnaire Development   

 

To obtain participants’ responses a questionnaire was designed (Appendix 8) which 

contained both open-ended and closed responses. In accordance with prior research on online 

persuasion, responses to this questionnaire were to be recorded using pen and paper format 

(e.g. Di Blasio & Milani, 2008; Guadagno & Cialdini, 2002; Wilson, 2003). The front page 

of the questionnaire contained brief instructions (which were supplemented by standardised 

verbal instructions – Appendix 9) for the participants and provided a means of easily 

identifying each participant and the condition being examined. In order to accommodate the 

idiosyncrasies presented by communication mode these instructions varied slightly between 

the offline and online conditions to accommodate this. Specifically, the online conditions 

included directions as to which folders were to be opened and the order in which they were to 

be opened. 

 

The first two responses were qualitative in nature and were included as, combined, they 

would provide an indication as to the extent of participants’ cognitive responses (i.e. thoughts 

and feelings) which would not be obtained from purely quantitative methodology (Cacioppo, 

von Hippel, & Ernst, 1997; Cacioppo & Petty, 1981). Consequently, the first response 

required from the participants was open-ended asking for their reply to the request being 

made and was as follows: 

 

TAKING THE ROLE OF THE RESPONDENT, WRITE YOUR FULL RESPONSE TO THE CONVERSATION: 
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This measure was open-ended so as to allow the participants to provide a genuine reaction to 

the requests presented to them. These responses would then help determine how participants 

responded to the request (i.e. to ascertain if they were sensitive to language cues and so 

mimicked them in their responses) and to determine how responses differed qualitatively 

according to context and goal-driven behaviour.  

 

The second qualitative measure in the questionnaire was a thought-listing exercise and was 

presented as follows:  

BRIEFLY LIST ALL THE THOUGHTS YOU HAD WHILE LISTENING/READING AND REPLYING TO THE MESSAGE 

(INCL. SPEAKER/ARGUMENT/OTHER THOUGHTS) 

Speaker Argument Other 

   

   

   

 

This short exercise requested participants to list any thoughts they had in relation to the 

sender, the argument, and any other thoughts - a technique which has been extensively used 

in persuasion research (e.g. Rucker & Petty, 2004). The responses from this measure would 

provide specific information with regards the extent and strength of participants’ cognitive 

responses. 

 

The qualitative responses were then followed by quantitative measures which consisted of 6 

questions necessitating a total of 23 Likert scale responses recorded on a scale of 1 to 7. Each 

response adopted a standard semantic differential approach whereby the requisite scale was 

anchored at either end using bi-polar adjectives (e.g. good – bad). The first question was a 

stand-alone measure used to determine the extent of persuasion: 
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1.  BASED ON THIS MESSAGE, HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT YOU WOULD COMPLY WITH THE REQUEST? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 

 

The remaining five questions were designed to assess overall attitude position, argument 

quality, message perceptions, and ratings of the message sender. Four of the items were 

adapted for use from research by Rucker and Petty (2004; attitude position), Sparks and 

Areni (2008, argument quality and LP), and McCroskey’s 12-item Source Credibility Scale 

(1966 as cited in Ng & Detenber, 2005, source perceptions). The fifth question concerning 

perceptions of emotion and the tone of the message, however, was specifically constructed 

for this study as no appropriate scale was available.    

 

6.4 Design and Participants 

 

6.4.1 Design 

A 3 x 3 x 2 x 2 mixed design was used. The related condition was situational context (social, 

learning, and political). The unrelated conditions were communication modality (FtF, IM, or 

email), language power (strong or weak), and emotion (high or low). The dependent variables 

were persuasion, behavioural response, argument quality, language power, competence, 

warmth, and agreeableness. 
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6.4.2 Participants 

150 first and second year undergraduates from the University of Glamorgan took part in the 

study in return for course credit. Of the 150 participants 36 were male and 114 were female. 

Their mean age was 22.35 years (SD = 7.21). 

 

6.5 Procedure 

 

As this study had a repeated measures component counterbalancing procedures were adopted. 

Also, due to the nature of the constraints afforded by the communication modes under 

investigation slightly different presentation procedures were required. Therefore to ensure 

clarity each of the procedures used is presented in isolation. 

  

6.5.1 Counterbalancing and Participant Allocation to Conditions 

In order to prevent order effects and reduce any bias resulting from the political scenario 

taking longer to read and process the conditions were coded and counterbalanced. Prior to 

counterbalancing, each of the 12 scenarios were allocated a scenario number (Table 6.3 

which identified its treatment by the independent variables of LP and emotion (these numbers 

corresponded to reference number which was used when creating the files and the folders for 

the IM and email conditions respectively). The scenarios were then allocated to either Group 

A, B, C, or D with each group representing a set of 3 scenarios (1 social, 1 learning, and 1 

political) and a given LP and emotion manipulation (Table 6.4). Each group of conditions 

was used for all 3 communication types – i.e. FtF, email, and IM. 
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Due to procedural constraints, counterbalancing was not used in the FtF condition. However, 

for both the email and IM conditions, counterbalancing took place. In order to ensure that this 

occurred, a document was constructed which detailed the counterbalancing for the 4 email 

conditions and the 4 IM conditions and allowed for participants to be allocated to conditions 

– an extract of this document is shown in Table 6.5. 

 

Table 6.3 

Scenario Allocation 

Scenario Number Condition 

Social 1 Strong Language Power, No Emotion 

 2 Strong Language Power, High Emotion 

 3 Weak Language Power, No Emotion 

 4 Weak Language Power, High Emotion 

Learning 5 Strong Language Power, No Emotion 

 6 Strong Language Power, High Emotion 

 7 Weak Language Power, No Emotion 

 8 Weak Language Power, High Emotion 

Political 9 Strong Language Power, No Emotion 

 10 Strong Language Power, High Emotion 

 11 Weak Language Power, No Emotion 

 12 Weak Language Power, High Emotion 
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Table 6.4 

Allocation of Scenarios to Groups 

Medium Group Condition Scenarios 

FtF/Email/IM A Strong Language Power, No Emotion 1 5 9 

FtF/Email/IM B Strong Language Power, High Emotion 2 6 10 

FtF/Email/IM C Weak Language Power, No Emotion 3 7 11 

FtF/Email/IM D Weak Language Power, High Emotion 4 8 12 

 

 

Table 6.5 

Example of Counterbalancing Procedure 

Condition A 

 Scenarios Participant Number 

 

 

IM 

1 5 9 number number 

5 9 1 number number 

9 1 5 number number 

5 1 9 number number 

1 9 5 number number 

9 5 1 number number 

 

 

6.5.2 Procedure: Face to Face Conditions 

On entering the room participants were asked to sit down and informed that they were going 

to take part in a study. Prior to starting the study participants were asked to provide their 

informed consent (Appendix 10). Once the consent forms had been signed and collected 
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participants were given the questionnaire (Appendix 8) in the form of a booklet. Although 

this contained brief instructions, standardised instructions were also read out (Appendix 9). 

Once this had been done the study started and the participants were asked to read the 

information on the front page and write their participant number in the appropriate space. As 

this condition was to be presented as a PowerPoint show the presentation was shown to the 

group as a whole. As such, whilst participants were completing the front page the 

experimenter opened the PowerPoint presentation and projected it onto the screen at the front 

of the room. When all the participants were ready the PowerPoint show began and Slide 1 

was briefly presented to show the participants that this presentation related to Scenario 1 in 

their questionnaire booklet. This was followed by Slide 2 and the experimenter allowed the 

full conversation to be heard before moving onto Slide 3 which directed the participants to 

respond to the appropriate questions. Once all the participants had completed this task, the 

experimenter presented the next 2 sets of 3 slides using the same procedure and allowing time 

for the completion of the associated questions. Once the participants had viewed and 

responded to all 3 scenarios they were thanked and debriefed (Appendix 10). 

 

6.5.3 Procedure: Email and IM Conditions 

On entering the room participants were asked to sit down at a terminal and informed that they 

were going to take part in a study. Prior to starting the study participants were asked to 

provide their informed consent (Appendix 10). Once the consent forms had been signed and 

collected participants were given the questionnaire (Appendix 8) in the form of a booklet. 

When providing the participants with the questionnaire booklet the experimenter asked each 

participant for a unique identifying number and this was recorded into an appropriate space 

on the counterbalancing document (Table 6.5). The scenarios listed next to this number were 
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then written onto the front page of the questionnaire booklet where it stated so that the 

participants knew which folders/files were to be opened. Below this, for counterbalancing 

purposes, this information was listed in the order in which the files/folders were to be opened 

and the participants directed to respond to them in this order. 

 

THE FOLDERS YOU WILL NEED TO ACCESS ARE: 1, 5, 9 

PLEASE COMPLETE THE STUDY IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER: 

1ST : FOLDER 5 

2ND : FOLDER 1 

3RD
 :  FOLDER 9 

After this procedure was completed for all the participants, those taking part in the IM 

condition were directed to the files presented on the desktop and informed that the numbers 

on these files corresponded to the numbers written on the front page of their questionnaire 

booklet and that each file should be opened, read, and responded to in the order specified. 

Those participants taking part in the email condition were asked to open Internet Explorer 

and type in www.yahoo.co.uk. Once they had done this they were given both the user name 

and the password so that they could access the emails. The participants, in this condition were 

then informed that the folders they could see down the left-hand side of the screen were all 

numbered and that each of these numbered files corresponded to the numbers written on the 

front page of their questionnaire booklet. The email participants were then informed that each 

folder should be opened, the emails read in order, and then responded to in the order 

specified.  

 

http://www.yahoo.co.uk/
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Following this, the participants were asked to read the front page of their questionnaire 

booklet. They were also directed to write their participant number in the appropriate space. 

Whilst this document contained brief instructions, it was also felt prudent to read out 

standardised instructions (Appendix 9). Once this had been completed the participants began 

the study, completing it individually. As soon as the participants had viewed and responded 

to all 3 scenarios they were thanked and debriefed (Appendix 10). 

 

6.6 Results 

 

Due to the nature of the questionnaire the data were collated and analysed in two distinct 

processes. A quantitative approach was adopted for the scale items which assessed the effect 

of source and message characteristics in online interpersonal persuasive interactions. Also, a 

mixed methods approach was adopted to analyse the participants’ free-written responses to 

the conversations (assessing the influence of receiver perceptions). This was a two-stage 

approach with the first stage using qualitative methods to collect the data and the second 

adopting quantitative methods for analysis. These results will be discussed in Chapter 14. 

 

6.7 Results: Source and Message Characteristics 

 

Of the 150 completed questionnaires 13 were deemed invalid as some of the responses had 

not been recorded correctly and so were excluded from the analysis. The remaining 137 

questionnaires were scored, entered into an Excel spreadsheet before being transferred into 
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SPSS for data analysis. The quantitative analysis was conducted in 2 parts – first, the results 

were analysed by communication mode to establish is message perceptions would differ 

across the 3 different communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, and FtF); secondly, they 

were analysed by situational context in order to ascertain if message perceptions differed 

across situations and to establish the nature of such differences. 

 

6.7.1 Scale Reliability 

The 5 composite scale items were tested, individually, for construct reliability using 

Cronbach’s alpha. The two 6-dimension measures, behavioural response and source 

perceptions (items 2 and 6 on the questionnaire – Appendix 8) had high reliabilities – 

Cronbach’s α = .90 and Cronbach’s α = .83 respectively. The two 3-dimension measures, 

argument quality and LP (items 3 and 4 on the questionnaire) had good reliabilities of 

Cronbach’s α = .72 and Cronbach’s α = .74 respectively. The 4-dimension emotion measure 

was also good as its reliability was Cronbach’s α = .70. 

 

6.7.2 Principal Components Analysis 

A principal components analysis (PCA) using varimax rotation was conducted in order to 

verify that the statements used to assess behavioural response, argument quality, LP, emotion, 

and source characteristics accurately measured these constructs. As the persuasion scale 

(question 1) comprised a single item designed solely to obtain a response as to each 

participant’s level of persuasion this scale was excluded from the analysis. The PCA was, 

therefore, conducted on the remaining 22 scale items. 
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The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO = .840) confirmed the adequacy of the sample size 

for factor analysis and all KMO values for individual components were > .75. Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity was significant χ2 
(231) = 1491.21, p < .001, indicating strong correlations 

between the items providing assurance that the PCA results would be valid. An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each of the 22 items. Six factors were obtained 

which met the criterion of having eigenvalues greater than 1 and, in total, accounted for 

70.15% of the variance (Table 6.6).  

 

Table 6.6 

Summary of the Results from Exploratory Factor Analysis  

Factor % of variance Eigenvalue 

1 30.69 6.75 

2 15.41 3.39 

3 8.20 1.81 

4 6.18 1.36 

5 5.02 1.10 

6 4.65 1.02 

 

The 6 factors identified were retained in the final analysis and the factor loadings after 

rotation are shown in Table 6.7. To ensure a clean interpretation of the analysis, factor 

loadings of greater than 0.5 were used and these are highlighted in Table 6.7 by the use of 

italics and boldface. Using this criterion, the “appealing” item included in question 5 of the 

questionnaire, and its associated data, was excluded from the analysis as it did not load 

cleanly onto one factor with a 0.2 loading difference between factors (West & Roderique-

Davies, 2008). The factors can be classified as follows: behavioural response (factor 1), 

competence (factor 2), agreeableness (factor 3), warmth (factor 4), LP (factor 5), and  
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Table 6.7 

Factor Loadings from Exploratory Factor Analysis  

 Rotated Factor Loadings 

 Behavioural 

Response 

Competence Agreeable 

 

Warmth Language 

Power 

Argument 

Quality 

Like .86 -.00 .01 .05 -.02 .18 

Favourable .83 .17 .04 .09 -.04 .03 

Good .82 .12 .06 .17 .05 .07 

Positive .79 .12 -.07 .07 -.06 .16 

Agreeable .78 .00 .04 -.06 -.02 .20 

Appealing .76 .09 .20 .15 .06 -.16 

Intelligent .10 .85 .11 .14 -.04 .13 

Informed .19 .78 .07 .16 .11 .22 

Expert .08 .72 .20 .25 .13 .06 

Engaging .03 .17 .86 .08 .14 .08 

Personal .07 .29 .72 .12 .13 .18 

Emotive .06 -.06 .67 .21 .41 .17 

Pleasant .07 .13 .01 .84 .08 .14 

Friendly .07 .26 .19 .78 -.09 .04 

Reliable .27 .42 .18 .59 .13 .10 

Appealing (E)  .19 .06 .51 .54 .24 .13 

Strong .05 .09 .14 .13 .85 .08 

Assertive -.10 .07 .18 -.01 .83 .01 

Powerful -.04 .21 .31 -.04 .53 .32 

Convincing .08 .06 .22 .08 .15 .84 

Valid  .20 .31 .22 .11 -.08 .67 

Persuasive .28 .17 -.02 .22 .30 .59 

Eigenvalues 6.75 3.39 1.81 1.36 1.10 1.02 

% of variance 30.69 15.41 8.20 6.18 5.02 4.65 

Α .90 .81 .79 .77 .74 .72 

Note: Factor loadings over .5 are shown in boldface 
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argument quality (factor 6). These factors have good reliabilities with Cronbach’s α ranging 

from .72 (argument quality) to .90 (behavioural response). Whilst the behavioural response, 

argument quality, and LP factors are represented by the same items as presented in questions 

2, 3, and 4 (respectively) of the questionnaire; the competence, warmth, and agreeableness 

factors are new factors. 

 

The competence and warmth factors comprise dimensions from the source characteristics 

question on the questionnaire (question 6) with the competence factor consisting of the 

intelligent, informed, and expert dimensions and the warmth factor consisting of the pleasant, 

friendly, and reliable items. These two factors effectively represent the two fundamental 

dimensions of social judgement (Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashmina, 2005). The 

agreeableness item consists of 3 items from the emotion question (question 5) – engaging, 

personal, and emotive. Although this factor essentially includes the same items as in the 

original questionnaire (minus the appealing item) the name has been changed to provide a 

more accurate description of the factor now that the appealing item is no longer included in 

the measure. Agreeableness is perceived to relate to the experience and regulation of 

emotions in interpersonal relationships (Tobin, Graziano, Vanman, Tassinary, 2000)  and the 

3 dimensions representing this factor contribute towards this behaviour; thus instead of this 

factor focussing purely on emotion it now specifically concerns the experience of emotion in 

interpersonal relationships. 
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6.7.3 Communication Mode: Data Analysis 

The data from the 3 scenarios were added together to obtain an overall set of data for each of 

the factors, which would allow analysis by communication mode, and were then checked for 

normality. The data set was normally distributed, needing no transformation, and so a mixed 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to analyse the data. All the data 

obtained from the dimension in the questionnaire were included in the analysis, with the 

exception of data relating to the “appealing” dimension from the emotion scale, and the 

composite measures (i.e. behavioural response, competence, warmth, agreeableness, LP, and 

argument quality) were analysed in accordance with the factor structure determined by the 

PCA. In order for the significance of the analysis to be demonstrated meaningfully when 

being represented graphically, each of the factors has been collapsed so that they represent a 

single item in line with the persuasion item. For example, the behavioural response factor 

comprises 6 items consequently the means used for graphical representation has been divided 

by 6. This ensures that the measure remains consistent with the persuasion measure enabling 

valid interpretation of the charts presented. 

 

Main Effects: Communication Mode 

Summary statistics of the main effects for communication mode, yielded by the MANOVA, 

are given in Table 6.8. Using Wilks’s statistic, there was a significant main effect of 

communication mode on message perceptions (Λ = .72, F(14,238) = 2.99, p < .001). Separate 

univariate ANOVAs on the outcome variables (message perceptions) revealed that the 

significant effects of communication mode arose in respect of message perceptions on 

competence (F(2,125) = 3.75, p = .026), warmth (F(2,125) = 5.61, p = .005),  agreeableness 

(F(2,125) = 4.29, p = .016), and LP (F(2,125) = 3.30, p = .040).  
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Table 6.8 

MANOVA Results: Main Effects for Communication Mode 

DVs Comm.Mode Mean SD F p 

Persuasion IM 13.20 2.88   

 Email 12.96 2.87   

 FtF 12.13 3.63   

 Total 12.76 3.19 2.32 .102 

Behavioural Response IM 70.71 13.56   

 Email 72.09 12.11   

 FtF 74.22 13.02   

 Total 72.34 12.89 .39 .678 

Competence IM 40.16 6.76   

 Email 38.72 6.58   

 FtF 42.56 5.91   

 Total 40.45 6.58 3.75 .026 

Warmth IM 45.76 6.20   

 Email 43.87 5.53   

 FtF 41.73 7.98   

 Total 43.70 6.82 5.96 .005 

Agreeableness IM 42.79 6.43   

 Email 40.62 6.73   

 FtF 44.49 5.50   

 Total 42.59 6.40 4.29 .016 

Language Power IM 46.51 6.11   

 Email 45.72 5.41   

 FtF 44.04 7.09   

 Total 45.43 6.27 3.30 .040 

Argument Quality IM 43.33 7.34   

 Email 43.04 6.50   

 FtF 43.84 7.47   

 Total 43.40 7.06 .13 .877 

Note: Significant effects under .05 are shown in boldface 
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To establish the nature of these effects for communication mode, Bonferroni’s post hoc tests 

for Type 1 error were conducted on the outcome variables. Using pairwise comparisons, 

these tests confirmed that significant effects did exist for communication mode on 

competence between the email and FtF conditions (F(2,125) = 3.75, p = .012), for 

communication mode on warmth between the M and FtF conditions (F(2,125) = 5.61, p = .009), 

and for communication mode on agreeableness between the email and FtF conditions (F(2,125) 

= 4.29, p = .010). With regard to the significant main effects for communication mode on LP, 

Bonferroni’s post hoc tests yielded no significant differences between IM, email, and FtF 

conditions suggesting that the overall significant difference was due to Type 1 error. Figures 

6.3 to 6.5 demonstrate the significant differences found. 

 

 

Figure 6.3. Significant main effects for communication mode on the dependent variable of 

competence 
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Figure 6.4. Significant main effects for communication mode on the dependent variable of 

warmth 

 

 

Figure 6.5. Significant main effects for communication mode on the dependent variable of 

agreeableness 
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These tests were followed up with discriminant analysis which revealed two discriminant 

functions. The first function explained 89% of the variance, canonical R2 = .49, with the 

second explaining 11%, canonical R2 = .19. In combination these discriminant functions 

significantly differentiated the communication modes, Λ = .74, χ2 (14) = 40.22, p < .001. 

However, removing the first function indicated that the second function did not significantly 

differentiate the treatment groups, Λ = .96, χ2 (6) = 4.78, p = .57. The correlations between 

outcomes and the discriminant functions revealed that persuasion, competence, warmth, and 

language power loaded more highly onto the first function (r = .52, r = -.52, r = .75, and r = 

.23 respectively) than onto the second function (r = .17, r = .24, r = .49 and r = -.08, 

respectively). In respect of behavioural response, agreeableness, and argument quality the 

discriminant functions loaded more highly onto the second function (r = -.55, r = .64, and r = 

-.30 respectively) than onto the first (r = -.25, r = -.58, and r = -.11 respectively). 

 

The discriminant function plot (Figure 6.6) shows that the first function differentiates the FtF 

condition from the CMC conditions of IM and email, and that the second function 

differentiates the M from the email conditions. Specifically, this plot demonstrates that CMC 

interactions yield more positive perceptions of persuasion, warmth, and, LP, and more 

negative perceptions of competence than FtF interactions. It also shows that, within CMC 

interactions, message perceptions differ on the basis of behavioural response, agreeableness, 

and argument quality with individuals in email conditions likely to experience a negative 

behavioural response and make more negative evaluations as to argument quality than 

individuals in M conditions. These results, therefore, suggest that there are significant 

differences in message perception between communication modes and that these differences 

can possibly be explained in terms of dimensionality. 
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Figure 6.6. Discriminant function for communication mode demonstrating the influence 

of the dependent variables  

 

 

Main Effects: Language Power 

Summary statistics of the main effects for LP, yielded by the MANOVA, are given in Table 

6.9. Using Wilks’s statistic, there was a significant main effect of LP on message perceptions 

(Λ = .79, F(7,119) = 4.43, p < .001). The separate univariate ANOVAs revealed that the 

significant effects of LP arose in respect of message perceptions on persuasion (F(1,125) = 
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6.00, p = .016), behavioural response (F(1,125) = 11.11, p = .001), competence (F(1,125) =8.92, p 

= .003), warmth (F(1,125) = 4.81, p = .030),  LP (F(1,125) = 15.60, p < .001), and argument 

quality (F(1,125) = 6.52, p = .012). Figure 6.7 illustrates the significant differences found. 

 

Table 6.9 

MANOVA Results: Main Effects for Language Power 

DVs Language 

Power 

Mean SD F p 

Persuasion Strong 13.38 2.95   

 Weak 12.15 3.33   

 Total 12.77 3.19 6.00 .016 

Behavioural Response Strong 76.09 12.05   

 Weak 68.53 12.67   

 Total 72.34 12.89 11.11 .001 

Competence Strong 42.12 6.20   

 Weak 38.76 6.57   

 Total 40.45 6.58 8.92 .003 

Warmth Strong 44.86 5.95   

 Weak 42.71 6.97   

 Total 43.70 6.82 5.27 .030 

Agreeableness Strong 43.29 6.76   

 Weak 41.88 5.99   

 Total 42.59 6.40 1.42 .235 

Language Power Strong 47.29 5.47   

 Weak 43.54 6.50   

 Total 45.43 6.27 15.60 .000 

Argument Quality Strong 44.96 6.46   

 Weak 41.82 7.34   

 Total 43.40 7.06 6.52 .012 

Note: Significant effects under .05 are shown in boldface 
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Figure 6.7. Significant main effects for language power on the dependent variables 

 

Main Effects: Emotion 

Summary statistics of the main effects for emotion, yielded by the MANOVA, are given in 

Table 6.10. Using Wilks’s statistic, there was no significant main effect of emotion on 

message perceptions Λ = .97, F(7,119) = .59, p = .766. Separate univariate ANOVAs on the 

outcome variables confirmed that emotion has no significant effect on message perceptions. 
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Table 6.10 

MANOVA Results: Main Effects for Emotion 

DVs Emotion Mean SD F p 

Persuasion Emotion 12.79 3.27   

 No Emotion 12.74 3.13   

 Total 12.77 3.19 .00 .991 

Behavioural Response Emotion 73.92 13.94   

 No Emotion 70.58 11.46   

 Total 72.34 12.89 2.26 .136 

Competence Emotion 40.61 7.11   

 No Emotion 40.28 5.99   

 Total 40.45 6.58 .00 .992 

Warmth Emotion 44.11 6.62   

 No Emotion 43.43 6.48   

 Total 43.70 6.82 .14 .709 

Agreeableness Emotion 43.65 6.01   

 No Emotion 42.52 6.87   

 Total 42.59 6.40 .00 .961 

Language Power Emotion 45.26 6.14   

 No Emotion 45.62 6.45   

 Total 45.43 6.27 .36 .549 

Argument Quality Emotion 43.25 7.23   

 No Emotion 43.57 6.92   

 Total 43.40 7.06 .20 .653 
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Interactions 

Summary statistics of the interaction effects, yielded by the MANOVA, are given in Table 

6.11. Using Wilks’s statistic, there were no significant interactions for communication mode 

and LP, Λ = .92, F(14,238) = .74, p = .732; communication mode and emotion, Λ = .88, F(14,238) 

= 1.12, p = .343; LP and emotion, Λ = .94, F(7,119) = 1.54, p = .334; and communication 

mode, LP, and emotion, Λ = .88, F(14,238) = 1.12, p = .339. Separate univariate ANOVAs on 

the outcome variables confirmed that there were no significant interactions for 

communication mode and LP. However, the univariate ANOVAS indicated a significant 

interaction between LP and emotion for warmth (F(1,125) = 4.08, p = .045) showing that the 

combination of strong LP and emotion lead to more favourable perceptions of warmth; 

whereas weak LP coupled with no emotion elicited more negative perceptions (Figure 6.8).  

 

 

Figure 6.8. 2-way significant interaction between language power and emotion on the 

dependent variable of warmth 
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Table 6.11 

MANOVA Results: Interaction Effects 

Interaction DVs F p 

Language Power * Communication Mode Persuasion 6.88 .416 

Behavioural Response .75 .474 

Competence .10 .903 

Warmth .03 .967 

Agreeableness .55 .581 

Language Power 1.75 .178 

Argument Quality .01 .992 

Language Power * Emotion Persuasion .51 .475 

Behavioural Response 1.88 .172 

Competence .28 .596 

Warmth 4.08 .045 

Agreeableness 3.59 .061 

Language Power .90 .345 

Argument Quality .04 .847 

Communication Mode * Emotion 

 

Persuasion 1.20 .303 

Behavioural Response .05 .948 

Competence .03 .976 

Warmth .00 .998 

Agreeableness 1.72 .184 

Language Power 2.59 .079 

Argument Quality .78 .459 

Language Power * Communication Mode * Emotion   

 

Persuasion .961 .385 

Behavioural Response .674 .512 

Competence 2.67 .073 

Warmth 1.50 .228 

Agreeableness .59 .555 

Language Power .33 .718 

Argument Quality .22 .800 

Note: Significant effects under .05 are shown in boldface 
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6.7.4 Communication Mode: Summary of Data Analysis 

The factor analysis suggested that the dependent variables broadly measure 3 response 

categories – behavioural intention (persuasion and behavioural response), message 

perceptions (LP and argument quality), and source characteristics (competence, warmth, and 

agreeableness).This categorisation of source characteristics implies that the presence or 

absence of emotion affects perceptions of the source in terms of agreeableness whilst the 

manipulation of LP is viewed, as intended, as a reflection of the language used when 

presenting a persuasive message. 

 

The results demonstrated that communication mode does not directly influence compliance 

decisions and persuasion. Instead, communication mode affects message perceptions and 

attention to cues – exerting the greatest impact upon source perceptions. Specifically, the data 

analysis shows that perceptions of competence are the greatest in FtF interactions and that 

there is a significant difference between FtF interactions and email interactions. Similarly, 

perceptions of agreeableness are influenced in the same way with individuals more likely to 

perceive an individual as being agreeable in FtF interactions than in email interactions. With 

respect to perceptions of warmth, however, individuals communicating via IM are more 

likely to perceive the message sender as being warm than in FtF interactions.  

 

The discriminant analysis confirmed that individuals do evaluate persuasive messages 

differentially according to communication mode. Not only do message evaluations differ 

between online and FtF interactions, but they also differ between IM and email online 

interactions. This analysis also suggests that CMC interactions lead to more positive 
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attributions of persuasion, warmth, and LP and more negative perceptions of competence 

compared to FtF interactions. However, within CMC IM interactions are perceived more 

positively in terms of behavioural response, agreeableness and argument quality than email 

interactions.  

 

The findings from the total data analysis also revealed that LP does affect behavioural 

intention, message and source perceptions as significant differences were found for 

persuasion, behavioural response, competence, warmth, LP, and argument quality. However, 

LP itself does not appear to directly affect perceptions of agreeableness. Also, whilst LP has a 

direct influence on reactions, emotion does not suggesting that the processing of affective 

information is not only unconscious but is more complex. This is evidenced as one significant 

interaction and several interactions approaching significance were found for emotion. The 

significant interaction between emotion and LP for warmth hints at the complexity of 

emotion as it suggests that, although warmth is influenced by the type of LP used in a 

message, the presence or absence of emotive content is instrumental in enhancing or reduce 

perceptions of warmth.  

 

In sum, these findings confirm that, overall, compliance decisions are not directly affected by 

communication mode. They also indicate that individuals’ perceptions and evaluations of 

persuasive information are directly influenced by both the communication mode used and the 

strength of language used by the message sender. They also demonstrate that emotion does 

play a role in message evaluation, albeit an indirect one, as emotion features prominently in 

the interactions found. 
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6.7.5 Situational Context: Data Analysis 

The data were analysed by each individual situational context for normal distribution. The 

initial analysis revealed skewed data (Table 6.12) which required transforming. To do this the 

skewed data was examined by looking at the frequency tables and the histograms, and their 

accompanying normal curve, to ascertain what was giving rise to the skew. From this 

examination it was determined that outliers were the primary concern. In accordance with 

Tabachnick and Fiddell (2007) this issue was corrected by assigning the outliers with a raw 

score of the next highest score plus (skew to the right), or minus (skew to the left), one unit. It 

was perceived that this procedure would result in the data retaining its integrity as minimal 

changes in scores would be necessitated whilst preserving the spread of scores. This method 

enabled normal distribution to be achieved and the resultant z scores are demonstrated in 

Table 6.13. Once normal distribution was established the data were analysed using mixed 

design ANOVAS. 
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Table 6.12 

Normal Distribution Skew Scores for Scenario before Transformation 

Scenario DVs Skew 

  Score Std Error z 

Social Persuasion -1.47 .207 -7.11 

 Behavioural Response -.72 .207 -3.47 

 Competence -.52 .207 -2.52 

 Warmth -1.11 .207 -5.36 

 Agreeableness -.58 .207 -2.81 

 Language Power -.23 .207 -1.11 

 Argument Quality -1.26 .207 -6.07 

Learning Persuasion .04 .207 .19 

 Behavioural Response .22 .207 1.08 

 Competence -.14 .207 -.65 

 Warmth -.48 .207 -.23 

 Agreeableness -.08 .207 -.41 

 Language Power -1.04 .207 -5.02 

 Argument Quality -.38 .207 -1.84 

Political Persuasion .52 .207 2.52 

 Behavioural Response .46 .207 2.22 

 Competence -.44 .207 -2.14 

 Warmth -.66 .207 -3.18 

 Agreeableness -.55 .207 -2.65 

 Language Power -.32 .207 -1.53 

 Argument Quality -.44 .207 -2.14 

Note: Skewed z scores are shown in boldface 
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Table 6.13 

Normal Distribution Skew Scores for Scenario: After Transformation 

Scenario DVs Skew 

  Score Std Error z 

Social Persuasion -.40 .207 -1.91 

 Behavioural Response -.40 .207 -1.95 

 Competence -.38 .207 -1.84 

 Warmth -.40 .207 -1.93 

 Agreeableness -.37 .207 -1.79 

 Language Power -.23 .207 -1.11 

 Argument Quality -.94 .207 -1.90 

Learning Persuasion .04 .207 .19 

 Behavioural Response .22 .207 1.08 

 Competence -.14 .207 -.65 

 Warmth -.38 .207 -1.85 

 Agreeableness -.08 .207 -.41 

 Language Power -.34 .207 -1.66 

 Argument Quality -.38 .207 -1.84 

Political Persuasion .35 .207 1.70 

 Behavioural Response .40 .207 1.93 

 Competence -.32 .207 -1.55 

 Warmth -.40 .207 -1.93 

 Agreeableness -.32 .207 -1.53 

 Language Power -.32 .207 -1.53 

 Argument Quality -.39 .207 -1.90 
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Main Effects: Situation 

A mixed design ANOVA revealed significant main effects for situation (Figure 6.19), F(2,250) 

= 91.77, p < .001. This finding for situational context was consistent across all the factors 

with separate mixed design ANOVAS (Table 6.14) showing that there were significant main 

effects for situation on persuasion F(2,250) = 119.61, p < .001; behavioural response F(2,250) = 

78.78, p < .001; competence F(2,250) = 41.93, p < .001; warmth F(2,250) = 39.18, p < .001; 

agreeableness F(2,250) = 62.13, p < .001; LP, F(2,250) = 18.01, p < .001; and argument quality 

F(2,250) = 56.58, p < .001.  

Figure 6.9. Significant main effects for situation 

 

To ascertain the nature of these main effects across situations, paired samples t-tests were 

conducted. Effect sizes were also calculated using Pearson’s correlation to assess the 

importance of these differences and to mitigate erroneous assumptions being made in respect 

of Type 1 error (Table 6.15). As 3 paired-samples tests were calculated for each of the 7 

factors it was deemed prudent to accept significance at .002 (i.e. .05/21) and, at this level of 

significance, 18 of the 21 pairs yielded significant differences, with 15 of these having 

strong-medium effect sizes. Figure 6.10 illustrates these findings. 
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Table 6.14 

Mixed Design ANOVA Results: Main Effects for Situational Context 

Factors Situation Mean SD F p 

Persuasion Social 5.86 .90   

 Learning 3.93 1.89   

 Political 3.17 1.67   

 Total 4.32 1.49 119.61 <.001 

Behavioural Response Social 30.56 7.77   

 Learning 22.07 7.47   

 Political 19.89 7.77   

 Total 24.17 7.67 78.78 <.001 

Competence Social 14.84 2.95   

 Learning 11.72 3.56   

 Political 13.94 3.12   

 Total 13.50 3.21 41.93 <.001 

Warmth Social 16.26 3.04   

 Learning 14.65 3.26   

 Political 13.09 3.38   

 Total 14.67 3.23 39.181 <.001 

Agreeableness Social 16.34 3.03   

 Learning 12.29 3.67   

 Political 14.06 3.23   

 Total 14.23 3.31 62.13 <.001 

Language Power Social 15.32 3.09   

 Learning 16.35 2.76   

 Political 13.88 4.27   

 Total 15.18 3.37 18.01 <.001 

Argument Quality Social 17.17 2.67   

 Learning 13.07 3.76   

 Political 13.55 4.41   

 Total 14.58 3.61 56.58 <.001 

Note: Significant effects under .05 are shown in boldface 
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Figure 6.10. Main effects for situation on the dependent variables 

 

The paired sampled t-tests revealed that, for the persuasion factor, all three pairs were 

significantly different from each other. On average, individuals were significantly more likely 

to be persuaded in the social situation (M = 5.86, SE = .08) then in either the learning 

situation (M = 3.93, SE = .16), t(136) = -11.55, p < .001, r = .70;  or political situations (M = 

3.17, SE = .14), t(136) = -16.73, r = .82; and in the learning situation rather than in the political 

situation t(136) = 3.62, p < .001, r = .30. A similar pattern is exhibited with regards to 

individuals’ behavioural response as individuals, on average, were significantly more likely 

to express positive reaction in the social situation (M = 30.56, SE = .60) than in either the 

learning (M = 22.07, SE = .64), t(136) = -10.52, p < .001, r = .67; or political situations (M = 

19.89, SE = .66) t(136) = -11.84, p < .001, r = .71. However, whilst positive behavioural 

responses are more likely in the learning situation than in the political situation this finding is 

not significant when using the.002 level of significance, t(136) = 2.13, p = .04, r = .18.  
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Table 6.15 

Results of T-Tests: Scenarios for the Dependent Variables(Source and Message Perceptions) 

Pair Scenarios DVs t df p r 

1 L – P Persuasion 3.62 136 < .001 .30 

2 L - S  -11.55 136 < .001 .70 

3 P - S  -16.73 136 < .001 .82 

4 L – P Behavioural 

Response 

2.13 136 .035 .18 

5 L - S -10.52 136 < .001 .67 

6 P - S -11.84 136 < .001 .71 

7 L – P Competence -5.84 136 < .001 .45 

8 L - S  -8.94 136 < .001 .61 

9 P - S  -2.71 136 .008 .23 

10 L – P Warmth 3.92 136 < .001 .32 

11 L - S  -4.89 136 < .001 .39 

12 P - S  -7.75 136 < .001 .55 

13 L – P Agreeableness -4.20 136 < .001 .34 

14 L - S  -11.65 136 < .001 .71 

15 P - S  -6.14 136 < .001 .48 

16 L – P Language 5.67 136 < .001 .44 

17 L - S Power 3.17 136 .002 .26 

18 P - S  -3.21 136 .002 .27 

19 L – P Argument 

Quality 

-9.5 136 .346 .08 

20 L - S -11.39 136 < .001 .70 

21 P - S -8.10 136 < .001 .57 

Note. Significant effects (p) under .002 are shown in boldface 

Note. Large effect sizes (r) are shown in boldface 

Note. L = learning scenario, P = political scenario, S = social scenario 

 

On average, for the competence factor, individuals were significantly more likely to perceive 

the message sender as being competent in the social situation (M = 14.84, SE = .25) than in 

the learning (M = 11.72, SE = .27), t(136) = -.89, p < .001, r = .61 situation; and were also 

significantly more likely to attribute competence to the sender in the political situation  (M = 
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13.94, SE = .30) than in the learning situation, t(136) = -5.84, p < .001, r = .45. Also, for the 

political-social pair, on average, individuals attribute significantly greater competence in the 

social situation than in the political situation, t(136) = -2.71, p = .008, r = .23. 

 

For the warmth factor, on average, there were also significant differences at the .016 level of 

significance for all 3 pairings. Specifically, individuals were more likely to attribute warm 

characteristics to the sender in the social situation (M = 16.26, SE = .26) than in either the 

learning (M = 14.65, SE = .28), t(136) = -4.89, p < .001, r = .39; or political situations (M = 

13.09, SE = .31), t(136) = -7.75, p < .001, r = .55; and in the learning situation than in the 

political situation t(136) = 3.92, p < .001, r = .32. As for the agreeableness factor individuals 

were, on average, significantly more likely to perceive the sender as more agreeable in the 

social situation (M = 16.34, SE = .26) as compared to both the learning (M = 12.29, SE = 

.31), t(136) = -11.65, p < .001, r = .71; and political situations M = 14.06, SE = .28), t(136) = -

6.14, p < .001, r = .48; and in the political situation as compared to the learning situation t(136) 

= -4.20, p < .001, r = .34.  

 

Interestingly, for the LP factor, the paired t-tests revealed that, on average, individuals were 

significantly more likely to make strong LP attributions about the message received in the 

social situation (M = 15.32, SE = .26) than in the political situation (M = 13.88, SE = .37) 

t(136) = -3.21, p < .002, r = .265. However when comparing individuals’ reactions in the 

social-learning pairing the t-tests suggest that individuals are significantly more likely to 

make strong LP attributions in the learning situation (M = 16.35, SE = .24) than in the social 

situation t(136) = 3.17, p = .002, r = .26. Similarly, in the learning-political pairing individuals 

are significantly more likely to make strong LP attributions in the learning situation than in 
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the political situation, t(136) = 5.67, p < .001, r = .44. Finally, with regard to argument quality, 

individuals, on average, were significantly more likely to perceive a higher quality of 

argument in the social situation (M = 17.11, SE = .23) than in both the learning (M = 13.07, 

SE = .32), t(136) = -11.39, p < .001, r = .70; and political situations (M = 13.54, SE = .38), t(136) 

= -8.10, p < .001, r = .57. However, whilst individuals were more likely to perceive a higher 

quality of argument in the political situation than in the learning situation this effect was not 

significant, t(136) = -9.5, p = .346, r = .081. Figure 6.11 shows how perceptions differ across 

contexts. 

 

Figure 6.11. Significant differences in perceptions across situational contexts 

 

Main Effects for Communication Mode, LP, and Emotion 

The main effects for communication mode, LP, and emotion yielded by the ANOVA were 

very similar to those reported in section 6.7.3 (Communication Mode: Data Analysis). 

Therefore, to avoid repetition of results, and maintain clarity in the data analysis, these effects 

have been excluded from this particular analysis.  
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2-Way Interactions 

The mixed design ANOVA revealed a significant 2-way interaction between situation and 

communication mode, F(4.250) = 3.95, p = .005. There were also approaching significant 2-

way interactions between situation and LP, F(2,250) = 2.87, p = .062, and LP and emotion, 

F(1,125) = 2.90, p = .091. However, the 2-way interactions between situation and emotion, 

F(2,250) = 1.94, p = .149, communication mode and LP, F(1,125) = .52, p = .595, communication 

mode and emotion, F(1,125) = .60, p = .553, were non-significant. To ascertain the nature of 

these interactions, separate mixed design ANOVAS were conducted on each of the factors 

and the significant findings are presented in Table 6.16. 

 

Table 6.16 

2-Way Interactions for the Dependent Variables (Source and Message Perceptions) 

Interaction Factor F p 

Situation * Communication Mode Warmth 7.16 < .001 

 Agreeableness 2.33 .059 

 Language Power 3.80 .007 

 Argument Quality 2.60 .042 

Situation * Language Power Competence 3.16 .045 

 Warmth 3.27 .035 

 Argument Quality 2.59 .083 

Situation * Emotion Argument Quality 6.10 .004 

Communication Mode * Emotion Language Power 2.48 .088 

Language Power * Emotion Warmth 4.30 .040 

 Agreeableness 3.31 .071 

Note. Significant effects (p) under .05 are shown in boldface 
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This analysis determined that the 2-way interactions were significant for the interaction 

between situation and communication mode for warmth, F(4,250) = 7.16, p < .001. A follow-up 

multivariate ANOVA determined that, for warmth, there were significant differences for 

communication mode in the political situation F(2,134) = 15.83, p < .001, with significant 

differences in perceptions of warmth being found between IM and FtF interactions F(2,134) = 

15.83, p < .001 and email and FtF interactions F(2,134) = 15.83, p < .001. However, in both the 

social, F(2,134) = 1.74, p = .179, and learning situations F(2,134) = .17, p = .843, no significant 

differences for communication mode on warmth were found (Figure 6.12).  

 

 

Figure 6.12. 2-way significant interaction of situation and communication mode for the 

dependent variable of warmth 

 

Significant 2-way interactions between situation and communication mode were found for 

message content with significant interactions observed for LP, F(4,250) = 3.802, p = .007, and 

argument quality, F(4,250) = 2.60, p = .042. A follow-up multivariate ANOVA determined that 

the significant interaction between situation and communication mode for LP was due to 
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differences in message evaluations in a political context, F(2,134) = 5.45, p = .005, and that 

they related to differences in LP perceptions between both IM and FtF interactions, F(2,134) = 

5.45, p = .031, and email and FtF interactions, F(2,134) = 5.45, p = .008, with individuals rating 

LP as more powerful in the online interactions. No significant effects were found for either 

the social, F(2,134) = 5.45, p = .031, or learning situations, F(2,134) = 5.45, p = .031 (Figure 

6.13). 

Figure 6.13. 2-way significant interaction of situation and communication mode for 

language power 

 

The follow-up multivariate ANOVA for the interaction between situation and communication 

mode for argument quality determined that this significant finding was due to differing 

perceptions within the social situation, F(2,134) = 3.66, p = .028. No significant differences 

were found for either the learning situation, F(2,134) = 1.19, p = .307, or political situation, 

F(2,134) = 1.96, p = .145, Within the social situation perceptions of argument quality 

significantly differed between email and FtF interactions F(2,134) = 3.66, p = .046, whilst the 

differing perceptions between IM and FtF interactions were non-significant, F(2,134) = 3.66, p 

= .085 (Figure 6.14). 
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Figure 6.14. 2-way significant interaction of situation and communication mode for the 

dependent variable of argument quality 

 

A significant 2-way interaction was found between situation and LP for competence, F(2,250) = 

3.16, p = .045. The follow-up multivariate ANOVA revealed that perceptions of competence 

were significantly more favourable when a persuasive message was presented using strong 

LP as opposed to weak LP influenced by LP in both social, F(1,135) = 9.31, p = .003, and 

political situations F(1,135) = 8.18, p = .005. However, in learning situations the influence of 

LP on perceptions of competence was non-significant, F(1,135) = .78, p = .779 as participants 

did not differentiate their perceptions of competence on the grounds of the perceived LP of 

the message (Figure 6.15). 

 

A significant 2-way interaction was also found between situation and LP for warmth, F(2,250) 

= 3.27, p = .041, and the follow-up multivariate ANOVA indicated that LP significantly 

influenced perceptions of warmth in the social situation only, F(1,135) = 12.24, p = .001, with 

strong LP eliciting higher perceptions of warmth than weak LP. The findings in both the 
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learning F(1,135) = .07, p = .787, and political F(1,135) = .04, p = .834, situations, however, were 

non-significant (Figure 6.16). 

 

Figure 6.15. 2-way significant interaction of situation and language power for the 

dependent variable of competence 

 

 

Figure 6.16. 2-way significant interaction of situation and language power for the 

dependent variable of warmth 
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Although emotion yielded no significant main effects it does interact with the other 

independent variables to influence evaluations of persuasive messages as several significant 

interactions were found. A mixed design ANOVA yielded a significant interaction between 

situation and emotion for argument quality, F(2,250) = 6.10, p = .004. The effect of the 

presence or absence of emotion in a persuasive request had no effect on evaluations of 

argument quality in a social context, F(1,135) = .63, p = .428. However, in a learning context 

argument quality was perceived to be significantly more superior when the request did not 

include emotive content F(1,135) = 4.35, p = .039, but in the political situation no significant 

differences in perceptions of argument quality were observed, F(1,135) = 2.90, p = .091 (Figure 

6.17). 

 

Figure 6.17. 2-way significant interaction of situation and emotion for the dependent 

variable of argument quality 

 

Finally, the separate mixed design ANOVAS revealed a significant 2-way interaction 

between LP and emotion for warmth, F(1,125) = 4.30, p = .040, showing that when LP was 

strong more positive perceptions of warmth were found when emotive messages were 
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presented and when LP was weak perceptions of warmth were more favourable when 

messages contained no emotion (Figure 6.18).  

Figure 6.18. 2-way significant interaction of language power and emotion for the 

dependent variable of warmth 

 

3-Way and 4-Way Interactions 

The mixed design ANOVA revealed a non-significant interaction between situation, 

communication mode, and LP, F(4, 250) = 2.05, p = .093. The 3-way interactions between 

situation, communication mode and emotion, F(4, 250) = .26, p = .895, situation, LP, and 

emotion, F(4, 250) = .06, p = .931, and communication, LP, and emotion, F(2,125) = .35, p = .709, 

were non-significant. Also the 4-way interaction between situation, communication mode, 

LP, and emotion was non-significant, F(4, 250) = 1.45, p = .220. However, follow-up separate 

mixed design ANOVAS revealed several 3-way interactions for the dependent variables 

(Table 6.17). 

  

 

4

4.5

5

5.5

6

Strong LP Weak LP

M
e

an
 R

at
in

gs
 f

o
r 

W
ar

m
th

Emotion

No Emotion



190 
 

Table 6.17 

Significant 3-Way and 4-Way Interactions for the Dependent Variables (Source and Message 

Perceptions) across Situations and Communication Modes 

Interaction Factor F p 

Communication Mode * Situation * Language Power Warmth 2.52 .044 

 Agreeableness 2.60 .039 

Situation * Language Power * Emotion Language Power 3.61 .033 

Communication Mode * Situation * Language Power  

* Emotion 

Persuasion 3.26 .017 

Note. Significant effects (p) under .05 are shown in boldface 

 

The follow-up mixed design ANOVAS revealed a significant 3-way interaction between 

communication mode, situation, and LP for warmth, F(4,250) = 2.52, p = .044. To ascertain the 

nature of these effects within situations, separate univariate ANOVAS were conducted which 

revealed that differences in communication mode coupled with the manipulation of LP lead 

to significant differences in perceptions of warmth in the social situation, F(2,131) = 3.29, p = 

.040. However, in the learning, F(2,131) = .33, p = .723, and political conditions, F(2,131) = 1.11, 

p = .332, whilst these changes in message presentation did alter perceptions the effects were 

non-significant (Figure 6.19). 

 

The follow-up mixed design ANOVAS also revealed a significant 3-way interaction between 

communication mode, situation, and LP for the source characteristic of agreeableness, F(4,250) 

= 2.60, p = .039. Once again the separate univariate ANOVAS determined that differences in 

communication mode coupled with the manipulation of LP lead to significant differences in 

perceptions of agreeableness in the social situation, F(2,131) = 4.02, p = .020. Similarly, 
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although perceptions of agreeableness do differ in both learning, F(2,131) = 1.10, p = .335, and 

political situations, F(2,131) = .74, p = .481, these differences are not significant (Figure 6.20). 

 

Figure 6.19. 3-way significant interaction of communication mode, situation, and language 

power for the dependent variable of warmth 

 

Figure 6.20. 3-way significant interaction of communication mode, situation, and language 

power for the dependent variable of agreeableness 
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The separate mixed design ANOVAS also revealed a significant 3-way interaction between 

situation, LP, and emotion for LP, F(2,250) = 3.61, p = .033, and univariate ANOVAS 

determined that, within the learning situation, there was a significant difference in 

perceptions of LP according to the level of emotion contained within a persuasive message, 

F(1,133) = 7.62, p = .006. However, although perceptions of LP differed in response to the 

manipulation of LP and emotion, no significant differences were noted in either the social, 

F(1,133) = .57, p = .476, or political situations F(1,133) = 1.14, p = .287 (Figure 6.21). 

 

Figure 6.21. 3-way significant interaction of situation, language power, and emotion for the 

dependent variable of language power 

 

 Finally, the mixed design ANOVAS revealed a significant 4-way interaction between 

communication mode, situation, LP, and emotion for persuasion across situational contexts, 

F(4,250) = 3.26, p = .017 (Figure 6.22). 
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Figure 6.22. 4-way significant interaction of communication mode, situational context, 

language power, and emotion for persuasion 
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6.7.6 Situational Context: Summary of Data Analysis  

The mixed design ANOVAS revealed that there were significant main effects for situational 

context on the response factors (i.e. dependent variables) assessing behavioural intentions, 

message perceptions, and source perceptions. The paired t-tests suggest that this is a robust 

effect as there were significant differences in persuasion, behavioural response, competence, 

warmth, agreeableness, LP, and argument quality across situational contexts (with only non-

significant findings arising for the learning-political behavioural response, political-social 

competence, and the learning-political pairings). Such findings demonstrate that situational 

context is important when evaluating persuasive messages and suggest that behavioural 

intention, message perceptions, and source perceptions are influenced by implied contextual 

factors and, consequently, associated goal driven behaviour.  

 

The 2-way interactions show that both source and message perceptions are differentially 

influenced by situational context and communication mode. This analysis highlighted that 

individuals’ perceptions differ as a consequence of context and expectations from the 

communication mode. The significant finding for competence was due to differing 

perceptions in the email and FtF social situations with competence being perceived more 

favourably in the FtF condition. The significant main effect for communication mode on 

warmth, however, was due to differences in perceptions in the political situation with 

significant differences being observed between IM and FtF interactions and email and FtF 

interactions – in both instances warmth was rated more favourably in the online interactions. 

With regards the effect of communication mode for agreeableness, this finding pertained to 

learning contexts with significant differences found between IM and FtF interactions and 
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email and FtF interactions – in both instances the FtF condition elicited more favourable 

agreeableness ratings. 

 

The interactions between situation and LP demonstrate that both source and message 

perceptions are influenced by these factors. The presence of strong or weak LP in a 

persuasive message differentially affects the source perceptions of competence and warmth 

across situations. However, whilst perceptions of agreeableness are not influenced by this 

interaction they are influenced by the interaction between emotion and LP. Emotion also 

interacts with LP to influence perceptions of warmth. This reinforces the notion that 

perceptions of this source characteristic are guided by emotion – especially when LP is 

strong. With regards message perceptions, these are influenced by situational context 

whereby perceptions are enhanced, or attenuated, by the presence of either emotion or 

communication mode.  

 

The presence of significant 3-way interaction and 4-way interactions highlights the complex 

nature of processing persuasive messages. Interestingly, the interactions appear to 

predominantly show influence over perceptions of source characteristics, with only one of the 

interactions concerning the perceptions of the message. Indeed, situational context, LP and 

emotion interact to influence perceptions of LP suggesting that the differential use of LP and 

emotion can influence perceptions of LP and the extent of this perception is dependent upon 

context. Of the source perceptions, both warmth and agreeableness are influenced by the 

interaction between situational context, communication mode, and LP. This reinforces the 

idea that message presentation is as important as both its context, and the medium used, when 

assessing the attractiveness of a message source. The interactions with regards to source 
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competence, however, are influenced by how the message is written as both LP and emotion 

interact to affect this perception. When assessing competence, communication mode is also 

important as time is needed to process the language cues presented and, in the case of FtF 

interactions, the visual and vocal cues present may intrude on this process and bias 

perceptions of source competence. 

 

Finally, the significant 4-way interaction between situation, communication mode, LP, and 

emotion for persuasion demonstrates that the 4 independent variables used in this study do 

interact to influence persuasion. This interaction is important as it draws attention to the 

complexity of the persuasion process that in both online and offline interpersonal persuasive 

interactions. Such an interaction demonstrates that individuals attend to, and utilise, a broad 

range of available cues when making compliance decisions. 

 

6.8 Results: Receiver Perceptions 

 

Receiver perceptions were analysed using a mixed methods approach in order to collect data 

and analyse participants’ responses from the free response question (expressing their personal 

reaction to the compliance request) and the thought listing exercise. Whilst the thought listing 

exercise has proved a useful technique in previous research (e.g. Rucker & Petty, 2004), in 

this study only 14% of participants completed it correctly. Due to this, the data collected from 

this exercise was not used as the resultant data sample was too small to elicit a valid analysis. 

This chapter will, therefore, first explain the analytic procedure and then the data coding 

process. This will be followed by the results which address the research questions in respect 

of self-motivations and mimicking behaviours.   
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6.9 Analytic Procedure 

 

The written responses from the first question on the questionnaire were collated onto a MS-

Word document with a new page being started for each condition. Each page was headed by 

a brief description which identified the condition the responses related to. Examples of the 

headings used include: 

Social: Strong LP, no E 

Learning: Weak LP, High E 

Within this document, each individual response was presented on a new line in order to 

ensure they were identifiable for analytic purposes.  

 

Content analysis was used to analyse the resultant texts. This analysis technique was chosen 

as it provides an objective yet systematic and quantitative description of the linguistic data 

contained within the written responses (Kassarjian, 1977). Whilst many researchers have 

used Pennebaker, Booth, and Francis’s (2007) Linguistic Inquiry Word Count (LIWC) 

programme to analyse text it was not deemed to be an appropriate analysis tool for this data. 

LIWC’s dictionaries are highly specific and ignore the nuances contained within language 

expression and those implied by situational context. For example, whilst the programme will 

acknowledge the words “I really think” they would be counted as 3 distinct words (as words 

are classified in a pre-set manner) and not as 1 concept and so, in interpretation, meaning is 

lost (Gill & Oberlander, 2002; Hirsh & Peterson, 2009). Consequently, as the textual data to 

be analysed is typically short (with the mean response being 18.96 words) and context 

specific the detailed breakdown of the words used is unlikely to yield a meaningful 
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interpretation. This analysis, therefore, used conceptual content analysis which is a technique 

that focuses on identifying concepts, words, phrases, or ideas of interest and examining the 

available text to ascertain their presence (Kassajian, 1977; Huckin, 2004). As such this 

technique ensures that any concepts expressed remain intact and are not divided into separate 

word units. Thus the expressions used maintain their contextual integrity and their meaning is 

preserved.  

 

In order to focus the analysis 5 general categories were identified which were subdivided into 

11 specific categories (Table 6.18). The categories were self-interest (comprising self-

affirmation and self-defence), goals (comprising costs, and benefits), content (comprising 

 

Table 6.18 

Categories used for Content Analysis 

Research Question General Category Specific Category Code 

Self-Interest Motivations Self-Interest Self-Affirmation 

Self-Defence 

Conciliation 

Sa 

Sd 

Con 

 Goals Costs 

Benefits 

Cst 

B 

Mimicking Behaviour Content 

 

Emotion 

Concept (Situation-Related Content) 

E 

SRC 

 Structural Word Repetition 

Phrase Repetition 

WR 

PR 

 Stylistic Jargon 

Language Power (Weak) 

J 

WL 
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emotion and concepts), structural (comprising word and phrase repetition), and stylistic 

(comprising jargon and LP). These categories reflected the concerns of the research questions 

– i.e. do message receivers respond in ways that fulfil their self-interest motives and do they 

mimic the language style used by message senders? For the categories related to self-interest 

motives participants’ responses were first examined for evidence of goal driven behaviour 

(i.e. the expression of costs and benefits associated with compliance) as, according to 

Johnson and Eagly (1989) such behaviour is indicative of self-interest motivations. 

 

Then, to assess the extent of self-interest being expressed responses were assessed for self-

affirmation, self-defence, and conciliation as these three constructs should demonstrate 

recipients’ focus when processing the persuasive messages. Self-affirmation is, essentially, an 

adaptive process whereby individuals are motivated to protect their self-integrity by 

processing messages in an unbiased and objective manner (Steele (1988). Thus, in instances 

of high receiver motivation, coupled with the presentation of strong arguments by the sender, 

research suggests that when counter-attitudinal persuasive messages pose a threat to the self 

individuals are likely to increase their attention to the message processing arguments 

carefully. As such, recipients are able to integrate any threat information into their self-

schemas thereby reducing the need for self-defensive behaviour whilst still protecting their 

self-interest (Correll, Spencer, & Zanna, 2004; van Koningsbruggen, Sherman, 2006; Briñol 

& Petty, 2009; Das, & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2009). 

 

Self-defence motives differ from self-affirmation ones as processing in this manner is biased 

and demonstrates a subjective evaluation of information in terms of self-protection. 

According to Sherman, Nelson, and Steele (2000) such processing is focussed on Johnson 
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and Eagly’s (1989) value relevance motive suggesting that, rather than turning attention 

towards the message itself, message recipients are concerned with mitigating the impact on 

their psychological state which has been activated by the attitudinal statements presented. 

This would, therefore, imply that recipients in these instances do not engage in the careful 

processing of arguments presented and instead interpret the information presented as a 

personal threat and so respond defensively (Sherman, et al., 2000; Sherman & Cohen, 2006). 

Rationalisation is one way in which participants may express a defensive response and this 

type of response communicates a superficial excuse which effectively protects respondents’ 

self-interest. Rationalisation, therefore, acts as a defence mechanism by alleviating feelings of 

guilt (Fournier, 2010). 

 

As a final consideration, when examining how participants manage their self-interest stakes, 

the content analysis examined the texts for evidence of the use of a conciliation strategy. 

When deciding not to comply, message recipients are effectively threatening a message 

sender’s sense of power and, at the same, time compromising their own sense of 

belongingness and social acceptance (Karremans, van Lange, & Holland, 2005; Shabnal & 

Nadler, 2008). To restore this balance, and ameliorate the impact of non-compliance, or 

conditional compliance, message recipients may utilise conciliatory tactics. Such tactics can 

include apologies, self-deprecation, sharing, hugging, and invitations to participate at a later 

date or in another activity (Butovskaya & Kozintsev, 1999).  

 

With respect to understanding mimicking behaviour, the content analysis identified several 

categories pertaining to linguistic similarity. Consistent with prior research (e.g. Scissors, et 

al., 2009; Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil, 2011) the categories identified were based upon 
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linguistic style and were broadly identified as content (i.e. semantic), structural (i.e. syntax 

and lexical entrainment), and stylistic (i.e. specific expression). At a content level, text was 

examined for emotional expression in the form of language intensity and affective expression 

(for example, “really” and “outrageous”) and the use of language markers such as 

exclamation marks (e.g. Wang, 2003; Delfina and Manca, 2007; Harris & Paradice, 2007). 

Text was also examined for situational related content which is important to include as such 

content demonstrates that participants, even though they have not repeated the exact words, 

have processed the messages presented understanding the concepts under discussion (Table 

6.19 provides examples of these concepts).  

 

Table 6.19 

Examples of Situational Related Content used in Participants’ Responses 

Actual words used Response using conceptually 

 similar word/meaning 

“have a laugh” “have fun” 

“professional coach” “proper coach” 

“give it a go” “give it a try” 

“prepare” “do some work” 

“I still think” “I still feel” 

“tonight” “night” 

 

At a structural level, in accordance with Scissors, et al. (2009) texts were examined for word 

repetition and phrase repetition which would indicate the presence of lexical and syntactic 

mimicry. Finally, at a stylistic level the texts were examined for the use mimicking of jargon 
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and colloquialisms (i.e. “defo”, “gig”, “not fair”) and for evidence of the use of weak  LP (i.e. 

hesitations, hedges, and tag questions. 

 

6.10 Coding of the Content Analysis 

 

The responses were coded using the categories defined (Table 6.18). In order to ensure the 

coding reliability, 2 independent raters coded 20% of the responses. The independent raters 

were presented with 6 of the 36 scenarios, the associated participants’ responses, and 

definitions for each of the content categories. These scenarios were chosen so as to provide 

an inclusive and representative sample. As such, the 6 scenarios chosen accounted for 

responses in all three contexts, communication modes, and language cue manipulation used 

in the study. Specifically, they represented responses from the all strong LP high emotion 

conditions (i.e. social email, learning FtF, and political IM) as well as the remaining social 

email conditions (i.e. strong LP no emotion, weak LP high emotion, weak LP no emotion). 

Further, it was ensured that this sample also included responses pertaining to each of the 

individual content categories identified. As such, this process ensured that the raters’ task was 

manageable and that they maintain their coding accuracy as they would not have to assimilate 

and code 36 different scenarios which, between contexts, were only subtly different from 

each other.  

 

Using the learning IM weak LP no emotion scenario as an example, the raters were shown 

how to conduct the coding procedure and were able to clarify any concerns they had about 

the definitions of the categories. The raters were then instructed to read a scenario carefully 
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and then to assess each of the responses for existence of the content categories for that given 

scenario noting their presence alongside each response using the appropriate code (Table 

6.18). This procedure was repeated 6 times and a total of 72 (20%) of participants’ responses 

were coded. The responses were then collated, along with the original codings for those 

scenarios, and an interrater reliability analysis conducted for Cohen’s kappa using SPSS. The 

initial analysis across all the content categories yielded a very strong (Cohen’s kappa =.84) 

and acceptable level of interrater agreement and consistency between the raters (Smith, 

2000).  

 

However, on examining the reliability statistic for each of the individuals categories 

discrepancies were noted. The categories affected were self-affirmation, self-defence, and 

phrases which demonstrated kappa = 0.68, kappa = .61, and kappa = .59 respectively. An 

investigation of these discrepancies found that, in the case of self-affirmation and self-

defence, this was due to rater error. Specifically, rater A had made an incorrect notation in 

one instance (i.e. had noted “sa” instead of “sd”) and, secondly, rater A had identified a 

response as self-affirmation and not self-defence (“I will give it a go. It will probably be a 

good hobby to have”). In this instance the two raters discussed and agreed the change in 

classification. With regards to the discrepancy found for phrase, this was due to a missed 

response by rater B and so was corrected after consulting rater B. Once these adjustments had 

been made the interrater reliability analysis was run again yielding kappa = .89 overall. For 

each of the categories Cohen’s kappa ranged between kappa = .74 and kappa = 1.00 (Table 

6.20). 
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 Table 6.20 

Cohen’s Kappa for Content Categories 

Category kappa p 

Costs 1.00 .014 

Benefits .74 .005 

Self-affirmation .79 <.001 

Self-defence .81 <.001 

Conciliation 1.00 .001 

Emotion .80 <.001 

Concepts .78 <.001 

Word .76 <.001 

Phrase .79 .002 

Jargon 1.00 .001 

Language Power 1.00 <.001 

Note. Significant effects (p) under .05 are shown in boldface 

 

The findings from the content analysis will first be examined in terms of individuals’ self-

interest motivations when presented with persuasive requests. This part of the analysis will 

focus on goal-driven behaviour, the use of conciliatory tactics, and the expression of 

motivational orientation (i.e. self-affirmation and self-defence). This will then be followed by 

the analysis examining mimicking behaviour which will focus on the use of language 

similarity in terms of content (emotion and concepts), structure (words and phrases), and 

style (jargon and LP).To ensure that the presentation of these results is clear illustrative 

responses for each of the conditions are in Appendix 15. 
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6.11 Self-Interest Motivations: Data Analysis 

 

Self-interest motivations were examined by ascertaining if the participants expressed their 

reactions in terms of goal motivations (i.e. costs and benefits). The responses were also 

examined to ascertain how they were expressed (i.e. through self-affirmation, self-defence, 

and conciliation) as this would indicate whether participants objectively or subjectively 

process persuasive messages and would provide additional information as to how individuals 

protect the self when presented with counter-attitudinal information. To support these 

observations loglinear and chi-square analysis was undertaken. However, as 33% of the 

responses in both the goals and conciliation categories had a cell count of zero this analysis 

was not undertaken due to loss of statistical power (Field, 2009).  

 

6.11.1 Self-Interest Motivations: Costs and Benefits 

When presenting their written responses, participants made reference to the perceived costs 

and benefits associated with compliance. For example, participants expressed benefits by 

stating “Getting tickets to Wimbledon would be good” (social situation); and expressed costs 

by making statements such as “My work is more important than a gig” (learning situation) 

and “I won’t be able to afford to drive to uni” (political situation). Generally, the expression 

of costs and benefits varies as a function of situational context as opposed to communication 

mode (Table 6.21). In both the social and learning contexts, the costs and benefits of 

compliance have personal consequences. This information is salient in participants’ 

evaluations and is noted in their responses as the personal benefits, associated with the social 

situation, and the personal costs, associated with the learning situation, are commented upon.  
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Table 6.21 

Content Analysis of Participants’ Expression of Costs and Benefits 

  Goals 

  Costs Benefits 

  % % 

Social IM 0.0 36.0 

 Email 0.0 33.0 

 FtF 0.0 21.0 

 Total 0.0 90.0 

Learning IM 10.0 0.0 

 Email 9.0 0.0 

 FtF 6.0 0.0 

 Total 25.0 0.0 

Political IM 21.0 6.0 

 Email 27.0 2.0 

 FtF 27.0 2.0 

 Total 75.0 10.0 

 

In the political situation, however, the situation is impersonal and the consequences less 

immediate, less definite, and apply to students as a group. As such there is evidence to 

suggest that some individuals are able to attend to the whole argument (and not just focus on 

the personal costs) and so can appreciate that there are benefits to the proposal – for example, 

“It’s a good idea, anything that helps with the environment. As long as the students who can’t 

use public transport aren’t charged extra”. Thus, these findings provide support for the 

findings from the quantitative analysis which also suggest that it tends to be contextual 

factors which are most influential in the evaluation process as opposed to communication 

factors. Further, they also extend the quantitative findings by demonstrating that the costs and 

benefits associated with compliance are an important factor in the persuasion process. 
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6.11.2 Self-Interest Motivations: Self-Affirmation, Self-Defence, and Conciliation 

These content categories concern the literary techniques that an individual uses to expresses 

their reaction to a compliance request and are utilised by the participants in this study. 

Generally, because of the nature of these literary techniques, self-affirmation gives the 

impression of a more positive response (e.g. “I want to try something new and get into 

shape”) whereas self-defence results in a more negative impression (e.g. “I will go and try it 

out but if I don’t enjoy it I won’t go again – the social perks won’t make me stay”). Whilst 

these techniques can be used effectively on their own conciliation is often used to support a 

response and so is used in conjunction with self-affirmation or self-defence. For example, 

“No thank you, I don’t feel like going. It would be great to get Wimbledon tickets but I don’t 

fancy playing tennis. If there is a way I could get the tickets without having to take the class 

let me know otherwise have fun. I’m sure you’ll make exciting friends” (conciliation used 

alongside self-affirmation).   

 

The findings from this study show that the use of conciliation predominantly occurs under 

asynchronous communication conditions (email, 56%) with only 31% occurring in FtF 

interactions, and 11% in IM interactions (Table 6.22). Thus, communication synchronicity 

does play a role in message evaluation as stated in Chapter 2. However, although 

communication mode is important, these findings demonstrate that the use of conciliation is 

context specific and is used when individuals feel the need to ameliorate a negative response.  

 

Conciliation is predominantly used when communicating anti-compliance decisions in 

learning contexts (67%). Within the learning context, however, this use of conciliation 
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predominantly occurs in email (30%) and FtF interactions (27%) and is used regardless of 

language cue manipulation. In political contexts, however, conciliation tactics are 

predominantly used in email interactions (26%) with this tactic being used in all but the weak 

LP no emotion condition. In comparison, conciliation is not used at all in political IM 

interactions and is only used in FtF interactions under weak LP no emotion conditions (4%). 

In social contexts conciliation is not needed as, according to the quantitative findings, 

individuals were generally compliant and so did not need to mitigate a negative response.  

 

Table 6.22 

Content Analysis of Participants’ Expression of Conciliation 

  Conciliation 

  % 

Social IM 2.0 

 Email 0.0 

 FtF 0.0 

 Total 2.0 

Learning IM 11.0 

 Email 30.0 

 FtF 27.0 

 Total 68.0 

Political IM 0.0 

 Email 26.0 

 FtF 4.0 

 Total 30.0 

 

With regards findings for the expression of self-interest (i.e. self-affirmation and self-defence 

motivations) a 3-way loglinear analysis was undertaken and produced a final model that 
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retained all its effects. The likelihood ratio of this model was χ2
(0) = 0, p = 1. This indicated 

that the highest-order interaction (the situation x communication mode x self-interest 

interaction) was significant, χ2
(4) = 41.29, p < .001. To break down this effect separate chi-

square tests on the situation and communication mode variables were performed separately 

for self-affirmation and self-defence. For self-affirmation (Table 6.23) there was a significant 

association between situation and communication mode, χ2
(4) = 15.24, p = .004. There was 

also a significant association between situation and communication mode for self-defence 

(Table 6.24), χ2
(4) = 26.03, p < .001. 

 

Table 6.23 

Chi-Square Test on Situation and Communication Mode for Self-Affirmation 

 Communication Mode 

Scenario IM Email FtF Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Social 23 12.1 9 4.7 19 10.0 51 26.8 

Learning 12 6.3 31 16.3 22 11.6 65 34.2 

Political 17 14.7 25 13.2 21 11.1 74 38.9 

Total 63 33.2 65 34.2 62 32.6 190 100.0 

 

The results from the loglinear analysis show that self-interest is an important motivation. 

Further, both chi-square analyses show that the use of self-affirmation or self-defence varies 

as a function of situational context and communication mode. Thus, although the quantitative 

analysis shows that communication mode itself does not unduly influence perceptions and 

ultimate evaluations, it does affect how an individual constructs their response. Specifically, 
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Table 6.24 

Chi-Square Test on Situation and Communication Mode for Self-Defence 

 Communication Mode 

Scenario IM Email FtF Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Social 4 4.2 27 21.8 13 13.5 44 45.8 

Learning 17 17.7 7 7.3 11 11.5 35 36.5 

Political 2 2.1 5 5.2 10 10.4 17 17.7 

Total 23 24.0 39 40.6 34 35.4 96 100.0 

 

in a social context these findings demonstrate that in online interactions individuals either 

engage in self-affirmations or self-defence depending on the mode of communication. In IM 

interactions self-affirmation is used whereas in email interactions self-defence is used – and 

this is constant across language cue manipulation. 

 

The responses themselves suggest that in email interactions, due to their asynchronous nature, 

individuals’ have time to extrapolate the message beyond the information presented and 

consider possible costs, for example “I’ll give it a try. If I don’t like it, I can always not go 

again”. This compares to the IM reactions which are focussed on the information presented – 

for example, “It would be a fun way of keeping fit as well as getting to go to Wimbledon”. Of 

interest, is that the opposite pattern of self-affirmation and self-defence use is exhibited in 

learning contexts. As in the social situation, this pattern is constant across language cue 

manipulation. When using self-defence in the learning context, individuals in the IM 

condition are focussed on the cost implications as this is the most salient piece of information 

– for example, “I will probably try and get my work done before going out, but it would be 
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better to go out another night”. When using self-affirmation in an email interaction 

individuals adopt an objective stance and are quite categorical in their reactions – for 

example, “No. Sorry! I really think I need to prepare for the tutorial and I don’t want to be 

hung-over”.  

 

What is common between the reactions exhibited in the social and learning situations is that 

when self-defence is used individuals express self-protection concerns; when self-affirmation 

is used, however, individuals are more objective and firm with regards their position. These 

findings also show that if possible personal costs are hidden they are not considered in online 

synchronous communication instead only the explicit costs are noted. In online asynchronous 

communication however, this pattern is reversed as individuals have time to fully evaluate 

and consider the consequences.  

 

In political situations, however, individuals’ responses in the online conditions are largely 

expressed as self-affirmations and, once again, this is consistent across language cue 

manipulation. Examples of the self-affirmations used include “As a car user myself I can 

understand the logic and purpose behind increasing car park fees although I do not 

appreciate the increase as money is already an issue” (IM) and “Ok so if we could just 

promote car share, not put prices up for the moment and give people cheaper charges for 

sharing. See how that works – then attempt price rise” (email). Both of these examples 

demonstrate that, in impersonal persuasion instances individuals do not perceive a personal 

threat (as in social and learning contexts) and so do not engage in self-defensive responses. 

Instead they are able to appraise the situation and process the information presented 

objectively. There are, however, subtle differences in the online processing of persuasive 
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political messages as responses in the email interactions demonstrate a more thoughtful 

consideration of the arguments presented than those in the IM interactions. 

 

Whilst, FtF interactions are similar to IM interactions, in that they are synchronous, the 

response pattern is different. Indeed, across situations individuals are fairly consistent in their 

responses regardless of the language cues present. Consequently, it is likely that individuals’ 

attention is divided between message cues and the visual and vocal cues present (which are 

absent in the online interactions) leading them to respond in accordance with the cues they 

perceive as most salient.   

 

6.12 Mimicking Behaviour: Data Analysis 

 

The extent of mimicking behaviour was ascertained by examining the texts for evidence of 

participants’ mimicry through the use of specific language style mechanisms. To do this, 

language style was examined at a content, structural, and stylistic level. It was envisaged that 

such an analysis would indicate the extent of participants’ engagement with a message. To 

support these observations, longlinear and chi square analysis was undertaken where 

possible.  

 

6.12.1 Mimicking Behaviour: Analysis of the Content Category 

The content analysis identified two components for the content level of language style – 

emotion and concepts. With regards findings for the expression of message content, a 3-way 
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loglinear analysis was undertaken and produced a final model that retained all its effects. The 

likelihood ratio of this model was χ2
(0) = 0, p = 1. This indicated that the highest-order 

interaction (the situation x communication mode x content interaction) was significant, χ2
(4) = 

20.52, p < .001. To break down this effect separate chi-square tests on the situation and 

communication mode variables were performed separately for emotion and concepts. For 

emotion (Table 6.25) there was a significant association between situation and 

communication mode, χ2
(4) = 10.45, p = .033. However, the association between situation and 

communication mode for concepts was non-significant (Table 6.26), χ2
(4) = 4.48, p = .35. 

 

Table 6.25 

Chi-Square Test on Situation and Communication Mode for Emotion 

 Communication Mode 

Scenario IM Email FtF Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Social 17 14.7 16 13.8 22 19.0 55 47.4 

Learning 16 13.8 11 9.5 14 12.1 41 35.3 

Political 0 0.0 8 6.9 12 10.3 20 17.2 

Total 33 28.4 35 30.2 48 41.4 116 100.0 

 

These findings suggest that, from a content perspective, it cannot be determined whether or 

not participants’ expression of concepts was by chance or by design (i.e. an attempt to mimic 

the concepts presented by the speaker). However, the findings in respect of emotion show 

that participants actively mimic emotion in their responses. In FtF interactions, emotional 

expression is consistently used across language cue manipulation and across situations. 
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However, as this response pattern does not occur in online interactions it implies that 

paralinguistic cues affect emotional responses in FtF interactions.  

 

Table 6.26 

Chi-Square Test on Situation and Communication Mode for Concepts 

 Communication Mode 

Scenario IM Email FtF Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Social 24 11.4 16 7.6 13 6.2 53 25.2 

Learning 16 7.6 23 11.0 18 8.6 57 27.2 

Political 35 16.7 31 14.8 34 16.2 100 47.6 

Total 75 35.7 70 33.3 65 31.0 210 100.0 

 

 

 In online IM interactions, for both social and learning contexts, 50% (on average) of 

participants’ emotive responses occurred in the strong LP high emotion conditions. For 

example, “I will come. Let’s get wasted and have a good night!” (learning) and “Yes, I’m 

definitely up for it – don’t laugh if I fall flat on my face though!” (social). Similarly, in online 

email interactions 50% of participants’ emotive responses occurred in the strong LP high 

emotion conditions. For example, “Let’s go! I will know something up in the morning!” 

(learning) and “Exactly! Be good to get out of the house and get fit at the same time!” 

(social). Whilst the findings show that participants use emotional expression in both IM and 

email interactions in social and learning situations, this does not happen in political 

situations. In this situation emotive expression is not used in IM interactions and is limited in 

email interactions where 50% of its expression occurs in weak LP high emotion conditions 
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(e.g. “But I don’t think much will change! People need their cars for other things and will 

still drive and will just be annoyed for having to pay more”). Thus, a persuasive interaction 

of an impersonal nature elicits a less emotive response – especially in online synchronous 

interactions.  

 

This finding in respect of emotion is important as the quantitative results demonstrated that 

emotion is not expressly acknowledged when evaluating a message. Instead the quantitative 

results suggest that it contributes towards the perceptions of source agreeableness. However, 

the findings from the content analysis of written responses expand on this and show that 

emotive content is mimicked and so, combined, these findings suggest that individuals reflect 

another’s perceived agreeableness. Such an assumption is supported by the fact that these 

reflections tend to occur in personal conditions – i.e. when engaging in FtF interactions or in 

online interactions that are of a personal nature (as opposed to impersonal online political 

interactions).  

 

6.12.2 Mimicking Behaviour: Analysis of the Structural Category 

The content analysis identified two components for the structural level of language style – 

words and phrases. However, a loglinear analysis could not be conducted on the level in 

general as 25% of the responses in the phrase category were below 5. Thus a chi-square test 

was conducted on the word category only giving a non-significant result, χ2
(4) = 9.24, p = 

.065 (Table 6.27).  
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Table 6.27 

Chi-Square Test on Situation and Communication Mode for Words 

 Communication Mode 

Scenario IM Email FtF Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Social 16 8.8 11 6.1 5 2.8 32 17.7 

Learning 19 10.5 23 12.7 27 14.9 69 38.1 

Political 21 11.6 27 14.9 32 17.7 80 44.2 

Total 56 30.9 61 33.7 64 35.4 181 100.0 

 

An examination of the chi-square suggests that contextual factors account for this effect. In 

the social situation individuals are less likely to explain their compliance decisions in terms 

of the request as, according to the findings from the quantitative analysis, they generally 

agree to the request (e.g. “Ok, I think I’ll be able to make it. Should be fun!”). However, 

when individuals are unlikely to comply they tend to provide explanations leading to longer 

responses which utilise the information presented in the message (eg., “Hey, I love the 

thought about it and , although I regret missing the gig, I have to stay home and prepare for 

tomorrow’s tutorial. Don’t be mad! And count me in for the next one” and “No I don’t think 

increasing parking prices is a good idea because if you attend uni everyday the price per 

week would be ridiculous and students struggle moneywise already”). As such, this is not 

mimicking behaviour, per se, but a means to justify a decision. 

 

6.12.3 Mimicking Behaviour: Analysis of the Stylistic Category 

The content analysis identified two components for the stylistic level of language style – 

jargon and LP. However, a loglinear analysis could not be conducted on the level in general 
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as 67% of the responses in the jargon category were below 5. Thus a chi-square test was 

conducted on the LP category only giving non-significant result, χ2
(4) = 3.99, p = .419 (Table 

6.28).  

 

Table 6.28 

Chi-Square Test on Situation and Communication Mode for Language Power 

 Communication Mode 

Scenario IM Email FtF Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Social 7 9.1 14 18.2 9 11.7 30 39.0 

Learning 11 14.3 9 11.7 5 6.5 25 32.5 

Political 9 11.7 6 7.8 7 9.1 22 28.5 

Total 27 35.1 29 37.7 21 27.3 77 100.0 

 

These findings suggest that, from a LP perspective, it cannot be determined whether or not 

participants’ expression of LP was by chance or by design (i.e. an attempt to mimic the 

concepts presented by the speaker). Also, as there were too few instances of jargon in the 

sample conclusions as to whether or not individuals mimic using stylistic devices cannot be 

drawn without further evidence. 

 

6.13 Receiver Perceptions: Summary of Data Analysis 

 

The content analysis demonstrates that, when making decisions, individuals give due 

consideration to the costs and benefits associated with a persuasive request as these issues are 
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voiced in their responses. These findings also highlight the fact that individuals adopt one of 

two techniques when making compliance decisions – self-affirmation or self-defence. Whilst 

these techniques differ in their approach they both fundamentally examine persuasive 

requests in terms of their impact on self-concept. Specifically, the responses made using self-

affirmation integrate the information presented into the self-concept; whereas the responses 

made using self-defence motivations seek to protect self-concept from perceived threat. Thus, 

the findings from this analysis can be explained in terms of costs and benefits implications 

and will be discussed in Chapter 9 of this thesis. 

 

With regard to mimicking, the findings from the content analysis are inconclusive. At a 

structural and stylistic level the findings suggest that the repetition of words, phrases, LP, and 

jargon, occur as a function of the context – i.e. they provide the message source with 

contextual cues in respect of the response. However, as the findings are non-significant this 

suggests that these linguistic tools do not operate as a tool to create linguistic similarity. 

However, with regard to the content factor of language style it is apparent that, although the 

expression of concepts is non-significant, emotional expression is mimicked by individuals 

engaging in persuasive interactions with personal consequences. This finding, therefore 

complements those from the analyses for both communication mode and situation, by 

showing that whilst emotion is not consciously noted, it is acted upon subconsciously to 

facilitate interpersonal relations.  
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6.14 Summary Statement of Findings from Study 1 

 

The results of the above data analysis are complex due to the design of Study 1 and the fact 

that 11 of the 13 hypotheses were tested along with the two hypotheses which developed 

from the qualitative analysis. Table 6.29 aims to clarify these findings by stating whether 

each of the hypotheses tested was supported or rejected. These findings will be discussed 

further in Chapter 8.  

 

Table 6.29 

Findings from Study 1: Hypotheses Supported and Rejected  

Hypothesis Outcome 

1 There will be differences in persuasion (expressed as the extent of compliance 

to a request)  across communication modalities 

 

Rejected 

2 Communication synchronicity will affect online persuasion with synchronous 

forms of persuasion (i.e. IM) being more persuasive than communication via 

asynchronous methods (i.e. email) 

 

Rejected 

3 Recipients of persuasive messages presented online will be sensitive to 

situational cues and respond differentially across situations 

 

Supported 

4a Communication mode and situational context will influence source 

perceptions 

 

Supported 

4b Communication mode and situational context will influence message 

perceptions 

 

Supported 

5 In completely anonymous CMC interactions there will be a difference in the 

perceptions of source characteristics between email and IM interactions 

 

Supported 

6 In completely anonymous CMC interactions there will be a difference in the 

perceptions of source characteristics according to situational context 

Supported 
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8a Language power and emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of 

the source 

 

Supported 

8b Language power and emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of 

the message 

 

Rejected 

9a Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the source 

differentially across communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, and FtF) 

 

Rejected 

9b Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

differentially across communication modalities (i.e. IM, email, and FtF) 

 

Rejected 

10a Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the source 

differentially across online situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, political) 

 

Supported 

10b Language power will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

differentially across situational contexts (i.e. social, learning, political) 

 

Rejected 

11a Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the source 

differentially across communication modalities 

 

Rejected 

11b Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

differentially across communication modalities 

 

Rejected 

12a Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the source 

differentially across situational contexts 

 

Rejected 

12b Emotion will affect a message receiver’s impressions of the message 

differentially across situational contexts 

 

Supported 

RQ 

H1 

Self-interest motivations will influence receivers’ responses to persuasive 

information 

 

Supported 

RQ 

H2a 

Message receivers will mimic a message source’s language style (for content) 

when responding to persuasive information 

Supported 

RQ 

H2b 

Message receivers will mimic a message source’s’ language style (for 

structure)  in when responding to persuasive information 

Rejected 

RQ 

H2c 

Message receivers will mimic a message source’s’ language style (for style) 

when responding to persuasive information 

Rejected 
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Chapter 7 

 

7.1 Study 2 

 

This chapter will commence with a section providing the foundation for Study 2. This section 

will, therefore, include a summary of findings from Study 1 and a brief literature review. This 

literature review raises additional points, specific to Study 2, which were not addressed in the 

review presented in Section 1. This chapter will then detail the methodology to be used in 

Study 2 before concluding with the data analysis and findings. 

 

7.2 Summary of Findings from Study 1 

 

The findings from Study 1 broadly suggest that individuals do not differ in their persuasibility 

due to communication mode (i.e. persuasion in online contexts is akin to that exhibited in 

offline, FtF, contexts). Instead they suggest that communication mode can affect perceptions 

of the message and the perceived warmth of a message source dependent upon the situational 

context. These findings therefore challenge previous research (e.g. Di Blasio & Milani, 2008; 

Guadagno & Cialdini, 2002, 2007) which suggests that persuasion is less likely in online 

contexts than in FtF contexts. Also, these findings suggest that in persuasive online 

interpersonal interactions impressions are formed even when such interactions are totally 

anonymous. Furthermore, due to this anonymity and the lack of visual and vocal cues 

individuals attend to implied situational context and, even when this is not made explicit (as 
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no contextual information was presented to participants), they use this information when 

making evaluations. Such findings are in accordance with the SIDE perspective which 

suggests that the lack of available cues enhances perceptions of the social environment and 

evokes norm-based behaviours (Lee, 2008).  

 

Study 1, therefore, demonstrates that impression formation is possible in anonymous online 

persuasive interactions. However, in many online persuasive interpersonal interactions 

individuals are likely to have prior knowledge of the individual. As such, during these 

interactions, individuals will already have an impression of the other individual – the effect of 

this is unknown. This, therefore, raises questions as to the effect that prior knowledge of the 

source has on impression formation in online interactions and this will be addressed in Study 

2 of this thesis. 

 

Study 1 also demonstrated the importance of situational context in making decisions – a 

factor which has been overlooked in online persuasion research to date. Indeed, the results 

presented in Chapter 10 clearly demonstrate that contextual factors convey not only 

normative behaviours but also normative expectations which convey information which 

affect an individual’ goals and regulatory fit leading to evaluations and compliance decisions 

which are commensurate with protecting and maintaining this position. This finding has 

implications for message processing as, to pursue these motivations, individuals are likely to 

use all relevant information (i.e. that pertaining to cost and benefit implications) when 

evaluating persuasive requests and engage in hypothesis testing. Consequently, as San José-

Cabezudo, et al. (2009) state this decision making process would necessitate the joint use of 

both central and peripheral processing. As such, this would imply that there are not two 
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distinct pathways to persuasion as suggested by Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM. 

Consequently, these findings raise questions as to how persuasive messages are processed in 

online persuasive interactions and challenge Petty and Cacioppo’s (1984) popular dual-

process approach. Study 2 therefore aims to address this point and ascertain if the two 

processes do actually combine to form one complex, and integrated process. 

 

7.3 Impression Formation: Literature Review 

 

The general consensus within CMC research is that individuals are apt to make over-

attributions based on minimal cues regarding the message source. Furthermore, because of 

the impoverished cue environment, these attributions are likely to be based on stereotypes 

assumed from the situational cues available and associated social identity (Hancock & 

Dunham, 2001). As such, where no information is available and individuals are, effectively, 

deindividuated, a message source is likely to be classified and evaluated in terms of perceived 

group membership based on situational cues available or inferred. As a consequence over-

attributions in the form of intense impressions occur as, due to the lack of available cues, 

individuals focus on those which are available and use these to make similar assumptions 

which would normally be the consequence of exposure to a broader cue base (Johri, 2012). 

 

In online interpersonal interactions the presence, or knowledge, of a message source’s 

personality traits allows individuals engaging to become individuated and this, therefore, is 

likely to facilitate the formation of more accurate impressions (Johri, 2012). As in FtF 

interactions this process is likely to be spontaneous with source characteristics activating 
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stereotypical schemata which, in turn, act as an organising principle when encoding and 

evaluating persuasive information (Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987; Ramos, Garcia-

Marques, Hamilton, Ferreira, & van Acker, 2012). However, there is much research to 

suggest that source cues (such as expertise, credibility, likeability, etc) act as heuristic cues 

and are only likely to directly influence attitudes when personal involvement is low (e.g. 

Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981). In this instance individuals are more likely to agree with 

those who are attributed positive source characteristics as opposed to negative ones (e.g. non-

expert, non-credible, unlikeable, etc). Where personal involvement is high and compliance is 

likely to have an impact on an individual’s goals it is thought that such information has little 

impact on persuasiveness although impressions of the source can still be influenced by the 

cues presented (Clark, Evans, & Wegener, 2011; DeBono, & Harnish, 1988). 

 

However, source cues do not act in isolation as they interact with contextual cues when 

evaluating information. Indeed, contextual cues are an important consideration as different 

situations activate different social norms and expectations which can bias perceptions of the 

message source (Kay, Wheeler, & Smeesters, 2008; Smeesters, Wheeler, & Kay, 2010). 

Thus, the presentation of contextual information activates relevant situational schemas which 

are then matched with an individual’s perceived characteristics to arrive at a conclusion 

(Ramos, et al., 2012). Therefore, as Smeesters, et al. (2010) suggest, priming manipulation is 

likely to interact with situational expectation and influence perceptions of the source.  Indeed, 

Study 1 confirmed that even in totally anonymous conditions, individuals’ expectations affect 

context even when the situational context is ambiguous and not explicitly stated. However, as 

discussed in Chapter 3, individuals are likely to have prior source knowledge when engaging 

in online interpersonal interactions. Study 2, therefore, examines the effect that prior 
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knowledge of an individual has on source perceptions when situational context is known. 

Thus: 

 

Hypothesis 7:  Prior knowledge of a source which matches normative social 

expectations will have a positive impact on impression formation.  

 

7.4 Message Processing: Literature Review 

 

The extant online persuasion research is limited and has yet to explicitly test persuasive 

message processing online necessitating that any assumptions made are based upon findings 

from research in offline contexts. Much of the offline persuasion research suggests that, 

under conditions of high elaboration (i.e. when messages are personally relevant and 

individuals motivated to process), according to ELM principles, any information presented 

prior to the message (e.g. priming information) can bias any subsequent evaluations. In this 

instance primacy effects are likely to be noted with individuals focussing on the initial 

arguments presented especially when information is chunked (i.e. information is presented in 

blocks from differing sources or of differing valence) (Petty, Tormala, Hawkins, & Wegener, 

2001). That said, under unchunked conditions (i.e. information presented from the same 

source) Petty, et al., (2001) found that recency effects are more likely to be observed.  

 

The HSM, however, argues that the biasing effect as observed by the ELM, instead, provides 

evidence that both heuristic (i.e. those activated by the presence of priming information) and 
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systematic cues are interdependent, and act together, as the expectancies aroused from the 

priming cues can bias the valence of systematic processing (Chaiken & Maheswaren, 1994). 

Thus under these conditions both models posit that primacy effects are likely to be observed 

as peripheral/heuristic cues are only able to exert an asymmetric effect by biasing later 

information. Whilst these effects have been well documented in FtF contexts (e.g. Haugtvedt 

& Wegener, 1994; Petty, et al., 2001), they have also been observed in online web-based 

studies (e.g. Murphy, Hofacker, & Mizerski, 2006) which suggests that these effects are 

robust and likely to be seen in online interpersonal interactions as well.  

 

With regards to primacy effects under high elaboration conditions, when complex 

information (in the form of several pieces of decision relevant information being presented in 

consecutive interactions) is presented subsequent to source and situational information 

individuals are purported to use these as an aid to message processing (Bodenhausen & 

Lichtenstein, 1987). However, whilst this effect has often been treated as evidence for two 

distinct methods of information processing (e.g. central and peripheral), Pierro, Mannetti, 

Erb, Spiegel, and Kruglanski’s (2005) study challenges this position and suggests this 

distinction is merely an artefact of message difficulty. In this study the authors found that, in 

typical persuasion studies, peripheral cue information (such as source and contextual cues) 

was usually presented prior to the message arguments and in a more brief and simplistic 

manner than the message arguments. As such, the authors found that it was order of 

appearance and relative cue simplicity that accounted for this effect. 

 

That said this effect is important as this information does play an important role when 

individuals evaluate persuasive messages. Indeed it is assumed that priming cues act as 
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organising principles for processing complex information by activating relevant schemas 

upon which evaluations are made by using associative and propositional processes 

Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein, 1987; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007). In this instance 

individuals seek goal and stereotype consistent information in order to confirm expectancies 

(or hypotheses) generated in respect of the cues presented and schemas activated 

(Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein, 1987; Petty, et al., 2001). This therefore suggests that 

individuals engage in hypothesis testing when processing persuasive information as they test 

each piece of subsequent information for behavioural evidence to confirm expectancies 

(Snyder & Swann, 1978).   

 

Such an assumption provides support for unimodel principles as, according to Kruglanski and 

Thompson (1999) persuasion, is a “motivated process of hypothesis testing” (p. 89) whereby 

individuals engage in a logical examination of the information presented. This process is 

viewed as being a judgemental process which, by default, incurs rule-based decision making 

(Kruglanski and Orehek, 2007). Essentially, this is a process of syllogistic reasoning as 

Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) state that when making decisions individuals treat the 

information presented as evidence, assessing it in terms of its relevance to the conclusion to 

be drawn. Thus, individuals adopt if-then reasoning techniques which necessitate testing each 

piece of information for its relevance and assessing its impact in terms of a desired 

consequence. In doing this individuals link a conditional belief (i.e. major premise) in respect 

to the attitude object with an affirmation (i.e. minor premise) for each piece of information 

presented assessing it for its evidentiary relevance (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). 
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In this instance relevance refers to the extent that the evidence (or information) presented 

relates to the attitude object. Typically, peripheral or heuristic cues are less relevant, and 

complex, than message cues as they contain more generalised and less attitude specific 

information (Bohner, et al., 2008). Consequently, under low elaboration conditions (i.e. when 

motivation and personal relevance is low) individuals are only motivated to attend to easy to 

process information (Pierro, et al., 2004). Under high elaboration conditions, however, 

Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) posit that individuals attend to any information that is 

relevant to a judgement and so both easy and more complex message information is attended 

to. Thus, in the unimodel the persuasion process operates as single process as there is no 

distinction between cue and message information allowing individuals to process all 

information to an equal extent (i.e. wherever it occurs in the persuasive interaction) – as long 

as it is relevant. 

 

In terms of ascertaining which model of persuasion provides a better fit, and explanation, for 

the processing of online interpersonal persuasive messages, it is therefore necessary to 

consider the following points. As both the ELM and HSM are dual-process models, the extant 

research suggests that, under conditions of high elaboration, primacy effects should be 

exhibited. Should individuals utilise unimodel principles however prior research would 

suggest that no primacy effects would be exhibited and that all relevant information is 

processed to an equal extent. This would therefore imply that if individuals engage in rule-

based syllogistic reasoning when evaluating persuasive information they would also evaluate 

arguments in full by attending to both the major and minor premise. Thus, Study 2 aims to 

ascertain if the online persuasion follows dual-model (i.e. uses the two distinct processes of 

central/systematic and peripheral/heuristic) or unimodel principles. Thus, as stated in Chapter 

3: 
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Hypothesis 13:  Primacy effects will occur when processing persuasive information 

presented online. 

 

 

7.5 Design and Participants 

 

 

7.5.1 Design 

A 3 x 2 x 2 mixed design was used. The related condition was the situational context (podcast 

or exam) and the unrelated conditions were priming (primed or un-primed) and 

communication mode (IM, email, delayed email). The dependent variables were persuasion, 

behavioural intention, and source impressions which were used to assess the effect of 

priming. A separate directed recall measure was used to assess message processing. The 

presentation of the situational context was counterbalanced to account for order effects. A 

distracter task was used after responses to the first context were given to prevent information 

from the first scenario affecting impression formation to the second stimulus context. 

  

7.5.2 Participants 

The participants were 91 psychology undergraduates from the University of Glamorgan and 

comprised 31 males and 60 females. Their mean age was 20.64 years (SD = 5.90). 
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7.6 Materials 

 

An information pack was developed which contained an instruction page, a consent form, 

background information for the two situations to be encountered by the participants, and a 

distracter task in the form of a wordsearch puzzle (Appendix 16). Twelve different 

information packs were developed, each of which pertained to a different condition and 

allowed for counterbalancing. These information packs also provided a means to readily 

identify the condition the participant was allocated to, the order the folders were responded 

to, and the folders containing the appropriate stimulus material (Table 7.1). 

 

Table 7.1 

Example of the Information Packs Identifying Experimental Conditions, Counterbalancing, 

and Stimulus Materials Used  

 Information Pack 

Condition Un-primed podcast 

Primed exam 

Primed podcast 

Un-primed exam 

IM 1A 1B 

 2A 2B 

Normal Email 3A 3B 

 4A 4B 

Delayed Email 5A 5B 

 6A 6B 

 

 

 

 



232 
 

7.6.1 Situational Context 

The findings from Study 1 indicate that message perceptions differ according to situational 

context and that perceptions are affected by the extent of personal costs and benefits 

associated with compliance. In light of this knowledge, two scenarios were developed which 

pertained to moderately political situations which share the same underlying motivations – 

i.e. relate to aspects of university education. Also, as one of the main aims of this study was 

to ascertain how persuasive messages are processed, the scenarios were constructed so as to 

present a moderate position on behalf of the speaker.  These scenarios were, therefore, 

constructed to be personally relevant (providing motivation to process) and, as the 

consequences pertained to all group members (i.e. students) any costs would be perceived as 

impersonal. It was thought that this strategy would minimise the risk of a strong emotional 

reaction which would inhibit normative message processing in online interpersonal 

interactions and so affect any consequent understanding of the basic processes used.  

 

As an additional consideration, one of the limitations from Study 1 was that the participants 

were deliberately not given any information as to context (in order to isolate participants’ 

reactions and ensure that they were the result of the information presented). This, however, 

was a highly artificial situation as it is unlikely that individuals would encounter a given 

context with no forewarning. As such, this study provided contextual information which 

would create awareness of the situation to be encountered. This method of presenting 

materials has often been used in persuasion research (e.g. Barden & Petty, 2008; Petty 

Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983; Tormala, Briñol, & Petty, 2006). 
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For the podcast situation the participants were initially presented with a brief explanation of 

the nature of podcasting (as described by Berry, 2006) which was followed by a specific 

description of the context. This description (Figure 7.1) informed participants of their role in 

the interaction and detailed “their” concerns with a proposed change to teaching methods. 

This change advocated the replacement of the traditional lecture with podcasting and the 

“participant” envisaged that this would have a detrimental effect on students’ education. 

These negative effects have been identified by Scutter, Stupans, Sawyer, & King (2010).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.1. Podcast scenario: context information presented to participants 

The Situation 

You are a second year psychology student at LearnSmart University and you are also 

the student course rep for your year group. Your role, as course rep, is to look after the 

other students’ best interests, keep them informed of any changes to their learning 

environment, offer advice, and ensure the students’ views and opinions are heard.  

You have just found out that the university is considering replacing the traditional 

lecture system with audio podcasting using iTunes as the podcast directory. It is 

thought that the use of podcasting would allow students to listen to the lectures from 

home or from wherever they chose. According to the information you have, the 

university feels that this will cut energy costs quite considerably as lecture theatres will 

not have to be heated.  

You are very concerned about this as you feel that the students’ education is likely to 

suffer if this proposal is given the go ahead. Your reasons for this belief are that: 

1. Students are unlikely to make the time to listen to the podcasts on a regular 

basis in place of going to the actual lectures.  

2. The proposal assumes all students have iPods, computers and access to high 

speed broadband which is necessary to download the files.  

3. Students will have difficulty in focusing on lecture content if the recording is 

poor, or if the lecturer speaks in a monotone, has a strong accent/dialect, etc. 

4. Students will become de-motivated as they are often motivated by the non-

verbal cues a lecturer conveys through gestures. 

5. Education for students with hearing impairments may suffer. 

6. Students will miss out on part of the university experience and they may as 

well be studying a distance learning course instead. 
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The stimulus interaction for the podcast scenario comprised 8 brief speech acts by the 

individual representing the participant (i.e. the respondent as they are responding to the 

information presented) and 7 explanatory responses from the main speaker, i.e. message 

source (Appendix 17) which took the counter-attitudinal position of advocating the changes 

(Scutter, et al., 2010). These arguments were presented using strong LP and included some 

emotive content to convey enthusiasm as findings from Study 1 suggest that this would be the 

most beneficial presentation strategy (Figure 7.2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.2. Extract from the podcast interactions presented in instant messaging mode 

 

The second scenario developed concerned the implementation of a new assessment system 

which would standardise the examination system for accredited psychology courses. As with 

the podcast scenario, brief contextual information was developed which explained the 

Hey, can you tell me a little bit about podcasting lectures? 

What will happen is that students will subscribe to the podcasts when they enrol. This will 
ensure that the students will receive the latest files to their computers as and when they 
become available.  

Right…   

Well, this means students always receive the materials they need and do not have to 
remember to collect them.  

Ok 

The students will then be able to play the podcast on their computer or, even better, they 
can even download the material onto their iPods. Just think, they have the facility to learn 
anywhere - and anytime! In fact they will be able to learn wherever it suits them! What a 
wonderful opportunity! 

Yes, I can see it could be 

Well, the students will be in control of their learning and the idea is that they will listen and 
learn from the lecture, at their own pace, before attending a seminar which will serve to 
reinforce the lecture - as it always has done. 
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proposed format of the new assessment procedure and informed participants of their role in 

the interaction. This information also provided an outline of “their” concerns regarding the 

implementation of a quarterly examination system which would necessitate the use of exams 

as a means of phased assessment (Figure 7.3). The foundation for these concerns was based 

upon popular perceptions as to the disadvantages of exams (e.g. Walker, 2003). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.3. Exam scenario: Context information presented to participants 

The Situation 

The exam system for all accredited Psychological Society of Great Britain (PSGB) degree courses 

is to be standardised with immediate effect. Currently, universities award degrees using varied 

assessment techniques – exam grades only, coursework grades only, or a mix of coursework 

and exam grades. 

The PSGB believe that the wide variety of formal assessment methods between institutions is 

resulting in degree inequality and that some degrees are being seen as more “valuable” than 

others (i.e. prospective graduate employers prefer to employ graduates who have been 

assessed largely through examination than those who have been assessed via coursework). 

To address this issue, the society is proposing that all accredited psychology degrees should be 

assessed in the same manner. It is expected the mark for each module studied will comprise of 

40% coursework and 60% examination, with 4 exam periods each year. The main examination 

period will be held at the end of the academic year and there will be 3 interim “phased 

assessment” tests during the year – 1 before reading week in November, 1 at Christmas and 1 

before reading week in February.  

Your Reaction 

You are a psychology lecturer whose students will be affected by this proposal and you are 

alarmed by the thought of all the exams you will now have to set and mark. You find it difficult 

to see any real benefit of this change and believe that 

1. Exams only test memory recall and that coursework is more valuable as it 

demonstrates that a student understands what has been taught  

2. Exams only test exam technique and do not demonstrate other important study skills a 

student has acquired (essay and report writing, presentation skills,  etc) 

3. Students will miss important lectures just before the exams as they will have to revise 

4. Coursework will suffer as there will be less time to complete it  

5. Students will become more stressed due to increased pressure from continual 

assessment 

6. Some students will find it difficult to cope and will drop out leaving the PSGB with less 

graduate members and employers without employees 
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The stimulus interaction for the exam scenario comprised 8 brief speech acts by the speaker 

(who represented the participant) and 7 explanatory responses from the source (Appendix 18) 

which took the counter-attitudinal position of advocating the changes. A JISC (n.d.) online 

publication provided relevant information and evidence to support the position advocated by 

the source. As with the podcast scenario these arguments were presented using strong LP and 

included some emotive content to convey enthusiasm (Figure 7.4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.4. Extract from the exam interaction presented in email mode 

 

 

 

 

Hi, 

Well, I’m not so sure... 

Cheers 

Hi, 

Just think, “phased assessment” tests will allow students to know exactly where their 
weaknesses lie as they will be given immediate feedback and so they can target their revision for 
the main end of year exams more effectively. Of course, as students will effectively be revising 
throughout the year the revision process for the main end of year exams will be a lot easier for 
them. 

Cheers 

Hi, 

I suppose so. But will it work? 

Cheers 

I can tell you that this system is already seen to be an effective way of learning and ensuring that 
students are well qualified when they graduate. I also know that many medical schools have 
similar assessment methods as they feel it ensures students become more competent and 
confident in their abilities. 

Cheers 
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7.6.2 Priming 

Study 1 tested the effects of totally anonymous online communication to ascertain whether or 

not individuals are able to make attributions with no prior knowledge. As such this study 

determined to compare the effect of anonymous interactions with those where individuals 

know the identity of the other individual within the interaction. To do this priming 

information about the other individual was presented for both the podcast (Figure 7.5) and 

exam scenario (Figure 7.6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.5. Priming information for the podcast scenario 

 

In both cases this included basic information about the individual and a photograph to 

facilitate impression formation. The written information provided positive information about 

the individual’s professional reputation which acted as a cue to their credibility in the given 

You need to speak to someone about this and find out some more information so 

you to send an email to one of the professor’s from your Faculty asking for his 

views. The professor you are going to speak to is 

1. Highly respected and published  

2. Has a reputation for defending his faculty against any unwelcome 

changes.  

3. An experienced lecturer and well-liked amongst the students.  

4. Encouraging and supportive of his students and, as a result, they do well 

in assessments as they demonstrate a good understanding of the issues in 

question. 

 

Professor Stephen Holmes 
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context. In the podcast condition words such as “respected”, “experienced” and “supportive” 

were used to attest to the speaker’s credibility as a professor. Similarly in the exam condition 

speaker credibility was induced by using words such as “respected”, “influential” and “fair”. 

The two primes were differentiated as the word “well-liked” was included in the podcast 

prime but excluded from the exam prime. The use of this word was included to ascertain if 

the inclusion of a central personality trait would affect perceptions of personal characteristics 

such as warmth (e.g. Judd, et al., 2005) in online interactions. The photographs were taken 

from a Google image search using the term “psychology professor” and were chosen for their 

perceived “fit” with the credibility profile presented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.6. Priming information for the exam scenario 

 

 

You need to speak to someone about this and find out some more information. The 

PSGB is holding an online discussion forum with the society’s President and so you 

decide to join the IM and ask the President for an explanation as to how this proposal 

would be beneficial.  

The President of the PSGB  

1. Is a well-respected psychologist 

2. Is known to be fair and to only make a decision once all the facts and 

arguments have been given due consideration 

3. Has been an influential member of the society for many years  

4. Has been instrumental in increasing the Society’s profile throughout the world 

 

George Milton 
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7.6.3 Communication Mode 

Instant Messaging 

The IM interactions were presented individually to the participants as a PowerPoint show. 

This presentation included an introductory slide which reminded participants that they must 

have read the information sheet prior to viewing the forthcoming conversation and explained 

what they needed to do in order to view the stimulus interaction (Figure 7.7). This was then 

followed by a slide introducing the discussion forum. In the primed conditions this slide 

included the name and picture of the individual who will be engaging in the interaction.  

 

 

 

Figure 7.7. Example of introductory slide used in the exam condition 

 

However, in the un-primed conditions this information was absent. The presentation of the 

IM interactions utilised the same procedure that was used in Study 1 and were saved to the 

desktop in a folder which included the 4 conditions called W (primed IM), X (un-primed IM), 

Y (primed exam), Z (un-primed exam). An extract from the exam IM interaction is shown in 

Figure 7.8. 

• You must read the information sheet BEFORE viewing the following conversation 

• After your response as the lecturer press “enter” to get a reply to your reaction 
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14:25:06 Lecturer: Hey, could you tell me a little more about the 
proposal?

14:32:00 President: Ok, well the proposal is that if universities 
want their psychology degree course validated by the Society 
then they will be expected to adopt this new assessment 
system of 40% coursework and 60% exams. 

14:47:32 Lecturer: Right....
14:47:51 President: Also, the PSGB will give universities an 

outline as to what is to be assessed at each test, as this will 
ensure that all psychology students will be assessed to the 
same level. But, individual universities, like yours, will be free 
to chose the specific content and frame the questions as they 
so choose.

14:48:18 Lecturer: Ok
14:48:24 President: Yes, and in the main examination period, at 

the end of the academic year, the exams will be the in the 
traditional format and consist of a choice of essay questions.

14:48:49 Lecturer: I see...

 

Figure 7.8. Extract from the exam Instant Messaging interaction 

 

Normal Email and Delayed Email 

For the email condition, the same procedures were followed as in Study 1. A dummy 

yahoo.co.uk email account was set up and 8 folders were created (referenced by the letters A 

to H) representing the 8 different conditions (i.e. normal email primed podcast, un-primed 

podcast, primed exam, un-primed exam; and delayed email primed podcast, un-primed 

podcast, primed exam, un-primed exam). Each folder comprised a separate email for each 

individual interaction (as exemplified in Appendix 18) and these were to be opened in order. 

In the primed condition the emails were signed by either the professor or the president 

(dependent upon the scenario being responded to) and this identification was accompanied by 

their position held – thereby reinforcing the priming information presented previously. In the 

un-primed conditions this additional information was not included and the emails merely 

initialled.  
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Essentially the normal and delayed email conditions, therefore, followed the same procedure. 

However, these conditions were differentiated at the end of the interactions in order to 

simulate a delay in response. To do this, in the normal email condition the final email 

included the instruction “PLEASE TURN TO THE INORMATION BOOKLET AND 

COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE” at the end of the interactions. In the delayed email 

condition, however, this instruction was not presented at the end of the email containing the 

final interaction. Instead, an additional email was added in folders E to H which, when 

opened, provided this instruction. This created a short delay between reading the interactions 

and responding to the questionnaire. 

 

7.6.4 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire comprised 4 Likert scale questions, with a total of 16 responses, 

concerning persuasion, behavioural response, argument quality, and source impressions. 

These questions were used in Study 1 and were scored on a 1 -7 scale. As in Study 1 each 

scale adopted a semantic differential approach and was anchored at either end by bi-polar 

adjectives (e.g. like – dislike, valid – invalid, informed – uninformed).The 4 scales were 

followed by a fifth question, the responses to which were to be used to assess how messages 

are processed online (Figure 7.9). This question was similar to that used in other studies 

assessing information recall (e.g. Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987). 

 

 

 

Figure 7.9. Question used in determining online message processing 

5. PLEASE WRITE DOWN ALL THE INFORMATION YOU CAN REMEMBER THAT WAS PRESENTED TO YOU BY 

THE SPEAKER. WRITE IT DOWN IN THE ORDER IT COMES TO MIND, AND TRY TO BE AS CLOSE TO THE 

ORIGINAL WORDING AS POSSIBLE. IF YOU CAN ONLY REMEMBER THE MAIN IDEA BUT NOT THE ACTUAL 

WORDING JUST WRITE THAT DOWN. USE A NEW LINE FOR EACH PIECE OF INFORMATION RECALLED. 
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7.7 Distracter Task 

 

A distracter task in the form of a celebrity word search was developed to be completed, by 

participants, after responding to the first scenario. This task was necessary as research 

suggests that individuals’ evaluations of persuasive messages can be affected by information 

they have been presented with previously (e.g. Tormala & Clarkson, 2007). Thus, it was 

expected that the completion of this task would prevent information from Scenario 1 being 

recalled and interfering with Scenario 2 message evaluation. 

 

7.8 Procedure 

 

The information packs were ordered alphanumerically (i.e. 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3C, 4A, 4B, 

5A, 5B, 6A, 6B, 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3C, 4A, 4B, 5A, 5B, 6A, 6B, etc) as this ensured that 

counterbalancing would be achieved. When participants entered the room they were handed 

the information pack on top. This ensured a random allocation of conditions as the 

information packs included details of the folders to open which contained a given condition. 

Table 7.2 details the condition allocation.  

 

The participants were informed that they would be taking part in a computer-based study and 

that the information pack given to them contained all the necessary instructions and materials 

to complete the tasks set. They were also informed that the booklet they had just been given 

also contained a consent form (Appendix 19) which needed to be read and signed before 
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taking part. The participants were then seated at a computer terminal and began the 

experiment following the instructions provided (Appendix 16).  

 

Table 7.2  

Allocation of Conditions for Counterbalancing 

 

Condition Group Counterbalancing 

Group 

Scenario 

    

  A B Podcasting Exam 

IM 1 W, Y Y, W Primed Un-primed 

 2 X, Z Z, X Un-primed Primed 

Normal Email 3 A, C C, A Primed Un-primed 

 4 B, D D, B Un-primed Primed 

Delayed Email 5 E, G G, E Primed Un-primed 

 6 F, H H, F Un-primed Primed 

 

Condition Podcast Exam 

 Priming Folder Priming Folder 

IM Primed W Un-primed Y 

 Un-primed X Primed Z 

Normal Email Primed A Un-primed C 

 Un-primed B Primed D 

Email Primed E Un-primed G 

 Un-primed F Primed H 
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These instructions directed participants to open the appropriate folder which was either 

located on the desktop (for the IM condition) or in a Yahoo mail account (for both email 

conditions). They then read the conversations presented before responding to the 

questionnaire for that scenario. They then had to spend a short period of time completing the 

distracter task (a celebrity wordsearch) before moving on to the second situation which 

followed the same procedure as the first. Once participants had completed the questionnaire 

for the second situation they were thanked and debriefed (Appendix 20).  

 

7.9  Results 

 

Due to the nature of the questionnaire the data were collated and analysed in two distinct 

processes. A parametric quantitative approach was adopted for the scale items assessing the 

effect of priming on impression formation and, due to the nature of the analysis, a non-

parametric quantitative approach was adopted to analyse participants’ recall of the arguments 

presented. 

 

7.10 Results: Impression Formation 

 

All 91 questionnaires were completed correctly and so included in the analysis. The 

questionnaires were scored and entered into an Excel spreadsheet before being transferred 

into SPSS for data analysis.  
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7.10.1 Scale Reliability 

The 3 composite scale items were tested, individually, for construct reliability using 

Cronbach’s alpha. The 6-item behavioural response measure had a high reliability of 

Cronbach’s α = .94. Good reliabilities were also found for the 3-item measure of argument 

quality (Cronbach’s α = .74) and the 6-item source characteristics measure which yielded a 

reliability of Cronbach’s α = .79. 

 

7.10.2 Principal Components Analysis 

In order to verify that the statements used to assess behavioural response, argument quality, 

and source characteristics measured these constructs consistently (as they were used in Study 

1) a principal components analysis (PCA) using varimax rotation was conducted. As the 

persuasion scale (question 1) comprised a single item designed solely to obtain a response as 

to each participant’s level of persuasion this scale was excluded from the analysis. The PCA 

was, therefore, conducted on the remaining 15 scale items. 

 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO = .830) confirmed the adequacy of the sample size 

for factor analysis and all KMO values for individual components were > .50. Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity was significant χ2 
(105) = 855.10, p < .001, indicating strong correlations between 

the items providing assurance that the PCA results would be valid. An initial analysis was run 

to obtain eigenvalues for each of the 15 items. Four factors were obtained which met the 

criterion of having eigenvalues greater than 1 and, in total, accounted for 73.66% of the 

variance. Factor 1 accounts for 36.93% of the variance, factor 2 accounts for 21.54% of the 
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variance, factor 3 accounts for 8.06% of the variance, and factor 4 accounts for 7.13%. Figure 

7.10 illustrates the eigenvalues for each factor. 

Figure 7.10. Eigenvalues for factor resolution 

The 4 factors identified were retained in the final analysis and the factor loadings after 

rotation are shown in Table 7.3. To ensure a clean interpretation of the analysis, factor 

loadings of greater than 0.5 were used and these are highlighted in Table 7.3 by the use of 

italics and boldface. Using this criterion, the “valid” item included in question 3 of the 

questionnaire, and its associated data, was excluded from the analysis as it did not load 

cleanly onto one factor with a 0.2 loading difference between factors (West & Roderique-

Davies, 2008). The factors can be classified as follows: behavioural response (factor 1), 

competence (factor 2), argument quality (factor 3), and warmth (factor 4). These factors had 

good reliabilities with Cronbach’s α standing at α = .94 for behavioural response, α = .78 for 

competence, α = .79 for argument quality, and α = .78 for warmth. 
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Table 7.3 

Summary of the Results from Exploratory Factor Analysis  

 Behavioural 

Response 

Competence Warmth Argument 

Quality 

Like .905 -.019 .023 .183 

Good .892 .030 .030 .023 

Favourable .889 .122 -.040 .071 

Appealing .874 -.005 .025 .091 

Agreeable .811 .034 .013 .445 

Positive .805 -.029 -.061 .119 

Reliable .151 .838 .052 -.054 

Expert -.070 .762 .071 .100 

Intelligent -.012 .711 .197 .283 

Informed -.048 .612 .263 .392 

Valid .331 .354 .292 .324 

Convincing .203 .141 .144 .871 

Persuasive .362 .305 -.059 .715 

Friendly -.026 .190 .903 -.136 

Pleasant -.023 .193 .830 .352 

Eigenvalues 5.54 3.23 1.07 1.21 

% of variance 36.93 21.54 7.13 8.06 

Α .94 .78 .78 .79 

Note: Factor loadings over .5 are shown in boldface 

 

Whilst the behavioural response is represented by the same items as presented in question 2 

of the questionnaire and argument quality (question 3) loses the scale item “valid”; the 

competence and warmth factors are new. These factors comprise items from the source 

characteristics question on the questionnaire (question 4) with the competence factor 

consisting of the reliable, expert, intelligent, and informed, and the warmth factor consisting 

of the pleasant and friendly items. As in Study 1, these two factors effectively represent the 
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two fundamental dimensions of social judgement (Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & 

Kashmina, 2005) although, in this instance, reliability is now classed as a competence 

characteristic as opposed to a warmth characteristic. This is likely to be due to the nature of 

the persuasive messages presented as the perceptions are that the source is an authority on the 

issues presented as opposed to a student. 

 

7.10.3 The Effect of Priming in Online Impression Formation: Data Analysis 

The data set was normally distributed, needing no transformation, and so were analysed using 

a mixed ANOVA. All the data obtained from the items in the questionnaire were included in 

the analysis, with the exception of data relating to the “valid” item, and the composite 

measures (i.e. behavioural response, competence, warmth, and argument quality) were 

analysed in accordance with the factor structure determined by the PCA. In order for the 

significance of the analysis to be demonstrated meaningfully when being represented 

graphically, each of the factors has been collapsed so that they represent a single item in line 

with the persuasion item. For example, the behavioural response factor comprises 6 items 

consequently the means used for graphical representation has been divided by 6 so that the 

measure remains consistent with the persuasion measure enabling valid interpretation of the 

charts presented. 
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Data Analysis: Main Effects 

A mixed ANOVA revealed non significant main effects for scenario, (F(1,4) = 3.58, p = .062), 

priming (F(1,85) = 2.12, p = .149), and communication mode (F(2,85) = .55, p = .579). With 

regards the non-significant main effects for communication mode, Bonferroni’s post hoc tests 

confirmed that there were no significant differences in responses in the IM, normal email and 

delayed email condition (F(2,85) = .55, p = 1.000 for all communication modes). Table 7.4 

illustrates these effects. 

 

Table 7.4 

Main Effects for Situational Context, Communication Mode, and Priming 

  Mean SD F p 

Situational Context Podcast 14.63 1.74   

 Exam 

 

14.03 2.44 3.58 .062 

Communication Mode IM 14.51 3.14   

 Normal Email 14.03 3.46   

 Delayed Email 

 

14.46 3.39 .55 .579 

Priming Primed Pod, Unprimed Exam 14.63 2.64   

 Unprimed Pod, Primed Exam 

 

14.04 2.51 2.12 .149 

 

 

To ascertain the nature of these effects on the dependent variables paired samples t-tests were 

conducted across situational context. Effect sizes were also calculated using Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient to assess the importance of these differences and to mitigate erroneous 

assumptions being made in respect of Type 1 error (Table 7.5). As 5 paired-sample tests were 

calculated in total it was deemed prudent to accept significance at .01% (i.e. .05/5). At this 
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level of significance only 2 of the 5 pairs (argument quality and warmth) yielded a significant 

difference and all effect sizes were small. Figure 7.11 illustrates these findings. 

 

Table 7.5 

Results of T-Tests: Podcast versus Exam scenarios for the Dependent Variables (i.e. Source 

and Message Perceptions) 

DVs t df p R 

Persuasion .33 90 .149 .034 

Behavioural Response 1.90 90 .012 .196 

Argument Quality 2.00 90 .010 .005 

Competence 1.45 90 .032 .016 

Warmth 4.50 90 < .001 .428 

Note. Significant effects (p) under .01 are shown in boldface 

 

The paired sampled t-tests revealed that, for the persuasion factor, there were no significant 

differences between contexts (M = .07, SE = .020). With regards behavioural response, a 

difference non-significant was found (M = 2.09, SE = 1.11). However, there was a significant 

difference in perceptions of argument quality (M = .69, SE = .35) with the podcast scenario 

being perceived as being of a higher quality than the exam scenario. Further, whilst the 

difference between scenarios for competence was non-significant (M = -.78, SE = .54); the 

difference in perceptions of warmth was significant with more positive impressions being 

elicited in the podcast scenario than in the exam scenario (M = 1.13, SE = .25). 
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Figure 7.11. Significant differences in the dependent variables (i.e. source and message 

perceptions) across situational contexts 

 

With regards the effects of communication mode and priming across the dependent variables 

one way ANOVAs were conducted on the data (Table 7.6). For communication mode, the 

one-way ANOVA revealed non-significant effects for all the dependent variables assessing 

message and source perceptions. Bonferroni’s post hoc tests confirmed that there were no 

significant differences in perceptions between IM, email, and delayed email. Similar findings 

were also observed for priming as the one-way ANOVA yielded non-significant results for 

priming on source and message perceptions. 
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Table 7.6 

Results of One-Way ANOVAS for Communication Mode and Priming on the Dependent 

Variables (i.e. Source and Message Perceptions)  

DVs   CommMode  Priming 

 Mean SD F p F p 

Persuasion 8.90 2.25 1.32 .272 .66 .418 

Behavioural Response 51.00 12.29 .50 .608 2.74 .101 

Argument Quality 20.10 3.59 .21 .812 .51 .477 

Competence 42.54 5.90 .65 .524 .00 .968 

Warmth 21.04 3.90 2.61 .079 .18 .674 

 

Interaction Effects 

Summary statistics of the interaction effects for communication mode and priming, yielded 

by a mixed ANOVA, are given in Table 7.7. This analysis revealed non-significant 

interactions between situational context and communication mode, F(1,85) = .26, p = .769; 

situational context and priming, F(2,85) = 2.94, p = .090; and  communication mode and 

priming, F(2,85) = .44, p = .646. The 3-way interaction between situational context, 

communication mode, and priming was also non-significant, F(2,85) = .17, p = .841.  

 

However, as the interaction between situational context and priming was approaching 

significance separate multivariate ANOVAs on the outcome variables were conducted. This 

analysis revealed significant effects of priming in respect of source perceptions (Table 7.8) on 

competence (F(1,89) = 11.91, p = .001) and warmth (F(1,89) = 4.03, p = .048)  in the podcast 

situation and  competence in the exam situation (F(1,89) = 9.60, p = .003). These significant 

effects are illustrated in Figures 7.12 and 7.13. 
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Table 7.7 

2-Way and 3-Way interaction Effects for Situation, Communication Mode, and Priming 

Interaction Situation CommMode Priming Mean SD F p 

Situation * 

Communication Mode 

Podcast IM  14.87 1.27   

 Email  14.16 3.98   

  Delay Email  14.87 4.55   

 Exam IM  14.14 4.39   

  Email  13.90 4.46   

  Delay Email  14.05 4.30 .26 .769 

Situation * Priming Podcast  Primed 15.21 3.48   

   Unprimed 14.06 3.35   

 Exam  Primed 14.04 3.68   

   Unprimed 14.02 3.54 2.94 .090 

Communication Mode * 

Priming 

Podcast  Primed 15.12 5.67   

  Unprimed 14.61 6.01   

 Exam  Primed 14.72 6.21   

   Unprimed 13.60 6.67   

 Podcast  Primed 15.79 6.21   

   Unprimed 13.96 6.42   

 Exam  Primed 13.99 5.44   

   Unprimed 14.30 5.78   

 Podcast  Primed 14.01 5.97   

   Unprimed 13.79 6.42   

 Exam  Primed 14.12 5.97   

   Unprimed 13.97 6.18 .44 .646 

Situation * 

Communication Mode * 

Priming 

 IM Primed 14.56 4.30   

 Email Unprimed 14.46 4.56   

 Delay Email Primed 14.37 4.71   

  IM Unprimed 13.69 5.07   

  Email Primed 14.95 4.71   

  Delay Email Unprimed 13.96 4.88 .17 .841 
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Table 7.8 

ANOVA Results: 2-Way Interaction Effects of Situation and Priming for the Dependent 

Variables (i.e. Source and Message Perceptions) 

DVs Condition Podcast Scenario Exam Scenario 

  Mean SD F p Mean SD F p 

Persuasion Primed 4.65 1.55   4.40 1.46   

 Un-primed 4.30 1.35   4.44 1.56   

 Total 4.48 1.46 1.25 .266 4.42 1.50 .02 .894 

Behavioural 

Response 

Primed 27.25 8.66   23.00 7.91   

Un-primed 25.77 8.24   25.75 7.37   

 Total 26.55 8.45 .70 .406 24.45 7.74 2.93 .091 

Argument 

Quality 

Primed 10.50 2.41   9.53 2.25   

Un-primed 10.28 2.15   9.85 2.95   

 Total 10.40 2.28 .21 .647 9.70 2.59 .34 .560 

Competence Primed 22.10 3.77   23.00 4.11   

 Un-primed 19.51 3.35   20.46 3.66   

 Total 20.88 3.79 11.91 .001 21.66 4.09 9.60 .003 

Warmth Primed 11.52 2.08   10.26 2.44   

 Un-primed 10.60 2.27   9.69 2.28   

 Total 11.09 2.21 4.03 .003 9.96 2.37 1.31 .256 

Note: Significant effects under .05 are shown in boldface 
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Figure 7.12. 2-way significant interaction of situational context and priming for the 

dependent variable of competence 

 

 

 

Figure 7.13. 2-way significant interaction between situational context and priming for the 

dependent variable of warmth 
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7.10.4 The Effect of Priming in Online Impression Formation: Summary of Data    

Analysis 

The factor analysis essentially reflects the findings from Study 1 and confirms the presence of 

a distinction between the competence and warmth dimensions of source impressions. The 

absence of an agreeableness factor is due to this trait not being assessed in this study. 

Similarly, although the situations were constructed to minimise any situational effects, these 

effects are still present and highlight individuals’ sensitivity to such cues. Indeed, the findings 

for situational context lend support to the conclusions drawn in Study 1 that perceived 

personal costs and benefits influence impression formation (of both source and message).This 

study also confirms the findings from Study 1 which suggest that communication mode has 

little influence over impressions formation even when source information is available.  

 

With regards to priming, this factor does exert a significant influence on impression 

formation although its effect is dependent upon contextual factors as indicated by the 

approaching significant 2-way interaction. From the analysis it appears that priming largely 

influences perceptions of the source with perceptions differing as a consequence of 

situational implications. Indeed, in the podcast situation where participants are likely to have 

attributed personal benefits to the proposal (as they would not have to attend lectures), 

priming has had a positive influence over source impressions. In the exam situation, however, 

as personal costs are implied (i.e. engaging in, and revising for, formal examinations more 

frequently) individuals’ evaluation of the source are less favourable and this has a subsequent 

negative effect on their behavioural response – perhaps as a consequence of expectations not 

being met. As such, in both situations priming with source information does exert a positive 

influence over perceptions of competence with positive, authoritative information resulting in 
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a more positive perception of the speaker’s credibility over, and above, those impressions 

formed where no priming has occurred. Consequently, hypothesis 6 can be accepted as prior 

knowledge of a source, which meets normative expectations, does have a positive effect on 

impression formation. 

 

7.11 Message Processing: Data Preparation 

 

In order to analyse the responses to question 5, which asked that participants recall the 

arguments presented, the scenarios presented were broken down into arguments using 

principles of syllogistic reasoning. This reasoning paradigm posits that factual information 

can logically be broken down into its component parts using the premise of “if-then” and that 

for an argument to be deemed valid the conclusion presented is assumed to be true (Forgues 

& Markovits,  2010; Manktelow, 2012). In accordance with this, the 10 arguments presented 

in each of the scenarios were broken down into a major premise followed by a minor premise 

(Table 7.9) which would yield a logical conclusion in relation to the attitude object (i.e. the 

introduction of either podcasting or a new examination system). In essence, it was assumed 

that the recall of a major premise would constitute a primacy effect as this information would 

be encountered first. Similarly, the recall of a minor premise would constitute a recency 

effect as this information would be processed last.  
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Table 7.9 

Example of Argument Breakdown in the Podcast Situation using Syllogistic Reasoning   

ARGUMENTS PRESENTED (PODCAST) 

 Major Premis Minor Premise 

1 Subscribe to podcasts Receive latest files to computer 

2 Always receive materials they need Do not have to remember to collect them 

3 Play podcast on computer/download onto iPods Facility to learn anywhere, anytime 

4 In control of their learning Learn at their own pace 

5 Attend a seminar Reinforce lecture 

6 Students can go over the lecture as many times 

 as they want 

Don’t miss any details 

7 Beneficial for foreign students and those with 

learning difficulties 

Control the lecture so it moves at their 

pace 

8 No more missed lectures Having to catch up 

9 Beneficial to students So adaptable 

10 Duke University, USA successful podcast trial Students more engaged and interested in 

seminar discussions 

 

Also, in each of the scenarios, there were 6 instances of descriptive information which 

provided supporting information to the arguments presented. These were noted in order to 

ensure that they were included in the data analysis (Table 7.10). Finally, to account for other 

information provided by the participants 4 information categories were identified (thematic 

intrusions, schematic intrusions, generalisations, additions) in accordance with prior research 

(Table 7.11) which accounted for any errors and additions in recall (e.g. Hunt, Bonfield, & 

Kernan, 1986).  
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Table 7.10 

Example of Descriptive Information presented in the Podcast Situation  

 DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

1a When enrol (subscribe to podcasts) 

1b When they become available 

3a Learn wherever it suits them 

7a Learn more as take more time to process the information 

9a Flexible way of learning 

10a Standard of work improved 

 

 

Table 7.11 

Definitions of Errors and Additions in Recall (as defined by Hunt, Bonfield, & Kernan, 1986) 

Error/Addition Definition 

Thematic Intrusions 

(TI) 

Statements consistent with overall theme but not actually presented in the 

conversation 

Schematic Intrusions 

(SI) 

Statements corresponding with statements in the scenario but not actually 

presented in the conversation 

Generalisations (G) Combined actual arguments into more general assertions about the 

conversation 

Additions (A) Statements unrelated to the conversation presented 

 

Thematic intrusions were identified as information recalled which were thematically 

consistent but not actually presented. For example, “therefore students don’t have to worry 

about downloading the lectures themselves” (podcast situation) and “the university can keep 

what it wants to teach” (exam scenario). Schematic intrusions concerned the recall of 

information which had been presented in the scene-setting scenario but not actually presented 

during the interactions. These intrusions included responses such as “would be cheaper for 
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the university as lecture halls wouldn’t have to be heated” in the podcast situation and 

“assessments to be done in November, February, Christmas, and one big end of year exam”. 

Generalisations about the information applied when participants made general assertions in 

their recall of the interactions such as “students will have greater control as they won’t have 

to miss anything as they can simply download it” in the podcast scenario; and “I am highly in 

favour of this method and believe it will be of great benefit” in the exam scenario. Finally, 

there were occasions where participants made statements which were unrelated to both the 

conversations and the scene-setting information. Examples of additions include “anyway, no 

need for early lectures and early mornings” in the podcast condition and “employers prefer 

exams to coursework” in the exam condition.  

 

The argument breakdown, descriptive information, and definitions of any additions and errors 

in recall provided the basis for the coding and analysis of the responses (Appendix 21). To 

code the responses, each participant’s responses were screened, to assess the presence of 

major premises, minor premises, (i.e. premise [P] and conclusion [C]), descriptive 

information, and evidence of errors or additions in recall for each argument. These were 

counted and entered onto an Excel worksheet against the appropriate argument or 

error/addition (Table 7.12).  

 

To verify the accuracy of the coding, 2 independent coders rated 12 participants’ responses (1 

from each condition) which accounted for approximately 13% of the sample. The resultant 

comparison of the coding between the 3 coders (i.e. the experimenter and the 2 independent 

raters) yielded a strong, and acceptable, inter-rater agreement of 94% in the podcast scenario 

and 98% in the exam scenario. 
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Table 7.12 

Extract from the Excel Spreadsheet used to Collate Recall of Arguments and Errors or 

Additions 

Argument Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3 Participant 4 Participant 5 

1 P C P C P C P C P C 

2 (etc) P C P C P C P C P C 

10 P C P C P C P C P C 

Totals P C P C P C P C P C 

TI      

SI      

A      

G      

1a ...      

9a      

 

 

7.11.1 Message Processing: Data Analysis 

Recall of Arguments 

In the first instance the data were analysed to establish what arguments the participants 

attended to and recalled. As the interactions presented were effectively unchunked (Petty, et 

al., 2001) it would be reasonable to assume that if either ELM or HSM processes were being 

used recency effects would be observed. To determine this effect a chi-squared test was used 

to analyse the arguments recalled with primacy effects being attributed to arguments 1 – 5 

and recency effects being attributed to arguments 6 – 10 (Table 7.13). To quantify the 

arguments recalled recall of major and minor premises were added together for each 

argument. Thus, if every participant had recalled every argument in its entirety 1820 counts 
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of recall would be possible (i.e. 91 participants x 20 recall opportunities [10 arguments each 

with 1major premise + 1 minor premise]. 

 

Table 7.13 

Chi-Square Test on Recall of the 10 Arguments Presented  

  Arguments Recalled  

  1 – 5 6 - 10 Total 

  Count % Count % Count % 

Communication IM 60 11.7 106 20.7 166 32.4 

Mode Email 66 12.9 97 18.9 163 31.8 

 Delay Email 82 16.0 102 19.9 184 35.9 

 Total 208 40.5 305 59.5 513 100.0 

 

The analysis revealed that, across communication modes, participants recalled 

proportionately more recency arguments (i.e. arguments 6 – 10) than primacy (i.e. arguments 

1 – 5). Thus, participants only recalled 28% of the arguments presented. Also, as conditions 

were unchunked (i.e. the information presented was in a constant stream), and regardless of 

communication mode, individuals were motivated to process the arguments presented (e.g. 

Petty, et al., 2001). However, the chi-square test yielded a non-significant association 

between argument recall and communication mode for primacy and recency effects, χ2
(2) = 

2.57, p = .277. This suggests that, when processing persuasive information online, individuals 

selectively pay attention to all the information presented, focussing on that most salient 

regardless of where of where it is presented in an interaction. 
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Processing Persuasive Information Online  

In order to assess how individuals process information the data were analysed in three stages. 

Firstly, to determine if individuals exhibit primacy effects, under conditions of high 

elaboration, in accordance with the dual-mode models of persuasion a chi-squared test was 

used to analyse the data pertaining to the recall of major and minor premises (i.e. primacy and 

recency) across contexts (Table 7.14).  

 

Table 7.14 

Chi-Square Test on Recall of Major and Minor Premises for the Podcast and Exam 

Situations  

  Scenario  

  Podcast Exam Total 

  Count % z Count % z Count % 

Premise Major 280 61.7 -.3 174 38.3 .4 454 100.0 

 Minor 233 64.4 .4 129 35.6 -.5 362 100.0 

 Total 613 62.9  303 37.1  816 100.0 

 

 

This analysis revealed that individuals recalled proportionately more arguments in the 

podcast condition (62.9%) as opposed to the exam condition (37.1%). With regards the recall 

of major and minor premises 54.6% of responses being attributed to major premise and 

45.4% being attributed to minor premise recall in the podcast condition. In the exam 

condition a similar pattern was exhibited with 57.4% of responses being attributed to the 

recall of major premises and 42.6% to minor premises. This suggests that, whilst the split is 
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fairly even, individuals recall proportionately more major premises than minor premises in 

high elaboration persuasive online interpersonal interactions. 

 

However, the chi-square test yielded a non-significant association between memory recall 

and scenario for primacy and recency effects, χ2
(1) = .52, p = .473. The standardised residuals 

for each of the four categories were non-significant confirming that none of the 4 conditions 

made a significant contribution to the chi-square statistic. The odds ratio confirmed these 

findings as the odds of recalling a major premise over a minor premise was 0.80. 

  

The chi-square analysis was followed by a Wilcoxon test to determine if there were 

differences in recall of descriptive information across conditions as this would provide 

evidence of attention to supplementary (peripheral) information, contained throughout the 

interactions presented, and indicate if contextual factors influenced the recall of such 

information. The descriptive statistics (Table 7.15) suggest that individuals attend to more 

descriptive information in the exam scenario (mean = .77, s.d. 1.08) than in the podcast 

scenario (mean = 0.527, s.d. = 0.72). This assumption was confirmed by the Wilcoxon test 

which found that the recall of descriptive information was significantly higher in the exam 

condition (Mdn = 0) than in the podcast condition (Mdn = 0), z = -2.13, p = .033, r = -.22. 

The small effect size is indicative of the fact that only 42% of participants (41% in the 

podcast condition and 43% in the exam condition) recalled this information. Despite this, 

these findings provide evidence that individuals do attend to supplemental information 

contained within a given communication.  

 



265 
 

Table 7.15 

Means and Standard Deviations for Recall of Descriptive Information 

Situation Means Std. Dev. 

Podcast .52 .72 

Exam .77 1.08 

 

Finally, a chi-square test was conducted on the intrusions (i.e. errors and additions) in 

participants’ recall (Table 7.16). The analysis revealed that intrusions were proportionately 

more likely in the exam condition (56.8%) than in the podcast condition (43.2%). However, 

whilst there was no difference with regard to thematic intrusions across situations, individuals 

made proportionately more schematic intrusions in the exam condition (67.2%) than in the 

podcast condition (32.8%). Similarly, individuals made proportionately more generalisations 

in the exam condition (58.9%) than in the podcast condition (41.1%). With regards additions, 

proportionately more additions occurred in the podcast condition (53.2%) than in the exam 

condition (46.8%). 

 

The chi-square test confirmed that there was a significant association between the intrusions 

and scenarios, χ2
(3) = 10.90, p = .012. However, a post-hoc examination of the standardised 

residuals revealed that the critical values for the presence of all intrusions in both the podcast 

and exam situations were non-significant. This, therefore, suggests that the frequency of 

occurrence exhibited for all intrusions was no different than expected. 
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Table 7.16 

Chi-Square Test on Recall of Intrusions in the Podcast and Exam Situations  

  Scenario  

  Podcast Exam Total 

  Count % z Count % z Count % 

Intrusion Thematic 44 50.0 1.0 44 50.0 -.8 88 100.0 

 Schematic 38 32.8 -1.7 78 67.2 1.5 116 100.0 

 Generalisations 60 41.1 -.4 86 58.9 .3 146 100.0 

 Additions 50 53.2 1.5 44 46.8 -1.3 94 100.0 

 Total 192 43.2  252 56.8  444 100.0 

 

The Effect of Online Communication Mode on Message Processing 

To determine if the online communication mode influences how persuasive information is 

processed a chi-square test was conducted (Table 7.17). Proportionately, across 

communication modes the recall of both major and mirror premises was similar. This 

observation was confirmed as the chi-square test revealed a non-significant association 

between communication mode and recall, χ2
(2) = 1.14, p = .565. 
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Table 7.17 

Chi-Square Test on Recall of Major and Minor Premises across Communication Modes 

  Premise  

  Major Minor Total 

  Count % Count % Count % 

Communication IM 96 18.7 70 13.6 166 32.4 

Mode Email 85 16.6 78 15.2 163 31.8 

 Delay Email 99 19.3 85 16.6 184 35.9 

 Total 280 54.6 233 45.4 513 100.0 

 

 

7.11.2 Message Processing: Summary of Data Analysis 

The data analysis demonstrates that individuals are just as likely to exhibit primacy effects in 

recall as they are recency effects under conditions of high elaboration. This effect is exhibited 

in argument recall where individuals are just as likely to recall the arguments presented last 

as they are to recall those presented first. Also, when recalling the actual information 

presented by the arguments individuals are just as likely to remember the major premise as 

the minor premise. Thus hypothesis 13 can be rejected as no primacy effects were observed. 

Interestingly this effect is consistent across both situations and communication modes. This, 

therefore suggests that, regardless of contextual factors and the affordances (or restrictions) 

of communication mode, under conditions of high personal relevance individuals examine all 

information which they perceive to be salient and relevant to making a decision. As such it 

would appear that individuals do engage in hypothesis-testing as they assess both the 

antecedent (i.e. major premise) and the consequent (i.e. minor premise) in order to draw a 

valid conclusion.  
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Also, the notion that individuals examine all information that they construe to be relevant 

evidence is supported by the findings for descriptive information. This finding demonstrates 

that, should evidence be relevant, individuals will attend to that information which is 

supplemental to the main arguments. In this instance it would appear that contextual factors 

are influential as recall for this type of information is significantly greater in the exam 

condition as compared to the podcast condition. As such, this suggests that when perceived 

costs are high (e.g. more exams lead to increased studying and less socialising) individuals 

are likely seek out additional relevant evidence to support a more complex decision making 

task – implying that costs and benefits implications affect the extent of attention an individual 

directs towards additional non-essential argument information (i.e. information which does 

not constitute part of the central arguments).  

 

Interestingly the fact that, under high elaboration conditions, individuals are apt to include 

intrusions in their recall provides clear evidence that individuals use heuristics when 

processing persuasive information online. Furthermore, these findings suggest that, regardless 

of contextual factors, heuristics are activated and consequently situational factors trigger the 

activation of relevant schemata (i.e. context-specific schemata) which are then used in 

message evaluation. Thus, it can be concluded that under conditions of high elaboration both 

central and peripheral processing occur with individuals treating all relevant information as 

evidence in their decision-making processes. 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION 3 

DISCUSSION 



269 
 

Chapter 8 

 

8.1 The Influence of Message Cues and Source Characteristics in Online Persuasive 

Interactions 

 

This chapter will discuss the findings of the two studies in terms of explaining the influence 

of source characteristics and message cues in online persuasive interactions. In the first 

instance, this chapter will demonstrate that the findings from this thesis demonstrate that 

online persuasion, like persuasion in FtF contexts, does not occur in isolation. Specifically, it 

will show that communication mode and situational context influence evaluations in online 

persuasive interactions. Second, this chapter will then discuss impression formation in online 

persuasive interactions giving consideration to the effects of situational context and 

communication mode. Finally, this chapter will then conclude by explaining how the strategic 

use of message cues (i.e. LP and emotion) affects message appraisal and impression 

formation which, in turn, influence persuasive outcomes.  

 

As these issues have not been examined in the extant research, the findings discussed will 

advance knowledge of the online persuasion process by demonstrating that, in the absence of 

traditional non-verbal cues, individuals are able to discern cues from the language used, the 

perceived context, as well as expectancies afforded by the communication mode. This chapter 

will, therefore, begin to address the first three stages of the proposed model of the persuasion 

process (Figure 8.1) in terms of receiver processing and evaluations as the source’s role was 

contrived by the experimenter. However, when discussing the source and message stage only 
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impression formation will be discussed in this chapter as the processing of persuasive 

information will be discussed in Chapter 9.  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.1. Stages 1 to 3 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion 

process 
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8.2 The Impact of Communication Mode in Online Persuasive Interactions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.2. Stage 1 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 
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activate a message receiver’s expectations as to response latency and cue availability. 

Although Ng and Detenber (2005) argued that synchronous communication (i.e. IM and FtF) 

is more informative and persuasive than asynchronous communication (i.e. email) they also 

suggested that this was due to response latency factors. Specifically, reduced response latency 

is associated with synchronous interactions and, for the message receiver, this leads to a 

greater sense of perceived involvement due to the increased interaction (as compared to 

email). It has also been proposed that increased synchronicity allows individuals to utilise 

available social cues. To illustrate, according to Walther’s (1996) SIP theory, a prompt reply 

(or short response latency) in an online interaction signifies liking and this perception is then 

used in subsequent impression formation. Similarly, if individuals take too long to reply to a 

chat message (where the expectation is for a quick reply) then a negative perception is likely 

to be formed (Reinsch, Turner, & Tinsley, 2008). Thus, the response latency afforded by a 

communication medium can be used to glean cues (such as message cues, context relevant 

schemata) in an online environment which aid message evaluation by reducing cognitive load 

(Higgins, 1999; Reinsch, et al., 2008). Consequently, response latency could explain the 

findings in respect of communication mode as the mode used activates expectations as to 

response latency which are then used in impression formation. 

 

To exemplify the effect of response latency, Chen, et al. (2008) identified that the time 

restrictions afforded by synchronous interactions affect attentional focus. In this instance, 

attentional focus is on the message. However, as synchronous interactions are dynamic 

attentional focus is brief and so individual utilise message cues and context relevant schemata 

as an aid to message processing. This compares to asynchronous communication (i.e. email) 

whereby response latency is longer allowing individuals to divide attention (Chen, et al., 

2008). Here, the findings from the content analysis show that individuals envision the 
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possible consequences and implications of compliance – issues which were not mentioned in 

the preceding set of interactions. In asynchronous interactions, therefore, individuals are able 

to divide attention between the messages presented (which is assumed by virtue of their 

ability to foresee the implications) and possible future consequences. This also provides 

evidence that individuals activate relevant contextual schemata as, to be able to extrapolate 

possible consequences, they need to possess knowledge about the situation. Thus, 

communication synchronicity itself does not affect persuasion as instead, it is response 

latency which influences message and source evaluations. To illustrate, in synchronous 

interactions the dynamic nature of the communication compromises the extent of message 

evaluation allowing only brief attention to the message and cues; whereas in asynchronous 

communication, the increased latency allows for divided attention to occur which, in turn, 

compromises persuasibility. 

 

Thus, the finding from this thesis is that communication mode does not directly influence 

persuasion. Whilst this finding is contra much of the extant research it does assist in the 

understanding of persuasion mechanisms by explaining how communication mode affects 

persuasion. Indeed, as the proposed model suggests, communication mode influences 

receiver perceptions due to the relative affordances of response latency associated with a 

given communication mode. Further, the response latency inherent within a communication 

mode also affects a message receiver’s attention and so this, once again, influences 

evaluations of a persuasive message. In sum, therefore, communication mode influences 

impression formation of both the source and message and this, in turn, will influence 

persuasive outcomes. 
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8.3 The Effect of Situational Context in Online Persuasive Interactions 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.3. Stage 2 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 
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This finding supports the propositions of the model of online persuasion which is advanced 

by this thesis. Indeed, the fact that receivers’ are directly influenced by context demonstrates 

that context is important in online interactions. Further, the interactions between context and 

communication mode suggest that source and message perceptions in a given situation are 

either compromised or enhanced by communication mode. This appears to be especially 

relevant to political messages as this thesis found that, in all three significant interactions 

between situation and communication mode, perceptions of warmth, LP, and arguments 

quality were adversely affected in FtF interactions. In online interactions, for all three 

perceptions, significantly more positive attributions were made which implies that it is 

communication mode which ameliorates responses in a given context – this will be discussed 

further in 8.4.1. Such reactions, however, can only occur once the context has been presented 

in message format within the communication mode. Thus communication mode is the first 

stage in the persuasion process as without the communication mode a message and its context 

cannot be presented (Dillard & Pfau, 2003; Donath, 2007; Petty & Briñol, 1986) 

 

However, regardless of communication mode, this thesis has found that situational context is 

important and situational cues are attended to in order to evaluate information appropriately 

(Galinsky, et al., 2008; Endsley, 1995). With regards the findings for situation, these imply 

that when a situation is encountered schemas are activated with respect to expectations, 

situational norms, and implied group memberships. Further, this thesis has established that 

this is as true of online persuasive interactions as it is in offline interactions. Thus, as in 

offline interactions (Argyle, et al., 1981; Lutz & Kakkar, 1975; Yukl, et al., 1996), situational 

information is used to help guide the decision making process in online interactions. Further, 

this finding also suggests that when individuals are exposed to contextual information or 
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contextual cues, associative processes are triggered which activate implicit attitudes towards 

the message source and the message (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007).  

 

Thus behaviour is influenced by situational context, with each different context typically 

synonymous with an individual’s particular goal in that instance (usually maximising of 

personal benefits and minimising personal costs (Wilson & Lu, 2008; Yukl, et al., 1996). As 

such, Galinsky et al. (2008) propose that this leads to goal-directed behaviour and so 

individuals are likely to pay more attention to aspects of the situation (i.e. engage in selective 

attention) that facilitate their goals and focus on this information when processing the 

message. This was evidenced in Study 2 as individuals were selective in the arguments they 

attended to, implying that they only focussed on those they found most salient. As such, the 

findings with regards situational context indicate that, when presented with persuasive 

information online, individuals engage in goal-driven behaviour. This thesis has found that 

this, in turn, arouses self-interest motivations in accordance with an individual’s regulatory fit 

(Cesario, et al., 2008), affecting how persuasive information is processed (e.g. biased 

processing, Darke & Chaiken, 2005). As this concerns the processing of persuasive 

information, this is examined further in Chapter 9.  

 

Interestingly, despite there being evidence in FtF interactions that situational context 

influences message processing and persuasion, prior studies have only given explicit 

consideration to a single situational context (e.g. DiBlasio & Milani, 2008; Guadagno & 

Cialdini, 2002, 2007; Ng & Detenber, 2005; Wilson, 2003). As such, they have not been 

oncerned with establishing if situational context in an online environment has a similar 

impact to that seen in offline interactions. The findings from this thesis demonstrate clearly 
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that situational context does affect message evaluation in online interpersonal interactions; 

and this occurs to a similar extent as it does in offline interpersonal interactions. Such 

knowledge is important as any given situational context is likely to arouse different motives 

(entertainment, information, or surveillance motives; Slater, 1997) which influence message 

processing and evaluation – usually in accordance with an individual’s goal driven behaviour 

(Wilson & Lu, 2008) – and thus affect persuasive outcomes. As such, conclusions drawn by 

the extant research need to be treated with caution as any generalisations concerning 

persuasion can only pertain to the context under investigation. 

 

8.4 Source Impressions in Online Persuasive Interactions 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 8.4. Stage 3 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 

for source impressions 
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warmth, and agreeableness. Competence and warmth are perceived as being opposing 

dimensions of social judgement (Judd, et al., 2005) and cues to these characteristics can be 

conveyed by language power (Gibbons, et al., 1991). The trait of agreeableness however was 

derived, by participants, from the use of emotion in the messages presented providing support 

for the notion that this personality trait relates to “emotional reactivity processes” (Robinson, 

2007, p.224). Warmth and agreeableness are also seen as representing different aspects of 

social judgement. Warmth is viewed as being representative of an individual’s sociability and 

friendliness (in terms of extraversion); whereas agreeableness pertains to an individual’s 

perceived characteristics in terms of facilitating social interaction (Costa & McCrae, 1995). 

This distinction between the two terms is confirmed by the discriminant analysis (Chapter 6) 

conducted in Study 1which demonstrates how these two constructs are distinct and separable. 

 

Study 1, therefore, tested two hypotheses (hypotheses 5 and 6) pertaining to these source 

characteristics in completely anonymous interactions – the first stating that source 

perceptions would be influenced by communication modality resulting in differences in 

perceptions due to communication mode; and the second stating that differences in source 

perceptions would arise due to situational context. Both communication mode and situational 

context were found to significantly affect impression formation and so both hypothesis 5 and 

six were accepted. Further, as it is likely that individuals engaging in online persuasive 

interactions have some prior knowledge (priming) of the situation and individuals involved, 

Study 2 tested the hypothesis that prior knowledge of a source which meets normative 

expectations will have a positive impact in online impression formation. This hypothesis was 

also supported.  
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Further, when evaluating source impressions in online persuasive interactions, it has been 

suggested by Gonzales, et al., (2010) and Scissors, et al. (2009) that, should receivers mimic 

a source when responding to a request, this behaviour is indicative of positive evaluations. 

Thus, this possibility was also investigated using a research question (supported by a 

hypothesis, RQ H2a, b, c) which aimed to ascertain if message receivers mimic the message 

sender’s language style in persuasive interactions. The hypothesis in respect of content 

mimicry (RQ H2a) was supported as significant effects were found for the mimicry of 

emotion by receivers. However, as no significant effects were found for either structure (RQ 

H2b) or style mimicry (RQh2c) these hypotheses were rejected. 

 

In terms of the proposed model, these findings support the notion that the receiver’s 

evaluations of the source can only be made once cues have been presented and context 

conveyed through a communication mode. These findings will be discussed separately with 

8.4.1 focussing on source impressions in anonymous interactions, 8.4.2 focussing on source 

impressions in primed online interactions, and section 8.4.3 focussing on the receiver’s 

mimicry of the source. 

 

8.4.1 Source Impressions in Anonymous Online Persuasive Interactions 

For perceptions of competence and agreeableness the most favourable evaluations occurred 

in FtF contexts suggesting that these impressions are most favourable when communication is 

synchronous and accompanied by visual and verbal cues; whereas perceptions of warmth are 

more favourable in online interactions – especially when communicating synchronously 

using IM. The findings for competence and warmth support extant literature which suggests 
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that as these expressions of social judgement are dimensionally opposite they have a negative 

relationship (Judd, et al., 2005). These findings also extend existing knowledge in that they 

demonstrate that this distinction between the two traits occurs in online interactions as well as 

offline. Similarly, the finding for warmth reinforces the notion that, despite anonymity and 

the lack of visual and verbal cues, individuals are able to form impressions and therefore, 

support Walther’s (2001) SIP theory. With regards the attribution of agreeableness FtF 

interactions yield the most positive perceptions and email the least. This finding is not 

surprising as agreeableness is a primary, subjective response (like warmth) which is based on 

emotional self-regulation (Tobin, 2000). As such, affective cues are readily noted in FtF 

interactions due to them being conveyed through paralinguistic cues, and are reflected due to 

emotional contagion (Robinson, 2007). In online interactions, however, it is likely that such 

prominent paralinguistic cues are unavailable and so perceptions of agreeableness are not so 

strong. Despite this, the findings from Study 1 show clearly that in online interactions 

individuals are able to discern cues from the information present to make such attributions.  

 

According to Walther (2004) individuals are able to do this as, on encountering an online 

interaction, they are aware of the communication mode’s inherent ambiguity. Consequently, 

individuals treat the context as a prime which activates schemas (or heuristics) which are then 

used to aid the attribution process. The findings from this thesis would appear to support this 

notion as, whilst the findings for source characteristics show that communication mode does 

affect impression formation, significant differences in source perceptions across situational 

contexts were found. Indeed, the paired t-tests revealed that impressions of a source’s 

competence were significantly affected by situational context with participants generally 

making more positive attributions as to competence in the social situation and the least 

positive attributions in the learning situation.  
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Competence 

As a source’s perceived competence is a considered reaction of a source’s credibility it is 

likely that this characteristic would be evaluated in terms of the expected norms accorded to a 

given situation (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008; Stephens, et al., 2011). As such the nature of a 

persuasive request is likely to affect perceived competence and this could explain the findings 

for competence in Study 1. To illustrate, the source was rated the least competent in the 

learning situation and this is probably due to the source advocating an irresponsible position 

with regard to the need to complete coursework on time. In this instance the proposal the 

source is advocating violates the expected social norm for students resulting in their forming 

a negative perception of competence. This finding is in stark contrast to that concerning the 

source in the political situation which also involved costs yet resulted in the source being 

perceived as significantly more competent than in the learning situation. This finding 

suggests that the message in this instance either met, or surpassed, normative expectations 

leading to a more positive evaluation of competence.  

 

These findings, therefore, provide support for the SIDE perspective as, in the absence of 

source and identity cues, individuals seek alternative cues (e.g. social categorisation, social 

norms) which are deduced from the social context and associated schemas (Postmes, et al., 

2001; Sassenberg & Boos, 2003). This position is reinforced by the role of communication 

mode in forming impressions of competence. The findings from Study 1 show significant 

differences in perceptions of credibility between FtF and email interactions. In this instance 

FtF ratings of competence were significantly higher which suggests that individuals use 

paralinguistic cues when assessing competence. In online interactions, however, these cues 

are not available and so are sought elsewhere – from the context. As, in accordance with SIP,   



282 
 

individuals are adept in seeking cues in anonymous online interactions (Walther, 1992) they 

compensate for the lack of paralinguistic cues, substituting them for social identity cues 

which are gleaned from contextual information (Postmes, et al, 2001).  

 

This behaviour pattern exhibited by individuals when engaging in persuasive interactions, 

therefore, explains the non-significant interaction between communication mode and 

situation for competence. At the same time, however, this behaviour clearly demonstrates 

how individuals make evaluations as to a source’s competence. In demonstrating this, this 

thesis has confirmed that individuals are able to substitute cues in online interactions by using 

inferred contextual norms in place of the traditional paralinguistic cues available in FtF 

interactions. Further, this thesis shows that this behaviour is characteristic of impression 

formation in online persuasive interactions. 

 

Warmth 

Study 1 found perceptions of warmth are exhibited similarly across communication modes 

for both social and learning contexts indicating that when source motives were clear 

communication mode did not affect evaluations. Instead, in these situations, it is the 

perceived consequences of compliance that affect perceptions of warmth as when personal 

benefits are perceived (i.e. social) more positive attributions of warmth are made; whereas, in 

more ambiguous situations where personal costs (i.e. learning) may arise attributions are 

negative. This finding therefore supports the notion that individuals are motivated by goal 

driven behaviour (Wilson & Lu, 2008). In political contexts, however, the message sender is 

perceived as being significantly warmer in online interactions (both IM and email) than in 
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offline interactions. As such, in a political situation communication mode does affect 

perceptions of sender warmth. To understand this interaction attention needs to be directed to 

several factors - individuals’ motivations, paralinguistic cues, and the underlying basis of 

warmth perceptions.  

 

To explain, political interactions are impersonal as the consequences of a policy decision will 

not just affect those involved in the interaction but everyone who shares that group identity 

(Spears, et al., 2002; Tanis & Postmes, 2007). However, that said, the acceptance of the 

policy being advocated in this study is likely to result in a financial cost and so be perceived 

as being contra self-interest and, thereby, arouse these motivations (e.g. Darke & Chaiken, 

2005). In online interactions, as individuals are not distracted by visual and verbal cues they 

are able to glean cues from the words written and any social cues activated. As such, they are 

able to appreciate that the costs will affect everyone and so self-interest, while affected, is not 

threatened.  

 

Also, if the words presented meet, or surpass, expectations (e.g. provide a coherent, balanced 

argument which mitigates the threat to the salient group identity) then a favourable 

impression is made (Heilman, et al., 2010). This behaviour is seen in the findings for the 

online communication of a political message. On the other hand, in FtF interactions, 

individuals initially scan the information presented (as they do in online interactions) to 

search for personally relevant information (Slater, 1997), encountering information which has 

a negative personal cost. Consequently, to establish the intentions of the source it is likely 

that individuals attend to the available paralinguistic cues sender to establish source 

motivations (e.g. Petty & Briñol, 2008) - instead of attending to the message itself.  
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The behaviour exhibited in both online and offline interactions is, therefore, likely to 

influence perceptions of warmth. Indeed, warmth is a social characteristic linked to other’s 

intentions (which vary across situations) and is, therefore, often inferred by an individual’s 

perceived motives (Cuddy, et al., 2008). Thus, Study 1, has established that, when political 

messages are presented, social information is used to aid evaluations in both online and 

offline interactions. In online interactions the absence of paralinguistic cues allows an 

individual to search for relevant social cues from the context itself; whereas in offline 

interactions the presence of paralinguistic cues confines cue attainment to the social 

characteristics exhibited by the source. Thus, this thesis clearly shows that impressions made, 

by the receiver, concerning the source’s warmth is dependent upon situational context. 

 

Agreeableness 

With regard to the attribution of agreeableness characteristics to the source, Study 1 found 

that individuals are able to make this attribution in online as well as offline interactions. 

Attributions of agreeableness significantly differed across suggesting that perceptions are 

influenced by goal motivations (Wilson & Lu, 2008). Indeed, this thesis found that the most 

positive perceptions of agreeableness were found for the social situation, followed by the 

political situation, with the learning situation yielding the least positive impressions. This 

finding can be explained by considering the definition and derivation of agreeableness. 

Agreeableness is linked to emotion whereby individuals are sensitive to affective cues and 

attribute perceptions of agreeableness to a message sender based upon the social acceptability 

of the affective content of a message (Robinson, 2007; Tobin, et al., 2000). Thus, in a social 

situation, the content presented is socially acceptable as it complies with normative social 

expectations and so the source is perceived as agreeable. Similarly, in the political situation, 
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as the costs would apply to the social group as a whole, the source is non-threatening to the 

self and so is viewed as fairly agreeable. However, in a learning context, the message 

presented violates expectations and so is not socially acceptable. As such, a negative 

attribution as to source agreeableness is made.  

 

This thesis also found that communication mode exerts an influence over perceptions of 

agreeableness with significant differences observed between FtF and email interactions. In 

this instance agreeableness in FtF interactions was rated significantly more positively than in 

email interactions. As agreeableness is a primary reaction, it is likely that it is the 

paralinguistic cues that are present in FtF interactions which enhance agreeableness 

perceptions as they readily convey emotive expression (Riordan & Kreuz, 2010). In online 

interactions, however, such cues are unavailable and so individuals pay increased attention to 

the message cues which do not convey as much affective information as paralinguistic cues. 

Consequently, this renders an assessment of agreeableness more ambiguous (Epley & 

Kruger, 2005). Of further interest is the role of response latency in perceptions of 

agreeableness as the findings for communication mode suggest that the more synchronous 

communication is, the more agreeable a source is perceived. Indeed, the source is perceived 

as most agreeable in FtF interactions, followed by IM, and least agreeable in email 

interactions. This finding supports the conclusions of Ng and Detenber (2005) and Reisch, et 

al. (2008) that the reduced response latency exhibited in synchronous interactions enhances 

likability and, hence, agreeableness.  

 

Thus, this thesis has found that the processing of agreeableness information in online 

persuasive interactions is attenuated by situational expectation. Also, due to the absence of 
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paralinguistic cues, individuals make inferences about a source’s agreeableness from the 

situational norms associated with a given context (in accordance with SIDE principles and 

the hyperpersonal model). Further, Study 1 of this thesis also found that agreeableness is 

influenced by synchronicity as the more synchronous the interactions, the more agreeable the 

perceptions of the source. This indicates that response latency, afforded by a communication 

mode, affects perceptions of agreeableness. 

 

Summary of Source Impressions in Anonymous Online Persuasive Interactions 

This thesis has found that, in accordance with the hyperpersonal model of online processing, 

individuals are able to glean source cues from both the message and situational context 

(Walther, 2007). These findings demonstrate clearly that individuals, engaging on online 

persuasive interactions, are able to compensate for the lack of visual and vocal cues when 

making source attributions. Also, this thesis has found that communication mode affects 

source impression formation with more synchronous forms of communication (FtF and IM) 

arousing more positive perceptions of competence and agreeableness than asynchronous 

(email). However, the influence of communication mode appears to be complex as, for 

example, the findings for warmth suggest that individuals attribute more positive warmth 

attributions in online interactions as opposed to FtF interactions.  

 

Such a finding is interesting as it contradicts the assumptions of Walther, et al. (2001) who 

suggest that online interpersonal interactions should result in a reduction of perceived warmth 

especially in interactions of a short duration. There are two possible explanations for these 

contradictory results, firstly participants may assume prior relationships and interactions with 
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the message senders which then dictate an appropriate response in accordance with SIDE 

(Spears et al., 2002); secondly, it is possible that participants are more habituated to 

communicating online and so are able to make more positive attributions (Tanis & Postmes, 

2007). Interestingly, whilst communication mode does influence the attribution of source 

characteristics this does not alter the fact that the extent of persuasion is consistent across 

communication modes. As such, it would appear from these findings that individuals 

compensate for the anonymity by seeking cues from perceived contextual factors. 

 

This is a valid assumption as this thesis also found that situational context influences source 

perceptions. Consequently, these findings expand on extant research (which posits that 

situational context influences source perceptions in FtF interactions) by demonstrating that 

source perceptions formed during online interactions are also influenced by contextual 

factors. These findings also demonstrate that both trait and situational inferences can be made 

in the absence of information about the speaker confirming that these processes can co-occur 

as suggested by Ramos, Garcia-Marques, Hamilton, Ferreira, and van Acker (2012). As such, 

in accordance with Walther, et al. (2001), social presence is felt during online interactions 

and message receivers are able to glean cues regarding the source despite the anonymity 

afforded by the communication medium.  

 

Thus, in accordance with the hyperpersonal approach to online communication, individuals 

compensate for the lack of cues available by seeking out relevant information (Walther, et al., 

2001) which can be implied through situational context and cues available within the 

message. Also, individuals use communication synchronicity and its associated response 

latencies to glean cues from with to make attributions about the source. These findings 
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expand on the extant online persuasion research by demonstrating the role of both context 

and communication mode in impression formation. This is important to establish as 

impression formation can influence persuasion by biasing evaluations (Chaiken & 

Maheswaren, 1994). Finally, these findings begin to provide support for the proposed third 

stage of the model of the online interpersonal persuasion process in respect of the source. 

Indeed, they demonstrate that individuals utilise information gleaned from the two previous 

stages (i.e. communication mode and situational context) to form impressions of the source; 

and these impressions are then used as an aid when evaluating a persuasive message. 

 

8.4.2 Source Impressions in Primed Online Persuasive Interactions 

The finding from Study 1, therefore demonstrate that individuals, with no prior knowledge of 

the source or situation, are able to make inferences and use these in their evaluations. 

However, complete anonymity is unlikely in everyday online interpersonal persuasive 

interactions. Indeed, in most interactions of this nature individuals already possess knowledge 

of those they are interacting with and, by virtue of this they also have prior situational 

knowledge. Thus Study 2 aimed to ascertain how the possession of such information does 

affect impression formation. The findings from this study indicate that priming influences 

perceptions of the source although in order for priming to be effective, situational cues need 

to be activated. Consequently, hypothesis 7 which states that prior knowledge of a source, 

which matches normative social expectations, will have a positive impact on impression 

formation can be accepted.  

 

Study 2 found that perceptions of source competence and warmth are positively influenced 

by priming. This study also found that these impressions significantly differed across 
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situations. Thus, in online persuasive interactions priming interacts with situational 

expectations and source impressions are affected and influenced by the cues provided. This 

finding for online interactions builds upon extant research in FtF interactions which has also 

found similar effects for source impression formation (e.g. Clark, et al., 2011; Smeesters, et 

al., 2008). As such, these results lend credence to the notion that priming information acts as 

an organising principle activating context specific schemata (Boden & Lichtenstein, 1987; 

Ramos, et al., 2012) and that this occurs in both online and offline interactions.  

 

The findings from Study 2 also provide further evidence of the importance of normative 

social expectations and how this impacts upon evaluations of the source and decision making. 

It also provides additional evidence in respect of message receiver’s goal-driven behaviour in 

evaluation. To explain, in general, the source in the podcast scenario is viewed more 

positively than the source in the exam scenario and the reasons for this are likely to be 

twofold. First, the consequences of compliance in the podcast scenario are positive as there is 

an implied time saving by not having to attend lectures; whereas in the exam scenario time 

costs are implied by the increase in revision. Thus, individuals are exhibiting goal-driven 

motivations by evaluating messages in terms of perceived costs and benefits of compliance 

(Wilson & Lu, 2008). Second, there is evidence to suggest that violations of expectancies 

have been accounted for in the decision making process. Indeed, the presence of a significant 

difference in behavioural response between the two situations in response to priming suggests 

that this is the case as this difference in response between the scenarios is not observed in the 

un-primed condition. Indeed, when source characteristics are primed behavioural response 

shows a significant decline in the exam condition. This suggests that source cues have 

violated expectations as the exam source was described as being “fair and only to make a 

decision once all the facts and arguments have been given due consideration”. In reality, 
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however, the message presented, was biased and presented as if the decision concerning the 

implementation of the new exam system had already been made. 

 

This thesis has therefore demonstrated that for source cues to have a positive influence on 

evaluations it is critical that they meet (or surpass) normative social expectations. As 

Burgoon (1993) states, when the behaviour of the source is perceived to be more positive 

than expected this enhances an individual’s perception of that source as this behaviour 

represents a positive violation of normative expectancies. Conversely, if the behaviour 

represents a negative violation of normative social expectancies then a more negative 

evaluation of the message and sender is likely. In sum, therefore, the findings in respect of 

the effect of priming on impression formation in online persuasive interactions make an 

important contribution to the extant literature. Indeed, they demonstrate that individuals 

approach an online compliance decision in much the same way as they do in offline 

interactions and exhibit a similar response pattern. They also confirm that situational context 

and normative social expectancies of source behaviour play as important a role in online 

persuasive interactions as they do in offline, FtF interactions. As such, these findings imply 

that message receivers’ adapt their offline communication skills for use in an online 

environment. This adaptability then enables message receivers to form valid impressions of 

the source which will then be used to aid to decision making. 

 

8.4.3 The Use of Mimicking Behaviour in Online Interactions 

The findings from Study 1 of this thesis in respect of mimicking behaviour only found 

significant effects for the mimicry of emotion in the online persuasion process. Consequently, 
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the role of concepts, structural, and stylistic mimicry remains undetermined largely due to the 

lack of statistical power obtained from the small incidence of occurrence of these language 

markers. This section, however, discuss the mimicry of emotion as significant effects were 

found. However, as role of LP in online persuasive interactions is of interest to this thesis LP 

will be discussed briefly. 

 

The expectation from the content analysis conducted in Study 1 was that LP would be 

mimicked so that individuals would blend in with the environment and facilitate social 

interaction norms (Gonzalez, et al., 2010; Tanner, et al, 2007). However, this is not evidenced 

in participants’ reactions. Indeed, only a minority of participants responded using weak LP 

(77 out of a possible 366 and only 51 of these occurred in weak LP conditions). This may be 

due to the interactions occurring on a single occasion as Hemphill and Otterbacher (2012) 

suggests that response similarity increases over several sets of online interactions. 

Interestingly, LP is more likely to be mimicked in online interactions than in FtF interactions. 

This could be due to the fact that visual and vocal cues compromise the salience of this cue in 

FtF interactions (Sparks & Areni, 2008); or that LP is likely to be used to build interpersonal 

relations in online interactions as paralinguistic cues cannot be copied (e.g. Gonzales, et a;. 

2010) . Thus, the fact that participants have responded using weak LP on occasion suggests 

that, in spite of LP not being mimicked, it is, nevertheless, attended to in both online and 

offline interactions and could, therefore, be used to influence persuasion (Blankenship & 

Craig, 2011). 

 

In a persuasion attempt, it is likely to be expected that, in accordance with language 

expectancy theory (Burgoon, et al., 2002), compliance requests conform to normative social 
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expectations (Neuman, et al., 2006). To this end, language markers such as LP are associated 

with social norms and so attention to situational context is implied (Blankenship & Craig, 

2007a, Blankenship & Craig, 2007b). Consequently, the findings from Study 1 suggest that 

LP markers serve to direct attention to situational context when evaluating persuasive 

information and so are not mimicked. This is seen in, for example, the study conducted by 

Durik, et al. (2008) whereby it was found to be expected, and socially acceptable, to use weak 

LP in political and academic persuasive communications. Further, the authors found that this 

use of cues can lead to enhanced positive source impressions. As such, LP cues affect source 

impressions through assumptions made as to the appropriateness of their use (Areni, 2003; 

Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005; Petty & Wegener, 1998; Pornpitakpan, 2004). This will be 

discussed later in this chapter (section 8.5.1). 

 

Although the findings in terms of mimicking LP are tentative, the content analysis 

highlighted that emotion (or language intensity) cues were attended to and mimicked. Indeed, 

Study 1 found that individuals’ responses mimicked emotion cues across situations and 

communication modes. This finding provides support for Walther et al. (2005) who suggest 

that similar levels of affect are transferrable across communication modes. However, whilst 

this study suggests that similar levels of emotion are transferred across communication modes 

(i.e. both IM and email), the content analysis suggests that emotional intensity is more 

readily, and consistently, expressed in FtF interactions than in online interactions – possibly 

due to the visual and vocal cues enhancing the salience of affect (Nabi, 2002; Riordan & 

Kreutz, 2010).  
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In CMC, however, where visual and vocal cues are not present, affective cues encourage 

message receivers to attend to situational context cues (and associated social norms) and goal 

information (Delfino & Manka, 2007; Derks, et al., 2007; Tanner, et al., 2007). Therefore, 

where receivers expect normative behaviour in online persuasive interactions to include 

emotional intensity, their replies are constructed mimicking this expression. Indeed, affective 

responses in online interactions are predominantly expressed in both social and learning 

contexts (where the persuasive request is personal) and sparingly expressed in political 

situations (where request is impersonal as it affects an entire social group). In FtF 

interactions, however, there is little difference in the mimicry of emotion across contexts 

suggesting that the paralinguistic cues present prevent receivers from attending to these cues. 

In online persuasive interactions therefore, as Derks, et al. (2007) imply, it is important to 

ensure that emotional expression should match situational expectation to elicit a favourable 

impression of the source. Thus, these findings suggest that individuals mimic affective 

expression in online interpersonal interactions (with personal consequences) in an attempt to 

maintain positive relationships with the message source and enhance perceptions of 

agreeableness (Ashton-James, et al., 2007; Gonzalez, et al., 2010; Tanner, et al., 2007; Tobin, 

et al., 2000).  

 

Of further interest is that in online interactions the data showed that receivers’ emotional 

responses in both the social and learning contexts are largely expressed under high emotion 

conditions. This reaction implies that receivers perceive this to be normative behaviour 

(Cheshin, et al., 2011). According to Cheshin, et al. (2011) such behaviour is indicative of 

emotional contagion which serves to heighten awareness of associated cognitions concerning 

goals and situation context. As a consequence, receivers’ demonstrate increased attention to 

peripheral cues and self-interest motivations (Nabi, 2002; DeSteno, et al., 2004; and van ‘t 
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Riet, et al., 2010). Thus, as self-interest motivations are aroused the mimicking of emotional 

intensity is possibly used to protect and maintain self-interest by ensuring the receiver is 

perceived as being agreeable to the source (Cesario & Higgins, 2008). 

 

Overall, therefore, mimicry does occur in online interactions. Whilst this finding is confined 

to the mimicking of emotion it adds to the extant body of online persuasion research as, to 

date, the role of emotion has not been examined. The findings for emotional mimicry are 

interesting as they demonstrate that the extent of mimicry varies as a function of situational 

content and is influenced by expected normative behaviour (Gonzales, et al., 2010). There is 

also evidence to suggest that self-interest motivations (Cesario & Higgins, 2008) are 

activated by emotion as the presence of affective cues heightens the salience of personal 

goals associated with a situation. Further, the findings for emotional mimicry also indicate 

that this mimicking behaviour is motivated by a desire to facilitate interpersonal relationships 

and rapport (Ashton-James, et al., 2007; Bavelas, et al., 1988). 

 

8.5 Message Cues in Online Persuasive Interactions: Language Power and Emotion 

 

In Study 1, the scenarios presented to the participants were manipulated by using either 

strong or weak LP and by either the inclusion or exclusion of emotive content. The aim was 

to determine whether or not these language cues would affect impression formation and 

whether or not these effects were independent of the communication mode used and 

situational context. Further, this study also aimed to ascertain the extent that a message 

receiver mimicked (i.e. uses the same language cues as) the sender as such behaviour is 
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indicative of a positive source impression being formed (Baileson & Yee, 2005). Thus, 

mimicry should reflect the language cues present in a message as well as its structural 

composition. Stage 3 of the proposed model of online persuasion (as illustrated in Figure 8.5) 

accounts for the effect of these processes as language cues and mimicry are reflected by the 

receiver’s impressions of the source and message.  

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 8.5. Stage 3 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 

for message cues 

 

To test Stage 3’s propositions in terms of the impact of message cues in online persuasion, 

Study 1 of this thesis examined the influence of LP and emotion in hypothesis 8. Hypothesis 

8 stated that language power and emotion would affect a message receiver’s impressions, of 

the source (hypothesis 8a) and the message (hypothesis 8b). Indeed, the results show that LP 

and emotion significantly affects perceptions of the source with strong LP yielding more 

positive perceptions of warmth. However, in respect of message perceptions, LP and emotion 

exerted no significant effects. The role of LP was also examined in terms of communication 

mode and situational influences. Thus, hypothesis 9 concerned the effects that LP and 

 

MESSAGE 

(Structure/ 

Impressions) 

 

SOURCE 

(Characteristics/ 

Impressions) 

Role of Receiver  

(Message 
Evaluation) 

Process cues and information using either 
central/systematic, peripheral/heuristic, 

evidentiary relevance processes 

Role of Source 

(Message 
Presentation) 

Attend to, and 
process, 

information 
and cues 

presented by 
message and 

source 

Strategic use of 
language 

power and 
emotion to 
influence 

impression 
formation 

Information/Evidence 



296 
 

communication mode would have on source (hypothesis 9a) and message impressions 

(hypothesis 9b). This hypothesis was rejected as no significant interactions were found for 

either source or message impressions. The final hypothesis examining LP, hypothesis 10, 

stated that LP would interact with situation to influence perceptions of the source (hypothesis 

10a) and the message (hypothesis 10b). Hypothesis 10a was supported as significant 

interactions were found for the source characteristics of competence and warmth. However, 

hypothesis 10b was rejected as the findings in respect of message perceptions were non-

significant. 

 

To examine the role of affective cues, hypothesis 11 stated that emotion and communication 

mode would influence impressions of the source (hypothesis 11a) and message (11b). 

However, this hypothesis was rejected as no significant interactions were found for either 

source or message perceptions. Finally, hypothesis 12 examined the interaction between 

emotion and situation for both source (hypothesis 12a) and message (hypothesis 12b) 

impressions. Whilst, hypothesis 12a in respect of source perceptions was rejected (as no 

significant interactions were found); hypothesis 12b was accepted as emotion and situation 

interact to significantly affect perceptions of argument quality.  

 

These findings highlight the complex effects that linguistic cues have on the evaluation of 

persuasive information. Blankenship and Holtgraves (2005) noted this complexity surmising 

that different conditions could elicit different effects – a supposition which has found support 

in this study. Indeed, this study clearly demonstrates that the interactions for situational 

context and communication mode on LP and emotion exert differing influences on both 

source and message perceptions. Thus, the findings for LP and emotion will be discussed 
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separately with 8.5.1 focussing on the role of LP and 8.5.2 addressing the role of emotion in 

online persuasive interactions. 

 

8.5.1 The Influence of Language Power in Online Persuasive Interactions 

The findings from Study 1 demonstrate that LP influences source impression formation. The 

main effects suggest that LP cues appear to either increase attention to the message or even 

bias processing (Blankenship & Craig, 2007a). This is evidenced as under conditions of high 

personal relevance the use of strong LP results in increased attention to the information 

presented and so leads to enhanced positive perceptions of the source. According to 

Blankenship and Holtgraves (2005), however, such responses could be attributed to the 

distracting nature of weak LP cues. These authors suggest that, under conditions of high 

motivation (as in this study), the presence of hedges, hesitations, and tag questions distract 

the message receiver from processing the message thoroughly and so results in increased 

negative thoughts about the source.  

 

However, the main effects of LP present an overly simplistic picture as Study 1 found that the 

relationship between LP and impression formation in persuasive interactions is both subtle 

and complex as LP interacts with situational context to affect perceptions of the source. 

Further, significant 3-way interactions were also observed for LP where this cue interacts 

with both situation and communication mode to affect impressions of agreeableness and 

warmth. The presence of such interactions lends additional support for the proposed model as 

they demonstrate that receivers of persuasive messages utilise information conveyed by these 

factors in their assessment of language cues. 
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The interactions for LP and situation imply that a given situational context arouses a message 

receiver’s expectations as to how a persuasive message should be presented and that these 

expectations influence processing of source cues. Support for this assumption can be found in 

LET (Burgoon, 2002) which suggests that for language to be persuasive it needs to conform 

to normative expectations for the given context. In this instance, the activation of expected 

situational norms is likely to trigger goal driven behaviour and the receiver’s desire to 

maintain their regulatory focus and achieve their desired end state (Slater, 1997; Wilson & 

Lu, 2008). Further, the activation of expected situational norms for communication also 

arouses expectations as regards the message source and these impressions can be either 

attenuated or intensified by the LP used in communication (Burgoon, 1993).  

 

The findings from this thesis demonstrate that these effects occur and can be illustrated by 

examining the effects across situations. To illustrate, in the social situation individuals 

initially perceive that there are no costs involved with compliance and so direct attention to 

the message cues present upon which to make an evaluation (Slater, 1997). The evaluations 

of the source (competence and warmth) are positive as there are no costs present which could 

threaten an individual’s regulatory focus and expectancy norms are met (Burgoon, 1993; 

Higgins, 1997). Also, as there is no conflicting information to attend to and to process, the 

effects of LP are evident with strong LP yielding more positive attributions than weak LP and 

the differential mean rating between the two conditions remaining similar across competence 

and warmth attributions. 

 

However, once costs are involved, as these may threaten an individual’s desired end state 

(Higgins, 1997), the effect of LP is negated as individuals need to attend more closely to, and 
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evaluate, the information presented. This effect is best illustrated by considering the non-

significant effects for LP in the learning situation, where perceptions of the source’s warmth 

was rated as equally ambivalent under conditions of strong and weak LP. In the learning 

situation individuals are guided by task importance and the costs associated with compliance 

(Slater, 1997). In this study participants are presented with a dilemma which presents two 

options (i.e. either to stay in and prepare for the tutorial or to go out to a gig) with non-

specific outcomes. The proposition, however, violates expectations as it is not expected that 

the source should advocate such a position and so individuals focus on the most salient 

information which allows them to protect and maintains their regulatory focus (Cesario, et al., 

2008). As a consequence, the source’s competence is compromised (evaluations are 

ambivalent) and LP cues have no influence suggesting that, in this instance, the impression of 

competence is moderated by the proposal’s violation in expectations. Similarly, in this 

instance, perceptions of a source’s warmth are also affected and moderated by the presence of 

LP cues as, contrary to most research which suggests that strong LP enhances source 

impressions (e.g. Hosman & Siltanen, 2006), strong LP adversely affects perceptions of 

warmth. These findings therefore suggest that, where violations of expectations occur, source 

cue processing is biased (Pelletier & Sharp, 2008) and the effects of strong LP are attenuated.  

 

This notion finds support from the findings for LP in the political context. The perceived 

consequences from compliance would result in costs for the receiver. However due to the 

impersonal nature of the request, and the fact that the consequences would apply to the entire 

social group (i.e. students at the university), normative expectations are not violated and self-

concept is not threatened (Higgins, 1997; Ryan & Deci, 2000).Consequently, the findings for 

the source attributions of competence and warmth are more positive under conditions of 

strong LP with significantly higher attributions of competence being made in the strong LP 
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condition than in the weak. These findings therefore confirm the notion that strong LP can 

exert a positive influence over credibility (Gibbons, et al., 1991). However, as the findings 

from this thesis show this effect is attenuated by situational context and its associated norms 

of behaviour.  

 

This discussion has focused on the 2-way interactions found – all of which concern the 

interaction between LP and situation for source impressions. Thus, this thesis has found that 

LP is the major message cue individuals use when making source attributions. LP was also 

found to interact with both situation and communication mode to influence source 

perceptions. These interactions show clearly that across situations and communication modes 

the use of strong and weak LP influences source attributions for warmth and agreeableness. 

In online interactions the effect of communication mode is to focus attention on the message 

especially where in situations where costs are involved (i.e. learning and political situations). 

The effect of this is that individuals are less influenced by perceptions of LP when making 

source attributions. However, where benefits are perceived (i.e. the social situation) more 

positive attributions as to source warmth and agreeableness are made under high LP 

conditions. However, these effects differ in FtF interactions and the attributions made, where 

compliance would result in costs to the receiver, are more varied. This pattern of responses 

suggests that, in FtF interactions, receivers attend to paralinguistic cues on encountering cost 

information to assess the veracity of a message (Petty & Briñol, 2008) 

 

Thus the effects of LP in online persuasive interactions are complex and more research is 

needed to understand their effects. That said the findings from Study 1 do support the 

proposed model as they indicate that LP cues are attended to, and that their influence is 
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affected by both contextual factors and communication mode. Further, these findings are 

important as they provide evidence support for Adkins and Brashers (1995) early 

assumptions that LP cues are an important factor in online impression formation and decision 

making. Thus when engaging in online persuasion the use of LP needs to be considered as for 

positive impressions to be made, to facilitate persuasion, the language used must meet 

normative expectations. 

 

8.5.2 The Influence of Emotion in Online Persuasive Interactions 

Study 1 found significant interaction effects for emotion confirming Delfina and Marca’s 

(2007) assumption that individuals are able to utilise the language cues presented via text to 

discern affective information. However, although Kato, et al. (2007) found that high intensity 

messages in online interactions result in positive impressions of the source, this has not been 

confirmed in this thesis. Indeed, no significant main effects were found for emotion and the 

interactions found predominantly related to emotive message content influencing perceptions 

of the message – not the source. As such the role of emotion in persuasive interactions is 

complex and the findings from Kato, et al. (2007) appear to over-simplify its influence.  

 

The role of emotion is interesting due to its interactions in respect of message perceptions and 

not source impressions (which are significantly influenced by LP). Indeed, the only instance 

of emotion influencing source impressions is when it interacts with LP to affect perceptions 

of warmth. This finding shows that more positive impressions of a source’s warmth are made 

when LP and emotion cues are congruent (i.e. strong LP coupled with affective language) 

than where these cues are incongruent (i.e. weak LP coupled with affective language). As 
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such, this effect presents a challenge to Kato, et al.’s (2007) conclusions instead supporting 

the findings of Cheshin, et al. (2011). These authors suggested that, in the presence of 

language intensity, individuals seek to determine that these cues are congruent and if they are 

found to be incongruent (e.g. uncompromising behaviour and positive affect) then this results 

in negative impressions of the sender being formed. Thus, as the findings from Study 1 

suggest, in the presence of affective cues, receiver seek congruency between affective cues 

and other language cues present – in this instance, LP. As such, when no affective cues are 

present, source impressions remain constant. However when affective cues are present source 

impressions (warmth and agreeableness) are positively influenced when strong LP is used 

(i.e. cue congruency) and negatively affected when weak LP is used (i.e. cue incongruency).  

 

Study 1 of this thesis also found a significant interaction between emotion and situation for 

argument quality. This finding shows that perceptions of argument quality are affected by the 

presence or absence of emotion depending on the message context and so expands the 

findings of Harris and Paradice (2007). Harris and Paradice (2007) suggest that the lack of 

emotion in a persuasive message will increase a message receiver’s attention to the message 

content with the purpose of making associations between positive and negative content and 

emotions. The findings from the Harris and Paradice (2007) study suggest that, when emotive 

cues are absent, individuals direct attention to message content as perceptions of argument 

quality are, generally, enhanced. However, Study 1 expands upon the findings of Harris and 

Paradice (2007) as it shows clearly that this effect is context dependent. Indeed, in both social 

and learning contexts more positive perceptions of argument quality occur when emotional 

expression is absent. In political contexts, however, more favourable perceptions of argument 

quality are exhibited when emotional intensity is present - a finding that implies there may be 

situational expectancies regarding the use of emotion. 
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Indeed, Burgoon (1993) suggests that language expectancies do pertain to emotion 

expectancies in that there are normative social expectations about when emotion should be 

used. Therefore, if normative social expectations are aroused it suggests that, when 

processing this information, individuals do so fully cognisant of ensuring that the integrity of 

their goals are not violated (Higgins, 1997; Wilson & Lu, 2008). Indeed the most positive 

evaluations of argument quality occur in the social situation and, whilst the no emotion 

conditions yield slightly higher evaluations, no significant difference in perceptions are 

exhibited due to the use of emotion. This effect can be explained as being due to the 

maintenance of goal integrity (as there are no real costs associated with compliance) as well 

as due to the assumed social relations between the message source and receiver as in close. 

Indeed, it is possible that, due to the nature of the request, a familiar relationship is assumed 

between source and receiver and, as a consequence, the source is accorded more leeway as to 

expectancies regarding the inclusion or exclusion of emotion (Burgoon, 1993). Consequently, 

the presence or absence of emotion on a social context is unlikely to affect evaluations of 

argument quality. 

 

However, in a learning situation where costs are involved and regulatory focus is threatened 

the use of emotion has a detrimental effect on perceptions of argument quality whereas no 

emotion has a more positive effect. Applying Cheshin, et al.’s (2011) argument, it is possible 

that this effect is due to the presence of incongruent cues when emotion is used. Indeed, the 

sender is proposing to adversely affect the receiver’s goal driven behaviour and is using 

positive affect to communicate the message. Consequently, cue incongruence appears to 

heighten an individual’s tendency to form negative impressions. This effect, however, is not 

seen in the political situation (despite the apparent cost implications) as impressions of 

argument quality are more positive when emotion, as opposed to no emotion, is present. Once 
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again this provides evidence of expectancies violation as it was not expected that the source 

would be emotional. As such a positive violation of expectancies encourages a receiver’s 

attention to the message itself. This finding concurs with prior research which found that 

emotional political appeals can cue enthusiasm and so activate interest in the proposal being 

presented (Brader, 2005).  

 

Thus, this thesis has established that normative expectations influence the processing of 

emotive cues when assessing message perceptions in online persuasive interactions. The use 

of emotion has been found to be complex as it does not directly exert influence over 

perceptions but interacts with cues from the situational context to affect message perceptions. 

Although this discussion has focussed on the 2-way interactions, this thesis also found a 3-

way interaction between emotion, LP, and situation which affects perceptions of language 

power used in the message presented. This interaction demonstrates that it is the learning 

situation where emotion exerts significant differences on perceptions of LP. As the 

consequences of compliance in this instance are likely to impact upon regulatory focus in 

terms of cost implications, it would appear that a receiver’s sensitivity and attention to cues is 

heightened. However, this interaction needs further investigation in order to fully understand 

the effects exhibited.  

  

In sum, the findings from Study 1 have found that the use of emotion influences message 

impressions and, when combined with LP, source impressions. As in the findings for LP, the 

impact of emotional intensity on evaluations is likely to be differentially affected by a given 

situational context and normative expectations. Thus individuals, engaging in online 

persuasive interactions need to make strategic use of emotion. In terms of the proposed 
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model, the findings in respect of emotion show that for emotional intensity to be processed, 

and influence impression formation, contextual factors must be present (as no main effects 

were observed).  

 

8.6 The Influence of Message Cues and Source Characteristics in Online Persuasive 

Interactions: Concluding Comments 

 

The findings from this thesis have demonstrated that individuals are sensitive to cues. These 

cues have been shown to be instrumental in both source and message impression formation. 

Further, the findings from the studies conducted have shown that if relevant information is 

not explicitly available individuals are still able to make evaluations. This implies that 

individuals have a need to form impressions when communicating online and utilise them as 

an aid to decision-making. In FtF interactions research has consistently shown that the 

impressions formed by a message receiver are used to assess the validity of a persuasive 

request and to reinforce a message receiver’s confidence in a decision (Petty & Briñol, 2008; 

Tormala, et al., 2006). To date, however, this has not been examined in online interpersonal 

persuasive interactions and so this thesis sought to address the balance. As such, the strong 

findings in respect source and message impressions suggest that, in interpersonal persuasive 

interactions, cues are utilised in the same manner online as in offline interactions - to aid 

impression formation. Specifically, in the absence of paralinguistic cues individuals are able 

to utilise the language cues of LP and emotion in online interactions. This thesis also found 

that these cues exerted differing effects on impression formation as LP predominantly 

influences source impressions whereas emotion influences message impressions.  
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Further, this thesis also found evidence that both communication mode and situational 

context affect impression formation. From the findings discussed to date, communication 

synchronicity has been shown to affect message evaluation through response latencies which 

affect cue availability and attention to cues and attention (as suggested by Ng and Detenber, 

2005; and Moon, 1999). As for situational context, the findings show that impression 

formation (for both source and message impressions) varies as a function of context. Indeed, 

the findings from Study 1 imply that factors associated with context such as normative 

expectations (e.g. Argyle, et. al, 1981), and perceived costs and benefits (e.g. Wilson & Lu, 

2008) are activated when processing a persuasive request in online interactions. Thus, despite 

the paucity of explicit cues in online interactions individuals are adept at deriving information 

from pre-existing knowledge and heuristics about the given situation (Walther, 2008).  

 

Consequently, this thesis has established that both communication mode and situational 

context provide cues which provide a foundation for impression formation and decision 

making. Thus, Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the proposed model are justified. Further, this thesis has 

also demonstrated that once these cues have been presented message receivers attend to 

source and message cues which are evaluated in relation to the information already 

encountered (i.e. that from communication mode and situational context). In terms of Stage 3 

of the proposed model of online interpersonal persuasion, this thesis has found that 

individuals attend to source and message cues and these findings have been discussed in this 

chapter. However, Stage 3 not only concerns how individuals attend to the cues presented but 

also concerns how these cues are processed. Chapter 9 will, therefore focus on this part of 

Stage 3 as this chapter is focussed on the online persuasion process itself.  
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9.1 Online Persuasion and the Persuasion Process 

 

This chapter will begin by discussing the findings in terms of explaining persuasion in online 

interactions. To do so, this chapter will begin by discussing this thesis’s findings for 

persuasion in terms of those in the extant literature. This section will, therefore, advance the 

discussion on the findings for Hypotheses 1 and 2 (discussed in Chapter 8.2). To explain 

these conclusions the role of self-interest motivations will then be considered. These 

motivations represent a message receiver’s final evaluations before making a compliance 

decision and so are represented by Stage 4 of the proposed model of online interpersonal 

persuasion. These motivations address Research Question 1 and its associated hypotheses and 

also represent a receiver’s final evaluations before making a compliance (or non-compliance) 

decision. Following this, this chapter will move on to discuss what this thesis has found in 

terms of the processes used to process persuasive information online (Hypothesis 13). In so 

doing, this section will address the final part of Stage 3 of the model – namely, message 

processing (Figure 9.1). Finally, as this thesis is proposing a model explaining the processes 

of online persuasion, this chapter will conclude by discussing what this thesis has established 

about the online persuasion process itself in terms of the models of persuasion discussed in 

Chapter 4.  

 

Thus, this chapter will discuss online persuasion and the online persuasion process. In so 

doing, this chapter will, therefore, address what this study has found in terms of the final 

stages of the proposed model of the persuasion process (Figure 9.1).  
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Figure 9.1. Stages 3 to 5 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion 

process 
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9.2 Persuasion 

 

Hypothesis 1 proposed that there would be differences in persuasion across communication 

modes. As stated in Chapter 8, however, this hypothesis was rejected as communication 

mode did not affect the extent of persuasion. Similarly hypothesis 2, which stated that 

synchronous communication would be more persuasive than asynchronous, was also rejected. 

However, whilst the studies in this thesis did not find any differences in the extent of 

persuasion it is possible to explain this anomaly in terms of message receiver’s motivations 

(research question 1 and its associated hypotheses). Thus, this section will consider online 

persuasion and the role of receiver evaluations in terms of their self-interest motivations. As 

such, Stage 4 of the proposed model will also be considered. 

 

9.2.1 Persuasion: Online versus Offline 

The findings of this thesis in respect of hypotheses 1 and 2 suggest that communication mode 

does not influence compliance decisions. As such this challenges the findings from prior 

research which has indicated differences in persuasion between the various communication 

modes. For example, Wilson (2003) found that FtF interactions were more persuasive than 

email interactions and DiBlasio and Milani (2008) found that FtF interactions were more 

persuasive than IM interactions. Also, in a review situation Ng and Detenber (2005) 

compared the persuasiveness of online IM interactions finding that IM interactions were more 

persuasive than email interactions. This therefore implies that persuasion is influenced by 

communication synchronicity. That said Guadagno and Cialdini (2002) found that, when 

comparing the persuasiveness of email and FtF interpersonal interactions, females were less 
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persuaded by email than in FtF interactions in non-anonymous interactions; whereas for 

males there was no difference. Furthermore a study conducted by these authors in 2007 found 

that in anonymous email interactions males were more likely to be persuaded by email than 

in FtF interactions. Such findings suggest that online persuasive interpersonal interactions are 

likely to be complex as they point to situational and subjective norms influencing evaluations 

(Guadagno & Cialdini, 2007). 

 

As such, it is perhaps not surprising that it is difficult to explain these discrepant findings by 

the slight methodological differences as, whilst all the studies did vary in their 

methodologies, their findings consistently suggest differences in persuasion due to 

communication modality and synchronicity whereas the current study challenges this notion. 

To illustrate the methodological differences, participants’ responses were pre-scripted in the 

current study and participants were told that they were engaging in the presented interaction, 

yet in Ng and Detenber’s (2005) study participants were merely asked to review the text 

presented (i.e. pre-scripted interactions) and so did not explicitly engage in interpersonal 

interaction. Also, in both DiBlasio and Milani’s (2008) and Wilson’s (2003) studies 

participants were allowed to interact freely during discussion forms (interactions were not 

pre-scripted) – demonstrating that even in more “realistic” interactions online interactions 

were less persuasive than offline. However, in Guadango and Cialdini’s (2002, 2007) studies 

the conversations were, largely, pre-scripted (using a confederate to convey information to 

the participant). Thus despite the differences in methodologies the prior studies all 

demonstrate that persuasion is more successful offline as compared to online.  
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As such, research methodology cannot adequately explain why this study shows that 

synchronicity does not affect persuasive outcomes and that persuasion is equally successful 

across communication modality. However, it could be possible to explain this finding by 

considering message receiver issues. Indeed, one of the key recipient based issues that 

persuasion research has highlighted is motivation (e.g. Petty, et al., 1981; Wheeler, et al., 

2008) which is facilitated through personal relevance and self-interest. Indeed, the current 

study was developed from a prior attitude study which the participants had completed 

concerning their attitudes to various aspects of life at their university. As such, all the 

attitudes targeted in the scenarios were personally relevant and expressed counter-attitudinal 

propositions so that the persuasion attempt would be seen as genuine and arouse their 

motivation to process the information presented. 

 

In prior studies, therefore, motivation may be an issue. For example, in the Ng and Detenber 

(2005) study participants merely reviewed online discussions concerning political issues. 

Whilst the participants were familiar with the political issues being discussed no information 

was given as to the extent of personal impact they would have on the participants, or whether 

or not opinions being expressed conformed to the participants’ attitudes or were counter-

attitudinal. Similarly, in DiBlasio and Milani’s (2008) study, participants’ stance on the 

issues being raised (i.e. changes in the university refectory) was not assessed prior to the 

study and so the extent of persuasion and message evaluation is unknown. Indeed, the authors 

make reference to the notion that norms may have influenced the decisions made as 

persuasion was assessed by group decision making. Consequently, conformity issues may 

have influenced decisions and not personal motivation and so these findings are not directly 

comparable to those made in dyadic interactions.  



312 
 

 

Wilson (2003) also used group discussions (both online and offline) as the basis of persuasive 

interpersonal interactions concerning team projects. However, these were conducted over a 3 

month period at the end of which the outcomes were assessed. As such, motivations over 

such a long period of time are likely to lead to different persuasive outcomes (due to the 

length of time and number of interactions leading to the development and changing of inter-

personal relations) over those which necessitate a fairly immediate decision pertaining to a 

one-off event (Friestad & Wright, 1994). Also, as a final consideration, in order to encourage 

motivation, Guadagno & Cialdini (2002, 2007) offered rewards. Consequently, participants 

may have been motivated to attend to the message presented by extrinsic rather than intrinsic 

motivations which could affect persuasive outcomes as different strategies are likely to be 

utilised when processing information so as to gain the reward offered (Ryan & Deci, 2000; 

Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci., 2006). If this is the case then message processing would have 

been different in this study as individuals should have experienced intrinsic motivations and 

this may explain the divergent findings. 

 

Thus, motivation could be the key to explaining these findings as in this study, unlike prior 

studies; the messages were targeted to the participants to ensure a high degree of motivation 

and personal relevance. If this is the case then these findings imply that individuals can be 

just as motivated to process information in online situations as in offline situations and so 

neither communication mode nor communication synchronicity affect message evaluation. 

However, because it appears that it is motivation which drives the extent of processing of 

persuasive messages then, by implication, personal and self-interest motives are likely to be 
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activated resulting in goal-driven behaviour – and such behaviour is likely to be influenced 

by situational context (Darke & Chaiken, 2005; Göckeritz, et al., 2010; Petty, et al., 1981). 

 

9.2.2 Persuasion and the Role of Self-Interest Motivations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9.2. Stage 4 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 
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stated in Research Question 1, individuals responses to persuasive information are guided by 

self-interest motivations. Support was also found for the associated hypothesis (RQ 

H1).Consequently, the findings from this thesis also support Stage 4 of the proposed model of 

online interpersonal persuasion as receiver evaluations are guided by situational context and 

the extent of evaluation is either enhanced or attenuated by affordances associated with the 

communication mode. 

 

As self-interest motivations are driven by goal behaviour this thesis found, as Wilson and Lu 

(2008) suggest, that message receivers are sensitive to the differing goal implications 

associated with any given situational context. The content analysis draws attention to this 

behaviour as individuals have expressly noted the costs or benefits of compliance in their 

responses. Thus, it can be assumed that self-interest motives have been activated as goal 

information is salient in their evaluations. As such, individuals are then likely to engage in 

biased processing using pre-existing schemata (Darke & Chaiken, 2005). This manner of 

processing acts as a defensive mechanism with identified costs activating negative attitudes 

and identified benefits activating positive attitudes. Consequently, in accordance with 

regulatory focus theory and the attitudes activated, responses are likely to be strategically 

constructed to reflect personal motivations and protect the self-concept (Cesario, et al., 2008; 

Pelletier & Sharp, 2008). The participants in Study 1 demonstrate that individuals do this by 

responding using expressions of self-affirmation or self-defence. 
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The Use of Self-Affirmation and Self-Defence in Online Persuasive Interactions 

With respect to self-interest motivations, Study 1 found that in online interactions the pattern 

of responses differs across communication modes as a function of situational context. This 

suggests that communication mode can influence how messages are evaluated. Such a finding 

also implies that individuals, in both online and offline interactions, are aware of the context 

of a message. Consequently, as Endsley (1995) suggests in his theory of situational 

awareness, to make effective decisions individuals need to appraise associated environmental 

cues and any associated contextual schemata. These findings could also indicate that there 

may be an optimal communication mode for conveying information pertaining to a given 

context. Indeed, such a possibility finds support in Dennis’s (2008) media synchronicity 

theory which proposes that there needs to be a fit between media (i.e. communication mode), 

synchronicity, and task.  

 

 With regard to the differing reactions due to communication mode, in political situations this 

thesis found that the majority of responses are made through the use of self-affirmation in 

both IM and email interactions. As there are few self-defensive responses this suggests that 

when costs are impersonal individuals are likely to be objective when evaluating persuasive 

information as compliance is unlikely to affect self-concept (Cesario, et al. 2008). In social 

and learning contexts, however, the pattern of results is not as consistent possibly due to the 

costs and benefits of compliance being personal and affecting the self. Indeed, the content 

analysis demonstrated that in learning contexts individuals are more likely to respond using 

self-defence when communicating via IM but when communicating via email are more likely 

to respond by using self-affirmation. In social contexts, however, the opposite response 
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pattern is exhibited with individuals more likely to use self-affirmation in IM and self-

defence responses in email.  

 

This pattern is interesting as it would be expected that when communicating by email 

individuals’ responses should largely be self-affirmations due to the increased time available 

(compared to IM interactions) to process information objectively. Whilst this assumption 

does appear to hold true for learning contexts, in social situations this assumption is violated. 

Also of interest is that self-affirmations are predominantly used (rather than self-defence) in 

IM interactions for both social and political contexts. The most likely explanation for this is 

that, due to communication synchronicity, individuals attend to the most salient, easy to 

process information and process this in such a way that protects self-concept integrating the 

new information into their existing schemas (Cesario, et al., 2008; Wilson & Lu, 2008). 

Interestingly, these reactions (i.e. self-affirmation and self-defence) occur across all LP and 

emotion conditions suggesting that information processing is regulated and determined by 

self-interest motivations. However, although this thesis has found evidence of selective 

attention to information (to be discussed in 9.3.1) further examination is needed to explicitly 

determine how and what is being processed. 

 

That said, the findings from this thesis suggest that communication synchronicity and goal 

pursuit motivations (i.e. self-interest) can be used to explain the differences in self-

affirmation and self-defence response patterns. Slater (1997) suggests that learning, or 

informational goals can be personal, less specific, indeterminate, and the onset not immediate 

(necessitating information seeking behaviour).This compares to social (i.e. hedonistic) goals 

which typically concern personal, low involvement, low cost, situations and political (i.e. 
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surveillance) goals which are typically impersonal and so are initially examined for 

personally relevant cost information. As such, the impact of persuasive message content on 

an individual’s learning goals is less likely to be immediately apparent rendering it necessary 

for an individual to take more time to fully evaluate and process the persuasive message 

presented. Thus, when goal information is simple to assess, as in social and political contexts, 

self-affirmations can be more readily made than when information is more difficult to assess 

(i.e. in learning contexts).  

 

Consequently, in learning contexts, where interactions take place using email, individuals are 

able to reply using self-affirmations as, due to the asynchronous nature of the medium, they 

have had time to process the information presented and to consider the likely impact of 

compliance on their goals using existing schemas as a guide. Conversely in learning 

interactions using IM, communication is synchronous rendering it difficult for individuals to 

thoroughly evaluate and integrate the information presented into their self-schemas. As such 

individuals attend to salient, easily processed information (i.e. goal information which is ill-

defined) and respond self-defensively in accordance with the assumptions they have made 

regarding the associated perceived personal costs. According to Higgins (1999) and Reinsch, 

et al. (2008) such behaviour is strategic as, when expected response latency is short (i.e. 

quick responses are needed) individuals seek to reduce the cognitive load associated with fast 

processing and so resort to using cues and existing schemata to facilitate decision making. 

 

Interestingly, these assumptions can also be applied to the social responses. Self-affirmations 

are made in social IM interactions as the information presented is clear and simply to process 

and, when engaging in a quick appraisal of the information (due to time constraints and 
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communication synchronicity) appears unthreatening to the individual. However, in email 

interactions, as individuals have time to fully process all information and think about the 

messages presented responses, are self-defensive. In this instance individuals have extended 

their evaluation beyond the information presented to include the perceived impact that 

engaging in the activity would have on the self – i.e. self-esteem (playing ability) and time 

costs. In doing this individuals are demonstrating that they are concerned with the 

rightfulness of a compliance decision in terms of protecting the ideal self and so endeavour to 

obtain a subjective fit between message content, processing, and a desired end state (Higgins, 

1999, Koenig, et al., 2009). Such responses also provide evidence that individuals do use 

existing schemas when evaluating persuasive information and that, as Kalman & Rafaeli 

(2011) and Moon (1999) have suggested, increased response latency can lead to increased 

negative perceptions in specific situations. 

 

Overall, the findings of Study 1 with regards the use of self-affirmation and self-defence 

responses in online interactions provides evidence that individuals evaluate messages in a 

manner which acts to protect self-interest. This is exemplified in social and learning contexts 

where costs and benefits are highly personal. Here, according to Ratner and Miller (2001), 

message receivers are aware that any message sent is presented in such a way as to promote a 

sender’s self-interest and, consequently, their evaluations account for this and responses are 

constructed in a biased manner which protects self-interest. Indeed, the content analysis 

reveals that individuals tend to engage in positive evaluation and self-affirmation when 

benefits are to be gained in social IM interaction. However, when there is more time to 

evaluate the consequences, as in social email interactions, individuals are able to consider the 

implications that compliance would have on their self-concept which leads to negative 

attitudes and protective reactions (i.e. self-defence).  
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A similar phenomenon was found for the learning situation where, in IM interactions, due to 

the lack of clarity (in respect of specific consequences) and time to assess goal implications, 

individuals respond defensively; whereas in email conditions, there is time to make a more 

informed assessment of the request enabling self-affirmation expressed using rational, 

objective responses. Thus as, Dijkstra and Ballast (2012) suggest increased personalisation 

activates a receiver’s self-interest resulting in the self-concept becoming salient and biased 

responses which serve to act as self-defence. Such assumptions are supported by the findings 

from the political situation which indicate that, regardless of online communication medium, 

individuals tend to engage in self-affirmation when making decisions. This behaviour could 

be due to the relative impersonal nature of the situational context and the knowledge that the 

proposal presented will affect everyone and so does not present a threat to the individual’s 

self-concept. Thus, contextual factors have been found, in this thesis, to influence receiver 

evaluations in online persuasive interactions.  

 

The Use of Self-Affirmation and Self-Defence in Offline (FtF) Interactions 

Whilst the preceding discussion has focussed on explaining the findings for receiver 

responses in online interactions, it is also necessary to consider receiver responses in FtF 

interactions. Responses in FtF interactions differed from those observed in online 

interactions. Indeed, this thesis found that receiver responses in FtF interactions demonstrated 

consistency in the expression of self-affirmation and self-defence responses across situational 

contexts. This implies that, as communication is synchronous and paralinguistic cues are 

available, attention is divided between processing message information and non-verbal visual 

and vocal source cues. As such, individuals are influenced by these non-verbal cues when 

making their responses and their sensitivity to contextual cues is diminished. Consequently, 



320 
 

this results in the non-verbal cues exerting undue influence on a receiver’s impressions and 

evaluations thereby biasing processing (Darke & Chaiken, 2005) – as the receiver has not 

given full consideration to the context and its associated schemata. Thus, in FtF interactions 

context is not as influential as in online interactions. Indeed, this thesis found that, when 

evaluating persuasive information, receivers in FtF interactions give precedence to 

paralinguistic cues (over situational cues) when evaluating persuasive information. 

 

The Use of Conciliation in Persuasive Interactions 

When examining the expression of self-interest motivations this thesis found that receivers 

use conciliation tactics when responding. To illustrate, in social situations, where there is 

little challenge to the message sender as compliance is likely due to the perceived benefits, 

conciliation is not used as it is does not serve its purpose as a reconciliation tool. Where 

personal costs are apparent, however, and compliance unlikely (as in the learning context of 

Study 1), conciliation is used as a language tool to mitigate negative responses. Interestingly, 

conciliation is predominantly expressed across communication modes, in a learning context – 

possibly a strategic move to ameliorate the impact of a negative response in light of ill-

defined costs. Indeed self determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) would support this 

notion as this theory posits that individuals need to satisfy perceived competence and 

relatedness needs. As such, individuals need to maintain their autonomy and personal 

effectiveness (i.e. be in control of their own decisions) whilst maintaining relatedness through 

the use of conciliatory tactics which acknowledge the message sender’s position.  
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However, whilst both IM and FtF are synchronous forms of communication, conciliations are 

twice as likely to be expressed in FtF interactions as in IM interactions. This suggests that the 

relative anonymity of IM interactions alleviates the social need to conciliate. In FtF 

interactions, however, due to the social presence of the message source individuals perceive 

that there is an expectation to respond in accordance with social norms and engage in 

conciliatory behaviour appropriate for a given situational context (Walther, et al., 2001). In 

email interactions, however, conciliation is expressed in both learning and political contexts. 

This could suggest that processing time, in online interactions, either allows individuals to be 

strategic in their responses (i.e. they have time to present responses and manage expectations 

maintaining the message sender’s positive perceptions of the receiver by reducing the 

likelihood of conflict) protecting their self-image (Ryan & Deci, 2001); or allows them to 

think of the impact that non-compliance would have on the message sender’s self-perceptions 

and so engage in appropriate normative social behaviour (Argyle, et al., 1981; Lutz & 

Kakkar, 1975). Although these possibilities warrant further empirical examination before 

conclusions can be drawn; they do reinforce the notion that message receivers are sensitive to 

context and normative expectations and so respond accordingly.  

 

Summary of Self-Interest Motivations 

Thus, the findings in respect of the research question (RQ1) and hypothesis (RQ H1) 

demonstrate that message receivers do respond to persuasive information in accordance with 

their self-interest motivations. Indeed, receivers of persuasive information have been found to 

evaluate the compliance request by considering the impact of the perceived costs and benefits 

on goal driven motivations and the desire to achieve regulatory fit (Higgins, 1999). Thus, a 

compliance decision is made in terms of the perceived personal consequences of compliance 
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and maintaining a positive self-concept. In so doing, the results from the content analysis 

demonstrate that, in online interactions, individuals attend to the message to assess it for its 

impact upon goals. This information provides receivers with relevant situational cues which 

activate context-relevant goal schemata.  

 

Whilst Study 1 found that situational context is an important factor in receiver evaluations of 

persuasive interactions; it also found communication mode to be influential. Indeed, due to 

the differing affordances of email and IM individuals are only able to attend to the 

information most salient (i.e. relevant in terms of consequences to self-interest) to an 

evaluation as they are unlikely to have time to fully process all the information presented. 

Thus, as the findings from the content analysis shows, a receiver’s evaluation of a compliance 

request differs across communication modes due to their relative processing times and 

response latencies.  

 

Consequently, Stage 4 of the proposed model of interpersonal online persuasion has been 

supported. Indeed, the findings from the content analysis have shown that, when evaluating 

persuasive request, receivers attend to information derived from the message itself, the 

situational context (and its associated schemata), and communication mode. Further, the 

content analysis supports the notion that receiver responses are largely based upon an 

evaluation of the costs and benefits (and their associated goal driven motivations) and 

maintaining self-concept and regulatory fit (as evidenced by the use of self-affirmations and 

self-defence responses). This behaviour suggests that message receivers attend to any 

information they perceive as being relevant to make an informed evaluation which protect 

self-interest. As such, message processing in online persuasive interactions is more likely to 
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follow UM principles (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999) as opposed to those advocated by 

either the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) or HSM (Chaiken, et al., 1989) as both 

central/systematic (i.e. the message containing the compliance request) and 

peripheral/heuristic (i.e. cues regarding situational norms and communication mode) 

information is attended to. 

 

9.3 The Online Persuasion Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 9.3. Stage 3 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 

illustrating the processes used and the role of feedback 
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In terms of the persuasion process itself this study aimed to ascertain the nature of the 

persuasion process in online interactions. This process concerns what cues are attended to and 

so contributes to Stage 3 of the proposed model as this is the stage where all information, 

external to the receiver, has been presented and is assessed. When assessing this information 

the proposed model includes a feedback loop to show that messages receivers use this 

information to aid message evaluation in terms of their self-interest and goal motivations.  

 

To explain this process three models of persuasion were discussed in Chapter 4 of the 

literature review – Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM, Chaiken, et al’s (1989) HSM, and  

Kruglanski and Thompson’s (1999) UM. In essence, the ELM and HSM are both dual-

process models which distinguish between two types of cue use and message processing i.e. 

central/systematic and peripheral/heuristic. As such these models propose that biasing effects 

are likely to be exhibited as attention is focussed on the initial information (or arguments) 

presented (i.e. primacy effects). The ELM and HSM also posit that message receivers are 

motivated to hold “accurate” attitudes (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Chaiken, et al., (1989). In 

contrast, the UM advocates a single process and suggests that this biasing effect does not 

occur as individuals attend to any information that they see as relevant to a decision. Further, 

this model also states that, rather than holding accurate attitudes, individuals hold attitudes 

which are commensurate with their goals (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999) 

 

To date the extant research has not explicitly examined online persuasion in terms of which 

model provides the most appropriate account of the processes involved. This thesis, therefore, 

addresses this with Study 1 establishing the basic parameters in online persuasion (i.e. are 

receivers motivated by goals or to hold correct attitudes?) and Study 2 examines how 
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persuasive messages are processed by focussing on primacy effects. Thus, this section will 

first discuss the findings from Study 1 and demonstrate how they provide initial evidence for 

UM processes (by virtue of receivers exhibiting goal-driven behaviour and self-interest 

motivations). Second, this section will discuss the persuasion process itself which was tested 

by hypothesis 13. This hypothesis stated that the processing of online persuasive information 

using central/systematic and peripheral/heuristic processes would elicit primacy effects. 

Hypothesis 13 was rejected as no primacy effects were found. Thus, neither ELM (i.e. 

central/peripheral) nor HSM (i.e. systematic/heuristic) principles can fully explain the 

processes of online persuasion. Further, by virtue of the fact that all relevant information was 

attended to equally, it can be assumed that UM principles are able to account for the 

processing of online persuasive information.  

 

9.3.1 Processing Persuasive Information 

Study 1 found that individuals are more concerned with ensuring that they process persuasive 

information in such a manner so as to ensure that cognitive consistency between goals and 

regulatory fit is maintained. Such an assumption can be made as significant differences in 

both source and message evaluations were found across situations – regardless of the 

synchronicity of the communication mode. This finding is important as it suggests that, 

despite the restrictions (or affordances) pertaining to the communication medium used, 

individuals are primarily motivated to ensure that regulatory fit is maintained and so exhibit 

goal-directed behaviour.  
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In terms of the most widely used models of persuasion, the ELM and the HSM, such an 

observation presents a challenge to the central tenet of both models as they both posit that the 

processing of persuasive information is driven by the need to maintain correct attitudes 

(Chaiken, et al, 1989; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) A correct attitude is defined as one which is 

the same as that held by others and so maintains their social relationships (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986). Thus, an attitude held using ELM and HSM principles may not necessarily be 

commensurate with an individual’s desired regulatory fit. Whilst Petty and Cacioppo (1986) 

do acknowledge that, in the ELM, message processing can be biased by prior knowledge 

associated with situational cues they do not consider the possibility that they evoke goal-

driven behaviour. The HSM, however, does acknowledge that goals and situational context 

may affect the processing of persuasive information in that personal goals can bias systematic 

processing (Chaiken, et al.; 1989) although, by implication, the extent of bias is constrained 

by the need to maintain correct attitudes.  

 

With regards to Study 1, these results suggest that individuals are not motivated to hold 

correct attitudes but attitudes which enable them to attain their goals and so it is likely to be 

an individual’s goals which dictate the extent of processing. This supposition can be made as 

the study made direct comparisons of participants’ reactions across different situations each 

having different consequences in terms of goals (i.e. personal benefits, personal costs, and 

impersonal costs). Indeed, the consequences perceived by receivers were found to elicit 

responses in the form of self-affirmations and self-defence. These responses, therefore, 

indicated that receivers’ goal and self-interest motivations had been activated by the 

compliance request. The pattern of results clearly demonstrate this as, when entertainment 

goals are activated (in the social situation), individuals scan the information presented and 

perceive that it is unlikely that any negative costs will be incurred. Consequently, individuals 
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are unlikely to expend unnecessary effort in processing the information in detail and are able 

to make positive attributions with regards to both source and message perceptions.  

 

Similarly, when costs are likely to be incurred (e.g. in learning and political situations) it 

appears that individuals initially scan the message presented to assess possible costs or 

benefits and then, after establishing that costs are likely to be incurred, they attend more 

closely to the message. However, these findings suggest that impression formation is 

sensitive to the nature of the costs involved as, broadly speaking, more favourable 

impressions are made when the perceived costs are impersonal as compared to personal. This 

is possibly due to the impact that the perceived costs have on the self. Where personal costs 

are likely to be incurred, as in the learning context, there is likely to be a negative impact on 

the self which would adversely affect regulatory focus and this is likely to yield negative 

attributions in order to protect self-concept. However, when the costs are impersonal, as in 

the political context, the consequences extend to everyone sharing the same group identity 

(i.e. students) and so the self-concept is not affected and more rational attributions are made 

(Aaker & Lee, 2001, Meyer, et al., 2004; Cesario, et al., 2008). Thus, when evaluating 

persuasive information both online and offline, individuals tend to establish the consequences 

of compliance in terms of protecting and maintaining the regulatory fit between their goals 

and their self. This explanation for individuals’ behavioural reaction in persuasive 

interactions clearly links and supports Slater’s (1997) theory concerning message receiver’s 

goals and Cesario, et al.’s (2008) assumptions concerning the attainment and maintenance of 

regulatory fit. 
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Consequently, individuals are motivated to maintain attitudes commensurate with their 

regulatory focus and this directs goal-driven behaviour. As such, this position challenges that 

taken by the ELM as Petty and Cacioppo (1986) maintain that individuals are motivated by 

the need to hold correct attitudes – which may not necessarily be those which maintain 

regulatory focus. Similarly, these assumptions also present a challenge to the HSM. Whilst 

this model does acknowledge that individuals do engage in goal-directed behaviour, Chaiken, 

et al. (1989) merely acknowledge that personal goals can bias systematic processing. 

However, the findings from this study demonstrate that goals do affect the processing of 

messages per se, irrespective of the processing strategy used, in order to achieve the preferred 

outcome – i.e. one that is in accordance with the individual’s goals. Such a position is more in 

accordance with Kruglanski and Thompson’s (1999) unimodel as these authors suggest that 

motivated individuals (as in this study) are likely to be motivated by the need to achieve 

specific closure to a persuasive request whereby the decisions made are favourable to the self 

and, therefore, reflect their goals.  

 

Furthermore, one of the criticisms levied at dual-process models is that the methodology used 

often results in confounds between the cue and the message as peripheral cues are often 

presented prior to the message. This in turn leads to biased processing due to the impact of 

these cues (Kruglanski & Orehek, 2007). However, Study 1 avoids such confounds as no 

priming was used either in the form of written information about the source or a visual image 

(in the online conditions). As a consequence information is processed as it is presented and, 

as there is no significant difference in processing persuasive information across 

communication modes (i.e. IM, email, and FtF), it would appear that individuals do this by 

processing information using all the evidence available. If this is the case then the processing 

of persuasive information is more in accordance with UM principles whereby any relevant 
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information is treated as evidence and is evaluated in terms of an individual’s goals and 

motivations (Kruglanski & Stroebe, 2005). Thus this position supports the notion of a 

feedback loop between Stages 3 and 4 of the model proposed by this thesis. 

 

As such, there is the possibility of bias as the initial information encountered activates 

relevant schemas and is, therefore, likely to bias subsequent information (Kruglanski & 

Thompson, 1999). In this instance, Bohner and Dickel (2011) suggest that rather than biasing 

evaluations individuals adopt a process of hypothesis testing. As such individuals’ initial 

impressions are tested and either affirmed or disputed by the next piece of evidence (or 

information) presented as each piece of information activates a relevant schema to aid 

processing. Further, this process is likely to include the APE model’s associative and 

propositional processes as these processes are sequential in nature and allow individuals to 

utilise all available cues (i.e. both central/systematic and peripheral/heuristic) to be acted 

upon (Bohner & Dickel, 2011; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007). Specifically, the activation 

of associative processes on encountering a given context implies attention to peripheral cues 

and heuristics. Following on from this, propositional reasoning (or syllogistic reasoning) is 

then engaged so that individuals are able to evaluate (or test) the validity of the information 

presented. This reasoning process is undertaken by testing the information presented in light 

of that activated by the initial associative processes (Bohner & Dickel, 2011). 

   

This process, therefore, suggests that there is no trade-off between central and peripheral 

processes as suggested by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) as all information is treated equally 

with peripheral and central cues acting together. Indeed, Areni and Sparks (2008) even go as 

far as to state that there is no real distinction between central and peripheral processes as they 
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essentially use the same processes. This argument has also been levied at the distinction 

between associative and propositional processes as Albarracín, Hart, and McCulloch (2006) 

and Kruglanski and Dechesne (2006) both state that the distinction between these two 

processes is merely qualitative. As such, it is proposed that the distinction actually relates to 

how these factors relate to the attitude (activated by the persuasive request) and not to two 

separate processes. 

 

Additionally if, as the findings from this study suggest, individuals engage in hypothesis 

testing it is unclear as to whether HSM principles adequately explain the processing of 

persuasive information. On initial examination of the HSM it would appear that Chaiken, et 

al.’s (1989) additivity and interaction hypotheses do meet the assumptions presented and 

allow systematic and heuristic processing to co-occur. Indeed, the HSM’s additivity 

hypothesis allows for a cue type to be used to bolster any decisions made using the other cue 

type; whereas the interaction hypothesis allows for motivated individuals to engage in 

systematic processing but also use salient heuristic cues (Chaiken, et al., 1989). However, 

Kruglanski and Orehek (2007) dispute that this occurs arguing that heuristic and systematic 

processes are, in essence, the same as both necessitate the same associative processes based 

upon the prior learning of situational rules retrieval and activation of relevant schemata. 

Consequently, it is assumed that all information is processed in the same manner and it is, 

perhaps, the ease of processing the information which dictates the extent of processing (Areni 

& Sparks, 2008). 

 

Indeed, this assumption finds support in Study 1 due to the significant differences found in 

reactions across situations. In the social situation the information is easy to assimilate as no 
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costs are incurred and, as such, evaluations are favourable. However, in the learning context 

where the information presented is more complex, due to the conflicting attitudinal positions 

expressed, individuals engage in more extensive hypothesis testing in order to justify their 

decisions and this, therefore, affects the consequent evaluations. Thus there is evidence, as 

Areni and Sparks (2008), suggest that recipient goals affect the processing of persuasive 

messages over and above the need to form and hold correct attitudes.  

 

Consequently, Study 1 provides evidence so as to suggest that individuals engage in 

hypothesis testing (ensuring goal-driven behaviour is attained) when presented with 

persuasive information. In so doing, receivers treat all relevant information (from the 

message, the situation, and the communication mode) presented as evidence and, therefore, 

are likely to use a single route to persuasion. This position is supported by the findings of San 

José-Cabezudo, et al. (2009) who found that, in web-based persuasion, individuals process all 

relevant information in accordance with their goals and motivations. As such these authors 

explicitly challenge the ELM by suggesting that the two routes, in fact, act jointly to affect 

attitudes and intentions as individuals use all relevant information to make decisions. This, 

they conclude, provides evidence that online persuasion processes are more likely to be 

explained by either HSM or UM principles. Study 1 has, therefore, added to these findings by 

indicating that UM processes do provide the most appropriate explanation for online 

persuasion – findings which were examined further in Study 2 and are discussed in 15.3.2. 
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9.3.2 Persuasion: One process or two? 

Study 1 of this thesis found that individuals engage in hypothesis-testing whilst processing 

persuasive information to promote self-interest. This, therefore, implies that UM processes 

operate in online persuasion. However, to determine if this is indeed the case, the issues 

raised by the arguments presented above needed further examination. Study 2, therefore 

examined the issues in terms of the presence of primacy effects. According to both the ELM 

and HSM information presented prior to a message is likely to bias subsequent evaluations (a 

primacy effect), under conditions of high elaboration, due to the expectancies aroused 

(Chaiken & Maheswaren, 1994; Petty, et al., 2001). Whilst much of the research concerning 

this phenomenon has been conducted in offline persuasive interactions there is some evidence 

(e.g. Murphy, et al., 2006) to suggest that this also happens in online persuasive interactions.  

 

However, the findings from Hypothesis 13 of this study challenge this notion in respect of 

online persuasive interpersonal persuasion as no primacy effect was observed. This finding 

therefore implies that ELM and HSM processes do not provide the most appropriate 

explanation of the online persuasion process. Instead, this finding reinforces the notion, as 

suggested by San José-Cabezudo, et al. (2009) that message processing in online persuasion 

follows UM principles. Thus, Stage 3 of the proposed model of online persuasion has been 

adjusted to reflect how information is processed in online persuasive interactions (Figure 9.4) 

 

The findings from Study 2 reveal that primacy effects are not observed. Indeed, these 

findings demonstrate that, under high elaboration conditions, message receivers are just as 

likely to attend to information presented first in an interaction, as they are to information 
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Figure 9.3. Stage 3 of the proposed model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 

amended to reflect cue and information processing 
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presented. As such, this allows a receiver to to ascertain that the speaker’s argument is 

logically sound, and that the antecedents (i.e. the major and minor premises) yield a valid 

conclusion. Thus, these findings imply that, contrary to the viewpoint of the ELM and HSM 

(Chaiken, et al., 1989, Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), primacy effects are not exhibited. Instead, 

individuals appear to adopt UM processes (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999) as they attend to 

the information most salient to their gaols and evaluate, in full, those arguments attended to  

when evaluating online persuasive information. 
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To support the notion that individuals utilise UM process, Study 2 also found that individuals 

are apt to make errors and additions in their recall. These errors and additions tend to be 

relevant to the scenario presented and occur across situations and so provide evidence that, 

even in high elaboration conditions, individuals make use of peripheral and heuristic 

information. According to the ELM, this should not occur as individuals’ focus should be on 

evaluating the message content itself (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). With respect to the HSM, 

although Chaiken, et al. (1989) accept that heuristic and systematic processes can co-occur, it 

is assumed that heuristic cues bias later evaluations. However, the fact Study 2 found that 

individuals’ process all information relevant to an argument demonstrates that a biasing effect 

does not occur. Instead, this is indicative of individuals engaging in hypothesis-testing – a 

process commensurate with UN principles (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). 

 

The notion that individuals engage in hypothesis-testing when evaluating persuasive 

information finds support in Study 2 of this thesis in two instances. Firstly, the finding that 

individuals attend equally to both premises of an argument (i.e. both the major and the minor 

premise) implies that they utilise rule-based syllogistic reasoning when making decisions and 

this, therefore, according to Kruglanski & Orehek (2007) and Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999 

is indicative of hypothesis-testing. Secondly, whilst primacy effects do not occur, priming 

information was found to play an important role (i.e. impression formation) in the evaluation 

and decision-making process and is attended to when presented. Indeed, this study has found 

that individuals attend to such information (as is evidenced by intrusions in the recall 

process), regardless of context, when evaluating the information presented.  
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Thus, whilst the ELM and HSM principles posit that priming biases subsequent evaluations, 

due to its serial position in an interaction (e.g. Petty, et al., 2001; Chaiken & Maheswaren, 

1994), this effect does not occur under UM principles and, further, was not evidenced in 

Study 2. Instead, according to the UM, priming cues are typically perceived of as presenting 

generalised information about the source and content and, as such, are relevant to a decision 

(Bohner, et al., 2008; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). As such, these cues act by arousing 

expectations in respect of the interaction. They are then used as a basis from which to 

ascertain if the message presented meets these expectations – i.e. individuals test the 

hypotheses generated by the expectations aroused (Snyder & Swann, 1978). The presence of 

such cues is important as they activate context-specific schemata which provide relevant 

contextual knowledge and orienting information which is essential for understanding the 

persuasive request (Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987; Bransford & Johnson. 1972; 

Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991). Also, the use of schemata serves to increase situational 

awareness allowing an individual to appraise environmental cues in the context of the 

compliance request being made which, in turn, facilitates informed evaluations (Endsley, 

1995, Galinsky, et al., 2008). Thus, as Study 2 has found, individuals evaluate persuasive 

information by using schematic information (as evidenced by the intrusions made) and 

weighing it up against the evidence provided in the message presented. Effectively, therefore, 

in online persuasive interactions Study 2 has found that message receivers test their 

expectancies (as aroused by situational awareness) against the evidence provided by the 

speaker and, in doing so, engage in hypothesis-testing.  

 

Further support for this assumption is obtained from Study 2’s findings with respect to the 

attention individuals’ accord additional, superfluous, information and the presence of 

additions and errors in recall. Indeed, this information was found to provide individuals with 
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additional relevant evidence which is necessary when the consequence of a decision may 

have a negative impact (e.g. the time costs associated with the implementation of a quarterly 

exam system). Thus, as in Study 1, contextual factors (i.e. peripheral/heuristic information) 

have an impact upon message evaluation under high elaboration conditions in online 

persuasive interactions. Consequently, heuristic information is relevant (and attended to) in 

online persuasion as both source and context cues guide message comprehension by 

activating relevant schema (Hunt & Bonfield, 1986; Plant & Stanton, 2013).  

 

The findings from Study 2 of this thesis therefore demonstrate that individuals attend to 

information that they perceive provides the relevant evidence needed to make a decision. 

Thus, in online persuasive interactions message receivers’ evaluations are not biased by 

primacy effects. Also, even under high elaboration conditions, this study found that 

contextual and source information is important when evaluating compliance requests. Indeed, 

this information was found, in Study 2, to intrude on thought processes and to activate 

relevant schemata which aid the evaluation process. Further, the findings from Study 2 

elucidate on the processing mechanisms used online and demonstrate that individuals engage 

in hypothesis-testing. In so doing, message receivers test the schemas activated (by context 

and source information) upon engaging in a persuasive interaction (using logical reasoning 

principles, i.e. syllogistic reasoning), against the arguments presented by the source for 

relevance and evidence in respect of schema-driven normative expectations. In sum, 

therefore, the findings from Study 2 provide preliminary evidence that UM processes, as 

proposed by Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) are used by message receivers when 

evaluating information in online persuasive interactions. These findings also support Stage 3 

of the proposed model on online persuasion as they demonstrate that evaluation occurs upon 

presentation of persuasive messages. 
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Chapter 10 

 

10.1 Conclusions 

 

The aim of this PhD thesis was to provide a comprehensive account of the online 

interpersonal persuasion process and, in so doing, to develop a broad theoretical foundation 

(and model) for future research into online persuasion. Despite the rapid growth and 

utilisation of computer technology to communicate, surprisingly few psychological studies 

investigating this phenomenon have been conducted in this area. Of those that have been 

conducted most have focussed on persuasion in web-based interactions and, for the few 

concerned with online interpersonal persuasion the findings and conclusions lack consensus. 

This appears to largely be due to differences in the focus of the studies and the methodologies 

used. Also, many of these studies have made over-simplified generalisations concerning 

online interpersonal persuasion without considering the effects of domain specific 

characteristics and mechanisms.  

 

To address this, the objectives of this thesis were threefold. First, this thesis sought to 

ascertain the impact that domain specific characteristics (i.e. communication mode and 

situational context) have on online persuasion and to ascertain if they provide cues for the 

message receiver to use as an aid to evaluation. Second, as there is an absence of non-verbal 

cues in online interactions, this thesis sought to determine whether individuals also attend to 

language cues (such as LP and emotion) in order to engage in impression formation and 

decision-making processes. Third, this thesis aimed to establish how information is processed 
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in online persuasive interpersonal interactions in order to develop a model of the online 

persuasion process.  

 

Study 1 of this thesis found that, for an online persuasive interaction to occur, it is essential 

for there to be a communication mode to facilitate the interaction and a situational context to 

frame the interaction. With regards communication mode, Study 1 found that it was 

influential in the processing of persuasive messages as it placed restrictions on processing 

due to perceived expectations of response latency. Thus, synchronicity of communication 

either attenuated or facilitated greater consideration of available cues. However whilst 

communication mode affected the extent of processing, Study 2 found that regardless of 

communication synchronicity message receivers attended to a similar number of arguments. 

This suggests that communication mode does not dictate which arguments are attended to, 

but instead, indicates that it is the message receiver who is selective and chooses which 

arguments to evaluate.  

 

With regards situational context, Study 1 found that contextual information was highly 

important in the evaluation process as it activated context-specific schemata which aroused 

normative expectations for the interaction. Message receivers were found to be sensitive to 

these cues even in completely anonymous interactions and when expectations were violated, 

impressions were affected. Indeed, positive violations enhanced perceptions whereas negative 

violations had a negative effect. Further, message receivers were found to attend to these 

contextual cues and utilise them as a frame of reference for ensuring the compliance 

decisions made were in accordance with their self-interests.  



339 
 

Consequently, both communication mode and situational context are necessary prerequisite 

for online persuasive interactions to occur. As such, this thesis has found that they are as 

integral to the process as the actors in the interaction (i.e. source, message, and receiver). As 

such, the circumstances surrounding a persuasive interaction have been found to replicate 

those needed in FtF persuasive interactions (e.g. Dillare & Pfau, 2003; Hovland, et al., 

1953.). Further, these findings provide evidence for Stages 1 and 2 of the proposed model of 

online interpersonal persuasion which suggests that communication mode and situational 

context provide cues and arouse expectations in respect of the source and the message (Figure 

10.1).  

 

Indeed, the findings from this thesis extend and clarify the extant research into online 

impression formation by demonstrating that individuals compensate for the lack of visual and 

vocal cues by attending to the language cues used by individuals during interactions. The 

impact of these cues was found to be complex as they interacted with both situational context 

and communication mode to influence impressions of both the source and the message in 

primed and anonymous interactions. Of specific interest is the role of emotion as it fails to 

exert main effects on impressions and is interpreted by the receiver as being indicative of a 

source’s agreeableness. Further, when emotional intensity interacts with either situation or 

communication mode Study 1 found that it influences message impressions. This is in direct 

contrast to the effects of LP on impressions as, when interacting with either situation or 

communication mode, LP was found to influence source impressions. Thus, in online 

persuasive interactions, message receivers are able to discern language cues embedded with 

the message and use these to form impressions.  
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Whilst this research shows that language cues themselves are important, it also demonstrates 

that they do not act in isolation. Indeed, this thesis found that the influence of these cues can 

either be attenuated or intensified by contextual factors – highlighting the complexity of this 

dynamic process and providing support for Stage 3 of the proposed model (Figure 10.1). 

These factors have not been considered in prior online persuasion research and so these 

findings represent an important contribution to the field. With regard to contextual factors, 

this thesis shows that they assume importance for the receiver in online persuasive 

interactions on two levels. Firstly, even when no situational context is given, or known, 

individuals actively make assumptions about context based on message content. These 

assumptions, in turn, trigger relevant schemas and expectations as to normative behaviour 

which are then utilised in the evaluation process.  

 

Secondly, when the receiver begins evaluating the request, contextual factors activate goal-

driven self-interest motivations. These motivations drive the evaluation process whereby 

individuals assess the information presented and the cues ascertained (from the message, 

context, and communication mode) in terms of the impact of the decision on personal goals 

and regulatory fit. The findings from both the quantitative and content analyses in Study 1 

provide robust support for these assumptions and highlight the role that regulatory fit plays in 

the decision-making process. Thus, the findings from this thesis provide support for Stage 4 

of the proposed model of online persuasion (Figure 10.1). 

 

In sum, the findings from Study 1of this thesis suggest that online interpersonal persuasion is 

as complex a process as it is in FtF interactions. Furthermore, despite the lack of cues and 

differences in communication synchronicity, individuals still engage in impression formation 
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and glean cues from both the message presented and the situation. This thesis, therefore, 

found that individuals then use these cue to make evaluations and compliance decisions in 

accordance with their goals and self-interest motivations in order to achieve and maintain 

regulatory fit. As such, these findings present a challenge to the extant online interpersonal 

persuasion research as they provide clear evidence to suggest that, when engaging in online 

persuasion, message receivers are able to adapt their offline communication skills for use in 

an online environment. 

 

Although the results from this thesis found no significant effects for persuasion, per se, Study 

2 did elicit findings which help elucidate the online interpersonal persuasion process. Indeed, 

one of the goals of Study 2 was to establish the processes individuals use (i.e. 

peripheral/heuristic, central/systematic, or unimodel) when processing persuasive information 

online and to ascertain which of the popular three persuasion theories would provide the most 

parsimonious illustration of online persuasion – i.e. Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM, 

Chaiken, et al.’s (1989) HSM, or Kruglanski and Thompson’s (1999) UM. The findings from 

Study 2 go some way towards addressing this point and suggest that individuals engage in 

hypothesis-testing when evaluating persuasive information thereby preventing primacy 

effects from being exhibited. Consequently, the statistical analysis suggests that they attend to 

that information (treating it as evidence) which they perceive will enable them to come to an 

informed decision.  

 

As such, Study 2 provides experimental evidence that, under high elaboration conditions, 

individuals engaging in online interpersonal interactions utilise both central (systematic) and 

peripheral (heuristic) processes as they attend to both message arguments (i.e. central 
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information) and heuristic (i.e. peripheral) cues – the only proviso is that the cues attended to 

are relevant to the judgement in question. Thus, despite the popularity of the dual-process 

persuasion models, the evidence from this thesis suggests that the UM provides the most 

judicious illustration of how persuasive information is processed online. As such, this finding 

provides the confirmation of the processes used in online persuasion and so UM processing is 

included in Stage 3 of the proposed model (Figure 10.1). 

 

Collectively, therefore, the findings from this thesis provide support for the model of the 

online interpersonal persuasion process as proposed in Chapter 4. Indeed, the findings from 

Study 1 demonstrate that the use of a given communication mode activates expectations 

about the interaction (i.e. individuals expect that there will be a lack of non-verbal cues and 

so are, in effect primed to have to seek cues elsewhere). Once the interaction commences 

individuals appraise the perceived situational context which activates associated goal-driven 

schemata and this, in turn, influences both impression formation of both source and message. 

Whilst this is happening, this thesis has shown that individuals examine the information 

presented for its evidentiary relevance (focussing on that which the individual perceives to be 

the most salient) to the request and a desired outcome in terms of personal regulatory fit. 

Should a fit be achieved, and goal motivations satisfied, persuasion is likely to occur. 

However, if regulatory fit is not achieved then compliance is unlikely. Thus the proposed 

model of online interpersonal persuasion is slightly modified to reflect the actual evaluation 

of information presented (Figure 10.1). 
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Figure 10.1. Model of the online interpersonal persuasion process 
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10.2 Limitations 

 

Whilst every effort was made to ensure ecological validity, compromises had to be made in 

order to ensure adequate experimental control and internal validity. For example, the 

scenarios were scripted using formal English as would be utilised in FtF interactions. Such 

methodology is typical of persuasion research (e.g. Guadgano & Cialdini, 2002; Ng & 

Detenber, 2005; Rucker & Petty, 2004). However, in online interactions individuals’ speech 

patterns can be different as they may use emoticons to express emotions in both email and IM 

interactions. Also, in IM interactions it is likely that words are abbreviated and typical 

sentence structure patterns not adhered to. Also, the interactions were constructed so that the 

message receiver’s (i.e. the participant) responses were already “spoken” and were very brief 

– effectively representing an acknowledgement of the speaker. Whilst this type of reaction, 

and conversation style, are unlikely to occur in everyday interactions these compromises to 

typical interaction patterns were deemed necessary to ensure that all conversations were 

presented in exactly the same way.  

 

One of the main reasons for using pre-scripted interactions was to ensure that the message 

cues of LP and emotion were manipulated in a controlled manner. However, as stated above, 

this procedure would have compromised the ecological validity of the studies in this thesis as, 

in spontaneous interactions language cue use would not necessarily be as consistent. 

Although this is the case, this procedure was necessary as, by controlling the manipulation of 

language cues, comparison of responses across conditions was possible and this also allowed 

for valid assumptions to be made in respect of language cue use in online interactions. 
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With regards the scenarios used, every effort was made to ensure that the situations presented 

would be personally relevant (by basing them on participants’ responses to an attitude scale). 

It was assumed that this would ensure that participants were motivated to process the 

persuasive requests presented. However, participants’ motivation to process the information 

was not explicitly examined and it is possible that the contrived nature of the messages 

presented may have compromised information processing. That said, most persuasion studies 

merely present information which the researchers assume will be personally relevant (e.g. Di 

Blasio & Milani, 2008; Tormala & Petty, 2004). This thesis has improved on this procedure 

by basing the scenarios upon attitudinal information obtained from responses to an attitude 

scale which the participants had completed several weeks prior to Study 1 being carried out. 

Thus, there is a sound basis for assuming that participants were motivated to process the 

persuasive information presented.  

 

The design of the materials therefore facilitated comparisons between the conditions. Further, 

the short “responses” on behalf of the message receiver ensured that participants remained 

focussed on the issue being discussed and so did not direct attention to the receiver’s words. 

However, the constraints imposed on the participants’ reactions within the interaction 

compromised the final free-written response as, typically, these responses were fairly brief. 

Although they were of a similar length to the speaker’s sentences, they were too short to 

determine the extent of mimicry through the repetition of concepts, words, phrases, LP, and 

jargon. As such further research is needed, encouraging longer responses, to determine if 

mimicry using these language devices does occur online.  
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Another possible limitation with participants’ responses is that, rather than being written as 

an IM, email, or verbal response they were written on paper. As such there may be a 

disruption in participants’ cognitive responses as they changed communication media in 

order to express their reaction to the persuasive request. Whilst this method for recording 

participants’ responses is typical of persuasion research online (e.g. Di Blaio & Milani, 2008; 

Guadagno & Cialdini, 2002; Ng & Detenber, 2005) it does lack ecological validity. As such, 

this method of assessing responses perhaps needs refining in future online research to ensure 

that participants’ responses are representative and are conveyed in the communication mode 

which is used for the interaction. 

 

Another possible limitation is that in the first study, due to the difficulty in obtaining actors to 

present the interactions, photographs and voice recordings were used. There were no issues 

with the photographs used to represent the speakers as they were of those who were a similar 

age to the mean age of the sample and who were  identified as being, on average, neither 

attractive or unattractive (so as not to incur an attractiveness bias). However, with respect to 

the voice recordings it was difficult to maintain experimental control as the individuals acting 

the part of the speaker varied in their clarity of speech, strength of regional accent, speed of 

speech, and acting ability. Consequently, it is possible that the findings in respect of FtF 

interactions, and the comparisons between offline and online interactions, may be affected by 

these issues.  

 

A further point with regard to methodology concerns the sample population. Approximately 

80% of the participants were female and it has been proposed that males are easier to 

persuade in online interactions (e.g. Guadagno & Cialdini, 2002, 2007). Thus, the lack of a 



347 
 

significant difference between online and offline interactions may be due to the 

predominance of female participants. However, whilst this may have attenuated the expected 

persuasion effect it would not have affected the examination of the persuasion process itself. 

Finally, it needs to be pointed out that the findings from this thesis are only likely to be 

generalisable to individuals who are familiar with using CMC and use it regularly for 

interpersonal interactions.  

 

10.3 Applications 

 

The emphasis of this thesis was to provide a comprehensive theoretical account of online 

persuasion. However, the findings from this thesis do have practical application. From a 

general perspective, when engaging in persuasive online interpersonal interactions a message 

source needs to strategically construct a message in order to create the desired impression. To 

this end, the findings from this thesis suggest that the source needs to initially consider the 

communication medium. If the source is arranging a social function it may be prudent to use 

synchronous forms of communication (such as IM) as this prevents over-analysis of the 

proposal. If presenting a political message, however, email is likely to provide the optimal 

communication mode as individuals have time to fully process the information overcoming 

the initial negative perceptions aroused by virtue of the costs implied. Once the 

communication mode has been decided upon, situational context needs to be considered as it 

is important for a request to be framed in accordance with expected situational norms. 

Further, when constructing the message a source needs to consider the language to be used as 

this also influences evaluations. For example, the use of emotional intensity may be 

beneficial in a political request as this would represent a positive violation in expectancies 
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and yield a more positive response. Thus, the findings from this thesis can be applied 

generally to online persuasive interactions to facilitate a positive response. 

 

A more specific application of this research is likely to be in learning contexts and health 

interventions where information seeking motivations are activated. As stated in Chapter 1, 

increasing numbers of students are choosing to study via distance learning and one of the 

main issues is retention as distance learning students often drop out due to motivation issues 

(Allen & Seaman, 2010; Open University, 2011). With regards health interventions, 

organisations such as The Samaritans (who provide emotional support), Alcoholics 

Anonymous (support for recovering alcoholics), and B-eat (support for recovery from eating 

disorders) are increasingly providing interpersonal online support via IM and/or email 

(Alcoholics Anonymous, 2013; B-eat, 2013; Samaritans, 2013). Thus, there is an increasing 

need to develop communication strategies that provide support and motivation for individuals 

to achieve their goals (e.g. a degree, recovery, emotional stability). The findings from this 

thesis can be applied, by the teacher/counsellor to facilitate this process. 

 

The teacher/counsellor need to initially build good relations with the student/person needing 

support. To do this, effectively, initial contact should be conducted using IM as the 

synchronicity of this communication mode has been found to facilitate good interpersonal 

relations by yielding more positive perceptions of the source. During these initial interactions, 

focus not only needs to be on building good interpersonal relationships, but also on 

ascertaining the goals of the receiver and their self-interest motivations. When 

communicating by IM the source needs to use strong LP (to build perceptions of competence) 

but, to prevent them from appearing to dogmatic, include the use of tag questions. Also, the 
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strategic use of emotional intensity is likely to enhance perceptions of the source’s 

agreeableness. 

 

Once relationships have been established, the teacher/counsellor should use email to 

communicate the interventions basing focussing on demonstrating how the receivers goals 

and self-interest motivations would be satisfied in following the advice. The findings from 

this thesis suggest that using email to present an intervention (to motivate learning or 

recovery) allows receivers time to process, evaluate, and assimilate the information 

presented. Further, progress meetings should largely be conducted using IM in order to 

maintain and develop interpersonal relations. 

 

This procedure for facilitating online relationships whilst providing information to encourage 

motivation and goal achievement can be applied in other domains. For example, there has 

been a 12% increase in the number of people working from home between 2007 and 2012 

(TUC, 2013). However, whilst there are benefits associated with working from home, it can 

cause a sense of isolation and negatively affect motivation (Heng, San, Lee, 2012). Applying 

the findings from this thesis could help minimise the chance of this occurring. Indeed, people 

who work in the office should be tasked with building relationships with those working from 

home by using IM. To illustrate, a manger working in the office will need input from the 

home-worker and so needs to facilitate the relationship to encourage good performance. Also, 

the home-worker needs to facilitate the relationship in order to develop promotion prospects 

and to maintain his/her position within the organisation. Thus, good interpersonal 

relationships will facilitate both personal and business objectives. Although relationships 

should be built using IM, the sharing of specific practices and work-related information 
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should be communicated via email to facilitate information assimilation. Such behaviour, 

should also facilitate the integration of the home-worker into the organisation by providing a 

point of contact and, therefore, reducing feelings of isolation. 

 

Thus, the findings from this thesis can be applied to everyday life situations. Other 

illustrations of its applicability can be found in the travel industry where an initial FtF 

interaction with a travel consultant may be followed up with emails (providing details of 

various holidays) with a view to persuading the client to purchase a holiday. Also, with the 

rise of internet shopping and an increasingly competitive market online customer service is 

another domain in which these findings could be applied  Indeed, customer service is critical 

to the success of these companies and requires interpersonal interactions to ensure that (or 

persuade) the customer remains loyal to their brand.  

 

10.4 Future Directions 

 

This thesis provides a broad foundation from which future research concerning online 

interpersonal persuasion can be developed. As such it has considered several interactive 

components of the persuasion process all of which need to be examined further and in more 

detail. Thus, future studies should focus on determining the extent and conditions for goal-

directed behaviour and the influence of regulatory fit as well as consider, in more detail, the 

effects of situational context in terms of activating relevant schemata and associated 

situational norms. With regard to communication mode, it could prove useful to replicate 

Study 1 using a predominantly male sample in order to conclusively determine that the 
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absence of differences in persuasion across the differing interaction types is not an artefact of 

gender.  

 

As the findings from this thesis provide a challenge to the more popular dual-process 

persuasion theories (as they suggest that, in online contexts, UM principles provide a more 

appropriate fit to the processes used) further investigation is needed. As a starting point it 

would be fruitful to replicate these studies using real interactions. For example, participants 

would be provided with a personally relevant scenario and then asked to role play either the 

speaker (i.e. proposer) or respondent. Neither participant would know the true identity of the 

person as they would be briefed in separate rooms before being asked to engage in an online 

interaction (email or IM). No scripted responses would be given; allowing for responses to be 

spontaneous and thus increasing external validity. Therefore, it could be possible to 

determine if the conclusions drawn from the studies in this thesis could be generalisable.  

 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to ascertain if these findings can be obtained in FtF 

interactions when using the same methodology. Indeed, the methodology used was unique 

due to its use of syllogistic reasoning principles and so this technique may yield further 

insights into offline persuasion processes. Whilst re-examining FtF persuasive interactions in 

light of these findings may prove beneficial, it would also be useful to examine persuasion 

processes used in terms of mobile technology. The use of mobile technology is on the 

increase, and with the advent of smart phones and tablets, increasingly large numbers of 

people are using these to communicate and engage in persuasive interactions. Indeed, the use 

of wireless hotspots has increased from 0.7 million people in 2007 to 4.9 million people in 

2011 (Office for National Statistics, 2011). Thus, as this statistic highlights, there is another 
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dimension of CMC which needs investigation in terms of online interpersonal persuasion. 

However any future research in this domain must acknowledge, and appreciate the 

complexity and dynamic nature of the online interpersonal persuasion process and recognise 

that any phenomena and processes studied are unlikely to occur in isolation.  
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Appendix 1:  Ethical Approval 
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Appendix 2:  Attitude Survey 

 

Please read each statement carefully and circle the response which most represents YOUR opinion. 

Remember: there are no right or wrong answers. 

 

  Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Disagree/ 

Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

       
1. I am motivated to do my coursework 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I enjoy using the university’s sports facilities 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Local residents do not think that all students are 
noisy and drunk 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I want to attend lectures so that I can pass the 
modules I am studying 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. By joining a university club/society I will meet 
people with similar interests 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I feel that plagiarism checks are unfair 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I don’t think that there is a problem with car 
parking at university 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. University is a place for studying, not socialising 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I don’t think tutorials are useful 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I don’t need to attend lectures to pass the course 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Being at university is a good opportunity to make 
new friends 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. It doesn’t matter to me if I don’t hand my 
coursework in 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I believe that car parking at university should be 
free 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I don’t like having to do assignments 
 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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  Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Disagree/ 

Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

       
15. Making friendships at university is not important 

to me 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. Preparing for seminars/tutorials is a waste of my 
time 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. The lecturers will not be supportive if I have a 
problem 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I think it’s fair that students have to pay to park 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. The student union is encouraging binge drinking by 
selling cheap alcohol 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. I am happy to submit my work for plagiarism 
checks 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. It is important that I hand my assignments in on 
time 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. Attending lectures is not as important as 
socialising 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. The student union is not a good place to go for a 
night out 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. The size of the car park is not adequate for the 
university’s needs 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. I am not interested in taking part in any sporting 
activities on campus 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. I believe it is important to prepare for 
seminars/tutorials 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. A good reason for going to the student union is 
because the drinks are cheap 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. If I have a problem I know I can approach a 
lecturer/course tutor 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. Local residents are not tolerant or supportive of 
students 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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  Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Disagree/ 

Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

       

30. I like to go to the student union with my friends 1 2 3 4 5 

31. I believe tutorials help me understand the 
information given in lectures 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. I don’t want to be a member of any university 
clubs as I won’t fit in 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix 3:  Consent Form 

 

As part of my PhD I am conducting research into student opinions of aspects of life at the University 

of Glamorgan and would appreciate it if you could complete this questionnaire. As part of my 

ongoing research I will be contacting some individuals to take part in a further study. 

 

All information given will remain confidential and no individual will be identifiable. The data handling 

and destruction arrangements will be in accordance with the University of Glamorgan procedures 

for handling confidential material. You are free to withdraw your participation at any time. If you 

have any questions about this research please contact either: 

 

Sarah Jones: sjones5@glam.ac.uk or Martin Graff: mgraff@glam.ac.uk 

 

Participant Consent 

I have read the information provided and understand that my responses will remain confidential and 

that I can withdraw at any time. 

Having understood the above, I am happy to continue to participate in the study.  

 

Signed: 

 

Enrolment Number: 

 

Age: 

 

Gender: 

 

Date:

mailto:sjones5@glam.ac.uk
mailto:mgraff@glam.ac.uk
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Appendix 4:  Debrief Sheet – 15 mins 

 

Studies have demonstrated how students’ motivation and conscientiousness in attending lectures, 

completing coursework, and favourable predispositions towards academic staff facilitate chances of 

success (Bussato, Prins, Elshout, and Hamaker, 2000; Reed, 1981). However, there are other, non-

academic, factors which influence students’ attitudes towards university and contribute towards 

academic achievement/failure. Research has demonstrated, for example, that there is a positive 

relationship between student involvement in the many social activities which are available on 

campus and academic success (Huang and Chang, 2008; Huesman, Brown, Lee, Kellogg, and 

Radcliffe, 2007). Also of importance are attitudes towards university locality and accessibility as it 

has been suggested that dissatisfaction with these criteria contribute to poor academic performance 

- especially if motivation is already diminished (Harvey and Drew, 2006).  

 

This study aims to ascertain students’ attitudes towards university life and the information obtained 

will be used in a further study examining behaviour on the internet. 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY. 

 

Further details can be obtained from Sarah: sjones5@glam.ac.uk  
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Appendix 5:  Attitude Scale Responses: Ratings as a % of Responses  

 

Social     

  1 2 3 4 5 

       

30. I like to go to the student union with my friends 6 11 35 33 15 

23. The student union is not a good place to go for a 

night out 

 

8 17 47 20 8 

2. I enjoy using the university’s sports facilities 22 22 38 13 5 

25. I am not interested in taking part in any sporting 

activities on campus 

 

15 17 30 24 14 

11. Being at university is a good opportunity to make 

new friends 

 

1 1 6 36 56 

15. Making friendships at university is not important to 

me 

 

1 4 8 41 46 

8. University is a place for studying, not socialising 19 39 24 17 1 

22. Attending lectures is not as important as socialising 

 

1 4 17 36 42 

5. By joining a university club/society I will meet 

people with similar interests 

 

1 7 33 41 18 

32. I don’t want to be a member of any university clubs 

as I won’t fit in 

 

1 6 32 33 28 
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Learning     

  1 2 3 4 5 

       
1. I am motivated to do my coursework 

 
1 8 19 59 12 

14. I don’t like having to do assignments 
 

7 17 39 29 8 

21. It is important that I hand my assignments in on 
time 
 

3 0 1 24 73 

12. It doesn’t matter to me if I don’t hand my 
coursework in 
 

1 0 2 10 87 

26. I believe it is important to prepare for 
seminars/tutorials 
 

1 5 18 48 28 

16. Preparing for seminars/tutorials is a waste of my 
time 
 

0 6 22 37 35 

28. If I have a problem I know I can approach a 
lecturer/course tutor 
 

3 6 16 48 27 

17 The lecturers will not be supportive if I have a 
problem 
 

1 6 22 38 33 

31. I believe tutorials help me understand the 
information given in lectures 
 

2 6 23 44 25 

9. I don’t think tutorials are useful 
 

3 8 26 38 25 

10. I don’t need to attend lectures to pass the course 
 

2 1 8 29 60 

4. I want to attend lectures so that I can pass the 
modules I am studying 
 

1 1 3 26 69 
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Political     

  1 2 3 4 5 

       
3. Local residents do not think that all students are 

noisy and drunk 
 

2 14 63 20 1 

29. Local residents are not tolerant or supportive of 
students 
 

2 5 71 18 4 

19. The student union is encouraging binge drinking by 
selling cheap alcohol 
 

5 5 24 34 32 

27. A good reason for going to the student union is 
because the drinks are cheap 
 

8 10 35 31 16 

13. I believe that car parking at university should be 
free 
 

1 3 17 24 55 

18. I think it’s fair that students have to pay to park 
 

3 6 19 26 46 

24. The size of the car park is not adequate for the 
university’s needs 
 

45 21 26 5 3 

7. I don’t think that there is a problem with car 
parking at university 
 

43 16 26 10 5 

20. I am happy to submit my work for plagiarism 
checks 
 

1 2 15 42 40 

6. I feel that plagiarism checks are unfair 
 

4 5 20 32 39 
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Appendix 6:  Scenarios Used in Presentations  

 

Key: ↑ = Strong LP/High Emotion; ↓ = Weak LP/No Emotion; S = Message Speaker/Source; R = 

Message Recipient/“Participant” 

 

 

Social Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: I’m going to join the uni’s tennis club tonight. They’re starting a beginner’s course so I 

thought I’d give it a go. Fancy it? 

 

R: Nah. Not really. Never been a fan of racquet sports 

  

S: Well, you should come. I know you’ll enjoy it. Come on. It will be a good laugh. And we will 

make new friends and get fit at the same time. 

 

R: Possibly. But whenever we had to play in school I was hopeless and could never hit the ball!  

 

S: I know what you mean. It was the same for me but I’ve always fancied learning properly and 

this club has a professional tennis coach – so it has to be better than being taught by just a 

school PE teacher. 

 

R: Yeah, I suppose that would make a difference 
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S: Of course it will. And the club facilities look good. And they hold social events – they also get 

tickets for Wimbledon for club members. 

R: Do they? That’s cool! Those tickets are like gold dust! Now that would be good to go and 

see. 

 

S: I know. I had a look on the website – you should see the pictures and the reports about the 

trip. They had a wicked time. 

 

R: I’d defo be up for the social stuff. I’m just not sure about actually playing tennis. 

  

S: Well, you won’t know till you give it a go and I reckon you should. Anyway, you have nothing 

to lose and it will be a laugh - we may even get quite good. 

 

R: I suppose so, so … 

 

 

Social Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: I’m going to join the uni’s tennis club tonight. They’re starting a beginner’s course so I 

thought I’d give it a go. Fancy it? 

 

R: Nah. Not really. Never been a fan of racquet sports 

 

S: Well, you should come! I know you’ll enjoy it! Come on. It will be a good laugh! And we will 

make new friends and get fit at the same time! Remember the fun we had when you 

persuaded me to go to circuit training with you? 
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R: Yeah – I really enjoyed that! But whenever we had to play tennis in school I was hopeless 

and could never hit the ball!  

 

S: I know what you mean. It was the same for me but I’ve always fancied learning properly and 

this club has a professional tennis coach – so it has to be better than being taught by just a 

school PE teacher! You must know that just from being taught swimming in school and then 

being coached at club level! You have often said how you would feel physically sick after a 

tough session – remember? 

 

R: Yes, I do! It felt good afterwards though. Hmm, I suppose you are right and proper coaching 

will make a difference. 

 

S: Of course it will! And the club facilities look really good. And they hold loads of social events 

– they also get tickets for Wimbledon for club members! Can you imagine that – going to 

Wimbledon! Hey, how would we feel if we actually got to meet any of the players! 

 

R: They get tickets for Wimbledon? That’s cool! Those tickets are like gold dust! Now that 

would be good to go and see! 

S: I know! I had a look on the website – you should see the pictures and the reports about the 

trip. They had a wicked time – and we could do that if we joined! Their Christmas party 

looked like fun too – I can totally see us as part of that crowd! 

  

R: I’d defo be up for the social stuff. I’m just not sure about actually playing tennis. 

 

S: Well, you won’t know till you give it a go and I reckon you should! I know you and I bet you 

are better than you say you are - you always are! Anyway, you have nothing to lose. It will be 

a laugh and we may even get quite good! So come with me! 
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R: I suppose so, so … 

 

 

Social Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: I am going to join the uni’s tennis club tonight, what do you think? They’re starting a 

beginner’s course so I thought I’d give it a go. I don’t suppose you’d fancy coming along, 

would you? 

 

R: Nah. Not really. Never been a fan of racquet sports 

 

S: Well, I’d like you to come with me. I think you’d enjoy it, don’t you? I think it’d be a laugh, 

don’t you think? Perhaps we’ll even make new friends and get fit at the same time, yeah? 

 

R: Possibly. But whenever we had to play tennis in school I was hopeless and could never hit 

the ball!  

 

S: Umm… yeah, I know what you mean. It was, sort of, the same for me but I’ve, umm, always 

fancied learning properly and, I would guess that this club has a professional tennis coach, 

don’t you think? So it is better than being taught by a school PE teacher, isn’t it?  

 

R: I suppose that would probably make a difference 

 

S: I would have thought it would, wouldn’t you? And the club facilities are quite good - I think 

they hold social events, you know? Oh, and I think that the club tries to get their members 

tickets for Wimbledon.  



 

412 
   

R: Do they? That’s cool! Those tickets are like gold dust! Now that would be good to go and see 

 

S: Umm, yeah, I suppose it would. I guess that there would be pictures reports about this 

year’s Wimbledon trip on the website, don’t you think? They would have had a good time, 

wouldn’t they? 

 

R: I’d defo be up for the social stuff. I’m just not sure about actually playing tennis. 

 

S: Well, I suppose you won’t know till you give it a go and I think you should, yeah? I mean, we 

don’t have anything to lose, do we? And you never know, we could have a laugh and get 

quite good, don’t you think? 

  

R: I suppose so, so … 

 

 

Social Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: I am going to join the uni’s tennis club tonight, what do you think? They’re starting a 

beginner’s course so I thought I’d give it a go. I don’t suppose you’d fancy coming along, 

would you? 

 

R: Nah. Not really. Never been a fan of racquet sports 

 

S: Oh, well, I’d like you to come with me! I think you’d enjoy it, don’t you?! I’m guessing, but it 

could be a good laugh! Perhaps we’ll even make new friends and get fit at the same time, 
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yeah?! I remember that we had fun at that circuit class you persuaded me to do with you, 

right? 

 

R: Possibly. But whenever we had to play tennis in school I was hopeless and could never hit 

the ball!  

 

S: Umm… yeah, I know what you mean. It was, sort of, the same for me but I’ve, umm, always 

fancied learning properly and, I would guess that this club has a professional tennis coach – 

so it has to be better than being taught by just a school PE teacher, isn’t it?! It’s the same 

sort of difference as when you were taught swimming in school and then being coached at 

club level, yeah? You who used to say that you would feel physically sick after a tough 

session! 

 

R: Yes, I did! It felt good afterwards though. Hmm, I suppose proper coaching would make a 

difference. 

 

S: I would have thought it would, wouldn’t you?! And, I can’t be sure, but the club facilities are 

really good, yeah - and I think they hold loads of social events, you know?! Oh, and I think 

that the club tries to get their members tickets for Wimbledon! I mean, can you imagine 

going to Wimbledon - I guess that would be pretty amazing if we kind of got to meet any of 

the players! 

 

R: They get tickets for Wimbledon? That’s cool! Those tickets are like gold dust! Now that 

would be good to go and see. 

 

S: Umm, yeah, I suppose it would, wouldn’t it? I guess that there may be pictures and reports 

about this year’s Wimbledon trip on the website? And they would have had a really good 

time! We would too if we joined, don’t you agree?! Their Christmas party looks like fun too – 

and we can be part of that crowd! 
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R: I’d defo be up for the social stuff. I’m just not sure about actually playing tennis. 

 

S: Well, I suppose you won’t know till you give it a go and I think you should, yeah?! I know you 

and I’m sure you’re much better than you say you are, you know?! You always are!  I mean, 

we don’t have anything to lose, do we? And I think we could have a laugh and get quite 

good! 

  

R: I suppose so, so … 

 

 

Learning Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey are you going to come? It’ll be a good night. And it’s going to be ages before we get to 

go out to a gig like this again.  

 

R: Yes, I know. But I have a tutorial tomorrow and I have to do a presentation which I need to 

prepare for tonight so I don’t think I can come 

 

S: Oh, come on, don’t be boring. It’s one tutorial. You’re always working and finding excuses 

not to come out during the week. Let’s go, forget about work, and have some fun. 

 

R: No. I really can’t. I have to prepare and I haven’t got time to do it before we go out. 

 

S: Look, it’s just one tutorial. It’s not that important. You won’t fail the module because you 

haven’t prepared for it. 
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R: Yes, I know, but… 

 

S: No buts. Come on. You know how much you enjoy going to gigs. 

  

R: Yeah…I’m not saying I wouldn’t enjoy it….it’s just that I really should prepare for the tutorial 

 

S: Well, if you were that keen on doing this tutorial you would have already prepared for it. 

Anyway, it’s up to you. I’ve already got the tickets and most of our friends are going 

R: Are they? But Alex and Naomi have to do the presentation tomorrow as well…. 

 

S: I know. But they’re not bothered and reckon they can pull something together in the 

morning which will get them some marks 

 

R: Oh….well….oh help…I don’t know what to do now…Let me have a think and I’ll text you in 

half an hour…. 

 

 

Learning Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey are you going to come? It’ll be a really good night! And it’s going to be ages before we 

get to go out to a gig like this again! 

 

R: Yes, I know. But I have a tutorial tomorrow and I have to do a presentation which I need to 

prepare for tonight so I don’t think I can come 
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S: Oh, come on. Don’t be so boring! It’s one tutorial! You’re always working and finding 

excuses not to come out during the week. Let’s just go, forget about work for once, and have 

some fun like we do on the weekends! 

 

R: No. I really can’t. I have to prepare and I haven’t got time to do it before we go out. 

 

S: Look, it’s one tutorial! It’s not that important! You won’t fail the module because you 

haven’t prepared for just one. You remember how pleased you were when you got 70% for a 

tutorial that you had forgotten to prepare for! 

 

R: Yes, I know, but… 

 

S: No buts. Come on! You enjoy going to a gig! You love the whole thing – the atmosphere, 

listening to the band and singing. It always makes you really happy - and you talk about it for 

days afterwards! 

 

R: Yeah, I know…I’m not saying I wouldn’t enjoy it….it’s just that I think I really should prepare 

for the tutorial 

 

S: Well, if you were that keen on doing this tutorial you would have already prepared for it. 

Anyway, it’s up to you. I’ve already got the tickets and most of our friends are going. You 

really must come! It’s been ages since we all got together – the last time was Naomi’s party 

and that was wicked! We had an amazing night! 

 

R: Yeah, it was wicked! Are Alex and Naomi going as they have to do the presentation 

tomorrow as well? 
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S: Yes. But they’re not bothered and reckon they can pull something together in the morning 

which will get them some marks. The thing is I know that if they can do it you definitely can! 

Come on! Tonight is going to be too good to miss and you know it! The tutorial stuff can wait 

till tomorrow. 

 

R: Oh….well….oh help…I really don’t know what to do now…Let me have a think and I’ll text 

you in half an hour. 

  

 

Learning Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey you will come, won’t you? I think it could be a good night. And I don’t suppose we will 

be able to get to go out to a gig like this again for ages, do you?  

 

R: Yes, I know. But I have a tutorial tomorrow and I have to do a presentation which I need to 

prepare for tonight so I don’t think I can come 

 

S: Oh, are you sure?  Don’t be so boring. It’s one tutorial. I mean you always seem to be 

working and finding excuses not to come out during the week. You know, we could just go 

and forget about work, don’t you think? We would probably have fun, you know. 

 

R: No. I really can’t. I have to prepare and I haven’t got time to do it before we go out. 

 

S: Perhaps I’m wrong, but it’s one tutorial and it’s not that important, is it? I don’t think you 

could fail the module because you haven’t prepared for it, could you? 
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R: Yes, I know, but… 

 

S: Oh come on, please? You know I think you enjoy going to gigs, don’t you? 

 

R: Yeah…I’m not saying I wouldn’t enjoy it….it’s just that I really should prepare for the tutorial 

 

S: Umm, I might be wrong but I think that if you were that keen on doing this tutorial you 

would have already prepared for it, right? Oh well, never mind, I suppose I should, perhaps, 

let you make up your own mind, shouldn’t I? So, it’s up to you, ok? I’ve got some tickets for 

us and our friends so if you decide to come you can let me know, all right?  

 

R: Are Alex and Naomi going as they have to do the presentation tomorrow as well? 

 

S: Um … I’m pretty sure they are, but I don’t think they’re that bothered about the tutorial, you 

know? I guess they reckon they can sort of pull something together in the morning which 

will get them some marks. 

 

R: Oh….well….oh help…I really don’t know what to do now…Let me have a think and I’ll text 

you in half an hour 

 

 

Learning Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey you will come, won’t you? I think it could be a really good night! And I don’t suppose we 

will be able to get to go out to a gig like this again for ages, do you?! 
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R: Yes, I know. But I have a tutorial tomorrow and I have to do a presentation which I need to 

prepare for tonight so I don’t think I can come 

 

S: Oh, are you sure? Don’t be so boring! I mean you always seem to be working and finding 

excuses not to come out during the week! You know, we could just go and forget about work 

for once, don’t you think? We would probably have some fun, wouldn’t we? Just like we do 

on weekends! 

 

R: No. I really can’t. I have to prepare and I haven’t got time to do it before we out. 

 

S: Err, perhaps I’m wrong, but its only one tutorial! It’s not that important, is it?! I don’t think 

you would fail the module because you haven’t prepared for it now, would you? I seem to 

remember how pleased you were that one time when you got 70% for a tutorial that you 

had forgotten to prepare for – isn’t that right?! 

 

R: Yes, I know, but… 

 

S: Oh come on, please?! You enjoy going to gigs, don’t you?! You know, I think you love the 

whole thing – the atmosphere, the music, the singing - doing things like this makes you really 

happy as you talk about it for days afterwards!  

 

R: Yeah…I’m not saying I wouldn’t enjoy it….it’s just that I really should prepare for the tutorial 

 

S: Umm, I might be wrong, but I think that if you were that keen on doing this tutorial you 

would have already prepared for it, right? Oh well, never mind, I suppose I should, perhaps, 

let you make up your own mind, shouldn’t I? So, it’s really up to you, ok? I’ve got some 

tickets for us and our friends so if you decide to come you can let me know, all right? Its ages 
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since we all got together! Naomi’s party – and that was wicked – remember?! We had an 

amazing night! 

 

R: Are Alex and Naomi going as they have to do the presentation tomorrow as well? 

 

S: Um… I’m pretty sure they are, but I don’t think they’re that bothered about the tutorial. I 

guess they reckon they can pull something together in the morning which will get them 

some marks. The thing is if they can do it you should be able to. Come on! Tonight will be 

really good! The tutorial stuff can wait till tomorrow, can’t it? 

 

R: Oh….well….oh help…I really don’t know what to do now…Let me have a think and I’ll text 

you in half an hour. 

 

 

Political Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey, I’ve got to speak at the student meeting about the proposed increase in car park 

charges. To be honest it’s a good idea to put them up again. 

 

R: How on earth can you say that? It’s expensive enough as it is! 

 

S: Yeah, but if you think about it, a lot of the students who drive in can easily catch the train 

into uni. So if car parking prices were increased then they will catch the train, or other public 

transport, and this will free up space for those who can’t use it. 

 

R:  Maybe, but then those that still need to drive will have to pay more – and that’s not fair. 
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S: On the face of it, no. But at the moment students have to street-park as they can’t get into 

the car park and the uni’s park and ride service is really inconvenient for them. And the 

problem with street-parking is that it’s limited to 2 hours and the traffic wardens are on the 

ball dishing out fines of £30 a time. Now that’s expensive. 

 

R: I hadn’t thought of it like that before. But I still don’t think it’s a good idea. 

 

S: Well I do. Especially as the university is committed to becoming more ecologically friendly – 

and this will help. 

 

R: How will it help? Most students haven’t got a lot of money and putting prices up isn’t going 

to help. 

 

S: Well, for a start, using public transport is a lot cheaper than running a car. And if more 

students use public transport, then there will be less car emissions polluting the air. Also, for 

those who can’t use public transport the uni is offering parking discounts to those who car 

share – making the price of parking no different to what it is now as well as helping to 

reduce pollution. 

 

R: Yes, I suppose. I can see your point. But surely one university taking this approach isn’t going 

to have an impact, is it? 

 

S: No, but if this move is successful then other universities will do the same – especially as they 

all have targets to meet showing how they are becoming more environmentally friendly. So 

you see putting car park charges up will be beneficial. So, will you support me at the 

meeting? 

 

R: Well, to be honest, I can see what you’re trying to say… 
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Political Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey, I’ve got to speak at the student meeting about the proposed increase in car park 

charges! To be honest it’s a really good idea to put them up again to a more realistic level! 

  

R: How on earth can you say that? It’s expensive enough as it is! 

 

S: Yeah, but if you think about it, a lot of the students who drive in could easily catch the train 

into uni! So if car parking prices were increased then they would catch the train, or other 

public transport, and this would free up spaces for those who can’t use it! 

 

R:  Maybe, but then those that still need to drive will have to pay more – and that’s not fair 

 

S: On the face of it, no. But at the moment loads of students are having to street-park as they 

can’t get into the car park and the uni’s park and ride service is really inconvenient for them. 

And the problem with street-parking is that it’s limited to 2 hours and the traffic wardens 

just love dishing out fines of £30 a time! Now that’s expensive! Come on - you must 

remember how angry you were that time when you had to street-park because you couldn’t 

get in the car park! You got a fine for being only 5 minutes late! 

 

R: Oh, yes! I was tamping that day! I hadn’t thought of it like that before. But I still don’t think 

it’s a good idea. 

 

S: Well I do! It would be so nice to know you can drive to uni and not have to worry about 

parking. Or just hop on a train and not have to worry about being late because of traffic 

problems! Just think how much better you’d feel with less stress!  Anyway, the university is 

committed to becoming more ecologically friendly and tackling parking issues will help even 

if it does mean putting prices up. 
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R: How will it help? Most students haven’t got a lot of money and putting prices up isn’t going 

to help. 

 

S: Well, for a start, using public transport is a lot cheaper than running a car! You know how 

expensive that is once you consider insurance, tax, MOT, and running costs. And, if more 

students use public transport, then there will be less car emissions polluting the air. Now 

that would be good for the environment! Also, for those who can’t use public transport the 

uni is offering parking discounts to those who car share – making the price of parking no 

different to what it is now as well as reducing pollution! Now that is a really good idea as if 

we did car share then we can have more chat time – and save money on coffee! 

 

R: Yes, I suppose. I can see your point. But surely one university taking this approach isn’t going 

to have an impact, is it? 

 

S: No, but if this move is successful then other universities will do the same – especially as they 

all have targets to meet showing how they are becoming more environmentally friendly! So 

you see putting car park charges up does have its benefits and I’m sure we will appreciate 

the advantages as it could make our lives less stressful and happier! So, will you support me 

at the meeting? 

 

R: Well, to be honest, I can see what you’re trying to say… 

 

 

Political Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

P: Hey, I’ve got to speak at the student meeting about the proposed increase in car park 

charges. You know I suppose it could be a good idea to put them up again, don’t you think? 
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R: How on earth can you say that? It’s expensive enough as it is! 

 

S: Yeah, but I suppose that a lot of the students who drive in could catch the train into uni, 

couldn’t they? So if car parking prices were increased then they could do this or use other 

public transport, couldn’t they? And then I suppose that this would free up space for those 

who can’t use public transport, isn’t that right? 

 

R:  Maybe, but then those that still need to drive will have to pay more – and that’s not fair. 

 

S: Err, on the face of it, I suppose it’s not. At the moment it seems that students are having to 

street-park as they can’t get into the car park and the uni’s park and ride service is 

inconvenient for them, don’t you think? I guess the problem with street-parking is that it’s 

limited to 2 hours and the traffic wardens are on the ball dishing out fines of £30 a time, 

aren’t they? And I think that could be expensive, yeah? 

 

R: I hadn’t thought of it like that before. But I still don’t think it’s a good idea. 

 

S: Oh, umm, well I do. And I think that the university is committed to becoming more 

ecologically friendly – and I suppose that this position will encourage them to do this, right? 

 

R: How will it? Most students haven’t got a lot of money and putting prices up won’t help 

them. 

 

S: Oh. Well, I suppose, using public transport is possibly a lot cheaper than running a car. And 

if, say, more students use public transport, then there will be less pollution from car 

emissions, yeah? Oh, yes, and I think that the uni is offering parking discounts to those who 

car share and can’t use public transport so that would make the price of parking no different 

to what it is now as well as help to reduce pollution, don’t you think? 
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R: Yes, I suppose. I can see your point. But surely one university taking this approach isn’t going 

to have an impact, is it? 

 

S: Well, I may be wrong, but if this move is successful then other universities will do the same, 

right? Especially as that they all have targets to meet showing how they are becoming more 

environmentally friendly, don’t they? I suppose I kind of think that putting car park charges 

up may be beneficial, don’t you agree? So, I don’t suppose that you would support me at the 

meeting, would you? 

 

R: Well, I can see what you’re trying to say… 

 

 

Political Scenario:  Language Power,  Emotion 

 

S: Hey, I’ve got to speak at the student meeting about the proposed increase in car park 

charges! You know I suppose it could be a really good idea to put them up again to a more 

realistic level, don’t you think?! 

 

R: How on earth can you say that? It’s expensive enough as it is! 

 

S: Yeah, but I suppose that a lot of the students who drive in could easily catch the train into 

uni, couldn’t they?! So, if car parking prices were increased then they could do this or use 

other public transport, couldn’t they? And then I suppose that this would, err, free up loads 

of spaces for those who can’t use public transport, isn’t that right?! 

 

R:  Maybe, but then those that still need to drive will have to pay more – and that’s not fair. 
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S: Err, on the face of it, I suppose it’s not but at the moment it seems that loads of students are 

having to street-park as they can’t get into the car park and the uni’s park and ride service is 

really inconvenient, don’t you think? I guess the problem with street-parking is that it’s 

limited to 2 hours and the traffic wardens just love dishing out fines of £30 a time, don’t 

they?! Come on – you must remember how angry you were that time when you had to 

street-park because the car park was full! You got a fine for being 5 minutes late, didn’t 

you?! And that could become expensive! 

 

R: Oh, yes! I was tamping that day! I hadn’t thought of it like that before. But I still don’t think 

it’s a good idea. 

 

S: Oh, umm, well I do! It would be nice to know you can drive to uni and park or just hop on a 

train and not have to worry about being late because of traffic problems! Just think how 

much better you’d feel with less stress!  Anyway, I suppose that the university is committed 

to becoming more environmentally friendly – and, um, I think that this position will 

encourage them to do this, right? 

 

R: How will it? Most students haven’t got a lot of money and putting prices up won’t help 

them. 

 

S: Oh. Well, I suppose, using public transport is a lot cheaper than running a car - you know 

how expensive that is once you consider things like insurance, tax, MOT, and running costs, 

don’t you?! And if more students use public transport, then there is likely to be less car 

emissions polluting the air, don’t you think? So that’s really good for the environment! Oh, 

yes, and I think that the uni is offering parking discounts to those who car share and can’t 

use public transport, so that would make the price of parking no different to what it is now 

as well as help reduce pollution! And car sharing could be really good as we can have more 

chat time – and, perhaps, save money on coffee! 
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R: Yes, I suppose. I can see your point. But surely one university taking this approach isn’t going 

to have an impact, is it? 

 

S: Well, I suppose not. I may be wrong, but, I mean, if this move is successful then perhaps 

other universities may do the same, right? Especially as, I think, though I’m not sure, that 

they all have targets to meet showing how they are becoming more environmentally 

friendly, yeah?! Umm, I suppose then that I kind of think that putting car park charges up 

may be beneficial, don’t you agree?! I mean, that it could kind of make our lives less stressful 

and happier, right? So, err, I don’t suppose you would, err, support me at the meeting, 

would you? 

 

R: Well, I can see what you’re trying to say… 
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Appendix 7:  Photographs and Scale for Attractiveness Ratings 

 

Photographs for Attractiveness Ratings 

1 2 3 4 

    

5 6 7 8 

    

    

9 10 11 12 

    

    

13 14 15 16 

    

    

17 18 19 20 

    

    

21 22 23 24 

    

 

http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnghcdqrefop
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnopcdmnefkl
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zopopopcdqrcd
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnklqrcdcdst
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zopijqrmnklcd
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklstefabopcd
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnopqrklabmn
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zstmnstijcdab
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklabijabijab
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zqrmnqrcdcdgh
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklstghmnijop
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnklqrstefij
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnghijcdabkl
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmncdijefefst
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklstghghklij
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklstcdefghkl
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklabefmnopkl
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnqrqrghefqr
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklqrabefklcd
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklqrijqrcdmn
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnghcdopopab
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnopstabmnkl
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklabijghstab
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zststklopstmn


 

429 
   

Please rate the attractiveness of each individual presented by circling your response on the 

accompanying table. There are NO right or wrong answers.  
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http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklqrqrmnklkl
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmnghklmnmnst
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklqrqrklcdcd
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zmncdefghklcd
http://www.mysinglefriend.com/detail.php?|=zklstghstklmn
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Scale for Rating Attractiveness Photographs 

 

Female 

Pictures 

Very 

Unattractive 

 Average  Very 

Attractive 

1 1 2 3 4 5 

2 1 2 3 4 5 

3 1 2 3 4 5 

4 1 2 3 4 5 

5 1 2 3 4 5 

6 1 2 3 4 5 

7 1 2 3 4 5 

8 1 2 3 4 5 

9 1 2 3 4 5 

10 1 2 3 4 5 

11 1 2 3 4 5 

12 1 2 3 4 5 

13 1 2 3 4 5 

14 1 2 3 4 5 

15 1 2 3 4 5 

16 1 2 3 4 5 

17 1 2 3 4 5 

18 1 2 3 4 5 

19 1 2 3 4 5 

20 1 2 3 4 5 

21 1 2 3 4 5 

22 1 2 3 4 5 

23 1 2 3 4 5 

24 1 2 3 4 5 
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Male Pictures Very 

Unattractive 

 Average  Very 

Attractive 

1 1 2 3 4 5 

2 1 2 3 4 5 

3 1 2 3 4 5 

4 1 2 3 4 5 

5 1 2 3 4 5 

6 1 2 3 4 5 

7 1 2 3 4 5 

8 1 2 3 4 5 

9 1 2 3 4 5 

10 1 2 3 4 5 

11 1 2 3 4 5 

12 1 2 3 4 5 

13 1 2 3 4 5 

14 1 2 3 4 5 

15 1 2 3 4 5 

16 1 2 3 4 5 

17 1 2 3 4 5 

18 1 2 3 4 5 

19 1 2 3 4 5 

20 1 2 3 4 5 

21 1 2 3 4 5 

22 1 2 3 4 5 

23 1 2 3 4 5 

24 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix 8: Questionnaire Used to Assess Participants’ Reactions in 

Study 1 

 

PARTICIPANT INSTRUCTIONS:         CONDITION A 

                  

You are going to be presented with 3 separate interactions between two people and you are to 

assume the position of the respondent in each case. At the end of each interaction you will be asked 

to complete a short questionnaire about the conversation you have just been presented. 

Each interaction is contained within a specific folder and you will be asked to open specific folders in 

a given order in order to participate in that conversation. 

 

 DO NOT OPEN ANY OTHER FOLDERS THAN THOSE YOU HAVE BEEN ASKED TO ACCESS. 

 

THE FOLDERS YOU WILL NEED TO ACCESS ARE:  

 CONDITION A: FOLDER 1 

        FOLDER 5 

        FOLDER 9 

PLEASE COMPLETE THE STUDY IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER:  

       1ST : 5  

       2ND : 1   

       3RD :  9 

 

Once you have read each folder’s interactions please complete 1 of the attached questionnaires, in 

order,  indicating which folder you are responding to before moving on to the next.   

 

Your Enrolment Number is: _________________  
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Interaction 1: State folder number viewed -     

            

TAKING THE ROLE OF THE RESPONDENT, WRITE YOUR FULL RESPONSE TO THE CONVERSATION: 

 
 

 

 

BRIEFLY LIST ALL THE THOUGHTS YOU HAD WHILE LISTENING/READING AND REPLYING TO THE MESSAGE (INCL. 

SPEAKER/ARGUMENT/OTHER THOUGHTS) 

Speaker Argument Other 

   

   

   

   

   

 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH MOST ACCURATELY REFLECTS YOUR RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 

1.  BASED ON THIS MESSAGE, HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT YOU WOULD COMPLY WITH THE REQUEST? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 

 

2.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR OVERALL POSITION TOWARDS THE ISSUE IN THIS 

CONVERSATION? 

Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

Like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dislike 

Agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagreeable 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 
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3.  HOW DO YOU RATE THE ARGUMENT PRESENTED? 

Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invalid 

Unpersuasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Persuasive 

Convincing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unconvincing 

 

4. WHAT IS YOUR PERCEPTION OF THE LANGUAGE USED BY THE SPEAKER? 

Timid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Assertive 

Powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Powerless 

Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strong 

 

5.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW DO YOU PERCEIVE THE SPEAKER’S TONE? 

Engaging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Indifferent 

Non-emotive      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Emotive 

Personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impersonal 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

 

6.  WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE SENDER? 

Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Reliable 

Informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninformed 

Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligent 

Inexpert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Expert 

Unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Friendly 

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant 
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Interaction 2: State folder number viewed -     
 

TAKING THE ROLE OF THE RESPONDENT, WRITE YOUR FULL RESPONSE TO THE CONVERSATION: 

 
 

 

 

BRIEFLY LIST ALL THE THOUGHTS YOU HAD WHILE LISTENING/READING AND REPLYING TO THE MESSAGE (INCL. 

SPEAKER/ARGUMENT/OTHER THOUGHTS) 

Speaker Argument Other 

   

   

   

   

   

 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH MOST ACCURATELY REFLECTS YOUR RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 

1.  BASED ON THIS MESSAGE, HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT YOU WOULD COMPLY WITH THE REQUEST? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 

 

2.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR OVERALL POSITION TOWARDS THE ISSUE IN THIS 

CONVERSATION? 

Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

Like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dislike 

Agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagreeable 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 
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3.  HOW DO YOU RATE THE ARGUMENT PRESENTED? 

Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invalid 

Unpersuasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Persuasive 

Convincing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unconvincing 

 

4. WHAT IS YOUR PERCEPTION OF THE LANGUAGE USED BY THE SPEAKER? 

Timid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Assertive 

Powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Powerless 

Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strong 

 

5.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW DO YOU PERCEIVE THE SPEAKER’S TONE? 

Engaging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Indifferent 

Unemotive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Emotive 

Personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impersonal 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

 

6.  WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE SENDER? 

Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Reliable 

Informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninformed 

Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligent 

Inexpert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Expert 

Unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Friendly 

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant 
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Interaction 3: State folder number viewed -     
 

TAKING THE ROLE OF THE RESPONDENT, WRITE YOUR FULL RESPONSE TO THE CONVERSATION: 

 
 

 

 

BRIEFLY LIST ALL THE THOUGHTS YOU HAD WHILE LISTENING/READING AND REPLYING TO THE MESSAGE (INCL. 

SPEAKER/ARGUMENT/OTHER THOUGHTS) 

Speaker Argument Other 

   

   

   

   

   

 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH MOST ACCURATELY REFLECTS YOUR RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 

1.  BASED ON THIS MESSAGE, HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT YOU WOULD COMPLY WITH THE REQUEST? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 

 

2.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR OVERALL POSITION TOWARDS THE ISSUE IN THIS 

CONVERSATION? 

Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

Like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dislike 

Agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagreeable 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 
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3.  HOW DO YOU RATE THE ARGUMENT PRESENTED? 

Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invalid 

Unpersuasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Persuasive 

Convincing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unconvincing 

 

4. WHAT IS YOUR PERCEPTION OF THE LANGUAGE USED BY THE SPEAKER? 

Timid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Assertive 

Powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Powerless 

Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strong 

 

5.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW DO YOU PERCEIVE THE SPEAKER’S TONE? 

Engaging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Indifferent 

Unemotive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Emotive 

Personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impersonal 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

 

6.  WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE SENDER? 

Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Reliable 

Informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninformed 

Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligent 

Inexpert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Expert 

Unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Friendly 

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant 
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Appendix 9:  Consent Form 

 

I am a PhD research student at the University of Glamorgan and am conducting a study on 

individuals’ responses in various situations. You will be asked to listen/read 3 different discussions 

between two people and record your responses immediately after each interaction on the 

questionnaire provided. If you have any questions or concerns about this study please speak to the 

researcher, Sarah Jones or contact her at staylorj@glam.ac.uk  

 

 In agreeing to participate you have the right to withdraw from this study at any time without having 

to provide any reasons for your decision and can refuse to answer any questions should you so wish. 

Your identity and results will remain anonymous and confidential with only the researcher being 

aware of your participation. All information obtained will be held in a secure location until after the 

completion of this study whereupon they will be destroyed in accordance with the University of 

Glamorgan’s procedures for handling confidential material. 

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 

 

Having read the above statements, I am happy to participate in this study. 

 

Enrolment Number: 

Initials: 

Age: 

Gender: 

Date:

mailto:staylorj@glam.ac.uk
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Appendix 10: Standardised Instructions for Face-to-Face Interactions 

 

You are going to be presented with 3 different conversations between 2 people 

 

The first speaker is referred to as the speaker or message sender 

 

The second speaker is referred to as the respondent and is “you” 

 

After each conversation you will be asked to complete a questionnaire which comprises a written 

response section and a section requiring that you circle your responses to several questions on a 

scale of 1 – 7 

 

 Please respond to both sections and remember YOU are the respondent and are responding as if 

you, yourself, had taken part in the conversation 
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Appendix 11: Pilot Study: Instructions (Sent via email) 

Hi All, 

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this study – I really appreciate it! 

To complete this study you will need to download and read 6 different 

scenarios which are contained in the Word document attached to this 

email - do not print the document as I would like you to read the scenarios 

on your computer. 

 After reading each scenario, please respond to the 3 questions for that 

scenario. These questions are easily identified as the scenario number 

preceding each set of text will correspond to one on the questionnaire you 

have been given. The 3 questions require a total of 10 responses which are 

scored on a 7-point scale. Please circle the response which most closely 

matches your beliefs. 

Try not to spend too much time thinking about your responses as it’s your 

initial reactions that count and there are no right or wrong answers! 

If you have any problems, or are unsure about anything, please 

call/text/email me. 

If you can let me know when you have completed this study I will meet 

you to collect the questionnaires and will debrief you (i.e. explain what you 

have done and why!). 

Have fun! 

Sarah 
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Appendix 12:  Debrief Sheet – 45 Minutes 

 
Persuasion has been extensively examined in face-to-face (FtF) interactions (e.g. Petty & Cacioppo, 

1984). However, widespread adoption of computer-mediated communication (CMC) in all domains 

of modern life prompts questions concerning persuasive techniques in online communication. A 

major issue concerns the presence of cues as an information source for the message receiver. Cues 

in FtF interactions are both visual and verbal (eg. source characteristics, intonation, gesturing, etc.) 

whereas in CMC these cues are largely unavailable (DeSteno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, & Braverman, 

2004; Di Blasio & Milani, 2008). Consequently, in online interactions the message receiver has to rely 

on cues contained within the message in order to process its content and determine the appropriate 

response. 

 

It has been argued that message cues such as language power (i.e. strong or weak language) and 

emotion (i.e. affect) influence an individual’s motivation to attend to a communication (Zhou, 

Burgoon, Zhang, & Nunamaker, 2004; Briñol, Petty, & Barden, 2007). The use of strong language is 

believed to instil belief in the message presented as the sender is perceived to be authoritative and 

confident of his position (Sparks & Areni, 2008) making the receiver doubt his position and 

susceptible to a persuasive attempt.  Also, the use of emotion is seen to foster a sense of rapport 

between sender and receiver possibly making the receiver more vulnerable to persuasion (Wilson, 

2003). It is possible therefore, that these types of cues assume an increased salience in CMC (due to 

the lack of other visual and verbal cues) and can be successfully used as tools in persuasion. 

 

The aim of this study is, therefore, to determine whether or not using message cues, such as 

language power and emotion, in FtF, email, and chatroom interactions does facilitate persuasion. It 

is also envisaged that this study will ascertain the most effective combination of language power and 

emotion for the type of interaction engaged in and demonstrate the increased status these cues 

assume when processing information in online interactions. 

 

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY 

For further information, please contact either: 

Sarah Jones: sjones5@glam.ac.uk or Martin Graff: mgraff@glam.ac.uk 

mailto:sjones5@glam.ac.uk
mailto:mgraff@glam.ac.uk
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Appendix 13: Standardised Instructions for Online Conditions 

 

Email 

 

You are going to be presented with 3 different conversations between 2 people which have taken 

place via email 

 

The first email you will open will be from the message speaker/sender 

 

The second email has been sent by “you” and you are the respondent 

 

For each of the 3 conversations there are 12 emails – 6 from the speaker and 6 from you. 

 

They will always be presented Speaker: You: Speaker: You, etc.... 

 

After each set of 12 emails you should complete the appropriate questionnaire which comprises a 

written response section and a section requiring that you circle your responses to several questions 

on a scale of 1 – 7 

 

 Please respond to both sections and remember YOU are the respondent and are responding as if 

you, yourself, had taken part in the conversation 

 

Once you have completed the questions for a conversation open the next folder that you have been 

asked to complete and repeat this procedure 
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Chat 

 

You are going to be presented with 3 different conversations between 2 people which have taken 

place via chat 

 

The first chat line you will see will be from the message speaker/sender 

 

The second chat line has been sent by “you” and you are the respondent 

 

For each of the 3 conversations there are 12 chat lines – 6 from the speaker and 6 from you. 

 

The chat lines from “you” will always be presented in red font. The speaker’s lines will be in a 

different colour 

 

To move the chat on, at the end of every interaction you will need to hit the space bar. 

 

At the end of each set of 12 chat lines you should complete the appropriate questionnaire which 

comprises a written response section and a section requiring that you circle your responses to 

several questions on a scale of 1 – 7 

 

 Please respond to both sections and remember YOU are the respondent and are responding as if 

you, yourself, had taken part in the conversation 

 

Once you have completed the questions for a conversation open the next folder that you have been 

asked to complete and repeat this procedure 
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Appendix 14: Detailed Content Analysis 

 

Content Analysis: Self-Interest Motivations 

 Motivations 

Goals Self-Interest 

Context Comm. 

Mode 

Language 

Power 

Emotion Costs Benefits Self- 

Affirm 

Self- 

Defence 

Conciliate 

Social Chat Strong High 0 3 6 1 0 

  Strong No 0 4 5 1 0 

  Weak High 0 6 7 1 1 

  Weak No 0 4 5 1 0 

 Email Strong High 0 4 2 7 0 

  Strong No 0 6 3 5 0 

  Weak High 0 0 1 9 0 

  Weak No 0 6 3 6 0 

 FtF Strong High 0 5 7 3 0 

  Strong No 0 2 6 4 0 

  Weak High 0 0 3 1 0 

  Weak No 0 3 3 5 0 

Learning Chat Strong High 4 0 1 5 3 

  Strong No 0 0 2 5 0 

  Weak High 4 0 3 5 1 

  Weak No 0 0 6 2 2 

 Email Strong High 6 0 8 4 6 

  Strong No 0 0 7 1 2 

  Weak High 0 0 10 1 5 

  Weak No 1 0 6 1 3 

 FtF Strong High 0 0 8 2 4 

  Strong No 3 0 4 4 5 

  Weak High 1 0 5 3 2 

  Weak No 1 0 5 2 1 

Political Chat Strong High 5 1 9 0 0 

  Strong No 4 1 6 0 0 

  Weak High 5 0 8 1 0 

  Weak No 3 1 5 1 0 

 Email Strong High 4 0 6 1 3 

  Strong No 7 0 7 0 6 

  Weak High 5 1 7 3 4 

  Weak No 5 0 5 1 1 

 FtF Strong High 5 0 7 3 0 

  Strong No 4 0 3 2 0 

  Weak High 5 1 6 2 0 

  Weak No 7 0 5 3 2 
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Content Analysis: Mimicking – Language Style 

 Mimicking: Language Style 

Content Structural Stylistic 

Context Comm. 

Mode 

Language 

Power 

Emotion Emotion Concept Word 

Rep 

Phrase 

Rep 

Jargon Weak 

LP 

Social Chat Strong High 7 7 3 2 2 2 

  Strong No 2 3 3 3 0 0 

  Weak High 4 9 8 4 0 4 

  Weak No 4 5 2 2 0 1 

 Email Strong High 8 4 3 5 0 1 

  Strong No 3 6 3 3 0 1 

  Weak High 2 3 3 6 0 10 

  Weak No 3 3 2 5 2 2 

 FtF Strong High 6 7 0 4 0 3 

  Strong No 7 1 3 4 0 3 

  Weak High 6 2 0 0 0 0 

  Weak No 3 3 2 1 0 3 

Learning Chat Strong High 9 1 5 0 1 2 

  Strong No 2 5 5 1 3 1 

  Weak High 3 7 5 0 1 5 

  Weak No 2 3 4 0 2 3 

 Email Strong High 6 6 8 0 2 2 

  Strong No 1 9 6 0 0 2 

  Weak High 3 3 5 2 2 2 

  Weak No 1 5 4 0 1 3 

 FtF Strong High 0 5 10 0 1 0 

  Strong No 5 4 6 0 4 0 

  Weak High 7 5 3 0 0 1 

  Weak No 2 4 8 1 0 4 

Political Chat Strong High 0 11 7 9 2 4 

  Strong No 0 6 3 5 0 3 

  Weak High 0 13 5 5 1 1 

  Weak No 0 5 6 3 1 1 

 Email Strong High 1 6 6 6 0 0 

  Strong No 1 9 4 8 0 0 

  Weak High 4 8 11 6 1 5 

  Weak No 2 8 6 3 3 1 

 FtF Strong High 3 10 12 3 1 1 

  Strong No 2 10 6 2 0 1 

  Weak High 5 5 5 5 1 4 

  Weak No 2 9 9 4 1 1 
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Appendix 15: Summary Content Analysis 

Motivations: Quantity of Responses 

Qty Response Motivations 

Goals Self-Interest 

Costs Benefits Self-Affirm Self-Defence Conciliate 

Chat Social 0 17 23 4 1 

 Learning 8 0 12 17 6 

 Political 17 3 28 2 0 

Total Chat 25 20 63 23 7 

Email Social 0 16 9 27 0 

 Learning 7 0 31 7 16 

 Political 21 1 25 5 14 

Total Email 28 17 65 39 30 

FtF Social 0 10 19 13 0 

 Learning 5 0 22 11 14 

 Political 21 1 21 10 2 

Total FtF 26 11 62 34 16 

 

 

Percentage of Responses 

% Response Motivations 

Goals Self-Interest 

Costs Benefits Self-Affirm Self-Defence Conciliate 

Chat Social 0.00 35.42 12.11 4.17 1.89 

 Learning 10.13 0.00 6.32 17.70 11.32 

 Political 21.52 6.25 14.73 2.08 0.00 

Total Chat 31.65 41.67 33.16 23.95 13.21 

Email Social 0.00 33.32 4.74 28.13 0.00 

 Learning 8.86 0.00 16.32 7.29 30.18 

 Political 26.58 2.08 13.15 5.21 26.42 

Total Email 35.44 35.41 34.21 40.63 56.60 

FtF Social 0.00 30.84 10.00 13.54 0.00 

 Learning 6.33 0.00 11.58 11.46 26.42 

 Political 26.58 2.08 11.05 10.42 3.77 

Total FtF 32.91 22.92 32.63 35.42 30.19 
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Mimicking – Language Style Quantity of Responses 

Qty Response Mimicking: Language Style 

Content Structural Stylistic 

Emotion Concepts Word Rep Phrase Rep Jargon Weak LP 

Chat Social 17 24 16 11 2 7 

 Learning 16 16 19 1 7 11 

 Political 0 35 21 22 4 9 

Total Chat 33 75 56 34 13 27 

Email Social 16 16 11 19 2 14 

 Learning 11 23 23 2 5 9 

 Political 8 31 27 23 4 6 

Total Email 35 70 61 44 11 29 

FtF Social 22 13 5 9 0 9 

 Learning 14 18 27 1 5 5 

 Political 12 34 32 14 3 7 

Total FtF 48 65 64 24 8 21 

 

 

Percentage of Responses 

% Response Mimicking: Language Style 

Content Structural Stylistic 

Emotion Concepts Word Rep Phrase Rep Jargon Weak LP 

Chat Social 14.66 11.43 8.84 10.78 6.25 9.09 

 Learning 13.79 7.62 10.50 0.98 21.88 14.29 

 Political 0.00 16.67 11.60 21.57 12.50 11.69 

Total Chat 28.45 35.72 30.94 33.33 40.63 35.07 

Email Social 13.79 7.62 6.07 18.63 6.25 18.18 

 Learning 9.48 10.95 12.71 1.96 15.63 11.69 

 Political 6.90 14.76 14.92 22.55 12.50 7.79 

Total Email 30.17 33.33 33.70 43.14 34.38 37.66 

FtF Social 18.97 6.19 2.76 8.82 0.00 11.69 

 Learning 12.07 8.57 14.92 0.98 15.63 6.49 

 Political 10.34 16.19 17.68 13.73 9.37 9.09 

Total FtF 41.38 30.95 35.36 23.53 25.00 27.27 
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Appendix 16: Examples of Participants’ Responses 

Social Context 

Mode Condition Responses 

Chat Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“Yeah we should go as the social side will make up for the tennis playing. 

Can’t wait to go to Wimbledon, defo be well good” 

 

“Ok I’ll give it a go but if I don’t like it I will defo not be going back. I 

always try something once” 

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“I have nothing to lose. Seems to be only positive outcomes by joining” 

 

“Go on then, I’ll give it a go. If I don’t like it I won’t go again” 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“It would be a fun way of keeping fit as well as getting to go to 

Wimbledon to watch other games” 

 

I’ll try it this once but if I don’t like it I won’t go again. Thanks for the 

invite!” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

“There’s no harm in giving it a go” 

 

Woo! Let’s play tennis! Wimbledon tickets! Woo! Women playing 

tennis!” 

Email Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“Ok then. Let’s give it a go. It should be fun, but if I don’t like it then I’m 

not making promises about going again!” 

 

“Oh, ok then. I’ll give it a go but I reckon I’d enjoy the social things more. 

If I could just be a social member that would be great” 

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“I guess so. I’ll come down for a bit and see how I find it. I can’t always 

hit the ball so if I keep missing I might just sit down and watch” 

 

“Yeah, ok. I’m up for it, Should be a great laugh and will keep us fit” 
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Social Context 

Email 

(cont.) 

Condition Responses 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“Yes I think it will be a good idea. Let’s give it a try” 

 

“Yes ok. I’ll give it a try. If I don’t like it I can always not go again” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

“Yeah, definitely. Always give new things a go. You never know we 

may become pros. Ha ha!” 

 

“Ok then, I’ll go. At least we’ll have a laugh with the tennis and can 

forget about it with the social stuff” 

FtF Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“They have tickets for Wimbledon! I could come – it sounds like fun!” 

 

“I don’t mind giving it a go. Can only get better” 

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“Ok, I’ll join up – should be a good laugh” 

 

“Yeah ok. I’ll give it a go” 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“Let’s play some tennis” 

 

“Sounds like a good idea and I’m not doing anything else, so why not” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

“I am crap at tennis but it should be a laugh especially with the social 

side” 

 

“I suppose I will come and give it a go for a few weeks to see how 

things go” 
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Learning Context 

Mode Condition Responses 

Chat Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“My work is more important than a gig, there will be plenty of other gigs 

to go to. I’m sorry but I really need to prepare for this tutorial” 

 
“Hey, really sorry but I really need to prepare for this tutorial tomorrow 

but I will definitely be out the next time, but hope you have a great 

time” 

Strong LP  

No Emotion 

“I will join you for the gig as I can afford to miss one tutorial” 

 
“I will go out, if the other two aren’t that bothered so be it! I love gigs 

anyway” 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“I really need to do this work for tomorrow. I would love to go out but I 

can’t” 

 
“No there are plenty of opportunities to go out. If I didn’t have work to 

do I would join you but my work is more important” 

Weak LP  

No Emotion 

“Hey had a think about it and sorry, but I really need to stay in tonight. 

Let’s get together tomorrow or something though” 

 
“Yeah, I’ll go. Should have done the work before but I can do it through 

the night – it’s all good” 

Email Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“I would love to come but tutorial marks are important to my final 

grade and if I don’t do well on assignments they will bring down my 

grade” 

 
“Hey, sorry but I really can’t come to the gig. The tutorial is more 

important. We’ll have to go another time when I don’t have work to 

prepare” 

Strong LP  

No Emotion 

“Yes, I’m definitely up for it. I’ll come out. I shouldn’t have left it to the 

last minute as it has made me so stressed. I’ll do as much as I can before 

we go and do the rest when I come back” 

 
“I will spend an hour doing some work and then go out. I will finish the 

work in the morning” 
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Learning Context 

Email 

(cont.) 

Condition Responses 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“Yeah ok. I’ll quickly do some prep now and finish the rest in the 

morning – but I can’t drink too much” 

 

“I’m not going to go out. The other two might be able to prepare in the 

morning but I don’t think I can. Maybe next time” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

Ummm, to be honest, the tutorial is pretty important, so I’m going to 

have to give the gig a miss. Sorry, have a fun night though” 

 

“I will try and get as much work done as possible before going out and 

won’t drink so I can work in the morning” 

FtF Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“Ok then I will go. However, I will not stay until late because I do have to 

prepare for the tutorial, ok?” 

 

“Yeah, ok I’ll come out. I’ll sort the work in the morning” 

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“Sorry, I can’t come tonight, I can’t afford not to prepare – have a good 

night” 

 

“I will do my work first and will come to the gig later if I get it all done” 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“I think you are being unfair. I will stay and do my work but if I finish in 

time I may join you later” 

 

“I’m sorry but I’ll be unable to come out tonight and I do need to 

prepare for my tutorial. Have fun though!” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

“No I’m not coming. I want to do well in it, after all its my degree on the 

line” 

 

“I suppose if other people are going and not preparing for the tutorial 

then I will go, It’s only one tutorial and I’ve been to every other one” 
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Political Context 

Mode Condition Responses 

Chat Strong LP 

High Emotion 

“But I still don’t think students would agree with it and it would make it 

difficult for students who have no other way of getting to uni” 

 
“I don’t agree with putting the process up so I am against it. Although I can 

see towards the environment it may be a good thing. However, I do think it 

would be too expensive for students” 

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“I will not attend the meeting as I don’t agree with putting the process up” 

 
“I still don’t think that increasing the price is a good idea” 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“I do not believe the parking fees should be put up as it won’t help 

environmentally or financially for students” 

 
“People will still need to drive to uni and putting up prices will only 

encourage people to park on the streets or not turn up at all as the price is 

too high” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

“I won’t support you because the parking prices are already too high and 

public transport is very expensive for a student” 

 
“While I am all for helping the environment, there should be 

considerations made for people who have to drive versus the train. Yes, I 

will come and propose different ideas” 

Email Strong LP 

High Emotion 

“Whilst I can see that some of the points you make are valid, I’m afraid 

that I will be unable to support you at the meeting as I believe that, on the 

whole, your idea is not feasible” 

 
“I can see where you are coming from and your arguments do make sense 

but I will have to think on it before I commit to supporting you”  

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“But I don’t think prices should be increases so I won’t be supporting you 

at the meeting, sorry” 

 
“I can see the logic of your answers but I feel that car park prices shouldn’t 

go up as they are high enough as it is” 
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Political Context 

Email 

(cont.) 

Condition Responses 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“But I still don’t think it’s fair that people who still have to drive have to 

pay more” 

 

“But I don’t think much will change. People need their cars for other 

things and will still drive and will just be annoyed for having to pay more” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

“It’s not fair to put up the prices. Everyone has a right to use what 

transport they like and students are poor enough as it is” 

  

“Freeing up space in the car park will allow more people to park there but 

then they’ll be paying more money which isn’t fair” 

FtF Strong LP High 

Emotion 

“I won’t support you as there are enough spaces for cars and not 

everyone finds trains or buses convenient and, as mentioned, it’s not fair 

on those that have to drive”  

 

“I think you are right on many points, however, I still feel I need the car 

for certain situations such as weather, time constraints. I will give it a 

thought” 

Strong LP No 

Emotion 

“I don’t like the idea of increasing car parking prices and public transport 

needs to be better to make a difference!” 

 

“Car parking charges are not related to the environment directly. People 

will still need to drive so it will just increase the congestion on the 

streets” 

Weak LP High 

Emotion 

“I’m not going to support you at the meeting. I drive and it’s an outrage 

to the parking cost up” 

 

“But travelling to uni by car is a lot easier than using public transport and 

I strongly disagree with increasing car park charges” 

Weak LP No 

Emotion 

No I won’t support you at the meeting as I feel it would be unfair to those 

who prefer to drive in to pay extra” 

 

“I can see your point but most of us don’t have much money and public 

transport is very expensive and cars are easier and more reliable” 
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Appendix 17: Information Packs for Study 2 

INFORMATION PACK                ENROLMENT NUMBER:______________ 

Contents Page No. Contents Page No. 

Consent Form 2 Wordsearch 7 

Scenario 1 3 Scenario 2 8 

Questionnaire 1 5 Questionnaire 2 10 

 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Complete Consent Form 

2. Read Scenario 1 carefully 

3. Computer based activity: Access Folder A and read emails in order 

4. Complete Questionnaire 1 

5. Complete Wordsearch (Please do not spend more than 5 minutes on this task) 

6. Read Scenario 2 carefully 

7. Computer based activity: Access Folder C and read emails in order 

8. Complete Questionnaire 2 

 

TO ACCESS COMPUTER BASED ACTIVITY 

To do the computer based activity, you will need to access an email account: 

Website: www.yahoo.co.uk   Click on the “Mail” icon on the left of the page 

Yahoo! ID: phdpart2@yahoo.co.uk  Password: phd2010 

 Only open the folders as directed above 

 You must open the folders in the order stated above 

 Read each of the emails in order 

http://www.yahoo.co.uk/
mailto:phdpart2@yahoo.co.uk
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CONSENT FORM 

I am a PhD research student at the University of Glamorgan and am conducting a study on 

individuals’ responses in various situations. You will be presented with 2 different discussions where 

you are to take on the roles of the student, in one situation, and the lecturer in the other.  After each 

interaction you will be asked to record your responses on the questionnaire provided. If you have 

any questions or concerns about this study please speak to the researcher, Sarah Jones, or contact 

her at staylorj@glam.ac.uk  

 

 In agreeing to participate you have the right to withdraw from this study at any time without having 

to provide any reasons for your decision and can refuse to answer any questions should you so wish. 

Your identity and results will remain anonymous and confidential with only the researcher being 

aware of your participation. All information obtained will be held in a secure location until after the 

completion of this study whereupon they will be destroyed in accordance with the University of 

Glamorgan’s procedures for handling confidential material. 

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 

 

Having read the above statements, I am happy to participate in this study. 

 

Enrolment Number: 

Initials: 

Age: 

Gender: 

Date: 

 

 

mailto:staylorj@glam.ac.uk
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SCENARIO 1: PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION CAREFULLY 

 

Podcasting 

Podcasting is an amalgamation of the words iPod and broadcasting, and describes the collection of 

technologies used for distributing audio and video files over the internet. These can be listened to 

at the computer, or downloaded to an MP3 player. Despite the name, podcasts can be downloaded 

to any MP3 player, not just iPods.  

There are three kinds of podcasts – audio, enhanced, and video. Audio podcasts are usually an MP3 

file and are the most common types of podcasts. Enhanced podcasts can have images to go along 

with the audio and may also have chapter markers, making it easier to skip to different portions of 

an episode. However, enhanced podcasts are not supported by all devices. Video podcasts are 

movies, complete with sound but will only play on iPods and iPads. 

 

The Situation 

You are a second year psychology student at LearnSmart University and you are also the student 

course rep for your year group. You role, as course rep, is to look after the other students’ best 

interests, keep them informed of any changes to their learning environment, offer advice, and 

ensure the students’ views and opinions are heard.  

You have just found out that the university is considering replacing the traditional lecture system 

with audio podcasting using iTunes as the podcast directory. It is thought that the use of podcasting 

would allow students to listen to the lectures from home or from wherever they chose. According 

to the information you have, the university feels that this will cut energy costs quite considerably as 

lecture theatres will not have to be heated.  

You are very concerned about this as you feel that the students’ education is likely to suffer if this 

proposal is given the go ahead. Your reasons for this belief are that: 

1. Students are unlikely to make the time to listen to the podcasts on a regular basis in 

place of going to the actual lectures.  

2. The proposal assumes all students have iPods, computers and access to high speed 

broadband which is necessary to download the files.  

3. Students will have difficulty in focusing on lecture content if the recording is poor, 

or if the lecturer speaks in monotone, or has a strong accent/dialect, etc. 

4. Students will become de-motivated as they are often motivated by the non-verbal 

cues a lecturer conveys through gestures. 

5. Education for students with hearing impairments may suffer. 
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6. Students will miss out on part of the university experience and they may as well be 

studying a distance learning course instead. 

Course of Action 

You need to speak to someone about this and find out some more information so you to send an 

email to one of the professor’s from your Faculty asking for his views. The professor you are going 

to speak to is 

1. Highly respected and published  

2. Has a reputation for defending his faculty against any unwelcome changes.  

3. An experienced lecturer and well-liked amongst the students.  

4. Encouraging and supportive of his students and, as a result, they do well in 

assessments as they demonstrate a good understanding of the issues in question. 

 

Professor Stephen Holmes 

 

Do NOT turn the page until you have viewed the emails 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1 

 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH MOST ACCURATELY REFLECTS YOUR RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 

1.  BASED ON THIS MESSAGE, HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT YOU WOULD COMPLY WITH THE REQUEST? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 

 

2.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR OVERALL POSITION TOWARDS THE ISSUE IN THIS 

CONVERSATION? 

Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

Like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dislike 

Agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagreeable 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

 

3.  HOW DO YOU RATE THE ARGUMENT PRESENTED? 

Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invalid 

Unpersuasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Persuasive 

Convincing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unconvincing 

 

4.  WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE SPEAKER? 

Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Reliable 

Informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninformed 

Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligent 

Inexpert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Expert 

Unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Friendly 

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant 
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5. PLEASE WRITE DOWN ALL THE INFORMATION YOU CAN REMEMBER THAT WAS PRESENTED TO YOU BY THE SPEAKER. 

WRITE IT DOWN IN THE ORDER IT COMES TO MIND, AND TRY TO BE AS CLOSE TO THE ORIGINAL WORDING AS 

POSSIBLE. IF YOU CAN ONLY REMEMBER THE MAIN IDEA BUT NOT THE ACTUAL WORDING JUST WRITE THAT DOWN. 

USE A NEW LINE FOR EACH PIECE OF INFORMATION RECALLED. 
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COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING CELEBRITY WORDSEARCH 

 

Can you find the hidden celebrities? They may be horizontal, vertical, diagonal, forwards, or 

backwards. 

 

 
 
 

Al Pacino Drew Barrymore Jennifer Lopez Kurt Russell 

Brad Pitt Elijah Wood Jodie Foster Liv Tyler 

Britney Spears Ewan McGregor John Cusack Madonna 

Bruce Willis George Clooney Johnny Depp Mel Gibson 

Cameron Diaz Halle Berry John Travolta Tom Hanks 

Cher Harrison Ford Keanu Reeves  

Dolly Parton Hugh Grant Kevin Spacey  
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SCENARIO 2: PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION CAREFULLY 

 

The Situation 

 

The exam system for all accredited Psychological Society of Great Britain (PSGB)degree courses is to 

be standardised with immediate effect. Currently universities award degrees using varied 

assessment techniques – exam grades only, coursework grades only, or a mix of coursework and 

exam grades. 

The PSGB believe that the wide variety of formal assessment methods between institutions is 

resulting in degree inequality and that some degrees are being seen as more “valuable” than others 

(i.e. prospective graduate employers prefer to employ graduates who have been assessed largely 

through examination than those who have been assessed via coursework). 

To address this issue, the society is proposing that all accredited psychology degrees should be 

assessed in the same manner. It is expected the mark for each module studied will comprise of 40% 

coursework and 60% examination, with 4 exam periods each year. The main examination period will 

be held at the end of the academic year and there will be 3 interim “phased assessment” tests 

during the year – 1 before reading week in November, 1 at Christmas and 1 before reading week in 

February.  

 

Your Reaction 

 

You are a psychology lecturer whose students will be affected by this proposal and you are alarmed 

by the thought of all the exams you will now have to set and mark. You find it difficult to see any real 

benefit of this change and believe that 

1. Exams only test memory recall and that coursework is more valuable as it 

demonstrates that a student understands what has been taught  

2. Exams only test exam technique and do not demonstrate other important study 

skills a student has acquired (essay and report writing, presentation skills,  etc) 

3. Students will miss important lectures just before the exams as they will have to 

revise 

4. Coursework will suffer as there will be less time to complete it  

5. Students will become more stressed due to increased pressure from continual 

assessment 

6. Some students will find it difficult to cope and will drop out leaving the PSGB with 

less graduate members and employers without employees 
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Course of Action 

 

You need to speak to someone about this and find out more information so you decide to send out 

a general email asking if anyone could give their views on the issue.  

 

 

Do NOT turn the page until you have viewed the emails 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2 

 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH MOST ACCURATELY REFLECTS YOUR RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 

1.  BASED ON THIS MESSAGE, HOW LIKELY IS IT THAT YOU WOULD COMPLY WITH THE REQUEST? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 

 

2.  AS THE RESPONDENT, HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR OVERALL POSITION TOWARDS THE ISSUE IN THIS 

CONVERSATION? 

Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 

Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 

Like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dislike 

Agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagreeable 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

 

3.  HOW DO YOU RATE THE ARGUMENT PRESENTED? 

Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invalid 

Unpersuasive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Persuasive 

Convincing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unconvincing 

 

4.  WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE SPEAKER? 

Unreliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Reliable 

Informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninformed 

Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligent 

Inexpert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Expert 

Unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Friendly 

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant 
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5. PLEASE WRITE DOWN ALL THE INFORMATION YOU CAN REMEMBER THAT WAS PRESENTED TO YOU BY THE SPEAKER. 

WRITE IT DOWN IN THE ORDER IT COMES TO MIND, AND TRY TO BE AS CLOSE TO THE ORIGINAL WORDING AS 

POSSIBLE. IF YOU CAN ONLY REMEMBER THE MAIN IDEA BUT NOT THE ACTUAL WORDING JUST WRITE THAT DOWN. 

USE A NEW LINE FOR EACH PIECE OF INFORMATION RECALLED. 
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 Appendix 18: Podcast Interaction – Chat example 

 

Key: S= Message Source, R = Message Receiver 

 

R: Hey, can you tell me a little bit about podcasting lectures? 

S: What will happen is that students will subscribe to the podcasts when they enrol. This 

will ensure that the students will receive the latest files to their computers as and 

when they become available.  

R: Right…   

S: Well, this means students always receive the materials they need and do not have to 

remember to collect them.  

S: Ok 

S: The students will then be able to play the podcast on their computer or, even better, 

they can even download the material onto their iPods. Just think, they have the facility 

to learn anywhere - and anytime! In fact they will be able to learn wherever it suits 

them! What a wonderful opportunity! 

R: Yes, I can see it could be 

S: Well, the students will be in control of their learning and the idea is that they will 

listen and learn from the lecture, at their own pace, before attending a seminar which 

will serve to reinforce the lecture - as it always has done. 

R: Ok 

S: But the great thing about a lecture which has been podcast is that students can go over 

the lecture as many times as they wish and so don’t miss any details!  

R: Oh yes 
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S: In fact, podcasting lectures could be really beneficial for foreign students and those 

with learning difficulties as they would be able to control the lecture so that it moves 

at their pace and so would  learn more as they are able to take more time in processing 

the information! 

R: Possibly… 

S: Anyway, just think, no more missed lectures and having to catch up! It really is a 

flexible way of learning and could be beneficial to students because it is so 

adaptable. In fact, Duke University in America did a successful podcast trial and 

found was that students were more engaged and interested in seminar discussions. 

They also believe that the standard of students’ work improved too. 

I hope this helps. 

R: Yes, I think so, thanks 
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Appendix 19: Exam Interaction – Email Example 

 

Key: S = Message Source, R = Message Receiver 

 

 R: Hi, 

Could you tell me a little more about the proposal? 

Cheers 

S: Hi, 

Ok, well the proposal is that if universities want their psychology degree course 

validated by the Society then they will be expected to adopt this new assessment 

system of 40% coursework and 60% exams.  

Cheers 

R: Hi, 

Right...so how will this be done? 

Cheers 

S: Hi, 

Well, the PSGB will give universities an outline as to what is to be assessed at each 

test, as this will ensure that all psychology students will be assessed to the same level. 

However, individual universities will be free to chose the specific content and frame 

the questions as they so choose. 

Cheers 

R: Hi, 

Ok, so how will this work? 

Cheers 
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S: Hi, 

In the main examination period, at the end of the academic year, the exams will be the 

in the traditional format and consist of a choice of essay questions. The “phased 

assessment” tests, however, will consist of between 5 and 10 questions requiring no 

more than a paragraph answer. The idea is that this process will test that students have 

understood the basic issues and concepts they have recently been introduced to. 

Cheers,  

R: Hi, 

So what are the advantages of introducing this new assessment system? 

Cheers, 

S: Hi, 

Well, there are huge advantages of adopting this assessment system! For instance, 

there will be improvements in students’ learning as they will be more focussed in their 

approach to studying.  

Cheers 

R: Hi, 

Well, I’m not so sure... 

Cheers 

S: Hi, 

Just think, “phased assessment” tests will allow students to know exactly where their 

weaknesses lie as they will be given immediate feedback and so they can target their 

revision for the main end of year exams more effectively.  Of course, as students will 

effectively be revising throughout the year the revision process for the main end of 

year exams will be a lot easier for them. 

Cheers 
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R: Hi, 

I suppose so. But will it work? 

Cheers 

S: Hi, 

I can tell you that this system is already seen to be an effective way of learning and 

ensuring that students are well qualified when they graduate. I also know that many 

medical schools have similar assessment methods as they feel it ensures students 

become more competent and confident in their abilities. 

Cheers 

R: Hi, 

Oh yes?! 

Cheers 

S: Hi, 

I am sure that by adopting this system that we will end up with a more professional 

graduate! 

I hope this helps clarify things, 

Cheers, 

R: Hi, 

Yes, it does help. 

Thanks 

 

PLEASE TURN TO THE INORMATION BOOKLET AND COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Appendix 20: Consent Form 

 

CONSENT FORM 

I am a PhD research student at the University of Glamorgan and am conducting a study on 

individuals’ responses in various situations. You will be presented with 2 different discussions where 

you are to take on the roles of the student, in one situation, and the lecturer in the other.  After each 

interaction you will be asked to record your responses on the questionnaire provided. If you have 

any questions or concerns about this study please speak to the researcher, Sarah Jones, or contact 

her at staylorj@glam.ac.uk  

 

 In agreeing to participate you have the right to withdraw from this study at any time without having 

to provide any reasons for your decision and can refuse to answer any questions should you so wish. 

Your identity and results will remain anonymous and confidential with only the researcher being 

aware of your participation. All information obtained will be held in a secure location until after the 

completion of this study whereupon they will be destroyed in accordance with the University of 

Glamorgan’s procedures for handling confidential material. 

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 

 

Having read the above statements, I am happy to participate in this study. 

 

Enrolment Number: 

Initials: 

Age: 

Gender: 

Date: 

mailto:staylorj@glam.ac.uk
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Appendix 21: Debrief Sheet – 45 Minutes 

 
DiBlasio and Milani (2008) have suggested that in computer mediated communication (CMC) 

individuals are likely to process the information presented using a central route as opposed to a 

peripheral route which is usually used in face to face communication.  However, recent research 

(Jones, 2010) appears to indicate that this assumption may be oversimplified as individuals appear to 

allocate cognitive resources strategically according to the amount of time available to process 

information. It would, therefore, seem plausible that under synchronous communication modes (e.g. 

chat) individuals are more likely to utilise more peripheral processing techniques as time constraints 

limit the amount of processing which can take place. However, in asynchronous communication 

modes (e.g. email), individuals are not subject to these constraints and so information is able to be 

processed to a deeper level (i.e. centrally).  

 

When considering the nature of asynchronous and synchronous communication in CMC it is 

necessary to consider the role of chunking as this phenomenon occurs naturally under chat 

conditions and is largely absent when communicating by email. Chunking, in face to face 

communication has been shown to influence primacy and recency effects (Petty, Tormala, Hawkins, 

and Wegener, 2001) which could have implications as to how messages are presented online. 

 

The availability of source characteristics is also a matter of concern in CMC. In face to face 

communication source characteristics assume paramount importance as they allow individuals to 

adopt heuristics and resort to utilising  peripheral processing, thereby conserving cognitive effort. In 

CMC these cues can be absent, or presented strategically, leading individuals to make assumption 

based upon how a message is presented (Koh and Sundar, 2010). Consequently, when explicit source 

characteristic cues are available they are likely to assume increased salience and, perhaps, bias the 

processing of a message. 

 

This study aims to explore the effects of synchronicity in online message processing and ascertain 

how message presentation and the presence of source characteristics influence primacy effects and 

attitudes towards messages presented. 
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THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY 

 

For further information, please contact either: 

Sarah Jones: sjones5@glam.ac.uk or Martin Graff: mgraff@glam.ac.uk 
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Appendix 22: Argument Breakdown 

PODCAST SCENARIO: BREAKDOWN OF ARGUMENTS PRESENTED 
 

ARGUMENTS PRESENTED (PODCAST) 

 Premis Conclusion 

1 Subscribe to podcasts Receive latest files to computer 

2 Always receive materials they need Do not have to remember to collect them 

3 Play podcast on computer/download onto iPods Facility to learn anywhere, anytime 

4 In control of their learning Learn at their own pace 

5 Attend a seminar Reinforce lecture 

6 Students can go over the lecture as many times 

 as they want 

Don’t miss any details 

7 Beneficial for foreign students and those with 

learning difficulties 

Control the lecture so it moves at their 

pace 

8 No more missed lectures Having to catch up 

9 Beneficial to students So adaptable 

10 Duke University, USA successful podcast trial Students more engaged and interested in 

seminar discussions 

 

 DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

1a When enrol (subscribe to podcasts) 

1b When they become available 

3a Learn wherever it suits them 

7a Learn more as take more time to process the information 

9a Flexible way of learning 

10a Standard of work improved 

 

Errors and additions in recall 

Thematic Intrusions (TI): Statements consistent with overall theme, but not actually presented 

Schematic Intrusions (SI): Statements corresponding with statements in scenario, but not actually 

presented in conversation 

Generalisations (G): combined actual arguments into more general assertions about the 

conversation 

Additions (A): Statements unrelated to the conversation presented 
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EXAM SCENARIO: BREAKDOWN OF ARGUMENTS PRESENTED 

ARGUMENTS PRESENTED (EXAM) 

 Premis Conclusion 

1 New assessment system 40% coursework, 

60% exam 

Validate psychology degree course 

2 Universities given outline of what is to be 

assessed 

Ensure all students assessed to same level 

3 Traditional exam format End of academic year 

4 Phased assessment tests Test students have understood basic issues and 

concepts 

5 Improvements in student learning More focussed in their approach to studying 

6 Given immediate feedback Target revision for end of year exams more 

effectively 

7 Effectively revising throughout year Main end of year exams will be easier 

8 An effective way of learning Ensures students are well qualified when they 

graduate 

9 Medical schools have similar assessment 

methods 

Students more competent and confident in 

their abilities 

10 Adopting this system More professional graduate 

 

 DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

2a Individual universities free to choose specific content 

3a Choice of essay questions 

4a Phased assessment tests consist of 5-10 questions 

4b No more than a paragraph answer 

5a Huge advantages of adopting this system 

6a Know exactly where weaknesses lie 

 

Errors and additions in recall 

Thematic Intrusions (TI): Statements consistent with overall theme, but not actually presented 

Schematic Intrusions (SI): Statements corresponding with statements in scenario, but not actually 

presented in conversation 

Generalisations (G): combined actual arguments into more general assertions about the 

conversation 

Additions (A): Statements unrelated to the conversation presented 


