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W. J. McGuire’s communication / persuasion matrix (1)
Hiromi Fukada

The purpose of this paper was to introduce the W.J. McGuire’s(1985) “ communication /
persuasion matrix ” model and his review on persuasion studies from the viewpoint of the
model. The paper consists of the following three parts. (1) Introduction. (2) An input / output
analysis of persuasive communication : (a)components of the model, (b)evaluation of the
communication / persuasion matrix. (3) Soruce variables’ effects on persuasive impact :
(a)the credibility-attractiveness-power analysis, (b)source credibility variables, (c)source
attractiveness variables, (d)source power variables, (e)effects of source demographics,
(floutput steps that mediate source effects, (g)effects of message pairing on source valence.

Key words: W. J. McGire, communication / persuasion matrix, input/output, source
variables.
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Lank &, QECOESDOESERLT IOV TH
BTsLE, QODIKEROESRIZII Yy M AV
Lex, LHL, FEIT. to—BMR2EEIFH2Y
LRI &S iT. REEROSREELIAIT S0, FER

- 268 -




W.J. McGuire®aIa=r— g - #B<rY v 2(1)

WIS TE D LIeMEIBHER L, BEOHRBHHE
PHET DLV BITHRRR LS EZRIT,

7B, BT EENREICL - T, TES
MAEFHEIC OV T L V£ < DEE (thoughts ) #4: L
SH, BBA VI T A HEERE A L&D
ZEDEHIhTWS,

2.2.4. FEOFHMNREEL LR (Anticipatory
attitude change effects of forewarnings )

BOHEREZF DN D FENRE, ML HERE
BTRVENS, PEETNEESBEFEICET 2%
FOREZEAIVTLE D THMNEELILTHY,
McGuire & Millman (1965) X - THRR &I,

TFHRESLIZ. OFE0BE2ELEED &
Lo T, ORESHIZENEEERBEMICETS Z
EIZE T, QFRENKRERRAEZRIITS 2 &
LoT, I TET,

MBI = —2 a UABEETBRZ LT TR
<, ZFHUCEMTAZ LITRhR2Z L, BIVEICFD
HLETRENMIEINDZ LE2FETI L, FHE
EEBREgAT 5,

ZFLTC, TERBEINDYA Kz d e, FH
HEREELIZZOY A FHFRATHIERED Y. T
BBEINDIY A FELOLPUDEZRWVE XTI,
FHMRER IR FATHI2EALD D, Zh
LOFHMEE, B/ Ia=r—Ya v iiHE
SNIEETED LAONDZOER/NBIZRVIEDS
TeH®, BHRBHEHETH D,

THHBRERCOREA D =X LB LTI, KO
2ROBHENPS, FPHEICIIRMBEAI=XLLY
bHBHEA DA LOFBLVBEYTHD LRES
no, 3abb, ORBHENST IS LHFEEN
D13E. TPHRRBEERLLIKRELI LD, QTFE&hk
MERBERL VI0DITRs T BTN L&, B
DRERET, BEORVEEICET 2 FHMNEL BT
KL, BBICTOBEICRD,

2.3. RROBHEH (Source attractiveness variables )
VRO T 2 MBI RFEN» 0 IT. FRE
( likability ) . & ( similarity ) , B4t
(familiarity ) T % 23, BGntEic oW TidEMMED
LI ATHNIEDT, Z 2 TRAFBME LRI SN
Tik~R3,
2.3.1. #EOHTHRERDHESH ( Persuasive
impact of liking for source )
ZTFIZHEPNTWARERERBALRDSE, L)
ERAORMREIXFFEND. Hic, BEINLIER
EELLABRWNWEE, HEIVITHIMHBTT & Xz, BE

DIFEEISRAEIRICKELS KBTS,

EICBIRT AIERERE LT, HbpyES. EE
FBHIATEIDE T, KABBRSEZER L V- - AIE
BIWY EFonTEk,

ST, RS D WIEZTFOMRICH 1D
L7 FEHEBEDD, LrL, HBHEEDD DL,
HEEBAZ 0 EE T, FHBH RS L
WIN2BELRMMER EDHOERTHDI b L
2,

BROBA LHB/BHEOBOR YT 1« 7 2B %R
RATDOTIHRL, DK D7 T OO R TR
SROFRBRE L 38N L OMICE bR 28T ¢
T IRBFRICE S % 4TS McGuire (1983) DR EH
B7 7 v —F (contextualist approach) 3% %,

OF+27%E%4 (insufficient justification )

HERIER DD VIOV RFERICE - T, BAIRST
BERTTI2LICFEINTZZTFRT. BORER
BT D L EZDFNR L D kEVWATEL LIz RBELL
BT, WERFRA~OEBRITESETE S8, Hu
RIFR~DBREITESLTE RV, RiFF2 &R
TOEHZRTFIASOERELZTLITREIRLAR
WEBRINS,

QLHIIME & 72 5 AL #R (traumatic initiation )

ER~MAT 2D ->T, HELALER (TR
ELTHEM) #BRLEAL OO OBMEL 2D X
D RASER (FROLTRWEH) 2BRLEZAD
FH, ZOERICH L TLVFEMICRY, Xn&<
RIFAT 5.

QFsmE DS DOEE (praise from a stranger )

FERADLOHSHRILITL VHRETHD &
W) B ERRIERA & IR RIIC, RED AW B DV ik
A O ORBIT. LV ELOER. WHRE. ALK
BERMET IO, BEABLVKRELI RS,

@ - 185E2E (gain / loss processes )

FEROFBEELRENL. TORROEERSREZD
MKEL D LT LA, TORERROEECREICBIT
SEDBIG L FRERMT S, Thbb, kHEBIE
BELEEBEL R LT HEEI VL, LETOES—EL
THESCRBEERFT LEOHFBEDEZEITRE WV,

OKRBE~DR— (identification with the

aggressor )

BAOPFBEMRMB AN T « T HREREMI /2 >TL
EV, FOEALELDSBMNERAORELRAT S
XORRDZERHBD, ZTHIELSHROBHEEZIE
HTD2ERTHIPbLARNWL, RE~DEARTH
5% Livievy,

®& VUK LA (closer scrutiny )
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HAODOHIFERPLEREODDFRITA vE—VIC
RMNTHIEEERETDHOT, BORROMELZED D
B, BORBOPREEDTLES,

@il ~DPkE ( daring to deviate )

EMPLEDEY TRREINTVWAHRELIN G, £
HA»S+RZEBEINTWE Y —F—0Fn, £HHR
HrOERTEZ EBTED,

U EDOSREST 7 o —F0E 2 FFEFIHETIE,
R OFEERCFLME LS/ N L OBREL V-T2 F
AaREzERLTES, LT, OFEROBKS L3
BHOBROENE,. @F ODBERICEELRETHAN
LD EROREIER. QiGN L& LBEROE
WiES DRI, @FROBHICL > TROEZESND
BESIROME. PRIEFTREIZR D,

2.3.2. BROELEDRE H( Persuasive impact
of source similarity )

BROBHDERENT. WREZTFOHBEEM
( source-receiver similarity ) DML kiIcEE S,

FRROFEN & &b BEROEWELUMEORERIL. TR
REZIFOATA X —ORLUMETH L. DD
BFFE 3 A DAL & A T4 v ¥ — R OF Rt
REEEEARE L TE T, fl2iE, BADAEERE
BE», BAONEENFRELAADOANELELE
FOELLELI VTG, o, EH00LDHSE
ENndh, EVWORBEERER - TER, 1 T4 ¥ —81
HlEOEESE LB T SRS Z V. A RNFEREEE
HORRIL, BERT-bE NOEMICRRDIERBA T
FuX - b REDIEAD EVIZTFOMRNPL
WAMNTAEL D,

FROELE LA L OBFRORRMFRMET, R
FMTHD., Thbb, ZTFRTL-TREMENT
FETERICHT B0 () &AL, Rk G
71) FEPMERmEEERT S,

REROELME BN & OMORY T « 772 BRI,
£ OFH (F—HRIFBER, 7 v AHEim, ey
thdeH s, BREALOR B, R rHIbTE R
E) »oFRITES,

& Z AT, McGuire (1983) DX REHENT 7 u—
Fix, BROFLUEOEMBHREN DR E L6
EVS AR R TT 4 TR WR) RALE
HARIICER SRS, 9 LIEHFHERRZITRO X
SRFEICEL D, OERBZT R ADTHIC
ZHFLEULTWIEMSEZEZ LS L LTS, &
ZTFORRIRT S L&, QEROBEEIMES, FRER
BRoTNEWEWSZIFFOLELEZHELTWND L,
ZTEPERTILE, OBELZtEDOERSRZT
FHHEDERICESWTWAFESLSSHD E LT, F

FEBENFINTHRT D L &,

2.4. FROBAHZH (Source power variables )

FEHEBRENERRIICbZ > T, BWEETH -
THUBZRLIE, BRICK » TERARELETNRIT
B L2 TR <. NTE LIZBRER LS B &V T
£ LBERABEH D,

2.4.1. iy 2ME SN RROHS S ( The
source’s perceiifed control over reinforcements )

ZFFOERHEFERPFEHT O NE b LR
B EE, FROBHNIKRELARY, RROZENIT
BED, BT BROBHEMEEENT. @
FEREEMOKH S, OFFAALFT LN LEE.
QB HHhhr, DFEHE—BROKBED S, PEED L
KT %

LA L, IREOAEOEIML, RO X S22 e EHL)
Ree, MROBABMEEZEBNZEDTLED.
ORROBII BT RBHE, QL2 LR LEZ LTY
EROTANRRICHTIREESIZEZTES. @
ME—DkA (JFIR) BPEEDA4 S ->T, ZFF
BT OHE. O—HEOVEIR (RR) BELD
BEEE2 SHIRICHE LA 2 5/E6——58IC. b LAKIR
B—BLTWE26E, b LPEIREZETE LMY
Lo b, FLTH LEBREBSHRBITHD RO,

BE L ITHICBHEWREPEEN EREET D L5,
KDL HiglxiTiIY 95, OFFIRIFERFIE%
ALZHDLE, QREIEFEINLTHWTEEBRY,
ERBRHCIRRBEF L LD L E, REIT
2.4.2. BRIZEET 2B INLRROBN( Source’s
perceived concern about compliance )

BHOHLFERIIFECRTFOEELZEATHDD
FCIERL, LEZITESOMEBERITINRNT &
B ERD D,

L2L, B%. ZTFLEOBREEMELTINED
WZOWTENHLHFERPBEOE LD E XX BTF
OBREFHEMT 5, HIZKO X S FEIiE, BT
Bmts, $2bb, OEBEBEMRLTTOL I,
BHBLIBERPZTFOBREEL L&, QME—&
PRl X QEROEL (desire) HARICEE
Shd kX,

2.4.3. BROEBEHREKEEES ( The source’s ability
to scrutinize compliance )

ZHFCLoTHEEIN, BALIBERPZTF
DOBPL AR R TIEENT. 509 F T FOERE =N
IHAB,

Lo, BEBAV T I ARELSRHDZZEDD
B, BT, MR T TLEDOH L BHOFEIZEOMHE
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[ 5,

2.5. RROANOZHEHDO%E ( Effects of source
demographics )

RRONDEHFROSFIT. FRE. BH, BX
OBHRTHZ LTS,

BIROY = =B LTid, &R TEED
BRIT, ZOFOEELIVE£LBE, W bhkE
WEEE RIET,

THEDOERDOHERHE L KZBHOZTRICHT S
MEASREFD DD, WHEOBRITEMEDOERIZH A
THENB I EZRAT L Z B30k,

MENICRT 541 ( persuasiveness-related
traits ) IZid, BHOF B ZEL D bEALTHDS L)
WRAT VA EZA THEET S, T7hbL, Rt %
Bk, gL EEBLRATHEES, MIrfE, B,
X, ) —F— v Pl EORMEIL. BHEDOFBIME
NTNBENIHRT LI TR, BrELFTHEL
T35,

LA L, RBEHLREMLRE FOKES, Yz X
F X —72 EOFIRMRZ A VDT BRE Y = o F—
LD LRENRELVKRELSHET D, BrEEERME
ATDMAERLNT &b, LEOFRITHENBTFTN
EVWIORREPHBRAIEE—2DFERATHS,

7B, BUROANEL, Z2EIROAABHEICH LTk
IEEAEEBEEZ VD, R DEIRD A 1%t
LTREVWERZELZIEI D LAY,

2.6. RROUEEHEN T 5 H HERE( Output steps
that mediate source effects ) )
2.6.1. ABEEHER ( Content learning theories )

NEFEERLIRROMEE I a=r—v a3y
MY M)y I RAOE 2B (- EH) LE4E
B (BfZ - 28 WRBT 5. FROBEMENEVZ
£ BRRPBHNTHDIEE, 2L TRROBHDBK
EWNEE, Ay E—VABF~DOZFFOREE - FH &
B - FEMEEIND, ENFFEEBIEET D,
FTbb, FRORME A v =V ~OEECHE -
DOz, BMRIECBEFREZEL TW5,

L L2ei b, NEFEER TR ZTRLIE L
A EZF TR, FIziE, ROT 4 TREROES
ERLESICRTT 4 TREROBHICHL A v -2
NENEEZNDZ EBHALMCEINTNSD,

RO T 4 T (BEWEIERICEZN T 1 772)
BRE Ay E—UHhORAERITEZ L Ay
TV ORRENELLZRETE (HDVWIELET )
FEPDEZTFICLELT. L AR ZITFITL -

TRHMOPRIRD DVILFHRIRIERIT, A v E—VD
WEROZRLDVTETBE LWL E I P EHETS
TWIT A vy =V ORWERT 2 X 5 FITFICE
B35, L3> T, REMOERD D VT PSR
RAZTFICRDREVNEFZTE2AELIEDS, L0

S TRIR DR L NAEZEE OBICIERF 2 UxRIDR
BRFRlZND, Ziud, — R E SR LT R,
5246725217 = (lazy receiver ) DFFEEEZF LTV 5,

TORERZTFOFECHTIXELRD D, T2
L, BEEOZFFOHE, FROGBEM RO
WEIVEETHIP, ZTFOBEE, FHEOREM,
RILOBHBRKENGE HIOBIII L VEE RS,
EVWOSHBNOXFFEND,

2.6.2. RATMEHR (Content evaluation theories )

WNETHEERIL, FROMEEZ~ Y v 7 ADES3
BB Rk - BD) ICRBET 5. NIRRT, B
ROFBIRME, BN, BHBELRDBIEE, ZTFITA
Y- VNEICH L THRE - BELERmD, A vtE—URN
BEHEMCHET 2 LRETS. T2bL, RRO
BiEE. A vtt—TU0FICH T3 ZITFOEIRIC A
TAERELIED LV,

IR DOHERB A v & — VR~ OBMIZERET 25
BLVVRITTHHEDOHB, EROPFEIIREL A
DT EMD, Ay —VFHBICHT HERDNL T A
HIIR B EN D,

2.6.3. NBEZAHER (Content acceptance theories )

NESZFERE, FRONEEE S &R (&R

DR LETERE (TF) KRBT, NEZAHE
wiL, FURDEERME, B, BB RDIEE, Ay
T VNECRHTARGRDOBRD L2, A yvE—
VORmROZEPMEESIND LIKET S,
. BRENRUSHIBFSE ( cognitive-response research ) i,
FROGRELFMAMLED DI EICE ST Ay E—
VAT DERBPBOTHEREL WD, T, H
ROBAEA vy E—VOEREDRICT, KN EL S
DREIER L EATDEE. KHEDHEMET TRRDOE
HMEORERKEI DI ZEVEHIATNE, Th
3 BROGEESKGREENE L TR (BEE/)
BT D LERT,

2.7. BROF\EELV DA vE—Y DFE( Effects
of message pairing on source valence )

Z<L O—BHERNPL, RVBVOHIFREL A v
T—UEICT D Lk, RBEECTIRTFD
RREICRET DT TERL, FRICHT2ZTFO
BEICLREETS, LTHlshD, ZO8E. ZFF
B RMEDZ T F) DREEE, REFHEICH
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AL D HIRRITKTHEMDF B DRV, LA L,
BRREEZLARVIMFLERCTDHZ L 2B YRT &,
FZFRERELRERE THDIRRICH L TKREIZEER
Bl lebd,
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