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Correction to Sagarin et al. (2002)

In the article “Dispelling the Illusion of Invulnerability: The Motivations and Mechanisms of
Resistance to Persuasion,” by Brad J. Sagarin, Robert B. Cialdini, William E. Rice, and Sherman B.
Serna (Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 2002, Vol. 83, No. 3, pp. 526-541), on p. 535,
second column, in the third sentence of the Demonstrated vulnerability treatment section, all scale
labels should have been included. The sentence should read as follows:
Theinitia question asked them to indicate how convincing they found the ad on a 7-point scale labeled not
at all convincing (0), somewhat convincing (1), fairly convincing (2), convincing (3), quite convincing (4),
very convincing (5), and extremely convincing (6).






