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\ ' .Characteristics of the sitgation in’ which a |
fear-arousing comnunication is received affect the effectiveness of "

,the compunication. The influence of situatiodal factors affecting a
recipient's interpretation of the arousal induced by coamunication
vere inwestigated with smokers (N=37p who were exposed to &
fear-arotsing'anti-smoking movie. Priot to ‘viewinyg the moyie,
subjects wefe given.a placebo pill described ‘ds having elther
,arousing, tranquilizing, or no side effects. Pollowvitg the‘ ovie,
saibiects completed a questionnaire on smoking behavior. Subjects who
expected the pill to have arousing side effects reported less
intention to reduce smoking than those who expected no side effects. ,
Those who "expected tranquilizing side effects :epo:ted‘nq:e intention

t> reduce smoking than the no side effects group. During the two

veeks fdllowing the sxperiment the number of ciqarettes saoked ' -

decreased in both the tranquilizing and no side effects groups, but

not {h the arousing side effects group. Although £indings about

subptects' intentions were consistent with predictions derived from

~ discounting and augaentation principles, behavioral data showed a

discodnting effect but no augmentation effect. (Author/HRB)
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Smokefézwho were exposed to a fear-arousing anti~smoking movie reported

[ . L]

- less intention toifaduce sﬁoying when they attributed their arousal to th;
éide-effects of a.placebo pillr and gere intention when they expected the pill

to be tranquilizing than when they expgcted no side~effects. ‘The self-reportedd

F a
P
‘f number of eigarettes smoked during two weeks fo lowing the experiment decreased

-

in both the tranquilizing and no side-effects conditions, but not in the

arousing ‘side-effects condition. The data on subjects' intentions are consistent
with predictions dlriVed from Kelley's discountiig.and augmentation princfples,

Al
T

‘and severgl explanations concerning the differences between inggntions apd

behavior are discussed. Finally, implications concerning strglegies of behavior

- ) :

- 1
change\are outlined.
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Iﬁ.the present 'paper, we want to explore how characteristics of “the siﬁELtipn

LY -

in which a fear-arousing commdnicgtion 18 received affects the communication 8

effeotivenesa//Specifioally, we a;e interested in the effects of situational factors

that may affect the vecipient’ intefpretation of the arousal induced by the communi-

A

cation.

~
[

: ~ [4 .
Kelley's (197]) discounting and augmentation principles suggest that the attribution

] b LY
-

of an effect to a particular cause depends on the percelved presence of other factors

LY

that may either facilitate or inhibit this effect. Specifically, it 1is predicteé
Y

that a factor is assigned less weight when other factors that could plausibly account

for the same effect are present than when they are not, and more weight when other ’

factors that would, inhibit, this effect .ate present than when they are not, The application
\ J '
of this maaSoning to fear-arousing communications sugg-sts that the effectiweness of

a moderately arousing communication is decreasedkif jts recipients perceive other

L4

plausible cause¢s for thelr arousal, and increased if they perceive the existence of

' factors that would typically decrease their arousal, While a variety of variables

may serve as plausibly facilitating or inhibiting forces f“'natural settings, the

present study followed the pFOcedure of earlier misattribution~{esearch { cf. Zanna &

"Cooper, 1976; Zillman, 1978 for & review) throuéh,the use of a placebo pill,

Method ) oA

LY

Male students at a German university who identified themselves as gmokers in

a previous qQuesti ire ware 1nvite§ to participite in a study purpo:teily concernéd
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with,the effectiyeness of different pills in improving the;measunement of galvanic

.
v, [y

skin response. Thirty-seven subjects { smokingalo to 30 e&ggrettes per day, M = 16.75)
were administered a vitamin pill descrihéd gs having either arousing, t;agquilizing, “
or no side-effects. To justify the presentation of the fear—arousing communicatién,

we explained that to comgare the ef%ectiveness of the differeni Pills, -each subject ™\

.

had to be exposed to the same standardized stimuli, and that a movie was chosen
for that purppse. Subjects then sgaw ajmo erately fear-arousing ant}-smoking'movie

producedvfor use, television. Fpll g this exposure, the expeJ&menter hahded the

- R « L .
subject .2 questionnaire on Smoking behavipr, adding that "we thought it might be

interesting to ask some questions related to the movie as well". One question asked
4 L%

the sub ject to report the number of cigarettes he wanted to smoke in the future.

-\__\‘
The difference beCwebn this intention and the Bubject E] earlier estiTate of his daily

. . . .

behavior. This intenaed change, expressed as a percentage of the aubject's estimated
pre-experimental cbnsumpcion, is used as tﬁe dependent variable. ' .

¥ ’

After the c?Lqection of the questionnaire, the subjects were partﬁally debriefed
The eXperimenter explaineﬁ that the subjects had.actually participafgg in two-unrelated
studies, namely a study concerned with the measurement of galvanigéghin response ,
» (as explained priqf to the experiment), and a second study,‘concernedﬁwith the long
range queots of the movie. Purportedly, both studies had be combined for;economic
reasons. Iinaliy, subjects were askad to‘%ecord the daily numPer of cigarettes smoked .
over a period of two weeks. They teceived Deutsche Ma:ﬂ 2,50 ( $ 1.50) for that task
and were handed& booklet L{o attach. to their.cigarette packs as a necord‘;ing help.

To control for the effects of'this\:EIQJmonitorﬁng task, aﬁﬁo‘tro} grouo of
another twelve subjects was neither administered the pill nor exposed Lg the m Kﬁe:
but only answered the.questionnaire and cdbmpleted thd recording task. o .

Following the returm of the re rding booklets subjects were completaly

debriefed. ¢ 4 \

:
» L] 1) ’
. - . R { . <

»
L ]

cigarette consumption was assumed to indicate the subject s intemtion to change his smoking



‘

. L
to, reduce smoking, F (3 40) = 7. 87, P <.001l, Between grdpp compdrisons indicate that

*. Results Lo . .
. . "L .f . : ' -t .
" The jﬂ rdw of Table 1 shows. the mead percentage change in thé number df
b Y - - b ]

N > .
bjects intended to smoke undtr each experimental condition. A one-way

.

cigarettes
analysia of variance shows & significant effect of con:lition'? on subjects incention
' '

subjects who saw the movie and expected no, side-effects of thg pill intended to reduce

their smoking by 32.7 %, as compared td only a 2.8 % decrease intended by subjects

who dfd not watch the. mpcie (p<.05)-0n the other hand, subjects who were administered

what they believed to be a tranquilizeﬂ intended to reduce their smmking by 63. 11f

" and this intention is signlficantly higher than the intentions reported in both the

-
no-Lide-effects and control conditions { p<.05). Subjacts who were ostensibly

a -
administered a pill_ thqy thought would .arouse them,‘hOwever, intended to reduce their -~

- L

smoking by only 10, 2 %, a percentage fhat ismneither significantly different from that .

reportedlunder the no side-effectg condition, nor from that reported under control’

. . ' ' 4 ' \- . . L) . , -y ~
ConditionS. . -, ~ Al . LY \ L " g..’. "o

The second raw.of Iable 1 shows tﬂe mei\\pcrcentage change in the’feported numbed
of cigarettes smoked during the two weéks following the experlment b A one-way analysis
of variance.indicated a significant effect of cohditions on subjects’ reported‘

s:no}cing. behavior; F(3,40h = 3.30, p <.03, ngjects who ex;:ected arousing side-effeets |

reported smoking an average of only 3.6 % less thah their pre-experimental estimate.
This change ts ndt signrficantly different from that of control’ subjects who were
not 'exposed to the movie,,and who reported & 5, 2 7% increase in gmoking. On the other
hand, ;ubjects who expected ho. side-effects reported a decrease of 32.} %, while

v 7

those who. expected tranqgilizing Bide-effEcts decreased theiz smoking by 32.4 %.

Thus, while both groups differed significantiy from the control and arousing side-effects

T ow
conditiona { 2-( 05 )y the prior diffbrenoe in intention between those groups was
. N\
washed out., : - .

. ' e J 5 N , .



' , ,' . Discussicn .

The data en subjects' intention to change their smokiug behavior suggest that
)

sub jects dtilizgd their parceived arousal “2long with their explauatious of it in  *

[
- P - . [

evaluating their reactions to the message, and that this mediated their expressed

' 4 . : .

behavioral intentfons. These data are in line with predictions dérived from Kelley's
. .

(1971) discounting and augmentation prianciples. That is, subject; who attributed

their arousal to side-effects of the pill were less influenced by the movie than

gsubjects who attributed tlhreir arousal 'to the latters source. Moreovet, subjects
! + » .
L} . '
who expected the pill to be ;:auquiliziug were more iuflueéned than subjects who

’

expected no side-effeﬁts.

’

The behavioral data, on the other hand, show a discounting efftct but do not

-
- N

show an augmentation effect., That is, subjects who presumably attributed their

arousal to side-effects of the pill reported a smaller decrease in smoking than

H

‘ .
subjects who attributedatheir arousal to the movie. However, subjécts who expected

tranquilizing side-effects reported about the same decrease in smoking as subjects
+

who expected no side-effects, and the prior difference iIn intentions was washed out,

]
~
‘ ~

This result suggests that, while subjects’' intentions were affected by their arousal,

L]

their actual behavior, following the*decrease of their arcusal, was wore affected

by the information remembered, Two processes wmay contribute to this effect.
On the one hand, it seems reasouable to assume that Subjects who attributed their
arousal to the pill paid attention to\their body symptoms rather than to the fovie,

whereas sqpaects who perceived the piI@ to have either trauquiliziug or no sfde-

‘e ,

effects paid attention to the movie to determine the causes of their uuexpected'u

A
.

arousal. The resulting difference.in the amount of auti-smokiqg information receiyed

' {
and‘retained may accoUht for the lack of differeuce in the behavioral data

betweeu the trapquiliziug and no side-effects condition as well as for the difference

between these and the arousing side-effects condition. , ' i <
» -

~ . .
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On the otﬁér~han§, subjects who remember that they werg.arodsed may ﬂe.mofe ,

. \ ’ - ’ .
1fkely to remember factors contributing to this experience than factors presumably

inhibiting this experiencs. For this reason,.the‘information that the pill had

presumably tranquilizing side-effecta may have lost influence faster than the infor-

mation, that the pill had arousing side~-effects., Future research should inclyde measures

of reczll for botthhe communication presented and the situational variables fntro- .

.4 duced to test these spébqlatiqns. . ’ J

]

Alternatively, the lack of a diffeéence,iu the pest-experimental Smoging

o

L]

behavior of subjects who expected no or tfanquilizing side-effects nmy‘himply reflect

a ceiling effecc. That is, it %5 hard to stop smoking,and sub jects in the tranquilizing

1
side-effects ¢ondition may have had overly optimistic estimates of their ability
to stop quickly, despite their intention to do'so. Thus, the reduction of about .

30 % reported by 5oth experimental groups may be near asymptoté, n7t13{1031ng an

additional difference between sﬁbjects expecting ne or tranquilizing side-effects.

What are the implications of these data and the specutatfoné oﬁg}ined above
. L

’,
13

f%r the use of fear-arousing COmmunicat£0n5 as a strategy for changing behavior?

On the bne hand, the data illus&rate that the presences of other, less threatening
P~

factors that might plausibly cause the recipient’'s arousal has a disastrous impact,

because they will allow the regipient to discount the‘message. Therefore, care should
) ) i .
be taken to eliminate other Factors that might be perceived as inducing arousal,

On the other hand, the introduction of factors that should typically {nhibit arousal

2 - feah gns
only 1ncreased subjects A4+ In this regard, one may speculates that their positive

effect' on intentions might~ increase recipients' willingness to irmediately

participg}e in additional activities, e. g., to sign contracts on behavior change,

)

or the Iiké. Without such addit}oﬁag attempts, however, the.introduction of

)
typicaiiy inhibiting factors Segms to have little long range effect.
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‘ ) -
1) Subjects reported larger decreases in the number of cigarettes smoked during

4 ’\‘w'-/ k
the first than duping the second week. A repeated meaSures anaiysis of variance,

however, indicated no treatment by time effect { F <1). Therefore, the mean change

over 'both weeks 1is used in the analysis.
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. Table’ 1 .
- - * *,
Changé' in Number of Cigarettes Smoked in Percent

* Ng side-effeéts Arousing ’ \Tram;ui}.lizing‘ Control

Intended ) - 3?'7b N . - 19.|2b’c - - 6.‘3‘18 .- Zoac
[] 1 f "
Reporl:.ed - 32.1% . - 3.6b ' - 32.4a + 5.?b
% .
i - ) E

.
v

‘ I
’y
2

b 1,
. 2, ~ .
* ] -

* Number of 'cigarettes smoked prior to the experiment-= 1007. Percentages

in the body of the table ﬁresent intended or reported reduction relativ

to prior smoking. .

jVaIues in the same row not sharing the same subscript differ at p<.05,
Duncan test. . ' -
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