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ABSTRACT

CULTURAL DIFFERENCE IN THE PERSUASIVE IMPACT
OF AROLE NORM MESSAGE

By
Sang-Yeon Kim
This study examines the persuasive impact of role norm appeal relative to the
persuasive impact of traditional social norm strategies. Role norms constitute a particular
form of social norms, stipulating what one ought to do as the holder of a particular role.
This study hypothesizes that a role norm appeal produces greater persuasion than a social
norm appeal, because social sanctions from related others tend to be perceived as more
threatening than social sanctions from those that are unrelated .This study also predicts a
relatively greater persuasive impact of role norm appeals in holistic cultures versus
analytic cultures because holists tend to manifest a greater role-dependency compared to
their analytic counterparts.

The predictions were examined employing a 2 (U.S., Korea) x 3 (role norm,
social norm, no-norm control) independent groups design (Ntot = 702; Nys = 412, Nkor

= 290). These three groups argue separate messages: firstly, that college students should
avoid excessive drinking as a responsible child of his/her parents; second that excessive
drinking is avoided because the person is a responsible community member; and lastly
that drinking is avoided for the subject's own good, respectively. The participant’s own
behavioral intention (BI) and the projected behavioral intention of others (PBI) served as
major dependent variables. Neither the main effect for treatment, nor the culture by
treatment interaction, were statistically significant at level a =.05. However, a

participant's culture had a significant main impact on both BI and PBI; across conditions,



Korean stﬁdents’ BI and PBI scores indicated lower intentions to drink than the U.S.
students. Path analyses indicate that, across cultures, social norm factors exert only minor
impacts on behavioral intention; whereas participants’ perception of problem severity
explains more variance. Path models also suggest that Korean participants take a dual
cognitive processing in which BI and PBI are explained by two separate sets of variables.

This tendency remained less pronounced among the U.S. participants.
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Literature Review
Social Norms and Persuasion

Considerable scholarly energy has been devoted across many disciplines of social
science to the understanding of the influence of social norms on human behavior.
Anthropologists have long investigated the nature of social norms as the key to
understanding the basic principles of society (e.g., Malinowski, 1926). Sociologists (e.g.,
Birenbaum & Sagarin, 1976; Nadel, 1957; Piddocke, 1968) and students of law (e.g.,
McAdams, 1997; Sustein, 1996) have produced a vast literature on aspects of social
norms, particularly social norms’ contributions to the maintenance of a social order
without resorting to legal measures. Persuasion scholars have been investigating ways to
maximize the effect of social norms in inducing pro-social behavior among the public
(e.g., Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993).

Across this broad spectrum of applications, the concept of “social norms” has
typically been defined as having two elements: (a) a consensus on the patterns of
behavior considered to be desirable by most members of a collective, and (b) social
enforcement, where compliers are rewarded, defectors are punished, or both (Birenbaum
& Sagarin, 1976; Malinowski, 1926; Nadel, 1957; Piddocke, 1968). Individuals raised in
the same culture come to develop a similar rule set stipulating which behaviors and value
systems correspond or contradict those desired by the majority of people. Possessing a
code of conduct presumed to be shared by most others, one can predict, albeit roughly,
whether his or her behavior will be viewed as acceptable if executed in public. This
ability to predict potential social consequences of one’s behavior functions as an internal

regulator that encourages pro-social behaviors and discourages anti-social behaviors,



because by so doing, one can gain social approval and avoid potential consequences for
violating rules. Consistent with these observations, this study defines social norms as a
set of socially shared guidelines to the expected behavioral patterns whereby social order
is spontaneously maintained through social enforcement.

While symbolic interactionists have paid more attention to the process in which a
social consensus evolves, and how it becomes internalized in the minds of individual
members of the society (Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1934), the concept of social sanctions has
attracted continued interest from social psychologists as they examine direct and indirect
normative influences on human behavior (Firth, 1958; Homans, 1950; Piddocke, 1968).
Firth (1958) and Piddocke (1968) in particular point out that one’s decision to carry out a

particular action is immediately determined by the actor’s projection of potential social

sanctions as well as personal predispositions or habits."

Cialdini and colleagues (1990, 1993, 2000) are among many persuasion scholars
who have successfully demonstrated the influence of social norms in inducing pro-social
behavior. In particular, the researchers devoted a series of field experiments to test the
effectiveness of anti-littering social norms on curtailing littering in public space (Cialdini,
Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Kallgren, Reno, & Cialdini, 2000; Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren,
1993). In the main, the data were consistent with the prediction; targets in whom the anti-
littering social norm had been induced were less likely to litter than were the targets in

whom the anti-littering social norm had not been induced. Particularly, an increase in the

l This premise holds true to the extent that social sanctions, especially punishments, are indeed perceived
as such by most members of the society; a death penalty may not be valued as punishment for a martyr and
thus would exert little influence on her religious behavior (Piddocke, 1968). Whether it be a direct physical
attack from the community, restricted freedom of action, a ruined self-image, or feelings of shame or
anxiety, a social sanction must be an external or internal measure that arouses at least minimal displeasure
in the norm violator. A social norm that tells what is desired but unsubstantiated by sanctions is what we
call an ideal (Homans, 1950).



strength of an induced anti-littering social norm produced a proportionate decrease in
littering. Cialdini and associates (1990, 1993, 2000) attributed this outcome to the
salience of the experimental stimulus. Cialdini et al. opined that most social norms tend
to remain dormant in the human mind until becoming cognitively accessible to the target
through a salient stimulus, and posited that the probability of norm conformity enhances
as the stimulus becomes more salient. This is because a more salient stimulus can render
the pertinent social norms, and thus potential social sanctions, more noticeable to the
target (see Rimal & Lapinski, 2005).

To the extent that this premise is correct, a social norm which is made more
accessible to the target’s cognition should produce an increased norm conformity. This
study thus proposes that a stronger norm congruence maybe inducible by invoking the
target’s role norms than by inducing other types of social norms.

A social role refers to a position endowed to a person fulfilling expected duties in
a particular relationship. That is, a social role does not exist until one enters a
relationship and plays a part complementary to that of the counterpart(s) in that particular
relationship (Banton, 1965; Nadel, 1957). For example, in order for a man to be a
legitimate father, he must enter a father-child relationship and perform a set of
obligations for relationship maintenance. Demonstrably, no doctors would exist in that
role of “doctors” in the absence of patients that have to be treated.

In particular, the relational duties expected of a role holder can be referred to as
role norms, hereby defined as “a set of norms and expectations applied to the incumbent
of a particular position” (Banton, 1965, p. 29). Role norms are a particular form of social

norms exclusively confined to the role-specific behavior domain. That is, role norms



operate only within the domains where the interactants communicate as ‘role players,’
whereas social norms cover the whole gamut of social interactions including those in
which individuals need not be identified as a role bearer. For example, social norms and
role norms provide an equal set of instructions as to what one ought to do as a parent, a
student, a manager, a romantic partner, etc. But it is only more general social norms that
remain valid beyond the relational boundaries, requiring, for example, to follow basic
table manners, not to pick nose in the presence of others, not to stare at people, and so on.

As mentioned, social norms include role norms. For convenience, however, this
study limits the scope of social norms exclusively to public domains where interactants
feel little role obligations to the other(s) due to the absence of a perceivable relationship.
Social titles as ‘community member’ or ‘fellow citizen,” for example, are nominal in
nature, requiring minimal expectations about what one ought to do for the other(s), and
would thus fall into the domain of social norms.

A corollary of this view is that role norms comprise the anticipations from related
others whereas social norms represent the expectations of unrelated others. To the extent
that the expectations from related others are more salient in human minds than the
expectations from unrelated others, people should also perceive the sanctions from
related others as more threatening than the sanctions from unrelated others. It further
follows that norm-congruent pro-social actions are more likely to occur in the targets in
whom role norms have been invoked, opposed to the targets in whom social norms have
been induced. Following this reasoning, this study proposes its first hypothesis as follows.

H1: Persuasion messages using role-norm appeals are more effective in promoting

pro-social behaviors than the persuasion messages using more general social
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norm appeals.

Cross-Cultural Difference in the Impact of Role Norm Appeals

Cross-cultural researchers have invested significant effort to understanding the
causes and consequences of cultural differences. Culture itself is a very broad concept,
and depending on which aspects of culture is highlighted, some find the cause of cultural
divides in the difference in language (Hamaguchi, 1977; Kashima & Kashima, 1998;
Lebra, 1976), in context-dependency (Hall, 1976), in history of philosophy (King, 1985;
Munro, 1985), in perception of self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, 1998; Kashima et al.,
2004), in worldview (Nisbett, 2003), or in the structure of society (Lim, 2002; Lim, Allen,
Burrell, & Kim, 2007).

One observation is that behind these diverse frames of reference lies a common
assumption that there exists a substantial cultural difference in context-dependency,
particularly between Europeans and East Asians. For example, Kashima and Kashima
(1998) documented a context-dependency of Japanese culture by the fact that, in
Japanese language, the reference to self (i.e., first person singular pronoun) takes
different forms according to varying relational contexts. Hall (1976) pointed out that
Easterners’ communication depends more on contextual cues, whereas Westerners tend

to focus more on the message itself as the primary source of meaning. Markus and

Some may argue that role norms are conceptually identical to subjective norms (Ajzen, 1985; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975), which refer to one’s perception of norms dominant in his/her reference group (e.g., ‘what my
family would expect me to behave ). Subjective norms, however, lack social desirability that is by definition
imbedded in role norms (e.g., ‘what you ought to do as a parent’). The norms active in one’s family, for
instance, are a combination of the social norms universally embraced by most other families and the norms
idiosyncratic to that particular family. It is determined that the former conveys social desirability while it
remains probabilistic if so does the latter. Therefore, the norm-congruent actions induced by a subjective
norm appeal might be either pro- or anti-social in nature. But the norm-conforming behaviors that a role
norm appeal produces should always be pro-social.

It should be also noted that the discussion of social norms and role norms here focuses on what Cialdini
et al. (1990, 1993, 2000) call injunctive norms.



Kitayama (1991, 1998), Kashima et al. (2004), and Lim et al. (2007) have proposed that
East Asians’ perception of self tends to vary depending on whom they communicate with
at the moment while one’s identity tends to remain relatively unaffected by the relational
contexts in European cultures.

Recently, Nisbett (2003) and Nisbett, Peng, Choi, and Norenzayan (2001) have
used a similar approach to explain cultural differences in the way of understanding and
perceiving the world. Specifically, Nisbett (2003) proposes that Europeans, the
descendants of ancient Greek culture, tend to possess an analytic worldview. East Asians,
as the offspring of Chinese tradition, manifest a holistic tendency. This new scheme - the
distinction of analytic versus holistic cultures - posits that individuals raised in societies
where analytic world views prevail tend to see the world as an aggregate of objects
separable from one another and from the context that they belong to. In analytic cultures,
objects dissociated from the context receive cognitive attention in a belief that knowing
individual objects’ internal attributes provide a reliable means of understanding physical
and social phenomena. This cultural assumption implies that fundamental characteristics
of an individual object remain relatively constant, independent of other objects and
varying contexts. In contrast, Nisbett postulates that East Asians with a holistic
worldview tend, as a whole, to see things in context, or are less apt to distinguish
individual objects from the pertinent background. To holists, everything is interrelated
and the attributes of an object change depending upon where the object is situated. Hence,
the knowledge of a separated object is considered to be of little use to understand the
world. Instead, knowing how things are related and being able to see their relational

dynamics in context is regarded as important in holistic cultures.



Existing data corroborate the assertion that analysts tend to perceive things
independent of context, whereas holists’ perception of the world is more context-bound.
For example, Japanese participants tended to recall better the objects placed in the
background of a visual stimulus (e.g., water, rocks, or plants in an aquarium) whereas
American participants were more likely to report on the objects in the foreground (e.g.,
big fish in the same aquarium; Masuda & Nisbett, 2001). Also, among Japanese
participants, the retention rate of a previously shown object was significantly lower when
the same stimulus was presented again later against a different background than when the
visual context remained unchanged. American participants, however, maintained an equal
retention rate across conditions (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001). In Morris and Peng’s (1994)
study, Chinese participants tended to view situational factors as more important causes of
a fictitious murder case, whereas American participants were more likely to evaluate the
murderer’s presumed personality traits as the primary cause of the murder (see Nisbett,
2003 for review of other related findings).

Given Nisbett’s (2003) postulate, it should follow that analysts’ perception is less

sensitive to social roles whereas holists’ perception is more sensitive to social roles. This

is because, as mentioned, social role is by definition context-bound.* Role recognition
necessitates relational context, which changes constantly according to the object of
communication. A social role comes to exist only in the presence of a relationship
whether it be marriage, familial, friendship, or companion. One is a husband ‘in relation’

to his wife, a father ‘in relation to’ his child, a friend ‘in relation to’ his/her friend, an

4__ . s - .. o .

This reasoning implicates an association between cognitive context dependency and sensitivity to social
roles. Consistent with this conjecture, Dershowitz (1971) found out that children who had received
domestic education that spells out role relations are more likely to manifest a field dependency, an
inclination that one’s perception of objects being influenced by the background, compared to children from
normal families.



employee ‘in relation to’ his/her boss, etc. A social role cannot hold independent of the
counterpart assuming a reciprocal role in that particular relationship (Banton, 1965). This
notion implies that one’s social role keeps changing from one to another as he/she travels
through various relational contexts (see James, 1950). One assumes the role as a parent
when communicating with a child but acts out a student role at school, particularly before
a professor. Thus, staying sensitive to varying contextual cues is imperative to role
recognition.

To the extent that the preceding reasoning is correct, whether or not a role factor
is made apparent in a persuasion message should create a more pronounced perceptual
difference among people from holistic cultures than among people from analytic cultures.
This is primarily because holists are more role-sensitive and thus more likely to catch and
incorporate role-related information in forming impressions of the message whereas
analysts, who are relatively insensitive to social roles, would have a limited chance to do
so. Presuming that it is a pan-cultural tendency for people to experience the potential
sanctions from related others as more threatening than the sanctions from unrelated others,
and to the extent that a proximate social sanction is more likely to produce a pro-social
behavior than would a social sanction perceived as distal, holists should manifest the
same behavioral tendency of analysts but to a greater magnitude. That is, a role-norm
appeal should promote pro-social actions from holists more than it does from analysts,
and a social-norm appeal should demote pro-social actions from holists more than it does
from analysts.

In fact, it has been documented repeatedly that East Asians tend to discriminate

against people in whom they find little relational connection, while offering greater



generosity to people tied in any form of relationship (King, 198S; Triandis, 1995). Cross-
cultural psychologists (DeVos, 1973; Hamaguchi, 1977; Lebra, 1976; Lim, 2002; Lim,
Allen, Burrell, & Kim, 2007; Triandis, 1995) and philosophers studying culture (King,
1985; Munro, 1985) postulate that role-dependency, which characterizes the essence of
holistic culture, constitutes the primary cause of discrimination based on presence or
absence of relational connections. Specifically, Munro (1985) and Lim, Allen, Burrell,
and Kim (2007) conjecture that individuals in holistic societies are viewed as mutually

interdependent parts of a whole, fulfilling complementary roles assigned by the whole,

not as autonomous yet unique-different individuals as in analytic cultures.” Holists are,
thus, more likely to self-identify as a role player that attains significance only when
functioning in the role within the whole but turns into a meaningless entity when
separated from the whole or dissociated from related others (DeVos, 1973; Hamaguchi,
1977; Lebra, 1976). Empirical findings indicate that the descendants of holistic cultural
heritage tend to identify themselves by referring to their social roles and often experience
difficulties describing self not using role terms (Bachnik, 1994; Cousins, 1989; Cross,
Kanagawa, Markus, & Kitayama, 1995; Ip & Bond, 1995; Lim, Allen, Burrell, & Kim,
2007; Markus, Mullally, & Kitayama, 1997; Rhee et al., 1995; Snyder & Gangestad,
1986).

The conjecture that holists’ identity originates from their social roles translates
that one’s significance as a social entity comes from the presence of related others,

namely the ones that imbue the otherwise insignificant with meanings. Fulfilling one’s

5 In their original works, Munro (1985) and Lim et al. (2007) maintained the traditional term
‘individualistic culture’ to refer to the cultural characteristics of East Asian nations, which is represented by
‘analytic cultures’ in Nisbett’s book (2003). Simply for the sake of communication with readers, this study
chose to use the term ‘analytic’ consistently throughout this manuscript.



relational duties to other(s) in a relationship may thus be commensurate with respecting
the actor him/herself as well as the counterpart and the relationship itself. In contrast,
unrelated others should remain as unimportant social objects because of their inability to
invoke an identity as a social being. Particularly, in situations where unrelated individuals
communicate, there remain few rules on appropriate treatment of the counterpart or

interaction rituals of politeness. Once released from all relational ties, East Asians are

freed from all social restrictions regulating utterances and behaviors.® For this reason,
Chinese philosophers have warned that Chinese people, as a whole, can be cold-hearted
or extremely impolite to people in whom they find few meaningful relational connections
(King, 1985; see also Triandis, 1995). Building upon the preceding accounts of holistic
culture, this study proposes a second set of hypotheses (see Figure 1).

H2: The difference in magnitude between the persuasive impact of role-norm
appeals and the persuasive impact of social-norm appeals is more pronounced
in holistic cultures than in analytic cultures.

H2a: A role norm appeal promotes pro-social actions more among holists than
analysts.
H2b: A social norm appeal demotes pro-social actions more among holists
than analysts.
Method

Participants

Participants (NtoT = 851) were recruited from the U.S. (Nys = 469) and South

6 The basic disciplines of Confucianism, one of the most influential life principles among most East Asian
countries, have been teaching for centuries about what one ought to do in certain specific relationships but
reticent on how one should behave outside those relational contexts (King, 1985; Markus, Mullally, &
Kitayama, 1997).

10



Figure 1 Predicted Cultural Difference in Persuasive Impact of Role-Norm and Social-

Norm Appeals
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Korea (Nkor = 382) to constitute a sample of an analytic and a holistic culture,

respectively. The experiment was advertised in social science classes including
communication, sociology, and journalism, in both nations. The investigator was also
able to reach potential American participants outside these classes using an online subject
pool operated in the Communication Department at Michigan State University. Students
participated in the experiment online by accessing a designated website where the
experiment stimuli and measurement sets were posted. Research credits were awarded in
exchange for participation.

Duplicate responses were screened by examining registered IP addresses and the
time points at which a particular respondent began and finished the experiment. All
responses associated with an IP address that appears more than once in the server were
considered as duplicates and deleted (Lehmiller, 2008). However, the duplicate response
preceding all others sharing the same IP address was retained, noting that the
participant’s first response cannot be contaminated by how he/she responded in a later
session. Multiple responses were further detected by participant’s student ID numbers
and excluded from the data set following the same procedure. In total, 125 responses
were identified as duplicates, and thus eliminated from the data set. The file containing
participants’ IP addresses and student ID numbers were permanently destroyed after
cleaning the data.

Approximately 2 percent (n = 10) of the U.S. participants came from countries out
of research interest (e.g., Latin America and Middle East) and were excluded from the
U.S. sample. Chinese participants constituted 5.2 percent (» = 15) and Japanese

participants accounted for .3 percent (n = 1) of the Korean sample. Responses from

12



Chinese or Japanese participants were kept considering that both countries manifest the
holistic cultural tendency as in Korea (see Nisbett, 2003). Responses from one Latin
American subject were deleted from the Korean data set. Also deleted were responses
from participants who failed to report their cultural origin (n = 13).

After eliminating duplicate responses and the responses from cultures out of

research interest, the sample size has reduced to Nrot = 702; Nys= 412 and Ngor = 290.

Sixty six percent of the U.S. sample were females. Mean age was 19.98 (SD = 1.56).
Females constituted 48 percent of the Korean sample, with the mean age of 21.94 (SD =
2.43).
Experiment Design

The predictions were examined employing a 2 (U.S., Korea) x 3 (role norm,

social norm, no-norm control) independent groups design. Participants from each country

were randomly assigned to one of the three treatment conditions, resulting in npgje = 143,

Ngocial = 143, and neontrol = 126 in the U.S. sample, and 7ygle = 94, ngocial = 104, and

Necontrol = 92 in the Korean sample.

Procedure

Upon entering the experiment website, participants were asked to read the
assigned message and evaluate it using a set of Likert-type items. The role norm, social
norm, and no-norm control messages warned against the habit of excessive drinking
among college students, the potential subject pool of this study. The role norm condition
and the social norm condition were created by varying the norm type that the message

uses to dissuade excessive drinking around campus. Specifically, the role norm message
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indicated that potential negative consequences of excessive drinking may fall on their
parents as well as themselves, emphasizing that avoiding excessive drinking is a part of
fulfilling duties as a responsible child of their parents (i.e., “Your parents have been
sacrificing themselves to raise you for almost twenty years. Now, they just want you to be
safe and healthy. Drink responsibly. Responsible children do not make their parents
suffer!”’). On the other hand, the social norm message reminded the reader that excessive
drinking may hurt other innocent community members, urging the reader to implement
the duties as a responsible community member (i.e., “Drink responsibly. Responsible
community members do not make other fellow members suffer!”’). The no-norm control
message attempted to deter excessive drinking without using norm appeals; it simply
discussed potential negative consequences for the excessive drinker him/herself (i.e.,
“Drink responsibly. Protect yourself! ).

The quality of the argument remained strong across conditions. The arguments
themselves presented factual or statistical evidence from qualified sources. The evidence
was obtained from the website of “University Mothers Against Drunk Driving” or
UMADD (2009), a nationwide organization established to help prevent college binge
drinking at community level (see Appendices A and C for English messages and
measures, respectively). All experimental materials were administered in the primary
language spoken in the country in which the data were collected. The initial survey was
created in English, and then translated and back-translated into Korean by native Korean
speakers to ensure equivalence of meaning (Brislin, 1980; see Appendices B and D for
Korean messages and measures, respectively).

Measures
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Induction check. Eight 5-point Likert items (1 = strongly disagree and 5 =
strongly agree) were used to assess if the treatment message has induced its
corresponding norm type as intended. The first four items checked if the message had
manipulated the role norm (i.e., the role as a responsible child), and the latter four items
tapped into the perceived salience of social norm (i.e., the role as a responsible
community member). To the extent that the message induction was successful, higher
ratings should result from the first four items and lower ratings from the latter four items
for the role norm condition. The opposite trend should indicate successful induction for
the social norm condition. Lower scores should result from all the eight items provided
that the no-norm control message has induced neither.

Included items were “This message points out that avoiding excessive drinking is
a way of becoming a responsible child of my parents,” “This message appeals to my role
obligation as the child of my parents,” “This message argues that I avoid excessive
drinking as a responsible child of my parents,” “This message indicates that excessive
drinking may prevent me from functioning as a responsible child of my parents.” “This
message points out that avoiding excessive drinking is a way of becoming a responsible
community member,” “This message appeals to my role obligation as a community
member,” “This message argues that I avoid excessive drinking as a responsible
community member,” and “This message indicates that excessive drinking may prevent
me from functioning as a responsible community member.”

Perceived salience of social sanction. To test the rationale that role norm appeals
can exert a greater conformity than social norm appeals via the enhanced perception of

social sanction, measures of perceived salience of social sanction were included in the
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survey as a mediator. Four 5-point Likert-items (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly
agree) measured the perceived salience of social sanction. Included items were “I feel
like people would think less of me if I drank excessively,” “People would disapprove of
me if I drank excessively,” “Our society views heavy drinkers negatively,” “Society is
intolerant of excessive drinking.”

Locus of consequence. Powell (1965) found that the effectiveness of a fear appeal
becomes greater when the potential consequences of non-compliance were cast on the
target’s family, than when the expected ramifications were said to affect the nation or the
target himself (i.e., men with family). This finding led to an alternative explanation that
the role norm message may produce more persuasion than does the social norm message,
due to the locus of potential consequences being nearer to the subjects in the former (i.e.,
parents) than to the subjects in the latter (i.e., community) not because of the perceived
social sanctions being made more salient in the role norm condition than in the social
norm condition. This study attempted to measure and statistically control the potential
nuisance effect of the locus of consequence to document a separate main impact of
perceived norm salience in inducing pro-social behavior.

Four 5-point Likert-items (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree)
measured the perceived locus of consequences of excessive drinking. Included items
were “This message shows that excessive drinking will have consequences for people
that are close to me,” “This message demonstrates the negative effects of excessive
drinking that people close to me are likely to face,” “This message indicates that my

excessive drinking may affect people close to me,” and “This message claims that people
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close to me can be the potential victims of my excessive drinking.” 7

Personal and projected behavioral intention. Personal and projected behavioral
intentions were the primary dependent measures. Five 5-point Likert-items (1 = not at all
and 5 = very much) were used to assess the strength of participant’s behavioral intention
to avoid excessive drinking. Included items were “I would be willing to sign a petition
supporting regulation on excessive drinking,” “I will try to drink less in the future,” “I
will avoid excessive drinking,” “If I drink, I will drink in moderation,” “I would be
willing to ask my friends to drink less,” and “I would be willing to talk to my friends
about binge drinking issues.”

Also included were another four 5-point Likert-items (1 = not at all and 5 = very
much) that purport to measure participants’ projected behavioral intention of other
readers. Included items were “Many of those who read this message will avoid excessive
drinking to the best that they can,” “Most people who read this message will try not to
drink excessively,” “People who read this message will try dissuading their significant
others from excessive drinking,” “Most people will NOT quit excessive drinking because
of this message (R).”

Other potential mediators: A potential threat to the internal validity of this
experiment involves the treatment messages’ difference in content. That is, all three
messages claimed that excessive drinking may cause serious damages, yet each approach
uses different facts in doing so. In particular, the role norm appeal introduced, for

example, how many college students die from excessive drinking every year, and then

7 In these items, the locus of potential consequences, either community or parents, were left unspecified but
made to vary in relational closeness to make the resulting scores comparable between the role norm and the
social norm condition. This arrangement assumes that people feel closer to their parents than other, mostly
unknown, community members.
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reminded that the same number of parents are losing their children to excessive drinking.
The social norm appeal, on the other hand, discussed statistics on misdemeanors often
committed by heavy drinkers in public space (e.g., picking fights with strangers,
damaging public properties, or killing innocent people while driving under the influence
of alcohol). To control for the potential nuisance effect for the messages being
confounded, two additional measures were attached to the survey; argument quality and
perceived severity of drinking problem. Six 5-point Likert items (1 = strongly disagree
and S = strongly agree) measured perceived argument quality. Included items were “The
argument of this message is strong,” “valid,” “flawed (R),” “high in quality,” “weak (R),”
and “invalid (R).” Four 5-point Likert items (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly
agree) tapped into perceived severity of drinking problem. Included items were

99 ¢6g

“Excessive drinking among students leads to severe and undesirable consequences,” “is a

9 <63

serious problem,” “is dangerous,” and “is NOT a serious problem (R).”

Descriptive and injunctive norm. 8 Descriptive norm of drinking among college
students was estimated using six 5-point Likert items (1 = strongly disagree and 5 =
strongly agree). Included items were “It is commonplace that college students drink
excessively (R),” “Most college students drink excessively now and then (R),”
“Excessive drinking is prevalent among college students (R),” “Few college students
drink excessively,” “In general, college students tend to drink too much on occasions
(R),” and “It is usual that college students consume alcohols excessively (R).”

Five 5-point Likert items measured students’ injunctive norm of drinking (1 =

strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). Included items were “Most college students

For an easier interpretation of results, the responses were recoded such that higher ratings indicate a
greater anti-drinking descriptive norm or a greater anti-drinking injunctive norm.
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consider excessive drinking to be acceptable (R),” “Most students object to excessive
drinking among college students,” “At my university, it is okay for college students to
drink excessively (R),” “Most students at my university would think that college students
should not drink excessively,” “Most students at my university disapprove of excessive

drinking among college students.”

TRA measures.” To explore for the potential impact of participant’s subjective
norm on the behavioral intention, measures of subjective norm of drinking and
motivation to comply were included. Both measures were sub-divided into two separate
sets according to the targeted reference group; parents and community.

Subjective norm of drinking in family was tapped into by using six 5-point Likert
items (1 = strongly disagree and S = strongly agree). Included items were “Excessive
drinking is acceptable in my family (R),” “My parents object to excessive drinking,” “My
parents think it is okay that I drink excessively (R),” “My parents think that I should not
drink excessively,” “My parents allow excessive drinking (R),” “My parents disapprove
of my excessive drinking.” The measures of subjective norm of drinking in community
were created simply by replacing the word ‘parents’ and ‘family’ by ‘community’ and
‘other members of my community,’ respectively.

Five 5-point Likert items measured participant’s motivation to comply with
parents (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). Included items were “It is
important that I obey my parents,” “It is okay for me to disobey my parents (R),” “It is
important that I do as my parents wish,” “It is important that I meet the expectations of

my parents,” and “I want to do what my parents would think is a good thing.” Another

As in the measures of descriptive norm and the measures of injunctive norm of drinking, the responses
were recoded for higher scores to represent a greater anti-drinking subjective norm.
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five 5-point Likert items were used to assess participant’s motivation to comply with the
norm of community. Included items were “It is important that I conform to the norms of
my community,” “It is okay for me to violate the norms of my community (R),” “It is
important that I do as other community members would wish,” “It is important that I
meet the expectations of other community members,” and “I want to do what other
community members would think is a good thing.”

Tests of Measurement Invariance

Before testing the current hypotheses, all scales were subjected to measurement
invariance tests for cultural differences. A set of items may produce factor loadings that
are different in sign, magnitude, or both, across cultures due to unclear wordings or
meanings that may have been lost or added in translation. Removal of such items
enhances confidence that the cultural tendencies were comparable based on latent
constructs functionally equivalent across cultures.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) preceded the measurement invariance tests
whenever the investigator was unsure about the factor structure of a given set of items.
Principal Axis Analysis was conducted and the emergent factor loadings were rotated
using Varimax Method for separate cultures. Only the items that consistently loaded on a
same factor for both cultures were kept and then put into subsequent Confirmatory Factor
Analyses (CFA) for measurement invariance tests. Factor structures obtained by EFAs
were maintained in CFAs with no further adjustments. Missing values were imputed
using Full-Information Maximum Likelihood Method (FIML; Little & Rubin, 2002) to
produce more precise fit indices and parameter estimates.

Tests of measurement invariance were performed according to a conventional
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procedure (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2004; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998) which
comprises the following four phases: (a) separate CFAs were conducted for each culture
to see if the same factor structure holds across cultures; (b) a chosen factor structure was
compared with the data from both cultures simultaneously, this time with all the
parameters freed; (c) phase (b) was repeated with restrictions on the parameters; (d)
finally, the model was fitted to the entire means-covariance structure for both cultures
simultaneously. At each phase, items producing relatively large errors were eliminated to
enhance model-data fit. Efforts were made to preserve the reliability of resulting
estimates; when the deletion of a particular item led to a minimal improvement of the fit,
the item was kept to maintain an acceptable level of degrees of freedom. Using this
elimination rule, it was ensured that each latent construct has at least three indicators at
the final phase.

The fit of each model was estimated with Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2004)
with Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) as fit indices. CFI compares the obtained covariance matrix to the predicted
model and to a baseline null model in which all the variables included in the covariance
matrix are set to be uncorrelated. As CFI approaches 1, the obtained covariance matrix
better approximates the predicted model relative to the null model, and 0 for the opposite
case. As an approximated rule of thumb, a CFI of .90 or higher represents a reasonable
model fit. RMSEA computes the overall distance between the observed and the predicted
covariance matrix, with no null models involved. Conventionally, RMSEA of less
than .05 is considered as a good model fit. Both CFI and RMSEA are among the fit

indices that are least affected by sample size (Fan, Thompson, & Wang, 1999).
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Obtaining an acceptable model fit at the final phase (i.e., full measurement
invariance or intercept and factor loading invariance) has rarely been found to be
achievable in the discipline of cross-cultural studies (see for review Steenkamp &
Baumgartner, 1998). Larger error terms resulted as more restrictions were added to the
model, and most measurement invariance models failed to pass the conventional fit test,
particularly RMSEA < .05, at the final phase. The conventional RMSEA criterion was
thus relaxed for a mean-covariance structure to be considered as acceptable when the
lower bound of 90 percent confidence interval hovered around .08 (see Table 1 for the
final measures, fit indices, factor loadings, and reliability coefficients). Only the items
that have survived the full measurement invariance test were used for further analysis
(see Table 2 for descriptive statistics and Table 3 for full correlation matrix).

Results
Induction Checks

Perception of roles. The induction of role perception was successful. The role

norm appeal (M = 3.89, SD = 0.68, n = 237) exerted a stronger induction of participant’s

reported role as a child than did the social norm appeal (M = 3.05, SD = 1.02, n = 245) or
the no-norm appeal (M = 3.00, SD = 0.90, n =217); F(2, 693) = 73.22, p <.001, r|2
=.17. A contrast coefficient test (i.e., “role norm” = + 2, “social norm” = “no norm” = —
1) produced a similar result, #(696) = 12.41, p <.001, n2 =.18. Tukey B post-hoc
comparisons also indicated that the role norm message induced the perception of child
role more powerfully than did the social norm or the no norm control condition, which

produced equally less powerful inductions of role perception as a child. Neither the main

effect for culture nor the culture by treatment interaction were statistically significant at
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level a =.05.

Similarly, participant’s role perception as a community member was induced
more powerfully in the participants exposed to the social norm appeal (M =3.74, SD =
0.75, n = 247) compared to the participants in the role norm condition (M = 3.46, SD =

0.86, n =237) or the participants in the offset control condition (M =3.32,SD=0.85,n=

218); F(2, 696) = 15.36, p <.001, nz =.04. A contrast coefficient test (i.e., “social

norm” = + 2, “role norm” = “no norm” = — 1) produced a consistent result, #699) = 5.40,
p<.001, n = .04. Tukey B post-hoc comparisons also indicated that the social norm
message induced the perception of role as a community member more strongly than did
the role norm or the no norm control condition, which produced non-different and less

powerful inductions of role perception as a community member. The induction strength

of perceived role as a community member, however, also varied by culture, F(1, 696) =
18.43, p <.001, t]2 =.03. Across conditions, the U.S. participants (M = 3.63, SD = 0.83,
n = 412) experienced a stronger sense of role obligation as a community member than did
the participants in South Korea (M = 3.36, SD = 0.83, n = 290). The interaction between

culture and norm type was within sampling error at level a =.05.

Perceived social sanction. The main effect for the treatment on perceived social

sanction was not statistically significant, F(2, 695) =0.05, p> .09, n 2<.001. The

perception of social sanction, however, varied by culture, F(1, 695) = 34.03, p <.001,

n 2= .05. Specifically, heavy drinkers were perceived as deserving greater social

sanctions in the U.S. (M = 3.26, SD = 0.80, n = 412) than in South Korea (M =2.92, SD =

0.72, n = 289). The culture by treatment interaction was non-significant at level a =.0S.
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Perceived argument quality. Perception of argument quality remained relatively

invariant across the treatment conditions, F(2, 696) =2.06, p > .13, n 2= 005. The

impact of culture on perceived argument quality, however, was statistically significant,
F(1, 696) = 123.20, p <.001, n2 =.15. Korean participants (M =2.89, SD =0.65, n =
290) rated the message as lower in argument quality than did the U.S. participants (M =
3.47,SD = 0.70, n = 412). The interaction between culture and treatment produced non-
significant impact on perceived argument quality.

Perceived locus of consequence. Compared to the no norm appeal (M = 3.43, SD
=0.80, n=218), the role norm appeal (M = 3.88, SD = 0.69, n =237) and the social norm
appeal (M = 3.82, SD = 0.65, n = 247) were associated with greater perceptions of the

potential consequence of excessive drinking for people close to the participants

themselves, F(2, 696) = 24.10, p < .01, 112 =.06. Tukey B post-hoc analysis found the

mean difference between the role norm appeal and the social norm appeal as statistically
insignificant however. Cultural difference affected the perceived locus of consequence,
but was trivial in magnitude, F(1, 696) = 5.00, p <.05, n2 =.007. The culture by
treatment interaction was not significant at a =.05.

Perceived severity of drinking problem. The treatment produced little variance in

perceived severity of drinking problem, F(2, 695) = 0.25, p > .78, n2 <.001. A

significant culture difference existed however, F(1, 695) = 26.37, p <.001, 2= .04.

The U.S. participants (M = 3.88, SD = 0.72, n = 412) found the problem of student
drinking as more severe than did the Korean participants (M = 3.59, SD = 0.76, n = 289).

The culture by treatment interaction failed to produce significant impact on the dependent
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variable.

Descriptive norm of drinking. Participants exposed to the social norm appeal (M =
2.29, SD = 0.64, n = 246) found that excessive drinking in college is slightly less

predominant than the participants who read the no norm appeal (M =2.14,SD=0.58, n=
218); F(2,695)=4.61,p=.01, n 2= 01. Tukey B comparisons indicate that the mean of
the role norm condition (M = 2.25, SD = 0.64, n = 237) significantly differs from neither
the mean of the social norm condition nor the mean of the role norm condition. The main
impact for culture was significant, F(1, 695) = 33.99, p <.001, nz =.0S5; Korean
participants (M = 2.39, SD = 0.67, n = 289) viewed excessive drinking among students as
less prevalent than did the U.S. participants (M = 2.12, SD = 0.56, n = 412). The culture

by treatment effect fell within sampling error.

Injunctive norm of drinking. The main effect for treatment was statistically
significant, F(2, 696) =4.53, p <.05, n2 = .01. Specifically, the participants in the social
norm condition (M = 2.64, SD = 0.71, n = 247) perceived the norm against excessive
drinking as stronger than the participants in the role norm condition (M = 2.49, SD = 0.69,
n =237) or the participants in the control condition (M = 2.44, SD = 0.69, n = 218).

Tukey B post-hoc test grouped the role norm and the control condition as a homogeneous
subset. Reported injunctive norm also varied by culture, F(1, 696) = 15.40, p <.001, n 2
=,02; perceived social disapproval of excessive drinking was stronger among Korean
participants (M = 2.65, SD = 0.63, n = 290) than among the U.S. participants (M = 2.44,
SD = 0.73, n = 412). The culture by treatment interaction produced non-significant

impact on the perception of injunctive norm.
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Subjective norm of parents. Neither treatment nor culture had significant impact
on participant’s subjective norm of parents on drinking. Their interaction term also
remained within sampling error of zero at level a =.05.

Subjective norm of community. Analysis indicates a significant main effect for

culture, F(1, 694) =10.19, p = .001, nz =.02. Specifically, the community’s norm

against excessive drinking was reported as more powerful among the U.S. participants (M
=3.52, 8D = 0.83, n = 410) than among the participants in South Korea (M = 3.34, SD =
0.65, n = 290). Neither the main effect for treatment nor the culture by treatment
interaction passed the significance test at level a =.05.

Motivation to comply with parents. A stronger motivation to comply with parents

resulted among the U.S. participants (M = 3.84, SD = 0.63, n = 411) than among Korean

participants (M= 3.50, SD = 0.65, n = 290); F(1, 695) = 47.05, p < .001, 1> =.06. The

main effect for treatment and the interaction between culture and treatment produced
non-significant impact on motivation to comply with parents.

Motivation to conform to the community s norm. The main effect for culture was
statistically significant, F(1, 695) = 15.80, p <.001, n2 =.02. The U.S. participants (M =

3.13, SD = 0.84, n = 412) had a greater motivation to follow the norm of community than
did their counterparts from South Korea (M = 2.89, SD = 0.74, n = 289). The p-values for
the treatment effect and the culture by treatment interaction exceeded .05.
Hypothesis Testing

H1 and H2 were tested with 2-way independent groups ANOV As examining the

effects of norm type and culture on behavioral intention (BI) and projected behavioral
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intention (PBI) to avoid excessive drinking. H1 predicted that a role norm appeal is to
produce a stronger intention to avoid excessive drinking in participants (BI) than would a

social norm appeal. Non-significant main effect resulted for norm type, F(2, 696) = 0.13,

p>.80, n %< 001. A similar finding resulted when the analysis was rerun after
excluding the control condition, F(1, 480) = 0.01, p > .90, 112 <.001. Null findings
continued when the projected behavioral intention (PBI) served as the dependent
measure; F(2, 696) =0.73, p> .40, n 2 .002 with the control condition included, and
F(1,480)=0.14,p> .70, 2 < 001 with the control condition excluded. The current

data were therefore inconsistent with H1.
H2 was also inconsistent with the data because the culture by treatment

interaction effect was not statistically significant for either dependent measures; F(1, 480)

=0.11, p> .70, n°<.001 for BI and F(1, 480) = 0.23, p> .60, 1> <.001 for PBI. An

ANCOVA was conducted to examine H2 controlling for the nuisance effect of potential

covariates; age and sex. Both age and sex explained a significant amount of variance in

B, F(1,470)=5.41, p=.02, n°=.01and F(1,470) = 14.39, p <.001, n’<.03,

respectively. A subsequent regression analysis indicated that female respondents (M =

3.62, SD = .78, n=275) had a greater intention to drink less than male respondents (M =

3.34,SD=.76,n=203), p=.16,1473)=3.49,p= .OOl,r]2 =.03. The impact of age,

however, became insignificant when entered into the equation with sex presumably due

to the more powerful impact of sex suppressing the impact of age, f=-.03, #(473) =-

.68,p> .40, n 2= 001, Regardless, only a minimal increase in F-value resulted for
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culture by treatment interaction effect for BI, with confirming the same null finding as

above; F(1,470)=0.38, p > .50, n2 <.001. Entering age and sex as covariates made
little contribution in reducing the error variance for PBI; F(1, 470) =2.86,p > .09, n 2

=.005 and F(1, 470) = 0.28, p = .60, n2 <.001, respectively. The culture by treatment

interaction remained as statistically non-significant as a result, F(1, 470) = 0.38, p > .50,

n><.001.

ANOVA detected a significant main effect for culture. Specifically, Korean

participants (M = 3.61, SD = 0.69, n = 198) were more willing to avoid excessive
drinking, F(1, 480) = 6.76, p = .01, ¢ 2= .01, than American participants (M = 3.42, SD
= (.84, n = 286). Korean participants (M = 2.83, SD = 0.75, n = 198) also had a greater

expectation of other readers’ compliance, F(1, 480) = 30.15, p <.001, n2 =.06,

compared to their U.S. counterparts (M = 2.46, SD = 0.71, n = 286). Figures 2 and 3
visually represent the results from hypothesis testing for comparison with the initial
prediction depicted in Figure 1.
Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling

Investigation continued to explore paths linking the induction of role obligation to
behavioral intention, and their possible cultural differences. Conjectured path models
were compared to the data using Structural Equation Modeling technique (SEM). Mplus
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2004) computed path coefficients and estimated model-data fit,
enabling to assess the empirical validity of each model. Missing responses were
approximated using FIML in producing parameter estimates (Little & Rubin, 2002).

Phase 1. A full path model was first created to incorporate all the variables
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Figure 2 Found Cultural Difference in Persuasive Impact of Role-Norm and Social-Norm
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Figure 3 Found Cultural Difference in Persuasive Impact of Role-Norm and Social-Norm
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measured for this study. The induction was dichotomized for an easier interpretation of
the results by dummy coding for the three treatment conditions, which resulted in the
induction of role norm and the induction of social norm as two separate independent
variables. All measured intervening variables were entered as potential mediators. That is,
perceived social sanction, argument quality, locus of consequence, and perceived severity
of drinking problem were specified to relay the impact of perceived role salience (i.e.,
sensitized role obligation as a child or a community member) to behavioral intention and
projected behavioral intention simultaneously. Descriptive norm, injunctive norm,
subjective norm of parents, and subjective norm of community were also considered as

mediators although they may in fact constitute antecedent variables exerting direct impact

on the dependent measures independent of the message induction. 1 These decisions
reflect the notion that the resulting path coefficients may reveal the position of a
particular variable in the equation model. Specifically, a particular variable substantially
correlated with both of the presumed antecedent(s) and the consequence(s) is likely be a
mediator, whereas non-induced antecedents can affect the dependent(s) while minimally
affected by other independent(s).

The intervening variables were entered in the model, unordered, as few theory-
based predictions were available to determine the order amongst them. A researcher,
however, can determine post-hoc the order among mediators in a causal chain through

observing the size of their respective path coefficients to the dependent variable(s).

10 The subjective norm in the model constitutes the product of the initially measured subjective norms and
the motivation to comply with the corresponding reference group (i.e., parents or community). This
decision followed the assumption that subjective norm alone may not exert powerful influence on
behavioral intention particularly in the absence of motivation to comply; one may believe that it is
important to do as his/her parents would wish yet still lacking in motivation to actually do so. That is, one’s
subjective norm is likely to impact his/her behavior in reality only when combined with the motivation to
conform to the norm of the reference group.
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Specifically, a mediator more powerfully correlated with the dependent variable is likely
to rest nearer to the dependent variable than a mediator less correlated with the
consequence. This statistical decision rule, however, becomes tenable only when it
corresponds to reasonable conjectures derivable from the pertinent literature.

The full model was compared with the data separately for each culture. The data
from both cultures produced a reasonable fit to the model although the path coefficients
differed in size (see Figures 4 and 5 for the models and fit indices). The model, however,
provided too complicated a picture of cognitive process, making it difficult to
comprehend and explain in a coherent manner. One major cause of this problem involves
retaining small but statistically significant path coefficients. The small path coefficients

seem to have passed the significance test due to the relatively large sample sizes (i.e.,
Nus =412 and NgoRr = 290) rather than to exhibiting substantial associations. Keeping

minor path coefficients just for statistical significance is prone to lower the probability
that the model replicates in future studies, particularly when the model was built for
exploratory purposes under little theoretical guidance (Rakov & Marcoulides, 2000).
Following this rationale, the significance level o was lowered from .05 to .01, and path
coefficients associated with p > .01 were deemed as statistically insignificant and
eliminated from the model. Figures 6 and 7 illustrate thus reduced path models for the
U.S. and South Korea, respectively. The path models in Figures 8 and 9 are identical to
those in Figures 6 and 7, respectively, but simplified after excluding constructs all of
whose paths were removed for being insignificant.

The reduced models were tested with the trivial paths excluded. Results, however,

suggested a further model adjustment for both samples. For the U.S. sample, the
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association between the perceived role as a community member and injunctive norm
became statistically significant with the elimination of the minor path links. This data-
driven information was incorporated into the final model for the U.S. sample. The model-
data fit remained acceptable after the adjustment; CFI = .925 and RMSEA = .053 (see
Figure 10). In the sample from South Korea, the induction of role as a child has lost its
function as a mediator as it produces only minor effects on its immediate dependent
variables; perceived argument quality and perceived problem severity. The induction of
child role was thus eliminated from the final model for South Korea. The revised model
adequately fit the data; CFI = .895 and RMSEA = .057 (see Figure 11). All path
coefficients in both models are statistically significant at level a =.01.

Each final model was then fitted to the means-covariance structure of the opposite
culture in order to examine the potential moderating effect for culture. The resulting
model-data fit should deteriorate substantially if the model takes a widely different
structure across cultures. The fits were loweréd, yet remained as acceptable, although the

power of some path coefficients weakened (see Figures 12 and 13). Interestingly, the

results from y 2 goodness-of-fit test indicated that the U.S. model may fit Korean sample,

12 (265) = 546.41, p < .001, slightly better than it fits the U.S. data set, x> (265) =

571.47, p <.001. An objective conclusion, however, remains unavailable because
identical models with the same degrees of freedom are incommensurable using
Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT). The other fit indices, on the other hand, indicate that the
U.S. model may fit the U.S. sample better (CFI = .925, RMSEA = .053) than it fits the
Korean sample (CFI = .894, RMSEA = .061). Still, both CFIs and RMSEAs constitute

descriptive fit indices unable to determine whether the U.S. model performs significantly
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better with the U.S. sample or with Korean sample. Here, however, a greater focus should
be placed on the observation that both models produced an acceptable fit with the sample
from a presumably different culture, with revealing little moderating effect for culture.

Two observations common for both countries merit mention. First, perceived
severity of the drinking problem exerted a substantial positive impact on behavioral
intention across cultures. The willingness to drink less tended to increase as the

participants perceive the problem of drinking as more severe. The effect size may seem

culturally different when comparing for the strength of path coefficients; B ys=.70 and

B kor = .60 (see Figures 10 and 11). However, it should be noted that the two models are

qualitatively different, which do not allow for direct comparison of path coefficients in
either size or magnitude. As an alternative, their respective zero-order correlations were
compared after z-transformation (see Tables 4 and 5 for correlation matrix for the U.S.
and Korea, respectively). The difference between the two correlations fell within

sampling error at level a =.05; —.06 <pys—pkor <-24. Second, the perceived social

sanction predicted projected behavioral intention positively for both countries; B ys

=.17and BoR = .26. Participants anticipated a greater willingness to avoid excessive

drinking among others as they perceive potential social sanctions as more threatening.
The effect size remained approximately equal for both cultures at level a =.05;
-.24<pys —Pkor <.06.

A further observation revealed potential culture differences. The injunctive norm
exerted significant impact on projected behavioral intention in the U.S. (f =.22) while

producing non-significant influence in the Korean sample. The subjective norm of
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parents constituted a moderately powerful predictor of behavioral intention in South

Korea (P = .24), but remained relatively uncorrelated with all other variables in the U.S.

sample. As aforementioned, however, the two models are incomparable, particularly for
the impact of a variable present in one model but absent in the other.

Phase 2. Further efforts were made to create a culturally equivalent structural
equation model, which would justify testing for potential culture difference in
interrelationships among the constructs of research interest. The two tendencies common
for both nations provided the basis for constructing the new model; the main effect for
perceived problem severity on behavioral intention and the impact of perceived social
sanction on projected behavioral intention. A conjecture arose by extending these
observations that the norm variables (i.e., injunctive norm, descriptive norm, and
subjective norm) may predict projected behavioral intention independent of the message,
whereas participants’ own behavioral intention can be better explained with the
immediate outcomes of message induction (i.e., perceived social sanction, perceived
argument quality, perceived severity of problem, and the locus of consequence). The
model explained the data adequately with CFI = .893 and RMSEA = .046. The results,
however, suggest that a second-order unidimensionality model is invalid for the norm
factor. Neither the injunctive norm nor the descriptive norm hung together with the
subjective norm constructs, with contributing little to the higher-order norm component;
£ =.04 and -.24, respectively. As an alternative, the injunctive and the descriptive norm
construct were isolated from the two subjective norm constructs, and presumed to be
second-order unidimensional on their own. Two independent second-order norm factors

evolved as a result. The model-data fit remained as acceptable after the adjustment; CFI
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=.903 and RMSEA = .044. Still, the second-order unidimensionality assumption failed to
hold for the injunctive and the descriptive norm components, particularly due to their
factor loadings being substantially different in size; ¢ =.40 and .95, respectively.
Moreover, the second-order factor for the injunctive norm and the descriptive norm
construct behaved in unpredictable ways when related with other constructs; it correlated
negatively, albeit insignificantly, with the subjective norm factor while producing a
significant negative impact on projected behavioral intention. The injunctive norm and
the descriptive norm constructs were excluded from further fit tests for instability in
factor structure.

The model after the adjustment seemed to assimilate the traditional TRA model
particularly when considering the perception of the message as a proxy of the
participant’s attitudes on drinking (see Figure 14). This time, both the attitude
components and the norm components substantially loaded onto their corresponding
second-order factor. The model-data fit was acceptable when tested with the entire
sample; CFI = .924 and RMSEA = .044. The model also fit the data separated by culture;
CFI =.918 and RMSEA = .042 for the U.S. and CFI = .919 and RMSEA = .039 for
Korea (see Figures 15 and 16). The model, however, seemed far from ideal for either
country when examining the factor loadings and path coefficients. In the U.S. data, social
sanction hardly hung on the second-order factor for message perception (£ =.38) and
the second-order construct for subjective norm had a negative impact on projected

behavioral intention (P = - .24), which is inconsistent with past findings. Moreover, = -
.24 was statistically non-significant while a smaller partial correlation (i.e., B gi-pBI

=.18) passed significance test at the same level alpha. This result originated from the
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second-order norm factor being associated with a large standard error which is
attributable to the two subjective norm constructs failing to meet the second-order
unidimensionality assumption. Similar problems occurred with Korean data. The factor
loadings for social sanction (£ = .49) and perceived locus of consequence (£ =.34)
were relatively small compared to those of message quality (£ = .64) or perceived
problem severity (£ =.66), suggesting that the former two factors may jointly constitute
a separate cluster or independently form two respective clusters. The second-order norm

construct continued behaving erratically due to its unstable factor structure; the ample

path coefficients as B NORM-PERCEPT = -46 or P NoRM-BI = -42 were found statistically

insignificant.

Fit tests continued incorporating these results. Locus of consequence was
excluded from the model, while perceived social sanctions were maintained as a separate
norm construct, this time considering it as a measurement of perceived social pressure
external to message perceptions. The second-order norm factor further broke into two
original subjective norms (i.e., parents and community). Adopting Eagly and Chaiken’s
conjecture (1993) that subjective norms may affect behavioral intention indirectly via
attitudes, both message perception and perceived social sanction were predicted by the
subjective norms as well as the message induction. The model was further simplified by
restricting the subjective norm of parents to affect the message perception only and the
subjective norm to predict perceived social sanction alone. This last decision followed the
observation that the subjective norm of community correlates more powerfully with
perceived social sanction (r = .32) than with the two components of message perception;

r = .28 and r = .16 for perceived problem severity and perceived argument quality,
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respectively. The reverse pattern prevailed for the subjective norm of parents, whose

correlation with problem severity (» = .35) surpasses the correlation with perceived social

sanction (r =.19). ' Perceived argument quality, however, remained relatively
uncorrelated with either the subjective norm of parents (» = .14) or the subjective norm of
community (r = .16). That perceived argument quality lacks association with the
variables of interest and, more importantly, it behaves differently from how its
companion variable (i.e., perceived problem severity) behaves suggest its elimination
from the model. As a result, perceived problem severity alone replaced the second-order
construct for message perception. Path models illustrated in Figures 17 and 18 (i.e., the
Separate Process Model) represent the above reasoning applied to the U.S. and Korean
sample, respectively.

Having two equivalent path models warranted a comparison of path coefficients
in magnitude and sign, which would further the investigation of potentially meaningful
cultural difference in cognition. Four observations merit mention. First, the induction of
child role exerted a larger impact on perceived social sanction in the U.S. (f§ = .24) than
in South Korea ( = .11), though the difference was only marginally significant;
—-.01<pys —pxor <-29. The U.S. participants seem to believe that one may subject to
social sanctions for worrying parents with troubles he/she created while drunk. Korean
participants, on the other hand, seem to distinguish family matters from society, viewing
that society may not intervene to chastise someone for failing to fulfill duties as a child of
his/her parents.

Second, the impact of perceived role obligation as a community member

11
The margin of error for 95 percent confidence was = .10 after z-transformation (¥ = 702).
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predicted perceived social sanction significantly better in South Korean (f§ = .28) than in
the US. (B =.11); =.33<pys-Pkor <—-03.InKoreans’ perception, society may
exercise the right to punish people for causing troubles to the community, whereas
Americans tend to deny society such privilege. Americans may depend more on the legal
measures than informal social pressures to treat trouble makers to the community.

Third, perceived problem severity produced a substantially more powerful impact

on BI (Bus = B xor =-.59) than on PBI (Bys=.16 and Bkor = .18) for both countries;
38<pp; —ppp; <.66 forthe U.S.and .34 <pp; —ppp; <.66 for Korea. Perceived

social sanction had a significantly larger impact on PBI (P ys =.30 and B kor =.36)

than on BI (Bys =.15 and B kor = .04) for both cultures; Clgso, ranged

—.30<pg;—pp; $—02 and —.50<pp; —ppp; S—.18 for the U.S. and South Korea,
respectively. These two findings demonstrate that participants from both cultures applied
two separate mechanisms in determining BI and PBI. Participants reported that their own
intention to drink less would increase as the drinking problem was perceived as more
severe, while anticipating that others may try to avoid excessive drinking as perceived
social sanctions grow stronger.

These two models were reanalyzed using composite indices, the averaged sum of
individual items. The model-data fit deteriorated slightly due to reduction in degrees of
freedom, but the path coefficients remained similar to those estimated using individual
items (see Figures 19 and 20).

Discussion

This study predicted that a role norm appeal would produce greater persuasion

65




19 padforg

— ¢

uonuau|
[elolARY2g

10° = 0 Je ueoyIudis A[[eonsiye)s are sualoLya0d yred Joqio [V ([0 < d

Apmwwo) NS

8¢

}

UoIOURS [BID0S

i 143

Andg
PoALadIag

4

4

£e

sjuared NS

490 \_ (Awnwwo)) g oo (Anunwwo))
S | uonnpu|
81
61
(P11yD) (PIYD)
sl 4 o — uononpu[

«680° = 1D YIMO0T rom<m_m§

W01 = VASIWY *18L" = 1D ‘100" > d ‘8T =Jp ‘LY'€S| = , X :sa01pu] o150duto) ‘('S'1) [9POI $52904d 2jp4vdag 6 dm31q

66



10" = © e ueoyiudis A[[eonsiels ale sjualdy20d yred 190 ||V 10" < d 4

Aunwwo) NS

9T

|

«— o (Aunwwo)) o P} pp— (Anunwwo))
/ sy uononpuj
174
»60
N (P1yD) < (P1yD)
+— .60 o0y 144 uononpuj

19 parafoid o uonoues [eroos
uonuu| 0s A)I2ADS
[eJolAeyag PAAIIdG
€
suared NS

+760° = 10 ¥IMOT %06y QIR

T = VASN SLbL" = 14D 100" > d ‘8T =Jp “TY'LT1 = , X :5201pu] ansoduo)) ‘(0240)) 19pojy $s2004d 21p4ndag 0T 2mB1y

67



than a traditional social norm approach, and this pattern should be more pronounced in
holistic cultures than in analytic cultures. Neither predictions were consistent with the
data. Participants who read the role norm message (i.e. “You should avoid excessive
drinking as a responsible child of your parents’’) were no more willing to drink less than
the participants exposed to the social norm appeal (i.e., “You should avoid excessive
drinking as a community member ”). This pattern of data prevailed across the U.S. and
South Korea, an analytic and a holistic culture, respectively. These findings suggest that
(a) role norm appeals may create little perceptual difference from traditional social norm
appeals at least in the persuasion context tested here, producing little enhancement in the
amount of compliance, and (b) role norm appeals’ inability to garner a greater persuasion
than would social norm appeals may be common for both analytic and holistic cultures.
Check for Validity of Rationales

H1 followed the rationale that a role norm appeal should produce greater
conformity than a social norm appeal because people often find social sanctions from
related others to be more threatening than the potential sanctions from unrelated others.

As evidenced in the induction check, however, perceived social sanction on excessive
drinking remained nearly invariant across the three message conditions, n %< 001. The
path coefficients in the SEM models (see Figures 17 and 18) provide mixed support for
this reasoning. The induced role perception as a child (B = .24) had a greater impact on

perceived social sanction than the perceived role as a community member (f=.11) for

the U.S. data; .00<pchild — Pcommunity <-28. 2 The direct opposite was the case for

12 The reported Clgs9,, is wider than actual due to rounding error.
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South Korea however. Perceived social sanction was significantly higher among

participants primed with the role as a community member (8 = .28) than among the

participants reminded of the role as a child (B=.11); .34 <pchild — Pcommunity < —02.

These findings suggest that there exists a stronger family-community connection
in the U.S. than in South Korea, or the community pressure for norm conformity remains
more powerful in U.S. families than in Korean families. That is, U.S. students seem to
believe that one who fails to fulfill his/her duties as a child may well deserve sanctions at
the community level as well as immediate punishment from parents. The term
‘institutionalization’ has been used frequently to encapsulate the typical American culture
(e.g., Hall, 1976). A problem of individual families often becomes a problem of
community. The police, after receiving a call from a neighbor, often engage in incidents
of domestic violence or meddle in quarrels between a father and his son. There exist
numerous support groups to help people unable to lead a normal family life for being
addicted to substances (e.g., “Alcoholics Anonymous”), losing a child (e.g.,
“Compassionate Friends™) , being infertile (e.g., “RESOLVE”), suffering from minor
disorders to serious diseases like cancer (e.g., “The Wellness Community”), or even
being in debt (e.g., “Money’s Debt Support Group), to mention a few. That the U.S.
participants had a significantly higher motivation to conform to the community norms
than did the Korean participants also corroborates this conjecture (see Table 6 for culture
differences at construct level). The U.S. correlation between the motivation to comply
with parents and the motivation to follow the norm of community, 7(412) = .42, p < .01,
also surpassed that of South Korea, 7(290) = .34, p <.01, although the difference

remained marginally significant at level a =.05; —.05<pys—pkor <-25 (see
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Table 6 Mean Difference Between the U.S. and South Korea at Construct Level

D=KOR-US
Behavioral Intention 34>
Projected BI .64**
Perceived Sanction -.58%*
Argument Quality -1.17**
Locus of Consequence -.20*
Severity of Problem - 45%*
Descriptive Norm A49%*
Injunctive Norm 41>
Subjective Norm (Parents) -13
Subjective Norm (Community) -.32%
Motivation to Comply (Parents) -57**
Motivation to Comply (Community) -.36**

*p<.01 ** p<.00l

70



Tables 4 and 5).

Korean students, on the other hand, seem to more strictly separate family matters
from those of community by reporting that violating role norms in a family entails few
reasons for the community to interrupt or impose sanctions. One would incur sufferings
to his/her parents for a wrongdoing he/she committed while drunk. Yet the problem stays
within the familial boundary and the community’s right to intervene remains restricted.
This rationale corresponds to the prediction from the analytic versus holistic cultural
distinction. Possession of a group membership, hence a social role, turns an otherwise
insignificant object into a meaningful social entity (e.g., Lim, Allen, Burrell, & Kim,
2007). Devoid of substantial roles, the ‘generalized others’ remain as insignificant beings
who can exert little normative pressure on one another.

The final path model for Korea at Phase One (see Figure 11) captures this holistic
tendency to separate ‘our path’ from ‘their path’ based on the presence or absence of role
relationship; the path leading to the projected behavioral intention remains relatively
independent of the path to the participants’ personal intention to avoid excessive drinking.
Specifically, Korean participants anticipate that other people’s intention to drink less
would enhance in a linear function of the message’s argument quality and the strength of
potential social sanction on heavy drinkers, while attributing their own intention to drink
less to perceived severity of drinking problem and the subjective norm of drinking in the
family.

H2 reasoned that role norm appeals should be perceived as more persuasive
among holists than among analysts because holists tend to be more sensitive to role-

bound obligations than analysts. To the extent that this postulate holds true, the role norm

71



appeal should induce a stronger induction of role perception than does the social norm
appeal among Korean participants, and the difference in induction strength between the
role norm and the social norm appeal should be significantly larger in the Korean sample
than in the U.S. sample in that particular direction. A stronger role perception resulted in

the role norm condition (p = .48) than in the social norm condition (P = .22) as expected.
Their difference in magnitude was statistically significant at level a =.05;

14 £pchild — Pcommunity < -46 . However, the same pattern reappeared in the U.S. data;

the induction strength of role norm appeal (p = .44) exceeded that of the social norm

appeal (B = .27) in a statistically significant fashion; .05 < pchild — Pcommunity <-33-

The two Clsgss, had an overlapping region, indicating a non-significant moderating effect

for culture on the difference in induction strength. Therefore, the failure to find the
predicted culture by treatment interaction may be attributable in part to the invalidity of
the postulate that holists possess a more sensitive role perception than analysts.
The Third Person Effect

Findings demonstrate that participants from both cultures apply two separate
mechanisms in determining BI and PBI. Participants reported that their own intention to
drink less would increase as the drinking problem be perceived as more severe, while
anticipating that others may try to avoid excessive drinking as the perceived social
sanction grows stronger. This cognitive pattern is analogous to the third person effect
hypothesis (Davison, 1983), which maintains that people tend to overestimate the
influence of media for others while perceiving themselves as more immune to media

impact. In particular, a meta analysis (Paul, Salwen, & Dupagne, 2000) indicates a
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stronger third person effect for college-aged students, the major subject pool of this study.

The third person effect seems to hold in the domain of interpersonal
communication too. Johansson (2005) found that people tend to anticipate that others’
political attitudes be more influenced by interpersonal communication as well as mass
media, while attributing their own political attitudes to personal experiences. The current
finding is consistent with the third person effect hypothesis presuming that the perception
of social sanction originates not only from mass media coverage but also from daily
contacts with other members of society.
Koreans More Willing to Drink Less

The data from this research provide little explanation for the cultural difference in
the willingness to drink less. The willingness to avoid excessive drinking was higher
among Korean participants than in the U.S. participants even though the findings indicate
the opposite as more plausible. That is, compared to the U.S. students, Korean students
found (a) potential social sanctions as less threatening, (b) the message’s argument as less
persuasive, (c) the locus of consequence to be more distal, and (d) the problem of
drinking as less severe (see Table 6 for culture difference at construct level). Both
injunctive and descriptive anti-drinking norms were stronger among Koreans than among
Americans. These normative influences, however, had only trivial impact on behavioral
intention as evidenced in path analyses, and hence provide little rationale for the stronger
readiness to drink less among Korean participants. Therefore, the found cultural
difference may well be attributed to the factors left unmeasured for this study.

There are at least two lines of argument consistent with this finding. First, the two

student samples may differ in the amount of exposure to anti-drinking campaigns targeted
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at college students. Michigan State University, the subject pool of the U.S. participants
for this study, has been making continued efforts to reduce student binge drinking around
campus since 2006. The school has initiated a wide variety of campaigns applying
descriptive (e.g., “82% of MSU students drink moderately or not at all on football
Saturdays ) and injunctive norm approaches (e.g., “Fewer than 1 in 10 MSU students
allow alcohol to interfere with their academics” or “Most (94%) of MSU students
disapprove of pressuring others to drink”). And those campaign messages have been
advertised repeatedly around campus and on local newspapers as well (Michigan State
University, 2008). Fewer such attempts seem to have been made at colleges in South
Korea. That colleges are investing less effort to intervene may translate to students in
Korea drinking less, with incurring fewer drinking related problems than students in the
U.S. However, results from a recent survey contradict this conjecture (Yonhap, April 15),
in which nearly 22 percent of students at a premier Korean university were found to drink
2-4 times a week and 3 percent to drink more than 4 times a week, with more than 17
percent classified as at risks of alcoholism (N = 431).

The U.S. students may have turned into a more persuasion-resistant sample after
the repeated exposure to a series of anti-drinking campaigns. Reactance theory posits that
people tend to resist any attempts to threaten freedom and resistance arises in an attempt
to re-establish, and to prevent further loss of, the freedom (Brehm, 1966; Brehm &
Brehm, 1981). Resistance often takes behavioral or attitudinal opposition to the position
endorsed by the source (i.e., the ‘persuasive boomerang effect’). In particular, a repeated
freedom threat may induce anger in the target audience, producing a further resistance.

Heavy smokers often find anti-smoking campaigns irritating as they make constant
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attempts to threaten freedom. Reportedly, angered smokers feel forced to ridicule anti-
smoking campaign messages as absurd or experience impulses that they must light up
especially right in front of the posters stating “No Smoking” (Wolburg, 2006). Similarly,
the U.S. participants’ lowered willingness to refrain from excessive drinking may have
resulted due to their repeated exposure to freedom threats, not to the Korean students
being more compliant.

The second conjecture stems from the potential group difference in perceived
novelty of the argument. Morley (1987) maintains that subjective judgment of
information novelty constitutes an important determinant of belief change in conjunction
with perceived plausibility and significance of the claim. Information that is already
familiar to the target suffers limited chance to receive a thoughtful attention from the
target, whereas novel information can induce a more effortful processing in the target’s
cognition. Provided that the target has perceived the argument as both plausible and
important, a greater change in belief becomes more likely in a target who also found the
information as novel rather than banal. Previous exposure to similar norm campaigns
may have rendered the treatment messages more familiar to the U.S. participants, while
the same stimuli might have seemed less familiar to Korean students who had remained
relatively unaffected by similar attempts at persuasion. The finding that Koreans were
more compliant than Americans may thus be attributable to the treatments being
perceived as less familiar among the former than among the latter.

Small Social Norm Effect
Results from path analyses indicate that, for both countries, social norm factors

exert only minor influences on behavioral intention, which was largely determined by
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participant’s personal assessment of problem severity (see Figures 17 and 18). This
finding is in fact consistent with past TRA literature: a meta analysis of 37 tests of TRA
model reveals that attitude components significantly outweigh the normative factors in
predicting behavioral intention (Farley, Lehmann, & Ryan, 1981). Specifically, the
attitude-behavioral intention correlation surpassed the subjective norm-behavioral
intention correlation and this tendency remained persistent after controlling for the
potential moderating effect for subject types (i.e., student vs. non-student sample),
method of inquiry (i.e., survey vs. experiment), or the discipline of study (i.e., social
psychology vs. consumer marketing).

Eagly and Chaiken (1993) maintain that this pattern of data makes mathematical
sense when assuming that subjective norm influences behavioral intention indirectly via
the attitude components (see also Stitt, 2004). The Separate Process Model (see Figures
17 and 18) corroborates this Eagly and Chaiken’s conjecture to the extent that perceived
problem severity and perceived social sanction can be considered as indicative of
participant’s attitudes on drinking. As illustrated in the model, the subjective norm of
one's parents had a relatively smaller impact on behavioral intention than perceived
problem severity, and similarly, the subjective norm of a community produced a minor
influence on projected behavioral intention than did the perceived social sanction. Also,
both subjective norm factors exerted a greater impact on the quasi-attitude variables,
while affecting behavioral intention substantially less.

The debate seems to still be continuing on whether to see subjective norms and
attitudes as two separate factors making distinctive contribution to behavioral intention

(Ajzen, 1985; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) or to view subjective norms as a determinant of
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attitudes (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; see for review Dillard & Pfau, 2002; O’Keefe, 2002).
Meanwhile, this study documents another evidence favoring the latter view.
Holists and Perception of Roles

This study predicted that a role norm appeal would induce greater attention from
holists than analysts for manifesting a higher context dependency (Hall, 1976; Nisbett,
2002) and a greater role dependency in self-perception (Cousins, 1989; Cross, Kanagawa,
Markus, & Kitayama, 1995: Lim, 2002; Lim, Allen, Burrell, & Kim, 2007; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991, 1998). The current data, however, were inconsistent with this conjecture.
Participant’s role perception enhanced when exposed to the role norm appeal than when
exposed to the social norm appeal. But this tendency was common for both countries (see
Figures 17 and 18). This single null finding cannot invalidate the cumulated past findings
consistent with the theorized cultural difference. Rather, this inconsistency may well be
attributed to either the characteristics particular to this study (i.e., content effect) or
potential problems with measurement.

Perhaps the presumed cultural difference in sensitivity in role perception may
remain very subtle in reality, which may become unobservable when examined with too
crude a tool. That is, both holists and analysts may possess an equally strong role
obligation as a child but equally minimal sense of duty as a community member. In
accordance to this conjecture, Lim (2002) maintained that family constitutes the most
cohesive group in both American and Korean culture. Unlike our conventional wisdom,
family does not always function as the most fundamental group in other cultures. For
instance, the strongest relational bonding may occur at corporate level as in Japan or at

community level as in many African societies.
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The U.S.-Korea difference in role dependency may reside in relational domains
between the two extremes, for example, the relationship with siblings, friendship,
romantic interests, casual classmates, or a neighbor living next door. Future experiments
may be able to find the predicted cultural difference by exposing participants to more

diverse relational contexts.
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Appendix A Message Stimuli (English)
I. Role Norm Message Condition

Binge drinking among college students is a family problem. Every year, more
than 696,000 students are physically assaulted by another who has been drinking and no
less than 97,000 are victims of alcohol-related sexual assault or date rape (Wechsler et
al., 2002; William, 2002). About 1,700 college students die each year from alcohol-
related injuries (Hingson et al., 2005). Behind the students who suffer are their parents
who must go through the same consequences together. In other words, parents of 696,000
college students experience the consequences of their children’s injuries and 97,000
Jfamilies fall victim of sexual assault. And every year, parents of 1,700 college students
are losing their children to alcohol-related accidents. Your parents have been sacrificing
themselves to raise you for almost twenty years. Now, they just want you to be safe and
healthy. Drink responsibly. Responsible children do not make their parents suffer!

II. Social Norm Message Condition

Heavy-drinking college students not only risk their own health, but also
Jeopardize the well-being of other members of their community. One out of every four
college students who drink report having forgotten where they were or what they did
during the school year. The incidence of blackout was doubled (54%) among frequent
binge drinkers (Wechsler et al., 2000). A study shows that being rude toward or picking a
fight against innocent people, damaging public properties, or committing sexual assault
were among the most common behaviors students do while blacked out (Kim, 2008;
Wechsler et al., 2002). Most importantly, binge drinking can kill others. A total of 4,553
people were killed in 2001 in crashes involving 18-24-year-old drunk drivers, and as
many as 46 percent of them were innocent victims (Hingson et al., 2005). Drink
responsibly. Responsible community members do not make other fellow members suffer!

IT1. No-norm Control Condition

It is important that college students drink responsibly and avoid binge drinking.
Evidence indicates that binge drinking causes many health related problems. A recent
study (Hingson, et al., 2005) found out that, binge drinkers are eight times more likely
than non-binge drinkers to get hurt or injured. In the longer term, research shows that
binge drinking during one's college days substantially increases the chances of long term
alcohol abuse and dependence, which in turn, is associated with numerous health
problems such as liver disease (Hingson, et al., 2005). Moreover, binge drinking causes
education problems too. In particular, excessive consumption of alcohol is associated
with lower academic performance (Wechsler et al., 2002). Poor grades or, worse yet, a
criminal record (even for a minor offense; Hingson, et al., 2005) make it more difficult to
find a good job after graduation. Do not binge drink. Protect yourself!
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Appendix B Message Stimuli (Korean)

I. Role Norm Message Condition

CHEt @ AtolodAel Rtz et ®FE ol 7hgel Bxleiuict. o 633,000 &
olgel cHetdmol &= CHE g0l o3 FYE Y31 U2, 2 88,000 012
Sdmol SFAY HF2o| mAME 2l AUdLich EE, o 1,500 Ho| HE@ol o
BEFgY AD2 AYELC oA BFEY AR IHE HAe HdE FolE, I8
I8E B FHolof 3t R =mO| UGLICH CHAl W3, 633,000 0 BHdgo| ¥ 2 =@Ol
el %2 DY, 88,000 04 7HH0| H&=io| mlxtvt £l U4Lch 2|1 oid
1,500 0Bo| @Ol FF M ALD2 XLiE /1 U4LCh ofgiEe] RIEHL XY
20 ®e oitimE FIRT| HH SilE sldalict Selo] H2EHO| X|& Higte R
Bxl galol HZH erxeluct WF #AAR. M# U XAHHE ¥IZ'Ho| n8®F HAH
x| gaLch

I1. Social Norm Message Condition

22 izt dm KHdlel HZ Wet otz O x|dFelEel eHd® fsgct
38 @7/ Oy 4 B 3 & B2 £(Foll xtelo| ofcloll UUEX], E RUF BEXI
Zldstx| ®etctn giLch ozt Wl R HAL2 % X3 OtAlE 4@ AtololiM <
F o o XtF Uepg Ut # o7 FWakodl 2w, Ko AltEE 402 RHE
Mx|2Hu AlHR He X, 33 ANE oo, a22|n H&34o| gtdEo| 3t 33 4E 3
M &t NoE ZALUGULC o S8 U2, E8c2 8 OB AEEO S& & &
cte Reduch x|g 2001 W1, 18-24 M| Alo|2] RFRTKIVF HRE REAIDZ 301 HO|
SS® UU2H, 1O B 46%E ®F OHAIX| 2 AEEOIRiaUCt WF AR, Meld
UEe AR o|FeImo| 1 BE A x| auict

II1. No-norm Control Condition

CHEt d@olAl lod, && WM &=F Lite 22 Ftt wWallch o =A
ZAnoll LIEIH Hi2t Aol ®{E|/E HZol MHBaLICL B HF0| I2H R2E RVIE
AEe O%x| g8 AEEC ChxiHu Y3l olE =@ol suli 71 wChn fhLich EB,
CHEtd AISNE &8 AZtstE AlEEES Z7i1Tol AN SI3E 80U R0l TW
7hsdol i 20, 2 FAWE 7H AR T2 oy WHo Fa27l 4R Rz
Letd gLt o] ]2 {5l oM HBLLICH B3|, FH2 Hn HYNF
XMAZUCH dXo| ME}HUL &F ¥ &Y S22 A TYJ|RO| Us Fe, Ui
U * F2 Uxi2E Fo47] ofdiaLich WF HAAIR. XHelE X|FINAIL.
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Appendix C Measures (English)

Role salience (Manipulation Check)

1.

hed

N

This message points out that avoiding excessive drinking is a way of
becoming a responsible community member.

This message appeals to my role obligation as a community member.
This message argues that I avoid excessive drinking as a responsible
community member.

This message indicates that excessive drinking may prevent me from
functioning as a responsible community member.

This message points out that avoiding excessive drinking is a way of
becoming a responsible child of my parents.

This message appeals to my role obligation as the child of my parents.
This message argues that I avoid excessive drinking as a responsible child of
my parents.

This message indicates that excessive drinking may prevent me from
functioning as a responsible child of my parents.

Perceived social sanction

1.
2.
3.
4.

I feel like people would think less of me if I drank excessively.
People would disapprove of me if I drank excessively.

Our society views heavy drinkers negatively.

Society is intolerant of excessive drinking.

Locus of consequences

1.

2.

3.

4,

This message shows that excessive drinking will have consequences for
people that are close to me.

This message demonstrates the negative effects of excessive drinking that
people close to me are likely to face.

This message indicates that my excessive drinking may affect people close to
me.

This message claims that people close to me can be the potential victims of
my excessive drinking.

Behavioral intention (Self)

1.

Sk wN

I would be willing to sign a petition supporting regulation on excessive
drinking.

I will try to drink less in the future.

I will avoid excessive drinking.

If I drink, I will drink in moderation.

I would be willing to ask my friends to drink less.

I would be willing to talk to my friends about drinking issues.
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Behavioral intention (Projection)

1.

2.
3.

4.

Many of those who read this message will avoid excessive drinking to the best
that they can.

Most people who read this message will try not to drink excessively.

Most people who read this message will try dissuading their significant others
from excessive drinking.

Most people will not quit excessive drinking because of this message.

Argument quality

A o

The argument of this message is strong.

The argument of this message is valid.

The argument of this message is flawed.

The argument of this message is high in quality.
The argument of this message is weak.

The argument of this message is invalid.

Severity of drinking problem

1.

Excessive drinking among students leads to severe and undesirable
consequences.

2. Excessive drinking among students is a serious problem.
3.
4. Excessive drinking among students is not a serious problem.

Excessive drinking among students is dangerous.

Perceived descriptive norm

SAIAI el

It is commonplace that college students drink excessively.

Most college students drink excessively now and then.
Excessive drinking is prevalent among college students.

Few college students drink excessively.

In general, college students tend to drink too much on occasions.
It is usual that college students consume alcohols excessively.

Perceived injunctive norm

b ol

Most college students consider excessive drinking to be acceptable.

Most students object to excessive drinking among college students.

At my university, it is okay for college students to drink excessively.

Most students at my university would think that college students should not
drink excessively.

Most students at my university disapprove of excessive drinking among
college students.
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Subjective norm (Parents)

Excessive drinking is acceptable in my family.

. My parents object to excessive drinking.

My parents think it is okay that I drink excessively.
My parents think that I should not drink excessively.
My parents allow excessive drinking.

My parents disapprove of my excessive drinking.

N

Subjective norm (Community)

Excessive drinking is acceptable in my community.

My community objects to excessive drinking.

Other members of my community think it is okay to drink excessively.

Other members of my community think that one should not drink excessively.
My community allows excessive drinking.

My community disapproves of excessive drinking.

AN o

Motivation to comply (Parents)

It is important that I obey my parents.

It is okay for me to disobey my parents.

It is important that I do as my parents wish.

It is important that I meet the expectations of my parents.
I want to do what my parents would think is a good thing.

I

Motivation to comply (Community)

It is important that I conform to the norms of my community.

It is okay for me to violate the norms of my community.

It is important that I do as other community members would wish.

It is important that I meet the expectations of other community members.
I want to do what other community members would think is a good thing.

LNhWUDD-
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Demographics

1.

2.

I am Male / Female (please circle)
[am years old

In which country were your born and raised? Please choose the continent that
it belongs to. Please specify your country name in the blank after “other” if
unsure.

North America (i.e., the U.S. or Canada)

Latin America (e.g., Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, etc.)
Europe (e.g., England, Germany, Italy, etc.)

Asia (e.g., China, Korea, Japan, Hong Kong, etc.)
Middle East (e.g., Iran, Iraq, India, Saudi Arabia, etc.)
Africa (e.g., Kenya, Tanzania, South Africa, etc.)
Australia

Other:

SEmoe a0 o
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Appendix D Measures (Korean)

Role salience (Manipulation Check)

1. 0l @2 Z2& x| &t Wo| MUY Uc xI9 WA WHO| == B YUUR
X|xgtct

2. 0| #2 U7t x| 3ol QM2 M X[Hot §# o|Rol BLSD ULt

3. ol &2, L7} Melzh lE XY 3BHe WMozt &=Z§ ulof gctn FYECH

4. 0| &2, X|UEl FF2, x| WA WHZAM o} & HAUE C} 3X| R & +

T Actn x|Egct.

Ol 2 #=F LEe2 M Rtdlo] MUZ UE XAUR 2oiF + ACtT XX

ol @2 W7t xtAe2 XM X|FHot & oFol 243D Ck

ol &2, U7 Mg Ue xtAolztH #E& Lol gCtn FYEC

ol &2, X|Ul BF2, K42 M 3of & HVE O 34X 2 & & &£ ACiD

X|x4gtct.

® N O o

Perceived social sanction

1. U7t &2& s, S AEEO| Lol i Fx| I8 eld& 7 W ZRolch
2. AEES Ut &R W& 8esix| & Rolch

3. #2l A2E &R AEEE FEMH22 dioHEc

4. 0| M 2lE RE®E Sd3ix| eCt

Locus of consequences

1. o] @2, &8]o0| Liet 72 AR B 7IE WEMHE JdYEE HAlECH

2. Ol #2, Lot 7172 AEHEol #H WXl 22 &80 4SYEE HoiECH

3. 0] @2, Uo] &&o0| Lg M2 AEEH dBYE & & AUCtD XIXHBC

4. 0| @, Lict 72 AE@O| Lol RRo2 old I3l & &+ Actn FYECH

Behavioral intention (Self)

. UE 2% TAAE 448 XIX|ste TEAM AW 2ol lch
. UE #22 &% #0241 ™% ZHolch,

. UE %% IE Rold

&% OtMof ghoted X3 atAIZich

Lie W &7 @oi && &ol2tn W 4Zol ot

Lhe &2 #yE ol+mol &8 TR olok7|E 2lgo| ULt

I I A
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Behavioral intention (Projected)

1. B2 MEROl Ol % 41 & + UE # &R34X| fopin =% Ho|ch
2. 0| @& H2 Ci¥Eo| AEEO| HRF L3 =§ ol

3. 0| @i 92 AEEES AMn EEo| U AREON HIF CHAE Holch
4. Ci¥#o| MEHES O 2% #eCtn ERE SH3XE & Holct,

Argument quality

ol @o| F¥2 5ol Zsict.

Ol @2 £¥L =alxez EIFsin.

Ol @2 F¥L Y¥7t ¥xl =ct

ol #2 ¢io & Mo Ut

ol #o &2 Hd=\o| aict

Ol #o| F¥L =2IXe2 eFax| act

o O bh N

Severity of drinking problem

1. CHet ol {R/EL A3 bIRHE3HX| f2 WnHE Xeistct,
2. g dmel |22 AZe B

3. Oigtdimol &82 fiwsict

4. Oird@ol &=o| AZ# BxE otuch

Perceived descriptive norm

1. it dmo| &R3te W2 & UE Woich

2. ool st ime 58 && oat7 ofalch

3. B2 Ciztdm AtololM HEstsio] Qlct.

4. HE®3E CHY AW 7ol Qict

5 i dme S5 &% LT 28tA otAe ZA®o| Ut
6. CHEH Yol &% 23t7l otAlE N2 Waxel glo|ct.

Perceived injunctive norm

1. iR OistdEe 2§ UR & UE Wol2tn &)

2. Cieeol Slge cietyol &=ol Broyetct

3. 22l #noME Mmool RZF HT MACH

4. £2l %o ChUE cifEel St4E2 ot dmol =& AE o Ectn MZietct
5. 2l #uoll ctUE CivEel B CietdE AtololMel K& S0I%x| ofch
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Subjective norm (Parents)

1. #2| WolMEe &F&Zo| Sl

2. ol 2 'H2 KJ|oi proystalc.

3. #ol H2EH2 U7 &8 st ot pYctD Mzhsiac

4. *c| #2EHL2 U &8 DA obMME o Ectn Mzl
5. 92 H2EH2 R=2F 83}

6. ol RIS FRL KXl Y2 YHol2tn Lo},

Subjective norm (Community)

1. el x| 3sHolHE &SZo| SLlECH

2. 22l x| BSHE FRKof Lot

3. 2l XIY FUEES &§ 32 otME BECID Mzt

4. 22l XY FUEL S§ W3 otMME o Ectn Mzt
5. 22 x| 3BHIME RRE S8}

6. #2l x| 3BHoIANE RZL2 KX 2 YHOlztD H}.

Motivation to comply (Parents)

. R2EN e33e A2 St Wolztn Mzt

. RIEN 33K ootz MYCtn Mzt

. ROl Hi2te 2 #WEste X2 S8 ozt M)
. W20l J|cHol ®B3E U2 UH S23ch

. UE ®2Eol ®Kotn MZAE RE A2 gl

N b WN =

Motivation to comply (Community)

-

K BEAQ FHE BE2E U2 S Jolztn M)

. Xl BBAQ FHE2 ofHE MECD M2t

3. O x| Fumol HIEEHEt WS 3= N2 F2 olgtn MLt
4. OB XY Fei@ol 7icHol ®B3tE 22 WA S3ich

. UE OB XY Fei@mol ®Ctn MZtate N AddDn A

N

[3,]
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Demographics
1. Hetel " Jd / oild (B3t Roll o E 3HAAIR)
2. #Hatel ol gt Al

3. #3te o= uUetolA EfojLtn AT ALIM? MBsE Roll o E SFAUAIR. ofaH E7
F #Iste Ro| UYE B¢, JIER O Uatel ollE =X oAl Fuch

7t &=
L 3
Ct s
et. 7IEk
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