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ABSTRACT
NEGATIVE AFFECT AS A DANGER SIGNAL:
INVESTIGATING THE IMPACT OF DIFFERENT AFFECT INDUCTIONS ON
MESSAGE PROCESSING
By
Mikayla Hughes
The processing mode induced by the experience of negative affect is highly
deliberative. This characterization of the relationship between negative affect and
processing is based primarily on explicit affect inductions (i.e., appraisal based). This
study hypothesizes quantitative differences in the processing style induced by explicit
versus implicit (i.e., subliminal) affect inductions. One hundred eighty-three Ps received
one of three affect inductions (neutral, negative explicit, negative implicit) and read one
of two persuasive messages (strong, weak) advocating a mandatory statistics course. The
data are not consistent with the hypothesized processing differences between the different
negative affect inductions. Instead, neutral mood Ps perceived differences in message

strength between the strong and weak messages, however, negative mood Ps (both

explicit and implicit) did not. Implications of the findings and future research directions

are discussed.
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Chapter 1
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIZED MODEL

Affective states influence the nature of communication behavior. Previous
research has demonstrated that affect impacts a diverse range of social behavior such as
split-second impression formation (Ambady & Gray, 2002), negotiation strategy
selection (Forgas, 1998b), and request politeness (Forgas, 1999). Broadly defined, affect
is an approach or avoidance reaction to some stimulus (Zajonc, 1980). Given this
definition of affect, both mood and emotion fall under the general umbrella of affective
states (Sedikides, 1995). Emotions are motivational states induced by the perceived
features of a context. Moods, on the other hand, tend to be more global (i.e., not linked to
context), more diffuse, and longer in duration than emotions. Regardless of whether
emotion or mood inductions are employed, much of the research concerning the impact
of affect on communicative behavior employs information processing as an explanatory
mechanism. Stated differently, differences in behavioral outcomes, such as impression
formation or request politeness, are explained by information processing differences that
are induced by differing affective states (e.g., positive versus negative affect).

Negative affect is associated with more deliberate information-processing
(Ambady & Gray, 2002). The positive relationship between negative affect and more
deliberative processing is well established. Eagly and Chaiken (1993, p.455) suggest,
however, that we have little empirical research testing the impact of higher levels of
negative affect on processing. One possible reason for this lacunae is the nature of affect
inductions. There are at least two ways by which the experience of affect can occur: by

cognitive appraisal or preconscious approach/avoidance. Although the debate on whether



affect precedes cognition (see Lazarus, 1982; 1984; Zajonc, 1980, 1984) has long since
faded from the forefront, it may be useful and even theoretically relevant to examine
these two different routes to the experience of affect.

Appraisal

According to appraisal theories of emotion, cognition is antecedent to the
subjective experience of affect (Lazarus, 1991; Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988).
Appraisal refers to an interpretation of a situation. The experience of emotion is a
function of the meanings people derive from their perceptions of how a situation will
impact their well-being. People evaluate the significance of an interaction with respect to
if and how it impacts their well-being. Specifically, the way a situation is appraised will
impact the type and intensity of affective reactions.

Situations can be appraised as more or less beneficial or threatening. The
perception that a situation is threatening can lead to feelings of anger, sadness, or
hostility. Conversely, positively appraised situations may yield affective reactions such
as happiness or excitement. When appraisal yields the perception that threat or challenge
is eminent, negative feelings such as anxiety and fear may occur. For example the
anticipation of an exam may prompt feelings of anxiety (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).
These constructs, beneficial and threatening appraisals, occur along two distinct
dimensions, and situations can also be assessed as highly threatening and highly
beneficial. For example a promotion can be appraised as highly beneficial due to the
honor of receiving the position, but threatening because the new responsibilities present

new opportunities for failure and being perceived as inadequate. On the other hand,



situations can be assessed as low in threat and benefit. For instance mundane activities
such as washing dishes or ironing clothes offer little in the way of threat or benefit.

Regardless of the valance, the experience of emotion is comprised of three
elements: thoughts, action impulses, and somatic disturbances. Thoughts consist of
internal messages regarding the situation being appraised. Somatic disturbances, on the
other hand, are not initiated by conscious thought. Instead somatic disturbances involve
neuromuscular activity such as central nervous system efferent activity (e.g., increases in
blood pressure or sweating) or facial expressions (Izard, 1993). In contrast, action
impulses are motivational in nature. Perceptional selectivity and the readiness to act are
examples of action impulses (Izard, 1993). For example, the readiness to flee from a
threat is considered an action impulse. According to Lazarus (1984), all three elements
are necessary components for people to the experience emotion.
Nonconscious Processes and Intuition

In contrast to appraisal theories, some scholars assert cognition is not necessarily
antecedent to the experience of affect, and in fact, there are situations in which affect
precedes cognition (Izard, 1993; Zajonc, 1980). Choices based on intuition or “a bad
feeling” are affective reactions independent of internal messages. On a daily basis people
make judgments based on intuition. Although many social cognitive scholars approach
research with the underlying assumption that much of day to day information processing
and decision making is conscious and purposeful, a growing number of researchers (e.g.,
Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Langer, 1978; Schwarz, 2000) are conceptualizing the
processes that produce decisions and internal messages as largely nonconscious. Bargh

and Chartrand suggest that conscious processing is a limited resource that requires a good



deal of effort and is therefore utilized in moderation. For example, the processing
necessary to create internal messages to bolster willpower, or resistance to desirable
objects or activities (e.g., eating a whole pint of ice cream in one sitting, smoking
cigarettes), is likely a limited resource. Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, and Tice
(1998) found that people who exercised willpower in one instance were less likely to
exercise willpower when confronted by a later unrelated temptation. On the other hand,
Bargh and Chartrand characterize nonconscious processing as an effortless, quick, and
unlimited resource.

Some scholars have approached different information processing systems (e.g.,
deliberative, heuristic) by conceptualizing the processes in terms of dual processing
models (e.g., elaboration likelihood model, heuristic systematic model). These models
emphasize extent of elaboration as an important mediator that explains differences in
information processing outcomes (but see Kahneman, 2003 for a presentation of dual
processing that emphasizes accessibility as a key construct instead of elaboration).
Although elaboration, or deliberative processing, mediates social cognitive outcomes, the
extent to which an action was initiated by conscious processing or by nonconscious
processing is another important mediator. In some circumstances the ultimate product of
information processing will not vary based on whether the processing goal was initiated
by conscious activation of a goal or nonconscious activation of the same goal. Chartrand
and Bargh (1996) found that processes such as impression formation and memorization
produced similar results regardless of whether the goals were induced consciously or
nonconsiously. It may be, however, that differences in information processing outcomes

will occur based on whether the goal antecedent to processing was stimulated by the
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conscious activation of affect (i.e., explicit induction) or nonconscious activation of affect
(i.e., implicit induction).
Negative Affect as a Nonconscious Danger Signal

Intuition is a preconscious step that proceeds and biases conscious knowledge.
These nonconscious, or intuitive, choices may be guided by negative or positive affect.
Zajonc’s (1968) mere exposure effect may explain behavioral manifestations of intuition.
Zajonc demonstrated that, controlling for commonly encountered objects, increased
exposure to an object yields more favorable evaluations of the object. In terms of
intuition, the converse of feelings of familiarity is that unnerving feeling that something
is wrong. Preconscious negative affect may influence decision making by biasing people
against treats that have not yet been appraised. Adolphs and Damasio (2001) assert the
experience of affect may be of biological advantage to humans because it operates to bias
people against innate threats (e.g., snakes, heights, fire).

Bechara, Damasio, Tranel, and Damasio (1997) assert that nonconscious biases
can impact conscious decision making before conscious knowledge occurs. Stated
differently, people will start to avoid threat or approach reward before knowing why.
Bechara et al. observed people taking part in a gambling task. Ps were given play money
and four decks of cards. Ps took part in a game that consisted of 100 card selections. Ps
could choose a card from any of the four decks. Two of the four decks were
advantageous because over the long term playing from the decks yielded an overall gain.
The other two decks were disadvantageous because over the long term they produced an

overall loss. Ps’ perception of the game was assessed after the first 20 turns and was



subsequently assessed at 10-card intervals. Also, anticipatory skin conductance
responses (SCRs) were measured during the task.

Bechara et al. (1997) assert that Ps experienced three stages of awareness of the
game: the pre-hunch period, the hunch period, and the conceptual period. During the
pre-hunch period Ps started demonstrating anticipatory SCRs in reaction to the
disadvantageous decks but stated that they did not understand what was occurring in the
task. The hunch period was characterized by Ps expressing suspicion about the
disadvantageous decks and the occurrence of anticipatory SCRs when Ps considered
selecting from the disadvantageous decks. By the 80" turn many Ps demonstrated
conscious knowledge (i.e., which decks bad and good) and had therefore reached the
conceptual period. During the conceptual period, Ps continued to have anticipatory SCRs
when considering selecting cards from the disadvantageous decks. Ps who did not reach
the conceptual period by the end of the game still acted advantageously during the game
even though they never expressed conscious knowledge of the task.

Negative Affect and Processing

Although the contexts in which affect impacts information processing is
somewhat complex (see Forgas, 1995), the general finding of the positive relationship
between negative affect and more deliberative processing style is well established.
Bless, Bohner, Schwarz, and Strack (1990) investigated whether people are differentially
influenced by strong and weak arguments depending on their affective state. Ps were
exposed to either a positive or negative mood induction and then were asked to read a
message, with either strong or weak arguments, advocating a tuition increase at the

university. Ps experiencing negative affect were more persuaded by strong arguments



than weak arguments. Ps experiencing positive affect, on the other hand, did not
demonstrate differential persuasion based on the strength of arguments in the message
(see Table 1 for means from Bless et al.). The authors did not find a main effect for
mood.

Negative mood not only increases the likelihood of deliberative information
processing, but negative mood states also decrease reliance on scripts or general
knowledge structures (Bless et al., 1996). Forgas (1998a) found that people experiencing
a negative mood state are less likely to fall prey to the fundamental attribution error (i.e,
tendency to attribute the cause of behavior to enduring traits instead of situational factors)
than people experiencing positive or neutral moods. Furthermore, Ps experiencing a
negative mood, compared to those in a positive mood, demonstrated greater recall.

A number of studies investigating the impact of affect on processing tend to use
explicit affect inductions. Explicit affect inductions stimulate cognitions in order to
produce affective states. Common affect inductions such as movie clips (Ambady &
Gray, 2002; Martin, Ward, Achee, & Wyer, Jr., 1993), remembering or imagining affect
congruent experiences (Bless, et al., 1990; Wegener, Petty, & Smith, 1995), and reading
affect congruent statements (i.e., Velton cards) are appraisal based (see Lazarus, 1984).
Specifically, these inductions employ conscious interpretations of a situation in order to
prompt the experience of affect.

Explicit Versus Implicit Affect Inductions

It is of interest to discern if there are differences in the amount of negative affect

experience depending on the nature of the affect induction. Stated differently, would one

observe differences in self reports of affective state based on whether Ps were exposed to



an explicit negative affect induction or an implicit negative affect induction. It may be
that implicit inductions produce greater negative affect than explicit inductions. If one
were to think about explicit affect inductions in terms of causal order, then for many
studies cognition precedes affect. Stated differently, cognition, or appraisal, leads to
changes in the experience of affect, which in turn impacts subsequent social cognitive
processes, such as decision-making and impression formation. In the appraisal model the
relationship between the affect induction and any subsequent social cognitive process is
mediated by internal messages stimulated by the affect induction. The implicit, or
subliminal, affect induction, on the other hand, is a more direct relationship between the
induction and any subsequent social cognitive process. Therefore one may observe
greater effect sizes for implicit affect inductions (e.g., subliminal) than explicit affect
inductions.

Cognitive tuning predicts the same pattern of data. According to Sinclair, Mark,
and Clore (1994) cognitive tuning occurs when contextual cues derived from a situation
provide people with information about how deliberately things should be processed.
Specifically, positive affect signals that a situation is benign and negative affect signals a
threatening situation. Because negative affect serves as a signal that there may be some
threat in the current situation, the extent to which threat is attributable to some feature in
the context (i.e., an external cause) impacts the level of deliberative and detailed oriented
processing. Negative affect induced by implicit methods has no apparent link to the
current context. This lack of an apparent link leads to attempts to discern a cause of the
negative affective state. People have evaluative needs and tend to look to their current

situation for cues to facilitate explanations for feelings of arousal; even if these feelings



are not stimulated by the current situation (Schachter & Singer, 1962). Therefore implicit
methods could increase deliberative processing more than methods that induce negative
affect by way of explicit procedures. This prediction is consistent with Sinclair et al.’s
finding that the relationship between negative affect and deliberative processing is
attenuated when people are able to attribute their affective state to an external cause.
Sinclair et al. replicated Bless et al. (1990) using weather as an unobtrusive affect
induction. Sinclair et al. found when they alerted people to the fact that weather can
impact mood, only a main effect for argument strength was observed.

This study will address the research question aimed at discerning whether implicit
negative affect inductions will promote more or less processing than explicit negative
affect inductions. The Bless et al. (1990) study will be replicated employing both
implicit and explicit inductions. A causal model (see Figure 1) will be tested with three
levels of affect inductions: neutral, explicit negative, and implicit negative. It is
hypothesized that Ps exposed to the implicit negative affect induction will experience
greater negative affect than the explicit negative and neutral affect inductions. In turn,
higher levels of negative affect, compared to lower levels, will impact perceptions of
message strength. The relationship between negative affect and perceived message
strength will be qualified by the message strength induction such that Ps experiencing
low levels of negative affect will perceive little difference between strong and weak
argument compared to Ps experiencing high levels of negative affect. As Ps experience
higher levels of negative affect, Ps will perceive more difference between strong and
weak arguments. Perceived message strength will go on to influence posttest attitude

toward taking a statistics course such that greater perceptions of message strength lead to



more positive posttest attitudes. Also, pretest attitude strength will impact posttest
attitude. Specifically, more positive pretest attitudes lead to more positive posttest
attitudes and more negative pretest attitudes lead to more negative posttest attitudes.
Posttest attitude will impact behavioral intentions. Ps with more favorable attitudes
towards the proposed statistics requirement, compared to Ps not demonstrating positive

attitudes, will express greater intent to support the advocated statistics requirement.
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Chapter 2
METHOD
Participants
One hundred ninety-one undergraduates from Michigan State University (MSU)
received extra course credit for participation. Eight Ps were dropped from the analysis
due to a substantial amount of missing data resulting in a final sample size of 183. The
sample was comprised of 67 males (36.6%) and 116 females (63.4%). The racial
composition was 76% Caucasian, 9.3% African American, 6% Asian/Pacific Islander,
2.2% Hispanic/Latino, 1.1% Native American, .5% Arab American, and 2.7% other. Four
participants did not self-report their race. The sample consisted of 23% Freshman, 19.7%
Sophomore, 19.7% Junior, and 33.9% Senior. Seven Ps did not indicate their academic
standing. The average age was 20.48 years old (SD = 3.31).
Design
This study employed a 2 (message argument strength: weak vs. strong) X 3
(affect induction type: explicit neutral induction, explicit negative affect induction, or
implicit negative affect induction) independent groups design with random assignment.
Requiring a statistics course for all MSU students served as the attitude object for the
persuasive message.

Overview
Approximately one week after completing a survey that included pretest attitude

items, individual Ps took part in a series of activities on a laptop computer and completed
surveys. Ps were exposed to one of three mood induction procedures: an explicit neutral

affect induction, an explicit negative affect induction, or an implicit negative affect
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induction!. Next, Ps finished a survey that included affect induction check items. Then
Ps read a persuasive message, with either strong or weak arguments, advocating requiring
statistics for all MSU students?. Finally, Ps filled out several measures including posttest
attitude and argument strength measures.
Procedures

The Ps took part in two separate sessions: a mass administered survey and a
laboratory session, attended by individual Ps, approximately one week later. The mass
administered survey included items measuring attitude toward requiring a statistics
course for all MSU students. In addition, the survey included filler items measuring
various attitude objects and personality traits. During the subsequent laboratory session
Ps were told they would fill out some surveys and take part in a series of activities on a
laptop computer. Ps were told they were taking part in a study investigating how life
experiences and personality traits impact opinions about college curriculum issues. Also,
Ps were told to expect questions about required courses and the use of technology in the
classroom. Also, Ps were informed that they might be exposed to novel means of
information presentation and would be asked to evaluate the presentation of information.
First, Ps read a series of statements, displayed one at a time, on the computer screen. Ps
in the explicit negative mood induction condition viewed declarative statements with a
negative valence. Ps in the explicit neutral affect condition viewed neutral declarative
statements. In addition to the same declarative statements viewed in the neutral

condition, Ps in the implicit negative affect induction condition received subliminal

"It is possible to experience negative and positive affect concurrently. In this study, however, negative
affect was induced without positive affect.

2 The arguments employed in the persuasive messages were of consequence because they addressed a real
policy at MSU. Specifically, the arguments were relevant and timely to the Ps because the university was
in the process of proposing quantitative literacy requirements.
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exposure to picture/word pairings intended to produce negative affect. After reading the
declarative statements Ps completed a survey that included affect induction check items.
Next Ps were asked to read a short persuasive message. Finally, Ps were asked to
complete an additional survey packet that included pretest attitude measures, argument
strength, and behavioral intent items.

Instrumentation

Inductions

Explicit mood induction. A computer format adaptation of the Velten (1968)
technique was employed to induce negative® (Velten-D) or neutral (Velten-N) affect.

The original induction required Ps to read 50 Velten statements, each statement on a
separate 5 X 8 card. In the computer adapted format all Ps, regardless of affect induction
condition, viewed task instructions on the screen. Ps were required to read each of the 50
Velton statements displayed on the screen. Ps were instructed to focus on the statement
on the computer monitor before moving on to the next statement. Ps were able to move
to the next statement by pressing the space key on the computer keyboard. See Appendix
A for the Velten statements.

Implicit mood induction. Ps in the implicit affect induction were exposed to
words and pictures intended to provoke negative affect. Pictures depicting negative life
experiences or facial expressions were paired with a word that described each picture.
For example, a picture of a car crash with badly mangled cars was paired with the word

“death,” a picture of a critically ill person in a hospital bed was paired with the word

3 It is likely that the Velten-D cards induce feelings of depression or sadness but do not make people as
angry or fearful as other inductions.
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“cancer,” a picture of the facial expression of a person in pain was paired with the word
“pain.”

The implicit negative affect inducing stimuli were presented while the neutral
statements (Velten-N) from the explicit negative affect induction appeared on the screen.
The Velten statements were presented in the foveal region (i.e., the center of conscious
visual attention) of the monitor and the subliminally presented stimuli were presented in
the parafoveal (i.e., the periphery of the attended region of the monitor). Each
picture/word pairing was presented for 90 ms and then subsequently masked with blurry
hard to discern copy of the same image (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000). Thirty picture-word
pairings were presented during the 50 statement Velten procedure. Therefore, not every
Velten statement was accompanied by subliminally presented content. Also, some of the
picture-word pairings were shown more than once. Determination of subliminal stimulus
and Velten statement presentation (i.e., which stimuli will be presented with which
statements) was held constant for all Ps.

Argument strength. Similar to La France and Boster’s (2001) argument strength
induction, strong messages consisted of an advocated stance supported by a series of
internally consistent and realistic premises. Conversely, weak messages had an
advocated stance that did not logically follow from the premises. All messages,
regardless of message strength, had the same advocated stance (i.e., statistics courses
should be required for all MSU students). Also, both messages contained two arguments,
each with corresponding corroborating evidence. Both the strong and weak messages

were of similar length, one-sided, and at a 12" grade reading level. See Appendix B for

messages.
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Induction Check

Affect. The extent to which Ps experienced negative affect was measured by five
semantic differential items anchored by bipolar adjectives: positive/negative, good/bad,
sad/happy, gloomy/content, and elated/depressed. The category ratings were scored -4 to
4. Responses closer to the category positive, good, happy, content, and elated received
higher scores.

Measures

Argument strength. The extent to which participants viewed a persuasive
message as having strong arguments was measured with seven semantic differential items
anchored by bipolar adjectives: compelling/not compelling, convincing/unconvincing,
logical/illogical, reasonable/unreasonable, believable/not believable, plausible/not
plausible, and sound/unsound (La France & Boster, 2001). The category ratings were
scored 1 to 7. Responses closer to the category ratings compelling, convincing, logical,
reasonable, believable, plausible, and sound received higher scores.

Attitude. Attitude towards changing the current curriculum such that all MSU
students are required to take a statistics course was measured by five semantic differential
items anchored by bipolar adjectives: positive/negative, good/bad,
necessary/unnecessary, right/wrong, and warranted/unwarranted. The category ratings
were scored 1 to 7. Responses closer to the category positive, good, necessary, right, and
warranted received higher positive scores.

Intent. Intent to support the advocated statistics requirement was measured by
four Likert items (see Appendix F) with seven response options ranging from strongly

agree to strongly disagree. Higher scores indicate greater intent.

15




Chapter 3
RESULTS

Test of the Measurement Model

Confirmatory factor analyses (Hunter & Gerbing, 1982), which consist of internal
consistency and parallelism tests, were employed to test the hypothesized factor structure
of the items. By applying the internal consistency theorem expected correlations among
the items can be calculated. Each observed correlation is subtracted from the
corresponding expected correlation to produce an error term for each item. Internal
consistency tests revealed that the errors calculated between items measuring the same
construct were generally within sampling error of zero. The test of parallelism showed
that the errors calculated between items measuring different constructs were also within
sampling error of zero.
Impact of the Affect Induction on Endogenous Variables

Given the results of the confirmatory factor analyses, the five affect items were
averaged to form an index of affect. This index was normally distributed with a mean of
1.30 (SD = 1.59) and had a reliability of a = .92. As shown in Table 2, the self-reported
affect means for the three affect induction conditions were not consistent with the
hypothesized pattern. Specifically, it was posited that Ps in the implicit negative affect
condition would have the most negative affect scores, Ps in the explicit affect induction
condition would demonstrate somewhat less negative affect scores, and Ps in the neutral
induction condition would have the least negative affect scores. A one-way ANOVA
with the affect measure as the dependent variable was conducted (see Table 3 for

ANOVA and planned comparisons). A planned comparison testing the predicted pattern
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of means was not statistically significant, #(180) = .54, ns, n, = .08. The neutral induction
did yield self reports of affect (M = 1.54, SD = 1.23) that were greater than those
produced by the explicit negative affect based induction (M = .72, SD = 1.90), F(1,180) =
8.88, p <.01, n, =.05. Ps in the explicit negative affect induction, however, reported
more negative affect than Ps in the implicit affect induction (M = 1.69, SD = 1.37),
F(1,180) = 12.46, p < .01, n, = .06. Mean affect for explicit negative affect induction Ps
was significantly different from zero, #(63) = 3.01, p <.01. There was no difference in
self reported affect for Ps in the neutral and implicit negative affect conditions, F(1,180)
=.29, ns, np = .00.

The seven perceived argument strength items were averaged to form an index of
argument strength. This index was normally distributed with a mean of 4.67 and standard
deviation of 1.93. The index had a reliability of a =.91. An omnibus F test was
conducted with the affect induction as the independent variable and perceived argument
strength as the dependent measure (see Table 4 for means and Table 5 for ANOVA and
planned comparisons). There was no difference in perceived argument strength based on
affect induction, F(2, 180) = .87, p > .05, np, = .01. Neutral induction Ps’ report of
perceived message strength (M =4.71, SD = 1.51) was not statistically different from the
explicit negative affect induction (M = 4.80, SD = 1.06), F(1,180) = .12, p > .05, n, = .00,
or the implicit negative affect induction (M = 4.48, SD = 1.56), F(1,180) = .83, p> .05 n,
=.00. Additionally, perceived argument strength for the explicit negative affect
induction was not significantly different from the perceived argument strength scores for

the implicit negative affect induction condition, F(1,180) = 1.64, p > .05.
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The five attitude items were averaged to form an index of attitude. The prestest
measure of attitude was normally distributed with a mean of 3.61 (SD =1.93) and a
reliability of @ = .95. For the posttest the index was normally distributed with a mean
4.28 (SD = 1.70) and a reliability of a = .93. Mean attitude change was calculated by
subtracting the pretest attitude index from the posttest attitude index. The attitude change
index had a reliability of .93. Mean attitude change was .67 (SD = 1.86) and the test-
retest correlation between the two attitude measures was r = .48. An omnibus F test was
conducted with the affect induction as the independent variable and posttest attitude as
the dependent measure (see Table 6 for attitude and attitude change means and Table 7
for ANOVA and planned comparisons). There was no difference in posttest attitude due
to different affect inductions, F(2, 180) = .81, p > .05, n, = .01. Posttest attitude for
neutral induction Ps (M = 4.36, SD = 1.74) was not statistically different from the explicit
negative affect induction (M = 4.42, SD = 1.51), F(1,180) = .04, p > .05, np = .00, or the
implicit negative affect induction (M = 4.05, SD = 1.56), F(1,180) =.94, p > .05, n, = .01.
Also, explicit negative affect induction Ps did not demonstrate significantly different
posttest attitudes compared to implicit negative affect induction Ps, F(1,180) = 1.44,p >
.05, np=.01.

Furthermore, there was no difference in attitude change due to differences in
affect inductions, F(2, 180) = .67, p > .05, n, = .01 (see Table 8 for ANOVA and planned
comparisons). Attitude change for neutral induction Ps (M = .82, SD = 2.15) was not
statistically different from the explicit negative affect induction (M = .46, SD = 1.81),
F(1,180) = 1.16, p > .05, n, = .01, or the implicit negative affect induction (M = .75, SD

= 1.58), F(1,180) = .04, p> .05, n, = .00. Additionally, attitude change for the explicit
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negative affect induction was not significantly different from attitude change scores for
the implicit negative affect induction condition, F(1,180) =.79, p > .05, », = .00.

The four intent items were averaged to form an index of behavioral intention.
This index was normally distributed with a mean of 3.32 and standard deviation of 1.23.
The index had a reliability of @ = .82. An omnibus F test was conducted with the affect
induction as the independent variable and intent as the dependent measure (see Table 9
for means and Table 10 for ANOVA and planned comparisons). There was no difference
in intent due to different affect inductions, F(2, 180) = .18, p > .05, , = .00. Neutral
induction Ps’ behavioral intent (M = 3.25, SD = 1.30) was not statistically different from
the explicit negative affect induction (M = 3.38, SD = 1.16), F(1,180) = .36, p> .05, n, =
.00, or the implicit negative affect induction (M = 3.33, SD = 1.26), F(1,180) =.14,p>
.05, np, = .00. Additionally, intent for the explicit negative affect induction was not
significantly different from the intent scores for the implicit negative affect induction
condition, F(1,180) =.05, p > .05.

In addition to the exogenous variables, the possible interaction between Ps’ sex
and the affect induction on the affect measure was examined. Pignatiello, Camp, and
Rasar (1986) suggest that the Velton procedure can interact with Ps’ sex such that
females tend to report a stronger affective experience. Male Ps’ affect scores (M = 1.34,
SD = 1.42) were not significantly different from female Ps (M = 1.28, SD = 1.69), #(181)
=.22,p> .05, n, = .00. A 2 (sex)x 3 (affect induction) ANOVA with the affect measure
as the dependent variable was conducted to discern sex interacted with the affect

induction. In the present study Ps’ sex did not interact with the affect induction to impact
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self reported affect scores, F(2, 180) = .40, ns, n, =.01. Mean self reported affect scores
grouped by Ps’ sex and induction condition are reported in Table 11.

Test of the Hypothesized Model

Subsequently, the causal model presented in Figure 1 was tested. The
hypothesized model posits that the affect induction has a direct effect on perceptions of
affect. Specifically, the implicit negative affect induction, compared to the explicit
negative affect induction, will produce the greatest amount of negative affect. The
explicit negative affect induction will produce more negative affect than the neutral affect
induction. Subsequently, affect interacts with the message strength induction to impact
perceived argument strength. As the experience of affect becomes more negative Ps will
view the strong message as more strong and the weak message as more weak. On the
other hand, Ps experiencing little to no negative affect will discern little difference in
perceived argument strength between the strong and weak message inductions.
Consequently, perceptions in argument strength and pretest attitude have an independent
and direct effect on posttest attitude. As perceived argument strength increases posttest
attitudes will become more positive. Pretest attitude impacts posttest attitude such that
more positive pretest attitudes lead to more positive posttest attitudes and more negative
pretest attitudes lead to more negative posttest attitudes. Posttest attitude goes on to
impact behavioral intent such that more positive posttest attitudes lead to greater
behavioral intent and more negative attitudes lead to less behavioral intent.

Due to the hypothesized interaction between one of the mediating variables (i.e.,
affect) and the message strength induction, the model was tested by splitting the sample

into two subsamples (i.e., Ps who received the weak message strength induction and
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those who received the strong message strength induction) and testing two separate
causal models. Both models must be consistent with the data for the larger model to be
consistent with the data.

The data were inconsistent with the hypothesized model tested with data from Ps
who received the weak message (see Figure 2, and see Table 12 for correlations among
the measures used in the path analyses). First, the predicted relationship between the
affect induction and affect was not observed. Specifically, the affect induction was not
substantially related to negative affect, 7(181) =.02, p > .05. It was posited that neutral
affect induction Ps would demonstrate more positive affect, compared to both negative
affect induction conditions. Also, the implicit negative affect induction was expected to
produce more negative perceptions of affect than Ps in the explicit negative affect
induction condition (see Table 13 for means). Affect scores for Ps in the explicit affect
induction condition (M = .21, SD = 1.84) were significantly different from Ps in the
neutral affect induction condition (M = 1.49, SD = 1.10), #(88) = 3.31, p > .01 (one-
tailed). Affect scores for Ps in the implicit affect induction condition (M = 1.53, SD =
1.38) were significantly different from Ps in the explicit negative affect induction
condition, #(88) = 3.53, p > .01 (one-tailed). The neutral affect induction did not produce
affect scores that were statistically different from the implicit negative affect induction,
#(88) = -.11, ns (one-tailed).

Furthermore, the predicted relationship between affect and perceived argument
strength affect was not observed, = -.06, p > .05. For Ps in the weak message strength
induction condition, a negative relationship between affect and perceived argument

strength was predicted (see Table 14 for means). Specifically, as affect moves from
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negative to positive, perceived argument strength would increase. Instead, the observed
path between affect and perceived argument strength was not statistically different from
zero.

Perceived argument strength, = .70, p > .01, impacted posttest attitude.
Explicitly, as perceptions of message strength increased Ps reported more positive
posttest attitudes. Conversely, as perceptions of message strength decreased Ps reported
more negative posttest attitudes. The observed positive linear relationship was consistent
with the hypothesized model (see Table 15 for means).

A positive linear relationship between pretest attitude and posttest attitude was
predicted. As predicted, pretest attitude, § = .27, p > .01, impacted posttest attitude.
Specifically, as pretest attitudes become more positive posttest attitudes become more
positive.

Furthermore, posttest attitude had a significant impact on behavioral intent, 8 =
.79, p> .01. More positive posttest attitudes led to greater behavioral intentions and
more negative posttest attitudes led to lower levels of behavioral intent (see Table 16 for
means). The observed path is consistent with the predicted relationship between posttest
attitude and intent.

Errors too large to attribute to sampling error were obtained between the predicted
and observed paths between perceived message strength and pretest attitude (residual =
37,z= 2.34, p <.05) and pretest attitude and intention (residual = .27,z = 1.65,p <
.05). Given the modest size of several path coefficients and the substantial errors, the

model failed to fit the data, »:(9) = 11.16, p <.05, RMSE = .15.
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The data were inconsistent with the hypothesized model tested with data from Ps
who received the strong message strength induction as well (see Figure 3, and see Table
17 for correlations among the measures used in the path analyses). As with the model for
the weak message strength induction, the predicted relationship between the affect
induction and affect was not observed. Specifically, the affect induction was not
substantially related to affect, 7(183) =.07, p > .05. Just as with the weak message
strength model, it was posited that neutral affect induction Ps would demonstrate more
positive affect, compared to both negative affect induction conditions, and the implicit
negative affect induction would produce higher perceptions of negative affect than in the
explicit negative affect induction condition. There were no statistically significant
differences in self-reported affect among the three inductions, F(2, 89) = 1.01, p> .05
(see Table 18 for means). Affect scores for Ps in the explicit affect induction condition
(M=1.29, SD = 1.83) were not significantly different from Ps in the neutral affect
induction condition (M = 1.59, SD = 1.35), #(89) = .76, p > .05 (one-tailed) or from Ps in
the implicit negative affect induction condition (M = 1.85,SD =1.37,) #(89)=1.42,p>
.05 (one-tailed). The neutral affect induction did not produce affect scores that were
statistically different from the implicit negative affect induction, #89) = -.69, p > .05
(one-tailed).

Moreover, the predicted relationship between affect and perceived message
argument affect was not observed, #=.07, p > .05. For Ps in the strong message strength
induction condition, a negative relationship between affect and perceived argument
strength was predicted. Specifically, as affect moves from negative to positive, perceived

argument strength would decrease. Instead, the observed path between affect and
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perceived argument strength was not statistically different from zero (see Table 19 for
means).

As predicted, perceived message strength, = .68, p > .01, impacted posttest
attitude. As perceptions of argument strength increased Ps reported more positive
posttest attitudes and as perceptions of argument strength decreased Ps had more negative
posttest attitudes. The observed positive linear relationship was consistent with the
hypothesized model (see Table 20 for means).

The hypothesized model posited a positive linear relationship between pretest
attitude and posttest attitude. Specifically, as pretest attitudes become more positive,
posttest attitudes become more positive. Conversely, as pretest attitudes become more
negative, posttest attitude become more negative. As predicted pretest attitude, = .27, p
> .01, impacted posttest attitude.

Ultimately, posttest attitude had a significant impact on behavioral intent, § = .64,
p > .01. This observed path is consistent with the hypothesized model. More positive
posttest attitudes led to greater behavior intentions and more negative posttest attitudes
led to lower levels of behavioral intent (see Table 21 for means).

The residuals for each individual link in the model were all explainable by
sampling error, however, the path between the affect induction and negative affect, and
the path between negative affect and perceived message strength had coefficients of a
modest size. Given the modest size of two of the path coefficients and the substantial

error in the test of overall model fit, the model failed to fit the data, y.(9) = 8.16, p > .05,

RMSE = .13.
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Post-Hoc Path Model

A revised model was constructed that was consistent with the data (see Figure 4,
and see Table 22 for correlations among the measures used in the path analysis). Unlike
the hypothesized model, the affect induction in the revised model is split into two levels:
neutral and negative. Stated differently, the negative explicit and implicit inductions are
pooled together to create a negative affect induction condition. According to the revised
model, perceived argument strength is a function of pretest attitude and an affect
induction and message induction interaction. Specifically, Ps experiencing neutral affect
report a difference in perceived message strength for strong and weak messages. In other
words, neutral mood induction Ps view the strong message induction as stronger than the
weak message induction. On the other hand, Ps experiencing negative affect will discern
little difference between the strong and weak message induction in terms of perceived
argument strength.

Perceived argument strength is not only a function of the affect induction by
message induction interaction but it is also a function of pretest attitude. More positive
pretest attitudes lead to greater perceived argument strength and more negative pretest
attitude lead to reduced perceptions of argument strength. So although both inductions
interact to impact perceived argument strength, Ps preexisting evaluation of the attitude
object influenced the extent to which a message was viewed as strong.

Both pretest attitude and perceived argument strength have independent and direct
effects on posttest attitude. Ps who had more positive pretest attitudes demonstrated
more positive posttest attitudes. Conversely, more negative pretest attitudes led to more

negative posttest attitudes. Also, perceived argument strength had a positive linear
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relationship with posttest attitude. Specifically, as perceptions of argument strength
increased Ps reported more favorable attitudes.

Ultimately, posttest attitudes impact intent. Specifically, more positive posttest
attitudes led to greater behavioral intentions. On the other hand, more negative posttest
attitudes led to lesser behavioral intent.

The affect induction interacts with the message induction to impact perceived
argument strength, £ = .20, p < .01, such that neutral mood induction Ps who received the
weak message reported lower perceived argument strength scores (M = 4.15, SD = 1.68)
than neutral mood Ps who received the strong message (M =5.19, SD = 1.17), (57) =
2.79, p< .01. For the explicit negative affect induction there was no difference in
perceived argument strength between weak (M = 4.87, SD = 1.17) and strong (M = 4.72,
SD = .93) messages, #(62) = .57, ns. For the implicit negative affect induction there was
no difference in perceived argument strength between weak (M = 4.39, SD = 1.74) and
strong (M = 4.57, SD = 1.40) messages, #(58) = .43, ns. See Table 23 for perceived
argument strength means grouped by affect induction. Pooling the negative affect
inductions, there was no difference in perceived argument strength between weak (M =
4.65, SD = 1.47) and strong (M = 4.64, SD = 1.18) messages, #(122) = .02, ns. Mean
perceived argument strength scores grouped by pooled negative and neutral affect are
shown in Table 24.

Pretest attitude impacted perceived message strength, f#= .31, p <.01.
Specifically, more positive pretest attitudes led to greater perceptions of argument
strength, conversely less positive attitude led to lower perceptions of argument strength

(see Table 25 for means).
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Posttest attitude is a function of pretest attitude and perceived argument strength.
As perceptions of argument strength increased, Ps demonstrated more positive posttest
attitudes, #= .69, p <.01. Pretest attitudes influenced posttest attitudes such that more
negative pretest attitudes led to more negative posttest attitudes and more positive pretest
attitudes led to more positive posttest attitudes, S= .27, p <.01. In turn posttest attitudes
impacted behavioral intentions.

Ultimately, more positive posttest attitudes were associated with greater
behavioral intent, S=.72, p <.01. As Ps posttest attitudes became more positive, Ps
demonstrated greater behavioral intentions. Conversely, as posttest attitudes became
more negative, Ps exhibited fewer behavioral intentions (see Table 26 for means).

For the post-hoc path model the paths, which ranged from .20 to .72, were of an
ample size. Additionally, the residuals were all explainable by sampling error and the
overall test of the model’s residuals was statistically insignificant (y2(4) =1.93,p=.75,n

= 183), RMSE = .04.
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Chapter 4
Discussion

The test of the proposed model was inconsistent with the data. The hypothesized
model posited quantitative differences in processing outcomes predicated on different
affect inductions. It was hypothesized that Ps exposed to an implicit negative affect
induction would experience more negative affect than Ps exposed to an explicit negative
affect induction or neutral mood induction. Additionally, Ps exposed to an explicit
negative affect induction would experience more negative affect than Ps in the neutral
affect induction condition. In turn, self-reported affect would interact with the message
strength induction. Specifically, Ps experiencing greater amounts of negative affect,
compared to Ps experiencing less negative or more positive affect, would perceive a
greater difference in argument strength between strong and weak messages.
Consequently perceptions of argument strength and pretest attitude would each have a
direct positive impact on posttest attitudes. Eventually, more positive posttest attitudes
would lead to more behavioral intentions and more negative posttest attitudes would lead
to less behavioral intentions.

For the purpose of testing a path model with an endogenous interaction, the
hypothesized model was split into two models: one tested with data from Ps who
received the weak message induction and the other tested with data from Ps who received
the strong message induction. Both models failed. The self-reported affect means were
not consistent with the hypothesis that the implicit negative affect induction would
produce the greatest amount of negative affect, followed by the explicit induction, and

finally the neutral induction. Contrary to the predictions, self-reported affect was not
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associated with perceived argument strength for either strong or weak message induction
Ps. Although pretest attitude and perceived argument strength do have independent and
direct effects on posttest attitude, inconsistent with the model, pretest attitude has a direct
impact on perceived message strength. Finally, posttest attitude does impact behavioral
intention.

As stated previously, self-reports of affect were not more negative for Ps in the
implicit negative affect condition. Although the explicit negative affect condition
induced more negative self-reports of affect than the neutral condition, the implicit
negative affect condition produced more positive affect scores than the explicit negative
affect condition and was not statistically different from the neutral affect induction.

Even though perceived argument strength was not a function of the hypothesized
interaction between affect and the message strength induction, perceptions of argument
strength were influenced by the interaction between the affect induction and the message
induction. The implicit and explicit negative affect conditions were combined into a
negative affect induction condition and compared to neutral affect induction Ps. Neutral
affect Ps reported higher perceived argument strength scores for the strong message than
for the weak message. Negative affect Ps, however, did not perceive any differences in
argument strength for the message strength induction.

Additionally, perceived argument strength was driven by pretest attitude.
Specifically, more positive pretest attitudes toward the proposed statistics requirement led
to more positive posttest attitudes toward the proposed requirement. Conversely, more
negative pretest attitudes toward the proposed statistics requirement led to more negative

posttest attitudes toward the proposed requirement.
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Posttest attitude toward the proposed statistics requirement was a function of two
variables: perceived argument strength and pretest attitude. Perceptions of argument
strength and pretest attitude toward the proposed requirement each demonstrated a
positive direct relationship with posttest attitude toward the proposed requirement.
Specifically, more positive pretest attitudes toward the proposed requirement led to more
positive posttest attitudes toward the proposed requirement. Perceived argument strength
led to posttest attitude such that greater perceptions of strength were associated with more
positive posttest attitudes and lower perceptions of strength led to more negative posttest
attitudes.

The resulting posttest attitude impacted behavior intent. Posttest attitude
demonstrated a positive linear relationship with behavioral intentions such that more
positive posttest attitudes toward the statistics requirement led to greater intent to support
the advocated statistics requirement. Conversely, more negative posttest attitudes led to
lower intent to support the proposed requirement.

The hypothesized interaction between self-reported affect and the message
strength induction on perceived argument strength was not supported by the data. There
was, however, an interaction between the affect induction and the message strength
induction on perceived message strength. Ps in the neutral affect induction perceived a
difference in argument strength between the strong and weak message, but Ps in the
pooled negative affect induction condition did not perceive a difference in argument
strength between the strong and weak message. The finding that Ps experiencing a
neutral affective state can discern between a strong and weak message, but Ps

experiencing a negative affective state can not, is inconsistent with previous studies
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investigating the impact of negative affect on processing. For example, Bless et al.
(1990) demonstrated that sad moods, compared to happy moods, are associated with
more deliberative message processing.

This study employed a similar rationale as Bless et al. (1990) in testing the affect
and message processing relationship. Specifically, the degree to which people detect
differences in argument strength between a strong and weak message is a proxy for
degree of message processing. People who perceive little to no difference between a
message defined as strong and a message defined as weak are presumed as taking part in
low levels of message processing. On the other hand, people who perceive a difference
between the strong and weak message, such that the strong message is viewed as stronger
than the weak message, are presumed to be taking part in high levels of message
processing. Applying this reasoning to the findings of this study would yield the
inference that Ps who received a neutral mood induction engaged in higher levels of
message processing than those who received a negative affect induction.

In order to understand these unexpected findings, a reexamination of the previous
literature was conducted. A focus on differences in method between the current study
and previous studies investigating mood and message processing can provide insight into
the current findings. There are at least two key methodological differences between this
study and previous studies regarding the link between affect and message processing: the
nature of the affective comparison conditions and the message strength induction.
Examination of these differences will help to ameliorate the seemingly discrepant

findings of the current and previous studies.
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Much of the literature on affect and message processing has focused on the
impact of positive affect on processing (see Mackie & Worth, 1989; Worth & Mackie,
1987). Frequently positive affect is compared to either neutral or negative affect (see
Bless et al., 1990; Bohner & Apostolidou, 1994; Bohner, Chaiken, & Hunyadi, 1994;
Bohner, Crow, Erb, & Schwarz, 1992; Mackie & Worth, 1989; Sinclair et al., 1994;
Worth & Mackie, 1987). It is not uncommon for researchers to characterize their
findings in terms of what the experience of a positive affect does to processing (see Bless,
etal.). Positive affect is associated with reliance on generalized knowledge structures
and less attention to detail. Because the comparison group for these studies on the
influence of positive affect are often people experiencing negative affect, negative affect
would obviously be viewed as more deliberative. Comparisons of negative affect to
neutral affect, independent of a reference to positive affect, are rare. Of the two
experiments conducted by Bless et al. neither include neutral affect as a comparison
group. Instead, the findings are based on a comparison of negative affect to positive
affect.

Although it is established that negative affect, compared to positive affect, is
associated with more deliberative processing, previous research provides little insight on
whether negative affect would induce more deliberative processing than neutral affect.
Kuykendall and Keating (1990) used positive, neutral, and negative affective states in
their extension of Worth and Mackie (1987) study. Worth and Mackie looked at the
impact of positive affect, relative to neutral affect, on message processing. The
researchers found that people experiencing neutral affect and people experiencing

negative affect developed more favorable attitudes after reading strong arguments than
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after reading weak arguments. People experiencing positive affect, however, were not
differentially influenced by message strength. The authors concluded that both negative
and neutral affect are associated with more deliberative processing.

The findings of the current study appear to be at odds with Kuykendall and
Keating (1990). Specifically, Ps in the negative affect condition discerned little in the
way of difference between the strong and weak message induction. The seemingly
inconsistent findings can be explained by examining differences in the nature of the
message strength induction between the current study and previous studies investigating
the affect and message processing relationship.

It is typical practice for researchers not to provide the conceptual definition on
which their indication of message strength is based. Instead, many researchers determine
message strength by having people rate the strength of messages in a pilot test (see Bless
et al., 1990; Bless, Mackie, & Schwarz, 1992; Mackie & Worth, 1989; Mitchell, Brown,
Morris-Villagran, & Villagran, 2001, Worth & Mackie, 1987). A few studies have
employed the same message topic (i.e., advocating mandatory comprehensive exams) and
the same messages from Petty, Harkins, and Williams (1980, Experiment 2) (Kuykendall
& Keating, 1990; Sinclair, Mark, & Clore, 1994). Although Petty, Harkins, and Williams
do not share the conceptual definition that guided the creation of their strong, weak, and
very weak messages, inspection of the messages can yield some insight as to how the
elements of what constitutes more or less strong messages differ in the current study and
Kuykendall and Keating. It appears that messages high in strength employ premises that
are logically relevant to the advocated position (i.e., conclusion) and present statistics and

references to empirical studies to bolster the premises. Conversely, the low strength
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messages provide arguments that are logically irrelevant to the advocated position (i.e.,
the arguments are psychologically related to the conclusion, or an informal fallacy) and
give quotations, opinions, and personal examples to support the arguments. In
Kuykendall and Keating’s study, support for strong message premises was primarily the
presentation of statistics. The support for the weak message premises was primarily
narratives and opinion. Therefore supportive content in the Kuykendall and Keating
strong messages was verifiable and the content in the weak message was not verifiable.
Stated differently, Kuykendall and Keating confounded verifiability of message elements
with message strength.

The current study, however, did not confound the presence of statistics and other
verifiable message content with message strength. Introductory information about the
message topic and the issue of quantitative literacy was provided in both the strong and
weak message. Content presented in the form of statistics was included in this
introductory information. The messages did, nonetheless, differ in terms of the presence
of informal fallacies. Informal fallacies occur when the connection between a premise
and conclusion is based not on standards of logic but on some psychological standard.
For example the premise “college graduates will need to be familiar with statistics in
order to advance in their chosen field” is logically relevant to the advocated position “all
MSU students should be required to take a statistics course.” On the other hand, the
premise “quantitative literacy is a far more important issue than drunk and disorderly
behavior on campus” is logically irrelevant to the advocated position and is an informal
fallacy. The implication of the premise is that the university administration should be

inclined to take care of an academic issue such as quantitative competence before taking
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action on problems associated with binge drinking and other antisocial behavior
associated with drinking. Although message recipients may be prone to agree with the
assertion that university administration should favor academic issues over social issues,
the assertion itself provides little direct logical reasoning for why statistics knowledge
should be required of all college students. So although the premise is linked to the
advocated position, it is not linked by logic but by psychological preference.

When considering all the elements of a message that a person examines to when
determining perceived message strength, it is likely that some elements are easier to
notice in a message than others. Stated differently, some message elements require less
deliberative processing than other elements. Noticing the presence or absence of
statistics in a message requires relatively low levels of information processing. On the
other hand, attempting to detect if the link between a premise and conclusion is based on
logic or psychological standard requires people to take part in more deliberative message
processing. The task of discerning whether or not an argument is valid can prove to be
difficult information processing task that often results in a failure to detect fallacies
(Bettinghaus, Miller, & Steinfatt, 1970, Klauer, Musch, & Naumer, 2000; Steinfatt,
Miller, & Bettinghaus, 1974; Woodworth & Sells, 1935). Additionally, people can have
trouble detecting contradictions among the statements in a message (Otero & Kintsch,
1992).

The type of evidence and the presence or lack of informal fallacies are not likely
to be the only features of a message people examine in order to determine perceptions of
message strength. For the purpose of contrasting message strength inductions, however,

the discussion of message strength elements that are employed will be restricted to the
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ones varied in the Kuykendall and Keating (1990) study and the current study. The
current study varied only message strength elements that are less obvious and require
high levels of processing. The messages used for Kuykendall and Keating varied
message strength elements such that people could discern differences between the strong
and weak messages without taking part in high levels of processing. In other words, the
two inductions differ in the minimum amount of processing necessary to able to discern
differences in strength between a strong and weak message. Specifically, the Petty et al.
(1980) messages employed by Kuykendall and Keating require relatively low levels of
message relevant processing to discern differences in message strength but the current
study requires higher levels of message processing to discern message strength
difference.

Both neutral and negative affective states, compared to positive, are associated
with more attention to message relevant features. Neutral affect, however, induces more
deliberative message processing than negative affect. If differences in message strength
can be discerned by examining message elements that require lower levels of processing,
then people experiencing negative and neutral moods are expected to be able to perceive
differences in message strength between the two induction levels. If, however,
differences in message strength can only be discerned by looking at message elements
that require a good amount of deliberative processing, one would expect people in neutral
mood to detect a difference in message strength, whereas those in a negative mood would
perceive little difference between the strong and weak message.

Message strength inductions can be constructed so that both the strong and weak

messages have some message elements that require higher levels of processing and some
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message elements that can be processed with little effort. The Petty et al. (1980) message
used by Kuykendall and Keating (1990) is an example. Specifically, the strong message
has no fallacies and uses statistics as supportive evidence and the weak message has
fallacies and uses narratives and anecdotes as evidence. When a study induces message
strength in this manner, people who take part in at least minimal levels of message
relevant processing will be able to differentiate between strong and weak messages. So
ultimately in the Kuykendall and Keating study, negative mood Ps did not perceived
differences in message strength because they took part in high levels of message relevant
processing . Instead, the differences in perceived message strength are due to negative
affect Ps taking part in more message relevant processing than positive mood Ps.

Although the characterization of differences in message induction between the
current and previous study can explain why the results of this study differ from previous
research, it is necessary to note that the different processing styles initiated by two
affective states may go beyond a quantitative difference in message relevant processing.
It may be that negative affect induces people to weight differentially the internal thoughts
(i.e., cognitive responses) prompted by evaluating message elements relevant to message
strength judgments. When people perceive a message element judged as relevant to
determining a message’s strength, an internal thought is created. For example noticing
statistics that support a premise could yield the response “this claim is backed up with
reputable evidence” and a lack of statistics could yield the response “this claim has no
third party evidence to support it.” It may be that people in a negative affective state tend
to differentially weight internal thoughts induced by message elements that underlie

message strength. It is possible that negative affect prompts people to view strong
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message elements as somewhat positive but weak message elements as especially
negative and problematic. Neutral affect, on the other hand, is not expected to promote
differential weighting.

In the current study, negative affect Ps did not take part in differential weighting
as evidenced by their lack of differentiation between strong and weak messages. In order
for differential weighting to produce perceived differences between strong and weak
messages the weak message must have message strength elements that can be processed
at low levels (e.g., lack of statistical evidence, presence of anecdotes). Kuykendall and
Keating’s (1990) weak message did have message strength elements that can be
processed at low levels, so negative affect Ps’ perceptions of message strength may be a
function of differential weighting. On the other hand, the weak message in the current
study employed statistics and did not use anecdotes, so negative affect Ps’ perceptions of
message strength was not a function of differential weighting. Because there were not
any weak message elements that could be detected by people taking part in low levels of
processing, there were not any message elements available to weight differentially.

The results of the current study do not allow for testing of the possible qualitative
differences in processing and outcomes initiated by negative versus neutral affect,
however, the study does provide evidence consistent with the claim that neutral affect is
associated with a more deliberative message processing style than negative affect. Given
that the study did not include more direct indictors of processing than whether Ps discern
differences between strong and weak messages (e.g., cognitive responses, recall), the
current study provides little insight into the nature of the cognitive activities that mediate

the different processing styles induced by negative and neutral affect. Examination of the
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differences in indication of the message strength induction between the current study and
Kuykendall and Keating (1990) provides additional support for the claim that both
neutral and negative affect induce message relevant processing but neutral affect,
compared to negative, is associated with more deliberative message processing. The
messages used by Kuykendall and Keating contain elements relevant to the determination
of message strength that do not require a good deal of message relevant processing.
People taking part in low levels of message relevant processing can distinguish statistics
from narratives or notice the presence or absence of statistics. Conversely, the messages
used in the current study employ message strength elements that require at least moderate
levels of deliberative processing to be able to perceive message strength differences. So
even though previous research has demonstrated that negative affect is associated with a
more deliberative processing style, this finding is usually made in the context of a
comparison to positive affect, or with messages that contain message strength elements
that require relatively low levels of message relevant processing to perceive a difference
between a strong and weak message.
Appraisal is Sufficient but Not Necessary for Mood to Impact Processing

The hypothesized model posited a relationship between the affect induction and
the self-report of affect such that the implicit negative affect induction would produce
more negative self-reports of affect than the explicit based negative affect induction. The
rationale underlying this hypothesized relationship conceptualized unappraised negative
affect (i.e., implicit negative affect) as an undesirable state that induces more elaborated
processing in order to determine the cause of the negative affect. This hypothesized

relationship was not supported by the data. In hindsight one would expect that by
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definition unappraised negative affect would not be detectable by self-report. When the
two negative affect induction conditions were pooled, however, the affect induction
interacted with the message strength induction to impact subsequent perceptions of
message strength. So although Ps in the implicit negative affect induction condition did
not self-report affect, Ps in both negative affect inductions did not discern differences
between the strong and weak messages.
Explicit Versus Implicit Experiences of Affect

The current study found no difference in the processing system initiated by the
explicit and implicit negative affect induction. This finding is consistent with Chartrand
and Bargh’s (1996) finding that similar outcomes occur regardless of whether
interpersonal goals were prompted consciously or nonconsciously. It may be, however,
that the nature of the methodology used for the current study precluded the possibility of
finding differences in processing between implicit and explicit negative affect inductions.
First, as stated previously, the differences between the two levels of the message strength
used for this study required some deliberative message relevant processing. If negative
affect, regardless of the manner of induction, yields low levels of deliberative message
relevant processing, then any possible quantitative differences in processing would not be
observed in this study. Stated differently, there may be differences in the amount of
message relevant processing prompted by the different affect induction, but the message
strength elements used in this study that differentiated strong messages from weak are
beyond the processing level of people experiencing negative affect. A study that varies
the type of message strength elements employed in the message strength induction such

that some elements require low levels of message relevant processing, other elements
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require somewhat more deliberative levels of message relevant processing, and a
remaining portion of elements require highly deliberative levels of message relevant
processing, would allow for detection of possible differences.

Another aspect of methodology that prohibits observing any qualitative difference
between the processing styles induced by implicit and explicit negative affect is the lack
of more direct indicators of processing. Although having Ps provide and categorize their
own self-reported cognitive responses is not a direct indicator of cognition, cognitive
response measures are more direct than the practice of inferring differences in processing
based on whether Ps detect differences between strong and weak messages. Also, if
there is indeed a differential weighting of internal messages that occurs when
experiencing negative affect, then including measures of cognitive response in a study
would allow for a test of the hypothesized process. Including measures of recall or
recognition would also be useful for discerning processing differences due to affective
state.

Limitations

The claim that Ps experiencing negative affect, regardless of whether they
received an explicit or implicit induction, take part in less deliberative message
processing than Ps in a neutral mood is based on the assumption that implicit negative
induction Ps are in a negative affective state. Ps in the implicit negative affect induction
did not self-report experiencing more negative affect than neutral affect induction Ps.
This study would have benefited from the use of physiological measures of affect instead
of a self- report affect measure. If there are differences in the magnitude of affect

experienced in response to explicit versus implicit inductions of negative affect, then
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physiological measures such as galvanic skin response or blood pressure are more likely
to reflect this difference than self-report. Additionally, in this study extent of deliberative
processing is inferred from whether Ps perceive differences between a message defined
as strong and a message defined as weak. Without a more direct indicator of processing,
such as cognitive responses, one cannot rule out the possibility that differences in
perceived message strength scores are not due to differences in processing but to some
other phenomenon prompted by the affect induction.
Directions for Future Research

This study highlights several potential directions for future research. First,
researchers employing message strength inductions may want to take into consideration
how different message strength elements may require different thresholds of deliberative
message relevant processing in order to influence judgments of message strength.
Although this recommendation is applicable to all scholars who employ message strength
inductions, it is especially relevant to researchers who use Ps’ ability to differentiate
between message strength inductions as a proxy to infer extent of deliberative message
processing. The message strength induction used in this study differs from the inductions
that are commonly employed in the literature. Message strength inductions usually
define strong and weak messages not in terms of conceptual definitions but in terms of
pilot test results. Stated differently, strong messages are messages that Ps view as strong
and weak messages are messages that Ps view as weak. Lack of conceptually derived
message strength inductions inhibit better understanding of the process underlying the
ability to differentiate strong and weak messages. Without a conceptual definition to

guide construction of the message strength induction, one can only say Ps processing at a
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more deliberative level see the difference between strong and weak messages because
they see a certain message as strong and different message as weak. The previous
explanation is common among researchers using a dual processing approach and is
circular in its explanation of the message strength processing relationship (Stiff, 1986;
Stiff & Boster, 1987). With a conceptual definition underlying the message strength
induction, however, one can say Ps processing at a more deliberative level view
differences between strong and weak messages because Ps based their evaluations on
specific message strength elements and these elements required more processing effort.

A second, but related avenue for future research concerns a more direct
methodology for determining whether people in negative affective states simply take part
in less deliberative message relevant processing than people experiencing neutral affect,
or if there are qualitative differences in the processing styles induced by the different
affective states. This study does not present data to support the inference that negative
affect Ps based their judgments of strength on easier to process elements of message
strength but neutral affect Ps are able to detect more difficult process elements. This
hypothesis could be tested by varying affect and the complexity of message strength
elements used in strong and weak messages, and measuring perceived message strength
and cognitive responses. Such a design would also allow for investigating possible
qualitative processing differences between negative and neutral affect (i.e., differential
weighting of internal messages).
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