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ABSTRACT
JORDAN CARPENTER: Forewarning, defensive strategaes narrative persuasion
(Under the direction of Melanie Green)

Narrative transportation is a process of emotioc@dnitive, and mental imagery
engagement with a story, which often results iraggmeagreement with that story’s
themes (e.g., Green & Brock, 2000). Previous rete@.g., Green & Donahue, 2011)
has shown that people are often unwilling or unéblesist narrative persuasion, despite
a motivation to do so. The current studies direedgmine different defensive strategies
to resist narrative persuasion. Study 1 directetigi@ants to adopt strategies to either
attempt to remain unaffected by a narrative orctovaly counterargue counter-attitudinal
themes of the narrative. It found that, contraryhi hypothesis, preparing
counterarguments may be more effective than atiempd remain emotionally
unaffected, although neither strategy entirely glated persuasion. Study 2 attempted to
demonstrate that people spontaneously are lessptyeted into a story after being
previously warned of the author’s persuasive inteat are more transported when
warned of the topics and themes advocated by ag&re narrative. Again, the
hypotheses were not confirmed. Possible reasorthdmstudies’ failures are discussed, as

well as findings that may be useful for future ersh.
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Introduction

Ray Bradbury’s 1953 novélahrenheit 45Idescribes a dystopian future in which
literature is considered so dangerous and subeerisisg legally mandated to be
incinerated upon discovery, to keep the ideas aoedain books from damaging or
challenging the status quo. In real life, howepegple have far more mundane defenses
against unwanted narrative persuasion. The pumpiobese studies is to look at the
strategies people use to protect themselves framtemttitudinal themes in stories.
Narrative Transportation

Narrative transportation is a state of emotiooaginitive, and mental imagery
immersion in a narrative (e.g. Gerrig, 1993). Timsnersion is often enjoyable and
enriching (Oatley & Gholamain, 1997). Importanttgnsportation has been shown to
also lead people to agree more readily with thentbseof a story (Green & Brock, 2000).
Narratives are effective at communicating a varadtgttitudes (e.qg., inspiring healthy
behaviors; Green 2006), and are potentially powerdsulting in attitudes that grow
stronger over time (Appel & Richter, 2007). Navatpersuasion is an important
phenomenon for communicating pro-social or heditslyaviors, a technique called
entertainment-education (Singhal & Rogers, 1999)ifstance, embedding information
and appeals about AIDS in a popular Tanzanian raidima had effects on listeners’
number of sexual partners, condom use, and wilksgro discuss sexually transmitted
diseases (Vaughan, Rogers, Singhal, & Swelehe,)2B@0@rative transportation also is

effective in an advertising context (Wang & Cald2006). Transportation can also affect



political attitudes and lead to greater supporictamtroversial government policies if a
story’s themes are relevant to those policies égl&outner, & Long, 2009).

Narrative transportation appears to operate udifierent mechanisms from
traditional persuasion: despite deep attention fmattie story, transported individuals’
immersion often leads them to passively accepstiwees’ themes or facts. Under the
framework of the elaboration likelihood model, meral relevance will often make
people more attentive toward arguments (higherogddlon), resulting in increased
persuasion if those arguments are strong and rddaersuasion if the arguments are
weak (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). However, Green (200dnd that a personally relevant
connection to the content of a story increaseg#reeived realism of the story,
transportation, and subsequent attitude changgpitdebe fact that the story’s themes
were not phrased explicitly as the kind of highdguarguments typically found in
attitude research. Rather, the attitudes were edply story events.

In the context of self-referencing, Escalas (2d0d4nd that wording an
advertisement in a transporting way led to gregesuasion even when the ad contained
weak arguments: participants engaged in the agdeentnt, but not in a way that
facilitated elaborative processing. Also, transpoinhdividuals have been shown to be
generally unwilling or unable to distinguish betweeeak and strong persuasive
arguments within a transporting story (Escalas,720Green, Garst, & Brock (2004)
speculate that the narrative form serves as accaegage with the information in a
relatively uncritical manner.

Dal Cin, Zanna, & Fong (2004) suggest that naregti unlike traditional

persuasion techniques, present attitudes with@aters or viewers being aware an



attitude appeal has been made. However, even ifscengare of narratives’ potential
persuasiveness, one will not necessarily choossige defenses. The well-established
third-person effect illuminates this lack of defen$he third-person effect describes the
phenomenon that people often readily believe thegsimediated messages will
profoundly affect naive, weak targets (such aglohil), but believe themselves to be
relatively immune to such influence (e.g., Davidsb®83; Perloff, 1993). Therefore,
attempts to ban or restrict messages are not peefbout of a perceived threat to one’s
own attitudes, but rather concern about the etietlhe message on others. This is
because people generally believe themselves tbenmt danger of unwanted persuasion.
Implicit in this theory is the idea that people@msider narratives to potentially be
effective at persuasion, but that they themselee® Isuccessful strategies for avoiding it.
However, readers transported into a story arenafteble to bring seemingly
important information to bear. Research has folmadl @ven when readers dislike the
author of a story, and indeed even when that dislduses them to be motivated to
correct against any influence, narrative persuasiiroccurs (Green & Donahue, 2011).
Similarly, labeling a speech as fact increasedcatiscrutiny towards it compared to
when it was labeled fiction, but that did not affees persuasive impact (Green, Garst,
Brock, & Chung, 2006). Within the context of naivas, Strange and Leung (1999)
found that labeling a story as fiction or fact diot affect readers’ subsequent attitudes
toward a relevant social issue; they were persuesigardless of the fact/fiction label.
Generally, when transported into a narrative, pegplnetimes seem unable or unwilling

to correct for contextual information when latensmlering that narrative’s themes.



Given this lack of correction, it may be usefubtamine how people react to an explicit

warning about a story’s persuasive nature befocewmtering it.

Forewar ning Effects

Previous research indicates that people are rialg ko remain unpersuaded in
the face of a persuasive appeal when forewarnéaeaduthor’s intent and the object of
attempted persuasion (e.g., Quinn & Wood, 2004aé&tively warning people of
potential future persuasion has been shown to featavorld consequences in a number
of attitude-relevant domains, such as increasitihéehavior by reducing the
effectiveness of peer-imposed pro-smoking appeads, (Botvin & Kantor, 2000), and
increasing skepticism toward misleading politicd$ #Cappella & Jamieson, 1994).

An important aspect of forewarning is its motiva@baspect: it operates by triggering
resistant mindsets and motivations to hold accatikeides, appear unbiased, and keep
from having one’s important values unduly alterdtbpd & Quinn, 2003). Thus,
forewarning works best when the subsequent appeales a highly self-relevant issue;
in this case, a warning allows people to resishevetrong counterattitudinal argument
(e.g. Allyn & Festinger, 1961; Chen, Reardon, Ree8Joore, 1992).

Types of forewarning. Sometimes, forewarning involves informing peopléhef
subject of a persuasive appeal prior to exposuarthi$ case, participants often engage in
pre-emptive counterarguing, allowing them to prepedequate responses to anticipated
arguments as they are encountered, a process tmativated and conscious (Petty &
Cacioppo, 1977). To be maximally effective, suahaaning should be followed by a

delay, which gives people time to develop and peepaunterarguments against the



expected appeal; providing no delay or distracpiagicipants during this time precludes
the generation and rehearsal of useful counteraegtsr(e.g., Petty, 1977).

In other cases, researchers merely forewarn p&Evsugtenton the part of the
source of an upcoming communication. The knowleafghis intent can inspire
resistance by creating reactance, wherein peopleud@gainst perceived external
control out of a desire to maintain their autonagwgn without knowing the topic (Haas
& Grady, 1975). For instance, forewarning can redihe effectiveness of advertisements
because it creates negative feelings toward thertiger, which then spread to the
content of the message (Lee, 2010). Also, knowhiag) & source intends persuasion may
make the appeal seem biased, and participantsttesnpad to resist out of a motivation to
hold objectively correct attitudes. For examplés tigpe of warning can serve as a
discounting cue of the information in a subseqag@pteal (e.g. Watts & Holt, 1979).
Transportation and Forewarning

Previous work on persuasion has found that, wieeple receive a highly
persuasive message with which they disagree, ldwat of resistance is at least partly
dependent on their concentrated, active, engagemémat message. Their failure to do
so (for instance, because of distraction) resultgeater acceptance of the advocated
position (Festinger & Maccoby, 1964). With traditéd types of persuasion, this
distraction outcome implies that lower engagematit and attention to a
counterattitudinal appeal will lead to higher adegepe, due to reduced counterarguing.
However, greater engagement with a narrative a&t i@ the form of transportation,
tends to lead to greater persuasion (Green & Br2@B0). It may be the case that even

participants who are warned about a forthcomingatiae’s counterattitudinal elements



and given the chance to create counterargumenttosal the ability to properly apply
those arguments once they engage with the story.

In fact, it is possible that participants motivchte counterargue themes in a
narrative they expect to read will ironically ofdgcome more transported as a result due
to their failure to remain detached from the chacor images in the story. Warned
participants are motivated to attend to a forthempattack on their attitudes, but when
attending deeply to a well-written story, they nteyunable to property utilize the
evaluative mindset of counterarguing and instefidnf@ the immersive mindset of
transportation.

One alternate hypothesis is that the relationsbtpreen attempting to
counterargue with a story’s themes and subsequbeitg transported into that story are
moderated by a person’s tendency to be transpoxteidll, an individual difference
which has been termed transportability. Transpditybas been measured in studies
previously using the transportability scale (e.@z¥locco, Green, Sasota, & Jones, 2010;
see also Dal Cin, Zanna, & Fong, 2004). Individwet® are low in trait transportability
may be able to maintain a counterarguing mindsetesmgage with the material without
being transported, but those high in trait trantgimlity may not be able to counterargue
narrative themes without being drawn in.

There is some evidence that people may have dlifficejecting narrative-based
information even when they are warned that it &ourate. Cognitive psychology
studies focusing on the effect of misinformatiomarratives have shown that people will
believe false facts in a story even when warnedrebfind that some may be present

(Marsh & Fazio, 2006), and even when those falstsfare highlighted (Eslick, Fazio, &



Marsh, 2011). These results imply that simple kreolgk about deceptive features of
stories will not help reduce their influence oveaders; likewise, transported individuals
may respond similarly to themes within a story,rewdnen warned of their persuasive
influence. Finally, the above-mentioned third-pereffect (Davidson, 1983) implies that
people might have false confidence about their abihty to resist being persuaded
compared to others, making them less likely acties$oard to raise defenses in
response to a communication even when aware itldmipersuasive. This finding may
imply that people exert less effort when attemptmgounterargue a narrative than a
persuasive argument.

At the same time, forewarnings that successfe@tiuce people’s tendencies to be
transported into a story in the first place mayrmge successful at reducing persuasion.
Previous research has found that high trait adsiegiskepticism led participants to
distinguish between weak and strong arguments ebem those arguments were
presented in a transporting context (Escalas, 200a\Wvever, it is yet unclear whether
such skepticism would lead people to spontanedssiyntransported outside of an
advertising context, or if being untransported issaful strategy for a story that does not
contain clear arguments, but rather implies itsntbe Furthermore, the materials used in
the Escalas (2004) study used a mental simulatoadigm, wherein the advertisements
specifically directed readers to imagine themseligsg the product; most persuasive
narratives are far more subtle in the manner irctwnéaders are drawn in, and therefore

people may be less enthusiastic in their defenses.



Potential M oderators

The current studies will test the extent to wipelople attempt to remain
untransported when warned of an author’s persuasigat, and to counterargue when
warned of a forthcoming narrative’s counterattinadithemes. It is important to consider
variables that may moderate people’s ability tacegsfully invoke their attempted
defensive strategies.

Mind-Reading Motivation. Carpenter, Green, and Vacharkulksemsuk (in
preparation) found that narrative engagement amslipsion were positively related to
individuals’ trait tendency to put effort into cadering others’ perspectives and mental
states, a concept known as Mind-Reading Motivat\ind-Reading Motivation predicts
people’s tendencies to attend to and exert effovatds speculating about other people’s
minds, and it is measured using a 13-item scalehtas been found to have good
reliability and validity (Carpenter et al., in pagption). An example item is “When |
meet new people, | often find myself wondering hbey got to where they are in life.”
Relevant to the current studies, Mind-Reading Maiton is also associated with greater
liking of reading fiction. We expect to replicatestoverall effect of higher Mind-Reading
Motivation being associated with more transportatio

However, the characters are not the only relerants to which readers of a
narrative can attend; a reader can also considgralspective of the author. Previous
research has found that people who are higher ndNieading Motivation also tend to
be more attentive to persuasive appeals that ékpkrnerged from another person’s
mind: when an appeal is specifically framed as eatiag from people’s perspectives,

participants high in Mind-Reading Motivation digjiunshed between strong and weak



arguments more readily than those low in Mind-RegdWotivation (Carpenter & Green,
under review). This greater attention to the interd of the source may imply that Mind-
Reading Motivation will be a moderator in thesedgts because people high in Mind-
Reading Motivation are more likely to attend to thientions of the author when their
attention is drawn to it (intention being a feataf@nother person’s mindset). Therefore,
those people may be more sensitive to a warniragithfor’s persuasive intent than people
low in Mind-Reading Motivation.

Need for Cognition. Need for Cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), theate
tendency to enjoy engaging in mental effort, map dde important. All else being equal,
people high in need for cognition should be morking and more able to engage in
counterarguments, implying that this trait may matkethe effect of any manipulation
meant to affect counterarguing.

Transportability. Most directly, participants’ trait transportabilifiazzocco,
Green, Sasota, & Jones, 2010) may be moderate ¢éfests, as noted above. Minimally
transportable people may be especially able tetrés persuasive effect of stories when
motivated to do so, while people who by natureemsly drawn in to narratives may find
it especially difficult to engage with a narratséhout getting drawn in and
subsequently persuaded.

The Current Studies

The purpose of the current studies is to exantiaestfect of different types of
forewarning on narrative persuasion in an attemgtuminate how people attempt to
defend themselves from the influence of storiesdé&®monstrated by Green & Brock

(2000), one way to engage with the content of aatize but not be persuaded by its



themes is to avoid being transported in the filate. It is plausible that people
forewarned about the persuasive intent of a forthing narrative will be more skeptical,
resulting in less transportation and therefore pessuasion.

Meanwhile, participants forewarned about the detmpic of a narrative (and
motivated to avoid persuasion) will attempt to eygyenore deeply into the story to
counterargue the expected appeal. However, tlemated defense will lead to greater
transportation and greater persuasion, despitetisation of the participant, especially
for people who are easily drawn in to stories.

In Study 1, participants will be directed to adsgategies of either remaining
untransported or counterarguing to demonstrateffieets of these defenses. Study 2 will
attempt to demonstrate that topic forewarning imtrease transportation by motivating
counterarguing strategies, but intent warnings seluce transportation. Importantly,
even if Study 1 finds that counterarguing is theesuccessful technique, Study 2 can
still illuminate what warnings elicit that more ahtageous strategy.

In both studies, the narrative will be the sandemmy’s World” is a newspaper
article in narrative form about a young boy addidie heroin (Cooke, 1980). This story
has been used in transportation research (i.eenG&eDonahue, 2011), and it has been
found to be transporting under normal circumstanidesvever, its themes (that efforts
should be put in place to keep children from uslaggerous drugs; that urban conditions
are dangerous and predatory) will likely be mildbunterattitudinal to participants, who
will probably agree that drug abuse is bad but moll be likely to accept that young

children use heroin often enough for it to be aaqaooblem.
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Study 1

Study 1 will attempt to directly manipulate cowatguing and resisting
transportation, the strategies assumed to be yspdrhicipants given different types of
forewarning.

Materials and methods

Participants were first administered individudfetence measures. Then,
participants were warned about a forthcoming neweat persuasive intent and topic and
then given two different strategies to defend thelwes: either they were told to attempt
to counterargue expected appeals, or they weneiatet to keep from being transported

Afterward, participants were measured in theieagrent with themes and
attitudes contained within the narrative, askeduaieeir transportation into the story,
and given a demographic survey.

Introduction. All participants were given the following warnirfgLater in this
study, you will read a short piece, which was aradly published in Sunday Magazine in
2010. The piece posits that young children (eleargrgchool age) are often in danger of
being addicted to hard drugs. The article arguasglople living in poor communities
often experience desperation and hardship. Thessamental stressors, which often go
back generations, have negative impacts on headtlparenting, which in turn makes
children in these communities more likely to becaddicted to hard drugs.

Because of this immediate danger to childrergaties on the need for ALL

citizens to support social programs which allevtagsocial conditions that allow drug



abuse to spread among young children, even ifntle@ins giving up other beneficial
social programs, such as those that benefit seitinens, veterans, and the out-of-work.”

Manipulations. There were three sets of instructions:

Counterargument intervention: “We are interested in how different mental
strategies help people to respond to articles.éfbez, for the next few minutes, please
write down any negative thoughts that might ocouwydu about the issues and arguments
you expect to encounter in the piece. That isktlif arguments or issues that might be
raised in the piece, and write down some reason€£YSAGREE with them. Prepare a
series of thoughts you can use AGAINST the argumesed in the piece. Then, while
you read the piece, try to use what you've writlemn against the issues you
encounter.”

No-transportation intervention: “We are interested in how different mental
strategies affect people’s experience of readitigles. Therefore, for the next few
minutes, please think about narratives, like the iarthe article you will read. Please
write down things you could do to keep from gettiog drawn into this story. That s,
write down reactions or thoughts you could havelevieading a narrative that would
keep you from being too immersed. Finally, whileiyead the article, USE the
techniques you've written to keep from being dramta THAT story. Do your best to
use the techniques as you read

No intervention (control condition): “For the next few minutes, please write
down any thoughts you might have about magazinest i§, write down any

associations or opinions you have about magazines.”
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Baseline attitudes condition: This condition included the no intervention
instructions. However, these participants complétedattitudes measures before
receiving the instructions and the story.

Narrative. “Jimmy’s World” is a newspaper article in narrativem about a
young boy addicted to heroin (Cooke, 1980). It,309 words long, and it focuses on the
boy's family life, especially his mother's boyfrieRon, who is also a heroin user.
"Jimmy's World" is included in Appendix A.

Dependent variables. Participants completed dependent variables in ttiero
listed below (Study 1 questionnaires are inclusgedppendix B).

Initial thought listing. Participants wrote down their thoughts in respdongée
instructions.

Attitude survey. This set consisted of 22 statements createdotesent themes
professed in the narrative, and was heavily basesl set of items developed specifically
for Jimmy's World by Green and Donahue (2011).ti€lpants rated their agreement
with each item on a k{rongly disagregto 7 ctrongly agregscale. Example items are
"People convicted of taking hard drugs should abMag given the option of drug
counseling," and "People who provide illegal drtmygoung children should be severely
punished."” A single item, "Drugs are a race pnobhlevas determined to likely possess
important and strongly-held associations unrel&etie narrative, so it was deleted from
analysis.

Due to the wide variety of themes contained with narrative, the attitude
items were separated according to theoreticalréifiees. There were three large

categories of items: First, a series of nine iteefiected a focus on contextual factors,
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such as bad parenting, which may influence somé&onsee drugs (Context). A second
series of seven items endorsed sympathy for pemjoieted to drugs (Sympathy).
Finally, a series of four items indicated a willivgss to help the poor (Helping). All
three of the smaller sets of attitude items, Cantex .72, Sympathyy = .77, and
Helping,a = .79, showed good reliability. The items witleiach were averaged to create
single dependent variables. The make-up of alktiteen sets can be found in Appendix
C.

Monetary donation. To assess prosocial attitudes in a more subttenara
participants were told that their participation sadi $10.00 to be donated to charity and
that they would be able to choose how. Particpamre then given a set of five
charities and freely allowed to divide up the $00aong them.

The key variable was money donated to The Albriggnter, a fictional charity
whose stated goal was to "provide rehabilitatiod e@reer counseling to teenage drug
users."

Narrative Transportation scale (Green & Brock, 2000). This is a 16-item
guestionnaire measuring transportation into “Jins\World.” Participants rate their
agreement with statements on a scale fromo1 4t all) to 7 (very much. Sample items
are “The narrative affected me emotionally” andvénted to learn how the narrative
ended.”

Character response survey. This questionnaire was intended to measure
emotional response to the characters in the stibigonsisted of 8 statements assessing

responses to the specific characters in the stbhgse statements were rated on a scale
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from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agreay an example item is "l feel
protectiveness toward Jimmy."

Participants were also directly asked to rater tleeel of emotion toward the
three main characters of the story on a scale frgno emotion at all) to 7 (very strong
emotion). These items tapped any emotional regpand were not focused on any
specific emotional reactions.

For this survey, one item was dropped becausetiaogpect it did not relate to an
emotional response to the characters, "Jimmy'atsituis part of a larger trend, rather
than a result of special circumstances.” The syub=d® set of ten items showed good
reliability, o = .83, and were averaged to create a single \ariab

Narrative thought listing. Participants were given the chance to write any
reactions to the story.

Story quiz. This was a quiz of ten factual questions aldomimy’s World Sample
guestions are, “What is the name of the main cherad the story?” and “What object
does the main character hold in the last sceneeo$tiory?” Participants were considered
to have failed this quiz if they answered two orenquestions incorrectly.

Manipulation checks.

I nstructions check. This item asked participants, “Which of the follog is
closest to the instructions you were given at #grming of the story?” with three of the
options matching the manipulations: “To write doways to keep from getting
immersed in the story,” “To write down thoughts abmagazines in general,” and “To
write down thoughts against the arguments | expetttencounter in the story” (the

fourth option, “To write down interpretations abale author of the story,” conformed to
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no manipulations and is simply a trap answer fotigpants who remember nothing of
the instructions).

Subjectiveresistance. Participants were asked their subjective sensewf h
difficult they found the instructions: “How easy svi to follow the instructions you were
given before the story?” on a scale fronvéry hard to 7 (very easy. They were also
asked their subjective level of resistance: "Did yy to prevent the article you read
from affecting your beliefs and opinions?" on aleacd 1 (ot at all) to 7 very much.

Individual differences.

Mind-reading motivation scale (MRM; Carpenter, Green, &

Vacharkulksemsuk, under review). This 13-item scale measures participants’ trait
tendency to put effort toward speculating aboueptieople’s mental states. It is
measured on a 7-point scale fromsfrgngly disagregto 7 Gtrongly agre® An example
item is “When | see two strangers arguing, | oftatch myself speculating about what
their problem is.” Because MRM is related to amrfast in people’s intentions and
thoughts, we expect people with high MRM to be draleeper into the characters’
thoughts and therefore more transported, regardfessndition.

General transportability (Mazzocco, Green, Sasota, & Jones, 2010). This four-
item scale asks participants to rate their owneeangks toward being transported into
narratives on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 ywauch). An example item is “Characters
in stories can seem real to nfe.”

Participants

Participants were 87 undergraduates (40 malegd@le, 1 declined to indicate

sex) completing the experiment for class credit.
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One participant missed the manipulation checkniag not eliminated from
analysis due to an earlier thought listing thataated understanding of the instructions.
Furthermore, 21 participants failed the memory khbat because intentionally refusing
to attend to details in a story may actually bekkdwvay of remaining distant from a
story, these participants were also not eliminétech analysis’

Hypotheses

There are three hypotheses for Study 1:

H1. Participants given the counterarguing intetienor no intervention will
show more persuasion than participants who werexymbdsed to the story.

H2. Participants given the no-transportation wvegation will show lower
transportation than participants given the coumggriag intervention or no intervention.

H3. The effect in hypothesis 2 will be moderatgdriait transportability, such
that individuals low in transportability will beds transported than individuals high in
transportability in the counterarguing condition.

| expected each of the DVs (Context, Sympathypldglitems and the monetary
donation) to follow the pattern described above.

Results

Attitudes. The means for each of the three sets of attitedes are in Table 2.1.

For each dependent variable, the effect of camuivas assessed by one-way
ANOVAs.

For the Context attitude items, condition hadgaigicant effect on participants'
responsed; (3, 83) = 10.00p < .01. According to Least Significant Differenoest-hoc

tests, the means of the counterargument conditi@mo-transportation condition, and
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the no intervention condition were all significangireater than that of the baseline
attitudes condition. These results indicate #tlathe participants who read the story
showed stronger endorsement of the Context itears plarticipants who did not read the
narrative.

The manipulation had a significant overall inflaeron the Sympathy itemis,(3,
83) = 3.52p =.02. The least-significant difference post-text revealed that neither
membership in the no-intervention condition notha no-transportation condition was
associated with different responses from that efldaiseline attitudes group, counter to
my hypothesis. That is, the story itself did npp@ar to change attitudes on these items.
However, participants in the counterargument caoritinexpectedly showed
significantlylessendorsement of the Sympathy items compared tdibase

The manipulation had a marginally significant effen the Helping items; (3,
83) = 2.34p = .07. Post-hoc analysis revealed that parti¢goemthe no intervention
condition had significantly higher attitudes thange in the baseline attitudes condition,
indicating that reading the story but not resistewjto significant endorsement of
helping the poor. However, neither the countenargpt condition, nor the no-
transportation condition differed significantly frobaseline, indicating that, counter to
my hypothesis, the no-transportation manipulati@as wot more effective at reducing
persuasion than the counterargument manipulattowever, both interventions
appeared to be successful at reducing persuagiohefdlelping items. The means for

each of the attitude items are in Table 2.1.
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Monetary donation. The manipulation did not have a significant oviezéfect on
money donation intentions F (3, 81) = 1.35, p = .Z6e means of the monetary donation
variable are in Table 2.2.

Transportation. The means for this and the other story-relatethisles are in
Table 2.3.

As this survey directly related to charactershim $tory, it could not be
administered to participants in the baseline atétucondition. Thus, | conducted an
ANOVA excluding participants in that condition, ahtbund that the manipulation was
marginally significantF (2, 60) = 2.12p = .13. Contrary to my hypothesis, participants
in the counterargument condition were significatelys transported, but curiously,
participants in the no-transportation conditionws&d no significant difference from the
no-intervention condition.

Character response survey. Again, the manipulation was marginally significant,
F (2, 60) = 2.60p = .08. The counterargument condition showed neihce from the
no intervention condition. However, the LSD posthest revealed that participants in
the no-transportation condition showed significafglver responses to the characters.
Thus, participants told to keep from being transgabwere less emotionally involved in
the characters' plight.

Self-reported resistance. Condition had a significant effect on participassedf-
reported levels of resistande(2, 60) = 7.58p < .01. Participants in the
counterargument condition did not rate themselgasyeng harder to resist than
participants in the no-intervention condition, patticipants in the no-transportation

condition did report trying harder.
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Transportability. To test the hypothesis that transportability wdekt to
greater transportation only in the conterargumentdion, | again excluded the baseline
attitudes condition from analysis, as it was ivelet to the question of how
transportability affected reaction to the narrativies the counterargument condition was
my condition of interest, | created dummy-codedalzes indicating membership in the
other two groups and then created interaction tératween these dummy-coded
variables and transportability. | then used hignanal regression to test whether
including the interaction terms significantly chadghe F statistic for the model.

The initial model R = .10,F (3, 59) = 2.06p = .12, did not imply a significantly
different F statistic than when the interactiomemwere included in the regression
equation® = .12,F (5, 57) = 1.62p = .17 (change iff = 1.00,p = .39), indicating that
the overall interaction is not significant: trangpadility did not affect transportation
differently in the counterargument condition tharthe other two conditioris.

Discussion

Hypotheses. H1 and H2 were not confirmed: the no-transpataintervention
resulted in the same level of transportation aretaVpersuasion than control; in fact,
counterargument intervention that led to lower $@ortation and endorsement of
narrative themes, which is the opposite pattermyasthesized. Finally, H3 was not
confirmed: Transportability did not moderate thieeff of intervention on transportation.

Though my hypotheses were not validated, somernpatdid emerge from the
data. Neither intervention appeared to affectidugative's power to persuade readers

that the context and environment of drug use iomamt and should be considered. All
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participants who were exposed to the narrative esdbthose items more strongly than
baseline, regardless of intervention.

However, only participants who received no intatien endorsed attitudes about
helping drug users more strongly. Thibsththe counterargument interventiandthe
no-transportation intervention appeared to redheestory's power to encourage actual
prosocial motives.

General sympathy vs. sympathy for characters. However, the
counterargument and no-transportation conditioddedid to different reactions to the
story. Participants who were told to keep frormgdaransported were less emotionally
involved in the specific characters: they were lésdy to strongly endorse items such as
"| feel anger towards Ron." However, counterargwegre less likely to report sympathy
toward drug usergenerally they less strongly endorsed items such as "Ggttildicted
to drugs is beyond a person's control.” It is aigportant to reiterate that counterarguers
reported general sympathy that ieser than baseline, and that in no condition did
participants report higher general sympathy thaelr@e. In other words, the story did
not actually increase general sympathy, and sadhaterarguers' lower sympathy
cannot be attributed to successful resistance.

This pattern illuminates the results of these sivategies of resisting narrative
influence. When told to keep from being emotiopailvolved with the story,
participants focused on remaining cold and detadfued the characters. However,
counterarguers focused on keeping from feelinghgtemotions about peopdamilar to

the characters in the story.
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However, again, these two strategies do not apgpdargely be differentially
effective at reducing further persuasion. Bothcegsfully reduced their users' desire to
help drug users but not their acknowledgementefitiportance of external factors on
drug use. This may be a feature of the fact ghatréng prosocial behavior is a more
salient persuasive message than the importanaentéxdual factors affecting drug use,
and thus participants focused their attention enféihmer rather than the latter.

Transportation. Surprisingly, and despite its name, the no-trartsgion
intervention did not lead to reduced transportatita the story. Instead, the
counterargument intervention reduced transportatiime process of using prepared
counterarguments against items in a story likelpives cognitive distance from the
narrative. However, this lowered transportationmidd lead to different patterns in
attitude change beyond the Sympathy items discussede.

Study weaknesses. Participants in the counterargument conditionrditireport
more effort resisting the narrative than contregugh that may be because having a
battery of counterarguments pre-prepared allowsglpdo then expend minimal effort
while subsequently resisting the themes in theystor other words, participants may
have interpreted the question as asking about ¢ffileirt engageavhile reading, and
therefore they did not report the effort speetorereading. Because of this, it is difficult
to discern when participants tried and failed ®igteand when they did not try at all.

Furthermore, participants were directly told tgage in different strategies, and
it is unclear how people choose to spontaneousdyngit resistance when they fear a
forthcoming persuasive narrative. It was this ¢joeshat Study 2 was designed to

answer.

22



Study 2

Though Study 1 was not successful, its resulteated that different resistance
strategies do have different effects on people sggpdo a persuasive narrative. Although
the evidence was somewhat weak, Study 1 suggedtedtinterarguing may be a better
way of avoiding narrative influence than attemptiogemain unaffected by the story,
because it led to lower transportation than forgbeaot told to resist.

Study 2 was devised to replicate these resul&uwdy 1, but instead of being
directed to take different mindsets toward theystparticipants will be given
forewarnings hypothesized to inspire similar reatti There are two types of
forewarnings: a warning of persuasive intent, wHiphedict will cause participants to
attempt to avoid being transported, or a warningppic, which | predict will lead
participants to attempt counterarguing strategaéi@ugh it is impossible to warn
content without also warning intent, | predict tpatticipants will take the opportunity to
prepare counterarguments if they are able). Ppatints will be given a brief period after
the warning to write down any thoughts they havieictv will be available for coding to
determine the strategies participants intended&o Then, the participants will read a
slightly altered version of “Jimmy’s World.”

Afterward, participants will be asked to rate tHevel of transportation into the
story (Green & Brock, 2000) and will be asked tie their agreement with attitude items
relevant to themes of the narrative. The set oknads given to participants will be

based heavily on those used in Study 1 but witromatterations.



Materials and methods

Manipulations. Study 2 has three conditions of warning.

I ntent warning: “Later in this study, you will read a short naivatpiece, which
was originally published in Sunday Magazine in 20l@e author has stated that her
main intention was to tell a story that persuadstiers about a social issue. In fact,
several people assert that she has told themn't gkally care if my readers WANT to
agree with me. | just want them to agree with merahey're done with my story, no
matter what | have to say to make that happen.’

The author is the chairwoman of an organizatiorcivig directly associated with the
subject of the article she wrote. In fact, the mmeeple who agree with the themes and
content of the story, the more she stands to paligdmenefit financially.”

Content warning: “Later in this study, you will read a short naivatpiece,
which was originally published in Sunday Magazin010. The author stated that her
main intention was to tell a story that persuadstiers about a social issue. In fact,
several people assert that she has told themn't eally care if my readers WANT to
agree with me. | just want them to agree with merahey're done with my story, no
matter what | have to say to make that happen.’

The author is the chairwoman of an organizatiorcvis directly associated with
the subject of the article she wrote. In fact,tiwe people who agree with the themes
and content of the story, the more she standsrsmpally benefit financially. The piece
posits that young children (elementary school age)n danger of being addicted to hard
drugs. The article argues that children living @dopcommunities often have negligent,

distracted, undereducated caregivers. This po@geoang, which is often the result of
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poverty and other economic factors, makes the @nldhore likely to use hard drugs.
Because of this immediate danger to children,duges on the need for all citizens to
support social programs which alleviate the samalditions that allow drug abuse to
spread among young children. Likely, this woulduies less money going to other
organizations, especially veterans and the outarkwn fact, it is estimated that this
would likely result in a 50% increase in homelestevans, and 75% fewer employment
opportunities for North Carolina college graduates.

No warning (control condition): “Later in this study, you will read a short piece,
which was originally published i8unday Magazing 2010.”

Baseline attitudes condition. These participants included the no warning
instructions, but they were given the attitude sysvbefore receiving the instructions or
story.

Narrative. Because participants in Study 1 were unpersuabledt helping the
poor, “Jimmy's World” was modified slightly to potore focus on the importance of
organizations that help destitute children. Fotanese, a paragraph was added describing
the caring thoughts of a non-profit worker whosgamization was forced to close from
lack of funds. Material was also added to matchctir@ent warning's claim that effort
and money dedicated to helping one group hurtgsthe

Dependent variables. The battery of dependent variables from Study & wsed
again.

Attitude survey and character connection survey. The Context itemsy = .56,
and Sympathy items, = .64, showed poorer reliability than in StudyThere were no

items that, when excluded, greatly improved religbior any of these scales. However,
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the Helping itemsg = .80, and the character response surwey, 78, continued to
demonstrate good reliability.

Logic survey. This survey was devised to discern where partntgpaaimed” their
attempted defenses. The survey consisted of gaatits rating seventeen statements on a
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) sCHfmse statements together were written
to mimic a logical argument supporting the majantie of “Jimmy's World” that
interventions against urban poverty can help cafidrom becoming addicted to drugs.
Some example items are "Using and selling drugseshakildren less likely to grow up
to be good parents as adults” and "It is bad wieaple do things that are unhealthy."”
This survey allowed me to see if the warnings cdymsaticipants to attempt to “attack”
different assumptions and conclusions underlyirgtiiemes of the narrative.

Because this questionnaire was new and unteshed] ho official hypotheses
about participants' responses. However, | spealtatg participants given a content
warning, due to preparing counterarguments, woaicehmore logical responses
prepared against the themes of the story and tlaysoe more successful at arguing
against a series of logical statements.

I nstructions check. The content of this item differed from Study lasked
participants, “Which of the following is closestttee instructions you were given at the
beginning of the story?” with three of the optianatching the manipulations: “A short
guote from the author describing her intentionsierarticle ,” “A description of the
article focusing on the effects of poverty and rgggit parenting ,” and “A short
description of the article containing no detaibgéin, the fourth option was a trap

answer: “A description of the article focusing atueation ”).
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Except for the above, the study materials wergatidal to that of Study 1.
Survey materials added to Study 2 are includedppehdix D°
Hypotheses

There are two hypotheses for Study 2:

H1. Participants given the intent warning or nowirgg will demonstrate more
agreement with story-relevant attitudes than ppdids' baseline attitudes.

H2. Participants higher in Mind-Reading Motivatiill show lower
transportation in the intent and content warningditoons compared to participants low
in Mind-Reading Motivation, but MRM will not affe¢tansportation in the no warning
condition.

Participants

Participants were 179 undergraduates (52 malefetfiéle, 1 declined to indicate
sex) completing the experiment for class credit.

Unfortunately, 36 participants failed the storyzyuHowever, as mentioned
above, this may be a valid method of resistingymes®n, and so these participants were
not eliminated from analysfs.

Also, 38 patrticipants failed to accurately retlad instructions. However, the
choices for the instruction check item were, imagpect, more similar to one another
than would be ideal (for instance, the content wayicontains a "short quote from the
author"). Because no participant chose the traman "A description of the article
focusing on education,” none were eliminated fravalysis for failing to accurately

recall the instructions.
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Results

Attitude survey. As in Study 1, | used ANOVAs to compare the efigfotach
narrative condition to the baseline attitudes coodi The manipulation had a significant
effect for the Context item§;, (3, 175) = 12.40p < .01. Post-hoc tests indicated that the
means for the intent warning, the content warnamgl no warning were all higher than
that of participants who did not read the storykelwise, the same pattern emerged for
the Sympathy itemg; (3, 175) = 2.79p = .04. All participants exposed to the story
demonstrated higher endorsement of these attithdesparticipants who did not read
narrative.

However, the manipulation did not significantlyesht the Helping set of itemb,
(3,175) = 1.79p = .15.

All three of these results contradict my hypotkdkat the intent warning would
invoke stronger resistance than the other two tigeraonditions. The means for each of
these variables is in Table 3.1.

Monetary donation. The manipulation did not have a significant effiec the
money donation variablé&, (3, 175) = 2.0p = .12. The means for this variable are in
Table 3.2.

Logic survey. The items on this survey showed good reliabitity, .87, and so
they were averaged to create a single variable ni@nipulation did not have a
significant effect on this variabl&, (3, 172) = 1.61p = .19.

Transportation. Like in Study 1, the baseline attitudes groupldmot be

included in this analysis, and so the means oirttemt warning and content warning
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groups were compared to that of the no warninggrothe manipulation did not cause a
significant difference in transportatio,(2, 129) = 0.51p = .60.

Character response survey. The manipulation did not have a significant effect
on emotional response to the characters in thg,$tq2, 129) = 0.03p = .97.

Self-reported resistance. Warning also had no effect on the amount of rescea
participants reported enactirfg(2, 129) = 0.85p = .45. The means of the narrative
items are in Table 3.3.

MRM. To test whether MRM affected transportation omhen participants
were warned, | predicted transportation from MRM &mom dummy-coded variables
representing membership in the intent warning amdent warning condition&® = .11,

F (3, 132) = 5.29p < .01. A subsequent model including the intetacterms R = .11,
F (5, 130) = 3.23p = .01, did not explain significantly more of thariance in
transportation, indicating that the overall intéi@c is not significant: MRM did not
differentially affect transportation in the warningnditions than in the no-warining
condition.

Discussion

Hypotheses. H1 received only minimal support: of the deperidemiables, the
content warning condition only led to more sucaglsgfsistance for the Helping scale.
However, for these items, the intent warning was @s successful, and for the monetary
donation question, the content condition's meanaméslarger than that of the baseline
attitudes condition by a marginally significant degy Thus, generally speaking, the
content warning did not appear to inspire more sssftl resistance than warning of

intent alone.
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H2 was not validated: Mind-Reading Motivation diot lead to lower
transportation in the intent and content warningditions.

Warnings and resistance. One major problem perhaps explaining the faitare
reject the null hypotheses is that the warnings hee failed to motivate participants to
attempt resistance. When asked to report how thasdworked to resist the messages in
the story, participants in the intent warning coiodi (M = 2.83) and those in the content
warning condition, (M = 2.84) both scored themsslas offering little resistance. In
fact, approximately 30% of participants in both dibions rated their efforts as a 1 on the
1-7 scale.

The initial thought listings confirmed that thewiamgs left many participants
with no desire to resist the story. Even partistpavho noted the story's author was
going to attempt to influence them often reportedstmiong desire to avoid that influence.
For example, one participant wrote, "I might falkeélthe author is trying to force her
beliefs on me. | will try to be open about whatetrer subject is, but still keep my
personal opinions in mind as | read. | will paysdattention to what she is trying to
convince me to agree with her on."

In fact, many participants specifically noted ttiaty intended to approach the
narrative with an open mind. For example, oneigpent wrote the following after
being given the intent warning, "I'd take everythwith a grain of salt, as | should. She
may have a legitimate point and she may be bringamge real issues to light. It
completely depends on what she is writing about."”

Among participants given the content warning,rgdanumber of participants

actually reported strong agreement with the authgmals, making no reference to her
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duplicity or to the warning's stated consequenéegyjreement. For instance, one
participant wrote, "l strongly agree with the deicChildren that are surrounded by drugs
in an everyday lifestyle and more likely to becomeeustom to this habit. In order to
prevent further addiction, we must take a standnagéhis issue within the given
communities..." Generally, despite the strong wayaf the warnings, participants did
not seem sufficiently motivated to resist. It iscaimportant to note that no participants
reported skepticism about the warning itself.

One possible reason for this is the study poparlathe academic setting may
have led participants to be especially concerneld appearing open-minded. Also,
while | made efforts to make the content warniriguant to the students, students may
be especially unlikely to have spare money to dot@atharity, making many of the
story's themes more distant than they would beraike.

Regardless, the failure of manipulation unfortehakeaves the general questions
of this study unanswered. It is still unclear hosople spontaneously enact resistance to
narrative persuasion given effective intent or eahforewarnings. It is also unclear
whether participants' lack of motivation to restgmmed from unwarranted confidence
in their ability to resist the messages, or if tkayply did not mind the prospect of being
convinced by the forthcoming narrative. Unfortuahatthis leaves open the question of

whether the third-person effect is an importantfeain narratives' persuasiveness.
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General Discussion

| was unable to find strong evidence for any ofpngdicted effects in Study 1 or
Study 2. In Study 1, it was the counterarguingmention and not the no-transportation
intervention that seemed to lead to more successfidtance. However, the general
pattern of results was muddied. When instructeavtnd transportation, participants
reduced their emotional reactions to the specharacters in the story, but when
instructed to prepare counterarguments, particgpaagorted lower agreement with
general attitudes about people in the charactéugti®n. Although my hypotheses were
not confirmed, and thus | cannot conclude that reim@ untransported is a more
effective strategy of resisting narrative influenteese results do shed light on the
mechanisms behind people's attempts to resist@ssiofluence.

In Study 2, | was again unable to find supportfyr hypotheses. However, | did
find small support for a replication of the findsgf Study 1: Participants who were
given the content warning (and thus were able épge counterarguments) did not
choose to donate more money to a story-relevamitglthan people not exposed to the
story, while participants just given an intent wagndid. While it would be foolish to
place too much emphasis on an effect that is sdl smmaagnitude, it does appear that
participants who directly confronted the attitudeshe story (either through instruction
or being explicitly warned about them) were lesliing to apply the story's themes of
charity to their own behavior.

The failure of Study 2 is likely explained by wangs that did not inspire the

desired resistance to the story's themes. How#hierfailure is enlightening in its own



way. Despite knowing that they were to read aystaitten by a greedy, duplicitous
author and that the consequences of being perswaalgdd be contributing to the
destitution of American veterans, many participafswed no evidence of attempting to
resist the story's persuasive effect. Thus, fublaeea of study would be to examine
exactly why it is so difficult to spontaneously pi® resistance to forthcoming narrative
persuasion.

Given that stories are typically used for entartant, it will especially be
important to consider that people’s motivations rhaymore complex regarding
persuasive narratives than traditional persuagpeas. In many cases, the pleasure of
engaging with a good story may cause people metivit transport themselves despite
being fully aware of potential persuasive impathis fact may have influenced why
participants showed little motivation to resist e\ggven a strong warning.

Forewarning and transportation. Study 1 found that participants who were told
to remain distant from the story did not report éswransportation into that story.
However, | do not believe this finding to be theuk of a failure of the manipulation,
because participants given this instruction sudagkept themselves from being
emotionally involved with the characters in thedstu These results suggest that people
may have insufficiently broad lay-theories abow@t Ways they can be "drawn into" a
narrative: they focused their attention on remajraald toward the characters but did not
keep themselves from being cognitively and imagwett drawn into the story.

Researchers are increasingly interested in the wawhich adopting the
experiences of fictional characters can affectveald attitudes (e.g. Kaufman & Libby,

2012; Carpenter & Green, under review), but thdifigs of Study 1 imply that too much
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focus on the persuasive power of characters may dti@ntion away from the important
effects of narratives more generally. In the fatur will be important to specifically
look at the ways narratives can be persuasive liejymh having characters whose
experiences are emotionally engaging.

Simultaneous narrative persuasion. Finally, one finding in both studies may
illuminate the effects of attempted resistanceasfipipants. In both studies, participants
warned or told to resist successfully avoided b@eguaded about the importance of
actually helpingdrug users. However, also in both studies, bekppsed to the story led
to higher endorsement of tiraportance of contexXor drug users, regardless of
condition.

These results may illustrate one pernicious aspfestbries: they are almost
necessarily laden with large amounts of informatad they can be persuasive about
many things at once. Participants were able tstréee narrative's blatant message about
charity, but they showed no ability or desire toidvthe more subtle message about the
importance of context. In the future, it may bgaortant to examine whether an obvious,
"decoy" message in a story can reduce resistam@adoa more subtle, concurrent
message.

Ability. One factor these studies touch on only sliglgtithe issue of ability.
Because maintaining a critical distance from aatase is something often explicitly
taught in school, education level may be a veryartgnt factor in people’s ability to
remain untransported by a story, even when theyrirthe future, it will be important to
examine a wider population to assess this hypahespecially because it implies certain

segments of society may be especially at risk ofamed narrative persuasion.
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Narrative medium. Another issue not addressed in these studies i&zmed
narratives are often in text form, but they alspesy in movies, television, video games,
internet blogs, and even conversations. It is fe#rovhether people attempt different
defenses for stories appearing in different meatia, people possess different lay-
theories about the persuasiveness of narrativessanedia (e.g., if people consider
films generally persuasive but video games notyasise). Complicating the issue,
previous research in other media, particularly eigames and virtual reality simulations,
tends to use a measure similar to transportationibtinct from it, presence (e.g.
Lombard & Ditton, 1997), which makes cross-medi@seiarch somewhat difficult.
Nonetheless, in the future, it will be importanetdend these findings to other media and
to see if similar effects apply to narratives higlpresence as in narratives high in
transportation.

Conclusion. Stories are often dense collections of informatand that is just
one reason that they can be such effective agéptrsuasion. The results of these
studies were likewise complex: forewarnings areusaess at minimizing this kind of
attitude change, but the evidence remains decidatdgd about how a warning best
provokes resistance and about what kind of resistarorks best. Despite my failure to
confirm my hypotheses, Study 1 illustrated twotsigges attempted by resisters:
remaining cold toward the specific story's chanagtend refusing to have sympathy
toward people in the characters' situations, astatved that neither strategy is fully
effective. Study 2 then demonstrated the difficolt invoking spontaneous resistance to

narrative influence.
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In general, perhaps people are not sufficientgpstious about narratives, and
they would be well-served to follow the examplel®eFahrenheit 45Jand destroy all
books that could be manipulative. However, thégdias may be early steps toward a
far less drastic and more socially beneficial sohuto the problem of unwanted narrative

persuasion.
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Endnotes

'0One wave of data collection was carried out befloeepresent study (N = 197).
However, upon observing the results, it was cleat participants did not understand the
instructions. Study 1 was carried out with revigetructions, which are the ones
described.

The survey also included the need for cognitiofes@@acioppo, Petty, & Kao, 1984)
However, it did not directly related to my hypotaessnor did it influence the effect of the
interventions, and so it was not included in analy3he survey also included a series of
narrative tendency questions (e.g. "If a noveltoryshas themes you don't like, how easy
is it for you to disengage from the story?"), duwas determined these items were
redundant to the more established transportalsiife. Finally, participants were asked
how long they would choose to incarcerate charadtethe story. However, these
guestions could not be analyzed due to a large puofiparticipants giving non-
numerical responses (i.e. "life in prison™).

% The percentage of participants failing the storizgiid not differ significantly by
condition, ¥ (3, N=87) = 0.01p > .99.

“The same pattern of non-significance held truefoother dependent variables.

*The survey also included the emotion regulatiorstiornaire (Gross & John, 2003). It
did not affect the manner that participants reatdeitie warnings, nor did it relate
directly to my hypotheses, so it was not includednalysis.

®One wave of data was collected (N = 67) before eonover the strength of the
manipulations led me to revise them to be strof@er. adding to the intent warning that
the author stood to benefit financially). Thesigioal data are not included in analysis,
and the revised instructions are the ones deschibtuls paper.

"Deleting participants who failed the story quiz diut affect the significance level of any
of the dependent variables. Furthermore, as idyStuthe percentage of participants
failing the story quiz did not differ significantlyy condition,;f(3, N=179) = 1.45p =

.69.
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Table 2.1

Mean attitude responses by condition in Study th(standard deviations in

parentheses)
Baseline Counterargument No- . No intervention
transportation
Context 4.13 (0.70) 5.10(0.77)* 5.13 (0.58)* 4.94 (0.82)*
Sympathy 4.22 (0.75)  3.56 (1.06)* 4.20 (0.80) 4.37 (0.88)
Helping 4.69 (0.60) 4.68 (1.32) 5.10 (1.09) 5.37 (1.09)*

Note: Italics indicate comparison conditiofi.indicates a significantly different value
from the comparison condition (p < .05)
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Table 2.2

Mean monetary donation by condition in Study 1{wtandard deviations in

parentheses)
i No- : :
Baseline Counterargument . No intervention
transportation
Monetary .
donation 2.46 (1.02) 3.02 (2.66) 3.70 (2.01) 3.40 (2.66)

Note:Scale is in dollars. ltalics indicate comparisondition. * indicates a
significantly different value from the comparisaondlition (p < .10)
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Table 2.3

Means of transportation, character response suraeg, subjective resistance in Study 1
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

No intervention Counterargument No- .
transportation
Transportation 4.73 (0.82) 4.24 (0.77)* 4.45 (0.75)
Character response  5.77 (0.65) 5.46 (1.02) 5.14 (0.94)*
Resistance 2.81 (1.50) 2.33 (1.65) 4.29 (1.90)*

Note: Italics indicate comparison conditiori indicates a significantly different value
from the comparison condition (p < .05)
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Table 3.1

Mean attitude responses by condition in Study th(standard deviations in

parentheses)
Baseline Contgnt Intent warning No warning
warning
Context 4.29 (0.57) 4.83(0.63)* 4.98 (0.67)* 4.98 (0.58)*
Sympathy 3.79 (0.82) 4.13(0.81)* 4.23 (0.82)* 4.17 (0.68)*
Helping 4.69 (1.01) 5.06 (1.02) 5.10 (1.15) 5.17 (1.04)*

Note:Italics indicate comparison conditiofi.indicates a significantly different value
from the comparison condition (p < .05)
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Table 3.2

Mean monetary donation by condition in Study 2{\wtandard deviations in

parentheses)

. Content Intent warning .
Baseline . No warning
warning
Monetary donation| 2.66 (1.22) 3.30 (2.26) 3.50 (2.56)* 3.77 (2.71)*

Note:Scale is in dollars. lItalics indicate comparisondition. * indicates a
significantly different value from the comparisoondition (p < .10)
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Table 3.3

Means of transportation, character response suraeg, subjective resistance in Study 2
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

No warning Content warning

Intent warning
Transportation 4.73 (0.89) 4.80 (0.83) 4.91 (0.78)
Character response 5.23 (1.04) 5.25 (0.95) 5.28 (1.00)
Resistance 2.47 (1.20) 2.83 (1.64) 2.82 (1.60)

Note:Italics indicate comparison conditiori indicates a significantly different value
from the comparison condition (p < .05)
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Appendix A

Note: Highlighted sections indicate text addedStudy 2.

"Jimmy's World"

Jimmy is 8 years old and a third-generation heanidict, a precocious little boy with soft hair,
velvety brown eyes and needle marks freckling #igybsmooth skin of his thin brown arms.

He nestles in a large beige reclining chair inliviag room of his home in Southeast Washington.
There is an almost cherubic expression on his snoalhd face as he talks about life--clothes, mottey
Baltimore Orioles, and heroin. He has been ancaddice the age of 5.

His hands are clasped behind his head, fancy mgrstioes adorn his feet, and a striped Polo T-
shirt hangs over his thin frame. “l got me sixludse.”

Jimmy’s is a world of hard drugs, fast money amldood life he believes both can bring. Every
day, junkies casually buy heroin from Ron, his neohlive-in lover, in the dining room of Jimmy'®me.
They “cook” it in the kitchen and “fire up” in tHeedrooms. And every day, Ron or someone elsedjpes
Jimmy, plunging a needle into his bony arms, semthe fourth grader into a hypnotic nod.

Jimmy prefers this atmosphere to school, wherg oné subject seems relevant to fulfilling his
dreams. “I want to have me a cool car and dresd gad also have me a good place to live,” he says.
“So, | pretty much pay attention in math becaukedw | got to keep up when | finally get me somethi
to sell.”

Jimmy wants to sell drugs, maybe even on the bistrmeanest street, Condon Terrace SE, and
some day deal heroin, he says, “just like my mam.R

Ron, 27, was the one who first turned Jimmy ode’tl be buggin’ me all the time about what the
shots were and what people was doin’ and one dagide ‘When can | get off?”” Ron says, leaning
against a wall in a narcotic haze, his eyes halet, yet piercing. “I said, ‘Well s---, you caave some
now." | let him snort a little and, damn, thelditlude really did get off.”

Six months later, Jimmy was hooked. “I felt likewas part of what was goin’ down,” he says. ‘I
can't really tell you how it feel. You never doamy? Sort of like them rides at King’s Dominiolike if
you was to go on all of them in one day.”

“It be real different from pot (marijuana). Thababy s---. Don’t nobody here hardly ever smoke
pot. It ain’t worth it.”

Ron usually laughs when Jimmy says such thingigy(Mean Jim," Ron calls him when the tough,
grown-up side emerges), but only with his typicabdoess. There is just one subject that can liriginy
emotion in Ron: his former home, New Orleans. "Yom't want to hear about that," is all he evessay
the topic, a hitch in his voice that makes him sbaluer than he is.

Jimmy’s mother Andrea accepts her son’s habitfasteof life, although she will not inject the
child herself and does not like to see others do it
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“I don't really like to see him fire up,” she say®8ut, you know, | think he would have got it@nt
it one day, anyway. Everybody does. When youilivéhe ghetto, it's all a matter of survival... wbat
there is going to help us? If he wants to get afs@y it when he’s older, then that'’s his thingutBight
now, things are better for us than they ever bdanugs and black folk been together for a very lange.”

Heroin has become a part of life in many of Wagton’s neighborhoods, affecting thousands of
teenagers and adults who feel cut off from the evarbund them, and filtering down to the untold bens
of children like Jimmy who are bored with schoddftered by life, and apparently forgotten by thet of
America. There is no safety net for Jimmy. Sopralgrams for drug abuse prevention and rehabditati
are focused on teenagers and young adults, natrehil

But on street corners and playgrounds acrossithgaungsters often no older than 10 relate with
uncanny accuracy the names of important dealdtwin neighborhoods, and the going rate for theires.
For the uninitiated, they can recite the colortetaand smell of things such as heroin, cocaing, an
marijuana, and rattle off all the colors in a rambmade of pills.

The heroin problem in the District has grown tcatviome call epidemic proportions, with the
daily influx of so-called “Golden Crescent” herdinm Iran, Pakistan, and Afghanistan making the cit
fourth among six listed by the U.S. Drug Enforcetm&gency as major points of entry for heroin in the
United States. The “Golden Crescent” heroin isrgder and cheaper than the Southeast Asian and
Mexican varieties previously available on the dtraad its easy accessibility has added to whabkas a
serious problem in the nation’s capital. Law eoémnent agencies and hospitals are both too finiyncia
starved to address the situation, and there iseangied for resources to address this problem.’$.C
medical examiner, James Luke, has recorded a stiatiacrease in the number of deaths from heroin
overdose, from seven in 2009 to 43 so far this.year

Death has not yet been a visitor to the house avbienmy lives.

The kitchen and upstairs bedrooms are a humaagmllPeople of all shapes and sizes drift into
the dwelling and its various rooms, some jittegytight and anxious for a fix, others calm and serafter
they finally “get off.”

A fat woman wearing a white uniform and blond wiigh a needle jabbed in it like a hatpin,
totters down the staircase announcing that shiedifig fine.” A teen-age couple drifts througle tihont
door, the girl proudly pulling a syringe of the &/psed by diabetics form the hip pocket of her phliow-
rise jeans. “Got me a new one,” she says to ndroparticular as she and her boyfriend wandetwthe
kitchen to cook their smack and shoot each other up

These are normal occurrences in Jimmy'’s worldlikdmmost children his age, he doesn’t usually
go to school, preferring instead to hang out witteoboys between the ages of 11 and 16 who sjnemd t
day getting high on pot (marijuana) or meth (criysiathadone) and doing a little dealing to collguare
change.

When Jimmy does find his way into the classrodris, fo learn more about his favorite subject--
math.

“You got to know how to do some figuring if you mtao go into business,” he says
pragmatically. Using his mathematical skills iryarther line of work is a completely foreign notion

“They don’t BE no jobs,” Jimmy says. “You gothave some money to do anything, got to make
some cash. Got to be selling something peopleyalwant to buy. Ron say people always want to buy
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some drugs. My mama say it, too. She be usiagdther mama be using it. It's always going to be
somebody who can use it...”

“The rest of them dudes on the street is shanmpu g6t to know how many of them are out there,
how much they charge for all the different s---ongonna buy from them and where their spots bey..th
bad, you know, cause they in business for themsel#én’'t nobody really telling them how to act.”

In a city overflowing with what many consider pos role models for a black child with almost
any ambition--doctors, lawyers, politicians, bamk&gidents--Jimmy wants most to be a good dope deale
He says that when he is older, “maybe about 11\uteld like to “go over to Condon Terrace (notosou
for its open selling of drugs and violent way dé)ior somewhere else and sell.” With the monegdys
he would buy a German Shepherd dog and a bicydgbena basketball, and save the rest “so | cowd bu
some real s--- and sell it.”

His mother doesn’t view Jimmy’s ambitions withrata perhaps because drugs are as much a way
of Andrea’s world as they are of her son’s.

She never knew her father. Like her son, Andpeather childhood with her mother and the man
with whom she lived for 15 years. She recalls trtmother’s boyfriend routinely forced her and he
younger sister to have sex with him and Jimmy ésptioduct of one of those rapes.

Depressed and discouraged after his birth (I 'dieen name him, you know? My sister liked
the name Jimmy and | said, ‘OK, call him that, vgiees a fu--? | guess we got to call him something
don’t we?™) she quickly accepted the offer of harfsom a woman who used to shoot up with her mothe

Three years later, the family moved after poliseovered the shooting gallery in their home and
many of Andrea’s sources of heroin dried up. $ineed to prostitution and shoplifting to suppo#250-
a-day habit. Soon after, she met Ron, who hadhjiested from New Orleans and was selling heroine Sh
saw him as a way to get off the street and readjiged when he asked her to move in with him.

“I was tired of sleeping with all those differetiides and boosting (shoplifting) at Wal-Mart. And
| didn’t think it would be bad for Jimmy to haverse kind of man around,” she says. “I mean, who else
going to help us out? You?”

Indeed, social workers in the Southeast Washingtmnmunity say that so many young black
children become involved with drugs because thesdeav opportunities for breaking the cycle of paye
and addiction, a problem that local agencies laekrécourses to mitigate.

“A lot of these parents (of children involved wilhugs) are the unwed mothers of the past ten
years and they are bringing up their children gt tind error,” says Linda Gilbert, a social workéthe
underfunded Southeast Neighborhood House.

“The family structure and the community suppomas there so they [the children] establish a
relationship with their peers. If the peers ate uirugs, it won't be very long before the kids &re...they
don’t view drugs as illegal, and if they are makingney, too, then it's going to be OK in the eyéaro
economically deprived community. If more were déméelp the community overall, then that wouldpsto
the problems from even beginning."

Addicts who have been feeding their habits foy8&rs or more are not uncommon in Jimmy’s
world, and although medical experts say that tiseas extremely high risk of his death from an dese,
it is not inconceivable that he will live to reaatiulthood.
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“He might already be close to getting a lethaledoBr. Dorynne Czechowicz of the National
Institute on Drug Abuse says. “Much of this depeod the amount he’s getting and the frequency with
which he’s getting it. But | would hate to saytthés early death is inevitable. He could certaigdgw into
an addicted adult. If he were to get treatmemrabably isn’t too late to help him. But the fungijust
isn’t there right now for the programs that coudes these children — that has to change if we teagive
kids like Jimmy a chance at a normal life.”

Longitudinal studies have shown that early intatian to prevent and stop drug use among
children has a good track record of success. De#pit urgent and growing youth drug problem, featest
and local governments have been willing to funchguograms. “We have to make tough budget choices
every day,” said one city councilman, who declitethe identified on the record. He continued, “The
unfortunate truth is that helping one group takeayamoney from another group who needs it."

"It's easy to blame a woman with no apparent desicare for a young child, and it's even easier
to blame the drug dealer getting them both highlbest says, frustration clear in her tone. "Batiyand |
can't understand the hopelessness they live wéhyeday. | can't just tell them to be responsfbletheir
children, because how can they see dealing drugeeaponsible when they believe it's their onlyyved
putting food on the table?"

She sighs and casts a hopeless eye to her biddddey of urgent cases. "l grew up poor and |
grew up black, and | never turned to drugs," slys.saBut | didn't grow ugtuck Economically,
psychologically, some of these neighborhoods asttjapped. The tragedy is, most of these peoplddv
be wonderful parents under different conditionslér organization was forced to close from lack of
funding last month.

At the end of an evening of strange questions alhiguife, Jimmy slowly changes into a different
child. The calm and self-assured little man resedghe jittery and ill-behaved boy takes over abégins
going into withdrawal. He is twisting uncomfortgldh his chair one minute, irritatingly raising and
lowering a vinyl window blind the next.

“Be cool,” Ron admonishes him, walking out of tok@em.
Jimmy picks up a green “Star Wars” force beamatogt begins flicking the light on and off.

Ron comes back into the living room, syringe indhaand calls the little boy over to his chair:
“Let me see your arm.”

He grabs Jimmy’s left arm just above the elbow,rhassive hand tightly encircling the child’s
small limb. The needle slides into the boy’s s#fh like a straw pushed into the center of a fsebaked
cake. Liquid ebbs out of the syringe, replacedtight red blood. The blood is then reinjected itfite
child.

Jimmy has closed his eyes during the whole prasgdwt now he opens them, looking quickly
around the room. He climbs into a rocking chail aits, his head slipping and snapping uprightragai
what addicts call “the nod.”

“Pretty soon, man,” Ron says, “you got to learmho do this for yourself.”
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Appendix B
Attitude Questionnaire

Sometimes individuals’ attitudes affect how thegpend to a story. Please give your
opinions for the questions below. There are nbtrig wrong answers, so please answer
each question as honestly as possible.

1. Society should do more to help the very poor

2. Teenagers who take hard drugs like cocaine mirhean’t have successful lives as an
adult.

3. People convicted of taking hard drugs shouldagsabe given the option of drug
counseling.

4. People convicted of taking hard drugs shouldagibe required to do at least some
jail time.

5. Children should always be supervised by a resptaadult.
6. Social programs with goals to assist young peaplays seem to fail.
7. People who are addicted to cocaine or heroimemonsible for their own behavior.

8. The influence of people in a person’s neighbochcan lead that person to doing hard
drugs.

9. The city or town where a person is raised \e#ld the people living there to doing
hard drugs.

10. Parents should always be held responsibléér thildren’s cocaine or heroin use.

11. Other members of society should express sympattihose people who are addicted
to hard drugs like cocaine or heroin.

12. Society should construct more drug counselimics and fund more drug
counselors.

13. People who die from a drug death overdose paiten what they deserved.
14. Drugs are a race problem.
15. Becoming addicted to hard drugs is easy.

16. Getting addicted to drugs is beyond a perscorgrol.
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17. Drug addiction among children is an imporfamatblem in the United States.

18. People who provide illegal drugs to youngadgih should be severely punished.
19. Poverty makes people more likely to use hard drugs.

20. Individual responsibility is the most importantrigi

21. The poor are more likely to commit crimes thanribb

22. Money should be given to programs that wowligh kchildren at risk of being
addicted to drugs, even if it would take away frotiher beneficial programs.

23. Jimmy (the boy in the article) should be restbfrom his current situation as soon
as possible.

24. | feel protectiveness toward Jimmy.
25. Jimmy is blameless.

26. Jimmy'’s situation is part of a larger sociahtd, rather than a result of specific
circumstances.

27. If I had the chance to meet Jimmy at the agis boday, | would want to.

28. If | had grown up in Jimmy's position, | would haween in danger of becoming
addicted to hard drugs

In general, how long do you believe someone wiie deugs to a child should be put in
jail? years

If you had the power to put Ron in jail, how lorwguld you put him there? That is, how
long would you want him incarcerated if you had ptete power over that?
years

If you had the power to put Jimmy’s mother in jaibw long would you put her there?
That is, how long would you want her incarcerafegu had complete power over that?
years
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Please indicate how strongly you reacted emotigralthe following individuals. By
"emotional reaction,” we mean any emotions atrelppiness, sadness, pity, anger, etc.

Jimmy
1234567
not at all very much

What emotion did you mostly feel about Jimmy?
Jimmy's mother

1234567

not at all very much

What emotion did you mostly feel about Jimmy's neoth

Ron
1234567
not at all very much

What emotion did you mostly feel about Ron?
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Transportation Questionnaire

Choose the number under each question that h@sisents your opinion about the
article you just read.

1. While | was reading the article, | could eagigture the events in it taking place.

2. While | was reading the article, activity goiog in the room around me was on my
mind.

3. I could picture myself in the scene of the eésalescribed in the article.
4. | was mentally involved in the article whileadkng it.

5. After the article ended, | found it easy to pwatut of my mind.

6. | wanted to learn how the article ended.

7. The article affected me emotionally.

8. | found myself thinking of ways the article ¢dinave turned out differently.
9. | found my mind wandering while reading thechet

10. The events in the article are relevant to weryday life.

11. The events in the article have changed my life

12. | had a vivid mental image of Jimmy.

13. I had a vivid mental image of Jimmy’s mother.

14. 1 had a vivid mental image of Ron (the boyfdeof Jimmy’s mother).
15. I had a vivid mental image of the home in viihianmy lived.

16. | had a vivid mental image of the city in white article took place.
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Thought Listing

In the space below, please take a minute or twWigttall of the thoughts you had when
you were reading the narrative. Don’t worry abspetlling or grammar—just write down
all the thoughts you can recall. These thoughtg Inegpositive, negative, or neutral
toward the narrative. Please do not spend morelHaminutes on this section.
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Story quiz

Please answer these questions to the best ofdlity. If you do not know the answer
to a question, just make your best guess basechahyeu remember.

1. What was the name of the main character irstibwgy?

2. Approximately how old was the main charactethim story?
3. What was the “hard drug” mentioned the moshedtory?
4. What is the main character’s favorite subjecdhool?

5. How did the main character’'s mother supportéiétsefore moving in with her
boyfriend?

6. What object does the main character hold ifakescene of the story?

7. What is at least one thing the main charaatends to buy when after he has made
money?

8. What is the main character’s favorite basediealin?
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For each of the statements below, please indich&ther or not the statement is
characteristic of you or of what you believe. h¢tstatement is extremely uncharacteristic of
you or of what you believe (not at all like youleg@se choose 1. If the statement is
extremely characteristic of you or of what you éed (very much like you), please choose 5.

1. | prefer complex to simple problems.

2. llike to have the responsibility of hangla situation that requires a lot of
thinking.

3. Thinking is not my idea of fun.

4. 1would rather do something requirindgdithought than something that is sure

to challenge my thinking abilities.

5. | try to anticipate and avoid situatiorigeeve there is likely chance | will have to
think in depth about something.

6. |find satisfaction in deliberating hardidor long hours.

7. lonlythink as hard as | have to.

8. I preferto think about small, daily paigeto long-term ones.

9. llike tasks that require little thoughte I've learned them.

10.  The idea of relying on thought to makewnay to the top appeals to me.

11. I really enjoy a task that involves cogrup with new solutions to problems.
12.  Learning new ways to think doesn’t exgigevery much.

13. | prefer my life to be filled with puzgléhat | must solve.

14. _ The notion of thinking abstractly is agdp& to me.

15.  lwould prefer a task that is intellettddficult, and important to one that is

somewhat important but does not require much thiough

16. | feel relief rather than satisfactiotiea€ompleting a task that required a lot of
mental effort.

17. It's enough for me that something getgab done; | don’t care how or why it
works.

18. I usually end up deliberating about issxe&n when they do not affect me
personally.
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Transportability Scale

Before you read the short story, we are interestgour typical reactions when you
read stories. These may include novels, newsspees, or other kinds of narratives.
Please select the number by each question thatdgssents your opinions and
experiences with narratives and stories you haae.re

1. While | am reading stories, | can easitipee the events in them taking place.

2. While | am reading stories, activity goorgin the room around me is on my

3. | can picture myself in the scene of thenév described in stories.

4. | am mentally involved in stories whiledse them.

5. After finishing stories, | find it easypat them out of my mind.

6. | want to learn how stories end.

7. Stories affect me emotionally.

8. I find myself thinking of ways stories cotave turned out differently.
9. I find my mind wandering while reading ster

10. The events in stories are relevant to veyyelay life.

11. The events in stories have changed my life

12. Sometimes | react to events in storieslagere one of the characters.
13. | can become so absorbed in a story floagyét the world around me.
14. Characters in stories can seem real to me.

15. I have vivid mental images of settingstaracters in stories.

16. The idea of reading stories for fun daewally appeal to me.

17. Characters in stories sometimes feelfligads of mine.

18. Stories affect my mood.

19. | sometimes want to communicate with attara in stories (for example, when
reading a murder mystery, | want to warn charadteasthe killer is near.)
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Mind-Reading Motivation

Please indicate the extent to which you agree eatth of the statements below. Use a 1
to 7 scale, where 1 represents “strongly disagie®]’7 represents “strongly agree.”

1. When | meet new people, | like wondering howytget to where they are in life.
2. If someone's actions do not relate to me diyettienerally do not concern
myself with why they do what they do.

3. When | am conversing with more than one perkbke to think about how one
person is interpreting what another person sagisarconversation.

4. | don't tend to actively seek out other peopigmions, even when they probably
agree with my own.

5. I rarely find myself wondering what other peogte thinking.

6. There is just something intriguing about theghsdifferent people can offer
about someone else's motivations and perspective.

7. In a social group, | don’'t make any special gffo keep track of what each
person thinks about the other people in the group.

8. When | see two strangers arguing, | often catgbkelf speculating on what their
conflict is.

9. People who disagree with me about importanessue generally just
misinformed.

10. It is pointless to try to see things from otpeople's points of view.

11. I have little patience for listening to otheople's problems

12. If | can tell where someone is coming fromphd need other people's thoughts
on the matter.

13. If the way | define something works for mephd need to know what other
people think about it.

14. Everyone is pretty much the same.

15. I have no real curiosity about what someone ’light be thinking unless it
involves me.

16. Thinking too much about what someone else wamfisels will just get in the
way of doing what | need to do.

17. I really don't like the idea that being awafesomeone else’s perspective,
viewpoint, or thoughts could change the way | think

18. The more different a person is from me, theemiateresting it is to think about
their motivations.

19. No matter how well you know someone, therdvisgs something new to learn
about why they do what they do.

20. | honestly don't feel that there’s anythingeiiening about being open to other
people’s perspectives, whoever they are.

21. | just have a hard time getting excited abdluha different ways people might
see the same thing.

22. When I'm interacting with people, I try to tkiof them the way they think
about themselves.

23. It’s silly to feel like you should “protect ymelf” from other people’s thoughts
or viewpoints.

24. It's honestly just kind of boring to speculateout all the things that people
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could be thinking.

25. Some people are just so different from mengsworth spending any time
trying to figure out what they’re thinking.

26. I'm open to speculating about pretty much ammgilsomeone else might be
thinking.
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Narrative Tendencies

1. Did you think the article you read might ha¥ieeted your beliefs or opinions about
real-world issues?

2. Did you try to prevent the article you readnfraffecting your beliefs or opinions?

3. When you read, watch, or otherwise engage wiittianal narrative, how often do
you notice yourself becoming consciously awargsfhiemes or morals?

4. If a novel or story has themes or morals youtdike, how easy is it for you to
disengage yourself from that story?

5. If you try to focus on a narrative from a critipoint of view, how likely is it that you
will get drawn into its plot and characters anyway?

6. Overall, how often do you find yourself remamidetached from a book or film, rather
than being immersed?

Had you heard or read the experiment article befatering this study?
No, | had not read or heard this article teefoday
Yes, | have read or hear this article before

If yes, where did you read or hear the article?

Which of the following is closest to the instruets you were given before the story?

a. To write down ways to keep from getting immersethe story

b. To write down thoughts about magazines in geénera

c. To write down thoughts against the argumenigpéeeted to encounter in the story
d. To write down interpretations about the authfahe story
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Demographic Information

It is helpful to us to know something about theddrof people who are participating in
our studies. Please complete the demographicnation below. Again, all of your
responses will be kept completely confidential.

Sex: Male Female Intersex/Prefer not to say

Race:

Age:

Year in school: 12 345+

In which category does your major or intended mé&gt?
Humanities

Natural sciences

Social sciences

Arts

Other/Unsure

What is your political orientation?
very liberal

liberal

moderate

conservative

very conservative

If you had to choose one, which of the followingshaccurately descrinbes you?

Republican Democrat Independent

Major or intended major:

Out of 800, what was your score on the reading@eof the SAT? If you can’t
remember exactly, please estimate. If you didake the SAT, please write an X.

Do you have any comments about the study? Iblsase write them in the space below.
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*** Thank you very much for your participation! ***

This study was developed in part thanks to a grant the James McDaniel Memorial
Foundation. As part of this organization’s commitin® community philanthropy, they
have provided a fund which will be split among tharities considered most important
by the UNC student population.

We have decided to leave the allotment of thesdduirectly in the hands of our
participants. As such, we will ask you to diret03%o the following charities. You may
divide the $10 any way you wish: You may give ittalone charity, split it up evenly
among all five, or create any other combinatioriteAvard, we will simply add up the
amount given by every participant and donate tlamseunts to the charities.

Thank you for your help! Your cooperation helpsstesy true to the James McDaniel
Memorial Foundation’s dedication to giving studeat®le in philanthropic endeavors.

Please choose how to allot $10 among the followhmeyities. Again, you may divide the
money up however you wish, but please use all $10.

$ The K. Erickson Fund for the Protectiod Support of Firefighters

$ Meals on Wheels (providing meals for Hooo@d senior citizens)

$ The North Carolina Council of the Arts

$ The Albright Center (rehabilitation amde®r-counseling for teenage drug
users)

$ The NOMO Alliance (providing educatiom aounseling to fight adult
obesity)
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Appendix C
Categorized attitude items

Context Attitude ltems

People convicted of taking hard drugs should alvweeysequired to do at least some jalil
time.

Children should always be supervised by a resptenaitult.

The influence of people in a person’s neighborhcaxtlead that person to doing hard
drugs.

The city or town where a person is raised will Ifael people living there to doing hard
drugs.

Parents should always be held responsible for tmgidren’s cocaine or heroin use.
Poverty makes people more likely to use hard drugs.

Social programs with goals to assist young peomlays seem to fail.

People who provide illegal drugs to young childséouldbe severely punished.

The poor are more likely to commit crimes thanribb.

Sympathy Attitute ltems

People who are addicted to hard drugs are resgerfsittheir own behavior. (r)

Other members of society should express sympattihése people who are addicted to
hard drugs like cocaine or heroin.

Becoming addicted to hard drugs is easy.

Getting addicted to drugs is beyond a person’srobnt

Drug addiction among children is an important peoblin the United States.
Individual responsibility is the most importantrigi (r)

People who die from a drug overdose have gottert thieg deserved. (r)
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Helping Attitude Iltems

Society should construct more drug counseling cdimind fund more drug counselors.

Money should be given to programs that would héifgeen at risk of being addicted to
drugs, even if it would take away from other beciafiprograms.

Society should do more to help the very poor.

People convicted of taking hard drugs should alviseygiven the option of drug
counseling.
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Appendix D

We would like to ask you some questions about poootional life, in particular, how
you control (that is, regulate and manage) yourtems. The questions below involve
two distinct aspects of your emotional life. Ongasir emotional experience, or what
you feel like inside. The other is your emotiongbeession, or how you show your
emotions in the way you talk, gesture, or behavthodgh some of the following
guestions may seem similar to one another, thégrdif important ways.

1. When | want to feel more positive emofisuch as joy or amusement), |
change what I'm thinking about.

2. | keep my emotions to myself.

3. When | want to feel less negative eamofsuch as sadness or anger), | change
what I’'m thinking about.

4, When | am feeling positive emotionaim careful not to express them.

5. When I'm faced with a stressful sitoatil make myself think about it in a
way that helps me stay calm.

6. | control my emotions by not expresshegm.

7. When | want to feel more positive ematiochange the way I'm thinking
about the situation.

8. I control my emotions by changing theywthink about the situation I'm in.
9. When | am feeling negative emotionsakensure not to express them.
10. When | want to feel less negative eomoti change the way I'm thinking

about the situation.
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Which of the following is closest to the descriptipou were given before the story?

a. A short quote from the author describing hegntibns for the article

b. A description of the article focusing on theeetk of poverty and negligent parenting
c. A description of the article focusing on educati

d. A short description of the article containingdetail
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Below, you will see a set of statements which, thge are a logical argument in favor of
financially supporting programs which help poor Aroans to avoid drugs.

We want you to read through the statements. Fdr eae, please rate how believable
you find it. Don't worry if you aren't exactly suwhy you feel the way you do; just
report your first reaction.

1. Many people in the United States live in poverty

2. People who live in poverty often have difficuihaking ends meet and live in
unpleasant conditions.

3. Because of 2, poor parents are often unablppoogriately care for their children.

4. Children who grow up with insufficient care aftare not instilled with healthy or
moral values.

5. Children who grow up with insufficient care oftare undereducated, desperate, and
anxious.

6. Because of 4 and 5, poor children will be mdeely to use drugs or become involved
in the drug trade.

7. Using and selling drugs makes children lessylike grow up to be good parents as
adults.

8. Using and selling hard drugs is unhealthy fadividuals.
9. It is bad when children grow up to be inadeqpatents.
10. It is bad when people do things that are urthgal

11. Because of 7, 8, 9, and 10, it would be béttesociety if fewer people used or sold
illegal drugs such as heroin.

12. Properly funded government and private intetftees can ease the economic burden
on poor parents.

13. Properly funded government and private intetiees can help poor parents learn
how to better care for their children.

14. Properly funded government and private intetiees can directly educate poor
children to keep them from using illegal drugs sastheroin.

15. All citizens should do what they can to makeiety better.
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Conclusion A. Because of 12-15, all citizens shaulgport government and private
institutions that help poor communities.

Conclusion B. | am a United States Citizen, and thehould support government and
private institutions that help poor communities.

If possible, please say if you have any other nesi$or disagreeing with Conclusion A or

B. Again, don't spend too much effort trying ton#hof something; just write something
if it comes to mind easily. If you can't think afiything, just type N/A.
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