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2 TP A B S A Al 2
A= 24 2¥(moderated moderation model)
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Figure 1. Proposed Moderated Moderation Model
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Table 1. Study Participants’ Characteristics

2S5 72| A7|0e S 70| S HAIX|Q] 4= Futof 0l

Oélék

Variables (M, SD) Frequency (V) % (SD)
Male 384 49 .4
Gender
Female 393 50.6
Age 39.03 11.27
Elementary school or lower 1 0.1
Middle school graduate 9 1.2
Education level High school graduate 195 25.1
(M = 4.36,
SD = .986) Technical college graduate 137 17.6
College graduate 375 48.3
Graduate or higher 60 7.7
Fewer than 100 22 2.8
100 ~fewer than 200 52 6.7
200 ~fewer than 300 138 17.8
300 ~fewer than 400 170 21.9
Income level 400 ~fewer than 500 116 14.9
(M =5.77,
SD = 2.487) 500~ fewer than 600 95 12.2
600 ~fewer than 700 60 7.7
700 ~fewer than 800 57 7.3
800 ~fewer than 900 30 3.9
900 or higher 37 4.8
Unmarried 322 41.4
Marital status
Married 455 58.6
Nonsmokers 431 55.5
Smoking status Smokers 190 24.5
Ex-smokers 156 20.1
Note: Income Unit= 10,000 Won
Shi] mope] £712S ofglofolr} W Q= ulFE S EX
Qole}, AT BT 92 ool B BAR, F 2 A7) B WG B me} 3 ool
2 At slet @ AjolE S48 Esigl F8 59wt 22 dAA 37 28 A
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[Other-harm Ad]

[Self-harm Ad]

Figure 2. Message Stimuli
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Message appeal
(Message)
Persuasion Ethics RQ1
Schema (PES)
H1(-)
. H2(-) Attitudes toward the Ad /
Smoking status Behavioral Intention
RQ2
Message X RQ3 RQ4 RQ5
Smoking status Q Q °
Mes}s(age P}FES Message X PES
PES Smoking status X Smoking status

Figure 3. Statistically Tested Moderated Moderation Model")
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Table 2. Manipulation Check for Other-Harm vs. Self-Harm Message Appeal

Question wordings Message appeal N M (SD) t(775)
Other-Harm 393 5.56 (1.22)
(1) This ad shows that smoking can harm a child 15.02%**
Self-Harm 384 3.91(1.79)
Other-Harm 393 5.24 (1.33)
(2) This ad shows that smoking can harm oneself —7.56%**
Self-Harm 384 5.90 (1.10)
Other-Harm 393 5.08 (1.40)
(3) This ad highlights that smoking can harm others 12.39%**
Self-Harm 384 3.66(1.71)
(4) This ad highlights that smoking can harm smokers Other-Harm 393 5.08 (1.40) -
themselves Self-Harm 384 5.96 (1.12) '
**%p < 001
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Table 3. Results of Moderated Moderation Model (DV: Attitudes toward the Ad)

Factor B se t P 95% Cl

Persuasion ethics schema (PES) —.185 .078 —2.388 .017 (—.337, —.033)

Message appeal (Message) —.380 402 —.945 .345 (—1.169, .409)
Smoking status —1.246 .572 —2.178 .030 (—2.369, —.123)

PES x Message .196 112 1.747 .081 (—.024, .415)
Message x Smoker 1.405 .796 1.765 .078 (—.158, 2.967)

PES x Smoker .284 153 1.862 .063 (—.015, .584)
Message x PES x Smoker —.418 .208 —2.006 .045 (—.827, —.009)

Table 4. Results of Moderated Moderation Model (DV: Behavioral Intention)

Factor B se t p 95% ClI

Persuasion ethics schema (PES) .007 .067 102 919 (—.125, .139)

Message appeal (Message) 105 .349 .302 .763 (—.579, .789)
Smoking status —1.254 496 —2.529 012 (—2.228, —.281)

PES x Message —.012 .097 —.123 .902 (—.202, .179)

Message x Smoker .801 .690 1.161 .246 (—.553, 2.156)
PES x Smoker 276 132 2.086 .037 (.016, .535)
Message x PES x Smoker —.287 181 —1.586 113 (—.641, .068)

A At (A77Hd 1) & A5 |8 27} w355
(ATEA 1) 2 7] el eR1/ds) wAl 11 A FAEL HEY E 9wt v g AolEkal ¢
ol Bl e B 3E omote] IS et St B A Aut AS R Av|ukekgal
12} 3ieh. (Table 3) 3t (Table 4) OM Al Bl=o] I = FAH R AUloPﬂ FHAo]9)A]
gk afel o] wy H[F At wAlA] &b 3A WHHIEESH Al = - 185, FE @AF = 078,
B B=(H|EES A(B) = — 380, #

2 r= —2.388, p<.05), W& Jrote] BA=F
ZHse) = 402, t = —.945, p=.345 4 AROR FoJulshr] AU} Al =
O=(H|EES}F Al = 105, BF 2= 349, r 007, B& A = 067, r= 102, p = .919).
= .302, p = .763)2] TAR= FAZ 0= fojuls) é, ST} ASSh= WHAo] Hhokso)7] off
A gkoxet, 282 ZBAY, A9le 2FskaL A8}
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Table 5. Conditional Effects Model (DV: Attitudes toward the Ad)

Factor B se t p 95% ClI
PESM —1SD 102 158 .643 .520 (—.209, .412)
Nonsmoker PES M .308 114 2711 .007 (.085, .532)
PESM +1 SD 515 170 3.031 .003 (.182, .849)
PESM —1SD 477 .301 1.587 113 (—.113,1.067)
Smoker PES M 242 .204 1.187 236 (—.158, .641)
PESM +1 SD .006 .248 .026 .979 (—.481, .494)

Note. PES = Persuasion ethics schema, A/ = mean, SD = standard deviation

Table 6. Conditional Effects Model (DV: Behavioral Intention)

Factor B se t p 95% Cl
PESM — 1SD .076 137 .552 .583 (—.193, .345)
Nonsmoker PES M .063 .099 .639 523 (—.131, .257)
PESM + 15D .050 147 342 733 (—.239, .340)
PESM — 1SD A71 .261 .658 511 (—.340, .683)
Smoker PES M —.144 77 —.817 414 (—.491, .202)
PESM + 1SD —.460 215 —2.136 .033 (—.882, —.037)

Note. PES = Persuasion ethics schema, A/ = mean, SD = standard deviation
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This study uses a moderated moderation model to examine how the persuasion ethics schema
(PES) influences the persuasive effects of antismoking messages. Specifically, it examines
how PES level, in conjunction with audience type (smoker vs. non-smoker), influences the
persuasive effects of two antismoking message appeals (self-harm vs. other-harm). Message
appeal was manipulated in an online experiment with 777 smoking and nonsmoking adult
participants. Results of the moderated moderation model using the PROCESS macro for SPSS
were as follows. (1) When PES is high, attitudes toward the antismoking ad (Aad) are less
favorable. (2) Compared to nonsmokers, smokers had a lower level of Aad and behavioral
intention (BI). (3) Among nonsmokers with average or above average PES, other-harm
message had a more positive effect on Aad than did self-harm message. (4) Among smokers
with above average PES, other-harm message had a more negative effect on Bl than did
self-harm message. Theoretical, methodological, and practical contributions are discussed.
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